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CEmRHj ADMIMiaPRATlVE TIOBUIga^^JABJa4pUR BENCH. JABALPUR

Original ApolijCatijon 460 of 2000

Jafc>alpur» this the 31st day of January, 2003 .

Bon* bl e Mr. R,K .Upadhyaya- Meet* er (Adranv •)

J«K#Jotwani,Administrative Officer,
Office of Assistant, CoRmissioner of
Inccme Tax (TDS), Bhopal. -afplicamd

(By Advoojte- Mr.M«MjBanerjee)

versus

1, Union of India through
the Secretary, Ministry of
Finance, Government of India,
New Delhi,

2« Ciiairman,
Central Board of Direct Taxes,
North Block, New Delhi,

3, Chief Commissioner of Income Tax,
Aaykar Bhawan, Hoshangabad Boad,
Bhopal,

4* Commissioner of Income Tax,
Aaykar Bhawan, Hb^angabad Road,
Bhopal, -RE^OIDSNDS

(By Advocate- Mr .B .Dasilva)

ORDER

The applicant is aggrieved by the order dated

28,5*1993 as communicated to him ̂ Kitiw.wiiiMWinBIKWBi oa

38;*Si^l998 (Annexure-A-l) by which part of his claim

regarding medical reimbursement has been rejected#

2^1; It is stated that the applicant working as

Administrative Officer in Income-tax Department had

undergo bypass surgery on 8*5*1996 at Apollo Hospital,

Madras* For this purpose he was given due permission of

Directorate of Medieal iducation, Madhya Pradesh,Bhopal

as per order dated 25,4*1996 (Annexure-A^4)# According

to the learned counsel,the applicant being a Central

Government employee should have been reijabursed the full

medical expenses incurred by him*
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The respondents In their reply have stated

that the permission to get treatment was allowed with
would

the condition that the reimbassement sdQdi/oe limited

to the adraissihle aioount# It is rurther stated ny the

respondents that the entitled amount has already been

reimbursed to the applicant as per existing circulars

on the subjectp

4* The learned counsel of both the parties have

been heard end the material available on record has

been perused^

5* The Hon*ble Supreme Oourt in the case of

State of Punjab and others Vs« Ram Lubhava Baaaa & others.

19% (2) KTJ 154 have held that payment of medical

reimbursement to the extent of pacJcage deal cannot be

assailed»^ Thererore* the impugned order cannot be

questioned on that account^' However, it is noticed that

the treatment was taken by the applicant on 8^5^1996

whereas the payment has been made on the basis of

Government instructions dated 31♦10%1994♦ In case there

is any enhancement of the entitlement after the issue

of instructions on 31 #10 ♦1994 up to the date of taking

of treatment, the applicant should be given befefit

theeeof^ This Tribunal in some other similar cases

have directed the applicant to tile a representation tor

reimbursement of full expenses. In the case of

Vs,Union of India & others.0,A,316/2QQl decided on

21 ♦S^,2002,this Tribunal observed that the applicant will

be at liberty to make a representation to the Hinistry of
Health and Family Welfare praying for full reimbursementm.
It was also directed that if such a representation wvb

made, the same was to be torwarded by the controlling

officer for consideaation of the Ministryf^ Similar

liberty is provided to the applicant in this case als^
If the applicant makes any representation for full

reimbursement, the same may be forwarded to the concerned
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Minis j^y toy the Income-tax Department#

6# Subject to the remarks in the preceding

paragraph# this 0#A# is disposed of without any orde^
as to costst ^

(R4Cj#upadfayaya)
Meo^r (Admnv^J

rsO-Trr^-j "
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