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lN THE CE-NmAL ADl"'.lN~A'l'M; 'IRIWNAL, JODHPUR BENCM, , 
J 0 D H PUR. --------

Date of Order a o?· o8· .2ooo 

O.A. No. 26/1996 

Miss Iti Satya. D/0 Late S.,hri S,.p • aha.rma., aged about 

25 years, R/0 III./7 ~P colony, Lalgarh Bikaner(Raj) 

last employed oo the post of S.r ~ Translator {Hindi) 

PA No. 37700-H in No .46 Wing Air ;Force C/O 56 APO. 

• • • Applicant 

Vs 

Union of India through Secretary to G~ernment 

of lndia, Ministry of oefence, Vayu Bhawan, 

New Delhi~ 

2. Air .officer Commanding in Chief, Headquarters 
aouth western Air Command 6 Air Force, Ratanada 

Jaihpur. 

3 • Staticn Commander, No. 46 wing Air Force, 

C/0 56 APO. 

• • • Respondents 

Mr ~ J ,..K .. Kaushik, Counsel for the Applicant. 

Mr. Vineet .Mathur, counsel for the Respondents. 

CCRAM s 

Hon'ble Mr .. Justice .B4S... Raikote, Viaa Chairman 

Hon• ble Mr. Gopal Singh, Adminis~ative M=mber 

ORD.E:R -- ~-

( PER HON' Bl£., Mt. GoPAL SINGH ) 

In this application under aection 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, applicant Iti 

Satya, has prayed for setting aside the termination 

order dated 30.8.1995 (Annextire A/2) \'lith all cmse-

quential benefits~ 
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2~ Undisputed facts of the case are that the 

respondent-department notified one vacancy of aenior 

Translator (Hindi) to -the K.mployment Exchange. The 

E.nployment Exchange sponsored 20 candidates inclUding 

the applicant.. One Shri Gautam Bhattacharya, a depart-

mental candidate also applied for the said post. However, 

the s.election Board declared him ineligible as he did 

not have the requisite experience. Of the 20 candidates 

spoosored by the E.nployment E.xchange, only 10 candidates 

appeared for the intervie\i7, and the applicant was selec­

ted and appointed as senior Translator (Hindi) vide 

order dated 19.10 .. 1993 (Annexure A/fJ3 ... on a conplaint. 

-~~ta1'<!'f~~ , that the applicant had produced bogus oe-rtificate of 

r!;~~~f,, experience, the respondents investigated the matter and 

~ , J ~~)#!': \\ .--. '\1 terminated the service of the applicant on 30.8.1995. 

\ ·::: ·\ ~iL -} · );· :~~ .~1 
'\':",,.:~\- "-~'' "-' At:.:: 11 Feeling aggrieved.., the applicant has filed this appli-

::- ~;~4.,_ caticn. 
rzy-lf}i; ~'~~ 

3. Notices were issued to the respoodents and 

they have filed tr.eir reply. 

4. We have heard the learned counsel for the 

parties, and perused the reeoras of the case carefully. 

5. Learned counsel for tr~ applicant has Challenged 

the action of the respondents in terminating the service 

of the applicant on the ground that the copy of enquiry 

report was @@l'({t_oma.de available to the applicant to enable 

the applicant to put up her defence 1be£ore imposing the 

penalty .. J:t is also the case of the applicant that 

the applicant was served with a chargesheet for major 

penalty vide respondents• letter dated 26.12.1994 
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(Annexure A/10) • Subsequently, a fresh charge sheet 

was issued vide letter dated 27.7.1995 for the same 

charge without cancelling the earlier chargesheeto 

It is seen from records that tr.e earlier enquiry 

report was treated null and void and fresh enquiry 

was instituted vide respondents• l~tter dated 7.7.95 

at Annexure A/12. Thus, the cootention of the appli-
. n~ 

cant that the e~lier chargesheet wasLcanoelled is 

not tenable. It is also seen from the records that 

the copy of enquiry report was made available to the 

applicant alongwith the respondents• j~i\lli'~~~(dated 

30.8.1995 terminating the services of the ~pplicant. 

Here 8 we are of the view that though the applicant 

had got the copy of enquiry report alongwith the order 

of punishnent dated 30 .. 8.1995, no p.re·:j~dices were caused 

to the applicant. The appliectnt had an opportlimity tc.11 

• i ~ i -,.·\ .. . . . ~ represent against the enquiry report as also the orders 

,__, ·.,;;;>---·-··:-.~~~i'-~·::)/ of the disciplinary authority in app~.§ll.~ Unfor~unately, 
-:::~~~~,/A? the applicant did' not avail the opportunity of the appeal 

and instead she approached this 'l'ribunale The chargesheet 

against the applicant reads as under ; 

... i-liss Iti S.,atya, Senior Translator (Hindi) 
PA NO 37700, by presenting experience ce~rti­
ficate for having worked as Hindi Translator 
wee~£. Olal.91 to 31.5.93 from Central Govt. 
Undertaking Water and Power Consultancy .S.ervice 
{India} Ltd .. 2 ps,u (A Govt. of India Under­
taking) IG:<JP Field Unit, 11 Patel Nagar, Bikaner 
to seek Central Govt. Service as S·enior Hindi 
'I'ranslator, well kno\ving that the Experience 
Certifica.te is false and obtained the post6 for 
ttJhich she is not eligible.}' 

6. The respondent-department made investigations 
undertaking 

from the above xoontioned Go.rernnent of IndiaLe.nd found 
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that the certificate of experience produced by the 

applicant was a bogus one, and thereafter instituted 

a departnental enquiry for the above mentioned charge • 

It is also seen from the enquiry report that the appli­

cant had accepted that she was never enployed at WP£C~~ 

wherefrom the experience certificate was produced by 

the applicant. Learned Counsel for the applicant has 

cited {i) 1999 S,uprerre Court Cases (L&S) 439 Radhey -

Shy am Gupta vs U ..,p ... 5-t~.te Agro Indust:ties Corporation 
and 

Ltd., & Am: •. L< ii} 1999 auprerre Court cases {LEo.~) 596 

Dipti Prakash Banerjee vs. ~atyendra Natb Bose National 

Centre for &.sic Sciences calcutta & Ors. In bott~ these 

cases, the termination was held-~~·,, as the foundation 

;,fJ~:;~' ~?:"~ for te~minaticn was the alleged misconduct of the 

//r.::"'.·:Y" ·, ·.:\·.\probat~oner{the applicant therein) for wh1ch no etJ1qUiry 
t'</ .. ; 
'· ':was held.. In the instant case, a regular enquiry was 

\.~: ?}S.:::-. . 1 held and the applicant also participated in the same 

\~-:-~;·;~/·-' as such the jUdgments cited by the learned Counsel for 

the applicant do not help the applic-ant. 

7. The learned counsel for the respondents has 

cited the judgrrent in I..:IR 1996 sc 2219 - S.tate of M.P. 

& ors vs .. Shyama Pardhi etc., wherein it has been held 

that candidate not possessing requisite qualification 

wrongly selected for appointment by way of initial 

selection to undergo training. Cano:lllation of such 

appointment is legal and question of violation of 

principles of natural justice does not arise. In the 

instant case, it is a fact that the applicant was 

selected and appointed as a Senior Translator {Hindi) 
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on the basis of experience certificate which ultimately 

turned out to be a bogus one. Thus, the applicant did 

not have the requisite qualification of experience at the 

tirre of her selection as Senior Translator (Hindi) • Termi­

naticn of services of the applicant without giving a copy 

of enquiry report would not prejudice ,applicant in terms 

of the jUdgments cited abcwe • 

a. In the light of above discussion, we are of the 

view that this application is devoid of any merit and 

deserves to be dismissed. 

9. The Original Applicatic.:n is accordingly dismissed 

with no order as to costs. 

( B.:lo~OO'il ) 
Vice Chairman 
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Part II and ll'I destroyed 
'~ 9 0'.,... 1n my presenc"' on .. c .. ":<...~ / 

under ttv-~ r:: .·.:·a nisi on of 
sec~tor~ cfk . .c~r .; ] , as per 
order cio.ied .. t £\. 1 r·· .. C/:.-

. \ilr\\_ A~~; ( ~?-
Sectiot~fficer (Reco~ 

l . _, 


