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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, LUCKNOW BENCH

| L. .
Lucknow this the ﬁé ~ day of August, 94.

Contempt Petition No. 69/92

HON. MR.JUSTICE B.C. SAKSENA, V.C.

HON. MR. K. MUTHU KUMAR, A.M.

Smt. Mamta Awasfhi aged about 27 years,
widow of late V.B.K. Awasthi; resident of
L.D-115/B, Rose Marg,‘ Sleepers Hut Cplpny,
Alambagh, Lucknow.

| Petitioner
By Advocaté Shri V.N. Tandon.

versus

1.Smt. ApaQa Singh, wife of not-knoﬂm,Senipr

Divl. Accounﬁs officer, N. Rly, Divl. officer,

hazratgang, Lucknow.

2. Dr. S.C. Srivastava, son of Sri B.D.

Srivastava, Chief Medical Superintendent, N.

Rly., Railway Hospital, Charbagh, Lucknow.
- Respondents.

Represented by Shri Anil Srivastava,Advocate.

ORDER

(HQN. MR. JUSTICE B.C. SAKSENA, V.C.)

After having heard the learned counsel for
the parties on 23rd of August, 1994, we héd
passed the operative order to the effect that
the Contempt petition is dismissed gﬁ%’detalled
reasons to folow. Notices issued to the
respondents are discharged.
2. We hereby proceed to give reasons for the

said operative order. The applicant to this
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Contempt Petition alleges that the respondents
.are guilty of having disebeyed the directions
given gy this Tribunal.in its order;daﬁed 15th
of September, 1992 passed in 0.A. no. 136/92.
In the said order. the respondente were directed
"to give all possible medical aid in treatment
to the applicant in accordance with Railway
Medical Manual and see that he gets full and
' proper treatment and .the applicent may be given
all the medicines as maybe allowed, to purchase
the same." The allegation to support the plea
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y 'of disobedience by the respondents of the
T directions given by this Tribunal is that the
applicant submitted the application for
reﬂimﬁérsement of a sum of & 17,000 and odd by
three applications dated 8th June, 92, 7th of
' : ' late husband of
July, 92 and‘lOth of August, 92. The/applicant,
it is alleged was admitted in the KGM College
on the 19th of September, 1992. Transfusion of
blood was required and despite requests blood
was not supplied and medicines were no£
supplied. As faras these allegetions are
eoneerned, it has been indicated in reply by
the respondent No. 1 that as per procedure and
-rules, the respondent No. 1 had no jursidiction
to re-imburse any medical bill/vouchers unless
it is countersigned by the Railway Medical
authorities. Normally, it is avarred, that in
such cases, employee concerned is asked to get
his rembursement bill/vloucher countersigned by

and, then
the railway medical authorities/to submit the
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same in the office of the respondent No. 1

téénableﬂto take steps to re-imbursement amount

after scrutinising the claim.  It is alleged
that immediately next day; the bills and
vouchers were ‘sent to the railway medical
authorities for obtaining counter = signatures.
It is further the case of the respondent No. 1
that since the applicant did not report to the
medical authoriteis,as per para 642 of the
Indian RailwayMedical Msanual, the Claim bills
of the applicant w@® not countersigned by the
ﬁaiiway Medical\;uthorities and‘the same were
returned back in@riginal to tﬁe respondent No.
1. The bills were sent back to the applicant
through regisytered post. It appears that he
refused to accept the séme.-Consequently, aftér
the matter was pursued with the higher
postal authorities, the registered letter which

was sent to the applicant was returned back to

the office of respondent No. 1 on 30.9.92. They

were sent to the medical authorities on 1.10 92»

for their counter signature and they were

recei i V
eived back with counter signature on

12.10.92, and the payment of the said bills was
made on 19th of Octoper, 1992. This fact is not

disputed Dby the applicant in Rejoinder

Affidavit. The detailed chart indicating the

payments made . to the applicant for

reimbursement bills has been indicated

in Annexure S-2 to the Counter Affidavit.
3. The learned counsel for the applicant

tried to raise a few other questions which whe
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not gefmene to the directions giﬁen in the 0.A.
e.g. the compassionate appoin&ﬁent of the
apélicant etc. The said allegations and counter
allegations contained in various affidavits and
Suppiementary Affidavits, in our opinion, are
‘wholly irrelevant.Despite having perused
. various affidafvies minutely, we have not been
(rov has oy been pouited ot ] i
able to gather, %gr any allegation indicating
disobedience on the part of respondents in‘
complying with the directions given inthe
- 0.A.The respondents  have indicated  the
provisions of Railway Manual to support the
¥ action taken by them. The applicant has failed
to'indicate.violation of any provison of Manual
by the respondents.

4, For the reasons 1indicated hereinabove,

order dismissing contempt petition was passed
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ADMN. MEMBER. VICE CHAIRMAN.

Lucknow: Dated; 26 87?'-\




