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CENTRAL ADPMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL .
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NEW DELHI (;f% )

0.A, NO, 2313/1 //

New Delhi this the 21st day of My, 1996,

HON 'BLE SHRI JUSTICE A, P, RAVANI, CHAIRFAN
HON'BLE SHRI K, MUTHUKUMR,& MEIMBER (&)

Cr, He C, Bansal $/0 Shri

P, L. Bansal,

R/0 A-2521 Netaji Nagar,

New Belhi, cos Applicant

( By Shri S, S, Tiwari, Advocate )
~Versus-~

1, Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of
Health, Nirman Bhawan,
NBU Delhi °

2, Director General Health
Services, Ministry of
Health, Govt. of India,
Nirman Bhawan,

New Belhi,

3, Directbr. C.G oHoSo,
Nirman Bhauan,
New Delhi, oo Raspondenta

( By Shri M. K. Gupta, Advocate )

0 RDE R (ORAL)

Shri Justice A, P, Ravani —

The applicant is a Homeopathic Boctor, He uas
granted study leave some time in 1987 for Post
Graduate Studies in All India Institute of dygeins
and Public Health at Calcutta, He has claimed
P.G. allowance on the basis of P.G. Diploma acqui:ed j
by him from the aforesaid institute at Calcutta,

The respondents have denied the same on the grecund

that D H.E., degree awarded by the Calcutta University

is not recognised by the Medical Council of India Fe§ > ;

purposes of Indian Medical Council Act, 1955, This

is clearly stated in the order dated Novambar 4, ?ggj‘r
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(Annexuré—o to the reply). The applicant has
challenged the legélity and validity ¢f this orﬁer’ﬂ
and has also challenged the factum of denying
book allowance to him,
2, The applicant has not been able to peint gyt

o @81l ko gMow
anythfngkfhat the D, H.E, degree awarded by the
Calcutta University is recognised by the Fsdigal
Council of India for purposes of Indian fedicas]
“ouncil Act, 1956, Therefore, on this short croynd
alone, ths appllCatlon is liablse to bs rajscted,
The contention that gther two Boctors why are
similarly situated like ths applicant, have bhzen

granted the benefit of P.G, allowance while thn

applicant is Wrongly denied the sams cannot be . L
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accepted, We notice that no such pachicelesns .arg .

6hﬂ4 Aiuan 1n the 0.A.; mere statement is made at the 3ap,

In the absence of any particulars in tha 0.4, thg

other side cannot be called upon to ansusr the same, o

Even if it is assumed for @ moment that soma boneris
has bsen Wrongly conferrad upon any person, that

does not creats any right in the applicant tg claim
such urohgful benefit, Equality befors 1y doegs mmt'.‘

mean equality in gaining the Wrongful benefits,

3. There is 'no substance in the applicatign,

Hence, dismissed,
[jér ”//

( K Phthukumar ) (A. P, Ravani J
Fbmber (R) Chairman




