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. - | AT HYDERABAD |
R.A. No. 72 of 1994
in '
- ' Ok, Yo 767 of 1992
Between:
V. D. Badi | ——dpplican at/hpplicant
LD f a

Union of India represented
by its Secretary(Establish-
nant ) ,A1y.Board, Reil Bhavan, .
Waw Delhi snd 2 others --Respondents/
Reswondents

COUNTER-\FFIDAVIT FILED O SIHALY OF mspo IDENTS Foll1 & b,
I, 4.8.R. dnjaneyulu s/o A.V. Subbaraoc, aped
about 42 years, Cccupation: Govt.Serv1ne, resident
of seCDﬂaevabed do hereby solemnly a+¢1mn and state
as Tollovws, | '

. ‘ .
2, I an vorking as the Statisties J Ahalysis
Officer in South Caentral Railvay, Secunderabnd and
therefore, well-scouainted with the facts of the
case, I &am filing this Countel-uf91d1V1t ont behealf
- of Resnondents 1 and 2 as I am authorised %o do so.

I have gone through the Raview LDnllcation. The

contentions and allegations made therein are heré&by ?

denied save those that are specifically\ admiitted
> |
hereundér.

3. I submit that the statement of chus mentioned |
in para-l o7 the R.A, are not disputed.

. & L . o
4, In reuly €0 para-2 of the F.A. it isg subniitted

that the ™ ble Tribunal examined the Roster Book .

showing the Teservation points and promotions given
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to 80/8T candidntes waich is maintained by the
Respondents-Rdilway Administration for all the
catezories of staff in the Data Processing Cenire

and was satisfied with the corrsciness of| the entries

made thereir vide para~9 of the judgment dated R2,8:24
in 0.4 767/92, Hence the contention of the Applicart
that the Roster Book is a maninulated one is incorrect
and cannot be accented., There is no new fact or logal
evidence nroduced to dishelieve the sane leither,

5, With regard to pare-3 of the R,A. it is submitted |
that =5 per Seniority List nublished on 1.8.1984, the

date of entry of Sri V.Bhaskaran, Pesnondent ¥o.2 herein,
to the zrade 15,550-750 (B3) wns =iven as 1..12.72 Tor the
reason that the Authorised Scale of Gensral Supervisor

in zrade 15,335-425 (i,s,, II-Pay Cowmmission) was Tirst |
revised ags 3,4R5-700 and later opsrated in grade 7,550-750
in the Revised Scgles (i,e., III-Pay Commission effective
from 1,1,2973). The Anplicant's contention that Fesnon- |
dent I'p.3 herein wio was Scheduled Caste emnloyce, was

promoted in a leave vacancey for 46 days is not supported
by relevant records and thereZore, cannot be accented.

8. The Abplicant further contended in para-4 of the
R.A. that the category of Console Operater is an Ex-cadre
post in the B.D.P. Cadre in sunport of mwiCh he annexed
the seniority 1ist of Console Operators published and
cireculated vide Communication Fo.3TT/P.612/DPC dsted
12.11,1934 issued by the Statistical Officer of the
B.D.P.Centre. It is submitted that the category of
Console Oprrator is not an ex-cadre post in the ZDP

Gontre nor is there any indication to that effect in the
seniority 1ist ibid. The further contention of the
Avplicant that Reshondent ¥o.3 herein was promoted zs |
General Supervisor in grade %.550-750 (£.8) in leave
vacancy for 46 days and reverted from 2.).1976 1s refuted ,
as the seme is not sunported DY records including Servicei
Reglster to this effect, |
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..and allegations made in the R.A. are vexL*lous.

- ; ]
u
7. The points raised in para-5 of the R,4, need no f
remerks since the renly was azlready given 'in the Counter- ﬁ
affidavit filed in 0.A.10.767/92 and it id reiterated
that the representation dated 17.10.19921 purported to have
been submitted by the Applicant was not réceived in
the Office of the Respondents-R&ilvay Administration, ' i
J
8. . The repeated contention of the &ppiicant in pare-6 |
of the R,A, that the Roster Register 1s a.meanipulated one ;
is refuted and it is once again submi*ted‘tha the same
is genuine vhich is maintained for a1l c“tebovles of

‘-‘nDn, . Cenbre. ’ ‘ |

T In renly to para~7 of the R.A., it is r*ubwz tted that
Respondent ¥o.3 herein was vronoted as per Roster point i
vhich fell due for SC community as already explained suprai
The seniority 1ist mentioncd by the lonlicant consists |

I 8 pages, In Page-1 of this 1list, the{ResPOndent 0,3

i
herein was shown as having entered the grade orf General i
Supervisor in scale 15,550-750 (RS) with &ffect from
1.12.72, The grade of General SuoerViso? was in scale

15, 425-700 (B8) before 1.6.1979 i.s., lower than the grade !
of Console Operator (5,550-750). The enury against |
SleFo.6 in page Ho.8 of the seniority llSu only reveals

i * L . ] » - il
that Sri Bnakkaran, Ressondent ¥0.3 here ein was officiating

in Console Operator's Grade i.e., scale ? pay %.500u750(3ﬁ)
@ fy 7.9.78, The Applicant was 7itted in the grade of :
%,550-750 (RS3) against restructured Dosz% vl th ezfeCu !
from 1.1.1284 as was- alreazdy brousht in para-3 of the ;
Judgnent dated 22,8.94 in 0.4. 767/92 which is therefore |
undisnutaile, It ig evident that the epplicant éan by
no nesns supercede Respondent No.3 sincel Respondent Ho.3

i-:'

Was pronoted earlier to the Applicant aﬁ@ is therefors,
senior to the leotter in that srade, Consecient to this |
inter-se seniority, Resnondent 1Mp.3 was vromoted to
scale B,710~900 (RS) 55 Data Processing Buperintendent
(revised scale %.2000.3200 in IV-Pay Commission with l
effect from 1.1.86) from 1.8,1034 whereas the Applicant |
Was promoted as such from 31.5.1985. Thbrefore, there |
1s neither irrsgzul arity nor illegality in the inter-ase ﬁ
seniority and promotions to the Respondents ¥o.2 apd
Applicant, It is therefore submitted that ﬁhe contentions

|
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