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1. Tha rcjornment of mdi-, 
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Chair .  an nada tha' follc,winc 	 - 	- 

L 1. •) C 1-. 

: 	 ThiE i. an 	•1iction made b-  the C.L-licaflt 

\ ."zj•aI 	 under Section 19 -°f the .dnjnirtrtive Tiibunale ct, 15ct). 
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2. 	 Prior to 4.2.1983 the applicant was workinr as 

a Farm Hand (Cultivation Section) a civilin post in the 

orfice of Young Stock Farm, Agram, Bançal9re. On 

4.2.1935 the Menacer of that office, purpotinc to exercie 

the powerE conferred on him by Fule 13 of the cCS(cCA) Rules 

155(the Pules) placed him under suspensio pending'con—

templated disciplinary pxoceedinçs' aQaint him under the 

rules. This order WCE followed up by a sa'ies of cideis 

made and the last order of suspension had een made on 

17.3.1963 (P.nnexure D) by the Jeputy Diiecor of r;ilitary 

Farms, Southern Command, Poona(IJiractcr) which is now in 

operation açairst him. 

on receipt of this)the order of the Director, 

the applicant instead of filinc an appeal under Rule 23 

of the F.ules acainst the same to the competent appellate 

authority namely, the QUarter3stfeneral, 'New Delhi 

(mt) tot issued a legal notice, to him, ttje Director, and 

Covernrnent callinc uoon all of them to rHoI<e the order 

of suspension and also the initiation of disciplinary 

proceedincs acainst him. As no one of thorn did act on 

the same, the applicant has approached this Tribunal 

on 5.13.137 challenginç the order of susrension made 

by the Director and the very initiation of disciplinary 

proceedinos aceint him on diverse 9rounds. 

.t our direction the respondents have entered 

appearance and produced their records. 

Sri A.C.Rajosekhar, learned coirisel for the 

applicant, without riohtly disputing that, the applicant 

had not filed appeal under the Rules to the Appellate 



Authority(M):  the laal notice itself cot issued by him 

on 15.6,1936(Annexuie K) must itself be directed to be 

treated as an appeal under rule .23 of the Rules and the 

aP.. directed to dispose of the same on merits. 

Sri 1.S.Padrnarajaiah, learned counsel for the 

respondents, contends that by any stretch of imainotion 

the legl notice cannot be treated as an appeal and the 

same decided as an appeal. He also contends that the 

orderschallenc.ed were lecal and valid. 

The applicant a Group D official is not also 

an educated person. On receipt of the order of the 

Director the applicant approached a lecal practitioner 

in the matter, who issued a lel notice callinQ upon 

the authority which had placed him under suspension and 

thapellate authority to.roke the order of suspen—

sion and the disciplinary prceedins initiated aoint 

him. 

Sri Padmarajaiah is ric.ht  that a lecal notice 

and an appeal are different and normally one cannot be 

treated ac the other. The legal notice cannot normally 

be treated as an appeal can hardly be doubted. But 

that does not necessarily mean that in the interests 

of justice that can never be done also. 

On i norance of the applicant and facts and 

circumstances of this case, we consider it proper to 

direct the QG to treat the leqalnotice itself' cot 

i5sued on 15.6.1985 as an appeal under Rule 23. 

Sri Padmarajaiah contends that even if the 
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notice is rsistered as an appeal then the sare would be 

out of time under Fule 25 of the Fules. 

L-Cap
ly  - 

Rule 25 emowers the appellate authority to 

condone the delay for sufficient reasons. IfI that is 

so, then we consider it proper to permit the applicant 

to make an application br condonation of dely and 

direct the iG to deal with the same with syrnathy. We 

have no doubt that the MG without beinc unduy technical 

would condone th9 delay zind deal with the 3ppal On rneritE•. 

On the view expressed we do not plopose to 

examine the validity of the orders passd by the autho-

ritis which had to be done in the first insance by the 

1G only. Je, therefoie, leave them open. 

In the lic.ht  of our above discussion we make 

the followinc orders and directions on the mtter 

i) We direct th1uarter 'laster General-
Respondent 2-.to reQister the legal 
notice received by him from the ppli-
cant on 15.6.B6 &E an appeal undr 
rule 23 of th Pules, and also rceive 
any a:plication to be made by th appli-
cant for condonation of delay an deal 
with them in accordance with law and 
the observations made in this order 
with all such expedition as is pthssiblo 
in the circumstances and in any event 
within 50 days from the date o *eieipt 
of this order. 

'U, 

Application is disposed of in th above terms. 

But in the circumstances of the case, we dirct the parties 

to baar their own costs, 

iice_ChairnT\14 	 Menber (A) 	1P, '? 
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