BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE S5th DECEMBER 1986,

Present ¢ Hon'ble Justice K.S.Puttasuamy essVice Chairmar

Hon'ble Shri L.H.A., Rege e Member(A)

Applicatien Ne, 1743/86.

Shri Rajanikanth Pandey,

Research Assistant,

Department of Hindi,

Bangalere University,

Jnana Bharathi,

BANGALORE - 560 056, esssees fpplicant

(Shri Shivappa, Advecate)

Vs,
!

The Union Public Service Commission,
represented by the Secretary,
UePeSeCey, Dholpur House,
Shahjahan Read,
NEW DELHI=-110 011. R Rasnmnd-nt

(Shri R,Narendra, Advocate)

The application hzs come® up feor hearing before

Court teday, The Vice-Chairman made the fsllewing ¢
0ORDER

Notices issumd te the applicant and his learned
counsel for hearing this case to—=dey have been duly
served, But, neither the applicant nor his learned
counsel are present uhsnever this case was called.

We have perused the recerds znd heard Sri M.Vasudevarao,
learped Additinnzl Central Geverpment Standing Counsel

appearing fer the respendents,
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7. In this transferred applicati@n received from
the High Ceurt of Karnataks under Sectien 29 of the
) Administrative Tribunals Act of 1985 ('the Act),
. the applicant has sought for 2 directien to the
respendent to permit him to take the main All India

Service Cxaminiation scheduled to be held on 2,11.19844

3. Among others, the applicent has asserted that
he had pacsed in the preliminary examination and was
therefors entitled te appear for the main examination

to be held on 7011019840

4, In itsbstetgmant of objections, the respondent
has zsserted thet the anplicant had failed in the
preliminary examination and the communication dated
2.641984 relied onby the applicant in that‘bahal?

was a forged one, W= have ne resson to disbelieve

the stotements made by the respondent ., If that is

s0 thc-claim of the applicant that he had passed in
the preliminary examinatien and was entitled te appear
for the main exemination must necessarily fail, Even
otheruise alse, this is not a fit case to egémina and
decide the questinne that zre in dispute.betueen the

parties,

5 On the feregoing discussien, we held that this
sppilication is liable te be dismissed, Ue, therefare,
dismiss this applicatien. But, in the circumstances

of the case, we direct the parties te bear their euwn

costs,
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