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OA No.1693/92

New Delhi, this the nth day of July, ,1997

"••Mi.u.'i.ria.rssr"'
Dr. A.K.Belwal,
137, Sukhdev Vlhar,
P.O. Janila NaQar,
New Delhi.
(In person) Applicant

-Versus-

1. Member Secretary,
Planning Commission, . ^
Admn.ll Section Chatterji,
Yojna Bhawan, ' Adviser(Admn.)
New Delhi. ' Planning Commissioner,

Romm No. 239-A,
2. The Secretary Yojna Bhawan,

DepartMnt of'tconcmtc Affairs
lES Cadre Section, '
Ministry of Finance,
North Block,
New Delhi.

3 The Secretary,
Department of Personnel
Estt. L. Section,
North Block, New Delhi r»

... Respondents
(By Shri R.V.Sinha, Advocate)

rnr I order (Oral)(Dr. Jose P. Verghese, Vice-Chairman 0)

This OA has been filed on 26.6.1992 complaining

29.i0.l989 to 30.6.1992. Several MAs have been filed and
subsequent,, tbe applicant souabt to a^end the OA. Now the
Application has coee up today for apossible final hearlnp.

This matter was listed yesterday and the applicant
-e f acupht, by way of mdulpance, one »,re day to study

^PPl'cant aroued the case today
advanclnp ar„ents for s^ t1«, he Is seeMn,
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another thirty days ti«» to file the rejoinder or to ensase/^
acounsel, we find that this ™tter has been pendln, slnce^

and at this belated stage. If « heep adjourning the
•aatters. it may have even adverse effect on the respondehts
Who require the services of the applicant on the post he has
been appointed. We are of the view that this matter should
come to a conclusion today.

We have perused the entire record. The case of
the applicant Is that he has hot been paid salary fr«» the
period between jgth October. ,98, to 30th June. 1992. it Is
found from the record that during this period he was on
leave to pursue his studies leading to Ph.D. The leave for
this period admittedly was not approved.

It was stated by the applicant that for the period
prior to this for the same purpose I.e. to pursue his
Ph.D.he was granted sanctioned leave and payment was made
accordingly. B„t this additional period which Is part of
his leave for Ph.D has not been approved by the respondents
and the respondents by a letter dated June, igg, has advised
the petitioner that they had already granted the leave
admissible for the purpose of pursuing Ph.D and for the
period exceeding 38 months, he will have to apply extra
ordinary leave.

=• we ere not inclined to quash the said order we
only direct the respondents. In the Interest of juatlce.
that they may re-consider the case of the applicant. In view

Vew of the fact that the applicant has been pursuing Ph.D
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and in view of the fact that a person with higher
qualification is an added asset to the department. The
respondents shall pass appropriate orders within a

reasonable period and communicate the same to the

petitioner. This would be subject to the scrutiny of the
respondents that the petitioner is regularly attending the
office and he is performing the duties assigned to him from
time to time.

6- It was also pointed out by the petitioner that his
further claims have not been possible to look into for want
of proof that he has successfully completed his Ph.D. He
states in his OA that he has now completed his Ph.D
successfully and proof of the same has already been
submitted before the respondents. Respondents shall
consider this fact also while passing appropriate orders
within a reasonable time. We make it clear that these
orders will be passed after observing the conduct of the
applicant while discharging the duties In the office.

observations/directions this OA Is
disposed of with no order as to costs.

(S.P.Biswas) V
Member (A) ^ Verghese )

VIce-Chairman (j)
-Naresh-




