OA dated 20-08-96.

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD |

R.A.No.87/96 in
0.A.No.31/95.

E.Krishna Swamiv

Vs

‘1. The Comptroller & Auditoy-General of India,

New Delhi,

2. The Principal Accountant General,
Audit-I, AP., Hvderabad,

3. (Sri P.V.Gopalakrishna) by
Designation as the then,
Accounts Officer, Ofo the
Accountant General, A&E}
Hyderabad.

4. Sri P.V.Gopalakrishna,
Sr. Accounts Officer,
Ofo the Accountant Generpl,
A&E, Hyderabad.

Counsel for the applicant

Counsel for the respondents

CORAM:-

THE HON'BLE SHRI R. RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN.)

Heard Mr.E.Ktishna Swamy, part;l-in-person and Mir.M.C. Jacob for
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: Mr.B.N.Sharma, Sr.CGSC.

i

kR RRR

ORDER

Mr.B.N.Sharma, learned coupsel for the respondehts.

-~

2. The applicant iPL QA.31/95 has filed this RA for revie)

3. The OA was [filed praying for a' direction to th¢

payment of Honorarium of iRs.SOOf— to the appllicant, for discharg

DT. Of Ded

sion ; 22-10-99,

.. Respondents,.

iperson

.. Applicant

ving the ordersjin

respondents {or

ing the duties jof

L .o
oL

-—— - -'
R PR

My

E S N

TR L P S
AR AT TR T



Inquiry officer as that
{Admn.).
4, Fram the

payment of Honorarium.

his prayer has been fulfi

material to substantiate|

praye

praye

It

his cal

be viewed only from th

spite of the respondent!s pra er not to grant that amount the OA/lwas disposed

directing R-2 to pay e+n amgunt of Rs.250/- as Honorarium to the applicant for

conducting the inquify.

tang:.

g ]

-

. |All the other contentions in the OA

Though it may be half of what he has pray

+ it is evident that the OA is strictly limited to the

applicant gets the Honorarium it sh

ke for getting Honor#rium of Rs.500/-

From that angle iii,only the OA was

of was rejected by the Deputy Acc Tntant General

1d be held tha

are only back uyp

The OA has t

disposed of. In

1

A=

f

for it should lte

held that the prayer in the O l’ had been substantially granted to the ppplicant. )

5. The applicant submits that para-6 of the judgement

the dispute that he never 51£0rked in the inqui:fy cell during thjt period beyond

December, 1989, earli¢r he was in the Co-ordinat'pon Cell as Assist

Beyond December, 1989 he Jwas in the RACE Seé:tion of the depa

not relevance to the inFuiry ¢ell. In-spite of that he had done enqu
. |

that only he requestedfor Honcrarium.

6. As stated earli

para-6 of the judgement th
because of that only tlie Hon

7. Hetice éven if

~
-

the applicant’s case was n(y ...... re;ected for grantmg of Honorar

of Honoraﬁum is half of wh

8. The learned

submission made in para-6

page-3 of the reply.

of the Accou

to all the Jin ependhent offices viz., The

o

the submission of the respondents in

f‘at he requested for. -

counsel for the respondents when g

or even though the respondents stated

prarium of Rs.250/- was granted.

not correct and

tment, which h]a

’ry and because

b Bench did not take much cognizange of the fact Jnd

==

ara-6 is errone

-

ium though gr

of the judgement, h¢ said that this has been amplifie

he rell;evant paragraph of the reply is reprod

"It ma "& be sthted that there is a Co-ordination cell

ants General which deals with all legal case'%
é‘unmpal Accountint General

estioned as to

n the office

TF

ced below:-

pertaining

nt Audit Officer.

s

of

so as mentioned|in

tis

nt

the

in



(Audit-I), the
General (A&E). T
Co-ordination
January, 1987 till
months when

similar period when
been briefing the St .
case that came up for hearing right from 1987 onwards,

the Standing Coun

with the Co-ordinatipn Ceil. It, however; mattered little,
have any bearing oh the issue. The fagt remains that i

ground of Govi. Iy
applicant was considered and rejected by the

claim of thia
Respondents.”

When I questioned

counsel for the respondents submitted that the !respondents reliej,

f

of the Advocaté and hencé

!
9, The i 1'ned

the legal points.

respondents and that whig

General (Admn.) has signted the affidavit wl1icﬁ means that he h

version of the departmerfthl counsel. Hence such

¢

caution the Sr. Dy.

i !
filing the reply in this ci) nnection. If no caution is exercised in

viewed seriously. A

10. Even thoug

does not mean that|the (,')I

) i
the substantial relief hazf
|

in this connection. |

11. The jappli¢

the Honorarium by the R

an official capaci

department. To ;Jyrove 1

only to get monetdry ben

Accountant General (Aucﬁit—ﬂ) and the A

Cell,

he wab on leave from May to August, 198

the correctness of the réply" as referred to

v faétual position made i the reply is the

Ly wh);reas the Respon{ieht No.d is privaﬁe
.o |

h¢ applicant has wmﬂ@ked in the said s
September, 1990 except for the short

he was in RACE Section. Since the ap
nding Counsel in the Tribunal in eac

&¢1 took it that the Alpplicant was stil

tructions on the payment of henor

that observation wasimade.

t
counsel for the pleader of the departn+

signs the afﬁdavili In this case the

 Gonrosl-

ca=tentian has

Accoﬁmtant General (Admn.) to be more careful in future

as Assistant Audit 'Officer/Audit Officer from

responsibility

g

vccountant
ction Viz.,

spell or 3
) and of a
icant had
and every |
resumably ’

associated
5 it did not
the back-
rium, the

above, the lea Jned
Llon

| on the submi:T i

|

ent is only to apsess-

the

Sr. Dy. Accouptant
not scrutinizegl the
to be deprecatgd. I
k}thile

future that wijll he

|

1 the Sr. Dy. Accolllntant General (Adj

has to be reheard for grant of the reli
Iready been granted. Hence, no furthe

hnt appears to attribute some motive

nalafide is very difficult. The prayer,

! .
efits. Hence even if |the malafides are

lespondents No.3 a"nq‘ 4. The Respandent No.3 is imp

proved it is nol

n.) is cautione#j so it

ef, As stated earlier

r action is necgssary

——
e

for not granting him
aded
respondent bf the

of the respondgnts is

going




LA

-

ce, we feel that this point need no

to assist the applicant to get any better relief. Hen

peiterated that the a!&plicant has been given substanti:

have gone into once again it i$
96. 5

relief by the order dated 20-08

12. In view of whatlis stated above we ﬁ!hd no merits in this RA and henge

the RA is dismissed. No cost:S

Dated : The 22™ 0ct0{:ber, 1999,
(Dictated in the Openl Court)
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