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Room Manager, Raichur in the scale of Rs.1200-2040 9  ito the 

post of Assistant Catering Manager, Guntakal in thescale 

of Rs.975-1540 was served on him on 10-10-1990. The appli-

cant contends that as no order of penalty in the DA 

proceedings has been served on him, the order dt.10-.0-1990 

is illegal. Hence this application seeking setting aside 	— 
the order dt.10-10-1990. 

2. 	We have heard Shri P.Krishna Reddy, learned dpunsel 

for the applicant and Shri N.U.RajBana, learned stat 

counsel for Railways, who has taken notice on 13-114990. 

Shri Ramana has placed the relevant records before 

to-day. The main contention of Shri Krishna Reddy is that 

no order of the Disciplinary Authority reverting hiit has been 

served on him and the applicant is therefore not in a posi- 

tion to file any appeal against that order. Only ani order 

revoking the suspension was sought to be served on t4he appli- 

cant and the applicant took objection to that orderstating 

that the order bears no signature of the competent àuthority.LIJ 

Shri Ramana on the other hand contends that 
/jhe disciplinary authority in his proceedings dt.11-1 9-90 had 

passed orders reverting the applicant and the applidant refused 

to receive the same. He also states that a copy of fproceed- 

ings dt.10-10-90 of the disciplinary authority is4lso  put 

on the notice board. As the applicant evaded to reeive 

the order of penalty, he cannot contend that the transfer 

order dt.10-10-90 is illegal for the reason that the order 

of disciplinary authority is not served and perused the 

corttd. • .3 .. 
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records. We sea from the letter dt.14-9-1990 issu 

the D.O.S., Cuntakal to the Sr.Superintendent, Rai 

that the applicant had met the D.O.S. on 11-9-1990 

informed the D.O.S. that the proceedings of the Disc 

Authority order dt.22-6-1990 is not received by him 

upon the D.C.S., triad to serve the said order, but 

by 

linary 

There- 

applicant declined to receive the same. In these c 	5- 
tances, it is clear that the applicant was aware that the 

disciplinary iias passed the order and he should hav taken 

a copy and prefer his appeal to the appellate authority. 

Shri Krishna Reddy however states that the respondents haWQ. 

not tried to serve a copy of the order on the appliáant. 

On a consideration of these submissions, we find that as 

the applicant refused to take a copy of the penalty rder 

when he was caLled to the orfice of D.C.S. on 11-9-990, 

the order is deemed to have become effective from 114..9-90. 

In the result, the order dt.10-10-93 cannot be said tto 5ij 

invalid. 

3. 	Shri Krishna Reddy states that as the applicat has 

so far not received copy of the penalty order, he has not 

been abie to prefer an appeal. He  pleis that as satutory 

provision for filing an appeal is over, the responds 

appellate authority be directed to entertain an appeal•Jj 

from the applicant. In the circumstances of the caseftha 

applicant is permitted to submit his appeal to the apellete 

authority within four weeks from the date of this ordir  and 

contd * .4.. 
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the appellate authority will dispose the seine in accordance 

with the Railway Servants (Discipline & Appeal) Rule, even 

though this appeal is beyond the period prescribed. The 

Learned standing counsel states that a copy of the puhish- 

merit order dt.22-6-1990 will, be qiven to the learned 
	

unset 

of the applicant immediately. 

4. 	The application is disposed-of with these 
	actions. 

No order as to costs. 

(a . N. JA't\MHA) 
Vice-Chairman 

cDYThS44  

(D.SURYA RAC) 
Member (j) 	H 

Dated: 6th December, 1990. 	 H 

Dictated in Open Lourt. 

Regzstrr (CT) 
as,]]  

To 

The Railway Board, rep. by its Chairman, 
Rail Shavan, New Delhi. 

The thief Personnel Officer, SC Railway, 
Rail Nilayam, Secunderabad; 

The Sr. Divisibnal Personnel 0fficer South 
Central Railway, Guntakal. 

The Divisional Commercial Superintendent, 
South Central Railway, Guntakal. 

One copy to Mr. P. Krishna Ready, Mvocate, 
3-5-899, Himayatnagar, Hyderabad - 29. 

One copy to Mr. N.y, Pamana, SC for Railways. 

One Spare Copy. 
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