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L. ?.Acharva g V1CeChairniEfl. 	In this aolicaticn Under section 19 of the 

administrative Tribunals Acts,1985, the etitioner prays 

for a direction to be issued to the u.2artjes to 

regularise the servic€of the etitioner. 

-cccrding to the eLitioner he worked 

as a Sub-TTL-Porter on the casual basic since 11th 

July,1973. The petitioner not having been regularised 

as yet, this application has been filed with the 

aforesaid prayer. 

In the counter the uoo.Parties maintain 

that as a mattcr of fact the octitioner was 	 (,4 

substiture '$.T.i.orter on casual basic since 11.6.1980 

and thcreforeis not entitled to be regularised. 

e have heard Mr.R.N.Najk,learnc;d 

counsel for the etitioner and Nr.L.Mohaoatra,learned 

standing counsel appearing for the pp.arties. Though 

Nr.Naik emphatically submitted that the petitioner has 

worked since 11.7.73, this submission was strenuously 

opposed by Mr.L.*heoatre stating that the petitioner had 

never worked with effect from 11.7.73 and absolutely no 

documentary evidence having bean filed by the etitioner 

to substantiate his case, in nu circumstances his case 

should be accepted and tha atitionz ohould be "-mx:idx-3rxd  

straight away d.srnissed. Mr.Plohaoatrat also reliEd UCfi 

nnexu:e-R/3 dtd.10,10.79 in which it is stated that 
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substitutes who hove been scrcencd and empanelled 

in the year 1977,taking int cnsideroi:ion the total 

service rendered by them earlier to 31.12.74 should 

be given first priority, and when substitute of the 

above category ore not readily available, second 

urcferencc may be given to such of the substitures who 

have net been Sc rCCfled end hove been engaged subsequn nt ly 

strictly according to seniority and no rank aursiders should 

be utilised es substitute/casual labour other then th,., sc  

- 

enumerated above. 	zhis adrninistrati instructions 

no force of law 1 ike 

t0vvWX a circular issued by the Board. Mr.Naik drew 

cut Ctrenticjn to Annexure-R/5 which is a statement 

takn from the xy= muster roll . Therein, from 1972 to 

1978 it is statod that Muster Rolls arej:ead1y availahic-

and it is indicated in Col.Nc.6 that the petitioner 

did not work. Against the c'th 	1979 it is mentionec 

that the pc.titIoncr had worked. The fact that the 

petitioner had been screened in the year 198C and 

was found tc be suitable for the ost of Class-IV 

is not disputed before us. In such circumstances 

we are of aoinion that having been found to be suitable 

and iceeoing in view of the long@x sev ices renderet 
the petitioner we would direct to regularisethe post 

of Cals-iV pxrt according to seniority. 

S. 	x This case accordingly disposed of and 

there wuld be no order as to cost. 
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