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l. Brief facts of the complaint

The complainant, Shri Rahul Kumar, has filed the instant grievance relating to the

treatment of his wife at BLK-Max Super Speciality Hospital, Pusa Road, under the Delhi

Government Employees Health Scheme (DGEHS) during her pregnancy in the year 2025. The

complainant alleges that despite booking an appointment with Dr. Laxmi Mantri, his wife was

examined on several occasions by other doctors who used Dr. Mantri's name and stnmp on

prescriptions. He has further alleged differential treatment of DGEHS beneficiaries and that,

following an altercation between himself and Dr. Mantri, the hospital refused to provide further

medical services to his wife. Thereafter, the complainant submitted a complaint dated 04.08.2025

to the Department, seeking action against the hospital for having his wife examined by doctors

other than the one with whom appointments had been booked, and for subsequently refusing to

provide her with medical services under the DGEHS scheme. He has approached this

Commission alleging that the Department failed to take timely action, as a result of which his

wife had to obtain medical treatment elsewhere at their own expense.

2.

Date 0f Hearing : 05.10.2026

Grievance No.

Proceedings in the Public Grievance Commission

The PGC has convened 1't hearing in the matter on 05.10.2026.



3. Facts emerged during the proceedings

The complainant and the representative ofthe respondent Department were both present.

The complainant reiterated his grievance and submiued that although he had booked an

appointment with Dr. Laxmi Mantri, the hospital staff directed his wife to Room No. 60 for

consultation with some other doctor. He stated that he insisted on consulting Dr. Mantri,

following which an argument took place between him and the said doctor. Thereafter, the doctor

called hospital security, and the complainant called the police which stated that it could not

intervene in the matter. The Complainant stated that during the incident, he did not commit any

such action which would warrant blacklisting at the hospital and denial of medical services to his

wife.

The complainant further submitted that despite his complaint dated 04.0g.2025, the

Department did not take timely action against the hospital. He stated that his wife had to obtain

medical treatment elsewhere and that the hospital's subsequent communication agreeing to

provide medical services came only alter the delivery oftheir b aby on 23.09.2025.

The representative ofthe respondent Department submitted that the hospital attributed the

blacklisting of the complainant and restriction of services to his wife to misbehaviour by the

Complainant. She further stated that the complete records and chronology ofconespondence with

the hospital were not presently available and that the same would have to be obtained for

submission of a detailed Action Taken Report.

4. Observations of the Commission

The Commission observes that the complaint concems the medical services provided to

the complainant's wife at a hospital that is empaneled with DGEHS and the action taken by the

respondent Department on his complaint dated 04.0g.2025. During the hearing, the complainant

acknowledged that an argument took place between him and Dr. Laxmi Mantri, although he

denied having engaged in any misconduct. However, it appears that the hospital attributed the

restriction of services to the complainant's conduct. The circumstances leading to the restriction,

as well as the action taken by the Department on the complainant's representation, require

clarification from the record ofthe department.



5. Directions

ln view of the above, the respondent Department is directed to submit an Action Taken

Report on the next date ofhearing, responding to the following:

l) The Department is to provide a chronology of the action taken on the complainant's

representation dated 04.08.2025, specifuing when the complaint was received, when it

was forwarded to BLK-Max Super Specialty Hospital, when the hospital rcsponded and

what response was received. The Department is to also clarifl whether the hospital,s

response was communicated to the complainant and, if so, on what date.

2) The Department shall clarifu whether the DGEHS guidelines or the terms of empanelment

contain any provisions regarding consultation by a particular doctor or examination of

patients by substitute doctors, and whether the procedure followed by BLK-Max Hospital

in the case of the complainant's wife was in accordance with the applicable guidelines.

3) An explanation from BLK-Max Super Speciality Hospital regarding the incident

involving the complainant and Dr. Laxmi Mantri, including the circumstances in which

hospital's security personnel were called, the reasons for restricting medical services to

the complainant's wife, and the date and circumstances in which the hospital agreed to

resume providing services.

The Department shall submit the relevant correspondence and supporting records with its

ATR. The next date of hearing is fixed for 02.11.2026 at 1l:30 AM,
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