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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL. 
JAIPUR BENCH 

1 I . 
l ' 1. 

Jaipur, this the 29th day of March, 20110 

CORAM: 

HON'BLE MR. M.L.CHAUHAN, MEMBER (JUDL.) 
HON'BLE MR. B.L.KHATRI, MEMBER (ADMV.) 

. , r. 

Original Application No.161 j201 O. 

B.L.Meena s/o Bheru Lal Meena,. 
r I Village Bhatwada , _Post Ra.noli, 
The. Toda Bhim, 
Distt. Karoli 
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.. Applica~t 

(By Advo_cate: Shri P '.N.JattiJ 

Versus 

1. . Union\ of India through the Secretary to the 
· Railwa.y Board, Ministry'; of Railway, Rail Bhawan, 
New Delhi. , ' " ·:;· 

, ' 1 I 

2. Gene(ol Manager, Western Railway; Churchgate. _ . Mu mb aT. .. ·. - .... . .. . ..... . . .. . . . . ---· -- . . ·--·-- ----- ---- . 
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3. Assistant Secretary, Railway Recruitment Board, 1st 
Floor . Meter Gaug~ Railway: Station· Building. 
Ahma"dabad. I · 

.1 

' 
.. Respondents · 

•· i I : .. ___ . ·' ( ~- - . 

(By Advocatei ... ~ .. ) .. 
. - ' • • • [I 

Original Application No. l62/2010 : ; 

. I ~ 
l · 

·- _i _ 

.1 
.. ·-· ~-- .. ·-- .. -·---- -·,----. , .· 

·' ': ; 

'· 

it! . ~ :· 
~·'; i : 

. 't 
~.; - ----;---r~- ----------------· .. 

• •i 

.... '•• '; 

'. 
t: __ )_ .. _. 

-: ':~ 



1· 

! ! 
2 1 .·-:I: 

. : 
Shiv Singh Meena. ; i 1 

;; 
s/o Shri Raj Mohan Meena, ': 
r/ Village and Post Nagla Meena, 
DisH. Karoli, 

Versus 

.. 
--;'. 

(· 

': ~-

1. Union of lndia through the Secretary to the Railway 
Board, Ministry of Rail\vay, Rail Bhdwan, New D~lhi. 

. " 

' . 
· 2. General Manager, Western Railway, Churchgate, 

M~mbai. 

. ! : : 

3. As~istant Secretary, Railyvay Recruitment Board, l st 

Flqor 1\~eter Ga_uge Railv_v,ay Station Building, 
Ahn1adabad. 

Original Application No.163/~0l O 

Dinesh Singh Nlirotha 
s/o Mitt'u' Lal, 

I ! . • 

r/ o Adarsh Nagar, 'A' Bagh, 
Mirotha Bhawan, 
Saw a i 1110 d hop u r 

... ,, . 

Versus 

i 
i 

' ' 

.. Applicar1t 

. -

', , ; I 

· 1. Unfon of India ·through the Secretary to the Railway 
B.oard, Minis.try .of Railway, ·Rail Bhtjwan, New Delhi. · . 

. . :'I "· .' ·' . : .. : . . 
"'; I i ', i . . ·. ·t.' •' . 

2. ~efieral Manager, W,estern Railway; Churchgate, 
· Mu.mbai. . ·· - ; : - . · - : \ ·--- --·-·-- --- · 

I : . i 

3. Assist~1~t Secretary, Railway Recrujtment .Board, l st 
Fl6or M~ter Gauge? Railway Statioi1 Bu.ilding, 

~~-
. Apma9i:abpd. ; I 
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· 0 R D E R (ORAL) 

By tt:d$_ common order, :we pr_opose Jo __ dispose of 

these OAs as common question of. facts and law is 

involved in these cases. 

2. In these cases gri~vance of :the applicants 1s 

regarding the order dated 5.11.220?_ {Anr:i.A/l) whereby 

Assistant Secretary; Rail~ay ·Recruitment Board. 

Ahme.dabad has issued show-caus'e notice to the 

applicants as to why they have submitted wrong/false 

information for the· purpose of getting privilege traveling 

pass facility and thereby cheating the railways. The 

applicants h_ave impleaded Uni~n - of India through 

Secretpry; Railw.ay Board, Ministry of .Railway; New Delhi; 
, I . 

the ~:ene,ral Manager, Western. Rai,lway,_ -Churchgate. 
. I I ' .. , ' 

Mumbai and the Assistant Secretary, Railway Recruitment 
I .. . ; '. . . . ··,, . \ 

' 
Board,' -Ahmedabad. as responq_e_nts .No. 1 .to. 3 in these 

',' . . - ; : ! . . . ' 

OAs. The applicants hay_e ~als_p pray~q)potdJr_ecJion m~y 
'• ; ' ' I 

I 

be giv,en to the r~spondents ~o give qpp,ointr:nent to them 
I 

I 

as they have qualified the selection -test. The applicants 
' - . .I ' ' 

: . I 
, I 

have. pleaded that they are .. residing. ~ithin the tediforiol 
' 

jurisdi~tio}1 :of.this Trib~.inal an.d the. inipugned show-cau_se 
. . . ' ' 'i 

' . I 
. ·, 

notice Arin.A/l . has: been -addressed-:{oJhe cir:>plicants. at' 
lrJ ' : ' -: : ) . 
~I ·• 

' : ~ 

-. : . I -
! I' 
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their residence which is within territoridl jurisdiction· of this 

Tribunal, as such, this Tribunal has got jurisdiction to 

decide the matter. 

3. We · have heard the. learned-- counsel for the 

applicants at admission stage. We are of the view that this 

Tribunal has got no territorial jurisdiction to decide these 

OAs. \he question whether the application dgainst the :• 
. ' 

' 
show cause nptice can be entertained being pre.mature _ 

need not be considered at this stage. The question 

' ' 

whether this· Tribunal has got territorial jurisdiction to 

I . 
entertain the motter has_ already been examined by: this 

. '. I : 

Tribunal keeping jn view the ·provisions contained under 

Section 19 of the. Administrative. Tribun-als. Act,. 1985 reaq ~ 

with Rule 6 of the Cenha!.: Ad,ministrative Tribunal 

. . . . 
(Procedure) Rules, 1987 ip nurnber of ~ases anq the matte~ . . . '. ' ·. ' . . 

on this point is no longer r~s-ink:g~a._ At this stage, we wis'1 -. . ' . . 

to reprodvc.e the find.i,ngs, re.~ord.ed _by tpis Triq~nal: in OA 
. ' , . '. . ; . : ~ , , . ' I ~ 

. ·I 

No.;386/08, Ra'n1esh Chand vs. Union of India decided,.qr) 
; I '. : : ; : • ' .• ' • t •l 1 • • 

, . I . 
; I 1 

20.10.2008 which decision was rendei~d based on. this 
: . : : : ' : :1 . . . ; . ·. ! ' ! 

. - . . - ., 
' 

Tribunal's iearlier decision in. th~ ~as~· .of .Jitendra- Kumar 
I 
I . 
) : : : . . : . . . 

Mittal vs. Union of .India, 2006 (1) q:Ar)'AISU 393. At. H1.i,s 
. . . . . . 

stage, it will be useful to quote_ para 5, -S. i', 5,4.qnd ;>.~.9f 
\, . . . . . . . :. ;, i. : .. :. '· . ; ~,. , . 

I : 

' . l .. 1, 
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the judgmenLrend~red. __ by this Tribv_n9l: _in __ th~_c;: _ _ase of 

Ramesh Chand (supra_), which thus reads:-

"5. We are of the view· 
this Tribunal has got no 
to entertain the matter 
hereinbelow:-

that it is a case where 
territopial: jurisdiction 
for the reasons stated 

' ' 

5.1 As can be seen from the facts as stated 
·above, ·the .. grievance of ·--the applicant is 
regarding cancellation of his candidature. 
Admittedly, this order has been passed .. outside __ 
the jurisdiction of this Tribunal i.e. by the 
RRB, Allahabad. It is also admitted case that the 
applicant appeared pursuant to ; J:he advertisement 
issued out~ide '.the teiritorial: jtirijdiction~ of 
this Tribunal and the entire process of ·selection 
was also, held ... outside ·;the territorial 
jurisdictioh · of this Trib{inal ::and the impugned 
order _was ... also ... passed outside.: th~ ____ :t_~J:;"ri toria], _ 
jurisdict:l.on :of this· Tribunal. Simply because ·the 
applicant: resides w·i t'hin the terri toriai 
jurisdiction of this Tribunal iand he: has ~lso 
received impugned communication within the 
territorial jurisdiction of. this Tribunal will 
not confer: cause of act1on in favour of the 
a~plican~ to agitate the ma~ter ~ithin. the 
territorial jurisdiction : of i this Tribunai 

. : . . l . : ' . : . . . . 

e7>pe.cially _in _view· o_f 'the pr9y:,isiol}s con-t?,ined ·in 
1 Section· 19 ·of the Adml.nistra_tive Tribunals Act, 

1985 · read· 'with· Ruie. 6 of. the Central 
Admin~stratl.vE! Tril:)unal (Pro.cedure) Ru-les, 1987. 

5. 2 According to us·j the matter is .Sqliareiy 
covered .by:' the decision ·of this .. Tribunal· i:n ;·the 
case ; of Ji tendra ·Kumar MJ.. ttal: (supra)· whe.feb~ 

' , . ,; • ' I , - • . , ' ' ·- - '• • • ~ -· • •. :_ - - ' • ' • . ' 

this 'Tribunal 'has occasione.d ·to.: consider power of 
~. ' f ! ' ' ' I • ' ' ' .. , ; ' ' • '; ' • I I"' i' • • 
the ·Hon' ble High" Cour.t- under Article 22 6 ( 2 )· vis-
~~vis' provi~ions coritained i in' se·ction' 20 of i the 
civil" - .P.roced.u're- Code '1gb9·-·-! :~and-- ·the°-·-- pow~~s 
conferred .to:! this ··T~ibunaf u~der Section '19; :.of 
~he Adml~·is.tr'a b.ve TribtinaTs Act read wl. th ·Rul~·: 6 
d:f · .:: the tentrai : : Achninis't~ative · Tribuha1 
(Procedure). Rules a~d 'it ·was· ·held that power_: of 
Hi~h ·court '-·under . Ar:ti.cle 2'26 ·:': t2>. are far . wider 

• • • • • • • • - - • • ' ,. • • • _ 1 • ~ • 

fof . -exercise' of. juri_sdic·t~on .• fhan . tha~ of . the 
Central Adminl.strative 'Tribunal under::· ::the 
.ifbre~a:1d. s·ecti~n/Rule: 'It: 'was· ffu.rther held that 
, . . ' ' . : • . I 

this · Tribuna1-·-can · entertain ·-cases ·fal-ling under 
: • • • ! • • • • • • -·. ··,.. • •• _ ',: • • " • 

its j'urisdiction alone• and. ine·re se.rvice of notice 
. • . I 1 • • • •• ' - • I : ., . ' ' . , . ,,. ~ . 
create ·no cause of ·action·and alsd even· residence 
-··:··---.·.·7-· ··--:-.·· ·; .. ··· ·-.·.:· ..... •'·t···--.·;7··-<--- ·-1--i·-·;---,, ,;r., ···r 
of a person ·does not: give;_ jurisdiction tc this 
'· • ' • ~ , o , • . ' • ; : I I ,. ·. . , ~ , 1 , • ,, • • •• 

Tribunal. At· this stage,.' ):t will be ·.useful to 
: ! . . ' ~ .: f . 

I • ~ ' • 
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q\}Ot'.3- para 8 of the judgme.nt ·in the case of 
Ji tendra Kumar . (supra) , which thus reads: -

"8 '. ·Now let me notice the relevant provisions of 
the Administrative Tribunals Act~ 1985 and Rule 6 
of the Central Administrative Tribunal 
(Procedure) Rules, 1987. Sectio'n 19 (1) of the 
Administrative Tribunals Act reads as follows:-

"19. Applications to Tribunals.-(1) Subjec~ to 
the other provisions of this : .l\ct, a person 
aggrieved by <3:_ny order pertai_11ing to any matter 
wihh{~ the jurisdicti6n ~f a T~ibunal may make an 
appl ica ti on to the Tribunal for the redres sal of 
his grievance. 

I 

Explanation- For the. purpose· of 
'order' means ·an order made-

i 
this sub-section 

(a) by the Government or a . ;local or other 
·autho!ity· ~~th:Ln_ the territ~~y o~ indiai or 

; 'under. :·the control of ·the· Government of ·India or 

by any corpor~tion (or ~ociety) owned· or 
'contrblled by the Go.;_,.ernment; or 

cb) ' by. an .. office'r; committee or other body or 

agency of the Government or a local or other 

autho'rity or corporation (or s'~ciety referred 
to in clause (a) . 

(2) ....... " 

. i 
I 

'I 
I 

Similarly, Rhle 6 of the:CAT (Prdcedure) Rules is 
I 

~n: the following terms:-

','6 _: · ·Pl.ace of : filing' 'applic_ations. - (1) An 
application: shall "oi·d.inar'ily:·.- .. be" filed·· by' an 
applicant· with the Registrar 'o:f ·the Bench w:Li.:.h:ln 
whose jur~sdicti~n~ 

I,. 

! . _, . '.~ 1: 
. .I. ( i) .... 1 •• 

(ii) the cause ·of action\ · ~wh.oll~ ::01·· :ln 
~, I 

arisen: . ' .. 
i. 

pa.rt,' has 

Provided-th1attw.ith .. the leave of the .. Chairi~;an th·= 

.appli~(i tion may be filec;i. with ~he Registrar of 
the·, Principle Bench arid,· subjec~ . ~to the orders 
under Section 25, s~ch applicati~n shall be heard 
and disposed of Si "the ri~n~h ·which· 'has 

]u:i:~.sdic;tion over the ·matter. . I 

2 .. ..l." I .. 

: ·.Accorcli1_1g · .to ···S!=ction· ::· i'9{i) :· of ·the 

Administrative Tri~unals Act, the aggrieved 
pef~on can maintain an appl~ca~ion before th~ 

. I 

Tribunal within whose jurisdicti'on . the order is 
I,! .... , , .. , , .. v. .. ' 

t. . I: 
1./ ... 

. ., .. ' ~. 

'· ·'· 
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passed and is agg~ieved of it. This Section 
specifi~ally do~s not provide that th~s Tribunal 
has jurisdiction regarding the order passed 
outside: the. State to entertain .~n application in 
terms of Section 19(i) of the Administr?tive 

; I 

Tribunals Act as is mandated under Article: 2 2 6 
( 2) of the Cons ti tu tion of India·.. The place where 

• i 

the _impugned order "'as passed · should be·- within 
the jurisdiction of this Tribunal -and normally 
the place of the order is the pl.:tce_ where the_ 
resp6ndent who passed the order, is situated or 
resides. Therefore, in my opinion, the order is 
being passed in Delhi, this Tribunal would not 
have any jurisdiction in~ view of the rnanda te of 
Section 19(i) of the Administrative Tribunals 
Act. On the contrary, as already stated. above, 
the scope of Ar_ticle · 226 is wide enough and :the 
Hon Ible High Court can exercise -- j_~_~_1$__c:lJ_ction in -
rel a ti on tci - the- :-territory within ·which the ca: use 
of a6tion wholly or in part 'has· arisen. For 
eiercise of. s~ch powers mere t~esidence of :the 
person does not confer 'ju~isd1c'.:t.ion unless the 
cause of action 6r pirt of caui~ 6f action ar6se 

', . . . . .. , 1 . • . . - 1 

within the'jurisdiction ·of ~he Tri~un~l, which is 
. ' . I . , 

not the case before this · Tribunal in view- of 
I ., ' ' 

clear mandate of Section· 19 ·of the Actministr.ative 
. . • • . , I . • • . 

Tribunal Act. It is no dbubt true that·Rule 6 of 
the --cAT (Procedure) Ru"ies provide~ -that the 
Tribunal would have jurisdiction -even if part : of 
cause ·of action has arisen.: :i:~ :other' w'ords. ther~ -­
sh:a1f-·be action on :the part" ·of";" the; author'i ties 
w~:thin the Jur'.isdiction . in pursuance .ot' the ?rd.er 
passed by the! either .·ai:ithority '. 

1

situated o:utsl.de 
the : 'jurisdiction: In order :•to \ bring. the·:.. case 

. . . ' . • ~ ' . . • . • • ' • l • • . • • ! . . . - . . . . . -·~ 
within· the ambi.t of the· aforesaid:· situation, only 
s~ch cases_· a're :' covere;d whe~e.':1:.'for_ 'e~ampl_e, :a 
p~rson · has:: been · tra.n.:sf~rred · .£:ro~ · :station_:A to 
Sta tion-B: and . he was - not al'lciwec{. to -·join -·duty - at -
Sta tiob-B'." .: In that" : eventu"ai1ty; . the pi=rson 
•.•• ' 1•' . • ., ••• ' . • • :.,!' . . .. . 
aggri.evedi can ·file an applipat~·on at ··both 
statiohs :·J..:.e:. at Station-A anC:i·-:'sfation-B as the 
cause :of.: ;action has: ; 'ari:s~n.: wh~·~'e "tfi~ : tr ah sf er 

• • • • ! . ; • • • ••••. • ••••• , i· . -
order·. :is· passed and · also·. where. he'. has· joined 
after: ·t~~nsf~r.: iik.ewi~e ,·.•,if ::any:·: pe~~'on who '".1.5 
' '. I ' ~ • ! • · ' · .' · · • • ' · ·; · ". • • (' · I · J ·.' • • • · • 0 • • ]· • .~ 

worki'rig ·· in di'fferent places anq if the dispute 
r~ia tes ·- tdc the:: grant:' of "hi'gher .~pa~/: sc'ale . a" part 
of'.: caus'e 'of:: ·:~_C:J:ion _::to recei:v·e· : the - higher: pay 
·sc~le ___ is . av~:il~.hle t6 ,. him ":l.n" '.all ""the: places and 

' I r • • • • • • •' • • .; 'I" I' ,,, • ' o, • • : •: 

as' such he ·could maintain.: an·:'. application ·before 
'1 •.•. · . ' - • - ... i•.--:-- ... ---·-··--- ...... . •.•. · 

the - Be~ch- ·y;here· ·he. wa!;l ·workin'g: ~s part of cause 
ofl a~t."ion . ·"ari!~es·. 'a·t:" 1the : '1pici'C:e:: ·whe;;:e .. he : is 
working. 'Iibwev~r, ·:·iri"'tliei ~c:a.:59 ~i-:the' applicant 
si~ply: becau~~ 'he : 15·" lf~:si"ct:lhg . ih·: Jaxpu'r ~arid. h~ 

• I I • . . • .~ • • • •, • ;. • . . • •. •, • .,;. • •. '•, I .". ' • . • • , I . • , ", : , 

·ha~ :sent an.· application·: :f·or: :·~ppointment , tq the 
appropri~ te au~hor:i ty at'."·' be111.i :.;'.ci~ct ~e: : h~s ·'.al sq 

~ . . - ' .. . : ;:: .~·. ··~~ l :<:: '. .. :. ·. . . 
""{._, .. . . . : : i._. :. . . ~. : )~ . . . . • 7 .I. . 
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a. 

received the iJjection letter passed by the Delhi 
authorities at Jaipur, therefore, part of cause 
of action arises at Jaipur cannot be accept~d as 

r 

. this fact lns no bearing with--~he -lis. or dispute 
involved in 'the case. Further:, cause of action 
means that bundle of facts which person must 

I 

prove,: if 1. r.aversed to entitle him to a judgment 
in hi~ favcur by the court. Thui, receipt of the 
communication at best only gives the party right 
of. action La::ed on the cause o'f action arising 
out: of the action complained of ! but certc.inljy it· 
will not constitute cause of action on the pleas 
that. some .. even ts, however, trivial and 
'unconnec~ed with the cause of ~ction had occurred 
within the jurisdiction of this Tribunal." 

.It may be stated that the 'observations made 
above by this Tribunal were based upon the 
decision of the Hon'ble Apex Co~rt in the case of 
Union of India and Ors. Vs. Adani Exports Ltd.'. 
and . Another I . AIR 2002 SC . · 12 6 and decisl.or1 

·' rendered by the· Full Bench of· the .Kerala Hig~ 
Court in the case of Naik Nakul Deb Singh etc.'. 
vs.' Deputy·comma~darit:: (CISF Unit)·;---'KofTaj"am and­
Ors ,·: 1999 · ( 6) '.3LH 381 a's can be . .seen from para 9 

of the judgment rendered in tne· aforesaid case~ 
In: para 10 ·of ·the judgment, the Tribunal ·has 
noticed th~ d~c~sion in the case ot State· 6:f 
Rajasthan ind 6is. vs. M/~ ~~a~ka Pro~erties and 
anr._, AIR 1985 SC 1289 whereby ~hi~e interprTting 
the provisions of Article 226(2) · of the 
Constii;-ution of India the :Apex· Court held that 
~ere~ service 6f ~oti~e ~oe~ not give ~ise to par~ 
of cause of action ·unles's ._ the no.tice is an 
.:lriteg~al part of · the ·impugned _· order. Thi~ 
Tribun°.:ll has lalso relied upon . the dec.isJ..on: of 'the 
Karna taka High Court in. Narayan Swamy G. V. · vs~ 
Union ()f India and.-Other:s; 1998 (5) Kar. L.J.279 
whe:::-eby it was held that: m~re j_ .residence . of_.' the 
oerson dr)es : noF confer:: j{i~isct.tction ~-.unless - .the 
• • ' l ' • • • ·1 .•• ' ' ' . • ; .. • J' .... ! .! 
cause of action· or part '.of .cause. ·of· .action· a·rost? 

• I • • ' t • • • • • • l • • • . : •' ~ ' I j o "} : '• • • • ' 0 o I • ' ' ! j ! . o ' 

within the ·.jurisdiction ·of ··:;the· ~High Court~ 
r : , • ' , ~ . , ' ' . , ; ' . ' ; ! .. , • •. . " • ' ~ • • 

Further reli'ance was' ·!also · placed - upon.. the 
. ·- ····-·. ·:· ·'··- ···;·{· ·:. : · ..... ' ·-·- ---· . .-----~------7 '.--~: ··~ 

decision of the ·Apex Court. in· the ca.se of .Oil. and 
Natural Ga:s. "commission. Vs~ .. ufpal Kuinar. Basu and 
ors .. , JT ·1994· (5) SC 1, whereby"the Apex Court: 1n 
--.- ' .. • . , . ' ... • . I , . : ~ ·' 

pata 12 h~s deprecated the teridency of the Courts 
entertairil.rig the - matter . whic:h.; . does : not :f~i.l 
w.1 thin the terri toriai. ]ur.l.sctiC:t:ron · ot tha ~ cohFt 
a~d held .that ·prestige. of. a Co;_;rt_.depends on hp~ 
' . . . . • •' . . . . .. ,I.. • ···, I •• 

the 1 mgmbers · of · that , ins:ti tution ·: conduqt 
th~rrisei·~e~: ri.: an:. lnipr~ssion :.g.~hn's gr.ound: th~.~ 
~ ! : ~-·· : ,-· . ~ . . ,: --·· ·- : ;., . ·- , '. ·~ • --·;··1; .. , - -- ·-:-; .• ·-- --- .. .... ,, .•. 

even'. in·· case ·which fall outside: the :territorial 
jJ.~:Jsdicti~·n ;c;;f th~. Couri,. ce~t!~in m~ers of th~ 

v. ~?urt: would b,e wi'lli_ng 'to exez.:~ise j'urisdJ.cti~~ · 
~G: :. I • • ,•·1 1~ 

:i. I]." 

I:. 1 
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on the plea that 'some event,' ·however, trivial and 
uriconnected with the caus~ of action had occurred 
w~ thin :the jtirisdictic;m'. of trie · said Court, 
litigants ·would seek to .. abus~·: .the process by 
carrying . the .cause before·. 'suc_h '. members giving 
rise to avoidable suspicion. That· would lower the 
dignity of the institution and put the entire 
system to ridicule. Ultimately .. i~ para .. llof the. 
judgment this Tribunal. in the case of Ji tendra 
Kumar (supra) has made the following observations 
which thus reads:-

"11. In view of the law laid down by the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court as well as by the 
Hon' ble High Court, the fa~t that applicant 
is residing at Jaipur ·and: he has sen:t an 
application for appointment to the 

___ appropriate_ authority a:t;. ___ Delhi arid _he has 
als·o 'received· .the· reject.ion letter passed· by 

· the Delhi· au thorl ti.es at Jaipur, ·therefore, 
: :. 'part of cause - o.f :. action· ·arises __ ; __ at Jaipur 
·· cannot be accepted· as ·this fact has :no 

beari~g with the lis invol'ved in the case. 
Further, cause of · action ~.eans that bundle 
of facts: which. ·person 'tmust prove, ·, 1£ 

: t~aversed. to. entitle' him :~o . a - judgment: J.n 
·his favour by the . c·ourt.; Th~s receipt df. the 
· corrununl.cation at best only gives the party 
right: of action -b~~ed ~n:__th!e e·au5e--6f-- acti~ri 
arlsing·out of the action complained of bui 
certainly it wilt not constitute cause of 
action on the ·'plea that some events, 
however, "trivial : ~nd uncohnected with the 
6ause of 'action ' bad 'occilrred ~ithin ~he 
:Jurisdiction of thi·s: T.r1bur41:. ·. 

- ' 

According to us,. the: present case < 1~ 
squarely< covered . by:. :tpe 'reasoning - given - in thEl 
case of J~ tendra Kumar (supra}··. :: . 

"! 

5.3 At this. stage;'·!we may ~otice: th.at th~­
judgm~n t rendered by: the·. Hon' ble Apex ·court . in 
the ~ases. of i M/ s ·swaika ... Pr~pe.rtie.s· ! and 'Ant. ; 
Adani: Expo".rt ±:tct: , ~ Fu.li ·-sen~h:,. decision . ;_of. the 

I • . I • ' • · " · , ' " • '. '• · • " • ' • j". ' ' ~; . · 

Kerala High Court :in the :case c:>f· Nakul· Deb Singh 
. .. .. ·. . . . . : ...... :, . . . . . . ' .. I· ··-

and ONGC vs. Utpal Kumar.Basu ((!ited supra), .have 
further qeeh .. approved a~d .. rei.i.ed: by. '.the. 'Hon' ble 
Apex :coui::t in the . case,: of . Mu~ti~af Hossain Khan 
VS. Bh~gh~'E:ii-'a-tha Eng~. Ltd. ' and': 6:i::5. : JT '2 00 6 '( j )' 

SC 80 .' · T"i1e decision of the.· Fliil · Bench· of the 
Karala ifi.gh. Court . in Nakui : Del:».: Singh, s case ,has 

:peen reproduced in para .23. of.' t;he judgment which 
-.deals l ,;ji.fp the ;:point.' of 'commu.nl.cation of the 
order: \oi'ill' 'not." confer bati~e·:c,:f. ~~tion. what1

: a 

i ! . 

,· i ·-·. 

·" 

.. ' , " . I 
needs to pl"ead: l;as 

. . I . 

is the fact tl;i<jit 

' t • i ,• .. ( .. -

!_• l 

a. part of his 
his appeal was 

i . 

i. 
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" 

dismissed wholly or in part and not the fact that 
the order was, :cornrnunicat~d to· him. That l.as a 
case where ord~r of dismissal was served upon the 
applicant when he . was in ·:serv.ice · outside the 
State and on ::account of sucfi dismissal order he 

.: ! 

being to su£fer consequence of that dismissal 
when he was in his native place by being rendeied 
jobless. ~t was in that contex_t, it was argued 
th~>. t since the consequence of the order would 
fall at a place to \·1hich the applicant belongs, 
as such, the . said Court has· got jurisdiction to 
·.entertain the matter. It was .he>wever held that 
receipt of an order passed ,by the appellate 
au lhori:ty. in disciplinary p:i;:-oc'eiedipg? ... _would not 
constitute a cause of action." 

4. The ratio as !aid down ·by th
1

i,s Tribural i~ the c~se .o,f 
•• : ·, j. 

Ramesh Chand (supra) is squarely applica.b!e in the facts 
. • . · · ·1 I \,, i · I 

. ' ' 

. and citcumstances_ of. thes.e ·cases:. Accdrdingly; we are :o:f 
' ,' ' • ', . ' , • I • ' 

the view thrJt f his -Tribunal has got h·o Jerritorial jurisdiction 
. . --.. . 

. . . . . . . . . . - . . .. ·, I 

either.to quash th0 show-·ca:use notice ~nn.A/l ·or to is_sµe 
' .. ·.1 

manddmus to the respondentsoto app()int the applicants~ 

5. Ac CO.( dingly, the . ~egistry is. dii~ct~d to .r~tvrn ~the 
• r · - • • • -~- •·· • I • ·- .. -·- .. -- • · •.. · . 

paper book to th~ .appli~ants forpre~entation b~fore t.he 
l . . . ; . . 

appropriate forum.by -re.tainir:ig. on.e copy .for record. 
. . ' . \ '. . . 

! 
' ., 

6. The OAs ar.e disposed of. a~cor.ding!y at a.drni~s~ori 
I, : . . . . ' . ' . , : 

j '.I 

• ,.., • ··-. --·--·-··~--- r 
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( B. L. Kff,'\ TR1 J : 
Admv. M~rrber 
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