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RESERVED 

CENTRAL ALMINISTRATIVE miBUNAL, ALL/tiM AD B ENQI, 

AI.LAH.43Jil. 

Dated: Allahabad, the \ \~ day of May, a:x>l.!.. 
• 

Coran: Hon1 ble Mr. S. Dayal, A4 

Hon1 ble Mr. Rafig Uddin. .J.t 

ORIGINAL APPLICAnCN NO. 611 OF 1996 

P. K. Kapoor, 

sf o late C.L. Kapoor, 

r/ o 57 Kallash Vihar, 

Agra-Mathura Bye-Pass, Ag ra, 

at present working as 

Income Tax Inspector. 

' 

• • • ••• Applicant 

(By Advocate: Sri V. K. Bum an ) 

Versus 

l. Union of India through Finance Secreta.xy. 

2. Central Board of Direct Taxes, 

through its Cba; nnan, New Delhi • 

3. Ccmmissione r of In cane Tax, 

Kanpur. 

• ' 

• • • • • Q>p. Parties 

(By Advocate: Sri PGit Stbalekar) 

0 R D E R (BESE~ED) ------
(By Hon' ble Mr. s. Dayal, Ad) 

This application has been flled for seeking 

the relief of restoration of status of the applicant 

as Stano ( o. G.), besides representation dated 25.9. 95 

and to consider the applicant for the post of Income 

Tax Officer • 
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2. The case of the applicant is that he joined 

the service as l...DC/Steno-Typist in the pay-scale of 

Rs.ll.O- 100/- on 5.12.66. The applicant was prcmoted 

as UDC(Tecbnical Assistant on 13-4-70. He represented 

to the Central Board of Direct Taxes for rest oration 

of his status as steno ( OG) on 4-9-84 and by an 

order dated JB-4-85 the status of the applicant 

was restored to that of steno (OG). HONever, by 

a subsequent order dated 17-2-86 the respondents 

withheld the earl. ier order dated 1~4-85 till further 
' 

orders wexe issued by t~ Cent ra1 Board of Direct 

Taxes. The applicant represented to the Secretary, 

Central Board of Direct Taaes that the order dated 

18-4-85 be implemented. He filed o. A. No. 8.10 of 1986 

in the Central AcfDinistrative Tribunal, Allahabad, 

as the respondents did not take action on his said 

representation. By the order dated 15-5-91, the 

Tribunal directed the ~ntral Board of Direct Taxes 

to dispose of representation of the applicant within 

three months. It is clamed by the applicant that 

an s. L.P. was filed and in 1985, he cane to know 

that the SLP had not been admitted. 

3. The argunents of Sri V.K. Bu.lDlan for the 

applicant and Sri Amit Sthalekar for the respondents 

have been beard • 

4. The applicant has cane to this Tribunal for 

enforcement of his right to be restored to the 

cad.re of steno ( 0. G.). This right is cl a:imed on 

~e basis of option given by the appJ,icant to .renain 
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as Stenographer (0. G.) in the year 1969. V/e find 
• 

from Annexure A-2 and A-3 that the Central Board 

of Direct Taxes had initially accepted the request 

of the applicant and cancelled the order dated 
' _/) t-

13-4-70, reverting the applicant to the clericc.L 

• cadre and pranoting h.im as UDC ard the applicant 

was to be allowed all the consequential benefits 

from the date of his reversion. This order dated 

18-4-85 was, however, withheld by an order dated 

17-2-86 until further orders were issued by the 

Central Board of Direct ~Taxes. The applicant made 

a .tepresentation dated 1~8-86, seeking jmplenentation 

of the order of the Central Board of Direct Taxes 

in his case and the representation states that the 

order has not been :implemented, although 16 months 

have elapsed. The directiQ1i given by the Tribunal 

in OA No. 810 of 1986 in order dated .15-5-91 were 

for disposing of the representation of the applicant 

dated 1.1-~.19 86. 

5. The .representations of the applicant made 

from 1985 to 96 we.z:e considered by the Central 

Board of Direct Taxes and were rejected on the 

ground that the applicant would not have been 

pranoted as u. D. C. , if be had given option for 

stenographer (00) with effect fran 1.8.69. The 

applicant waited for merely 14 years and only in 

19 84 made a representation for being restored to 

the cadre of stenographer ( OG). The representation rs. thus. rej ected on the ground Of delay. 
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6. 

4. 

~h.. (Z . A_ 

The appl iccmt bas filed AnnexureNo. A-2~ 

which is cla:imed to be a .representation made by 

the applicant on 4-9-84 andit' is stated in this 

.representation that the case of Sri Q. A. Siddiqui 

UDC in Ag.ra had been .restored to the status of 

Stenographer (OG) by an order dated 4-9-84. Thus, 

Sri Siddiqui was in all probability acco.rding to 

the applicant, was allowed by the Central Board of 

Direct Taxes to exercise f.resh option. He cl. a:ims 
• 

s im :il a.r treatment in his case. This part Of the 

pleading cannot be relied upon, because the applicant•s 

case, as stated in his OA, was not on the ground 

that Sri Siddiqui's case was identical to his case 

and Sri Siddiqui bad been .restored to the status of 

Stenographer { 00),- while the applicant was denied 

this treatment. lf the applicant had filed a copy 

of the representation dated 4-9-84 as one of the 

Annexu.res to the o. A., the Respondents would have 

been able to give their canments on the case of 

Sri Siddiqui. · 

7. The applicant took the benefit of pranotion 

to the post of u. D. c. in the year 1970 and continued 

working till 1984. He found in .19 84 that the prospects 

of pranotionfrom the post of Stenograpberwere better 

and started representing for restoration of status 

as stenographer (OG) w. e. f • .1-B-69 retrospectively. 

Tne applicant had already worked for 14 yea~ as 

u.o. C. and kept silent for this period. It would 

not be in Ue public interest to give the benefit 

~ 
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of se.rvice as stenog rapber ( CG) to the applicant 

for the period he had not served on that post. 

others who ranained as Stenographer ( 00) and 

received promotion in their cadre had done so 

· by virtue of their experience and upgradation 

of skills by working on the job, which the applicant 

had missed by renainiOJ in the clericl..e cadre after 

1970. The sole motive of the applicant in approaching 

the Tribunal at this stage is to obtain the benefit 

of speedier pranotion in the cadre of stenographers 

in order to be dec! a red as Inspector and In cane , 
Q.~~ ,__ 

Tax Officer on the basis of pranotion of his,tjuniors 

which cauaot be allowed. The o. A. is, therefo.re, 

dismissed as 1acki~ in merits. 
I 

There shall be no order as to costs. 

\~ .1..--!\_~v. 

(RAFIQ UOOIN) ( S. 

JUDICIAL M!MBER 
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