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, - : CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
f/ C | BANGALORE BENCH
| ORIGINAL APPLICATION uo.esq/19§a
THURSDAY, THIS THE STH DAY OF JANUARY, 1995

SHRI JUSTICE P.K. SHYAMSUNDAR .. VICE CHAIRMAN

Sri S.V. Jagadeesha,

Aged 42 ysars,

S/o Sri S.G. Visveswariah,

45, 1TI Layout, Mathikere Post,

Bangalore - 560 054, ees  Applicant

" "(By Advocate Dr. M.S5. Nagaraja)
Vs

1. The Chief Commissioner of Income Tax,
C.R, Building, Quesns Road,
Bangalore ~ 560 001.

2, The Dy, Commissioner of Incoms Tax,
Range-2, Bangalore, C.Re Buildings,
- . Quesns Road, Bangalore -~ 560 001,

3, The Dy, Commissioner of Incoms Tax,
Range-3, C.R. Buildings,
Queens Road, Bangalore - 560 001.

4, The Chairman,
Central Board of Diract Taxes,
North Block, New Delhi - 110 001,

5. Union of India,
reprasented by Secretary to Govt. of India,
Dept. of Revenus, Ministry of Finance, '
‘North Block, New Delhi - 110 001, ess Respondents

(By Advocate Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah, -
Central Govt, Sr. Standing Counsels

ORDER

1 have heard Dr. M.S. Nagaraja for t he applicent and .

t;g y MeSe Padmarajaiah, the learned sﬁanding counsel for the

3. The applicant's grisvance is that he has been refusad

permission to cross the-Efchiancy Bar which he shduld have done
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is seen from the proceedings thet hs -has
8 the Efficiency Bar in the year 1990 a8
ehﬂorsamaut at Annaxuta-AB,'aniordar made

"ery Incoms Tax Department. From the order,

3 that leave to cross the Efficﬁency Bar
vas made 1mpérmisaib;e as there was an adverse
's confidential report for the year 1986-87,

:0 be suspect and doubtful,

for the applicant-safs that efﬁorts made By

f that adverse entry way back Ln 1988 proved
time, there was a criminal caée-panding

} was hbuever acquitted subsequently.. Counsel,
t the department should have adverted to the
nd in consequence held him fit to cross the
rear 1988 itself, more so because of fhe

quiry initiated against him had also been

Annexure-R6,

ﬁaay, what I must notice is that the départment

ecause of the adverse‘entryrmadp in the year

in the records, That is thé rs@son why the

§llowad to cross £ha Efficiéncyiaar in the | i
ioen has not imp:ovéd in. spite o% the criminal
quittal subséquently. It has gheféfo;e‘been

t cannot get any.telief in the matter of ,‘

in the year 1988 80 lo;g_as the adverse

87 continues to taint his confidential reports.
5 my attention to the fact that on the
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be the reasons when the claim for expunging the adverse entry had
been rejected on the earlier occcasion, it is even now open to the
‘applicant to bpiﬁg'to the notiée of the authorities that ég 8
result of thevachittal in the criminael case, tbe adverse entry
for the year 1986-87 is liable to be_;xpanged. I am sure the |
faét that an earlier application in that behalf having been
rejected would not etand in the way of the applicant making a
fresh application in the light of the subsaquent development, viz.,

of his acquittal in the criminal case.

6e In that view of the matter, pointing out ﬁhatlit would
bs open to ;he applicént to make a fresh application seeking
expungment of fhe adverse entry in the year 1986-87, I dismiss
this applicetion. If an appiication for expudging the adverse
entry of the year 1§86-87 is made within one month from the day
of this order, the authorities will consider the same and dispose
it off in accdrdgnce witﬁ lawe Dr. Nagarsd ja says even such repre-

sentation to be made is liable to be disposed o‘f'f in accordance

e ,\with the instructions laid doun by the department. If there are
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ény§$uch instructions, the department uill dispose off: the
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sentation in the light of the sams. No costs.
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