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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE 'TRIB'JNAL, JAIBffi BE!i1'.:H, 

JAIPUR. 

R • P. No • 8 0 /9 3 Dt. of order: 10.12.1993 

Dr .Sudhir Malhotra : Pe·titioaer 

vs. 

Res ponde11t5 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.B.B.Mah•j«n, Member(Adm.) 

Ho:m' ble Mr. Gop•l Krishm•, Memb~r (Ji.id 1.) • 

PER HON' BLE MR .GOPAL KRISHNA, MEMBER (JUDL.) 

Pe ti tiom.er Dr .Sudhir .MC.lhotr•, has sought a 

revi~w of the order p&ssed by this 'rribun•l on 26.8.93 

in O.A.No.66/92 on the ground th•t there is •r. error 

on the f•ce of the record since there has been two 

inconsiste)').)t or<.1.ers in two similiiilr c•ses. The c•se of 

the petitioner is stated to be identical to thii.t of 

Dr. Priyd Thawa.:ni, in which a11 other co.r:iseque•ticil 

benefits which are available to the Doctors m~ntio~ed 

ia the order dated 17.B.92 were extended to her where-.S 

i-n the c•se of the petitio1ter it w•s ordered th•t a.11 

other conseque•ti•l benefits whic;h •re 0 v•ilable to the 

Doctors mentioned im the order d•ted 17 .8. 92 shull •lso 

be extended to the applicaRt except Ee- that he will mot 

be elltitled to_ w•ges for the period from termillatioF.l oi 

his services to regulcris~tion. The petitiomer further 

s~•tes that he is entitled to receive his back w•ges 

since bdck wages were allowed to Dr. (Mrs.) Priyu Th•we.ni 

vide order of this ·rribunC.l dated i2 .8. 93 in O •. Z\. No. 318/92. 

The grou•ds 1 0~ which • review of the impugned decision is 

claimed does not •mount to •n error &ryparent on the filce 

of the record. Such grounds do not justify a review of 
1 

the order i• questiom. The review petitiom is, therefore, 

dismissed i;a limiae under Ru.le 17 (3) of the Central 

lldministrative Tribtm•l (Procedure) Rules, 1987. 
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G~~y<(J-R 
(Gop•l Krlshn•) 

Member(Judl.). 

\h1~-1) 
(B. B.M•h•j•n) .£ ___ ---

Member (Mm.) • 


