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New Delhi , this the of May, 2003
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K.S. Ma I hotra Vs. NCTD and Others

Present: Shri M.C. Dhingra, Counsel tor the appI icant.

Mrs. Renu George, Counsel for the respondents.
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MA 426/2003

I  I'i I s MA is fi led by tlie app! i cari t under- Rule 8

'•3,! ot the CAT (.Procedure") Rules seel ing clarificat ion of

the Of-ders passed by t hi i s Tr- ibrinal in his OA .

2- The facts in brief are that tiis appl icant had

r i led aii OA which was registered as OA 1300/2002 and the

said OA was decided on 13.1 .2003.

2- The appl icant in the present MA al leges that

i ri the or iginal OA the appl icant had asked -for plural

re I lefs and the court at the t i rne of taking up the case

for f inal hearing on 3.11.2002 pointed out that the

pi'-iial rel iefs cannot be asked for as tfie same are not

permissible under Rule 10 of CAT (Procedure) Rules,

therefore, the counsel for the appl icant had confined his

prayer oi'i I y to one of the re I iefs . i .e.. medical

re i rnbursemen t so the appl icant states that the order does

not specify about the dropping of the remaining rel iefs

and about grant ing permission to fi le a separate OA for

1- l ie same .
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4- I think for this purpose no express permission

is required because once the matter is not agitated and

r I na 1 I y a jdud i cated , there is i rnp i i ed perrri i ss i on to fi le

separate appl icat ion in accordance vnth law. The

app1 icant has also a I Ieged in the OA that there is

ambiguity wi th regard to reimbursement of medical claims

pertaining to Kalra Hospi tal and the ful l re i rnbursemen t

ot bi l ls of Escorts Heart Institute for fol low up

treatment of by-pass surgei">- . As regards the same are

concerned. 1 have perused the order since the recognised

hospi tal IS only Efl IRC and Kalra Hospi tal was not

recognised so the rel ief was conf ined only to the payment

of medical expenses incurred at EH 1 RC. Tliere is no

ambigui ty to that extent and no further direct ion is

requ i red.

MA stands dismissed
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