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O 	 iINLTR2iVE TRIWNAL 
CUTiC( BEi'CH:CUTI'ACK. 

Jate of decisiori- 22rd.Ju1y, 1991. 

mt.ii1u1ata 'ohanty 	.... 	tpp1icant. 

Versus, 

Union of Iria ISC Ors. 

For th anul leant: - 

For the nesnonnents;- 

Responiente. 

M,1s .. .3.riohapatra, 
N.J.ingh, 

3 .0 .i4ohanty, Ativocates. 

:Ione. 

TH 	HOi:' ELE C3HRI N.3EL' PTA:MEL'1BER (Ju)I(,'IAL). 

i, thether the reporters of local flewspapers may 
be1loed to see the jdgmerit 7 

To b& referreJ to the reco:ters or not 7 

.theth:::r their lorships :ish to see the fair 
copy ok the jdgment 7 



®R 

-2- 

aMerber(J). 	 The applicant had asked for a direction 

to release the 50 percent of gratuity payable to 

her on account of the services that: her father rendered 

to the Railways. Her case is that her father was serving 

as Mker at 3halirnar,Sotth Eastern Railways 

father of the applicant died some time prior to 

September, 1975 where uponUrmila)the mother of the 

ap:licarit, made a representation for payment of 

gratuity to her. The Chief Personnel Officer of the 

Soth Eastern Railways informed that she was 

entitled to 50 per-cent and the rest 50 per-cent 

was kept in deposit for her 	:aghter as 

per decision of the Law Off icer,Garden Reach. The 

applicant has averred that on her attaining the 

age of majority, she obtained a certif icate from 

the Tahasildar,Salipnr under whose jurisdiction 

her house is , stating that she is surviving heir 

of Ugrasen 14ohanty, the deceased Railway Servant. She 

has f:rther averred that she made an applicantion in 
rest 

1989 for paying her the/50 per-cent of the gratuity 

that was kept in deposit to be paid to her but the 

representation 1as remained unanswered. 

The Railway Administration got notices but 

has not aeared. 

Mr.R.B.Mohapatra learned counsel for the 

applicant has contended that as the amount was in 

w o id 
depcsi 	and as it/be found that the amount was to be 



r 

paid to the daughter of Late Ugresari, the Railway 

Administration o;;ht to have made payment innediate1y 

after the receipt; of the representation made by the 

aoplicant.lrom the certificate granted by the Tahasildar, 

Jalipur vide Aneexure-2 it appears that the applicant 

21 years old at the time when the certificate 

;:as granted i.e. in July, 1989. The applicant could 

not have approached the authority for release of 

50 percent of the gratuity before attaining majority. 
eught 

Therefore, though the amount/to have been paid to 

the applicant in 3eptembe,i95,yet the applicant 

cannot be said to have been aggrieved by any order 
the 

arior to her  attainingage of majority. 

4. 	 In these circmstacces Respoaient no.2 

is directed to make payment to the applieant viithin 

a month ram the date of receipt of the copy of 

this order. No costj. 

P4mber  (Jud ic ial). 

Cen141 Administrative Tribunal, 
( 	Cuttck Berich,Cuttack/I.Hossain. 

22.7.91. 


