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Ciovernment of India *
Ministry of Finnuce
Department of Revenuce
Cenwal Board of Direct Taxes

New Delhii, the 15™ October, 2013

Al the Chuet Commissioners of Income Tux (CCA)
- Sub: Judpemient of the Hon’ble Suprewe Court dated 27.13.2012 i the
case of UD] & 0:9. Vs. NI Parmar & Ors. -Reg.-
- .;u/Ma(

I ant dnfcwd to refer to the subject mentioned above and 1o stale that ino»
wference made (o the DGIT (HRD) in the above case, they have inicralia given -
Tollowiug comments:

“As far as piving cffect to the directions of the Supreme Courl, it muy be said
ithat the Hon'ble Apex Court has merely relied oit the Dol'T OMs dt. 07021956 anid
U3.07.1986. In any cuse, till 03.03.2008, there was no further instructivns frem
Dol'f, either clarifying or rescinding these insiructions of 1980, The (U5 were

bound lo follw the 1986 guidelines, at leust il 2006 If these bave not been
Joltowed in spme CCA vegions, resulting in undue [mjmim CANSEN 10 Wiy calegor *
of officers, the sanie iy required 1o Ve rumc’{'gd]}y he concerned TC 1!,4_{ ' ,"
Cany CCA has foliowed the 2008 instructions after its issue, the sume it new i o
reversed, in view of the qua.shlng of the 2008 OM by the Hon'ble Supivaie Courg,
“the refixing of senfority {ists, wherever the 1980 wstructions of DoPY have not bov M'
| Jollowed durlny the period 07.02.1986 €ilf date, cither \lie to express decisions of te
jurisdictional CAT or High Court, or even otherwise, IS 8 fuit accomptic br nyy
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2. Tam diected w communicate the above comments of the Diectorate ot TIRD o

further necessaay aciion at your end.
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