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s 15, Order on s 15,2.,99
ORDER .

Heard 1d. counsel for the applicant. None appears for

~ the respondents. The respdts. did not file_ any reply to the

...

. 2e In 4;;h:Ls O.A., the applicant stated inter alia that ‘he
retired on 1,11,89 and on retirement he was pald all post-retirement
benefits except leave salary. Accoxding 1-;'0 him, he was paid
leave lalary only for 57 days instead of 240 days as per rules.
It is stated by the applicant that while he was in service he 1

alongwith an apg.to agjust the same

used to submit RIC for most of the sick period[from ‘his LaHp
due., But Bhere is no machinery to vera.fy the procedure. On
retiranent He came to know that most of the sick period was
adjusted from his due LAP ingtead of LaHP causing this problem.
According to the applicant he rendered service from 18,3.,51 to
31,10.89 and he earned leave on half average pay LAHP at the
rate of 20 days per year and hence he was denied leave average

| salary for (240-57) = 183 days. He su_bmitted several representations
to the authorities _statiﬁg his claim, It is stated that his
claim was consideied :'-by the Pension Adalat and they certified

that the leave record! Bl of “the appla.cant was re-examined and

there was no dl,screpancy.b S0, leave k salary has been paid




v

to the applicant correctly.

- a direction upon the respdts, to pay leave szlary

-en

3. Feeling aggrieved by and dlssatlsfied w:Lth the sa:Ld

remarks, he served notice through his advocate to the respdts.
But the respdts. did not take action in this regard. He gsent
one corrigendum notice dated 10.11,97(Annexure’G'to the app.)

to the respdts. ' Ld. counsel appearing on behalf of the applicant

~submits that specific direction was given to the authorities

on 13,1.99 for filing reply and producing documents. Since the

resPdts. did not produce connected documents contempt proceeding

‘ought to have been drawn against them,

4, I have considered the subnissions 6f 1d. coﬁnsel for ithél.. ¥
QPIMAJSiD& none appears for the respdts., I have gone
th?ough the records. I find thai: Pension Adalat had considered ‘
the metterof the applicant and passeél the order that the applicant's
lleav'e salary has been revexamined and there was no discrepancy,
ch.‘;th\e applicant has been paid leave salary correctly. But |

the said order dated 19.11.96 does not disclose how the leave
salary was calculated, It is not clear as to \aﬂ'xetlier_tl'le grievance
of the applicant was duly eonsidered by' Pension Adalat or not,

In the representations of the applicant it is mentioned that his
leave salary was adjusted against LAP instead of LAHP and ti’;at
deprived him from getting encashment of leéve salary on rekfrement,
Since the respdts. did not file any reply or produced documents
inspite of d:a.rectlon upon them, I have no other alternative than
to presume that the respdts. have no grourd to deny the claim

of the appliCant. Accordingly, the application is allowed with

N P

appl:r.cant for 240 days J.nstead of 57 days and balance amount

should be paid after deduction of 57 days' leave salaryewhich
was already.paid to the appiicant within three months from the
date of communication of thisg oxder, But regarditng the claim of

interest as alleged by the applicant, I reject such claim of interest

on the amount of leave -salary, Accordingly the application ig

‘disposed of awarding no costs,
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