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CENTRAL AD1INSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
B A N G AL ORE 

DATED THIS THE 28TH DAY OF SEPTEr1eER, 1987 

Hen' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice—Chairman 
Present: 	 and 

Hon' ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A) 

APPLICATION NO. 966/1986 

Shri B. Raghuveera, 
Retired Divisional Electrical 
Engineer, Construction, 
Southern Railway, 
Bangalore. 

(Shri K. Rahavendra Rae, Advocate) 

v. 

The Ueneral Ilanager, 
Southern Railway, 
Park Town, Iladras. 

The Chief Engineer (Construction), 
Southern Railway, 
No.15, rlillers Road, 
Bangalore. 	 00.0 

(Shri. Sreeranyaiah, Advocate) 

Apolicant. 

Respondents. 

a 

This application having come UD for hearing to—day, 

Vice—Chairman made the following: 

OR 0 ER 

This is an application made by the aplicant under 

Section 19 of the Airninistrative Triounals Act, 1983 	the Act') 

. 	The applicant who initiallyjoiflEderViC9 as an 

•• '7electrician was promoted as an Assistant Electrical Engineer 

(I AEE' ) from 21st August,. 1976 on ad,(lQc basis and that from 

2.2.1981 he was promoted to that nest on a regular basis also. 

While working as an AEE on regular basis, he was promoted as 

a Divisional Electrical Engineer (DEE) from 11.3.1981. On 
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his promotion as DEE his pay was fixed at Rs.1200/. He 

has retired from service on 31 .12.1984. 

The apolicant claims taat when he was promoted 

as DEE on 11.3.1981, his pay should have been fixed at 

Rs.1450/ instead of R.1200/-. 	As the respondents did 

not accede to the same the aoplicant has aproached this 

Tribunal on 27.11.1986 for appropriate reliefs. 

Sri K. Raghavendra Rao, learned counsel for the 

ajplicant contends that tne pay of his client on his 

oromotion as DEE on 11.3.1981, snould have been fixed at 

Rs.1450/- instead of K.1200/ and that denial was illegal 

and unjust. 

S. 	Sri M. sreerangaiah, learned counsel for the res- 

pondents in refuting this contention of Sri Rao contends 

that this application filed on 27.11.1936 agitating a 

claim that arose prior to 1 .11 .1982-was-not maintainable 

as ruled by this Tribunal in V.K. MEHRA v. SECRETARY, 

mINISTRY GE INF0RfATION AND BROADGSTiNU, NEW DELHI 

(ATR 1936 CAT 203). 

' 	6. 	We have, earlier noticed that the claim of the 
ed 

uo 
aplicant for fixation of pay relates to a period prior 

' 	to 1.11.1982. The claim itself arose on 11.3.1981 when 

he was promoted and his pay was fixed at Rs.1200/- instead 

of Rs.1450/-. 
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7. 	In mehra's case Justice K. Madhava Reddy, Hon' ble 

Chairman s!Jeaking for the Bench examining a similar claim 

had ruled that claims which arose prLor to 1.11.1982 

cannot be entertained and adjudicated by the Tribunal 

which came into being from 1.11.1935. In the light of the 

principles enunciated in Mehra's case this application 

cannot be entertained by us. Even otherwise 	on grounds 

of delay and lacs also the claim cannot be examined 

by us. 

B. 	When once we find that the aolication itself can- 

not be entertained and adjudicated by this Tribunal, then 

the question of this Tribunal examininj the merits of the 

claim does not arise. We, therefore, decline to examine 

the merits. 

9. 	In the lijht of our above discussion, we hold that 

this application is liable to be dismissed. We, therefore, 

dismiss this application. But in the circumstances of 

the case, we direct the parties to bear their own costs. 
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