
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

W.P.No.12939 OF 2016  

ORDER: 
 

 

Heard  Mr.Tarun G.Reddy for petitioners and  

Mr.V.Ramc hander Goud  for respondents 1 to 3. 

 

The petitioners c ha llenge c ommunic a tion da ted  14.03.2016 

of 1st respondent as a rb itra ry, illega l, unc onstitutiona l and  in 

vio la tion of p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e, p rays to set aside letter 

da ted  14.03.2016 b lac klisting  petitioners and  d irec t 1st respondent to 

rec ognize the petitioners’  Ph.D degree as va lid . 

 

The c ommunic a tion reads as follows: 
 

 
“JAWAHARLAL NEHRU TECHNOLOGICAL UNIVERISTY 

HYDERABAD 
Established by Andhra Pradesh Ac No.30 of 2008 

Kukatpally, Hyderabad – 500 085 

Date: 14.03.2016 

The following faculty with the registration numbers indicated are hereby 

blacklisted as per Section 12.9 of the affiliation regulations of J.N.T.U.H.  

Further legal action will be initiated against all concerned in due course. 
 

S. 
No. 

Registration 
No. 

Name of candidate Department Remarks 

1. 62311-160216- 
174656 

Suthakaran Raj Pharmacy Fraudulent 
Phd 
certificate  

2. 4149-160119-
182416 

Jayendra Jada MBA Fraudulent 
Phd 
certificate 

3. 9787-160126- 
134222 

YallamatiEswara 
Rao 

Civil Fraudulent 
Phd 
certificate  

4. 6929-160302- 
154435 

Nagendra Kumar MBA Fraudulent 
Phd 
certificate 
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      Sd/- 

      REGISTRAR” 

 

 The c irc umstanc es relevant for d isposa l of the writ petition a re 

as follows: 

 

 The 1st and  2nd  petitioners a re working  as Assistant Professors in 

the 4th respondent institution.  The petitioners in the years 2013 

requested  4th respondent to issue No Ob jec tion Certific a te to 

pursue Ph.D.  The petitioners app lied  to 5th respondent-University for 

Ph.D in Computer Sc ienc e and  Eng ineering.  The petitioners assert 

tha t they have undertaken researc h from July, 2013 to January, 

2016 and  were fina lly awarded  p rovisiona l c ertific a te of Ph.D by  

5th respondent.  The qua lific a tions of petitioners were upda ted  by 

4th respondent as required  by Affilia tion Proc edure and  Regula tions 

of 1st respondent-University.  The grievanc e of petitioners is tha t the 

1st respondent instead  of ra tifying  the add itiona l qua lific a tions viz., 

Ph.D ob ta ined  by them on the online porta l of 1st respondent 

University has b lac klisted  the petitioners by hold ing tha t the 

5. 5041-160302- 
135759 

Bandarulakshmana MBA Fraudulent 
Phd 
certificate  

6. 3510-160215-
110657 
3683-160312- 
135325 

Avula Anitha CSE Fraudulent 
Phd 
certificate 

7. 33150405-

143554 

G.Rekha CSE Fraudulent 

Phd 

certificate  

8. 57150402-

162301 

43150402-

164431 

77150402-

165523 

K.Vinuthna CSE Fraudulent 

Phd 

certificate 
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petitioners have fraudulent Ph.D c ertific a tes.  The petitioners sta te 

tha t the 1st respondent is not d isputing  the genuineness of Ph.D 

granted  by 5th respondent and  as a  matter of fac t the Ph.D granted  

to Dr.S.Gop i Krishna  by 5th respondent is ac c ep ted  as a  va lid  

add itiona l qua lific a tion and  the deta ils a re upda ted . The 

c ommunic a tion impugned  in the writ petition firstly c annot and  

c ould  not be passed  under Sec tion 12.9 of the Affilia tion 

Regula tions of 1st respondent-University, sec ond ly the petitioners 

were not put on notic e before trea ting  the Ph.D as fraudulently 

ob ta ined  and  third ly when the deta ils a re furnished  for upda ting  the 

add itiona l ac quisition, passing  order b lac klisting  the petitioners and  

trea ting  the Ph.D, c onferred  on them as fraudulently ob ta ined , is 

a rb itra ry and  unc onstitutiona l. 

 

Respondent No.1 filed  c ounter a ffidavit.  The ob jec tions of  

1st respondent c an b riefly be sta ted  under two c a tegories.  First 

ob jec tion is tha t the petitioners have up loaded  fraudulent degree 

c ertific a te and  under Sec tion 12.9, the 1st respondent is entitled  to 

take punitive ac tion, suc h as pena lty, b lac klisting  in the University 

and  lega l ac tion.  The sec ond  ob jec tion is tha t the petitioners were 

reg istered  as Researc h Sc hola rs in Jawaharla l Nehru Tec hnolog ic a l 

University Ac ademic  Regula tions and  Guidelines in the c and ida tes 

of researc h p rogrammes.  Onc e the petitioners a re reg istered  under 

these guidelines, the petitioners a re p rohib ited  from reg istering  for 

researc h in any other University or institution.  Therefore, the Ph.D 
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issued  by 5th respondent c annot and  c ould  not be relied  upon.   

The c ounter a ffidavit of 1st respondent assigns reasons for issuing  the 

c ommunic a tion impugned  in the writ petition.   For the order I am 

p roposing to pass, other c irc umstanc es a re not adverted  in this 

order. 

 

 

Prima fac ie , having  regard  to the settled  position of law viz., 

the exp lana tion offered  by way of c ounter a ffidavit on the 

omissions in the order c annot be examined  to determine the 

lega lity or va lid ity of c ha llenge in the writ petition.  Learned  c ounsel 

for 1st respondent fa irly admits tha t the reasons now referred  in the 

c ounter a ffidavit a re not sta ted  in the c ommunic a tion impugned  in 

the writ petition. 

 

 Adverting  to the other ob jec tions, it is to be held  tha t the 

reg istra tion of petitioners as Researc h Sc hola rs in 1st respondent- 

University and  c ontravention thereof by reg istering  as Researc h 

Sc hola rs in 5th respondent-University a ttrac ts pena l c onsequenc e 

tha t the c and ida te will forfeit the admission as Researc h Sc hola r in  

1st respondent-University.  Now the find ing rec orded  by the  

1st respondent is tha t the Ph.D ob ta ined  by the petitioners is a  

fraudulent degree and , therefore, the petitioners have to be 

b lac klisted  under Sec tion 12.9 of the Affilia tion Proc edure and  

Regula tions of 1st respondent-University. In the c onsidered  view of 

this Court, the find ing is prima  fac ie  untenab le and  viola tive of 



 5 

princ ip les of na tura l justic e.  As a lready noted , the petitioners 

through 4th respondent requested  for upda ting  their educ a tiona l 

qua lific a tions in the porta l ma inta ined  by the University. If the  

1st respondent enterta ins any doub t on the deta ils furnished  by the 

petitioners, the petitioners ought to have been put on notic e, 

a fforded  opportunity of hearing  and , therea fter as the 

c irc umstanc es warrant and  within the power of 1st respondent, 

appropria te dec ision c ould  have been taken. 

 

On this short g round  for the reasoning g iven supra , I am 

sa tisfied  the c ommunic a tion impugned  in the writ petition c an be 

set aside and  is ac c ord ing ly set aside.  The 1st respondent is free to 

issue notic e on the information furnished  by the petitioners and  

p roc eed  in ac c ordanc e with law. 

 

Writ petition is, ac c ord ing ly, ordered . There sha ll be no order 

as to c osts. 

 

Consequently, pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, a lso 

stand  d isposed  of.  

                                                                
 

____________ 

         S.V.BHATT, J 

                                                       

06th January, 2016 

Lrkm  

 


