CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,

JAIPUR BENCH

Orders pronounced on : J23.7.2¢/¢
(Orders reserved on: 25.07.2016)

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. SANJEEV KAUSHIK, MEMBER (J) &
HON’BLE MRS. MEENAKSHI HOOJA, MEMBER (A)
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4 Devi ITkal son .aé'F; *Shrl °Shera Ram, aged about 36 years re5|dent of
Quarter;ﬁNo T-615 D Rallway Colony, Beawar=and’ presently worklng as
Sr. P.P."Bewdr, Rallway Stat|on Beawar under Statlon Supermtendent
North Western Rallway, AJmer DIVISIOI'I A_]mer >
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1. Union of India"’”“through General-”*'!“l\”fl#anager North Western
Railway, Jagatpura, Jaipur. _

. Divisional Railway Manager, North Western Rallway, Ajmer.

. Dilip Kumar Son of Shri Ladu Ram holding the post of P.P. C/o

‘ : Station Superlntendent Railway Station, AJmer and resident of

Railway Quarter No. T/8/A, Adarsh Nagar, Ajmer.
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h Respondents

© . Present: Mr.C. B Sharma Advocate, for the applicant.

' Mr. Anupam Agarwal Advocate, proxy.counsel for

i Mr. P.K. Sharma, Advocate for Respondents No.1&2.
"' None for Respondent No.3.
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HON'BLE MR. SANJEEV-KAUSHIK , MEMBER (J)
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1. The facts and the questions of law raised by t_tte applicant in
both these cases are inter-connected a?nd as such these are .,
being disposed of by a common order.

2. The .facts of the case which lead to filing of 0.A. No.
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erstwhile provision of placement of candidates who secured

80% or maore 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 (1)SC

SLJ 536 which has been incorporated in notification dated
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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 U'daipu_r from 9.7.2012 to
14.8,2012 vide letter dated 5.7.2012 in which name of the
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4. However, the respondents issued order dated 12.10.2012 (A-

‘
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1) 'indicating that _t_he name of the applicant was placed in
provisional panel who—wes 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
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was included 'thereby excludmg the applicant from the panel

and vide order dated 18.10. 2012 Sh.: -Daiip Kumar was sent

for practical training.
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Sr. No. 21 by delem the name of the applicant. Thus,
inclusion of name of applicant was a mistake which was
carrected by |issuance of impugned orders. The panel was
made subjectlto directions / orders to be issued by Railway
Board / Court:s as such respondents were entitled to correct

the panel. |
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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
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respondents| upon representation;ﬁi[ediby, respondent no.3.
|

He had alsd filed an Original Application In. this Tribunal
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11. It is well settled principle of law that if an error has taken
place, the Ad:ministration is well within its power an authority
to correct such an error. In this connection, reference may
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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 Admibnistration cannot furnish avvalid or
legitimate ground for the Court or the Tribunal to direct the
Administration to go on repeating that mistake. The
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Mehta v"“‘Unlon of Indra [1999] 6 SCC 237 in which it was
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held that "Before we go |nto the flnal aspect of this
contention, .we would like to state that case relating to
breach of natural justice do also occu‘r"where all facts are not
admitted or are not all beyond dispdte. In the context of
those cases there is a considerable case-law and literature as

to whether refief can be refused even if the court thinks that
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the result will not be different, even if natll,rral justice is

followed”,

13. Inl view of

the above discussion, the both the
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the case of'the appllcant is not one of 'real substance' or

that there i no substantlal p055|blllty of his success or that

Original

Applications} fail and are dismissed leaving the parties to

Place Jalpur
Dated 2557, 2014
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