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IN THE CENTRAL ADMI~ISTRATIVE TRIBU~~L,ALLAHABAD BE~CK 
CIRCL.IT SENai * :LUCKNO~(. 

Registxation T.A.NO. 1132 of 
In 

(W.P. NO. 1204 of 1983 ) 

1981(T) 

Relief & Rehabilitation o%ganisat1on .Applicants 
Employees Association. Othexs •••••• •••••••••••• 

Vs. 

Respondents 
Union of India" OLhers ••••••• •••••••••••••••••• 

lion'ble Mx.J,,,st1ce u.c.sx1vastava.V.C. 
Hon'bie M%. A.B. GOtthi,M,mbex (A) --_ .. 

. \...:l~ &.-
Tni. is aaev1ew Petition filed by~ael1et , 

4: 
Rehabilitation Organisation fimpJ.oye~es Association alongw1 

one Gnayur H~s8aln befoxe the H1gn (»utt, playing tna~ 

the Annexure-2 that 1s the otdex 1S13UEld try tne state Govt • 
• 

may De quashed and & mandamus may ba issued directing the 
.<1' 

respondents to allow a!! the peraons named in ~he 

ot tne Annexure NUK~r.2 to continue on their respective 

posts and contixm them against all the permanent vacant 

post. By opexation ot !8wthls Wd.t Petition nas been 

txansfexred to this Tribunal. 

It appears that tne appJ.: .. eant NO.2 must have 

xetl.:ced. as wnen t.he WXl.t Pet1tlon 'lias tiled. 1n the yeat 

1983 niB age was SI yeal:s. so tnja application of 

app11cant no.2 in OUt opinion baa got DO tight to file 

under section 19 ot ~he Aaministxat1ve Tribunals Act. 

The gl:ievance of'the applicants is that the State & 

Central Government foz: xehabilitating the employees 

Relief & Rehabilitation Organisation because of the 

8l'lfnka9~ Ui the department a part;i.culat sch •• was fr 

by the Central Govexnment, and thE: scheme l4S to be 

implementxed by var lous State OOV*I» .. enta. 'l'hexeafter 
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on 1st ~ebxuory,19a3# the State Governmept issued a direction 

to the District Magistxate concetned tha.t on the insistance 

of the Union Government, and in persuane:e of the decision of 

8.hmeeting paid- UDdet. the -:Cna~mansbip oj: the Government of 

uttar Ptadesh' s Chief Secretary, the PO:its of the Relief 

_ Rehabilitation Organisation mentioned in the appendix of 

the said not ificatioD ate to be abolish,ed, the District 

Magistrates have been directed to take charge from the 

officials mentioned in the appendix of the said prder in the 

respective districts, though no texmination (Jotice have been 

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

Objection was eaised on behalf of Union of India ~ ~* . .t 
the application is not mentalnable. 

T~~ applicants have challenglad this ordeIissued 

by the State Government~ wWhich 
~.~~ . 

~ descx1minata and does not grant 
tV 

aze entitled to , and the result 

will not be regularised-

t;:""J--
accotding ~ them is 

'-< 
••• entid ,ellefsto. wb1ch -_ .. -

will be that many of them 

4. Thus the fact as stated abo"e indicates that 
I 

~. ~ 
tabe aa.liet gJ; ievance of the applican1:~ against. the ordel! 

" 'issued. by.~tbe· .. Sta~ Government and it:. non 1.plementation 

or ita unfaithfull implementat~on. The entire grievance of 

the applicants 1s against the State j30vernment and not 

against the Central Government,. and the ach_e was 1IDplemen 

by the State Government. in a particular manner, and this 
'--...,.t4 

'l'r1bunalt have yet no jurisdiction to issue any direction 
k 

to the State Government or its officj.als. ~d1ngly tbfl_ . 
Qbje~t1on pte:va!ls and tm. appl1catirm lla 6~s.sed ... 

~ 
Howevex. it will open for the applicain~ to take back all 

~ 
v 

papers and~p!esent the same befote the High Court as a 

Wr it Petition • 

.k~rs Membe~ (A) 

~ November, 1991, LUCKnOW 

(sph) 

Vice-chairman. 




