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K. P. ACHARYA, VICE ClAIRMAN: In this application under section 

19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985, the 

Petitioner pray.,4for consideration of the case of the 

Petitioner No.2 for appointment on compassionate 

g rourid4 

The Petitioner No.1 Pushparani is 

the wid of late P.K.Ray who died on 31.7.1985 when 
a, 

he as discharging the duties of1 Mechanic under the 

South Eastern Railway(ConstrUction). The Petitioner 

No.2 is the son of deceased and that of Petitioner 

o.l. T:e Petitioner No.2 seeks a compassionate 
.e c' 

appointment as there is no other bread wdoner Me-r 

in the family. 

In their counter, the Opposite 

Parties maintain that the case of the Petitioner 

No.1 Pushparani is being considered for appointment 

on compassionate ground 

There is no averment in the counter 

that the Petitioner N0.2 is unfit or unsuitable for 

appointment. In the counter the Opposite Parties 

admitted that Prafula Kumar Ray died in harness. 

Afte r he ring £ rom Mr • Garie sw a r Rath lear ned Counsel 

for the Petitioners and Mr. Ashok Mohanty learned 

tanin Counsel(RailwaY) for the Opposite Parties 
V 



e are of opinion that there is substantial force 

in the contention of Mr. Rath that instead of the 

mother being considered, the Son should be considered 

for compassionate appointment. It is therefore, 

di rec ted that the petit ione r No • 2 should be considered 

for compassionate appointment and order should be 

passed 'ithoUt least delay as observed by Their 

LordshiP5 of Hon' ble Supreme Court in the case of 

Phoolati Versus Union of India reported in AIR 1991 

s.c. 469. 

5. 	
Thus, the application stands 

allo'ed leaving the partieS to bear their or,7n costs. 
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