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IN THE CENTRAL ADMIftISTRATIYE TRIBUNAL HYDERASAD BTtTCH: 

AT HYDER7BAD 

O.A.N0. 402 of 1989 
	 Date of Order:14/03/1990 

Civil Accounts and Audit A•ssociation 
Offices of the Accountants General 
(A&E) and (Audit I & ii), A• p • , 
F{y6erabad.-500 463, reoreented by 
its General Secretary, Sri i4.Solomon 
Raju; 	- 

B.B.Rarnchander 
Senior Accountant, 
o/o Accountant General (A&E) 
A. F.Hyderahad. 

Znplicants 

and 

The Accountant General (A&E) 
A.P. Hyderahad and 4 others 

Respondents 

For Applicants: Mr.I.Dakshi.na-Murthy, Adv'cate 

or ResDondents: Mr.G.Parameshwar Pao, Standino Counsel 
for Accountant General 

C 0 R A M: 

HDN'BLE SHRI 2.W.JT\YASIMHA: VICE CHAIMAN 

(Judgment deiivered by Hon'hie Shri B.N.Jayasimha, VC) 

1. 	This anplication has been filed guestioninq 

the Government of India's clarification reqardinq 

reimbursement of Tuition feesas communicated by the 

Comptroller and Auditor General of India, in U.0.No. 

12011/1/813-Estt. (Allowaevs)dated 611989. 
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The applicants tate that the IV Pay Commission 

made recommendations regarding various types of Allowances 

under the Educational Assistance Scheme and the recnmrnen-

dations of the Pay Commission are generally applicable 

with effect from 1-1-1986. The Pay Commission also 

recommended reimbursement of tuition fee and Children s 

educational Allowance and it was extended for all the 

classes from Class I to Class XII.>  5hereas such allowances 

were not available to the children studying in Class I 

to Class V §arlier. The orders were issued in No.18011/ 

87-Estt (Allowances), dated 31st December, 1987 enhancing 

the rate of reimbursement of Tuition fee. It was 

stated that the new rates will he effected from 1-10-1986 

in respect of employees who were eligible for these 

benefits as per criteria and upper pay limit in force prior 

to 1-1-1286. ft was also stated that the upper pay limit 

would not apply with effect from 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 dated 6-1-1989 the respondents ae proposing to 

recover the tuition fee already reimbursed for the 

period from 1-10-1986 to 30-11-1987. Hence, they have 

filed this application. 

The respondents have filed a. counter stating 

that the Governmnt of India, Department of Personnel and 

Training in O.M.No.12011/1/88-Estt(Allowance) dated 

1-8-1989 have clarified the position and accordingly no 

recovery/reimbursement of tuition fee paid during the 

period from 1-10-1986 to 30-11-1987 will he effected. 

Thus, the relief sought for by the applicant has been 

settled and no further orders are required in this case. 

contd. . .3 
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To: 
1 The Accountant Genera],(A&E) A.P.Hyderabad_500 463. 

2. The Accountant Genexal(Audit...I) R.P.Ryderabad_500 453. 

The Accountant COflOral(Audit_II)4.p.Uyderabad_500 453, 
................................. 

4.Th ComtrlplJr&t$utf1tQrcefleraiopInafa i01;trPs and 
Delhi—i-ui -Qo 	.- 	C. 

(A&E
) 
	(; t4c!,1. 	'.')• 	P,Hvgrj - - L, 

. The--SecSthry, (Government- or IQdipy ftnistry ofinance MLtJtn. .db. 
L 	 .'-,tiycc 	 - 

&: One copy to Mr.I.Dakshjna Murthy,Advocata,10_1_.18/25, 
Shyamnagar,Hyderabad-503 004. 

2.. One copy to 1'1r.G.Parameshwax' Ran, SC for Accountant General, 
CAT. , Fly clara bad. 

0. One spare copy. 
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4: 	I have heard Shri I.Dakshina t4iirthv, learned 

counsel for the applicant and Shri G.Parmsher Rao, 

Standinc Counsel representing the AccDuntant General. 

It is seen from the facts above that the 

applicants have received the relief they have as<ed 

for. Shri Dakshina ?4urthy, however, contends that 

the applicants are eligible for reimhursemet c' tuition 

fees from i1i986 and not from 1-10-1986 asclarified 

by the Government of India in I!emo dated 1-9-1989. The 

applicants have not questioned this letter in this 

application. Even subsequent to the issue of this 

letter they have not sought any amendment of the oryer. 

In these circumstances, as the prayer asked for by 

the applicants that there should be no recovery, has 

been settled and the U.O.No.12011/1/88-Estt. (Allowcs) 

dated 6-1-1989, is also not operated, no furthr directthns 

are required. 

Shri Dakshina Murthy, however, stRtes that 

the disposal of this case shdijld not prec'ude the applicants 

from questioning the order dated 1-8-1289. This order 

wthlt1T no 'be 8 barto the applicants fan 

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

WbjAct to maintainability;,, limitation, etc. 
a 

In the result, the application is disposed of 

with no order as to costs. 

(Dittated in open Court) 
Dt,14yh March, 1990 

(B .N.JAYASIM}-IA) 
Vice Cha4man 

DEPUTY RECISTRAR(A) 
SQH* 


