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Judgement of the Single Member Bench dellivered by

Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara heddy, Member (Jucl, )t

This is an app&icatibn filed under Section 19 of
the Administrative Tribunals Act to set aside the cismisszl
order dt,15,6,1991 passed by the 3rd Iespondent astiegainst
the appiicant and confirmed by'the 2nd‘respondént &s per the
Appellate order dt. 26.10,1991 with all consequentisl |

benefits and moneraty benefits to the applicant,

The facts giving rise to this 0.A., in brlief

are as follows -

2. The applicantlwas selected and appointed as
Telecom Office Assistant (TOA) in the II Half Year 1980
Recruitment as per the advertisement in the‘newspapers
Bubsequently it came to light that the apo;;%fkabeﬁiin
had submitted forged educQtlonal certificates regardgag
to his educational qualifications ané had succeeded in

securing the job of Telecom Office Assistént. Inspite of

opportunities to the applicant by the respondents to pxéduce

the originals or authenticated duplicate copies with Legard_

to his educational gualificetions, the applicant did [not p

produce any of the certificates showing the educational
gqualifications, ©So, on 27,3.1985 the applicant Was ch&rge
sheeted under the C...5. Kules on the ground that he Sequred
the job of Telecom Office assistant ¥,e.f, 3.?.1981 after
submitting forged educational qualification documeptsyberti-

ficates, The @pplicant denied the Charge that was frgmed

against him.

3. A regular departmental enquiry was conducted.

After IeCOLdlng oral evidence &and yonolderlng the dOCLmenthn
gy cvidence that was filed, the apnlluant was dlsmlssed by

the 3rd respondent as per his orders dt. 15,6,1991, frpm
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the post of Telecoq Office Assistant, The applicant preferred

an appeal to the second respondent on 27,27,1991, Tte second

respondent dismissed the appeal as per his orders d

.26,10,91, £
S0, challenging the dismissal crder, the aéppligant thad filed 4
the present 0,A, as alreedy indicated above, ]
4, We have heard on admission ef this 0.,a. M .T.Jagant,

#8vocate for the applicanf and Mr,N.V.Kamana, StaﬁdLLg

Counsel for the respondents,

5, The entire enquiry file had peen placed before

us and We have also gone through the enquiry file, -Evén

though the case of the respondents is, that the apélicant

had submitted forged documents with regard tp the educational
cualifications in securing the post of Telecom Officel Assistant,
it is significant to note that the applicant had not |htall
pleaded in his 0.A. where he had studied, his educational
qualifications and dated ofkyears of passing the examinations
and also marks that had been secured by him. It is very much
necessary f£or the appiicant in this 0.A, that the essential
facts with régard to his educational qualifications,.the 7
periods of study in the said educstional institutionsﬁ thg
marks he had obtained have to be established by pléading the
said facts. But very strangely the applicant had not choosen
to do so. As the applicent is guilty of suppression ot
material facts, which are within the knowledge of the lppli—

cant, this O.A., is liable to Dbe rejected inliminee,

6 | When this O.A. came up for admission hearing on

4,11,1992, the Bench had passed the following order:-

“Mr,T,.Jayant, for the applicant and Mr.N.V.Ramini,
Standing Counsel for the respondents are present,
This Q0.A, is filed to set aside the
dismissal order of the applicant dated 15,6,91
as Posteal Assistant, the applicant had been
dismissed from service after holding depart-
mental enquiry on the ground that he had
secured appointment by placing forged
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documents before the department, In
view of the stand of the respondents
We hereby direct the applicant to file
a4 detailed affidavit with regard to
his educational qualification/qualifi-
cations, the institutions where he had
studied, the years of study, the marks
hedhad obtained within 4 weeks from
today, ic gilesd 3

a de:ié.railt‘:aléE a?ggida \%"’E]f ggtorfdélg'eeg écgmf’je.le
we make it clear that adverse inference
would be drawn to the case of the appli-
cant and that the 0,A, is liable to be
rejected, List this 0.A., for orders on

15,12,92,"
- ' M)
M{J)

after taking fepeated ad journments, the‘applicaﬁt along wWith

his affidavit had filed before this Tribunal a geroX cbpy of

the marks certificate said to havé been issued by'the Head
Master of the George Coronation High School, Machilipatnam
(A-1) and also a werox copy of the Provisional Certificate
of the &ndhra University that he had qualified for the Degree
of Bachelor of Arts of ~ndhra University in the yeary 1979,
In the affidavit accompanyiﬁg'thé said document the Lpplicant
had averred that he studied in the George tbmonatiqn High
School, Machilipatnam, Krishna District and he passed SSIC
Pubiic Examination held in Noveﬁber 1970, with 25? marks and
-thereafter, he studied a£ AK Kalasala Machilipatnam]land B.A.
Degree Examination, of Andhra University in 1978, He had
submitted copies of marks he secured in the SSIC Public Exami-
| |

nation and copy -~ of B.A., Degree certificate said to be now

available with the applicant, therify the truth orjothervise

"of his educational ghalification wWe have gone through the

disciplinary énquiry file, At the time of his appointment |
the spplicant had submitted attestation form showing his
educetional qualification.‘ In the said Attestation|{form

he had ShOWﬁ that he had studied in Muncipal High Schoolpm

Kakinada in the year 1970 and that he had left the School

in the year-1971 after passing Xth Class, He has al]lso stated

et
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that he had studied in the AK Kalasala; Machilipat%am from

the yeér 1971 &nd thaﬁ.he left'inrﬁhe year‘1978 after passingl
B.A,-Degree EXaminaﬁion. So; as Could be‘seen/at the time of
entry into service as Telecom Office a§§istagé$ the apblicant
had clearly stated that he had studied‘&ﬁncipal High School,

: : | N
Kakinada and passed Xth class and that he has also |Studied

-in AK Kalasala, Machilipatnam from 1971-1978 and p% sed B,A,
Degree Examination No documenﬁs/bertificates hadibeen
produced by the appllccnt before the’ Enqulry authoqity showing
that he had studled at MunC1pal High Sghool, Kaklnaﬁa or"”K”
AK Kalasala, Machilipatnam, In the-departmentalren}uiry the
applicant nhad given e#idence, The applicant had been speci-

fically asked the following question by the enquiny:officenduL

. u

#. Can you say in which school you have
, actuall{lstudled loth class? M
i : =¥, I can't say at present,! j
The fsct that the spplicant had studied in the Muncipal High
School, Kakinada had been found to be false by the ﬁl@uiry
authority. The disciplinary authority had come to the con-
clusion that the applicant had not studied in the Kakindda
High School as stated by him while sécuring appointment and
that he had also not passed the B.A&. Degree Examination in the

‘year 1978 as stated by him while securing the said post of

Telecom Office Assistant, As could be seen before the

enquiry authority the applicant had not produced any|materizl

with regard to educational gualifications and also tﬁe b4

institutioh where he had studied, So, as the GppllCzﬁt had
not studied in Kaklnada High School and he had also not

passed B,A, Degree Examination in the year 19782. 2t is
quite evidentlthat the applicant had submitted forged
documents before the respondents for securing the appointment

. . {
as Telecom @ffice Assistant. ©GSo, for deceiving the respon-

dent& in securing the said job by placing forged documents
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the applicant had been rightly dismissed from servite and we

do not see any grounds to admit this spplication asl the

applicent had failed to produce any meterisl to show that
he had studied in Kakinada High School in the year 1971 and
that he had also passed his B.A, Degree examination]in the

year 3978, =

7. - Now coming to the documents that are placed before
us the question is whether any reliance can be placed on the
said documents, The applicant admittedly had never;/stated

to the competent éuthority at the time of his selection as

Machilipatnam, The marks he had obtained in the SSIC examina-
tion Bad also not been placed before the competent

It is only for the first time and that too in view out

‘i

Specific direction given to the applicant to disclose his

educatioﬁal qualifications that the applicant had comeforth
with the copy of certificate of the marks of SSLC exdmination
to show that he had passed SSIC examination in the year 1979.
AS a matter of,féct the said xerox copy ©f the certi!icate

showing the marks of the applicant does not relate to| Kakinada

lates

to George‘Céronation High School, Machilipatnam, Itlwas not

Muncipal High School, but the certificate of marks re

the cese of the gpplicant in the disciplinary enquiry|that

he had studied in the George Comonation High School. {|The

gpplicant seems to have produced a fzlse certificatesibefore the

responcents with inflated marks so as to qualify himself for
the post of Telecom Officé Assistant, Sb, in view ofjithe
Statment of the applicant at the time of securing thejljob that
he had stuaied in Kékinadé High School, no credence can be

given to the Xerox copy_of the certificate of the Head| Master
of the High School, Machilipatnam-produced before us, |{ The
ZEIOX‘COpﬂy of the B.A, Provisional certificate would|go to

C )
show that the applicant had studied and had psssed Part I
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comprising.Engligh and Telugu in Third Class in the year 1978,1%

Part II comprising History and Politics in the year 1978 and
Part III Ecomomics in the year 1979 in IIIrd Classh So, as
could be seen from the said cértificate he had obtained B.A.
Degree only in the year 1978, The- RELOX COpy of the B.A,

Degree Provisional certificate placed before us hdd not bcen

e —

filed before the competent authority at the time of his

appointment, DBut only forged B.A. Degree certificite showing

that he has passed B,A, Degree Examination in the year 1978,

had been filed, So, as the said copy of the aiga érovisional
- Certificate that he had passe@ B.A, Degree Examinaéion in the
-year 1979 had never'béen é;%éig;;3~b;b£he applicent|either
to the appointing authority or to the disc;plinary authoritg)
ﬁﬁe provisionzl ceftificate filed now before us would not
advance the case of the applicant in any way to show that the
applicant had passed B,A. Degree Examinstion in the vear 1978
a$ had been stated to the appointing authority at the time
the applicant was appointed &s TeleCOm Offlce Assistant, To
put in one seentence never the spplicant had disclosed prior
to 20,12,1992 that the applicant had studied in the lSaig High
Schoolp, Machilipatnam ané that he had passed his B.A, Degree
Examination compartmentally and got the Degree in the year
1979, It is evident that the gpplicant gad éecufed the

pPost of Telecom Office mnssistant by deceitful means, by

(2

producing passed educational certificstes with inflated

marks, OSo, this is a fit case where orders have got {to

be passed in the shape of instant refection of this Q

as this 0.4, is not atall a fit matter for adjudication,

Toe—f
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In the result this 0.A. is rejected summerily under {

the Provisions of 19(3} of the A&miniStratiVe Tri

Act, leaving the parties to bear their own costs.

T . Ch— \JTIQ___—;ZAD Ik
(T CHANDRASEKHARA REDDJ - |-

Membe r {Judl

Dated s L “| February, 1993
L]

To
1., The Secretary, Ministry of Communications,
Union of 1India, New Delhi-1,

2. The Telecom District Manager, West Godavari Eluru
West Godavari District, _ = 4,650.

3, The Divisional Engineer,
Telecommunications, Eluru,
West Godavari Dist, .. £a,4 908D

4, One copy to Mr.T.Jayank, aAdvocate, CAT .Hyd.
5, One copy to Mr.N.v.Ramana, Addl ,CGSC,CAT, Hyd,.

6, One spare COPRY.
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TYPLLD BY 4 ) CO;-;FQ.REB BY
. .;‘ A '.
CHiCREL 3Y APPROVED BY

IN IHE CENTRAL ALMINISTRATIVL TLIBUﬁAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AI' HYDERABALD

THE HON'BLE ME.V,NEELADRI R0 V.C.

[T]

AND .

THE HON'BLE MR.R.BALASUBRAMANIAN:M(A)
AND

THE HON'BLE MR.CHANDRA'SEKHAﬁ rEpDY | T
sMEMBER(J)

AND
THE HON'BLE MR,

DATELs 2\~ 7 -1993

QRERRY JUDGMENT 5

R.P./C,P/M.A, Na,
in
9.4, e, qmlq)___

"T.A.lo, o (W.P.NJ.

'y P Admittfed and Interim directions

issuedq,

Allowed
Dispdsed of with direetibns

Lismfssed as withdrawn
'

Dismf ssed
Dismlissed for default
Rejecte Oredred—
No order as to costs.
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