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Dantral Admihistratiut J:ibunal
feincipal Benah, Wau ael,ni*

0;\-33/9:

few felni this the

Hon»bls 3h. B, K, Singh ^ Ĥerabsr (rt|
iton' bi0 I5c« A, Veday a11.i f •••ismbar (- I

5h, Ura«sh HUiaar Vsrma,
S/o 3h. Ragender Singh
yor,king a.s Tailor - Ho.78dG202,
BIO# At roy 3ass Uor kshop#
Tleerut Uantt* # UP,

(through Sh, O.K. Garg, advoca.a)

A

i «

ycsrsus

The felon of India,
through the Secretary/-Aihisw*y
of Ssfenca, ffeyt. of India,
Nay IMlhi,

2 '' The Commandant,
510, Army ® yorkshop#
fiserut un .#UP,

(through Sh. l/.S.R. Krishna, adyocr

- ♦

Applican!

Raspondents

te)^

dsliyarad by r
CB'iER

-lon'bla Sh, B, K. Singh, riemofcfr (:A/

This 0, A. No.33/95 has bssn file-": saeki.ng

18 following rsliers •—

{a} to issue an aporopr iais direc,.ion or
order commanding bh a res pond vn ,s -o
niv/a ths pay scal^-s of sls.2f.0«400 to
the applicant with sffecc. frcm 17,1,£'3
as has' been ordered by the Hon*fala
Supreme Court of Indie in wn •
petitions filed by ths collaaguas ot
the applicant, similarly situabedj

-(b) to issue .-n approoriate diraction or
order commanding "he r8cpc3ndents lo
pay the arrears of pay scales as has
been don - in the case of ot-y r persons,
similarly situatad.
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aspondents filsd cn^ii- i •. ly
Ch notice the res

contss t

for.

ing ths application and gran, ot ^ d J ,

Heard ohe learned counsel for tne -tn..

perused cbs record of the case,

* pares el of reliefs sought for itself indicaces

that the applicants ha«8 been claiming relief ai ;n efr.-
from 17.1. 1983» Ibe Honbole Supreme saourr xn of

. 1 f r Teriou t'linnh {19^1 (4*1 S - ^ u Si^eState of Punjab -fe. Gurueu uxngn ^

held the vieu that the party aggri -^00 by xn ni bur ncn

to approach Che court for reliefs uithin the occ^ucery
period of limitation, since after the expiry of
statutory time limit, th© cour c c^.tnno^- yx ctn t -c

prayed for* .The same view has been reitdr- •

of S.3. Rathore Is. State of P. (AW I^O SilO) bol-'

that an aggrieyed person rnusu appi-Q-uu..

relief uitiiin one year if no rupritfStjnt.aL,ib.y •cpp-.u,x

•been filed and six months t if m- npp.t^l/r -yc..

has been preferred. It further lays o-n xi-iu-ad

unsucoessful representations •do not axcen"^ ti cexioe

of limitation,

.% regards the various iudgemanis qcoced ny trac.

learnsd counsel for the applicant, it may ds puln-ed

out that the Hon'ble Supreme -itour t in case of ehoop

Singh Is. Li. 0.1. (3T 1992 (3^3 322)h..yu hel'J ch- vie.

that judgeinafits/orders of the court in other cases do
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The muse of action hab
of action. The caubtsnot give cause or ai- . ^

4.K0 or-tual date and aggrieveu
to be reckoned from the actual

Ph the competent court uithinnersons roust approach the comp
Kori This view wasthe period of limitation presorxaed.

+pr force in case of U.O.I. Vs.reiterated uith greater force in
^ ^003(3) 3C 418. It was

Ratam Chandra baraanta-3T
1 nri Inches deprive a person -sheld that delay and lachee op

•1 his to him and if the remedy is lost,remedy available to nxm

• ht also is lost alonguith it* I" ca"the right aiso x=- ^
1 Ws UGI 3T 1994(3)P.12<-#Ex-captain Hariah Uppal Ue. "fi

, 1 I f h a t u s 1 av o e f e a

the Hon-bls Supreme Court has helu that ^
eguity and court should help those uho are uigi -n,
3pd not those uho are indolent. The parties are
expected to pursue their rights and remedies promptly
and If they Just slumber over thair rights, she
court should decline to interafere. The p-rioa

hns been preseribed specifically underlimitation has oeen p^-

p 4-KP a T Act, 1985. No M.A. TexSection 21 pf the A.T. Hcc,
ur-on fi led and u® find no

condonation of delay has been

reason to condone the delay.

The various reports also filed by the
learned counsel for the appli'cant regarding recommen-

; hii", arsnsnflliBS ComfllittS®
np 4-hP 3rd Pay Commission, Anomadations of the oru rdy w

. .4 oni- of the Hon'blB Supreme Court haveand the judgement of tne

dealt Uith the cases ether than those of the tailors.
The classification of tailors into tuo groups ho
cot yet been struch doun and, therefore, unless this
classification is struck do« the tailors ulll nor be

.U scale of pay and the judgeraonceligible for the same ocaie i f ?

of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in ca=e of Boot Ma. ^
will not be applicalbe to them. The dassi tica.u
and the pay scales for tailors still ex..ot

< I TKo Id c ouns el"^ To I' the
the statute 000k. The 1
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,nt has —t cut aletter .hose veracity oou.
-rtificc ty the ih. counsel rot the responceats.

"1, .100 IS an internal corresponCenae unarain ,
^ . t has sent a reply to Gorkha

l.uc^ nnnra ReQiment hasthe Dogra neg P^nnclusion that the
0+- lead us to any conciusx

Ton of the tailors into too groups has sincePlassifica r

u„on <!truck doun eitnei uybeen ariui-^ nf the
1 no a=; a result or i-n®

by the re^ondents themse u ,
datlons of the Anomalies Comities. rhreconmendati of the 3rd Pay Commission

CP the recomiTiendation-jinstant cas , mmTission recom-
4-1-,p Ath Pay Cornmissxt^f

j T. phallenqB when the 4t. yare under ohel 9 , ,=a in fuH a"''
laticns have alreaoy been implementedmendationd ,

; _ -noi'-n's recoram6nLiat--'ns
5th pay Commissidn

. • « ThP D3V bC3i-^°
stage of finalisa.io .

.. Hke Pay Commissions as has oeine.pert bodies 1 of UP SOrs. Us.
Hon'ble bupreme Court i ^

• 1 Prd AIB 19B9 bC 19 and in ca.3.P. Chaurasia i • ^ ^gj
aP mp . «rs. Ua. Pramod Bhartiya •

nf other judgements. Unlepo iand in a catena of otner 3" G
fh't this classification is arbiria^y>ficaily shoun that thi ^

It nrant the reliefs prayed fot.Tribunal can not, j
_ u4 4- hv delay anO

i-opfi"n is oismissed as one hit ythe application i

laches and also on merits.

There uill be no order as to cost..

(Dr. A« Vedauaij-i / Member (A;
fiemDer(3)

/ vv/


