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HYDERABAD BENCH:

-NO:248-0£-1996

DATE-OF -ORDER: - 24th-February, - 1997
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:
| AT HYDERABAD
ORIGINAL-APPLICATION
| B .
E
|
BETWEFN:
!
PASUPULETI NAGESWARA RAQ
AND

1. Unlion of India represented by
the General Manager,

‘ South Central Railway,
Secunderabad,

2. The Medical Director,
S.C.Railway Hospital,
Lallaguda, Secunderabad,

3. The Chief Medical Director,
Medical Branch, Rail Nilayam,
Secunderabad.

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT: Mr.

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS: Mr.

}‘ CORAM:

HON'E

also

Raop.,

2.

medical card
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3LE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR, MEMBER (JUDL)

ORDER
{ORAL ORDER (PER HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR,

W MEMBER {(JUDL.)
! .

1

None appears for the applicant. The applicant is

absent.

!learned
|

. The

holder with registere%Lpumber i570.

Heard Shri Krishna Mohan for Shri J.R.Gopala

standing counsel for the respondents.

applicant is a retired Railway employee and a

< odeimm. 7 :
The case
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reference of those authorities, reimbursement is not
. . £ & i
permissible, that wunder the RALHS scheme there is no ’

provision for reimbursement of medical expenses to the

retired employees, that the applicant hed approached a

-~

. . L+ §
private hospital at Guntur, that there was , Government

hospital at Guntur, that therefore,' his claim for

reimbursement is not &admissible, that as far as the

. L
expenses incurred by the applicant forhis treatment at
!

Hyderabad on his teference by the #edical Director

N,

i

. c 4 - . .
{Redesignatioen of CHS) Railway Hospita., Lalaguda is

» concerned, the applicant is eligible for reimbursement of
\ the expenses to the extent which is in accordance with the

instructions contained in Annexure R-1, that expenses H

hospital or in the diagnostic centre without the approval

(WALY FIET P

incurred by the applicant for the treatment in the private n
of the prescribed authorities is not -payable under the !
£|

scheme, that the fact that the applicant sufferred from the
disease is not in dispute, that the expenses incurred by
him for his treatment at Guntur Hospital is not permissible
under the rules. It is further submitted that the circula:~ -

instructions contained in the letter dated 12.9.95 are I
- T PR
applicable prospectively and therefore the said -erder

R

cannot be made applicable to the case of the applicant.

5. The applicant had remained absent. This OA is .
being disposed of on the basis of the material available on
the record in accordance with the Rule 15(])) of the Central

Administrative Tribunal (Proceaure) Rules, 1987.

6. The applicant had not placed any material on

record to show that the Medic:l Superintendent Dr.Rasool
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Medical Director through his letter dated 10.8.95, that
subsequently he submitted an appeal claiming reimbursemgnt
of Rs.17,457=36 Ps, that R-2 by his letter bearing
No.HQ/MkD/139/R9 dated 22.9.95 informed him that his claim
is not admissible ag he had taken treapment atzxprivate

hospital.

3. The applicant has filed this o0a challenging the
letter dated 22.9.95 gp the groundgthat under the emergency
¢ircumstances he wa§ forced to approach the private
Eospital atb  Guntur and that he 1is entitled to claim

reimbursement of the amount spent by him for the ailment.

5. The respondent.s have filed their counter
contending that the recommendations of the Fourth Pay
Commission were considered and in accordance with the

4 Bdand s v ‘H'_-& - ’
recommendations, the Railwayﬂfintroduced.a ssicheme known as
”Reti%ed Employees Libe;a;ised Health Scheme (RELHS)"
cir;u%ated in letter NO.86/H/6-2/2 dated 29°.8.88, that
prjbr'ﬂto this scheme, retired employees of the railways
weré ﬁoggrneed by tﬁe Contributory Health Scheme known as
Retirég Railway Employees Contributory Health Scheme
(RECﬁs), that under the new scheme, the facilities extended
to the retired Railway employees have begn enumerated in
ggra %j}of the scheme, that a copy of the scheme is at

i

Annexére R-1I, that as per Para 6 of the said letter,

reimbirsement of the expenses incurred to the extent of 50%

is pe¥missible in accordance with the schemeI When such

'Railwéy employee is referred with the approval of the Chief

Medical Officer or the Chief Hospital Superintendent or the

Superintendent of the Railway Hospital, that without
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had contacted him over phone and had authorised him to
undergo the treatment at a private medical hospital. If
r@ally that was thg case, at least the said Medical
SQperintendent should have brought to the notice of the
h%gher authorities about this fact. Even though he claims
to have intimated the Chief Medical Directer, no such

document is produced along with the O0A. -However, the

reapondent s admit that the treatment taken by the applicant
on his return to Hyderabad‘from 3.8.95 is acceptable and if
any  expenses incurred by him, he 1s eligible for
réimbursement only to the extent of 50% as pér the scheme
Annexure R-1. Hence the'lefter dated 22.9.95 issued by R-2

is hereby set-aside.

7. R-2 may Eonsider the «c¢laim submitted by the
applicant and pay the amount to whiéh he is eligible for
reimbursement in accordance with Annexure R-1 dated 3.11.88
for the treatment taken by him. The reimbursement is to b=
made only to the extent of 50%.as per Annexure R-1. R-2
may, bear in mind the principles enunciated in the casé of

N.M.Rokde Vs. Union of India (1996) (3} SLJ (CAT) 215

(Jabalpur)‘and in the case of Surjit Singh Vs. State of
Punjab and others [(1996)(1) SCALE 648], while considering

the claims of the applicant.

8. Hence R-2 1s directed to consider the case of the

applicant 1in accordance with the rules and Annexure R-1
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W“ithin three montifE - Trom the date of receipt of a copy of

this order.
. g B

. * i - -
9. Th A '
B us ;hg_q&#gs disposed of. No order as to costs.
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