
r AT/.1?l2 

: 	THE CENT RA 'J)MINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
1 

NK W X TY 

66 	OF 

DATE OF DECISION 20/3/1991 

Shri K.iK.iio1onki, 

Shri E3.N.Patel, 

Union of India and others 

Shri R.P.Bhatt 

Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Respondent 

Advocate for the Responwn(s) 

The +i1e Mr. M.1.3ingh 	 : Administrative Member 

The Ho'hie Mr. 3.3atharia Krjshnan 	; Judicial Member 

I. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgernent? fL1_ 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
MG12RNl)-12 CATI ---1 	--i5,00fl 	 / 



0. A. /66/91 

1. r4r.K.K.Solanki 
Incoiretax Officer, 
Ward II (4), 
A yyakar Bhavan, 
Rececourse Circle, 
Baroda. 

(Advocate : Shri B.N.Patel) 

.Appl icant. 

Versus 

U1n of India 
notice to be served through 
Secretary to the Govt.of India, 
Mintstry of Finance, 
Departirent of Revenue, 
New Delhi. 

Central board of JJ irect Taxes,tlnrough - 
Sectetary, 

W 	 Central Board of Direct Taxes, 
New Delhi. 

Chief Co:e issioner of Incoreta:, 
Ayyakhar Binavan, 
Navra ngpura, 
Ahiuedabd-380 009. 	 . . .iiespondents. 

(Advocate : Shri R.i.3hatt) 

ORAL - GFDER 

Date : 20-03-1991 

Per 	: Hon 1ble Ir.M..Singin 	: Adinistrative 	rher 

Heard :a- .9.N.pato1,. on admission. In this 

application the prayer is that the pay of the applicant shoul 

be c1ircted to be stepped up as his junior 	.A.H.Parear, is 

drawing higher pay w.e.f. 13.7.1973. It should be obvious 

that when such is tine prayer, two evidences hecore unavailahlrn 

first is the evidence -'Co show that the applicant is 

senior to r.A.H.Par:nar. The second evidence required is to 

show that A.T-i.Par:rar is getting higher pay than the ap:licart 

No evidence on these two aspects has been produced with the 

a--i-e--nt. On the contrary our attention is drawn to a 

representation dated 7.9.1989, trade by the applicant to the 

Chief Coeissioner of incoe-tax (AdrnJwhich repiyLdated 

5th Dccenhcr,1990. This reply is to the effect that in a 
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r 
matter of t) judgment given by this rihunal, the 

Department has filed 3LP and therefore, the judgment can 

not he made applicable to any other case till a final decision 

has been given by the Supreme Court. 

2. 	Irrespective of the merits of this reply as 
/ 

nccessaryJn aupport of this application v'hich ought 

to have been filed by 'Che applicant not having been filed, 

this application does not rcaui.te any furth(.-:r consideration. 

It is hereby rejected. 

k 
(SSanthana Krishnan) 
	

(:4. ;4.singh) 
Judicial Member 
	 Administrative 'mber 


