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CEMIHAL mAmiSTPATr/S. TRIBlJMAL,fRIKCTPAL BENCH^
NSW DE,LHI,

O.A.No.23..^/94

New Delhi: June 1,1995

HOH3IR ^AR« S.R.^DIGE,member (A).

1« Smt«Binila E^vi,
w/o Late Shri Suraj Bhan Rohilla,
aged about 47 years^
r/o S-33, Vijay Vihar,
Utt 301 Nagar,
New I>2lhi -110C59.

,2, Shri Anil Kumar,
s/o 3hri(lats) Suraj Bhe« Rohilla,
r/g S-33, Vijay Vihar,

Uttam Nagar,
New D® Ihi ""110^©9 •«»•»»» »Applxc ants«

for the applicants,'

Wrsus

1, Hiion of India,
through the Secretary,
Ministry of Hone Affairs,
Govt,' of India,
North Block,
New Delhi^

2. The Director,
Intelligence Bureau,
Ministry of Home \ff airs,
Govt, of India,
New De Ihi-lldOOi. ... .Respondents i*

By Shri Hari Shanker proxy for Shri Madhav Paniki^l-'

JlJDaA£NT{QrtALl

In this application, Srot,%imla D i

and Shri Anil Kumar have prai^d for quashing of :

the orders dated 7.2,*94(Annexure-A) and 25v4.^94

(.%in@xure-B) by which their prayer for grant of

compassionate appointment^o Shri Anil Kumar-applic

Mo,2 has not been acceded to,'

2, The two applicants are wife and son of Lat©

Shri Suraj Bhan Rohilla who was employed as

Assistant Central Intelligence iM'ficer, Grade I

in the Intelligence Bureau, Shri Rohilla expired

on 7i^,92 and his son applicant No»2 Shri Anil Kumar
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has prayed for compassionate appointment.

respondents in their reply have
stated that Shri Anil Kumar's request Was ex®ined

in terms of Govt.* instructions dated 3^.6^87

CAnnexure-a 1), Shri Anil Kumar was called upon
to fill up the prescribed profoma for ippoiirbnent

on compassicxiate ground which was submitted by hl»

on nSl2$92, On scrutiny of the ai^lication in tfm
prescribed profoma submitted by tl^ applicantf
the respondents noticed that he had not fumisl^d

seme of the informations required in the profoma

and,therefore, was requested vide O.M. dated

21,12.92 to fill up the profoma correctly and to

submit the same along with the attestted copies of

tho certificat^^s regarding his educational qualiflcatiofis.

The Same was filled and submitted by him vide

his letter dated nil (Annedure-R2). The respondents

syate, that as per Clause v of the proforraa for

appointment on eompassionate ground , the applicant

was required to furnish the particulars of all

dependents of Govt,'servant, and if s.Qroe were employed, (
their income was to be mentioned and it was also to be

stated that whether they were living together or

separately.' The respondents state that applicant Mo

deliberately omitted the name of his elder brother

Shri Sur«nder Kutn ar and his sister Suslina, inspite

of the fact that he was given two chances for

furnishing the correct infoitoation. "he respcxidents

state that airplicant Anil Kumar h.^ three brothers}

nsnely, S/3 Surender Kumar, Vijay &imar and" Sanjay

Kumar and one sister namely Sushma Oevi but in his

application for appointment on compassionate ground:

and subsequently in the attestation form he concealed

the nanes and other particulars of Shri Surender Kumar

A



M

^ 3 -

and Sushna D«vi. Hov^ver- there \^re spfscific

coljjRins in the attestation form for furnishing

of such relevant information,' The respondents further

state that during enquiry they learnt that the

applicant NOife" 's brother Shri Surender Kumar

was working in the Transport Authority^ Rajpura

Ro.3d, In Para i of the instructions appended

to the attestation forta under healing •watming",

it has been specifically stated that furnishing of

false information or suppression of any factual

infoimaticwi in the attestation form would be a

disqualification and is likely to render th®

candidate unfit for emplopient, the appllcant-

had deliberately suppressed the tactual information

regarding his brother Shri Surender Kumar, the

respondents rejected his prayer-for cfmpassionate .

appointment.

In his rejoinder, the applicant No '̂S.haS .
A 4-

stated that he was^anovice and had no knowledge of

technicalities of filling up of attestatiOR form

which was done in the guidence of_^ Intelligenee

Bureau*s employee who kn®w his fatter ^^11«' He

states that this person advi^ied him that since his

brother Shri Surender Kumar was living spearately

much before the death of his father, and was neither

dependent upon his-father nor was supporting tte

family, his name'need not be shown as a part

of tte family,

5. ' In the light of the facts and circumstsrces

discussed above, the respondents cannot be said to
have acted illegally, arbitrarily, malafideiy

in violation of Articles 14 and 16 of tte Constitutic®

in denying the applicant!® ccmpassionate appointment.

mis application therefore fails and is dismissed.
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6, , However, having regard to the applicant's

young age and his straitened financial circumstancs,

in the event applicant No,2 makes a representation «

to the respondents for sympathic

re consideration of his case, and the respondents

are disposed to do so, nothing contained in this

judgment will operate as a bar to their doing so ,

No costs I

/ug/

/fyx'l-cdx'j'_
( S,R..^X5iGE)
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