AN

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINMCIPAL BENCH, MNEW DELHI.

0.4.N0.2331/98
New Delhi, this the 17th day of Februafy, 2000,
"HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE V.RAJAGOPALA REDDY, ¥.C. (J)

sh. mMohd. Yunus, 370 Sh. Mohd. Yusuf,

Pharmacy atitsndant, Under Pharmaccutiﬁal

Labmratnr' for  Indian Medicine, SELO

Complex Bld., Ministry of Health & mlly

Welfare, Ghaziabad (UP).

e wBpplicant
(By Advocate: Sh. B.L.Madhok, proxy counssal
for Sh. B.3.Maines)

YERSUS
idnicon of India : Through
1. The Secratary to  ths Gow
stry of Health
11

" 1
an Red Cross Soclsthty
Red Cross Road, New

India, Hini
Welfare, Ind
Building, 1.
Delhi - iiOuul“

Z. The Oirector, Department of Indian
System of Medicine and Homosopat by
Department, Ministry of Mealth &
Family Welfars, Indian Red Cross
society Bullding, 1. Red Cross
Froad, New Dalhi -~ 110001.

. The Directaor, Pharmacsauticsl
Laboratory Indian Madicinegs,
Ministrw of Haalth &  Family
Welfarse, Govi. of India, C.&E.0
Comples, Ghaziabad (UP)
. Respondants.
(By advocate: Sh. &KL Bhardwal)

0RDER (ORAL)

The applicant was appointed as Pharmaceautical
attendant on  F.3.84 under respondant Mo L2 it iz  the

CaSE of the applicant that the respohdents inexplicably

\,")

developad 111 will against the applicant and thareby they
have been harassing him. The respondents had  illegallw
withheld +the incremsnts which were dus to him on 1.5.97
and  1.7.98 and thres days® pay from 31.12.96 to FLLlLE7
hase also not besn paild though he was entitled for ths

sams 8% he was on leave which was awailable to him. The
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(2)

applicant’s several representations made on  21.4.1%57,

SLTLLERT and  23.8.1997 have neither been respondend to

nor complied with the reguests made therein.

. Though no reply has been filed, learned counssl

for the respondents assisted the Court on instructions.

EH. As  redgards  tha lsave salary is  cocerned, the
applicant himself savs that the leave was treated as
leave without pay. It is, however, the contention of the
learnsd proxy counsel for the applicant that the leavse
was due  to  him  hence, he was entitled for  the payu‘
Howewvar, as regards increments claimsd, there can be no
reason for  paving them. Thess matters, howsvaer, to be
consideraed by tha respondents obectively, pay without anwy
i1l well against the applicant, is alleged by him. khean
the applicant has giwven two represssntations in  July &
Sugust, 1997, the respondents should have considered and
disposed of them, which they have nolt dones.

4., In  the circumstances, I direct the respondsnts
to consider the representaticons of the applicant and pass
an appropriate order én the grievances madse by him in the
light of the observations made her@iﬁ alone, within a

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

S With these directions, the 08 is disposed of, Mo

order as to costs.

(v.Rajagopala Reddy)
vice Chairman (J)
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