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Upon hearing Mr. DB, Katwal, learned
counsel for the petitioner as well as Mr. Karmg
Thinlay, learned Gost, Advocate for the State
respondents and also on perusal of the available
materials on record. we are of the view thar this case
can be disposed of at this stage and accordingly, 1t 1s
herchy disposed of with the following short order,

The grievance of the writ petitioner, Mrs.
Radhika Devi Dhakal 1s that she had rendered her
services  as  work-Charged  employee/Revenue
supervisor under the respondent department for the
last more than 1l vears continuously and
uninterruptedly as she joined her service on 2-4-1994
and that she has been rendering her services as on
oy without any adverse remarks but, the
authority concerned did not regularise her services
despite her requests and approaches to the authority
concerncd from time to time. 1t is also the case of the
petitioner that the work-charged employees who were

similarly situated with her, had been given regular
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appomtment thus cansing discrimination in the matter
of appointment.  Supporting her case, she had
appended cerlam documents 1o her writ petition
whichare marked as Annexures P-L  P-1L P-11]
and P-1V,

The factum of her continnous and long services
of more than 11 years under the department
concerned 15 not disputed by the respondents.
However. Mr. Karma Thinlav, leamed Gowi
Advocate contended that the emplovess who were
regulanised were semior to her.  In reply to the
submussion of Mr. Karma Thinlay, Mr. D B, Katwal,
learned counsel for the petitioner contended that even
though the persons whose services were regularised
were semior to the wril petiioner, the petitioner has
acquired a right for consideration of regularisation
ot her services as she had rendered her services under
the department concerned for more than 11 years. Al

this stage, we arc of the view that the submission of
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Mr, D.B. Kaiwal has legal foree. In our considercd
view. under the service jurispridence. the emplovee
or emplovees who had rendered lomg and eontinuous
years of services under any Govt, establishment, he
or she acquires a right for consideration af
regularisation of their services and, they cannot he
thrown out from service whimsically by the
appednting authority, Mr. Karma Thinlay, learned
Lrovt. Advocate further contended hat there are other
employees also who are also similarly situated with
the present writ petitioner.

He that as 1t may, it is well settled that if the
employees rendered their serviepe comtimumously and
uninterruptedly  tor many  years, the auothority
concertied 15 bound to consider their casss for
regulanisation.  In the case in hand. the present
petitioner Mrs. Radhika Devi Dhakal had already
acquired a right for consideration of regularisation of
het services as Revenue Supervisor  under the
department concerned as she had rendered long and

continuous service of mare than 11 years, According
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to us, the petitioner's long and continuous services
cannot be ignored by the authority concerned as il has
s value of m:i'x-'irl_'»t:.

In wview of the above position, we have no
alternative but to direct the authority concerned to
consider the case of the petitioner for regulansation
of the services of the petitioner preferably within six
months from today, and communicate the result of it
e the writ petitioner. 1t is also made clear that the
services of the penhoner should not be disturbed by
the authority concemed and apart from it. this Court
hope and  trust that certanly.,  the authonty
concerned shall repularise the services of the writ
petitoner sympathetically  1aking mio account of her
long and continuous services of more than 11 vears.

For the reasons, observations and directions

made abm-'e,' the writ petition 15 tinally disposed of

but. ne order as to costs. M a\fw

(N, Sujamlani Singh)
Chief Justiﬁ:f: {Acting}
b
(A.P. Subba)
Judge
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