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This is a fveview Petition £iled by.Rellet &
Rehabliitation Oxganisgiion smployees Assoclation alongwi
one Ghayur Hussain before the High Court, praying that
the Annexure-2 that is the ordex isisudd by the State Govt.
may be quashed and a mandamus may be issued directing the
respondents to allow all the persons named in the Appendi
0t the Annexure Number.2 to continue on their xespective
posts and contirm them agalnst all the permanent vacant
post. By operation ot law this Writ Petition has been

transferred to this Tribunal,

2 - It appears that tne appl.eant No.2 must have
ietixed,as when the Writ Petition was tiled in the year
1983 nis age was 58 years., So the application of
applicant no.2 in our opinion has got no right to file
under section 19 ot the Aaministrative Tribunals Act.
The grievance of the applicants is that the State &
Central Government for rehabilitating the employees of t
Rellef & Rehabilitation Organisation because of thé
sfiinkage #fi the department a particular scheme was frame
by the Central Government, and the scheme wgs to be

implementred by various State Govipaments. Thereafter
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on 1lst Fébrua:y,1983, the 8tate Government issued a direction
to the District Magistrate concerned that on the insistance
of the Union Government, and in persuance of the decision of
fhmeeting held under,the:Chairmanship of the Government of
Uttar Pradesh's Chief Secretary, the posté of the Rellef

& Rehabilitation Organisation mentioned in the appendix of
the salid notification are to be abolisheé. the District
Magistrates have been directed to take charge from the
officlals mentioned in the appendix of the said prder in the

respective districts, though nc termination notice have been

issued to them in accordance with the law and the rules.

Objection was maised on behalf of Union of India bug (Kot 4

the application is not mebhtainable.

3. The applicants have challengsd this Zfder issued
by the Sta?e Government54JWh1¢h according g%jthem is

s
v descrimiﬁsfé and does not grant pssential reliefsto. whichthe
are entitled to , and the result will be that many of them

‘will not be regulariseds

4. Thus the fact as stated above indicates that
hhe aa:i%ar grievance of the applicantgéaainststhe ordep
issued bycthe.State Government and its non implementation
or its unfaithfull implementation. The entire grievance of
the applicants 1is against the State*Sovexnment and not
against the Central Government, and the schsme was implemen
by the State Government.in a particular manner, and this
T:ibuniizggve yet no jurisdiction to issue any direction)
to the ‘Gtate Government or its offiéialsolhcgqndingly the
ebjection prevails and the applicating bs digiisseds »
However, it will?épen for the applicanﬁsto take back ail th

bapers and r€present the same before the High Court as a

lee—

Wr it Petition.

Member ( Vice-Chairman.
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