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CHSTTRaL i^miMISgKATlVE TRlBUNi^^^ JABALPUR BB^CE,- JABALPOR 

Original ^ p l ic a t io n  H o . 68 of 200 4

Jabalpur, this the of %>ril 200 4

HDn-’ble  Mr* Madan Mohan,) Judicial M em b^

Sobhash Kumar CSioulcsey,)
S/o Late Shri J«N* Ghouksey#)
% e d ,  about 48 years,/ 
ferking as Labour,] Ticket 
N o . 4 8 5 4,j Section '- M-J4. of 
Gun Carriage Pactory,i 
Jabalpur (tfl.P)

(By Advocate - Sliri Arvind. Choulcsey)

VERSUS

1 . The tJhion of 3hdia,
Through the Secretary to 
the Ministry of Def once,!
Production,) New Delhi!

2. The General Manager,]
Gun Carriage Factory,)
Jabalpur.

3. The Gbntroll er of Defaice,'
Accounts (Fys) ,i
10-A Auckland Street,;
K ilk ata ,

4 . The CJiairman,;
Ordnance Factory Board,|
10- Auckland Street,]
Kolkata.

(By Advocate - Shri Gopi Qiourasia on bdialf of 
Shri S.fi, Dharraadhikari)

0 R D E R

APPLIG^T

RESPOND iENTS

By f i l i n g  t h is  OA, t h e  a p p lic an t  has Sought th e  

fo llo w in g  main r e lie fs s-

ii)tQ  p ^ s , ‘an appropri^e tp; the respondeniB

that no deduction fee made from the actual amount 
of expenditure incurred by the applicant for his 
treatment at D r , Balabhai Nanawati Hospital. 
Mumbai.

( i i )  the amoiint deducted so far be reerabursed 
to the applicant ."

2 .  The b rie f  facts o f the  case are that the

applicant is  working as Labourer in  Gun Carriage Factory 

Jabalpur. From the pay slip  dated 7 .1 1 .2 0 0 3  for the 

month of October, 2003 an amount of R s .1 ,367 /-  has been



^  b y  the respondents
> deducted/without assigning any reason and without providing

to the applicant
any opportunity of hearing/ He has made a representation dated

to the respondents 
12 .11 ,03  against the said deduction^ but instead of taking any

action in the matter the respondents have again recovered Rs.

of the applicant 
1 ,367/- from the salary^for the month of November, 2003eC_^^;^3^

The respondents are illegally and arbitrarily

deducting the amount spent on medical treatment of the
and.

applicant as he is suffering from RHD with n S/uith M .R . .

He was referred to Nanauati Hospital, Mumbai as the facility 

of treatment of Heart surgery is not available in the State

of Madhya Pradesh. The Director of Medical Education M.P.

vide order dated 17 .6 .2 0 0 3 (Annexure-A-6) granted permission 

for treatment out-side the State of Madhya Pradesh. The 

factory manageoent had issued a cheque of Rs. 1 ,90 ,000/-  as 

an advance amount for treatment payable to the Nanawati 

Hospital, Mumbai. The total expenditure incurred in treatment 

is Rs.28,490/-. Hence, the applicant has refunded the balance 

amount of R s .1,62,200/-  in the account of Government and the
L> Q

bills  of medical expenses have been submitted by him to the 

management. The applicant is entitled for free Medical 

Treatment or specialized treatment in Government hospital or 

at any such hospital approved by the Government. The respondents- 

have suddenly started deduction of R s .1,367/- per month from 

the salary of the applicant without issuing any notice or any 

opportunity of hearing. Aggrieved by this, the applicant has 

filed this OA.

3. Heard the learned counsel for the applicant and respons- 

dents.

4 .  The learned counsel for the applicant has stated that 

Sccdrding .to--Nanawati Hospital Mumbai total expendutre incurred 

in treatment is Rs.28,490/-. The applicant was entitled for 

this amoiunt and refunded the balance amount to the respondents 

immediately. But, inspite of this the respondats have 

suddenly started deduction of R s .1,367/- from the salary of 

the applicant, which is against the rules.
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5. The learned counsel for the respondents has stated

that the applicant uas sanctioned medical advance of Rs. 

1^90^000/“ for his treatment at Nanauati Hospital Mumbai.

After undergoing' the treatment, the applicant submitted that 

final reimbursement medical claim for Rs.28,490/- and 

deposited the balance amount of Rs. 1 ,62 ,200/- .  The audit 

authorities out of the left out amount of Rs. 27,800/- 

admitted the c4aim for Rs.14,14a/- only, as per the CSMA 

limits prescribed, and requested the respondents to recover 

the balance of Rs.13,552/- from the applicant. The learned 

counsel for the respondents further states that this 

Tribunal has already dismissed similar applications 

in DA No. 293/02 vide order dated 3*10.2002 and OA No.827/01 

decided on 21 .10 .2002 .  Hence the relief sought by the 

applicant is not maintainable and liable to be dismissed.

5. After hearing the learned counsel for the parties,

I find that the applicant uas only entitled for Rs .l4 ,l48 /-  as 

pejr the rules. Whereas he has calimed R§. 28 ,490 .  Though the 

amount of R s . 1 , 9 0 , OOO/- uas given to the applicant as 

advance money for alleged treatment from Nanavati Hospital 

numbai after his treatment he has refunded R s .1,62,200/- 

to the respondents but as per rules he uas entitled for Rs. 

14 ,148 .  Hence he cannot claim more than Rs. 14,148/- 

He can only claim as to his entitlement. I Have also perused 

order passed in the aforesaid OAs, by this Tribunal, as 

submitted by the respondents in support of their claim. I 

do not find^ any merit in this OA. Accordingly, the same is 

dismissed.

(nadan Mohan) 
Judicial Member

SKM




