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W P (C) No.378 (AP) 2010

BEFORE
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE HRISHIKESH ROY

21-01-2011

The petitioner who was appointed as an Anganwadi Worker
on 2.8.2010 has moved the Court to challenge the office order
dated 9.8.2010 (Annexure-I) of the CDPO, Geku ICDS Project
whereby her appointment has been cancelled on the ground that
she is not a local resident of the Jommo-Kopak Panchayat Area in
which the PWD Colony Anganwadi Center is located. It is indicated
in the order that the petitioner’'s name was inadvertently included
due to oversight of her actual Panchayat Constituency/Segment.
2. Mr. N Lowang, learned Addl. Senior Govt. Advocate submits
that unless a person is a resident within the jurisdictional area of
the Anganwadi Center, she has no right to be appointed and
accordingly the impugned order was rightly recorded. However it is
pointed out by Mr. N Pada, learned counsel for the petitioner that
the petitioner is a local resident by marriage and no opportunity
was afforded to her, before her appointment was cancelled.
Considering the factual controversy raised by the petitioner, I am of
the view that this issue needs to be reconsidered by a higher
authority.
3. Accordingly the petitioner is permitted to file a
representation before the Director of Social Welfare, Women and
Child Development Department (Respondent No.2) and the said
authority is directed to consider the petitioner’s grievances against
the impugned office order dated 9.8.2010. An appropriate
opportunity may also be afforded to the petitioner by the Director.
Mr. Pada, learned counsel submits that the requisite representation
will be filed within 2 weeks from today. Accordingly the same is
ordered to be disposed of expeditiously and preferably within 6
weeks thereafter.
4, The case is disgosed of with the above order.
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