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DR D E R

The counse! for kthe Revision Petltioner is well founded
in her contention that the antire proceedings that have taken
place before the District Forum, MNuzaffurpur, in this cass vers
wholly without jurisdictlion. The Opposite Party in this case Is
the Haryana Development Authority which has its Office in
Gurgaoh. Admitledly LIt has no branch offlee at Muzaffurpur. The
Respondent who is werking in Muzaffurpur hdd applied to the HUDA
for the allotment of a plot in a housling scheme {n Sector 2Z3-23A
in Gurgaon. The mere fact that the Respondent had remitted some
amount to HUDA by obtaining a Bank Draft from =& Bank in
Muzaffurpur to be pald at Gurgaon andl sending it with his

appllication for reglstration as an applicant for the plot In the

scheme in question, will not confer any Jjurisdietion on the
Diastrict Farum, Muzaf furpur ta  adivdieate  upon the dispute

between the Complalinant and the HUDA in ralabtion to thie, alleged

aarvice (a11] I e pact ol the DA In caonsidering
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liis  applleation and making the- allntment. The Banlk ¢

Muzaf furpur had acted only a5 an agent of the Complainanrt in\

lusuling the Deiand Draft. H port of Lhe acause of aclion for

» : . .
this case had arisen in Muzaffurpur and sinée the Petitioner 38

alse not having in Buzaffurpur either Lts principal place of

business or any branch cfficqj éhe Complainant was not entitled

Lo institute the complaint tn the Distrlct Forum at  Muznafiurpur.

The actimn of the District Forum in entertaining and adiudicating

on the eemplaint was wholly without jurisdiction. This point was

1
not unfortunately naticed by the State Commission which rejected

the appeal summarily fitled by the Revision Petitioner hersin.
The orders passed by the State Commission o the Dictrict Forum

ara hnraby seht aside. The Rovilsion Dedition

fea Al lowed aned Phe

rouplaink filed by the Raspondent herein Boefore the District

Faeum, Muzal forpor G s el Jume winss L TR ARG Y B T I TR TR TR R

thot §{t will bo opren t o tho jrospondond Ve inatitate i {rovah
complaint in respoet af v aame caune of action and sub el

matter before the appropriate forum having juriudiction in

Gurgann OF plsewhaere. In the circumsbtances the parties will
r

haar -t

air raspoctiva costs.
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