CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
R.A.N0O.61/96 in 0.A.No.1900/95

Hon'ble Shri B.C.Saksena, Vice-Chairman(J) \ C)
Hon'ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Member(A)

New Delhi, this 2wd day of S“M(a,_ 1996

Jag Mohan Bhandari

s/o Late Shri R.S.D.Bhandari

aged about 48 years

r/o House No.7, T-Block

Shukker Bazar,

Uttam Nagar

New Delhi - 110 059, cos Applicant

Versus
Union of India through

1. The Secretary(Def)
Ministry of Defence
Govt. of India

South Block

D.H.Q. Post Office
New Delhi - 110 011.

2. The Secretary

Departmentqof Defence Production & Supplies
Govt. of India

South Block

DHQ Post Office

New Delhi 110 001.

3. Shri S.K.Mukhopadhyay
Director

SAG Level-II

Dte. of Quality Assurance (DGQA)

Room No.53
G-Block, DHQ Post Office .
New Delhi 110 011. ««. Respondents

0 RDE R(By Circulation)

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

This Review Application has been filed by the applicent
in respect of the order dated 8.2.1996 passed in 0A No.1900/95.
In that order the plea of the applicant for payment of  an
honorarium with fdnterest was rejécted. The claim of the
applicant was- that he had been promised by his superior thn
said honorarium _for reconstructing a lost Service Book, whiriy
Task he had completed within the prescribed time. It war
concluded in the order that the app]%cant had not been abla to

estab1ishA the work of completing service books lTay ocutzide the




/RAO/

-1 -
routine functions of ministerial staff, and that prior \\

permission of the competent authority had been obtained as

required under the rules.

2. A& review is sought now of the aSove mentioned order on
the ground that the petitioner had been paid honorarium in
similar routine administrative works and the recommendations of
ghé Agsistént Di;;cfor'ﬁn édcﬁkcases had been accepted by the
competent authority. It is also sought to be established that
the decision of the syperior officer to promise the payment of

honorarium was within the parameters-of the service rules and

the refusal to grant the same was an act of arbitrariness.

3. We have carefully perused the Review &pplication but
findvif totally without any merit. No patent error of fact or
Taw has been pointed out in the Review Application, and a1}
that is sought to be established is that the interpretative of
rules reached by the Tribunal in the impugned order was wrong.
The proper course in such cases is to go in appeal and not to
seek a review. The mere fact of the applicant having begn
granted honorarium in similar other cases does not vest hin?tﬂ?
right to obtain such dispensation in all cases, unless it can
be shown that this right is conferred through some provizion of
statutory rules, Govt. orders or instructions. This s
clearly not the case here. We have therefore, no hesitation in
summerily rejecting the Review Application without any Further
discussion.

‘ Brehoko

(B.C.SAKSENA)
VICE-CHAIRMAN(])




