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Shri Justice S. C. Mathur , Chairman :=-

The applicant ailoges disobedience by the
Fespondents of the Tribunal’s judgment and order
dated 1.2.1993 passed in O.A. No. 1334/9],

2. Aperusal of the aforesaid arder shows that
at the stage of hearing, the applicants conf ined
their relief to disposal of *revisicn petiticns®
which, acarding to them, were pending before the
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concerned authority. The Tribunal directed that the
said revision petitions be disposed of expediticusly.
After the Tribunal's arder, the applicant made a2
representation to the concerned autharity for
disposal of the revision petition. The concerned
authar ity passed an order on 1.8.1994, a copy of
which has been filed as AnnexureeIIl to the reply.
It is asserted by the learned counsel far the
respondents that by this order, whatever was pending
with the concerned authortty; has been disposed of,

3. Learned counsel far the gpplicant submitted
that by order dated 1.8.1994, the review application
has been disposed of and not the revision petition.
We asked the leafnod counsel to point out the
particulars of the review gpplication which was
pending and reference to which has been made in the
Oecle Thel learned counsel stated that a copy of the
petition was filed along with the O.A as Annexure-X.
We have exanined Annexure-X. That petition has not
been descr ibed as a *revision petiticn?’ but has been
described as 'review petition'. It is dated 24, 12.1990.
In the order dated 1.£.1994, reference has been made
to the review application dated 24.12.1990. The
distinction between 'revision petition' and *review
petition® tried tc be made by the learned counsel

is wholly misconcieved,

4. In view of the above, this gpplication is

rejected. Since it was made on frivolous grounds,

we direct the gpplicant to pay costs to the Iespondents
which are assessed at Rs.500/-,
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