J, I TEM NO. 104 COURT NO. 10 SECTION |V

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

ClVIL APPEAL NO(s). 1930 OF 2003

STATE OF HARYANA & ORS. Appel | ant (s)

VERSUS

HARI SH KUMAR & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth office report )

Date: 22/02/2006 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE B. N. SRI KRI SHNA

HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE LOKESHWAR SI NGH PANTA
For Appellant(s) M. Chitranjan Singh, Adv.

M. Manjeet Singh, Adv.
M. Hari kesh Singh, Adv.

M. T.V. CGeorge, Adv.

For Respondent(s) M. Raj Kumar Mehta, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng

ORDER

The Appeal is di smi ssed in terns of t he

order with no order as to costs.

si gned



(K. K. Chaw a) (Radha R

Bhat i a)
Court Master Court M
aster
[ Signed order is placed on the file]
I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CIVIL ORI G NAL JURI SDI CTI ON
ClVIL APPEAL NO. 1930 of 2003
STATE OF HARYANA & ORS. Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS
HARI SH KUMAR & ORS. Respondent ( s)
ORDER
e have per used t he record and heard t he | ear ned
counsel on both sides.
The only guestion i nvol ved in the Wit Petition
filed before t he Hi gh Court was:
whet her t he
Petitioners, who wer e wor ki ng on t he posts of Secti onal
O ficer (Mechani cal ), Secti onal O ficer

(Gvil),



Bl asti ng Super vi sor, Super vi sor ( Bi ogas) and Drilling

I n- char ge, wer e entitled to claim pay parity with their
counterparts in t he same cadre wor ki ng as Juni or
Engi neers in t he Agriculture Depart ment . When t he Wit

Petition was bei ng hear d, t he Hi gh Court by an order

made on 4t h Decenber, 1999 di rected t he State Gover nnent

to forma Hi gh Powered Committee to go into the question

of parity of t he pay scal es. Such a Conmittee was

constituted by t he State Gover nnent and went into t he

i ssue threadbare. A report was nmade by the Conmittee to

t he State Gover nnent whi ch resul ted in t he order of

State Gover nnent dat ed 23rd Decenber, 1999 by whi ch t he

Appel | ant State Gover nient accepted t he plea of t he

Respondent s- Enpl oyees t hat t hey wer e entitled to parity

in pay-scal es

The only question ur ged before the Hi gh Court was

with regard to t he date from which t he revi sed pay-



scal es wer e to be made appl i cabl e to t he Respondent s-

Enpl oyees. Wile the State Gover nnent insisted that

such revi sed pay-scal e shoul d be made ef fective only

from 1.1.1996, t he Respondent s- Enpl oyees wer e seeki ng

t he revision of t he pay-scal es from 1.1.1992, which  was

t he date on whi ch t he revi sed pay- scal es wer e made

adm ssi bl e to t he Juni or Engi neers with whom the parity

has been est abl i shed.

After hearing the parties, t he Hi gh Court by the

i mpugned Judgnent directed t hat such parity shal | be

made effective from the sane date i.e. from 1.1.1992

but restricted t he payment of arrears to t he peri od of

three years and t wo nmont hs i medi ately precedi ng t he
date of filing t he Wit Petition. In ot her wor ds t he
financi al i mplication is t hat arrears have to be pai d

from3.2.1995 for 11 nonths. W do not think that there

was any material placed before the High Court to conme to



any ot her deci si on, nor is there any mat eri al pl aced

before us to persuade us that the paynent of arrears for

11 nmont hs is such heavy fi nanci al liability t hat t he

State Governnment is utterly incapable of bearing

In t he ci rcunst ances, we are satisfied t hat

justice has been done. There is no need for us

interfere in exercise of our powers under Article 136 of

the Constitution. The Appeal is disnissed with no order

as to costs.

(B.N. Srikrishna)

(Lokeshwar Si ngh Panta)
New Del hi ;

February 22, 2006

to



