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‘Ordexr of the Division Bench delivered by

Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member (Judl.}.

This is an application filed under Section
19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act to set aside
the dismissal order dated 17,3,1990 passed by the
Disciplin;ry Authority and as confirmed by the Appellate
Authority'aé per the orders dated 21,6,90 and to pass
such othe# order or orders as may deem fit and proper

in the circumstances of the case,

The facts giving ri8e to this 0.A, in (brief

are as follows :-

2. The applicant hereih was Selected and appointed
as Telecom Office Assistant by the Divisjon@l Engineer
Telecom, Eluru w,e,f, 14,9.,82. While so, it came to the
notice of the competent authority that the applicant

without having the required(éf{é@ﬁili%; has secureé the

appointment'by‘producing bogus certificates, The applicant

was given opportunity to produce the original certificates

with regar&uto his educational qualification. The

applicant informed the 3rd respondent that the original

certificates were lost in floods, He also failed to

producCe the duplicate copies of the certificates after
' wrhone

o?taining them from the educational institution the
g A

i applicant had studied, A charge'sheet was {ssued under

Y ccS (CCAY Rules, 1965 alleging that the applicant had

secured the appointment as Telecom Office Assistant by
producing bogus certifjcates and false information
'béfore the cSmpetent authority. An enquiry officer
was appointed., The enquiry officer submitted His

report to the disciplinary authority., The disciplinary



authority accepted the findings of the enquiry

officer and as per the orders dated 17.3,90 dismissed

the applicant from service, after taking into considera-

tion the enquiry report, the representation of the

applicant to the said enquiry report and other material,

the applicant

As against the @ismissal order dated 17.3.90

subnitted an appeal on 26.4.,90 to the competeng authority.

The appellate authority dismissed the appeal of .the
opders dated 21.6,90,  The applicant

applicant as pel its

has approached this Tribunal to set aside the dismissal

order passed against the applicant dated 17.3,90 as alrea

indicated.

3. Counter is filed by the I.'eSpondents opposing

this O.A.

4, We have heard today Mr.T;V.V.S.Pmrthy
- . 4 LA
learned counsel for the applicant and Mr,N,V Raghavé Red

Standing Counsel for the respondents
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information to the respdents that tpe
at > applicant had

studied in Z.P.H. SchoollTamirisa, xrispn
A S a Distr
and that he had securedd¥ of h4iii
marks excludin no
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School whose name ef—Headmaster is A.Venkat Rao. The
said Venkat Rao had stated in his evidence that the
applicant herein had not studied in the ZPH School
Tamirisa, Krishna District as per the school records,

The Headmaster, 2PH School does not have any motive to
speak falsehood as against the applicant. He is a
respectful man, he is an independent witness, He had
given evidence with reference to the school rdécords of
Z.P.H.School, The evidence of Venkat Rao conclusively.
establishes that the applicant had never studied in the
said school and had not secured 80% of marks in the S;S.C.
examimation, It is quite evident from the facts and
circumstances of the case that the appljicant had produced
before the competent authority at the time of applying
to the said post false informatioﬁ with regarding to the
educational gualification, with regard to the school

he had studied and with regard to the marks he obtained .
in the SSC examination, As the applicant had never
secured 80% of marks in SSC the applicant had absolutely
né eligibility to get appointed as TOA, But for the
bogus certificates he had produced, the applicant could
not 'be selected atall, So, as the applicant had obtained
the appointment by deceitfulmeans by giﬁing false
information and by producing bogus certificates, the
disciplinary authority was fully justified in ordering
dismissal and the appellate authority was also right

in upholding the order of dismissal passed by the
disciplinary authority. We do not find any egror

in the ordefs passed by the disciplinary authority

and appellate authority. We may also point out that

this is a case where absolutely the applicant had no



right to hold the post, It is only a person who is
eligible to the post if selected and appointed would
gpt & right to hold the post and continue in the postIMAWL
This is a case where absolutely the applicant did not .hed
eligibiliﬁy for appointment to the post of T.0.A, "So,

in view of this position, the OA is lisble ®© be dismissed,

‘O I
We d@#¥ not find any merits in this OA and hence this OA

is dismissed, Parties shall bear their own costs,
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33 Dated: 23xrd March, 1994 1,#‘
(Dictated in Open Court )
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sd .. , Deputy Registrar(Judld) -
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1+ Secretary, Ministry of Communications, Union af India,

New Delhi-1,

2.} Talecom District Manager, West Godavari, Eluru-050.

3¢ Oivisional Officer(Engg.), 0/0 Dy. G.M.Telecom, West
Godavari Dist, Eluru-0S0, .

4. One cupy to Sri. TeV.V.S9,Murthy, advocats, CAT, Hyd.

S One copy to Sri, N.V,Raghava Raddy, Addi. CGSC CAT, Hyd.

6. One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd.

7. One spare copy.
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