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AT HYDERABAD
0.A.No, 468,/92
BE‘I‘WEEN H

Smt.E.Y.J.Rao .. applicant

AND

1, Station Accounts Officer,
AirForce -Station,
Begumpet, HyGerabad.

2, Commanding Officer,
Air Forme Station,
Beyumpet, Hyderszbad,

3. Administration Officer,
Head (uarters, Training
Command, Bangalofe,

4, Cnief of Air Staff,
Air Head (Cuarters,
Vayublavan,

New Delhi,

5, Union of India, rep, by
. the Secretery, Ministry
of Defence,
New Delhi,
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Counsel for the Respondents .. Mr.M.Jaganmohenked
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the excess amount paid towards tution fee is legal and
valid,

It 15 only when a Centrail Government servant is
transferred’ in the middle of an academic year that Hostel

Subsidy is pzov1Ved to the parent of the chilc S0 as to enable

‘the’'child'to continue’the educatiog,at the place the child

was studying, = so, that the s;udiqs during the academic year

may notc be get disturbed. . Admittedly the applicant had not

. been transferred from Bangalore, We are not able to underqtand

LY

how the applicant who was working at Bangalore, after having

sdmitted her child for her own convenience in the Hostel at
“

Beangalore ean claim Hostel Subsidy. Prortidstel v Eabsid K3 hes
seGﬁSPto\ﬁavexbeﬁﬂ\@ﬁiﬁftoqthewe@g}éﬁeqtfeﬁxeheeﬁﬁis; So,
the action of the respondents {n not paéing Hostel Subsidy to
the applicant cannot be said to be wrong in view of the
circumstances of the case, We see no merits in this O,A,

and the O,A, iis liable to be dismissed and accordingly

Gismissed, leaving the parties to bear their own costs,
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Hostel Subsidy thetigh the applicant is not entitled for
the same and that the department is justified in initiating

a&tion for recovery of the same.

We have heard Ms.Kalyani for Mrs.S.Thripura Sundari
Advocate for the applicant and Mr.M.Jagan Mohan Reddy,

Standing Counsel for the respondents,

According to the applicant, the applicant is
entitled to be paid towards.tution fee at the rate of Rs.60/~
per month as that is the rate prescribed for students
studying in Central Schools?nd S0 the action of the respon-
dents to recover the tution fee on the ground that the
excess amount had been paid is not correct., The learned
counsel for the respoﬁdents has taken us through the Rule
position, para 18 and 19 of G.0.I. Home Affairs (Dept. of
Personal and Administrative Reform) Office Memorandum No.
180/1/80-Estt (Allowance) dated 24.3.1984 (enclosed as Appx-

e bW
'Cc*) cleer;y—says that a Government Servant shall be eligible
to wre reimbursement of tution fees payable and actually

paid in respect of his child. Further, it says that the

tution fees payable and actually paid by to a Government

Servant in respect of his child may be reimbursedsubject

to the following limits:-

(a) Classes V to VIII ®B.5/= p.m.

{b) CIasses‘ixqto XII Fees approved by the
Kendriya Vidyalaya.which is B.G,i and 8
respectively per{ﬁonth. -

The iearned counsel for the applicant had not shown #&ny

rule position or instructions _contra %o the rule relied
Tow ~

by the respondents. So, there ¥s no doubt abeut—tire—fael

that the applicant had been paid by mistake tution fee at
the rate of K.60/- p.m. even thoeugh she was not entitled

for the same.. So, the action of the respondents to recover e
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-

- ] ~ - PR
% B ‘ =
t S 3
Copy to:-
1. Station Accounts Officer, Air Force Station, Begumpet, Hyd.
2. Commanding Officer, Air Force Station, Begumpet, Hyderabad.
3. Administration Officer, Head Quarters, Training Command,
Bangalore.
4, Chief of Air staff, Air Head Quarters, Vayﬁbhavan, New Delhil
5, Secretary, Hinistry of pefence, Union of India, New;Delhi.
PN
6. ©One copy to Sri.kyEnkatachary, adgvocate, 11-6-868, Ftedhills..k
Hyderabad. i
7. One copy to Sri. M.Jagan Mohan Reddy. 2addl. CGSC, CAT, Hyd. E
8, One spare CODPY. | |
Rsm/=
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' Order of the Single Member Bench delivered ag ’
Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member (Judl, ). -
This is an application filed under Section 19 of
the Administrative Tribunals Act to direct the respondents e~
to quash the dmpugned order issued by the first respondent
dated 5,4,1991 to reimburse the tution fee paid to the applicant
and also direct the responcents to pay kx the Hostel Subsidy of
ks, 3, OOb/- together with interest and pass such other order or
'orders as may Geem fit and proper in the circumstances of

the case;t

¥

o ‘o . - . .

& The facts giving rise to tihis C.A. in brief are
LI
&

aS*leiéws:-

2, The applicant had joined service in the Air Force

on 1,6.1963 as Lower Division Clerk and she was promoted as
Upper Division Clerk on 12.8.1988., She had admitted her son
(E.Sxidhar) in the 6th class against 33% boarding strength for
cpildren of servicing officeis and Civilians in the King George
School (Military school) Bangalore in 1981, He had completed
his studied by the year 1986 after studying from 6th standard to
10th Standard. The first respondent issued order on 5.4.1991 to
refund ks, 3,600/~ paid to the @pplicant towards alleged excess
tutioﬁfee for the Study of E,Sricdhar, the son of the applicant
wa® not paid the hostel subsidy of Bs.3,000/-, Aggrieved by the
action of the respondents to refund the said amount the present
O.A. is filed by the applicant herein for the relief as alreedy

been incdicated above,

3. | Counter is filed by the respondents opposing
this O.A,
4, It is the case of the respondents that by mistake

that the applicant had been paid excess tution fee and
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IN THE CENTEAL ADMINISTRATIVE TKIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No,468/92 Date of order: 26.9,.1993
BETWEEN 3
Smt,BE.Y,J.Rao .. Applicant
AND
i, Station Accounts CGfficer,

&ir Force Station,
Begumpet, Hyderabad,

2. Commanding OQfficer,
Air Iorme Station,
Beyumpet, Hydersbad,

3. Aministration Officer,
Head (uarters, Training
Command, Bangalore,

4, Cnief of Air Staff,
Air Head Quarters,

Vayubbavan,

New Delhi. :
5. Union of India, rep. by

the Secretary, Ministry

of Defence,

New Delhi. fodl— .. Kespondents,
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, — s Tripuvn Sundang,
P.N-
Counsel for the Applicant .o M11Yenkatacharyth¢
M- alyee .

Counsel for the Lesponcents .. Mr,M.Jaganmohénhedd
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- H*h
the axcess amount paid towards tuition fee is legal and’;afid.‘ '
**tHence, the respondents shall recover from the applicangﬁfﬁ§¥
ﬂﬁﬁﬂbb‘ baldnce of the amount only after deducting the amount thaﬂEPas ’
got to be reimbursed to her as per the Govt, of India, Cetitral
Civil services (Educational Assia%anqe ) Orders dated 24.3.84,

‘ ‘-.I\J
It is only when a Central Government servant is

transferred in the sﬁiddle of an academic yéar that Hostel
Subsidy is pfoviged to the parent of the child so as to enable
the child to continue the educ:a_{tior} at the place the child
was! studyin_g, so, that the studias during the academic year
may not be\ get disturbed, Admittedly the gpplicant had not
been transferred from Baqgalore. We are not able to understand
how the applic‘ant who was working at Bangslore, after having
admitted her child for her own convenience in the Hostel at
Ban\galore ean claim Hostel SubSidy.- ;;&:-H:b'stetv“ﬁubsidmﬁm
WWW&WV@QW@@W@ So,

the action of the respondents in not pajing Hostel Subsidy to
the applicant cannot be said to be wrong in view of the
circumstances of the case, Ve see no merits in this 0.A.

and the O.A., 45 liable to be dismissed and eccordingly

dismissed, leaving the parties to bear their own costs,

FIg BE UE COp
Date..eununcvviseeenen 21 -
| Court Officer \5\(/‘ |
Central Administrative Tribunal

Byderabad Bench
Hyderabad,

' ***Inserted ae; per orders dated 3.9.93
sd passed in RP 20/93
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Hostel Subsidy thetigh the applicant is not entitled for
the same and that the department i{s justified in initiating

action for redovery of the same.

We have heard Ms.Kalyani for Mrs.S.Thripura Sundari
Advocate for the applicant and Mr.M.Jagan Mohan Reddy,

Standing Counsel for the respondents,

According to the applicant, the applicant is

"entitled to be paid towards tution fee at the rate of R.60/-

per month as that is the rate prescribed for students

studying in Central Schools%ndigb the action of the réSpon-
dents to recover the tution fee on the ground that the |
excess amount had been paid is not correct, The learned
counsellfor the respondents has taken us through the Rulé
position, para 18 and 19 of G.0.I, Home Affairs (Dept. of
Personal and Administrative Reforﬁ) Office Memorandum No..

180/1/80-Estt (Allowance) dated 24.3,1984 (enclosed as Appx-
7 er HLM — :

"C'):f%gxﬁy-says that a Government Servant shall be eligible

I~
to % reimbursement of tution fees payable and actually

paid in respect of his child. Further, it says that the

tution fees payable and actually paid by to a Government
Servant in respect of his cgild may be reihbursedsubject

to the following limits:-

(a) Classes V to VIII R.5/=- p.m,

(b) Classes IX to XII Fees approved'bj the
Kendriya Vidyalaya.which is % Rs.15/- per my:th.
for each of the classa, - '

The learned counsel for the applicant had not shown &ny

‘rule position or instructions contra %o the rule relied

S

o N2

by the respondents. So, there #s no doubt abeut—tire—faet ?&

that the applicant had been paid by mistake tution fee at.-jf

s

R

the rate of B.60/~ p.m. even though she was not entitled

for the same. So, the action of the respondents to recovéf“L%

— | . (
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* Substituted as per orders dated 03.09.1993 passed inRP 20/@
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Copy to:i-
i, Station Accounts Officer,'Air Force Station, Begumpet, Hyd.i
2. Commanding Officer, Air Force Station, Begumpet, Hyderabad.
3; Administration Officer, Head Quarters, Training Command,
Bangalore.
4, Chief of air staff, Air Head Quarters, Vayubhavan, New Delhi;
5. Secretary, Ministry of pefence, Union of India, New Delhi.
6. One copy to SriSiéénkatachary, advocate,l11-6-868, ﬁedhills,
Hyderabad. : 3
7. One copy to Sri. M.Jagan Mohan Reddy, Addl. CGsC, CAT, Hyd.
8, One spare Copy.
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