
CENIRAli APMlNiarRATlVE TRlBUNjJL.> JABMiPUR BS1^CH> JABALPUR

Original ^plicaticati No«7lQ of 2000

Jabalpur# this the 7th day of January, 2003.

Hon'ble Mr.R.KJJpadhyaya, Merober (Aidnnv.)

Gulab Singh S/o Shri sir en Singh,
aged about 50 years, Highly Skilled
Gr.II. Trades Rigger, T .No.4966/1177 0/
M.M., Basic Pay: Rs.4200, Gun Carriage
Factory, JBP, E/o H.NO.1525/26/B-10,
Saindariya Nagar, Kanchghar, Jabalpur, ̂P.

(By Advocate- Ncxie)

Versus

1, Union of India, the Secretary,
Ministry Defence, New D^hi.

2. The General l-fanager,
Gun carriage Factory,
Jabalpur, M«P«

(By Advocate- Mr.P.Shankaran for
Mr.S,A«Dharmadhikari)

-applicant

-RESPOND ENTS

ORDER

This application has beei filed seeking direction

medical
to the re^cndents to pay actual ̂expenses incurred by the

applicant,

2, Ncbody was present on bdialf of the applicant even

at the s^ond call, and even on 26.8.2002 none was present

for the applicant. Therefore, this application is being

disposed of with the assistance of the learned counsel

of the respondents under Rule 15 (l) of the CAT (Procedure)

Rxiles, 1987.

or
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3. It is claimed by the applicant that he is an

ertployee of the Gun Carriage Factory, Jabalpur, While

serving in this orgnisation, the applicant was suffering

from heart disease and was admitted to the Satpullah

CQntd...P/2.
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Ho^ital in the tnoath of Cfctcber, 1999. The ap^jlicant was
treatment

referred to the %)ecialised^at Fiilitary Hospital# Jahalpur#

and thereafter to the Netaji Subha^ Chandra Medical

College# Jabalpxir fxa: further treatmoit. In vi^ of the

serialsness of the case, the Medical CoHege# Jabalpur

referred the applicant for further treatment to the i^dlo

Hospital, New Delhi, as the required treatment was not

available in Madhya prade^. The applicant was sent for

initial test, vfiich was done on 22.11.1999 for which payment

was made by the re^cndents. For further treatment# the

applicant was admitted on 10•1,2000 and discharged on

20,1,2000, Ml amount of Rs.l#35,504=03 was paid by the

applicant as per bills. Qo making the claim for reirrburse-

ment, the applicant has been sanctioned only Rs«99#000/-,

whereas the actual ei^enditxire was of Rs. l# 35# 504/- ex

cluding the eiqjenses already paid to the applicant* The

Claim of the applicant is that he should have been paid

the ̂ tire ei^enses of treatment#

4. The respcndsits have filed reply stating therein

that the applicant was initially sanctioned advance of

Rs.80,190/- and after treatment the applicant had sibraitted

^ claim of Rs«l#;36#'l44/—• This claim has been passed for

only Rs.l8#810/- after adjustment of the advance as ad

missible under Central Services (Medical Attendance) Rules,

1944 and other existing Government orders in this regard.

The respondents have also stated that the applicant gave

an undertaking that he wall himself bear the treatment

®3J^enses in excess q£ the package rates as ffxed by the

Government o£ India • According to the respcndaits, the

applicant is not eligible for full reimbursement, but his

claim is to be restricted to the cost of treatment subject

Ccntd, ..P/3 ,
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to the limits prescribed from time to time# The res-

ponda^ts by M,a»No#1i16/2002 have placed certain judge

ments oa the record on the basis of which# they had

requested for dismissal of this In No.503/2001

dated 6 #3 #2002 relying cn Supreme Ccxirt decision in the

case of State of Punj ab Vs. Ram Lubhaya Bagga, 1998 (2)

SLJ 335 and Principal Bench decision in the case of

Santosh Kumar Singh Vs. Union cf India (Oa No,1610/96), it

has been urged that the applicant was only entitled for

the maximum reinbursement as envisaged \inder the rules.

5. After hearing the learned counsel tf the respondents
for

and after perusal of the records# no interfence is called/

The applicant has been paid as per pac3<age rates ad

missible to him and such payment has been upheld by the

Supreme Court. The paym^t having been made in accordance

with the exiting instructions on the subject# no relief

can be granted to the applicant on the facts of this

case. In the reply# the respondents have stated that the

reinbursement has been neide on the basis of OM dated

22.4.1998, However# the expenses cn treatment have been

incurred by the applicant during the period initially

on 22.11.1999 and subsequently in January# 2000, It

appears that the package rates have been revised from

time to time. Therefore, the respondents are directed

to reconsider the claim o£ the applicant in accordance

with the revised package rates as admissible to the

applicant on the date of treatment. If any further

amount becomes payable to the applicant cn account ofi
Of

revision/package rates# the same may be paid within a

period of three months from the date of receipt of copy

Ccxitd. ..P/4.
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Of this order,

6, In the reailt# this application is di^osed of

with the directions as in the preceding paragraph without

any order as to costs.

(R,K •l^adhy aya)
Ifenber (Ainnv.)
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