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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JABALPUR BeNCH, JABALPUR

Original Application No, 862 of 2000

Jabalpur, this the 22nd day of August, 2003,

Hon'ble Mr, D, C, Verma, Vice Chairman(Judicial )
Hofble Mr, Anang Kumar Bhatt, Administrative Member
g

S t. Nazneen Khan’

ed about 51 years,
89, Igbal Nagar Colony,
Ashok Garden,

Bhopal . APPLICANT
(By advocate - Shri s. Nagu)

VERSUS

1. Union of Indiao
Though Secretary,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
New Delhi,

2 Director,

Census Operations,

Office of the Census Operations,

Madhya Pradesh,

Ministry of Home Affairs,

Janganana Bhawan, Jail Road, '
Bhopal RESPONDENTS

(By Advocate - shri s, Akhtar holding brief of
Shri B, Dasilva)

ORDER (ORAL)

By D.C.Verma, Vice Chairman ‘Judicialz-

The applicant has claimed reimouRsement of

Rs,48,297/- spent by the applicant on the treatment of

her husband, Interest thereon has also been claimed,

2, The brief facts of the case is that the
applicant is employed with the respondents as Assistant
Statistician.The applicant's husband was suffering from
heart problem as diagnosed by Dr.Yogesh Verma,Professor
and Head of Department of Cardiology,Gandhi Medical

iles Eepal. e sppliceysle hshang vpe reseresd s
Madras Medical M, ssion Hospital,Chennai/for investigation/
treatment vide letter dated 29,4.1999(Annexure-a~1),

As the applicant was covered under the Central Government
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Health Services Scheme, State Government of Maghya
Pradesh vide their letter dated 947.1999(Annexure-a=2)
granted the permission. Consequently, the applicant's
husband Shri A.R.Khan was admitted in Mission
Hospital on 2649,1999 and underwent operation on
27.9.1999, After treatment he was discharged from
the hospital on 5,1041999, The total expenditure

incurred by the applicant came to Rs.1,57,700/=

which includes package charges of Rs,1,40,000/= and

additional expenditure of Rs.18,700/-, The respondents
reimbursed Rs.99,900/= only out of the package
charge of Rs,1,40,000 and only Rs.10,503/= out of
Rs.18,700/-, The total reimbursement was Rs.1,10,403/~
out of total expenditure of Rs,1,58,700/=.Accordingly
the present OA has been filed to claim the balance
Of RS448,297/=,

3. The respondents' case is that the claim

of the applicant was considered by the appropriate
authority but out of the ‘total claim, an amount of
R3+45,900/= said to be blobd bank char_.es and by -
pass‘surgery was not allowed. Similarly, the outside
consul tation charges of Rs.150/=, telephone charges
of Rs,57/= were also not allowed. Consequently,

out of the total amount Of RS,1,40,000/= Rs.46,107/=
was not allowed by the sanctioning’ authority. out

of the additional expenditure of Rs.18710/= charges
for angiography of Rs.13,000/= has been limited to
RS+10,800/- and so the amount of Rs.2,200/= has not
been sanctionedes

4, Counsel for ﬁhe patties have been heard

at length. The submission of the learned counsel of

the applicant is that as per Rule 6(1) 3f Medical
Attendance Rules the applicant is enttlederee )
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medical treatment and as per Rule 3(1) free of
charge medical attendance, So, as per Rules 3(2) and
6(2) any amount paid by the applicant on account of
medical attendance and treatment, on production of

certificate, has to be reimbursed to the applicant.,

56 It is noticed that the applicant has paid

the auount claimed by hep.For and what reasons the

amount has been disallowed is not explained in the

counter reply of the respondents, Proviso below

sub=rule(2)of Rules 3 and 6 of the Medical

Attendance Rules are similar and is reproduced below-
"Provided that the controlling officer shall
reject any claim if he is not satisfied
with the genuineness on facts and circum=
stances of each case, after giving an
opportunity to the claimant of being heard
in the matter, While doing so, the
controlling officer shall communicate to
the claimant the reasons, in brief, for

rejecting the claim and the claimant may
submit an appeal to the Central Government
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claim,*
6. There is nothing on record to show that
while rejecting the claim of the applicant, the
applicant was given any opportunity of being heard
in the matter, It is also not shown that the
controlling officer communicated to the applicant
the reasons for rejecting the claime The claim can
be rejected 1f the genulneness on facts and
circumstances of the case on which the applicant
has claimed the amount is ddubted. The controlling.
officer has,therefore, without following the
procedure laid down, rejected the applicant's

claim arbitrarilye.

Te Consequently, it is directed that the

respondents shall get the matter of the applicant
considered as per proviso below sub=-rule(2) of Rule 3
and Rule 6 of the Medigal Attendance Ruleés and
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exhausting her departmental
Temedy Provideq 1n the rules, The 0

A, S tands
decideq as per above,

Costs €asy,
\ X S Samanad
VLM %‘QJ e
(Anang Kumar Bhatt) (D.C.Vérma)
Administrative Member Vice Chairman(Judicial)
rkv,
FSII 7 odfa AR, R,
ey LR DU T AL 4 W
(1 R N A smeTRy K %__MCA
T T e, ¥ et S gy/ﬂq
\) (@ e v HOTIR FGry

W U et g 2 égv\w@w |
TTR




