CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ERNAKULAM BENCH
~ DsA. Mo, 45 of 1996,

Thursday this the 16th day of April, 1998.

CORAN:

SapEETha

HON'BLE MR. A.M. SIVADAS, JUDICIAL MEMBER

P, Kumaran, Superintendent,

Buzldzn s/Roads Grade I,

£2 plg 3 0fPice of the

Chief Engineer Navy, Kochi-4,

residingat Ward No.V,

House No. 20, Thrikkakera. ~ se Applicant

(By Advocate Shri M.R. Rejandran Nair (rep)

_vs.

1. Union of India réprasented by
Secretary, Ministry of Oefence,
New Dﬂlhio .

2. Garrison Engineer (p)(z)a & D, BMC

Post, Kaskkaenad, Kochi-21.
3. The Abéouats af?lcer, Madical
Section, 0fPice of the
Controller of Defanca Accounts,
Nﬂdtas-180 .
4. Enyineer-in-Chief Branch,
Army Head Quarters, Kashmir House,
_ DHQ p.0., New Delhi-11.
5. chxef Engineer (Navy), Militery
Engineering Service, Navel Bage,
Kochi. ++« Respondents
(8y Adwvocate Shri P.R. Remechandra Menon, ﬂCGSC(rep)

The application having beem heard om 16th April, 1998,
the Tribunal on the ssme day delivered the following:

0 RODER

Applicent seeks to direct the réspondemté to
entertsin his medicel claim for %.27,309/- on merits without
insisting on producticn of emergency certificste and to
reimburse him the said amount with 18% interest per annum

and exemplary costs.

2. " The applicent is working under the respondents.
He has undergone surgery for Gient Retimal Tear im Sankara
Netraleya, Madras. The applicant wes referred to Sankara

Netralays from Medicel Trust Hospital, Ernekulam.
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The applicent submitted his medical claim for reimburse-
ment of Rs.27,309/-. Respondentsd did not pass erders

for reimbursement.

3. Respondents have inter-alia contended that thet
the applicant had not takem treatment in recognised
private hospital end hence, he is not entitled to

reimbursement.
4. It is the admitted case of the applicant that
he had andergona Ophthalmic surgery in Sankara

Netralaya, Madras. Sankara Netralayas Madras was not

'ra¢ognisad by the respondents as one of the recognised

private medicai institutions for reimbursement in thoss
days. It wes recognised subsaquently as one of.tha
private medical institutions for reimbursement purpose.
That order has mo retrospective effect. So, tha position
is very much clear that at the rslevant point of ;ima

the institution in which the applicant had undergone

Ophthalmic surgery was not a recognised medical

institution. 0One is entitled te reimbursement of

expeﬁsas incurred Por treatment when treated in a private
medical imstitution only if the same is recognised by

the authority concerned.

5. The learned counsel appearing for the ﬁaspondents
drauv my ettention to A=1 dated 24.2.94 which is a letter
uritten by a Dr. A. Giridhar attached to Medical Trust
Hospitel, Ernakulam, who is a fallow of Sankara Netralaya,
Madras, to Sankara Netralaya, ﬁaﬂras,refé:ring the

applicant for further management. So, it is a case
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where a fellow of a private medical institbtiun has referred
a pétient to that private medical iaétitutioa for further
management . |

6, The applicant is Eo-be‘noanaited solely an’the ground
that he had taken the trsatment from s private medical
institution which was not :ecagdisad’by tha aqthurityf

¢encerneu at the relevant point of time. Though various

other arguments were advanced by the learned counsel for

the applicant it is nut'aeceseary.ta go into all those
questions gince»tbe'applicatien“is to be dismissed on the
sole grauﬂd'dentionedvébOVB; | |

7e Accﬁrdingly; ﬁhe original spplication is dismissed.

No costs.

N
|

Dated the 16th April, 1998.

A%M. SIVADAS
JUDICIAL MEMBER

v



LIST OF ANNEXURE.

1. Annexure A1: Letter of reference dated 24.2.91 issued by
Or. A, Giridhar, Medical Trust to the Ulrcoretual Services,
Sankara Nethralaya, Madras. v ‘
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