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New Delhi, this the 30th day of September 1997,

Hon'ble Mr R.K.Ahooja, Member (A)

Dr, A. K., Ehatnagar
S/o G. K, Bhatrragar
h'/o G-1 6 Hauz Khas Enclave
Mew Delhi - 1 19 016. . A p p 1 i c a n t

.'By adVocate: Mr Ra j i v Bansal)

Ver sus

Onion of India through

Director General

Health Services

Ninnan Bhawan

New Delhi.

( B y a d v o c a t e. M r M. K. G u p t a)

ORDER (oral)

Hon'ble Mr R.K.Ahooja, Member (A)

.Respondents

The applicant is aggrieved by the denial of his

claim for grant of conveyance allowance. -His case is

that the respondents are giving monthly conveyance

a 11 o w a 11L- e L o p 1 1 y ̂  i c i a n s a ri d o t h e r, c a t e g o r i e s I i h s

biochemists even though they hardly make any domiciliary

visits. The present rate of monthly allowance is Rs.

350 for those who are maintaining cars.He submits that he

1  pc-_^Lsd to work as Physiotheu-apist Gr.I at Medical

Cer: tre, Palam Annexe, New Delhi. in that position, he-

has to visit a number of VVIPs, MPs and Ministers at

Cioncosj cisd often as the distance covered is

1 nai 1  L i\ij.onictei , lie cc(.: ini.,'t claim T.,A. Howeve

■ a; r 1 1 LiIei Lc! f r uai is Ss'/a 11 ab 1 e r 1 or p:jb 1 ic trar,spor t,

he has. perforceto maintain his own car so that he ca-.

,J O f I L'/ "C O such calls from VVIPs oven at odd hours.
I'lC J

thai efore , made ; spi escivtation s, to the' respondents that

-  • GiVer1 the bcna f i t o f tli f •> ye■"!chould j1



c o r, v' e y c, ri c e all o w a n ce g i v & 1 1 t o n o n - m e d i u a 1 a t e g o i i c; i,

But the respondents have rejected the same. he lias's

therefore, approached the Tribunal seeking a direction to

the respondents to scinction conveyance allowance of Rs.

550 per month o?'. equivalent as to the .-physiclcUis e;tc.

from July 1989 when the first request was made by him.

2, Respondents in their reply have statsd ,that •-na

conveyance allowance is allowed as per bovt. of Inclxa,

Ministry of Health a Family Welfare's order - dated

19. 1 1 ,1987 (Annexure-I) in respect of only

specialised/general duty category officers. Respondeiit

also say that for the travelling undertaken by the

applicant, TA 'can be allowed prcvided sufficierit. evic.eriae

is submitted,

3. I have heard the counsel for the applicant and

have also perused the orders -dated .2.3.90 which pertain

to non-medical categories. As per these orders,

conve*iyance allowance is allowed to non-medical .(Group-A)

Specialists/Scientists working under DGHS/Ministr y of

Health & Fcsmily Welfare. In substance, they are the same

orders as; Isssued by the Ministry of Health Ik Family

Welfare dated 18, 1 1 .87. The learned counsel submits that

under the orders dated 2.3.90, conveyance cdIowanee has

been allowed to a large number of categories who hc,ve not

even"mafete domiciliary visits. On the other hand, the

applicant has to visit the houses of VVIPs and the same

fa.ct i-S adfnitted b'y the respondents a^. >eeri i i c)m

letter dated 14.3.95 of Additional Director (CGHS)
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(Annexure A~4). The learned counsel has pointed out that

the applicant has to maintain a car and, therefore, as

lot of visits to VVIPs are involved, he has to incur

certain expenditure. In view of that, the respondents

should also extend the same facility.to the applicant as

in the case of other non-medical specialists.

I  have considered the matter carefully. It would

appear that the applicant has a prirna facie case for

grant of this facility. As explained by the learned

counsel, the applicant has to attend to the dignitories

round the clock as and when called cincl he has to carry

gadgets and other costly electronic equipment for the

treatment at the residence of VIPs. Often such patients

and VIPs are unable to go to the hospital and in such

situations, he has to go to their houses to administer

treatment. Therefore-, his worf; undoubtedly involves

domiciliary visi ts.

5* In the facts and circumstances of the case., I

consider, it appropriate that in the first instance, the

respondents should examine the msitter and dispose^ of the

j  same. To this end, the applicant rociy mal;e

rspresentation giving par ticulars of the visits made by

him over a period of say, three months to the respondents

nd thvsy will then examine the same and pass a speakirig

order thereon within a period of three months from the-
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date of receipt of the represen taticn. "frT case the

applicant is still not satisfied, he will be at liberty

to approach the Tribunal again in accordance with law.

(R.
(A)
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