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KUMARI KALPANA BEHERA. 
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Whether it be referred to the reporters or not? 

Whether it be ciulated to all the Benches of the 
Central Admjnis  trative Tribunal or not? 
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CTTPAL ADMINISTRAJVE TRIBUNMJ 
CJT'L\CK 3c:;JT\ci<. 

ORIGINAL APLICAnN NO. 602 OF 1994. 
the 24th day -  of may,2000, 

CO RAM 

THE HONOU RABL E MR. SOMNATFi SOM, TI E—CHj RMN 

AND 

THE HCNJRABLE MR. J.S.DFiIWAMEM3ER(JUDIcIAL). 

KUMARI KALJPANA B EHERA.. 
D3Ughter of Nabin chandra Behera, 
At/po;Katra Chandanpu r, Ps.Bangriposi, 
DiSt.MayUrbhanj. 	 : Applicant. 

By legal prectiticner I MIS. A,DeO, B.S.,Tripathy,Advccate, 

VeEsUS. - 

Unicn of Idia represented by its Secretary, 
In the Miriistrj of CozflhiuniCations, Department 
of Pcts Dak Bhawan, New Delhi. 

Chief p0stmagter General,Orissa  Circle, 
Bhubaneswar,Djst$Khurda. 

Superintendent of p05t Offices, 
Mayu rbhanj Divisi cn, Ba ripada, 
DISt.Mayuthhaflj. 

Jagadish Chandra Behera, 
At/Po;Katra Chandanpu r, 
Ps:Dangt±posi, 
DIS t;Mayu rbhanj. 

s ReSpcfldents. 

sy legal Practitioners Nr.A.K.EOSe, Sefli&r Standing ccinsel 
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MR._•SOMNAIH SOM,VICE-Cl-IAIMAN: 

In this Original Appliction,U applicant has praed for 

quashing the Order at 7nnure7 selecting Re udont No.4 as 

i3PM,Katra Chandanpur B ranch post office and for a direction 

to the Departmental Respondents to consider her case for the 

said post. 

Applicant's CCSC is that she is bligiole  to be 

appointed to the post of EDBPM, Katra Chandanpu r B rch p0st 

Office and as her name was not sponsored by  the 3nplCyment  

E'(change, she approached this Tribunal in Qiginal Application 

No. 400%1994 which was disposed of in order dated 7. 7.1994 

(Anneu re-i), The Tribunal directed that in case the selection 

has not been firialised in the meantime, the candjdat,re of the 

applicant shoild be Considered alongjth others. Her grieence 

is that she has got higher marks than the selected candidate but 

her case has been ignored. 

Departmental Respondents have filed co.lnter cposing 

theprayer of the applicant, Private Respondent No. 4 was issued 

with notice but he did not appear nor file co.1nter,hen the 

matter was called,learned consei for the applicant and his 

aSsCCiate were absait nor was any request made on their behalf 

seeking adjo..lrflrflent.As this is a 1994 matter, jt was not possible 

to drag on the matter indefinitely, We have, theref ore, heard 

Mr. A. K. Bose,]. earned s en or S tanding Ccuns el. (Cen t ral) app earl rig 

for the Departmental Respondents and have also perused the 

records. 

aepartmerital Respondents have pointed cut that the last 

date of submision of application was 7,7.1994 but the applicaa 



r 	
of the applicant for the post of . EDBPM was received by the 

Deparnent only on 27,7.1994 i.e. much after the last date 

of receipt of appLicaticn. 5  by thattime Deparenta1 

Authorities had not finalised the selection the Cdjdajre 

of the applicant was Considered alcngwith others. From the 

pleadings of the parties we find that the applicant cbtained 

the oer da ted 7.. 7,1994 fran this Tribunal inDA No. 400- 

1994 by making a patently false avermenta. It  was stated by 

the applicant in OA No. 400/94 that only two candidates 

have been spoasored by the IPPlaiment. Ecchange.Tjhunai 

directed that if anployment Echange had sponsored only 

two names then the suçdt. of Pest Offices, shi.Ld take act±c 

to re-notify and publish the notice before finalising the 

selection and if the selection has not been finalised,the 

candidab.ire of the applicant sh.i1d be 

Respondents have pointed o.it that the 3nployment cchañge 

actually sponsored eleven candidates and all those eleven 

candidates were asked to submit detailed application with 

n en es s a ry d ou men ta ti on • n response , øi t of the eleven 

candidates, seven candidates applied within the time limit 

fix d • Fr an this I t is ci ear that the applicant had c ctne up 

an earl ier OA and by making false all egati on that the empi ojment 

cchange had sponsored only two names got an order.Invi, of this, 

shecannbt claim that her candjda tire sho..ild have been 

c Lnidered by the Departmental Authorities even tho.igh she had 

the application much after the last date.In viea of this, 

it 15 r. at neces ry ito oo 1 nto the  othc 	of ty 
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ipp1iCants case is that5he has got more marks than the 

Res p ond en N . 4. D epa r tmen tal Au t hoi ties have p oin t 

ic app1iC L 	three Income certificates 

cut of which two in the name of her father and one in hr 

n name shwing differ 	1evls of Inc.e which made these 

c1oUments hih1y suspect. it is not necessary to Consliez 

this point because it is Clear that the applicant thtain1 

an order frcsii this Tribunal by making a false allegation. 

4, 	 In view of this, she Can not claim that she shcild have been 

consjder1jn the selection and shø.ild be appointed.In view 

of this, prayer of the applicant is foind to be withait any 

merit and is rejected. In consideratjon of such false 

allegaticn made by the applicant we also order that the 

Departmental Authorities shild not consider the applicant 

in any ED pcst in futire. 

5. 	In the result, with the dservaticns and directjcns 

made therein the O.A. is rejeCt&.No Costs. 

*, 	- 4 
( 	J.s.D1IALI1\L) 
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