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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

(  0.A.NO.2331/98

New Delhi, this the 17th day of February, 2000.

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE V.RAJAGOPALA REDDY, V.C. (J)

S h- Mo hd. Yu n u s, S/0 S h . Mo hd. Yu su f ,
P I'l a r m a c y A11 s n da n t, U n d e r P h a r rn ace u t i c a 1
Laboratory for Indian Medicine, C.G.0.
Complex Bid.,- Ministry of Health & Family ■
Welfare, Ghaziabad (UP).

Appl ican t

(By Advocate: Sh. B.L.Madhok, proxy counsel
for Sh- B-S-Mainee)

VERSUS

Union of India : Througt'i

1. The Secretary to the Govt. of
India, Ministry of Health & Family
Welfare, Indian Red Cross Society
Building, 1, Red Cross Road, New

r  Delhi - 110001.

2. The Director, Department of Indian
System of Medicine and Homoeopathy
Department, Ministry of Health &
F am i1y We1f a re, Indian Red C ross
Soc i ety Eiu i 1 d i n g, 1, Red Cross
Road, New Delhi - 110001.

3. The Director, Pharmaceautical
Laboratory, Indian Medicines,
Ministry of Health Family
Welfare, Govt. of India, C.G.O.
Complex, Ghaziabad (UP)

Respondents.

(By Advocate: Sh . A. I< „ Bhardwaj )

_  ORDER (ORAL)
\

The applicant was appointed as Phcirmaceautical

Attendant on 7.3.S4 under respondent No.2. It is the

case of the applicant that the respondents inexplicably

developed ill will against the applicant and thereby they

have been harassing him. The respondents had illegally

withheld the increments which were due to him on 1.3.97

and 1.. 3 - 9S! and three days> P'ay from ■3l-lz.9t) to j;, .l,, !' '

has also not been paid though he was entitled for the

samei as he was on leave which was available to him. The



(2)

applicants several representations made on 21-4.1^

cS.. 7„1997 and 23.3.1997 have neither been respondend to

nor complied with the requests made therein.

2,. Though no reply has been filed, learned counsel

for the respondents assisted the Court on instructions.,

3,. As regards the leave salary is cocerned,, the

applicant himself says that the leave was treated as

leave without pay. It is, however, the contention of the

learned proxy counsel for the applicant that the leave

was due to him hence, he was entitled for the pay.

However, as regards increments claimed, there can be no

reason for paying them. These matters, however, to be

considered by the respondents obectively, pay without, any

ill well against the applicant, is alleged by him. When

the applicant has given two representations in July &

August, 1997, the respondents should have considered and

disposed of them, which thesy have not done.

4„ In the circumstances, I direct the respondents

to consider the represen tat ions of the applicant and p.'ass

an appropriate order on the grievances made by him in tlie

light of the observations made herein alone, w.i.thin a

period of three months from the date of receipt or a copy

of this order.

5,. With these directions, the OA is disposed of. No

o r d e r a s t. o c o s t s „

( V. R a j a g o p a. 1 a Redd y)
V ice Chai rman (J)
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