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Second Floor, 
Commercial Complex, 
Indiranagar, 

ANGALcRE... 560 038. 

JDated:2 TJAN 1995 

APPLICATIQJ NO: 	784 9U24 . 
APPL1CNTS:.... Sri.K.S.Satyanarayana Rao, 

V/s. 

RESPONDENTS:... The Chief Commissioner of Income Tax, 
Karnataka, and another. 

I. 

Sri.S.Ganesh Rao,Advocate, 
No.399,First Floor,65th Cross, 
Fifth Block,Rajajinagar, 

Bangalore.-560 010, 

Sri.M.Vasudeva Rao, 
Addl.CG. S.C. 
High Court Bldg, 

Bang alore-J. . 

Ferwidjn0 'f - pjc.ç cf the Ordcr- passed by the Central Mministratjve Tri.hunal,Raa1r e. —xx-- 

P1ese find enclosed herewith a copy of th cIUDER/ 
STAY 1DER/JNTER QDEB/ Passed by this Irib.n1 

i- it thf, above mntioned Pplication(s) on 18-01-1995. 
- 
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Ic.. 	JUDICIpj. BRANCHES. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE BENCHsBANGALORE 

ORIGINAL Apcj.ICATION N0.784/1994 

DATED THIS THE EIGHTEENTH DAY OF ]ANUARY, 1995 

pit • Justics P.K. Shyamsundar, Vice Chairman 

Pit. K.S. Satyaflai'ayana Rao 
Income Tax IflBpeCtOt 
Income Tax Office8 
KOLAR 563 101 

(By Mr. S. Ganesh Rao, Advocate) 

Vs. 

I • The Chief Commissioner of Income Tax 
Karnataka, Central. Revenue  Buildings 
Queen's Road,.Bangalore-560 001, 

2, The Secretary 
Central Board of Direct Taxes 
North Block, New Delhi—lID 001. 

(By 'ir. M.I. Rao, A.c.c.s.c.) 

... Applicant 

.... Respondents 

0 K DC K 

Heard both sides. The. applicant's claim 

for stepping up his pay and making it on pot with that 'of 

his junior has been rejected with a cryptic note 88 could 

be seen from an endorsement at Annexure—A2 which reads: 

With reference to his representation 
dated 6.9.1993, requesting for stepping up 
of his pay to the level of his junior 
Shri v.x. cururaj, in the cadre of Income Tax 
Inspector with effect from 1.1.1993, Shri 
K.S. Sathyanarayana Rao, Income Tax Inspector, 
Circle-3, Bangalore, is hereby informed that 
his request cannot be acceded to since Shri 
K.S. Sathyanarayana Rao was drawing less pay 
than his. junior Shri V.K. Gururaj even in the 
lower cadres of Tax Assistant and Head Clerk. 
The junior got the benefit of stepping up of 
pay in the cadre of Tax Assistant in pursuance 
of decision of CAT, Bangalore Bench and this 
decision of CAT is applicable only to the 
applicants concerned and it cannot be extended to others.5 



The applicant's case was resisted on many 	ground the 

chief amongst which is the fact that the coipared 

junior had many more hurdles to cross as Compared to 

the senior and that during the long navigatjon he picked 

up one or two increments which resultedifl Upgradation of 

his pay. 	It is stated that the career of 
	the applicant 

compared to his junior is totally different which justifies 

the junior drawing more salary than the 55fior. 	Therefore, 

to such a case the principle of equal pay for equal work 

is not attractive. 

2. 	while I do take notice of thi alleged 

dissimilarity between the case of 	
the 8Plicant and the 

alleged junior, it seems to me it is apptrjate for the 

department to pass a considerate order iRt'slation to 

the representation which the applicant h 1!already submitted 

in this behalf. 	
The order now under ettk., Annexura-A2 

as mentioned earlier is totally cryptic 4d,absolutely 

liconiC. 	It mentions ho reason except t4 the earlier 

dispensatiOn granting more pay to the sewir was because 

of this Tribunal's judgement in another'a to which 

apparently the appliCant was not a party 	It has to be 

emphasised that like have to be treated 	ike and the fact 

that somebody has not gone to a Court wtJ somebody has 

gone to the Court should not make any dijnc, 	Some 

reasons jusifying the non grant of high moluments are 

furnished in the objection statement, b*wne of them are 

referred to in the impugned order at  Afl-A2, 
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3. 	 I think it appropriate to direct the 

department to consider the entire case afresh and 

apply its mind to the issues raised in the light of law 

and in the light of the decision of this Tribunal to 

which there is ample reference in the application itself. 

To facilitate a de riovo decision for higher pay, I 

quash nnexure-A2 with a direction to the department 

to reconsider the applicant e  representation which is 

at Annexurs-Al. If necessary, the applicant may submit 

another representation within 4 weeks. The authority will 

pass orders on receipt of the availability of representa-
one 

tion if any alongwith the/already pending. NO costs. 

K.SHVAMS4JNDAR) 

	

- 	 VICE CHAIRMAN 

mro 
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CENTRAL AMflJIsTMTIvE TRIBWpj 

Second Floor, 
Commercial Complex, 
Indiranagar, 
BANGALQE... 560038. 

Dat.ed:2 
TJAN 1995 

APPLICATIQ NO: 	784 of 1994 

APPL1Cj4NT:... .Sri.K.S.Satyariarayana Rao, 

RESDEN1S;.. The Qhief Comriisione cf'IncomeTax, 
Karnataka, and another. 

Ti 

1. 	Sri.S.Ganesh Ráo,Advocate, 
No.399,First Fioor,65th Cross, 
Fifth Block,Rajajinagar, 

anga1ore-560 010. 

S4•M.Vasudeva Rao, Addl.C.G.S.C. 
1-1ih Court Bldg, 

angalore-1. 

Sue. F.i uA3nq. 	 rf the OrdQr- Passed by the Central Administrative Trihuna1,Baa1qr.. 

1e;se find enclosed herewith a copy of th 	DER/ STAY DER/ThTERIM 0RDR/ Passed 
by this. Tr1bj in th bove 

mntjoned Plication() on 18-01-1995.
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CENTRAL ADnINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE BENCH*BANGALOR( 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.784/1994 

DATED THIS THE EIGHTEENTH DAY OF JANUARY9  1995 

fir. 3ustice P.K. Shyamsundal, Vice Chairman 

fir. K.S. Satyanarayana Rao 
Income Tax Inspector, 
Income Tax Offices 
KOLAR 563 101 

(By fl, S. Genesh Rao, Advocate) 

Vs. 

I • The Chief Commissioner of Income Tax 
Karnataka, Central. Revenue Buildings 
Queen's Road, Bangalore-560 001, 

2, The Secretary 
Central Board of Direct Taxes 
North Block, New Delhi—I 10 001. 

(By fl!. N.V. Rao, A.C.G.S.C.) 

0 ROE R 

Applicant 

.... Respondents 

Heard both sides. The applicant's claim 

for stepping up his pay and making it on per with that of 

his junior has been rejected with a cryptic note as could 

be seen from an endorsement at Annexuxe-A2 which reads: 

With reference to his representation 
dated 6.9.1993, requesting for stepping up 
of his pay to the level of his junior 
Shri V.K. Gururaj, in the cadre of Inóome Tax 
Inspector with effect from 1.1.1993, Shri 
K.S. Sathyanarayana Rao, Income Tax Inspector, 
Circle-3, Bangalote, is hereby informed that 
his request cannot be acceded to since Shri 
K.S. Sathyanarayana Rao was drawing less pay 
than his junior Shri V.K. Gururaj even in the,  
lover cadres of Tax Assistant and Head Clerk. 

\ 	 The junior got the benefit of stepping up of 
pay in the cadre of Tax Assistant, in pursuance 

p 	 of decision of CAT, Bangalore Bench and this 
decision of CAT is applicable only to the 
applicants :C00Fi0d and it cannot be extended to others.' 
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The applicants case was resisted on many a ground the 

chief amongst which is the fact that the compared 

junior had many more hurdles to cross as compared to 

the senior and that during the long navigation he picked 

up one or two increments which resultedin upgradation of 

his pay. It is stated that the career of the applicant 

compared to his junior is totally different which justifies 

the junior drawing more salary than the senior. Therefore, 

to such a case the principle of equal pay for equal work 

is not attractive. 

2. 	 while I do take notice of the alleged 

dissimilarity between the case of the applicant and the 

alleged junior, it seems to me it is appropriate for the 

department to pass a considerate order in relation to 

the representation which the applicant has already submitted 

in this behalf. The order now under attack, Annexure-2 

as mentioned earlier is  totally cryptic and absolutely 

LSoniC. It mentions flo reason except that the earlier 

dispensation granting more pay to the senior was because 

of this Tribunal's judgement in another case to which 

apparently the applicant was not a party. It has to be 

emphasised that like have to be tieatsd alike and the fact 

that somebody has not gone to a Court while somebody has 

gone to the Court Should not make any difference. Some 

reasons jusifying the flon grant of higher emoluments are 

furnished in the objection statement, but none of them are 

referred to in the impugned order at Annaxure-A20 

'- 



-3... 

* 

3. 	 I think it appropriate to direct the 

department to consider the entire case afresh and 

apply its mind to the issues raised in the light of law 

and in the light of the decision of this Tribunal to 

which there is ample reference in the application itself. 

To facilitate a de novo decision for higher pay, 1 

quash nnexure-A2 with a direction to the department 

to reconsider the applicant's representation which is 

at Annaxurs—Al. If necessary, the applicant may submit 

another representation within 4 weeks. The authority will 

pass orders on receipt of the availability of represents.. 
one 

tion if any alongwfth the/already pending. NO costs. 

IP.K.SW'AM$LJNDAR 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

Mrs 

CDPV 

/'_¶:T \ 
) 	1/I ) ,, 	

Secthfl Of icar 

.-1 	
Central Mmi ni strative Tribunal 

angal0TO Bench 
angaIOrO 



(ENTRAL AJJMTh ISTRAT WE TRIBWAL 
BGALORF BENCH 

Second Floor, 
Commercial Compic'., 
Indiranagar, 
BpNGAJORE - 560 63,9. 

Dated:15MAR 1995 

APPLICATIQ'4 N o. 784 of 1994. 

APPLiCANTS: Sri.K.S.Setyanarayana Reo, 

v/s. 

RES1DB'TS: The Chief Commissioner of Income Tax, - 	 Karnataka and another. 

To 

ari.S.tanesh Rao,dvocate, 
No.399, 1st Floor,65th Cross, 
Fifth Bloôk,Rajajinegar, 
Bangelore-560 010. - 

Sri.M.Vasudeva Rao, 
dditionei Central Govt.Stng.CourLel, 

High Court Bldg,Bangalore-560 001. 

3.0 	Sri.M.S.Padmarajaieh,Senior Central 
Govt.Stng.Counsel,High Court Bldg, 
Bangalore-560 001. 

tA 

.Subject:-.Forwardingcopies...ofthe Orders passed by the 
- 	 Central Mministrat ive Tribunal • B angalore-38. 

---xxx--- 
Please find enclosed herwith a copy of. the Order/ 

Stay f'rder/Thtcrim Order, passed by this Tribunal in the above 

mentioned application(s) on 18-01-1995 and 17-02-1995,Corrigendum 
in pursuance thereof is enarosed.. Córredted copy of the Order in 
0J.No.784 of 1994 dated 18-01-19951 also enclosed. 

• 	 • 

3 )c 	
O7' 	 - 

4. 	/ c 	 JIJD IC 	BR/CHES. 



CEWTRDIL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI9UNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE 

I 

II Floor, 

Commercial Complex(BDA), 
Indirenager, 
Bangalore 

Dated 10th March, 1995 

File of 0.A.784/94 

CORR IC.ENDUPI 

The Honoureble Tribunal on M.A. for 

correction dated 13.02.195 filed in O.A.784/94 by 

Shri. MS.Padmarajaiah, Senior Central Government 

Standihg Counsel has ordered on 17.02.195 that the 

following correction be made in the Tribunal's 

order fated 18th 3anuary, 195 in D.A.No.784/94; - 

For the words (by Mr.M.V.Rao, AcGSc) 

appearing in Cause Title of the order dated 18.01.195 

in Page - 1 9  (by Shri M.S.Padmarejaieh, Sr,CGSC) 

be substituted. 

By Order of the Bench 

(N.RANAIURTHY) 
DEPUTY REGISTRAR (j)•  

Corrigendum is hereby issued accordingly. 

"I  

- - 

Corrected copy of the order 

dated 8.01.195 jO.A.784/94j 

attached. 

(N.RAM1JRTHY) 
DEPUTY REGISTRAR (3). 

.9ect 	ficot 
raP Administrative TrlbnaL .--. -- 

Barigalore Bench 
Bangalore 
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CENTRAL ADmINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE BENCH:BANCALORE 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.784/1994 

DATED THIS THE EIGHTEENTH DAY or JANUARY, 1995 

Pr. Justice P.K. .Shyamsundar, Vice Chairman 

I. Pr. K.S. Satyariarayana Rec 
Income Tax In8pecto 
Income Tax Offices 
KOLAR - 563 101 	 .... Applicant 

(By Mr. S. Ganesh Rao, Advocate) 

Vs. 

TheChief Commissioner of Income Tax 
Karnataka, Central Revenue Buildings 
Queen's Road,. Bangalore-560 001, 

The Secretary 
Central Board of Direct. Taxes 

Correction 	 North Block, New Delhi-hO 001. 	•... Respondents 

Substituted..(By 	ey Pr. M.V. Rao, A.C.G.S,C.)* 

Shri P1.S.Padmarajajap, 

Sr,C.G.S.C.)_or words 	 o R D E R 

(By Plr.fl.V.Rao, ACGSC), 
as per order of the 	. Heard both sides. The applicant's claim 
Bench dt.17.2.95 	

for stepping up his pay and making it on par with that of 
on I'LA.for correc- 	. 
-tion filed 	 his junior has been rejected with a cryptic note as could 

13.2,95 by Shri 	be seen from an endorsement at Ssnnexure-A2 which reads: 
P1.S.Padmarajaiah, 
sr. ccsc in O.A. ith reference to his representation I • 	

dated 6.9.1993, requesting for stepping up 
784/94. \ - 
	 tof his pay to the level of his junior 

............. 1Shri U.K. Gururaj, in the cadre of Income  Tax 

	

(Nir1YIURTHY? 	. 	Inspector with effect from 1.1.1993, Shri. 

	

D.R.(J) 	 (.5. Sathyanarayana Rao, Income Tax Inspector, 
Circle-3, Bangalore, is hereby informed that 
his request cannot be acceded to since Shri 
K.S. Sathyanarayana Rao was drawing less pay ' 	

\-\ 	than his junior Shri U.K. Gururaj even in the 
'I 	 lower cadres of. Tax Assistant and Head Clerk. 

The junior got the benefit of stepping up of 
pay in the cadre of Tax Assistant in pursuance 

.1 	of decision of CAT, Bangalore Bench and this 
decision of CAT is applicable only to the 
appljcarits.coflcerned and it cannot be extended to others." 
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The applicant's case was resisted on many a ground the 

chief amongst which is the fact that the compared 

junior had many more hurdles to cross as compared to 

the senior and that during the long navigation he picked 

up one or two increments which resultedin upgradation of 

his pay. It is stated that the career of the applicant 

compared to his junior is totally different which justifies 

the junior drawing more salary than the senior* Therefore, 

to such a case the principle of equal pay for equal work 

is not attractive. 

2. 	 While I do take notice of the alleged 

dissimilarity between the case of the applicant and the 

alleged junior, it seems to me it is appropriate for the 

department to pass a considerate order in relation to 

the representation which the applicant has already submitted 

in this behalf. The order now under attack1  Aninexure-A2 

as mentioned earlier is totally cryptic and absolutely 

liconiC. It mentions flo reason except that the earlier 

dispensation granting more pay to the senior s because 

of this Tribunal's judgemeat in another case to which 

apparently the applicant was not a party. It has to be 

emphasised that like have to be treated alike and the fact 

that somebody has not gone to a Court while somebody has 

gone to the Court should not make any difference. Some 

reasons jusifying the non grant of higher emoluments are 

furnished in the objection statement, but none of •them are 

referred to in the impugned order at Annexure-*20  

-. 

. S • • 3/- 
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3. 	 I think it appropriate to direct the 

department to consider the entire case afresh and 

apply its mind to the issues raised in the light of law 

and in the light of the decision of this Tribunal to 

which there is ample reference in the application itself. 

To facilitate a de novo decision for higher pay, I 

11 quash &nnexure..A2 with a direction to the department 

to reconsider the applicant's representation which is 

at Annexur.—A1. If necessary, the applicant may submit 

another representation within 4 weeks. The authority will 

pass orders on receipt of the availability of representa 
one 

tion if any alongwjth the/already pending. No costs. 

(P.K.SHVAMSiJNDAR) 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

mr. 

ISe ctloJ Off Ico# 
Central Administrative Tribunal 

Bengalore Bench 
Bangalore 


