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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIS TRATIVE 'I'RIBUNAL
CU TTACK BENCH;OU TTAXK,

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.602 OF 1994,

CuEtacE, this the 5355_ Hay ot May, 5000.
KUMARI KALPANA B EHERA. i ' APPLICANT,
VRS,

UNION OF INDIA & ORS, . RESPONDENTS,

FOR INSTRUCTIONS,

whether it be referred to the reporters or not? \(69

2, whether it be circulated to all the Benches of the
Central Agminis trative Tribunal or not? {\"\c

; Ay |
c"""v !
J.‘E’ZD/HALIWAL) - (szm&m‘ ‘%ﬂﬁ Vivy
EMB ER(JUDICIAL) VICE-CHALRM, &@m



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
QU TTACK B ENCH;QUJ TTACK,

ORIGINAL APPLICATION N), 602 0F_£994.
Qattack, this the 24th day of May, 2000,

CORAM: |
THE HONOURABLE MR, SOMNATH SOM, VI CE-CHAIRMAN
| AND

THE HONQURABLE MR, J.S,DHALIWAL, MEM3 ER(JUDICIAL) .

KUMART KALPANA BEHERA,
Daughter of Nabin chandra Behera,
At/PosKatra Chandanpur, Ps.Bangriposi,
Dist.Mayurbhanj, s Applicant,

By legal practitioner s M/s, A,Deo, B.S, Tripathy,Advccate,
-Versus, =

1. Union of India represented by its secretary,
In the Ministry of Commnications, Department
of Posts pak Bhawan, New Delhi,

24 Chief Postmaster General,Qrissa ci LC]_e,
Bhubaneswar, Dy stskhuda,

Je Superintendent of Ppst Qffices,
Mayurbhanj pivision,Baripada,

4, Jagadish chandra Behera,
At/PosKatra chandanpur,

PssBangiiposi,
DistgMayurbhani,

$ Respondents,
BY legal Practitioners Mr.A.K,B0sSe, Senidr Standing coinsel .,
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’i'sA that she has got higher marks than the selected candidate but
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MR, SOMNATH SOM, VICE-CHAI RMAN:

In this original Application, the applicant has prayed for

quashing the order at Annexux:e-7 Selecting Respandent No, 4 as

EDBPM, Katra Chandanpur B ranch post office and for a directiqn
to the Depazméntal Respondents to consider her case for the

said post.

. B Applicant's case is that she is kligidle to be

appointed to the post of EDBPM,Katra Chandanpur Br#pch Post

Office vand as her name was not sponsored by the pmployment
EXchange, she approached this Tribunal in Original Application
No. 400[!1994 which was diSyOS@ of in order dated 7. 7.1994
(Annexure-l) . The Tribunal directed that in case the selection
has not been finalised in the meantime, the candidatire of the

applicant shoauld be considered alongwith others. Her griewance ‘

\
her case has been ignored,

3 Departmental Respondents have filed Cun ter opposing
thefrayer of the applicant.private Res'pmdec{t No. 4 was issued
w“ith notice but He did n.ot ap;ﬁear nor file counter, when the
matter was 'called,learned cawnsel for the applicant and his
associate were absent nor was any request made on their behal f
Seeking adjoumment,Ag this is a 1994 matter,it was not possible
to drag on the matter indefini tely. we havé, therefore, heard

Myr.A.K.Bose,learned Senior Standing Coinsel (Central) appearing

for the Deparbnental Respondents and have also pemsed the

recomds,

4, nepartmental Respondents have pointed aut that the last

date of submission of application was 7,7.1994 but the applicamtor
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of the applicant for the post of EDBPM was received by the
Department only am 27,7,1998, i.e. much after the last date

of Areceipt of application,ag by thattimg Departmental

Authorities had notfinalised the selection the candidatare

of the applicant was considered alamgwith others, From the
pleadings of the parties we find that the applicant dbtained

the order dated 7.7,1994 from this Tribunal inoA No, 400/

1994 by making a patently false averments, It was stated by

the applicant in OA No, 400/94 that mly two candidates

have been spoamsored by the mpuployment Exchange, T yibunal

directed that if mmployment Exchange had sponsored aaly

tio names then the supdt, of Post offices, should take action

to re-notify and publish the notice before’ finalising the
selection and if the seleCtion has not beed finalised, the
candidature of the applicant should be cansidered.Bepartmen tal ‘
Respondents have pointed aat that the mmployment Exchange
actually sponsored eleven Candidatés and all those eleven
candidates were asked to submit detailed application with .
necessary docunientation. In response , aut of the eleven
candidates, seven candidates applied within the time ﬁmit":
fixed, From this it is clear that the applicant hadl Come up

an earlier OA and by making false aiiegation that the employment
exchange had spmsored mly two names got an order,Inview of this,
she’can ndt claim that her candidature should have bém
cmsidered by the Departmental Authorities even though she had
filed the application mich after the last date,In view of this,

it is not necessary ¢o go into. the other aspect of the matter.
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Applicant's case is thatghe has got more marks than .the
- Respondent No, 4, Departmental Authorities have pointed
ot th-zi the applicant had submitted three IncCome Certificates
aut of which two in the name of‘her father and one in her |
avn name shoving different levels of Incame which made these
documents highly suspect, It is not necessary to consider
this point because it is clear that the applicani: dbtained
anl order £rom this Tribunal by making a false a?&%%%@% ;
In view of this, she can not c].airh that éhe shaild have been -
" considered in the selection and shoild be appointed.In view
of tbis, prayer of the appl icant is found to be withaut any
merit.and is rejected. In consideration of suc.h fal se
all egation made by the aéplicant we also order that the
Departmental Authoritieé shaild . not consider the applicanf

in any B post in future,

Se In the result, with the dservations and directims

made therein the 0,A. is rejected.No costs,

J. S, DHALI WAL) - ’ (so-mm soM) VD
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KNM/CM,



