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For the Petitionar. ... p'is Oasvindar Kaur,
Counsel.

For the Rsspondent. ... Om Prakash
Shakhauat, proxy
for Sh.K.C,
Mittal^ Counsel.

JUDGEMENT (ORAL)

(By Hon'ble Mr. Justice U.S. Malimath, Chairman)

The complaint in this case is chat the directions
*

in the judgement dated 21.4.1992 in O.A. 2889/91 have not

been complied with. The direction is to continue the

petitioner as casual labourer in the Laboratory in uhich

he has uorksd and in case there is not enough uork in the

Laboratory, in the Ministry of Health and F.U. and its

various attached/subordinate offices located in Delhi or

elssuhere. The petitioner has complained in this case that

even though he tried to report to duty, he uas not permitted

to report to duty and, therefor*, there is violation

^ of the direction of the Tribunal.
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/, In the reply filed by the respondents, they heue

stptsd that after the iudgement uas rendered, there is

a further extension of six months by an order dated 6.5,1992,

copy of uhich has been produced. They have made clear and

categorical statements in the reply that in spite of several

requests made and communications sent, the petitioner has

not reported for duty. Some of the communications sent to

him uere returned uith the endorssment 'riefused to accept'.

They have taken all steps to serve tha petitioner. The

petitioner uhsnever asked to mark his attandance, he refused

to sign the registar. The fact that the petitioner uss guilty

of such refusal is supported by an affdavit of Hr. P.^. yerma,

Oirector, Homoeopathic Pharmacopoeia Laboratory, Ghazicbad

and other responsible officeis. Though the petitioner has

filed a rejoinder, nothing useful has been stated therein as

to uh y uie should disbelieve the suorn statement of the Director

in regard to the conduct of the petitioner. In the circum

stances, us ax-e inclined to believe ths statement of the

Director that the petitioner refused to uork and refused to

sign the attendance register. Dn the material placed beTore

us, UB are satisfied that the respondents made sevi-ral efforts

to comply uith the directions of the Tribunal. They ars

really helpless in a situation like this. The alleg.-tion

that there is violation of the directions of the Tribunal is

not established. Hence, this petition is dismissed. No ^sts.
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