
/

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBU~L, ALlAHABAD BEf'{';H,MlAHAAAD.

**,*******
Dated : AlIa habe d this the 20th day c:f Oct. 1995.

Or iq ina I Appli: at ion No. 15 of 1995.

CORAM: Hon tb Is Mr: T. L. Verma,J .M.
Hon!h 1e Mr. S. Daya I, A.M.

Kr1shan Chandra, ace d about 27 years,

SIPl of Shri Ram Nath Shakyawar,

Res ident of 8-1214, G.T.8 .t'i:tgar,

Kareli Scheme, Allahabad •••••••... Applicant
(By Advocate Sri D. P, Singh)

Versus
1. The Union of India through Secretary,

Ministry of 1nt imat ion Bvam Broadcast ing,
Department, New Oelhi.

2. The Assistant Station Director,
All India Radio. Sagar(M.P) .

• . . . .Respondent s.

~~(Oral)
( P.Y lIon 'blp Pr. or ;L.V c:rlT,a J .!,)________________________ L -_

-.e<:trei Sr i • . S inr ~, 1 "c r n c u n r- e1The
for t:10 anplica.n~' ••L ~ea r~ - - counsel:' or tlv" ap cI Lcarrt

we t: r e uLrv=d to satisfy t"'~ benc h uS to how this
th~

bench ofL~'ribunal has po';rr tf') n t er ta In t hLs

r- '"'l<nc~-1 for t'1!"' 2n:-licunt

1;0.<) ern ~el:t -:0 our notice p r-ovLs i ons of Ru L> 6(1) (i~J

Rules, 1927. rcu Lr S(1)(ii) ::)l~r.vi("s t-'9.t _~
cfr 'fk.£. Bet1 c.h

a o "'-ication may br f"l'-'d bp+'nrp '(('gis =t-> i-:

~O~~ juriscictioL tkc""usc>of c ct Lon , w"'lGlly or in



,! ?1!'.-.
part has arisen.

. .
2. The impuqned order was passed in Sagar (Madhya

Pl'adesh) which falls within the territorial jurisdiction

of Jaba Lpur: bench of Centra 1 Admi.nist ret. ive Tr ibuna 1.

Learned counsel for the 'applicant states that as the

impugned order, though passed at Sagar, has been served

on the applicant at his residence at Allahaba~ ttance,

part of the cause of action has arisen within the

jurisdiction of this Tribunal. Wea~unable to accept

this contention. The cause of actionrariseJl at the
ti; .~t..a.J.

place where order, affect ing the interest of a- ~n

r.jtis passed and the same bec<ame1complete after passing

of the order. In this view of t1".e matter, communicat.ion

of the order to the applicant who was living in

Allahabad ~ill not give jurisdiction to this Bench

to entertain this application.

3. In view of the above, we find that th is

Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain this

app Ldc at Lon and the same is dismissed as not

mainta inab Ie •

VKpj-


