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central acpiinistrati l/E tribunal principal bench

O.A.ND:«955/9g

New Delhi: Decided on

HON »BLE NR, S.R, AOlGEp WI CE CH Al RM AN ( a) .

/
/

N a render Singh Uppal, /
S/o Late Sh, Avtar Singh Uppal, , '
WO C-8/8568, \fasant Kunj,
Neu Delhi ...... flpplicanty
(By AdOTcato: Nrs. Meera Chhibber)

Ite rsoe

Union of India
through

C* Go Ho'So>» ' O' ti^ng,
Nittnan Bhayan,
New Delhi.

2 # Ooin^an cfantp
CO D, Delhi CgpttoolO RBspondent8<

(By Advocate: Sh.Madhav panikar for R-1
Sh. R.P. Agaraal^for Rb-2.

ORDER

HDWBLE NR.5. R.ADIGE. tfl CE CHaIRWaN( aV^

Applicant seaks flill reitnbursanent of

37,620/- towards angiography, CaBG andnisco
charges incurred by him in Apollo Hospitalp New
Delhi in Duly, 1996 as.against lb.72,500/- reimbursed

to him by responda^ta©

Applicant is posted in Delhi , His case

is that he was chargasheeted in two separate

enquiries which were directed to be held in Agra,
and while he was in Agra in connection with those

enquiries he suffered a heart attad< on 4.6.96

and got himself a knitted, treated and discharged
on 10.6,96 (Annexure- p II). On 9.7.96 when he

went |orrecheck up, he was advdLsed angiography. On
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12.7.96 his condition daterio rated further , but
Agra Hospital was not equitted for heart surgery nor
angiography^ Theraupon he returned to Delhi by
road,and on the way finding his health had deterio
rated shaiply^as ho approached Apollo Hospital^
he was taken fbr immediate medical aid.thero^ where
he was advised angiography immediately. He states
that upon conducting angiography on 13.7.96 it
was found that there s 100^ blockage upon which
iraroediata CaBS was advised. He states that ho
underwent heart operation on 15.7,96 and was
eventually discharged on 22.7.96 after paying a
total bill of R5.1,37,620/- as.against which ho

ho has been reimbursed only Rs.72,500/- .,

3^ Applicant's counsel Wrs. Chhibber besides
referring to the facts mentioned abovo^has stated
that in Surjoet Singh Vs. State of Punjab 4 0 rs . 3 T
1996(2) SC 28, the Hon'ble Supreme Oaurt has held
that self p reservation of life is a necessary

concomitant of the right to life enshrined under

Article 21 of the Constitution and in the particular
facts and circumstances stated in para 2 above,

applicant had absolutely no alternative bit to get
himself immediately adnitted an d ope rated upon in

Apollo Hospital,and therefore could not legitimately
be denied 100^ reimbursement of the expenses

incurred by him there. Other judgments relied

upon by her are State of Punjab Us. d.S.Chaula
(1997)2SCC 83 and the CaT Chandigarh Bench judgment
dated 9.12,97 in A. S.Gill Us. UQI & Qrs. AlSL3 1998
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4, Reapond^ts in reply deny the clalm^ an d

counsel S/Shri Agarwal and panikar have emphasised

that applicants •reimbursement has be^ sanctioned

strictly in accordance with reapondsnts* OM dated

20,7,94 (Annexu re-RI) read with OPfe dated 5,10,94 and

31,10,94 and ha is not entiUed to any further

reimbursOTent , Reliance has been placed on the

fton'ble Supreme Osurt *8 ruling in State of Punjab

& Ore Vso R,L,Bagga & 0 rs 1988(4) SCO 117» well

^  as the Cat P.8. order dated 13,8,98 in 0 A No,299/98

5.P.Kapur Vs® UOI,

5^ I have considered the matter carefully®

6. ons dated 20®7®94; 5®10,94 and3l®10,94

prescribe reimbursement rates for CGHS beneficiaries

according to their basic pay for coronaly surgery

and angiography undergone in private hospitals

recognised under CGHS® A perusal of these OPls and

annexures appended therewith^makes it clear that

^ollo Hospital, New Delhi uh^ applicant had his

heart operation is not one of the private hospitals

in Delhi recognised under CGHS. Only three private

hospital in Delhi are recognised under CGHS under

these OMs namely^ Batra Hospital 4 nedical Research

Centre® National Heart Institute; and Escort Heart

Institute 4 Research Centre. Despite that, respondento

have axt^ded the benefit of the abq vo OHs to applicant

and reimbursed him in accordance with the scales

prescribed in those OWs^ as if ha had been treated in
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a priwata rsoognised hospital# Manifestly this is

as far as respondents oould reasonably hawe.gone^

in the facts and circiffiistancas of this case# As the

rates prescribed in these OMs uaro to be applicable

for tuo years and applicant's angiggraplv ®"d /Kt

heart operation in App^ip ^spital# New Delhi fell

within this two year period# respondcjnts cannot be

faulted on that account either# The facts and

circumstances in Surjaat Singh's case (supra) as well

as in Chawla's case (supra) are entirely different

ftpm the facts and circumstances of the present case

and db not assist the applicant# Similarly A* S.Gill's

case (si^ ra) does not advance applicant's case as

Shri Gill was treated in Batra Hospital# New Delhi

which as noted above is a recognised private

hospital unlike Apollo Hospital# New C^lhi#

7, Indeed applic^t's case is squarely hit

by the ratio in SoPoKapur's case ( sup ra)^namely

that having taken treatment at a non-recognised

Hospital, he cannot claim reimbursement beyond

the maxiraiffli provided by CGHS Rules# which are tho

charges leviable at AlIRS# The OA therefore

warrants no interference and is dismissed#' No costs#

A r.

r  ■
( S.R,.ADIGeO
VICE chairman (a),

/ug/


