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RDO 	DATD 27-28-23. 

this triinai • 	1ioation has o,en fi1e1 lay 

one ia1ita Kumar Mohanty assai1th the inaction on the  

jart of the esn4ents to offer him apintmt under 

rehilitation assistance scheme. 

I have heard Mr. p.K.Rath-2,learned cOUrisel 

fmoLr the Apicant and Mr.R.C.Lkath,Leamed 5afldifl! 

Counsel ;erinc frr th Resendents and perused the 

r ecr rd s. 

this matter wa dispeSed, nf oy this TriunaL 

virle. his order 1ted 2.2.2e1 ho1dthat thApj1icant 

was nt itit1d to cmassi-'nate api.^.intmeoL after a 

assa!e f rnrethan t,ty years.The order was,howev,r, 

assei exparte as none aLeared fnt the j1icant. Hswev,r, 

1md C-tanrlinq Counsel for the Res 	ents was .resent. 

This matter was aitat 	efor the Division 9rich of this 

triunaI on 17. 7. 21 by Mr. ?.Y. Ratj2, when Mr.R. C. Rath, 
A-Acl 

1arned/Standth 	unsel was also jresnt. .j'he ivisin 

of this :riuna1 declined to reca1 t 	tOL S 

the same was di sed .f on merit. ghereafter. the mattes 

was carr.i64 i  a rit 4tii 	to the kn'ie 	ri Urt 

of gjcjss&;wjjjch tie its order dated 1â.2,2..4fter 

Qtnsiderinj6 the materials V, laced before their 4..ershta 

remitted the matter to this ri•unai for fresh dispos4i.  
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Applic.ant is çord in aid respect for -in 	p4nintm1t un1er 

Camassionate scheme as traume . 

He also vitilatI the èrou 	hat the ReSjfld1t ha 

n vt c'nsider.l tho. grievances of the wiw whenshe 

asked for her 	p.itimtnt immediately en th death of 

her husband (.nnur._3) ncr did they eive any attentr 

to her retd r rsent1onffrt rn. 4~!-inf submitted 

on 5.l.194(Ann,<ur.i._5) and num,er of others theraaftrnr. 

Mr..!LC. th4 leatn& Standing Ccunsel 	earin fo r th 

R,srdnts c'nteste. th 	statemt of the Alicant 

ay ointir 	ut that the 	i1ictiori is ithut any merit. 

He drew my 4itten tion to the letter suomitted óy the wiew 

of t1he decceased railway servant dated 27,,1975 aeltiressed  

to the 	eral Manaer,uth Liststern 	i way whereii-i sh 

had disc1sed tht she was an unfrtunate widOw ith 

noo chiLdren.He further states that in the face c.,f this 

suimission made ey thewidw, • 'n th very next day of the 
the matter 

iieath of her husand/rerires to ae --,-,)nsider&t seriously 

efre deciding nn the onujr1nes5 ef the a £;licatin made 

y her. 

I have c sidere th, matter very carefully 

and I sø lot of frc, in th argument of Mr.R.C.ath, 

larnw.j atandin! C,unSel arL,arin, f,r the Rejndts 

that it requires thorough scrutiny te,, find out the 

relationship leetweenthe widow ef the deceas1 railway 

servant and the a.j;licant;as also to fine out the 

circumstances in which the wi.ow had made such umisiçri 

that he had done in her letter dt.27,.l975 that she was 

a widow jtUt aflv issu,.k-e.jever,it is only the ReSpoflt 
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flartrnent t.ihich can go into the matter an find out 

the truths Acc'rdin1, I dis,se of this Trizinal 

A1icatin ày airectine t -he Res rondt-nts tm encT-iir p-

into the mat..r as to whether Smt. Basanta IKUmari 

Mchanty,th, wi.ow of late SishRu. Charan Nobanty,_ 

1erk of thrn offic. .f th. Chi er ri1edica1 Cfficer, 

south Eastern Ftai way, aicuttaha4i given oirth to a 

child names as Lalita Kumar M^hanty,eorn out of her 

wedlock with the deceased Gevt.servant. After such 

enquiry,if it is es ~..aslisho4 that Lalita Kumar Mohanty 
d eceased ily. servant 

is the son,Lthn the ReSoflts shouli take further 

action in the rnatter,as per the rules to meet the 

!rievances Of the Alicnt. 

	

ith t-- he ave 	servat.,ns anal iir,ctjns, 

this O.A. is isøs 	,f,Io 

M) 
VIC- CHAIMAN 


