CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH:NEW DELHI

Dated New Delhi, this the 3nd August, 1994.

Hon'ble Shri B. K. Singh,Member(A)

Mohd . m.jaﬂb :

R/o 2226, Kucha Chalan

Darya Ganj i
DELHI=110 006 eee Applicant

By Advocate: None
(Applicant in person)

VERSUS

The Government of National
Capital Territory of Delhi
Through,

1« The Chief Secretary
‘Government of National Capital
Territory of Delhi
S, Syam Nath Marg
DELHI

2. The Director
Dte. of Social wWelfare
Government of National Capital
Territory of Delhi
" Kasturba Gandhi Marg
NEW DELH I=-110001

3¢ Shri S. K. Batra

' Director, Social Welfare
Government of National Capital
Territory of Delhi
Kagturba Gandhi Marg
NEW DELHI-110001

By: Advocate: eees Respondents

Shri Surinder Adlekha
(Por Respondent No.182)

R DER
Ora

Shri Be Ko Singh,M(A)
Heard the applicant in person and the
learned counsel for the respondents Noe182, and

perused the record of the casee
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2. The two notices for uneuthorised absence of
the applicant have bseen bein jssued on the same
day, ie8e 31194, the period in question cannot be
tregted as unauthorised in vieu of Aanexure A-1
where a certificate has been granted by the
Superintendent CH 1 for Boys Remand Homa, Alipur
~ Delhi that Mohde MujeebyWe0e. G.1I had availed E.L.
with effect from 12.7.93 to 10.8.93 and after
availing EeL. for the period ment ioned above, he
had not availed of any E.l. after 10.8.93 and had
regularly attended the office and had discharged
his duties, and he recommended for release of
salary for the month of August,1993. There is
another certificate (Annexure A-4 p.16 of the
paper book) granted to the applicant that he had
"attended office during the month of October,1993
and performed his duties regularly and that he had
not availed oé any E.L. during the month of October,
1993 agnd as such tharé is positive recommendation
to the effect that his salary for the mgnth of
gctober, 1993 should be releasede There is yet
another certificate at p.17 (Anexure A-7 of the

paper book) which also shouws that the applicant
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during the month of November, 1993 regularly with
effect from 1+11+93 to 22.11.93 and had not
availed of any £.L. and the Deputy Superintendent
had certified that.his pay for the month of
November ,1993 should be released. Annexure A=5

at page-18 of the paper book he was sanctioned
medical leave which was adjusted agginst the
commuted lsave due to him and this is also on
recorde 0On his transfer(as per LPC Annsxure A=5
p.18) the applicant hes been shoun to have received
salary upto November,1993, whersas the applicant
alleges that he has not been paid his salary from
August, 1993 to November, 1993 although salary hes
been drswn from the Treasury and deposited in some
of ficial or personal account operated by the
respondent Noele

3 From a perusal of various annexures available

on record, it is clear that the respondents have not
been fair and just to the spplicant. The denial of
salary smacks of vindictive attitude. & bonafide
administration must function with a sense of empathy
and feel the problems which an officer will face if

his sala'y ias » denied to hime The salary should be
4
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paid to the applicant due to him for the months August
1993 30 November 1993 with’ . tem per cent interest on
it vithin a Portnight from the date of receipt of a

certified copy of this ordere

4e With these directions, the 04 is di spo sed
of finally but without any order as to costse

/

(\B.K. Singh ;’
Member (A)
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