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. Whether reporters of local papers may be allowed
to see the judgment ?

2. To be referred to the Reporters or not ? Y

3. Whether Their Lordships wish to see the fair copy

Oof the Judgment ?2
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K,P,Acharva,Vice-Chairman. In this application Under section 19 of the

Edministrative Tribunals Acts,1985, thé petitioner prays
for & direction to be issued to the Ogp.Parties to
reqularise the servicefof the petitioner.

2. according to the petitioner he worked

as a Sub-TTE=Porter cn the casual basic since 11lth
July,1973. The petitioner not having been regularised

as yet, this application hasibeen filed with the

aforesaid prayer.

3. In the counter the Upp.Parties maintain

that as a matter of fact the petitioner was aga&nc%fowirﬁpw
[

substiture T.T.E.Porter con casucl basic since 11.6.,1980

and thereforelis not entitled to be regularised.

4, We have heard Mr.R.N.Naik, learned

counsel for the e titioner and Mr.L.Mchapatra, learned
standing counsel appearing for the Opp.Parties. Though
Mr.Naik emphatically submitted that the petitioner has
worked since 11.,7.73, this submission was strenuously
opposfed by Mr.L.Mohapatra stating that the petitioner had
never worked with effect from 11.7.73 and absolutely no
documentary evidence having been filed by the zetitioner
to substantiate his case, in no circumstances his cése
should be accepted and the etitiongx chould be PREXREXEE
straight away'dismisscd. Mr.Mohapatra also relied uncn

Lﬁnnexure-R/3 dtd.10.10.79 in which it is stated that
A/
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substitutes who heve been screencd and empanelled

in the year 1977,taking intc cunsideraticn the total
service rendered by them earlier to 31.12.74 shoulgd
be given first priority, &nd when substitute of the
above category are not readily aveilable,second

preference may be given to such of the substitures who

have not been screened and have been cngaged subsequently

strictly according to senicrity and no rank cursiders should

be utilised as substitute/casual labour other than thuse
enumerzted wWeike above. rhisaadministrﬁtiﬂ@finstructions
zé%égégﬁgﬁin Annexu?éiqu%;gzu force of law like Jiak6f
thavetf a circuler issued by the Board. Mr.Naik drew
cut attention to Annexure-R/5 which is a statement

takeén from the Rrxr muster rovll . Therein, from 1972 to

/ T
1978 it is stated that Muster Rolls areyrcadly evaileble

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

did nct work. Against the aZégg/1979 it is mentioned

that the petitioner had wocrked. The fact that the

petitioner had been screened in the year 198C and

wés found to be suitakle for the sost of Class-IV

is not disputed before us. In such circumstances

we are cf cpinion that having been found to be suitable

and keeping in view of the long&r services ;en@eﬁ?@y
‘ AV

the petiticner we would direct to regularisejthe post

Qf Calss~1V gegt according to seniority.

5. &x This case a@ccordingly disposed of and

there wguld be no order es to cost,. ) {,\5”397
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