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MSM&

Shrl Padua Rajjlan.
Secretary* Ministry
of Defence, South Block,
New Delhi.

Lt. Gen. J. S. /hluwalla, PVSM,
D Irec tor Gener al»
Arny Headquarters,
MOO Branch, Army Hq. DHOQ,
New Delhi.

Maj. Gen, S. Rlshi,
Ccttmander,
Technical Group (eME) »
Central Lines,
Delhi Cantt.

Brig. Raj ash Palta,
Ccaroandant,
510, Arny Base Workshqp,
Meerut Cantt,

By Advocate Shrl V. S. R. Kklshna

ORDER (ORAL)

Shrl Justice S, C, Mathur, Chairaan

^ pi leant

Respondents

The ^plie ant alleges disobedience by the

respondents of the Tribunal's judgnent and crder

dated 1.2.1993 passed in O.A. No. l334/9i.

2. Aperusal of the aforesaid order shows that
at the stage of hearing, the applicants confined
their relief to disposal of •revision petitions"
»«hich, according to them, were pending before the
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concexnod authccity. Tha Tribunal dlractad that the

said revision petitions be disposed of expeditiously.

After the Tribunal's order, the 4>plicant nade a

representation to the concerned authority for

disposal of the revision petition. The concerned

authority passed an order on 1.8.1994, a copy of

which has been filed as Annexurevlll to the reply.

It is asserted by the learned counsel for the

re^ondents that by this order, whatever was pending

with the concerned authority, has been disposed of.

3. Learned counsel for the applicant submitted

that by order dated 1.6.1994, the review application

has been di^osed of and not Hib revision petition.

We asked the learned counsel to point out the

particulars of the review application vfiich was

pending and reference to vdiich has been made in the

O.A* The learned counsel stated that a copy of the

petition was filed along with the O.A^ as Annexur^X.

We have examined Ahnexure-X. That petition has not

been descr ibed as a 'revision petition' but has been

described as 'review petition'. It is dated 24,12.i990.

In the order dated 1.8.1994, reference has been made

to the review application dated 24.i2*l990. The

distinction between 'revision petition' and 'review

petition' tried to be made by the learned counsel

is wholly misconcieved,

4, In view of the above, this application is

rejected. Since it was made on frivolous grounds,

we direct the applicant to pay costs to the respondents
nifiich are assessed atRs.SCXD/-. a

' ' S. 'C. M.thur )
^ Ch.lr.an


