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IN THE CENPRAIJ ADLUNI.iTRATIVE TRIBuNAL 
C LrrT AC K 3ENCH :C UT1 A K. 

ORIGINAi APPIIATI3N NO:200 OF 1995 

CuttaCkth is the 3-L d af N ovember,95. 

SHRI K.P.C. PATRA 	 APPLICANT 

VRS. 

UNIQJ OF INDIA & OTHERS. 	 ..• 	RESPONDENTS 

(Fog INSTRUOTINS) 

U. Whether it be referred to the reportets or not? J\1.O 

2. whether it be cjcu1ated to all the 3enches of the 
entr -1 Administrative Tribunals or not? No. 

( N • SIU ) 
IVEM3ER (MINLT:jTIVE) 



CENTRAL Al) YNISTRATI VE TRI 3UNAL 
CJTT A.K 3ENCH ;(-'UITACK. 

Origi:ial Application No. 200 of 1995 

Cuttack this the 	r41 day of Noveinoer, 1995. 

C 0 R A M:.- 

THE HONOURA.3IJE iIR. N. SAHU, 	M3ER ( ADMINISTRATIVE ) 

SHRI K. P. C. PATRA, 
aged abait 59 years, 
son of late K. Ramayya Patra, 
Retired Stenographer, 
3/M-14, V.S.S. Nagar, Bhubaneswar, 
District-Khurda. 	 ... 	... 	Applicant 

By the Applicant 	: Ws. E.L.N. Sarny, A.ic.Rath,Advocates. 

-ye rsus- 

Union of India representEd by 
the Secretary of Finance, 
New Delhi. 

Cornrjssioner of Income Tax, 
Oris sa, Bhubanesw ar,, Dist. Khurda. .., ... 	Respondents 

By the Respondents : Ws. A.K.Mishra,J.Sengupta, 
Senior Panel (Sounsel(Centra). 

-. _. _. _. -. _. _. - . _. _. _. _ . -. _. . -. • . - • - . - . - I • . S S 
	 - • 	- 

ORDER 

L.SAHU, EMER(ADj ; The relief sought in this application is for 

a direction to the Respondent No.2 i.e. Corahissioner of 

Income Tax, Orissa, Bhubaneswar to make iiniediate payrrent 

of all the dues together with cost and interest. The 

applicant has claimed that he was not paid his gratuity on 

retirement. He shifted to 3hubaneswar and he was not paid 

the T.A. Bill from Cuttack to Bhubaneswar. He was not paid 
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house rent alliance which he clajned he was entitled 

to when he was posted to Jeypore, Koraput. He purchased 

a hearing Aid for Rs, 2,450/_ and this was not also 

reirrursed to him under the 	dicaj Reimoursement Rules. 

He also had a grievance regarding ncn-payrflent of GPF, 

2, 	I have head the learned counsel appearing 

for the petitioner '1r. 3. L. N. 1amy and the learned 

Senior Panel COunsel (Central) Mr. ASWInI Kumar Mishra 

for the Respondents. The applicant had clam -ed multiple 

reliefs in one application which is oarred by RLle-jO 

of the Admi-nistrative Tribunals it, 1985. Stament of 

T.A. claims, gratuity payrrent, medical reimburnt 

etc, are not related to each other and therefore, 

normally, the applicatj should have been dismissed as 

incompetent. After hearing the learned counel for the 

Opposite Parties and afte r going through the counte r-

affidavit filed ai oehalf of the Respondent No.2, it 

appe rs to ire th at most of the claims we re settled and the 

discrepancies if any, are peripheral. The apLlicant, if 

he s o ch oo5e s, C an take it up for red re S sal with the 
Respcfldents. In Compliance with the mandatory Rule-lU, 

hever, it is agreed at the 3ar that this petition could 

be disposed of by confining to only aie grievance with 

regard to the reiursement of the purchase of a hearing 
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Aid for a sum of ks. 2,450/_. Other reliefs Cannot be 

all;ed to be argixd in this petition and they can be 

administratively disposed of by the Respondent No.2, 

By his representation dated June 1, 1992, the 

applicant submitted that he Consulted Dr. S. S. Kar, 

Assistant Surgeon, Capital Hospital, Bhubaneswar for 

abnormal hearing problems of his daughter who in turn 

referred them to a Specialist Audilogist, Regional 

Centre Ali Yaval Jung National Institute for hearing, 

Handicapped, 1nistry of Welfare, Governnent of India, 

Dhuodneswar. The specialist prescribed a hearing aid 

kno,n as 'EIJKON' with skeleton i'louldfrom. The applicant 

purchased the saris and submitted the Dill for re-

imbursernent for .2,450/- on 1. 12. 1991. 

On behalf of the Respondents, it is claimed 

that the amount is payable to the supplier directly 

and as the petitioner had not inforrred the office aoout 

the hearing Aid purchased, the procedure did not alla.j 

the direct payrrent to the applicant. After this, the 

pet iti one r re p re se nted and the rep re se ntati on w as re fe r red 

to the entra1 3oard of Direct Taxes who directed disosal 

of the claim in accordance with the guidelines of the 

/ Ministry of Health and Family Welfare Departnent Office 

1'morandum dated 26. 11. 19i2. It is submitted that 

the re a fte r the pe ti ti cc r 0  s c I aim is unde r scrutiny. 
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5. 	The genuineness of the claim has not been 

doubted. The nedical reprts and the need for purchasing 

of the hearing Aid also has not oeen doubted by the 

Respondents. may be urrier the procedure, the applicant 

had to give an advance intimation whereupon the money 

would be directly paid to the supplier. Without fully, 

fo1ling the predure a hearing Aid was directly 

purchased. This is not a case of grave misconduct or 

irregularity which should disentitle him from the claim. 

This is a matter in which Resondent No.2 shald move 

to condone the defect and ootain ratifjc:tion of the 

Director General of Health SeL,vices, if it is so needed, 

on his ojn. It is a case where the ailrent is genuine, 

the specialist prscrition is genuine and the purchase 

is genuine and therefore the minor procedural slips 

Can be ignored. This is the minimum that a Governrrent 

servent after 34 years of service expects from his 

employer in the evening of his life. I therefore, direct 

Respondent No.2, the COntdSsioner of Income Tax,, 

Bhuoane ILI 
war to ignore other minor procedural aberrations 

and nake the paynent of the claim of Rs.2, 450/-, if this 

is otherwise admissible under the rules, within a period  

/ of four weeks from the date of receipt of this order. The 

applicant shall co-e rate when called Upon to do so by 

Respondent No.2 in supplying to him the necessary informationj 

d ocurTents. 
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6, 	In the result, the application is disposed of 

as &jove. Parties will dear their oia cc6ts, 

I ~1 JL 
(N.iu) 

MEMER(ADNI STRATI Vi) 

464 

KNMchantv. 


