
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRBUNAL 
ERNAKULAM BENCH 

0. A. No. 	 50 of 	199 2. 

DATE OF DECISION_10.1.92 

K. C. Hariharan 	 _Applicant (s) 

Mr. K. S.Madhusoodhanan 	
Advocate for the Applicant (s) 

Versus 

Zonal Director, Cochin Basespofldent (s) 
Fishery Survey of India 

and others 

Mr.NN Sugunapalan tfouh_Advocate for the Respondent (s) 
pLXy Lj 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr.S.P.I&ikerji 	- Vice Chairman 

and 
The Hon'ble Mr.A.V.HaridaSafl - Judicial Member 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement? 
To be referred to the Reporter or not? 
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? 
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal? 

JUDGEMENT 

(Pn'ble Shri A.V.1i3rjdasan,Judjcjal Member) 

Iard Shri K.S.Madhu.soodhanan, learned counsel 

for the applicant and Shri NN Sugunapalan,SCGSC for the 

respondents. The grievance of the applicant in this 

application is that though he has been rking as a daily 

rated casual labour ever since 21.10.86 continuously,despite 

the fact that a post is available to absorb him in the 

regular cadre,the respondents are not caring to consider 

the qdestion of his. absorption. He is further aggrieved 

by the fact that other casual labourers many of them junior 

to him have been regularly absorbed in service. As there 

had been liti.ation between the applicant and the respondents 
his services 

regarding termination-Of-Z, which ended in his i-elnstatement, 

the applicant apprehends that tbB department is taking a 
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hostile.attitude towards him because of this litigat- 

ion. The ap1icant has a furter grievance that 
been 

though hehs/workjng continuously the benefit of paid 

weekly off is denied to hin without any justification. 

Highlighting all these grievances and praying for 

relief the applicant had made a representation to the 

first and second respondents on 16.11.1991, a copy 

Of which is at Annexure.A.6. The applicant in this 

application prays that the respondents mybe directed 

to grant him paid weekly of f and to absorb him in 

regular service. 

2 	 When the application came up for admission 

Shri NN Sugunapalan, sr.Cental Government Standing 

Counsel appearing for the respondents as well as the 

learned counsel fcr the applicant submitted that it 

would be sufEicient and EpPrOpriate if the respondents 

1&2 are directed to consid,er the Annexure.A.6 repre-

sentation dated 16,11.1991 in acrdance with law and 

to pass an order within a reasonable time. 

3. 	 In.vjew of this submission and in the 

circumstances of the case we admit this application and 

dispose of the same direting thetespondents 1&2 to 
and disose of 

considerLthe representation submitted by the applicant 

on 16.11.92 as at Annexure.A.6 in the light of the 

departmental instructions 4, rules and regulations  on 

the subject and also.Qthe rulingsof the Hon'b]e 

Supreme Court and various High Courts in regard to 

regularisation of casual mazdoors and the benefits to be 

allowed to them, within a period Of two months from 

the date of communication of this Judgment. There is 

no order as 0 Costs. 	- 

(A.v.HRlDASAN) 
JTJDICIAL MEMBER 	 VICE C HAl RMAN 

10.1 , 91_ 

Ks/1O1 9. 


