IN THE CENTRAL ADMTMISTRATTVE TRITTNAL HYDTRARAD RENCH

AT-HYDERAPap

— b —

. ,
O.A. No. 191/53 . >Dt, of Decision : 18-6-93, . -
'T-A-]Noo . \
Golla Kotesuaramma, . _ ' Petitioner
Sri P.R.Ramana Rag, T ___Advocate for
; - — e the petitioner
(s)
Versus
- N !
The Divisional Officer £ngineering (A), _ Respondent.
UTTICe of tne Uy.eneral Manager, lelecom,
Vijayawada~520 050 & 2 others :
ori N.it.Devraj, - ' Advocate for
o ' the Respondent
(s)
- t
CORAM

THE HON'BLE MR. A.B.GORTHI : WEMBER (A)
THE HON'BLE MR. T.CHANCRASEKHAR REDDY : ' MEMBER (3)

1. whether Reporters of local papers may \67”
be alliwed to see the judgement? -

2. To be referred to the Reporters or not? NEK/

.3. Whether their Lordships wish to see L/,/”
- the fair copy of the Judgement? '

4. Whether it needs to be circulsted'tc ' \é/' A
other Benches of the Tribunal? ' ‘ :

5. Remarks of Vice-Chairman on CoiumnS'
1,2,4 (to be submitted to Hon'ble
Vice-Chairman where he.is not on the

Bench.)
S U P
. ) ":(‘N - ¢

' (HTZSR) . (HABG)

may SIS




IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BEN
AT RYDERABRD

gaA_191/90, o Ot, of Order:18-5-93,

Golla Koteswaramma |
esssfpplicant

Vs,

1. The Divisional Officer Enginesring
(Administration), Cffice of the
Dy.General Manager, Telecanm,
Vijayawada-520 050.

2. The Divisional Engineer (Admn),
Uffice of the Telecom District
Manager, Vijayawada-520 050.

3. The Assistant £ngineer, Phones (1/E),
Vijayawada-520 007,

«seosRespondaents

Counsel for the Applicant Shri P.R.Ramana Rag

Counsel for the Respondents : shri W.R.Devraj, 5r.CGSC

——— ) . s -—

CORAM:

THE HON'SLE SHazfg}B.GGRTHI :  FEMBER (A)

 THE HON'BLE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHAR REDRY : MEMBER (J)

(Order of the Divn., Bench delivered by Hon' ble
Sri A.B8.Gorthi, Member (A} ).

The applicent who was appointed inm 1970 as a part
time'@@eeper-cum-Uater womn in the Telephone £xchange at
Zn@ustrial Estate, Vijayawada, is.aggrieved by the order
dt.31-1-90 terminating her services with éﬁfect from

1“‘2-9[3 -

2. The applicsnt is an illéterate woman and afd had
" -.}

worked with the Respondsnts for about 17 ygsars, In the

year 1987 the Respandants‘perhaps with & visw to screen

..'.2.

®



—

- 2 -
such ﬁart time employees for regular?%EéSiﬁ}ion;

details of educational gualifications from the candidates.
Transfer
In response there.te the applicant furnished aﬁ@ertificate
issued by the Headmaster of Zilla Parishad High School,
Panumolu, As per the said certificate ﬁhe applicant was
studying in &6th Class when che was transfered from the seaid
school, On verification by the Respondents the said Trans-
Fer Certificate was found to be a fabricated and false one,
g
The Respondents therefore served a shouw cause notice #o the
applicant on 5-8-89, In her response to the notica}the appli-
cant pleaﬁed for mercy on the ground that she was an illé%ﬁ-
rate woman and that she had rendered satisfactory service

Eal
t

with the Respundents for a long pericd of 19 years. After
cansidefing her reply and examining all the facts, the Rea-

pondents issued &he termination order.

3. Sri P.R.Ramana Rao, learned counsel for the applicant
challenged the validity of the terminatiuﬁ crder an thrée
grounds. Firstly he contended that a regular departmental
enquiry should have been held into the azlleged misconduct {}
cf the applicant. His second contentiion was that no speci-
fied educational guelificationg vas required for continuation

in the appointment of part-time [E}eeper-cum-uater WCME ,

Lastly he contends thet the terminatisn of service was a

harsh penalty imposed.upan‘her.

4. 3ri M.R.Devraj, learnsd counsel for the Respondents

&/ refuted all the contentions raised on behalf of the applicante

'oto30
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there was no reqguirement of h&lding a regular Departmental
Enquiry. The applicant was neither a regular employss nat
a‘TempDrary Servant. 8he was merely a part-time Sweeper-
cum-YWater woman working on casual basis., f~s regards the
requirement of minimum'educgﬁiunal quaiificationi ori Dev raj
admits that there was no such reguirement but the issue in-
volvad in this cese is mis~-conduct of tﬁe applicant in fur-
nishing a Pabricated ard false cartificate uhen-har Case
was to be considersd for regulérisatian. As regards the
—ded that it was '
punishment, He gontenynot a punishment but only a removal

from service an account of mis-conduct.

5. Admittedly the applicant did furnishes” a falsa certi-

ficate for the purpose of securing regularisation of her

employment as a Mazdoor. The Respondents therefure cannot

.r R . - a 1}

be faulted for 1ssuing fshow cause notice to her. The applie-

cant was given adeguats oppartunitﬁto meet the points

raised in the show cause notice and she had given detailed

reply. In the reply she admnitted her guilt without reser-

Uatian. In these circumstances the action of tha Rzspondent s
the post of o-

in removing her from/aes part-time sweeper cum water uuqﬁn

is sufficiently in order.

6. - Before we part with the case we must observe that the

. _ an otherwiss
applicant joined service in 1970 and rendered/unblemishad

0-...4.




® 'Or & perigg of almost 19'yéars.
an ;
b 0 . !
he 15/il1gterat, voman ang it ;. Likely that gng was mis-
b guidag in SUbmiting the fals

educational qualiFicatian.

L though blameuorthy, the Tespondentg Could hayg tg

€N a more
lenient gp Sympathetie viey,

« The applicant jp

she is sti]] BTV with the

desir@éﬁ of g RESDDHdEﬂtS3

may

submit g Tepraese

of with MY order as tg costs,

/ s rQ‘——-&’\&f@_[L&ﬁ\- ‘
(T.CHRNDRQSEKHAR REDDY) (Q;B.GUHTHI
Member (3) :

Membz r (A)

Dated:18th e,
Dictateq in0¥en

1893,
Court,

] Deputy Registra {/,

€ Divisional Offjicer Engineering(%dmn)

0/c Dy.General Manager, Telecom,vijayawada-OSO.
ivisional Engineer (admy
'S the Telecom District Manager,

istant Engineer, Phonesg (I/E) vijayawada-~7,
*,

\to Mr.P.R.Ramanarao, Advocate,16-2-740/38
agar, Baddiannaram, Hyderabad.

Vijayawada-050,

to Mr.N.R.Eevraj, Sr.CGSC,CAT.Hyd
to Library, CAT, Hyd,

e copy,
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIST'RATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT ‘HYLERABAD,

THE HON'BLE Mk .JUSTICE V. NEELADRI RZO
VICE CHAI RI\AN

. ANDﬂ B 6‘(0\’&‘{/\”‘

THE HON'BLE MK,

AND

MEMBER (ADMN)

CHE HON'BLE -MR.T. CHANDRASEKHAR

REDDY

DATED: | % - %-1993

GREEEy JTUDGMENT

MEMBER (JULL)

R.P./ C.P/M.&sNo.

in

O..A.No. | \C\L\Gp

T.ANo, ' ' (W.P.No

-Admltt d and Interim dlrectlons

i ssuedy
Allowed.,

Disposed of with-directions

Dismis

Dismisged

4 as Withdrawn.

Dismigsed for default.

Orde ed/Re jected.
No order as to costs.
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HYDERABAD BENCH.





