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not give cause of action. The cause of action has
to be reckoned from the actual date and aggrisved
persons must approach the competent court within
the period of limitation ﬁrescrlaed. This view was
reiterated with greater force in case of Ueloele Vse
Ratam Chandra Samanta=-3T 1993(3) SC 418. It was
held that delay and Laches deprive a person of the
km | remedy available to him and if the remedy is 108t
| the right also is lost alongwith it. in case of
Ex-Captain Harish uppal Vs. UCI 97 1994 (3)P.126,
the Hon'ble Supreme Court has hsld that dslay defeats
P equity and court should help tho=e who are vigilant
and not those who are indolent. The partles are
gxpected tO pursue their rights and remedies promptly
ahd if they just slumber over their rights, the ’
court should decline to interefere. The p;rigd of
limitation has Deen prese ribed specifically under
gection 21 of the A.T. Act, 1985, No MeAe for
{ condonation of delay has been Flleu and we f:md n:‘:s’

reason to condoné the delaye.

Tﬁe yvarious reports also filed by the
learned counsel for the applicant regarding zecommgﬁ«'
dations of the 3rd Pay;Ccmmission, Anocmalies Committee ?l
and the judgement of the Hon'ble Supreme Court have
dealt with the cases other than those of thektailarsg
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not yet been struck doun and,‘therefare, uniess this
classifiCatlcn is struck down the tailors will not be
eligible for the same scale of pay and the 3udﬂameﬁﬁ
of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in case of oot Makers
will not be applicalbe to them. The ClaS:lflCatlﬂﬁ

and the pay scales for tailors still exist in3
the statute sooke The 1d. counsequa& the
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wmandaticnsshave already been 1mplamented in full and the

5th @ay commission's reccmmenqatlons also are in the .
Aistage of Flnallsatlon. The pay scales are laft to Lha:

pert delBS like Pay Commlsmlons as has Bean he id by the;

Hon'ble Su;reme Court in cas ;8 of State of UP & Grs. Vs«

3P Chaurasza & ors. AIR 1989 SC 19 aﬂd in caszcf atata

of WP & Bms. Vs. pramod Bhartiya & ﬁrs. 3? %QQZ(S) sC 683
,fand‘in a ¢atena'af other JuﬁQEments. Unless it 18 sgﬁti-

fically Sheun that'this ClaSSlflsaulGﬂ is avbltrary,

the Trlbunal can not grant the rellefs prayed for. Thus;“g‘”
. the,appllcatlan is dlSmlSsEd as one hit by delay ané'f7

laches -and also on meritse
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