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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 

JAIPUR BENCH 

Orders pronounced on : Pl.?. 2.c.1£ 
(Orders reserved on: 25.07.2016) 

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. SANJEEV KAUSHIK, MEMBER (J) & 
HON'BLE MRS. MEENAKSHI HOOJA, MEMBER (A) 

"- _,__JI}.---=:,O;A.N0:712/2012 

Devi Lal S/o Shri Sh~ra"R~m, ageq,_a_boµt_36 ~ears,,working as a Sr. P.P. 
Bewar · Rilway Station, selectep

1
: a~_:aj'Ti,ckfil: Collector., Ajmer Division, 

•, ' I ~ - .•' J • 

N.W.R R/o Railway Q1:1art~r'iNo.T-6lD, Beawar) :"" '= 

'
.,,,)· -~· • ·.. " ' 

1 
_, • '

7"-t} ... Pp I i cant 
} - 1.:, ' -, 

,·.: ~:_,..,J ~-=--- '1 • ~ '•\ 
..• !~ ~ - - .,,. f - - .__ - ·;< 

.( ":, ;;:- _, -· - Versu's .' .. ·, 
,: . .r \J. .' -_,. -. .., \' q ~· i~-· · .... - •r~~ ',t;, 

tr' .:.. ./ . . J \'. ,\ !1 I~ ,r ·.t- '... ,1; r ' :,1, 

1. Union"-'of India ~hrough 'Geri.erial 1Maiiage'r,' North Western R:ailway, 
,~·1'·]aga·tgora, JaipYr~.':'.::\_ -:... ......... ~rlti; ~ti. Ii .~~ 1 

.. ~:,<_;<°:.~· .. ,._-:..:J;;:;..\~·:~ 1 ..:r1=-~ ·~\ 
2-: Div_isional Railway Mancrne_r}-.Nortti)Western Railway, Ajrrfer. 1, /!. ·~~~-.~~~ / 

1
:·- ~::-=·~;~~~~t'\ . ·, ·-r~~~~--:-~·~w_·~~- -. 1! ~! '·-:~~-· :~. 

.. .--~- 1 :-- - _, ~ ... _ ·-· ___ ,. ·,. - Respond~nts '1 

1'i i I i _,.::_., ' --- I ; • . .. 

I' Present: M
1r5 <;~s~"'~_6a-{~,9,_.A:dyQ.'2a~~~-fcirt~'e1 applicant."-, :\ 

\,i <JJ Mr.,_ :~r.upai;p''~9~l~~[;'1~a".pcat.~1. iproxy counf~l/or ii 
:) C '\ Mr. ,p'·':<:iSha_vm~, fid~oa~.te,for,_Respondents.- ~, . 

I ,.._ -.:. ·' ' 'J ~•....:;._ 

..,, ' ti ·-

-- . (II) O.A.N0.734/201-2 
~·;•"' ~ • "; •' ' . , • I 

Devi Lal sonJof; Sh'ri '-Shera Ram, aged al!lout '35 years, resident of 
Quarter. No.ll~6f'..D.1 Railw~y Colony, Beawar· apd pce;;ently working as 
Sr. P.P.':Bewa'r Ra(\\f\lay Station, Beawar uoder Station $uperintendent, 
North we~~~rn ·R?ilw'ay, Ajme.r'Division, Ajmer. · · 

-~ · ._Applicant 
~ ·....__ . ~·- ... 

··.:~ :. -:~r\'i 
;. 

•·,;:, 

.-

1. Union of Indra· -·thr;:oljg_b~. G_eni=rnl" M_.~inager, North Western 
Railway, Jagatpura, Jaipur. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, North Western Railway, Ajmer. 
3. Dilip Kumar Son of Shri Ladu Ram holding the post of P.P. C/o 

Station Superintendent, Railway Station, Ajmer and resident of 
Railway Quarter No. T/8/ A, Adarsh Nagar, Ajmer. 

Respondents 

Present: Mr. C.B. Sharma, Advocate, for the applicant. 
Mr. Anupam Agarwal, Advocate, proxy counsel for 
Mr. P.K. Sharma, Advocate for Respondents No. 1&2. 
None for Respondent No.3. 
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ORDER 
HON'BLE MR. SANJEEV KAUSHIK , MEMBER (J) 

1. The facts and the questions of law raised by the applicant in 

both these cases are inter-connected and as such these are 

being disposed of by a common order. 

2. The facts of the case which lead to filing of O.A. No. 

712/2012, __ are''tt1~'·!h~- ~~~-P;~aents.,,_r1otified a selection for 
-·-·J=- • r ir--~. J -· ~ -.:_ .. 

the p'O{t-of r-an--~~;;11qLo~§ Jjd~ 1e'tter'date-d 3;6.2011 in which 
~f - ·-=:-· .. \~ ·J - ... __ ; k tr n ... 

. .rt ,..., ~, ':1 .:.i ? Jr r1 ~, 
.r.~· 1 ·. , .. ·.! ,r "· ....,...!' ·Li . 

... 21 po:St's 'were notifie_Q __ which consist:ed-.-.of 1!6_ posts for 
/;',r ~.::..:: -:.~-.:_,...,i _ .~:.:.,-.--\! ___ - .. --~ 1, · .: ~'. 

,/ gen~ral candi_dat.es, :. 3 :; fo~ ~c an.d 2 foS.: ·ST 
1

«c.ategory 
I l•·c-'i_":-... .: •' ·~. 'f, ~\. :1 1'1 I • •1 ' - ·1:.-

) (',c:;ifndidates., The, applicant', s,µbmitteql his application c:tgainst 
1.'i l"I• 'i;ii ii'/ ~-.;.:...-:;: ... ,..'::;·<~ .. :~,'.,ijil '.!, \;',,/ ,.)'~,-. ,.:'.-...".... '1:\ ,:~----·', \ 

1' "--=this not.ice-=and Writte'n e·xar.hination:-'WffS held Or:l- 3.2.'.2012 
11i ,,;·,~- • : I -~---'"'-~ .: ·c:_ -=·-::.- l . .•. ., 

"' (.:-- and res~lt was .declared on 7~.3.2012' in iwhich 33 '.tahdidates ;i ._- ..::::::1 i , -- --.:;)=-- . .:~-. - r ... -. ..__,_-=::.·-..:-.. - 1· !. ---· I! 
:\ d.J were fo~;~~?8i1:~~1~~!''(ft..~j1:4;t<·-~be-~a~;ds:~nt claimf~hat:ithe 
r: " "1 \ '· _,..c- _,, •11 1 ·1, \';, -\~. .· 1 

...- LL1 'l 
i: ! _.J panel was\pr.~PCJt~d 1\i o~: ~,s::2.9(2)ri which name of' the 
•\ "1. ' I ' , ·' • \1 
l,1 ---- ·--- . __ - i'' ;: •' .-' - \ 

~' applJGa"nt was,inCiucie'ci at Si: .. N0~ 21-:-·· ',: ,'i 
ll;: i~~·"' ~; .;~:~ .... -~_ .!.~·t, ··-- -· !~r~ ..... - ~"""·....:. : .. :·-~· ~ .. "'"'1 ,.) 

'?· T@.e~apriJicant_~laims that the resp~11dents:,~9~~ tak;n action 
,, r,. =-',;/~ _..__ ~- : . 

. ,\in a-c~ordance .with"Railway--Board directives.-issu~d vide RBE 
~~ ! . • 

.... ~.:, ·-.__ ' .... ' ' . .. ' 

No't:,113/09 dated -19.:61.2009" as per . .which_ panel is to be 
-;:" .. _ =-:.. _. ....::--j;,..,_"" - _.i •• 

formed~-stt:ic;J}y as-·per-merita-~d t~~r;e ~~II be no scope for 
....,....::.-=-· . .;-

--.:::-..==.....,, ...... -- ~- :..::-=·-~ 

erstwhile provision of placement of candidates who secured 

80°/o or more classified as outstanding on the top of the 

order. These instructions are in accordance with decision of 

Hon'ble Apex Court in M. Ramajairam Vs. General 

Manager, South Central Railway & Others, 1996 (l)SC 

SU 536 which has been incorporated in notification dated 

(O._.~.Wo.712/734 of2012-
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3.6.2011. He claims that he has been selected as a general 

candidate, though he belongs to SC category. Out of the 

panel, the respondents deputed 17 employees for training at 

Zonal Training Institute at Udaipur from 9.7.2012 to 

14.8.2012 vide letter dated 5.7.2012 in which name of the 

applicant was at Sr. No. 17. The applicant completed 

training as_ per~lett~r ,d~~ed 14:s".°201-2_,(A-6). The respondent 
:- -- - ' .,,.. : ,, -~. 

' , ' - ,. ; ' -
no. ;l'awai:ded·,,practical·training to, 29·employees vide letter 
·:_c)" ~.. :-:,,;·~. -~ ~- "' ·' . ,. , " : --- ·~· ... _. 

-datedi~Hi.8.2012 in which name of applicant is not included 
,,f•;I ~~=-·.:;-~·~_.J .• ----~~;-.. ~-:{~ .~~I~-~~-.• \.:: .'• '. ~.~.'\! 

.{_;. anB::he was. p9ste? b~ck!!to his 9riginal post v~~,e Lett~r dated 
ti' t...:"i:.:.- .I..· ' ' .1 jl 11 ... . . 

,i.I' ,;=:~·6-.8.201.f '. (~-S) .... 2'~ 'sei'.e~te_d' 5cfhdid.sites have.-~\:!en"'issued 
,j~ Ii• .. \ ·' ' -<!~_ '--; \-, !1 1111 .,l _.;· .:f-u ', •, --

11 _, ' • ..,__ , • ' I i , I ,. r' ~ . ' e" .:.T,'. I 
· ! j ""!; • -.. •. '11 I, j I , .' ;:• .-.n-- i i; 

·~ .:"-oposting 1' .:orde_r:s·:-;;~,0·r:i~· ·29·:·8:201_2_,.::.=(A19,). The.~,/applicant 
1~1 c;J·.:==J 'I I ·- :::·=-~ ........ _-=t.··- : t •. -r. ·1~1 
ll · .-- 1 ·-----·-"-I ~~ •' 

.~~_: apprehee'~~~9,J~~-:;~~ .. '.~ .. ~~~·;'" ~9Y-_=n~~.' ~1e deleted ~;om 1Jthe 
,::-i •• • - .... -- ·l' r.·,1 II 1 ,, ·- ··- • , 

i,,l_.) panel apJ'iroactie(:r .~his1: 'Jr'ibuna1·. witn · O.A.No. .712/2,012 
'1 I •• •f" r~· ,: l, ' <' • ·, ' ~ t ·\ 
I . ·• " I I' · • -1 : •-."j '. , •. : .-.' ,f I , ----· 

,, ·.:0 "" ·claiming that \:!ntire . pane!. for th_e post of Ticket Collector 
1 i '•-• •,! ) ;, I ... • , I 

·-· ·, • - i' I • ...,_ ,j 

;;, notified_ vide -.letter dated 8.5.2012· ·cA-1) be corrected by 
\.l .:- - -· ;_.. . ---- - - .,, • I 
i,'. t,/• l ·-.. ~-. '··::...~~ ;t ;;.j,-'' •• -· ' '·, ,,'' 

'',.,. st\~W!P9.· . th~.,~·name of the apg[icant-., -~ga_,i.nst ,reserved 
'I, ~} ~'i 1: ·~..-_,_ c< • '• I .~r 
t'· '" r.S,.~ -.,. ..,j- •,-' I 

··:,yacaqcies as S.C. · c;ategor:yra_n_d tti9t the r.espo!]dents may 
. '.i. t;, . :.- . - ~-. \ y~ ; // 
''-~~ '··:

1 
' ' ••• : ,' , /-:",· .r~'.!' 

furtl)er be-:.directed·•to iissue posting or.der in. h·is favour and 
• .:; ·::-.: ""-·~:.. _,., .... $• , : .. -_. 

"·"'-· - __ ~.,..! ..,;,r 0 

that respbn~-~nts -snoold-adnere t9,,_Raiiway Board Circular 
-..=...'::.,. .::-.· .. ::::=~-~ --·. _ _::::- .:;;---- - . 

No. 126/2010 (A-11). 

4. However, the respondents issued order dated 12.10.2012 (A-

1) indicating that the name of the applicant was placed in 

provisional panel who was junior to one Sh. Dalip Kumar S/o 

Sh. Ladu Ram and as such name of applicant was deleted 

from Sr. No. 21 and in his place name of Sh. Dalip Kumar 

(0.}l.Wo.712/734 o/2012-
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was included thereby excluding the applicant from the panel 

and vide order dated 18.10.2012 Sh. Dalip Kumar was sent 

for practical training. 

5. Both the above orders have been challenged by the applicant 

in O.A.No. 734/2012 pleading that in the eligibility list dated 

9.1.2012 name of applicant was at Sr. No. 14 whereas name 
-- :: ,._-::.:::.:: -·. -

of respondent··no.3 .was at Sr~·No. 15 and in the result .. ;.... . -~ ' .. _ 

... -·- :1 ~~- :- ·:- . 

declpred on 7.~.2.012~ applicant was declared as pass. In the 
.~.r.:..~·· -~ .. r;l;~-t.:. l~ - ··-. ::' .1!•: ;~ :=" -~:~.:, 

,5·e1ect'l(st' dated 2.5.20-12 (A-7) nanie of·applic::ant was at 
:?r !~t~~-=-~~-j.J -----~~~\~---:_Jj ·--~- =-:~·-... . i~~--1 ~~ ·--~-~~ . 

. :: .. · Sr.\No. 21 :y.t:i,_ere.~s ~ 1am1e C!t r~_sp6~d_ent no. 3, was not even 
r.- ·=--=.:: . ··:. ... i, I: t.r .': .;· ._ -. _ _ ;. 

j ,e=Ji;i}luded .. in ·t.~a·t .p_a'n,e .. f;, Th
1
e ,c1ayn o(th~ applican):'.is t~at his 

[I I i_, 1 .. :- ., • ·1 (t II ,! 1 ._.. - -- ', • •• • :· • 

l' ...... ' I -- . . ' ' II .. ·~ . - . I 

1
:'· . ···name c9u\d noJ}ie·del'~ted·b.Y.=th:e~r:espon,dents h&o2e th,e 2nd 

I .·· . ' . 

,, 
' 
,. 
ii 

... · O.A. ' : . 

ii~-' The resp,on_9ents,, ~,~vf ;;oppps~d tt)e O.A. by ~il!rig r~ply 
1- ·, ,,J '} I !i '" ·'l - ~ A 

!·:· ... 1. ' - . ,r !I ij 11 .... ~- ' -- .J 

:, :,.":.·;pleading that_ respq'iid~nt;, No. 3 . had filed an =...0.A. No . ,. 
... ~$--~ ~-_ .. _ ~- - II ;) ;! . . --' ·· . - ---... i 

433/,2012 for ... inclusion of his -nam.e"in the. panel an.d also 
:·l, r.1_, .. ~ ,. .. ·-.. ~~.-:... - --~~-'1 _,,_ __ -- li~,..-·~~~;~-i> l ··~~1. /·' 

";. sqbt;rii,tt~d 'a _,representation datep ... ·· 27. 7~-~012 whlch was 
·n t ri :J ~ .'r -. , /J 1 r 
\, ',, 1 ~~~. _ .. _:.. ::_.. . "\ ... .~ .:·· 

'"\s:onsic;Jere'd by ,the-competen1:-aGthor\ty a·nd 9ii sci;utiny it was 
:.'.:·~~ 1._,'\,~ ,. __ , ' ;, '. ~~ .... · _..··· •;··· 

fund that'the saii:l provisional panel dated 8.5·;2012 deserved 

to be a·~enc;le_d by including the name of Sh. Dalip Kumar at 
.. c=:.::· -- . -- . -- --~ --

Sr. No. 21 by deleting the name of the applicant. Thus, 

inclusion of name of applicant was a mistake which was 

corrected by issuance of impugned orders. The panel was 

made subject to directions/ orders to be issued by Railway 

Board / Courts as such respondents were entitled to correct 

the panel. 

(O.)l..JV'o.712/734 of2012-
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7. In so far as plea of placement of name of the applicant 

' ,, 

against the reserved category is concerned, it is submitted 

that as per RBE No. 103/2003, those reserved category 

employees who had secured more marks than that of the 

applicant after availing the relaxation had been adjusted 

against the reserved vacancies. It is only after filling up of 

the entire __ quota-~;:';:~~~~~~: po.csts::that the applicant was 
.-:;;:.-=-- .... -'i!:. !'.... -.·.·-= 

_;;.~ · , ....... , fi l'=.:: \. !I- t"". -~·-:_. 

con_siOered_ aga,in?t'1the""'gehe'ratrv'a~an¢y. Since applicant as 
·=··''" ' ;;. !!, ) -J I· .I'!~ ·;.:_ 

,JJ~11 a§'respondent no._3 __ w_ere having· equ~I marks, therefore, 
:r .• ·· ...... } -·~---- -- - ' . ··: 

~ .. =--.-=- ------1 \~ . - -. - .. 

res'P.'.ondent no:.3-being o'lder;' in age, yvas inclu~~d. bY, placing 
. ' ' 

··.- •.- :· \ 
""":.. !' I• - ' 

-it at Sr. No. 21' on provisional panel by excludin,g. the. name 
l 1:.-l ' ' ' • - • . • 

:,_~f the a~plicanJ:. -<_: ' ' , 
. ·:-r-_ I I --.: • •• 

j - - • - - - -

s.-·- We hav'e' heard_i_earned counsel .P.resent for the parties .and 
~-~.~ \, ': ::-·=--~ -:..~-:..;"_.-·=-~.:.;:·~~[1.,-· f:. ~.: § :~~""'='.:,·-:~ .:.::.. --:,-_ 1

1 
:. ,.... • l 

· ~,:1 examineq the material .on th'e 'fiJe." _ .. 
• l ·- 1"' ,1 : I 'i . , .. ; . ,·-\ .. 

f,:..l '{~ . • Ir 1! :: ;: " ··r ( , .:..:.:. 'I 

'9=; A perusal o( t_he j>le$'dings.' w6uld'.n;rake it more -ti;ian clear 
:;=-~_- .,_-.,.~:~.-·4,_ __ A1 :; . , --~:·._:.:· - ~=----. J 

that.,,.~ifl, t1J!2. s.~lection-·in~_uestion, apJ?_licaht _and respondent 
/.~ ;:--- ___ ::.! 6 ......... --_;?"' ~'l 

)! •• 

nq.3-'both got 61 marks in aggregate so_ both were in merit 
~ti '' •• < •, ' 

: .,.and' t~ere was.only 1· vacanc::y in open category .arid as such 
·: . ' ., 

th.~y. re~ortt=d to Para' :304 of !REM whjc::h"provides that "when 
. ':--. . -·-

two or more candidates· a·re aeclared. tci be of equal merit at 
-· :::.. : "~- . ......::.. 

one and the same -examination / selection, their relative 

seniority is determined by date of birth, the older candidate 

being the senior". Apparently, respondent no.3 was older 

than the applicant in age and as such was included in the 

panel deleting the name of the applicant and one can safely 

say that inclusion of name of applicant was by way of an 

(0.JlSfo.712/734 of2012-
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administrative error only which has been corrected by the 

respondents upon representation filed by respondent no.3. 

He had also filed an Original Application in this Tribunal 

which was dismissed as infructuous as during pendency of 

the case the respondents had amended the panel in question 

by including the name of respondent no.3 in place of the 
-- _: - = ===- -- :::;..:- :_ __ 

applicant. __ -- ,--

,-_ . . 
10. ~~e pl~a bf the 'applicant that he shoula have'-been adjusted 

was considerea against a general slot. That being the 
. ·-- . . ' 

·--- ... 

•
1 

pqsiti9n·,·,siric~i>applicant as well_ as respondent 
\! ~· ~ '' . /: • , 

no.3; both 

'\, __ w~c~ .-h~~~(ng equal_ marks, th~refo~e, re~pondent 
·: -;:~. ·~ -- --=-- __ ... -· 

r;o.3 being 

.-older.in. age w.as·inclu.ded ir.i the-·panel and applicant.had to 
'~:;. '"2·-. _... • - • ! ~· ,: j \ :: ' ... • ..;_·' • r," j ,• 

-:., ~ . --~~ ·-
ma ke-'a,._ wa y"for.._r_espo n dent no.).;-Thus, .we do not find any . --·-. ..... _ _,,, ... , . ..,,.__ -----=·- . : ... 

. -
fault with th-e0·act1Q!'L_J~f _tJ:i~-:-:respondents in passing the 

impugned orders. 

11. It is well settled principle of law that if an error has taken 

place, the Administration is well within its power an authority 

to correct such an error. In this connection, reference may 

be made to a decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the 

{0.)l.'.No. 712/734 of 2012-
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case of Chandigarh Administration and others Vs. 

Naurang Singh and others reported in (1997) 4 SCC 177. 

In paragraph-6 of the judgment, it was held that a mistake 

committed by the Administration cannot furnish a valid or 

legitimate ground for the Court or the Tribunal to direct the 

Administration to go on repeating that mistake. The 

Administration;cho dqubt cquld rectify_that mistake. A similar 
-:- ' 

_ _ .. , r~ L~~ ;:- : .• - :-_ . 

viey.t . .'nas also b~enJexpressed by-'.a:,full Bench of the Punjab 
.; ... :.-- ,',·, ·.~;:J i'.1 !. -··~I-; ~ /._-- ·:··,\__ . 

:& Haryana· High Court ia toe case of Sunder Lal and Others 

/~,- v~;i,;~s~:~e of _P-~n-i~~. ~n~' Otliers rep~~t,ecl)n:·\~.IR 1970 
I t- r : 1• l. !'I '/ '1 • ;: -, ·' '• 

-·- ' .... ,, ! I L ... . ., 

i',gJ'njab &):i~!yah'!. 2:~1\ +,h~refore,· ·t~~ a¢minisfration h.ad the 
\:~J 1'.' --;;:!:.:._,_',,;~.'i:,Ll~\[1,J•1:,~'·.;f';,•',...:.•;'"' '·.j r~ • \l 

. --authority to r~~tify _ariy mistake" committed by it and we do 
': '·,;: ~ I ' • ;; '"' ' •· •. "' : ' 

Ii 

.----not fina' ·any _grounds made out to interfere with ,the 
- _::._· : -- -··; . 

·; __ : impugnea; 9~ders:.. ~" ;._·' ·-
-· - ' ,, ' ,; ' . ···, / ' 

J~.· In so far as. pl~a relqting to, ViC!_latio~ of principles -ot natural 
I\ • ,, 
!' • i' ;. . I 

,_. justice;is-cohce.riied,_:_ it may· be_--usefulto.-note here that in 
'\ rlF,;· .J•" '--~~;,~-- •. -~~1 --- : 1,:~"'".:'-·!:~:-~.-'£; /.•'. ';!;;, •f; 

.,_ th,e f<3.cts of..t~is case, that proces;;.,-maY.,, b~ __ of only,: useless 
'"01 II" '!!·~ ~·1- -.:.i..."'l- ·~~· ·~\ 'i, ! ,l" ,~ 

i, ! . . ' • • ' 

<Jorrri'ality only. Wh'at~-is .. known as 'µsel'ess. formality theory' 
:.!:;-\_ \:..._. t 'r' - . .' .~ ·. ' - . ', ·::~ •• ' ... - ,.- .- ; ·,. 

has. _received considen:ition of· Hon'ble 'Apex Court in M.C. 
-~~:. . .,_ -.. -. 

Mehta -~.-union of In.dia~ [1999] 6_ SCC 237 in which it was 

held that "Before we go into the final aspect of this 

contention, we would like to state that case relating to 

breach of natural justice do also occur where all facts are not 

admitted or are not all beyond dispute. In the context of 

those cases there is a considerable case-law and literature as 

to whether relief can be refused even if the court thinks that 

(0.jl.Jfo.712/734 of2012-
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the case of the applicant is not one of 'real substance' or 

that there is no substantial possibility of his success or that 

the result will not be different, even if natural justice is 

followed". 

13. In view of the above discussion, the both the Original 

Applications fail and are dismissed leaving the parties to 
-- -

bear their own·C:-ost~.'- --- --- - "'-- __ 
.. _,.. 

_-.... · _ n 1-~ , -
- • - • j 1- ' ,..... 

- ·. - 'l ; . .._:. L .> ,,·_,:-~/' 
J:r;, ·::. ~ • -~-J '• :<---' 

r ,- • l L ' 

.; - • ! ...... -,., 

,; .- -.. .. (SANJEEV K;AUSHIK) 
c--, __ \_ f .. - - -_ MEMBER (J). . 

--~~ 
-- ----

Plac,e: Jaipur 
Dated :.if'7. :;_016 

l ' ' , 

(MRS. MEENAKSHI HOOJA) 
._. __ ;_:: / ' - MEMBER(Ar 
-:._ ' 

. ,·· 

\ - :: - . 

HC* 

,_ 

' __ ._1, 
; ,• 

., 

'· \ 
- . 

"'· -, 

\. 

·-' ,, ~-,:- -~ -
J - ,r,-

. ~ .·· 

-· 

:::..!"::~ ~ .. - - .• -· • - -

·1 
,I 

,, 
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