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( By Hen, G.S,Sharma,Jm) |

This is a petitien under Section 19 of the Administratiyve
Tribunals Act XIII of 1985 and the applicant has prayed tﬁat the |
respondents be directed to call him fer interview for being
appointed en the pest of Sr.Draftsman/sr, Estimater and te appoint

him on the said poest,

2. The relevant facts of thi: case are that the applicant

is a resident ef Allahabad within the jurisdictisn ef this Bench
of the Tribunal, 1In respense to an empleyment neus publishad

in the news papers by the respendent, the applicant had applied
for the post ef Sr.Draftsmary Sr, Estimater and he was called

for written examinatien by the respendent which was held at

Nasik en 25,5,1986, The @pplicant was feund successful in the
written examinatien, result whereef was published in the

ROJGAR SAMACHAR datcf ?.2.1987,nnd it was netified that successful
candidates shall be called fer interview persenally and intesrview
cards in persen shall be given subsequently, It is alleged

that the applicant did net receive any interview card and when

he knew that seme persens yhe had appeared in the written

examinatien with him were finally selected and given the appeintment,
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he filed this petitipn en 7.9.1987 for the relief stated

above,

1} The petition has been centested en behalf eof the
respondent and it has been stated in its reply that this Bench
has ne jurisdictien teo preceed with the case as the causs ef
action had arisen at Bembay, The applicant was called fer
interview en 14,5,1987 under roll ne, 84 issued te him under
Certificate of pesting, The presumptien is that the said
interview letter must have reached the applicant and he himself
did net attend the interview on the said date and he ceuld have,
therefere, no grisvance against the respondents, Thse reassults
of the competitive examinatien were finalised loeng befere and the
names of the successful candidates were Ei;ffrucummendad te the
Railway Administratien for appeintment and the petitien is very

much belated and is net maintainable en this ground as well,

The petitien has ne merit and it is liable . be dismissed,

4, In his rejeinder, it has been stated by the applicant
that the admit card for the written >xaminatien was received

by the applicant at Allahabad and accerding te the cententien

of the respendentg, even the admit card fer the interview was
sent to the applicant te his Allahabad address and as such,

a part ef the cause ef actien had arisen at Allahabad within

the jurisdictien ef this Bench ef the Tribunal and the cententien
of the respendent to the contrary is net cerrect, He denied

his having received any interview card/letter frem the respendent
and maintained that he has the cause ef actien as in the eye ef
law he was entitled te receive the interview card personally

as intimated by the respondent while declaring the results

of the written examinatien,
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3, we will first like to censider the quest.on of jurisdiction
of this pench of the Tribunal raised by the respendent, Accerding
to rule § of the Central Adrinistrative Tribunal (Procedure) Rules,
1967, a petition can be filed by the applicant with the Registry ef
the Bench within uhose jurisdictioen the applicant is pested for the
time baing or the cause of action whelly or in part had arisen. The
a. licant still seems toO be out of employment and the question of
his pesting uncer the resporcent within the jurisdiction of this
Tribunal dees nol arise, Accerding to him, the Allahabad Bench

of the Tribunal has jurisdiction to entertain this case enly because
the admit card for the written examination was received by the
applicant at Allahabad and even for the interview he was entitled to
get the call letter at Allahabad and even according to the :nntnnéinn
of the respondent it was actually sent tc him at his Allahabad

address,

b, Gimilar question had arisen before this Banch in 0,A.Ne,

725 of 1387 (Tanvirul Islam VUs. Railuwey Recruitment Beard and another)

and after very careful consideration of the relevant case lauws

the contention of the applicant regarding jurisdiction was rejected
and in our decision rendered today, it has been held that the mere
service of nnticazzﬁi place within the territorial jurisdiction of
a Court or Tribunal will not confer jurisc on en it as the service
of notice is not a part of ceuse of action, ine principles laid
down in the said decisien will equally apply to the casa besfere us
end we accordingly hald that this Bench of theTribunal has no

jurisdiction to try this case, In view of this finding, we will

not like to enter into the merits of the case of the applicant,

Ti we accordingly direct the Registry te return the
eriginal petitien of the applicant to him for presentation befors

the preper Bench ot the Tribunal, The cests of this case ahall abice

1

ﬁf the ultimate result of the petitien if any is filed byft:;
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applicant. The parties shall, etherwise bear th:i; :uﬁ'gfsifiggtitiun#
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