CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

Rofy No, 236/93 -

New Delhi this2{ th Day of Novesber 1994,
Hon'ble Mr,3J,P.Sharma, Member(J
Hon'bls Mr. S,R.Adige, Membar(A

Harish Chander Bhatia & Ors
Versus
Union of India & Ors,

AND

1. noRoGﬂthﬂ.l
prasently posted as ACP/PCR
son of Shri Shankar Rem
R/o B4 Type-1IV
New Pdlice Line
Kingsway Camp
New Delhi.110 009,

2. R.,K,Pandey
presently posted as ACP/HQ/North Esst Delhi
5/0 Shri A,N, Pandey
r/o B-440 Mesra Bagh

New Delhi=110 041, evecssOView Petitionsrs

(By Shri Vikas Singh, Advocate)

Varsus Wikh $h juns tmaldk

Union of Indis & Ora, ssce Ruspondents
(8y Shri G,0,Gupta, sdvocats)

QUDGEHENT‘m‘al)

Hon'ble Mr.J.P.Sharma, Membsr{J)

The original application No,300/89 was decided by the judgsment
deliversd on 31,3,1992, That OA was filed by Shri Harish Chander
Bhatla & Others as applicents and UOI & Others as respondents, The
Review Petitioners, in respect of their senjority, wers necessary party
to the apclication, but were not impleaded by the applicants in OA No,
300/89, The Review Pstitioners, aggriswvad by the sforesaid judgement
oh 31.3.92, filed this revisw spplication which was entertained and

listed for hearing, Interim order was also granted to respondents to



o

recast seniority as per the orders of the Tribunal but no dirsction

was given for promotion ti11 the naxt date of hsaring of the RA,

2, Aftesr the RA was flled, UDI had also prsferred a civil SLP

in the Hon'bls Supress Court which was sdmitted and has already bsen

hsard.

3. Shri G.0.Gupta, appsating for the respondent original
spplicants, i,e. the opposite party in the Revisw Application
mentionsd in the morning that the Hon'ble Supreme Court has already
heard the appsal filed by the Uol against the judgesment under revisw
and order has been reserved, Proxy counsel stetsd that ths Review
‘ Applicant has not bsen given any hearing bsfore the Hon'bls Supreme
Court, In the altsmative, he also stated that Shri Vikas Singh

was not available today, and the mattsr be deferred for a wesk,

4, We have considered the matter, This RA has been psnding for

2 years. When an sppeal has alrea dy been heard against a judgsment
bsfors Hon'bls Suprems Court, the RA becomes msaningless as the
judgement would sither be upheld or suitable direction will be given,
In view of this, this RA is dispossd of subjt;ct to decision of the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in the SLP filed by UDI,
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