
IN THE CENT9ALDMTNIST'ATTVE T2I'TYNAL H'DnA9'D RE'JCH 	- 

AT HEAFd 

O.A. No. 	 Dt. of Decision 	18-5-93. 
T.A.No. 

Soils Koteswaramma, 	 petitioner 

- Sri P.R.Ramana Rao, 	 Advocate for - 	
---- 	petitioner the 

Versus 

The Divisional Officer EngineerJnQ(Rj ReSpqndent. 
Office or tne uy.beneraL 9anaqer, Telecorp, 	- 
Uijayswada_520 050 & 2 others 
Sri._N.R.Oevraj, 	Advocate for 

the Reãpondent 
(5) 

CORAM - 

THE HON'BLE MR. R.8.GORTHI 	CIEIqOER (R) 

THE HCN'BLE MR. T.CHN0RMSEKHMR REDDY 	MEMBER (j) 

Whether Reporters of local papers may 
be all'iwed to -see the judgement? -. 

To be' referred to the Renorters or not? 

- 	- i. Whether tneir Lorosnips wisn-to see 
the f I r rnnt7 of the Tiinmcn* 

4. , Whether i::e: to be  
other Benches of the Tribunal? 

5. Remarks of Vice-Chairman on Columns 
1,2,4 (to be submitted to Hon'ble 
Vice-Chairman where he; is not on the 
Bench.) 
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IN THE CENTRAL A0MINISTRATIE ThIBUNAL 	HYDERABAD BEN 

AT HYDERABAD 	 7 
OR lylJyo. 	 Ot, of Order:18-5-93. 

Golla Koteawarainma 

... .Applic ant 

Vs. 

The Divisional Officer Engineering 
(Administration), Office of the 
Dy.Gencral Manager, Telecom, 
\Jijayawada-520 050. 

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

The Assistant Engineer, Phones (l/E), 
\Jijayawada-520 007. 

... .Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant 
	

Shri P.R.Rarnana Rao 

Counsel for the Respondents 
	

Shri N.R.Devraj, Sr.CGSC 

C OR AM 

THE HON'BLE SHRI 1AJ B.GORTHI 	MEMBER (A) 

THE HON ' BLE S HR I T.CHANDRRSEKHAR REDDY 	MEMBER (j) 

(Order of the Diun. Bench delivered by Hon'ble 
Sri A.B.Gorthi, Member (A) 	). 

The applicant who was appointed in 1970 as a part 

time 5&eeper-cum-Uater women in the Telephone Exchange at 

Ind1ustrial Estate, Vijayawada, is aggrieved by the order 

dt.31-1-90 terminating her services with effect from 

1-2-90. 

2. 	The applicant is an i1lóirate uomn and ad had 

worked with the Respondents for about 17 years. In the 

year 1987 the Resoondentsperhaps with a view to screen 
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such part time employees for regular! absor bioncalle f 

details of educational qualifications from the candidates. 

Transfer 
In response there,to the applicant furnished a/c9ertificate 

issued by the Headmaster of Zilla Parishad High School, 

Panumolu. As  per the said certificate the applicant was 

studying in 6th Class when she was transfered from the said 

school. On verification by the Respondents the said Trans-

fer Certificate was found to be a fabricated and false one. 

The Respondents therefore served a show cause notice X-c the 

applicant on 5-8-89. In her response to the notica-the appli-

cant pleaded for mercy on the ground that she, was an ills 
L 

te-

rate woman and that she had rendered satisfactory service 

with the Respondents for a long period of 19 years. After 

considering her reply and examining all the facts, the Res-

pondents issued t)he termination order. 

Sri P.R.Ramana Rao, learned counsel for the applicant 

challenged the validity of the termination order on Lhree 

grounds. Firstly he contended that a regular departmental 

enquiry should have been held into the alleged misconduct 

Of the  applicant. His second contention was. that no speci-

fied educational qualifications was required for continuation 

in the appointment of part-time LStheeper-cum-water womG-n. 

Lastly he contends that the termination of service was a 

harsh penalty imposedupon her. 

Sri N.R.Devraj, learnedcounsel for the Respondents 

refuted all the contentions raised on behalf of the applicant. 
'I, 



the applicant herself categorica'ly admitted her m eta 

there was no requirement of holding a regular Departmental 

Enquiry. The applicant was neither a regular employee nor 

a Temporary Servant. She was merely a part—time Sweeper—

cum—Uater womn working on casual basis. As regards the 

requirement of minimum educional qualificationi Sri 0ev raj 

admits that there was no such requirement but the issue in—

valved in this case is mis—conduct of the applicant in fur 

nishing a fabricated and false certificate when her case 

was to be considered for regularisation. As regards the 

ed that it was 
punishment, he:.ddAten/not a punishment but only a removal 

from service on account of mis—conduct. 

5. 	Admittedly the applicant did furnieha false certi— 

ficate for the purpose of securing regularisation of her 

employment as a Nazdoor. The Pespondents therefore cannot 

a 
be faulted for issuino/show cause notice to her. The appli— 

cant was given adequate opportunity/to meet the points 

raised in the show cause notice and she had given detailed 

reply. In the reply she admitted her guilt without reser— 

vation. In these circumstances the action of the Respondents 

the postS of 
in removing her ffrom./ 	partLtime sweeper cum water wom1dn 

is sufficiently in order. 

Before w a part with the case we must observe that the 

an otherwise 
applicant joined service in 1970 and rendered/unblarnished 

'i/ 



I,  
Ui 
 almost 19years he iS/illiterat wom 

	
and it is likely that she was 

mjs 

	

in 
submiting the rai 

	
CCx'tifjcat with regard to her Cducationi 	

For a single lapse of this nature, 

though blameworthY the respondflnts could have taken a more 

lenient or symPathetic View. However it is entirely for 

thorn to °°sider this aspect of the case 
	The 8 PPlicant if she 

is still desira 	
of servi:A with the Respondents may 

submit a representation to the General Naner, Telecom Distric, 

who may 
consider the same and take a sym

de 	 pathetic 
Sion 	 - 

ci 	
on humanitarian groun5 	

The application is disposed 
of with no Order as to costs. 
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Dt&racj 

Divisional Officer Engineerjflg( )  
/0 

Dy.General Manager, Telecom,vjjayawaaoso 
Pivisionai Engin 	(AdmM) 

\
the Telecom District Elaneger, Vijayawada.050 

stant Engineer, Phones (I/E) Vijayawa_7 
- to Mr.P.r.Rarnana;ao Advocate,16_2_740/39 

/ecopy. 

	

gar, faddjannar 	Hyderabad. 
Mr.N.R.Eevraj, Sr.CGSCCATHyd 

Library, CAT.Hyd. 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
HYDEPABAD BENcH AT HYDERABAD. 

THE JION'BLE ML.JUSTICE V.NEELADPI RAO 
VICE CHAIRMJ 

AND 

THE HON'ELE 
MEMBER(AaiN) 

AND 

THE HON'BLE 
REDDY ; MER(Jfl) 

TED: 	-1993 	

1• 

WJUMENT 

R.P./ C.P/M,A;No. 

	

in 	 a.  

O.A.No. 	 • 

T•A•No• 	 (W.p.No 	) 

Admjtt d and Interim directions 
issued 
Allowe 

Disposed of with- directions 

Dism

led/Rejected. 

d as Withdrawn. 
Dismd 

Disind for default. 

Orde  

No order as to costs. 
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