
c:wTRL DMINISTRrjvE TRIBCiNcL 
BANGALORE BENCH - 

: 	 Commercjaj Complex(BD). 
Indiranagar 
fangalore - 560. 038 

Dated * L10ApR99 

RtVIEW 	APPLICATION No () 	 16 	
89 

IN APPLICATION NO, 1819/$8(r.) 	 - 
W.!'O NO (s) 	

-. 

f!pplicant j) 	 Respondent (s) 

SPri S. Parthjvan 	 V/a 	The Secretary, Dept of Telecom, New Delhi & 4 Ore 
To 

1, Shri S. Parthiven 
Upper Oiuiaion Clerk 
Office of the Chief General Manager 
Ye lecomsunicationa 
Kernatake Circle 
Maruthi Complex 
No. 327, Vth Main 
Gandhineqer 
Bangalore 560 009 

"Subject : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PISSED BY THE BENCH 

- 	• Please find enclosed herewith a copy of 

passed by tis Tribunal in the above sai 	pication() on 	31389 



E]O 	THE CENR1L ADMINISTRATIVE TRi 
B1NGALQR 	ENC1 

BANGAIibRE 

DATED THISTHE THIRTY FIRST DAY OF MARCH , 1989 . 
Present : Honble Justice Sri K.S.Puttaswamy Vice-hairman 

Honble Sri t.H.A.Rego 	 Merrer (A) 

REVIEW APPLICATION No.16/89. 

.Paztiivan,  

UDC, 0/0 the 
Chief General Manager 
Telecom, No.327, Vth Main, 
Maruthi Complex, 
Gandhinagar, 
Bangalore - 9. 	 ... 	 Applicant 

vs. 

1. Uniofl of India 
represented by its Secretary, 
Department of Telecom, 
No.20, Sanchar Ehavan, 
Asoka Road, 
New Delhi - 1. 

. Chief General Manaqer, 
elecommunications, 
arnata}za Circle, 
o.327, Vth Main, 

* aruthi complex, 
'

Z)D 

andhinagar, 
argaiore - 9. 

, Director General, 
entral Government Health Scheme, 
wing, 5th Floor, 

Nirman Bhavan, 
New Delhi-I. 

4. The Chief ecical C,ffcr, 
:resentiy Dep'ity Direct.r, 
Central Government Hcalt Scomc, 
No.21/2, 2A, I<th ain, 
Ilird 1310c} 1 est, 
Javariagar, 
Ba -igalorG - 11. 	 ... 	 Respondents 

This applicatfl having come up before the 

Trjbal1 tOdaHOfl'hle Vice Chairman ade the 

foliiing : 
- 	

\- 
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I 	. 	In this application made under Section' 	 H 
22(3) (f) of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, • 

(the Act)., Sri Parthivan, the applicant nas sougnt 

for a review of Vour order made on 2.3.1989 dis- 

missing his application No.1819/88. V 

V 2. 	In A.o.1819/88, the applicant had 	
V 	 H 

contested the recovery of a sum of •543 /_ de- 

V 	tailed in para 6 of our order. One Sri L.Srikanta 

Reo, Advocate argued the case on behalf of and in 

the presence of the applicant exhaustivelr for 

V 	
more than two hours. on hearing Sri Srikanta Rao 	V 	

V 

and the learned counsl for the respondents VWC •• 	V 

V 	
dictated cur order in  the open court dismisin. V 

the said application. 	
V 	 V  

V 	 But the applicant who 'claims that,he  

had discoveredft  thereaftr, important mar/VV.. 	
V 

V 	evidence, which wesot within his knledge a V VV 

 

therefore could not be produced, by him earlier 	V  

despite due diligence on his part has na4 presented 

this review aplicatiôn, which is nearly twice in 	
V 	

V 

length as compared to his original application  as 	 V  

	

- it runs to 12 pages. He appeared in perbn and V 	
V 

	

rgued his case. 	 V 	

V 	
V 	 V V 

V 

V 	

V 

V 

 4, 	V We have carefully pen.ised the review - 

application and considered the submissions bf 
V 	

V 	

V 

V 	

V V 

	V 

Sri Parhivan. 	
V 	

V 	

V 	

V V

V 	 V V V 
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We are of the view that every ? of  

the facts and the documents n,1 relied upon by 

him thereirt4 iS nothing but a repetition of what 

was stated by him earlier, and they do not 

constitute discoverY of new and importTat matter 

of evidenCe,Which after exercise of due diligence 

was not.jthifl his knowledge when he filed the 

application and an order thereon was made by us. 

,on this short. g.roid ,alone, the review application 

is meritleSS and calls for its dismissal in 1imin 

byus. 	 * 

6. 	Every one Of the groundsurged by him in this 

- 	review  application does not disclose a patent error 

	

1* .... 	
of facts .andfor 1 aw as .td justify review under 

' r Section 22(3) (f) of the Administrative Tribunal 

e 	Act 1985 read with order 4-7Rule 1 of the divil 

	

.- 	procedure Code. 	. 

7. 	We notice thathiS is truly a case,Where 

"he to whom more is granted than is just ) WafltS 

more than is granted" - cuit 	 m par 

est 	vult SlLaE lieet as the applicant is making 

fetish of a trivial cIi%T of .543/- when the Govern-

rnent has been more than liberal,in reimbursing 

medical expenses to him,to the tune of thousands of 

rupees. The applicant should realise, in this con 

text, that the secret of contentrnent,15 wanting 

what one has, and-.not having what one wants, 
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, 	b ;,, 	8. 	In the light of the foreging, we hold Q - 

t this 2pp1icaton Wholly bereft of tnerit. We 

- 	t rcfor, reject the same at the adisjon stage 
) 	s1f, without notice to the respodents I 

£4 
VICE CFAIiA.1" 	T€EP (A) i 
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TRUE COPY 

tvpm REGIS1NAR 
CENTRAL ADMGIIISTPATVE TRIBUNAL

SANGALORIE ••• 
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