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CRDER

Hon'ble Shri K,K, Ahooja, Member (A)

The applican#T}{?uorking as an Asstt,
in the Directorate General of Wuality Assurance(DGQA)
under the Ninistry of Defence wgs directed/in May'1c94
by his superior Sh,Chhote Lsl, Asstt, Director(Lcord)

te help in reconstructing the lost Service Bcocck of
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the then Additional Director Genmsral Gueality
Rssurance Shri Manoranjan Prasad who was due to
retire on 31,7,1994 to facilitate the release of

pens ionary benefits. The applicant alieges that

the said eervice Book could not be reconstructed for
the period July, 1987 to ﬁay, 1994 and when he
brought the difficulty'and laborious nature of

work, to the notice of his Assistant Director, Qg%
latter assured him tgat his work would be rewarded
suitably, While the applicant was able to complete
the work of reconstructing the Service Book in
question within the prescribed time, he alieges that
he was not paid the agreed amount of compensation/
honorarium of R§.2,000/- which he claims noy with
interest, Tha applicant also aiieges that ths

said honorarium amount wes denied to him for ulterior
reasons and claims a payment of Rs,50,000/- by way of

compensation for the mental agony caused to him,

2, The respondents to whom notice was issued

have denied the above alisgations and have submitted

that there is no ground for payment of honorariun
in terms of FR 26(b) and FR 11 since the canditions
for grant of honorarium are not met in the present

case, They have also contested the claim of the
applicant for award of hs.SU,UUO/- by way of

Compensation for mental agony since the same being

in the nature of tort is not maintainable befors this Tribunsl,
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3. We have heard the applicant in personertd
Shri M, M Sudan, learned seun Additional Standing Counsel
for the respondents, The applicant argued that

ths work of reco;'lstructing the Service Book was laboricus
and painétaking is established by the fact that the

same could nat be done by the concerned section tili

it was assigned to him. He pointed out that in order

to gét the pensionary benefits released by the time'of
retiremeﬁt of the officer, he had even to go

personaliy to Allahabad to get the-pension payment
order issued. . He controverted the claim of the

respondents that the prior sanction for payment of

-honorarium had not been obtained and alieged that the

respendents' statement that the relevant files have
been lost was only a strategsm to deny his rightful

claim.

5. The learned counsel for the respondents drew

our attention to FR 11 according to which the whale

‘time of Govt, servant is at the disposal uf the Govt,

withmut cla&ming for additional remuneration and to FR 26(b)
which provides that the Govt, may grant honorarium

as remuneration for work performed which is occasional

or intermittent in charascter and so laboricus or of

such special merits-as to justify the special reward., Tha
FR also provides that honorarium should not bs given

unless the work has been undertaken with the prior

sanction of the Govt. and its amount has besn settled

in advance. He submitted that the Asstt, Director:who agreed tc
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grant the honorcrium was rot gompetent tce

accord prior sanction and even if there were

any noting by that officer in the file to that
effect, it could not be cunsicered a vyalid

prior sancticn required under the rule§.

5. We hzve considered the pleadings and argumerts
on both sides, Firstly, the claim for compensation
of R,5C,000/~ is not maintainable since tniso would
be in the nature of tort and is not covered by

the provisions of { TRE™" purinistrative Tribunsls
Act; 1885, So far as claim of hconorarium

of Bs,2C00/- is concerned, herm.tq the case cf

the applicant is nct admissible, The case of the
applicant revolve§ around the services 1enderad by
him to the respondents in completing the service Book

of cne officer, The applicant has rot made cut

. that while he Was 8ngaged in the work of Service Beek,

he was also engaged in other routine woik cof his s-at,
#Nd thus the payment of honcrarium was justified
on the basis that he was doing some additicnal Wwork,

» have :
As the respondents/stated fkxit the work of

~ : only
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reconstructing ™. service Bock could/be regarded

as routine administrative work in which no honorarigm

has tc be peid, Even if his superior, the Rsstt,

Director, agreed to acccrd him Someé coumpensaticn,

it does net by itself create » cleim in favour

Of the applicant, The orders of the Lcmpetent

Authcrity had to pe cbtained‘ﬁg\irant an honororium
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before undertaking the work. It could otherwise be

granted only in cases where as per FR 46(b) special

reasons existed which had to be recorded in writing,

Obviously, the Competent Aut-hority did not fing any
specisl reasons in this case, The applicant has
not in our opiﬁion established that the work of
completing a Service 8ook lies outside the routine
function of ministerial staff, We, therefore, fiog
do not fingd ény reason to iﬁterf‘ere in this case,
Accordingly, the application is dismissed at the

admiss ion stage itself, There wili be no order as

to costs,
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