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.K.PR,VICE-Ci 	In this apl icat ion under ect ion 19 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985, the petitioner 

Mrs.P..M.S.Das prays for a dc1aration that she is entitled 

to the pensionary benefits of her husband since her husband 

is not to be heard for more than 7 years and therefore the 

presumption under the 1vidence Act should be drawn that her 

husband is dead. In addition to the above, next prayer of 

the petitioner is that Annexurel containing the order 

retiring Mr.P..M.S.flas should be quashed. 

After hearthng Mr.D..Mjshro,learned counsel for the 

petitioner and Mr.Asho]c Mohanty, learned Standing Counsel and 

Mr.BS.Trioathy, learned counsel appearing for the intervenor 

i.e. 	 I am of opinion that this application 

is not ma inta inable. Mr. and Mrs . P .A  M.S .Das have oe rsona ily 

appeared before this Court to-day. There is no dispute 

presented before me that the male person who has personally 

appeared before this Court to-day is not 

On the contrary Mrs.Das admitted that the male person 

present@4 in the Court is nobody else but/Mr.P.-..Das. 

In such a situation presumption cannot be drawn that  

M.flas is dead; and therefore Mrs.Das cannot be made 

entitled to the pensionary benefits at this stage when her 

husband is verymuch living. 

i%s regards prayer of the petitioner Mrs.Das that 

Annexure_1 should be quashed, she has no locus standj to 

make such a prayer when Mr.Das is veryrrch living 6nd has 

not felt aggrieved by the order contained in Annexure..1. 

Therefore, on this account prayer of Mrs.Das int 

is not maintainable. 

In view of the aforesaid facts and circumstances 



I find no me-rita in this petition which stands dismissed 

leaving the parties to bear their own cost. 

5. 	No further orders are necessary in the Miscellanecxi 

Application as this judgment will govern Misc .application 

No. 47 of 1993. 	
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