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1. Unhether RQpDEtGRS}OF local paperss may be Chj <
allowad to . ses the Judagment ? '
2? To DGAQG?GIde to the Reporter or not? Neo

3, whother the ir Uordshippuish to see the foo
fair copy of the Judgmont7

4. uhether it neaods to be circulated to ho
other Benches of the Tribupal ?

9. Remarks of Vice-CHairman on columns
- 1,2,4, (To be: submitted to Hon'ble
Ulce-Chalrmdn where he is nof on the
Banch)



IN THE CEWTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERASAD BINCH:
AT HYDERABAD

D.A.NO. 402 of 1928% Date of Order:14/02/19¢0C

1, Civil Accounts and Audit Association

" Qffices of the Accountents General
(A&R) and (Audit I & II), A,P.,
Hyderabad-500 4/3, represented by
its General Secretary, Sri M.Solomon

Raiju:
2. B.8.Ramchander
Senior Accountant,
0/0 Accountant General (A&E)
AP, Hyderabad.

esseeArplicants

and

The Accruntant General (A&E)
A.P. Byderabad and 4 others

«+ . .Resnondents

For Appliéants: Mr.I.Dakshina Murthy, Adv-ocate

Por Resvondents: Mr.G.Parameshwar Rao, Standina Counsel
for Accountant General : .

C 0 R A M:

HON'BLE SHRI B,N,JAYASIMHA: VICE CTHAIMMAN

(Judgment delivered by Hon'ble Shri B.N.Jayasimha, VC)

1. This anplication hasg beeﬂ filed cuestioning
the Government of India's clarification regarding
reimbursement of Tuition fees as communicated 0wy the
Comptroller and Auditor Génaral of India, in U.0.No,
12011 /1/88-Est¢t. (Allowame&nﬁatea 6;1—1989.
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2. The applicants state that the IV Pay Commission
made  recommendations regarding various types of Allowances
under the Educaﬁidnal Assistance Scheme anad the recnmmen-
dations of the Pay Commission are gencrally apvlicable
with effect from 1-1-1986. The Pay Commissionralso
recommended reimbursement of tuition fee and Childrenls
efucational Allowance and it was éxtended for all the
classes from Class I £6;Class XIID hereas such allowances’
were not available to the children studying in Class I

to Class V Barlier. The orders were issped in Nn.18011/
87-Estt (Allowances), dated 31st Décember, 1987 enhancing
the rate of reimbursement of Tuition fee, It was

stated that tﬁe ﬁew rates will be effected from 1-10—1986
in respect of employées who were eligible for these
benefits as per criteria and upper pay liﬁit in force prior
to 131—1Q86. It was alsé stated that the uvpper pav limit
would not apoly with.effect froﬁ 1-12-1987., accordingly
the tuition fee at the new rate was reimbursed from
1-10-1986 to all the employees. However, by the impugned
order déted 6-1-1959 the respondents are proposing to
recover the tuition fee already reimbursed for the

period from 1«10-198A to 30-11-1987. Hence, thev have

filed this application.

-~

3. : The respondents have filed a counter stating

that the Government of India, Department of Personnel and

‘Training in 0.M.N0.12011/1/88-Estt(Allowance} dat=d

1-8-1989 have clarified the pasitinon and accordingly no
recovery/reimbursemen£ of tuition fee paid during the
pariod from 1-1G-1286 fo- 30-11-12387 will he effected.
Thus, the relief sought for by the applicant hés been

settled and no further orders are reguirad in this case.

contd...3
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1. The Accountant Generak(ﬂ&E) A.P.Hyderahad-SUO 463,
2. The Accountant Ganefaltnudit-x) A.P.Hyderabad-500 463,

43. The Accountant General(Audit-II)A.P, Hyderabad-SBD 463,
4.jTha Comtr@ller“&:ﬂuﬂltar GeneraLgofiIndla-"1W”**= and -

Bahagar Shah, Jafarjma;ganBw Delhi-ttaroo2y .o -l
(ﬂ"‘&E} G u, \"il_, O . p H"’C!!J"'c. “"*'-,"‘, - .
5. Tha- Sacrﬁtary,(Gouernment of Indla) %fnlStryuﬂf Flnance

_Deparfhenﬁ oF ?ﬁp@hditurs, Weu Dl &

Ct e .sycﬁﬁ.g_.a

g One copy to Mr,I.Dakshina Murthy,Advocate,10-1-18/25,
Shyamnagar,Hyderabad=-500 004.

%~ 0One copy to Mr.G.Parameshuwar Rao, SC for Accountant General,
) CAT.,Hyderabad.

B:s One spare copy,

kie
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4. I have heard Shri I.Dakshina Murtby, learned
counsel for the apolicant and Shri G.RParameshwar =Rao,
]

Standing Counsel representing the Accountant Genera

5. I+ is seen from the facts above that the
applicants have received thé éelief thev -have asked

for. Shri Dakshina Murthy, hbwever, conten&s‘that

the applicants are eligible for reimbursemeny cF tﬁition
fees from 1-1=1986 and not from 1-10-1986 as'clarified
by the Govarnment of India in Memo dated 1-8-198%., The
aoplicants have not questioned this letter in this
application. Even subseguent to the issue of this
letter they have not sought any amendment of the Drayer.,
In these circumétances, as the prayer asked for by

the applicants that there should be no recovery, has
been settled and the 7.0,N0.12011/1/88-Estt. (Allowcs)
dated 6-1-1989, is also not operated, no further directions

are requiread.

6. Shri TDiakshina Murthy, however, states that
‘ . ‘ _ 1
the disposal of this case shduld not preclude the applicants

from questioning the order dated 1-8-1989, This order

-

Wil 2ok i bela | bare 4o the -applicants-for e

filing an apnlication questioning the order dated 1-8-1989

subjfcet to maintainability, limitation, etc.
Lo

7. © In the result, the application is disposed of

%M" M
(v . N.JAYASTMHA)
Vice Chaiffman

‘(Dictafed in open Zourt) AT
| Dt.l4th March, 19%0 ' Cfttﬁig' \&‘yY\ g
‘ DERUTY REGISTRAR(A

with no order as to costs,.

\

SQH*




