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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

0.A.No0s.532/2000,561/2001, 646/2001
656/2001 & 666/2001

Wednesday, this the 8th day of August, 2001.

CORAM:
HON’BLE SHRI A.V.HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN
HON’BLE SHRI T.N.T.NAYAR,ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

1. C.D.Jdoy,

Trained Graduate Teacher(for short as TGT)
Malayalam, '

Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya (JINV),
Chennithala, Alleppey.

2. Ajayakumar.B.
TGT, JINV, Neruyamangalam,Ernakulam.
3. Mercy Paul,
TGT, JINV, Kottayam.
q. Lizzamma Mathew,
TGT,INV Kottayam.
5. Sreelatha. A.K

TGT, JINV, Vechoochira, Pathanamthitta.

6. Anitha C.V.
TGT, JINV, Malampuzha, Palakkad.

7. ' Kumari K.R.
TGT, JINV, Calicut.

8. Ajithakumari.K.
TGT, JINY, Vechoochira, Pathanamthitta.

9. Sreekumar.G.,
TGT, JINV,Malappuram.

10. Sudhakaran Nair,
TGT, JINV, Neruyamangalam, Ernakulam.

11. Preethy,
TGT, JIJNV, ITC Campus,
Kottarakkara, Kollam.

12. Subha.A. ,
TGT, JIJNV, Calicut. ' Applicants

(By Advocate Sri V.R.Ramchandran Nair)

1. Union of India, represented by the
Secretary, Ministry of Human Resources &

Development, Department of Education,
New Delhi.
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2. The Director,
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi .
3. Joint Director,

Administration,
Mavodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi.

4. Abraham Plakeel ,
Plakkeel House,
Piravom P.O.,Ernakulam District.

5. Mrs._Usha K.sS.
Thandaseery House, Panangad PO,
Kodungallur via,
Trichur District 680665

6. Mrs. Mava Devi Pillai,
Kaduvanthuruthil House,
Konni, Mangarem P.O.
Pathanamthitta.

7. P.Vasu, Parappurath House,
Kolakkattuchali P.O.
Chelembra, Malappuram.

8. Alex L ,Thadathil Puthenveedu,
Chempakkaramenalloor,
Anchal P.0O., Kollam.

9. Ramachandra Chakyar K.R. .
Chakyar Bhavan ,

Yallachira, Thrissur. - .Respondents

(By Advocate &ri Mathews J.Nedumpara)
Mr. vYadakara VWV.N.Menon,Advocate(R4~9)

0.A.561/2001

Rosamma Sebastian,

Trained Graduate Teacher(Malayalam),
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya,
Malampuzha 678 ¢51. -« Applicant
(By Advocate Shri K.P.Dandapani)

(V2

1. Union of India,
represented by Secretary,
Ministry of Human Resources & Development,
Department of Education,
New Delhi .

2. " The Director,
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi 110048.
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3. The Principal,
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya,
Malampuzha 678 651
Palakkad District.

(By Advocate Mr. C.Rajendran, SCQSC(R-1)
Mr.Mathews J.Nedumpara (R2-3)

0.A.646/2001

Sreelatha.A.K.

Trained Graduate Teacher(TGT for short),
Malayalam,

Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya(JNV)

Vechoochira, Pathanamthitta District. ~ --Applicant

(By Advocate Sri V.R.Ramchandran Nair)

Vs .
1. Union of India represented by
" the Secretary, Ministry of Human Resources and
Development,oepartment of Educapion,
New Delhi.
2. The Director,
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi.
3. Joint Director,
Administration,
Mavodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi.
4. The Deputy Director,
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti(Hyderabad Region),
é&~1-119/C. Padmataonagar, Secunderabad—25.
5. Abraham Plakkeel ,Phakkeel House, .

Piravom P.O.,
Ernakulam District, i
Working as TGT, Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti.

‘ .. Respondents

-t

(By Advocate Shri Mathews J.Nedumpara (R2-4)
Mr.Vadakara V.V.N.Menon,Advocate(R5)

0.A.656/2001

L.izamma Mathew,

Trained Graduate Teacher(TGT for short),
Malayalam,

Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya(JNV for short),
Vadavathoor, Kottayam, residing at
JINV quarters, Vadavathoor, Kottayam. .-Applicant

(By Advocate Sri V.R.Ramchandran Nair)

VS
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1. Union of India represented by
the Secretary, Ministry of Human Resources &
Development, Department of Education,

New Delhi.

2. The Director, :
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi .

3. Joint Director,

Administration,
Mavodaya Vidyalavya Samiti,
New Delhi. '

4. The Deputy Director, _
Navodaya Vidvalaya Samiti(Hyderabad Region) ,
©=~1-119/C, Padmaraonagar, : .
Secunderabad-25. , - .Respondents

(By Advocate Sri Mathews J.Nedumpara R2-4)
O.A_666/2001

K.Sudhakaran Nair, _ :
Trained Graduate Teacher (TGT for short),
Malayalam, .
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya(JNV for short),
Neriyamangalam, Ernakulam, residing at
JINV Quarters, Neriyamangalam, Ernakulam.

: -- Applicant

(By Advocate Shri V-R.Ramchandran Nair)
VI
1. Union of India represented by
the Secretary, Ministry of Human Resources &

Development, Department of Education,
New Delhij.

N

The Director,
Jawahar Navodaya Vidvalaya Samiti,
New Delhi.

. Joint Director,
Administration,
Mavodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi.

a. The Deputy Director,
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti (Hyderabad Region),
6-1-119/C, Padmaaraonnagar,
Secunderabad-25. .- Respondents

(By Advocate Mr.Mathews J.Nedumpara R2-4)

The Application having been heard on 8.8.2001, the Tribunal

on the same day delivered the following:
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ORDER ;

HON"BLE SHRI A.V.HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN:

These five applications present similar f%cts and
the basic issue to be decided in al} these cases ig one and

the same. Therefore, they are being heard and disposed of

by this common order. ) |

|
2. The  facts in the individual cases which are

absolutely necessary for a proper adjudication of thé issues

are briefly stated as follows:

i
|
{
i

3. The applicants 12 in number, are Trained Qraduate

Teachers in regional language, Malayalam under thd second
i

respondent  and are working under the various N?vodaya
Vidyalayas situated in different places in the S%ate of
Kerala. According to Navodaya Vidyala Samiti Recr&itment
Rules, 1995, 'the applicants were all recruited as ?rained

Graduate Teachers(Malayalam). Sub Rule (iv) and (v) of

Rule-2 of the said rules reads thus: E

"(iv) Aall teaching staff other than Principals, and
Vice*Principals and PGTs and all non~teachind staff
upto and .including Office Superintendents~worHing in
Navodaya Vidyalayas in a region, shall be borne on
the concerned Regional Cadre. The seniority of Post
Graduate Teachers, which is a feeder posk for

promotion to Vice-Principal, would be maintained on .
all India basis. :

(v} All Group’a’ and "B’ employees of the $amiti
including Principals and Vice Principals, will be
borne on respective all India Cadres. The seniority
of employees . borne on Regional cadre wi}} be
maintained at the Regional basis. Notwithstanding
anything contained ‘herein any class or category of
posts and incumbents thereof, may be placed iﬁ the
Regional cadre or All India Cadre, as the ca$e may
be by general or special orders of Director, NvVs. "™

|



In view of
expecting that they would not be
Regions. Finding that on 25.2.2000§ "the third respondent
issued a Circular
Directors of all
samiti, wherein it is

Teachers were liable for -

'States, and apprghending that the applicants are 1liable to

the above sub rules, the applicants were

transferred to other

F_.No.2-1/2000-NVS(Estt) to Deputy
Regionél offices of Navodaya Vidyalaya
stated that the regionai language
rotational transfer between the

States where their language 1is taught and Hindi speaking

be transferred/ to distant States and Hindi speaking area,

the applicants. have jointly filed this application seeking

to set aside the impugned circular dated 25.2-2000(é~3).t0

the extent it provide transfers of TG Teachers (regional

languages) Hyderabad region to the Hindi sbeaking States and

for a declaration that providing compulsory rotational

transfers of the 1I1Ird language Teachers alone from

Hyderabad region to Hindi 'speaking area is arbitrary,

discriminatory and violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the

Constitution of India. It has also been contended that

knowledge of the local language of the region of posting is
an essential condition for recruitment, the transfer qf the
applicant to a different region with different local

language is impermissible and would disable the applicants

to perform their duties efficiently.

4. Oon behalf of respondents . 1 to 3, a statement has
been filed seeking to justify the impugned action on the

ground that a new transfer policy was evolved in 1994 taking

into consideration the representation made by the language

U e e e e e e



Teachers working in Northern States for a long time to be
given rotational postings to their  native places. It is
also contended that the appointment order of the applicants
contain a clause that they are liable to be posted anywhere
in India and as the transfer is an incident of service, the
applicants do not have a cause of action for setting aside
the impugned order. The transfer is also sought to be
justified on the ground of combulsory' migration of 30%
gtudents from non-Hindi speaking area to Hindi speaking area
and vice versa. As fhe knowledge of local language is not a
condition precedent for appointment as Regiongl Laﬁguage
Teacher, the applicant would not be put to any prejudice on
account of the transfer, contend the respondents.

[ 44

. Respondents 4 to 9 who have been transferrgd//from

e

various Hindi speaking states to Schools ig/fﬁé Hyderabad
Region, pursuant to the impugned order A-3, have got
themselves impleaded as "additional respondents. They have

not filed any statement.
0.A.646/2001

6. The applicant who is a Trained Graduate Teacher,
-Malayalam, working in the Navodaya Vidyélaya, Vechoochira,
has in this application challenged the order dated
27.6.2001(A~9) to the extent of his transfer to Bareilly.
The transfer is assailed on the ground that as pér the

Recruitment Rules, TG Teacher which is treated as regional

cadre, 1is not 1liable to be transferred out of the region.



He has also challenged A-10. order which 1is issued as a
- consequence of A-9. " The applicant . is also one of the
applicants in 0.A.532/2000. One Shri Abraham Plakeel has
got himself impleaded as additional respondent No.5, but did
not file any reply statement. The official respondents also
did not file a reply statement, but the learned counsel for
the official respondents states that as the issue involved
in this case being the same as the issue in 0.A.532/2000,
the case can be heard on the basis of the‘pléadings in that

case.

7. Tﬁe applicant, who is working as Trained Graduate
Teacher, Malayalam in Jawahar  Navodaya vidyalaya,
Malampuzha, has filed this application challenging her
transfer to Mau, Uttar Pradesh on the ground canvassed as in
the other cases. The official respondents have adopted the

reply statement in 0.A.532/2000.

0.A.656/2001

3. smt Lizamma Mathew, a Trained Graduate Teacher,
Malayalam, Jawahar Navodayva Vidyalavya, Kottavam, has filed
t:his application challenging the order dated 27.6.2001(A-8)
to the extent of her transfer to Tong, Rajasthan and the
aorder dated 9.7.2001(A-9) issued by the 4th réspondent
pursuant to A-8 order. The grounds on which the. impugneca

orders assail are the same as in other cases.




Q.0.666/2001

Q. Shri. K.Sudhakaran Nair, a Trained Graduate Teacher,
Malayalam, in the  Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalala,
Neriyamangalam, has filed this application aSSailing the
order dated 27.6.2001(A~4) to the extent it transfer him to
Jaunpur(U.P)’ by the Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti . and the
consequentialerder A—Sidated 9.7.2001 issued by the 4th
respondent . The grounds are the same as in other cases. In

this application also, the respondents havevadopted the

reply statement in 0.A.532/2000.

10. We have heard shri VR Ramachandran Nair, Smt Sumathi
Dandapani, learned counsel for the applicants and Shri
Mathews g Nedumpara, Shri ¢ Rajendran, ScGsc, iearned
counéel rEpresenting for official respondents and Shri

Vadakara V.V.N Menon, léarned counsel for the party

respondents .

11, The learned counsel for the applicants assail the

impugned orders of transfer 48 also the circular dated

contained in the Navodaya Vidyala Samiti Recruitment Rules
1995(A~1 in 0.A.532/2000) . .ndverting to sub rule (iv) and
(v) of Rule 2, the learned Counsel with considerable
tenacity argued that no  general or special order of the

Director, NVS "has been issued placing the TGT regional
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language in the all India cadre as provided for ; and

|
|

bermitted in the above said clause(iv and (v). The leﬁrned

counsel argued that it is not permissible to transfeﬁ TGT

from one region to another, i.e.. one cadre to another,j and
' |

therefore, the provision of rotational transfer of regional
\

language Teachers to Hindi speaking area is. impermis%ible
and unsustainable in law. Learned counsel also arguedjthat
while making recruitment to the various regions of regional
language Teachers, the competence to teach throu%h the
concerned regional language except in case of TGT, Edglish

and TGT, Hindi has been prescribed as qualification ﬂn the

|

annexure to the recruitment rules. " Those who are not
conversant with the regional language of a North ¥ndian

state would not be either qualified or proficient to rteach

i

‘Malayalam to students belonging to those areas and the#efore

|

such transfers are against public interest, argued the
learned counsel . We find considerable force in the arpument
of the learned counsel for the applicants that wﬁthout

|
)

placing TGT regional language in the a8ll India cadre taking

away from the regional cadre as provided for ﬂn sub

élause(v) of Rule 2 of the NVS ' Recruitment Rules [quoted
. |
above, it is not permissible to transfer the TGT, Malayalam

|

from Hyderabad region to a North Indian state by 'merely
issuing a circular.An employee without his consent(should
not b? transferred out of  his cadre to anotherf cadre
normally. Shri Mathews. J. Nedumpara, learned counse]l
appearing for the official respondents and Shri Vadakfra va

Menon, the learned counsel appearing for thef party

respondents in 0.A.532/2000 and 0.A.646/2001, invﬂted our

f
|

|
|
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attention to a number of rulings of the Apex Court wherein
it has been héld that a writ‘would not lie against a Society
or a Corporation which is not an instﬁumentality of the
Stafe. The respondents in the reply sfatement hggc not
contended that Navodava Vidyalaya Samiti is not an
inétrumentality of State and therefore the: application is
not maintainable. Therefore, the argument fhat the Navodaya
Vidyalaya Samiti is not amenable to the writ jurisdiction,
cannot be permitted to be raised without aﬁy pleadings in
tthat behalf. However, we shall consider the question
whether an application under Section 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act would lie iagainst an order
passed by the Navodava Vidyalaya Samiti. The argument of
the learned counsel for respondents that the Navodaya
Vidyalaya Samiti is not an instrumentality of the State and
therefore, is not amenable to the jurisdiction under Article
226 of the Constitution is contrary to the statement made by
the éfficial respondents themselves in paragraph 5 of the
reply statement which reads as follows:
"The averments and allegations contained in para 4.7
of the above 0.A. are not correct and hence denied.
It is most respectfully submitted that Navodava
Vidvalaya Samiti is an autonomous body under the
Ministry of Human Resources and; Development,
Government of India, for the purpose of establishing
Mavodaya Vidyvalavas through the country to provide

quality education to the . talented children
predominantly from rural areas"

It is evident from the above statement that the Navodaya

Vidyalaya Samiti is performing Governmental function,
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funded fully by the Government and controlled by the Central

Government and is therefore an instrumentality of the State.
Since it has been notified under Section 14(2) of the
Administrative Tribunals Act,1985, we are of the considered

view that the application is maintainable.

12. | Shri Mathews J Nedumpara; relying on the ruling of]

t:he Apex Court in Executive Committee of U.P. State

AIR 1970 SC, 1244, wherein it was held that i*, in passing|

an order, a statutory Corporation has violﬁged its own rules|

which are not statutory, the order of termination fromi

|

service could not be reversed, though the Corporatioq might
! |

e liable for damages. The learned counsel argued thét thel

position in  this case is identical . We are not perisuaded
.0 agree to this argument. First of all, the fact and
‘circumstances are different. The Corporation in that case,
was not an instrumentalify of the State whereas in this
case, we hold that the NVS is an instrumentality|of thea

State. Further, in a later ruling, the épex Court in| State

Bank _of India Vs Anjan _Sanval and others, AIR 2001 SC, 1749

has held as follows:

"4. An  order of transfer of an employee is| a part
of the Service conditions and such order of transfer
is not required to be interfered with lightly by A
Court of law in exercise of its discretionar:
Jurisdiction unless the Court finds that either the
order is malafide or that the _service rules prohibit
such _transfer or that the authorities, whol issued
the order, had not the competence to pass th&
order.." ‘

(Emphasis added)
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In this case, sub rule(iv) of Rule 2 of NVS Recruitmeﬁt
Ruless 1995 clearly provides that all teaching stgff.other
than Principals and Vice Principals ahd PGTs and‘ all
hon~teéching staff upto and including Office Superinterents
working in Navodaya Vidyalayas in a Region, shall be borne
on the concerned Regional Cadre and the seniority of Post
Graduate Teachers which is a feeder post fbr promotion to
Vice Principal, would be maintained on all India basis.v 1t
is well settled that an employee cannot be transferred
outside his cadre without his consent wunless »it become:s
neéessary‘on extreme administrative exigency. - Clause(v) of
f/;ule 2 provide that any class or category of posts and
incumbents may be placed in the Regional Cadre or all India
Cadre, as the case may be;“by Qeneralvor special orders of
Director, NVS. So long as such a special or general order
has not been issued, an emplovee cannot be - transferred out
of his cadre in the normal’ course. The argument of the
learned counsel for respondents that the order dated
25.2.2000(A~3  in O.A~532/20002 can be treated as a special
or general order also is not tenable because it is neither a
deneral or special order issued by the Director of’ the
Samiti placing the TGT in the all India cadre taking it away
from the regional cadre, but is only a letter which sfates
that as in the previous years, Samiti intended to undertake
1 he annual transfers and in that process the regional
language Teachers are also liable for rotational transfer
between States where their language is taught and Hindi
speaking States. Annexure A3 communication to the ODeputy
Directors of all Regional Offices is only a letter written

by Joint Director, Administration, without quoting any
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authority for it cannot be_cons;rued as a general or special
order provided for in the_Recruitmént Rules. The argument
of the learned ‘cbunsel for the respondentslthat the NVS
Recruitment Rules, 1995(A~1‘ in O.A.532/2009) is not a

statutory rule and therefdfé, A-3 dated 25.2.2000 has also

equal force is untenable, because NVYS Recruitment Rules is
the Recruitment'Rules governingAthe recruitment and service
conditions of the Teachers-and othér staff of the NVS as is
evident from A;l. Source of power hés been drawn from Rule |
24 of the Rules of Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti. whereas, A>3
doés not disclose the source of power and is only a letter |
lssued only by the Joint Director(Administration) |
-Recruitment Rules cannot be équaféa to a letter.thérafore,
A3 and A~-1 do nhot stand on tﬁe same footing; The argument
of the learned for the ~respon_dents that A-1 not| being
statutory rules issued under Articie?309 of the Constitution

at g
or an administrative order by the Government, it does not

have any statutory force, and that its violation canhot be
questioned is not untenable because as Annexure Al is the]
Recruitment Rules, its violation is not free from the pale

of judicial scrutiny.

A3, The appiicaﬁts in  these cases have accepted thej
'appointment,'- according to the terms specified :in the|
Annexure Al Recruitment Rules. Any variation of the | terms
can be made only under due process as prescribed in the
Rules. While the Recruithent<Rules provides for placing any
class or category of persons included in the Regional | cadre

into the all India cadre,see Rule 2, sub-rule ¥, without
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doing that by issue of a general or special order, officers
from one cadre to the other cadre cannot be freely
transferred in the normal course. I1n the Recruitment Rules
for appointment as Trained Graduate Teacher, the essential
aqualification No.(2) reads as follows:— |

Competence to teach through the concerned regional
language except in case of TGT,English and

TGT ,Hindi."
Recruitment 1is made on regional basis_A candidate recruited
from Hyderabad region as IIlrd language teacher should have
the proficiency to téach the particular third language in
the regiona} language in the schools within that region.
Such a teacher need not have the proficiency tb teach in the
regional language of West Bengal or Orissa or. any other
region'for that matter. Therefore in practice'aiso it would
be rather very difficult for a third language teacher
recruited in one region to effectively teach the language in
~another regional language in which he is not proficient.
When the 4th applicant "in 0.A.532 of 2000 made an
application for - appointment, finding that her appointment

was being delayed, the Deputy Director, Navodaya Vidyalaya

Samiti, Hyderabad region wrote to her a reply dated
19.7.90(Annexure All in O0.A. 532/2000) . It reads as
follows:~

Sir/Madam,

With reference to your application for the
post of TGT I1lrd language post, it is intimated
that there are no vacancies in Hyderabad Region.

You are therefore requested to exercise
vour option to sponsor your name to other
Regions 1in case vacancies exist in other regions.

Your option shall reach the undersigned on

'or before 11 July 1990 for taking necessary
action.The necessary option form enclosed may be
signed and sent to this office on or before

Z1.7.90."
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This shows that recruitment is made specifically té one

region and if appointment is to be made to aﬁother
region,option of the individual is required. 1In the féce of
all these facts and circumstances, we find that the iméugned
order Annexure A3 in 0.A. 532/2000 providing for rota#ional'
transfer from one region to another, cannot be sustalned

The other impugned orders in individual cases to the extent
it affects the individual applicants also therefore ¢annot

be sustained.

14. The learned counsel of the respondents invitea our
attention to a ruling of the Hyderabad Bench of the Central
Administrative Tribunal in 0.A.622 of 2000. In almost
identical circumstances the Hyderabad Bench dlsmlssed the
0.A. holding that policy decisions of the Government are
not open to challenge before the Tribunal and that the TGT
has an all India transfer liability. The learned cbunsel
also pointed out that in  the appointment order of the
applicants it had been mentioned that they are liabje to
serve anywhere in India. The learned counsel therefore;
argued that these applications need to be diémissed:
following the | view taken by the Hyderabad Bench. We are.
fully aware that the Bench has to take into accoudt the.
ruling of g coordinate Rench of the Tribunal on identical
issue. However the question, whether without iss@ing a
general or special order placing the TGT placedjin the
Regional cadre into the all India cadre in the ;manner
prescribed in Rule 2(V) of the Recruitment Rules,:a mere’
letter can be issued providing for inter cadre tTansfer

which is the issue in these cases, was not considered by the

l
i
i
i
i
|
{
|
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Hyderabad Benéh in that case for want of pleading in- that
regard. There was no plea in the case before the Hyderabad
Bench that the letter pfoviding for inter regional transfer
of Third Language Teachers recruited regionwise was aqgainst
the provisions of the Recruifment Rules. IH the case before
i,  the issue has been raised and thereforé the decision of
the Hyderabad Bench has no application in this case as the
same is distinguishable in the 1light éf the specific
pleading in the ﬁases before us. The ¢ontention that on
account of a clause in the appointment order, the appointees
could be posted anywhere in India, the applicants cannot
impuan the transfer orders also, cannot be accepted , for a
term in the appointment order against the provisions of the
recruitment rules and against the specific terms of

recruitment would not be valid and enforceable.

15, In the result in the light of the above discussions,
all the applications are allowed, The  impguned orders

ANnexure A3 in 0.A.532/2000 and the tﬁansfer of the

applicants by the impugned orders in these cases are set

aside. There is no order as to costs.

sd/- sd/+
(T.N.T.NAYAR) (A.V.HARIDASAN)
. ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER VICE CHAIRMAN

trs/njj

-w W



List of Annexures referred to in the Order:

O0.A.532/2000

1. Annexure Al

2. Annexure A3

0.A.646/2001

1. Annexure A9

2. Annexure Al0

0.A.656/2001

1. Annexure A8

2. Annexure A9

0.A.666/2001

e
L]

Annexure A4

2. Annexure A5

True copy of recruitment rules
per notification
NVS(Admn) dated
schedule.

22.6.1995

True copy of Order No.F.No.2-1/

2000~-NVS(Estt) dated
issued by the 3rd
revising the transfer policy .

25.2.2000
respondent

as

No.F2-29-
with

True copy of order No.F.No.2-17/ ..

2001-NVS(Estt) dated 27.6.12001
issued by the
Asst.Director,Navodaya Vidyallaya

Samiti for the 2nd respondent.

True copy of order

No.F.Nb.1-

(IR)/NVS(MR)/2001-02/RL/1126 dated

9.7.2001
respondent.

issued by . the

True copy ofvorder No.ﬁ.No.

2-17/2001-NVS (Estt)dated 27.6{2001

issued by the Asst.Director,
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti for
2nd respondent. !
True copy of order No.F.Nd
4(1 R)/NVS(HR)/2001-02/R@/1126
dated 9.7.2001 issued by the
respondent. ;

True copy. of order No.FJNo.Z—l

2001-NVS(Estt) dated 127.6.2
issued by the Asst.Directpr,
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti for
2nd respondent.

True copy of order Nb.F.No
4/(HR)/2001-02/RL/1126 dated
9.7.2001

issued by the
respondent. |

4
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- CENTRAL. ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNQL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

O.QrNos.532/2000;561/2001. 646/2001,
656/2001 & 666/2001

Friday this 1l1th day of January,2002.
CORAM »
HON*BLE SHRI'Q.V.HARIDASAN. VICE CHAIRMAN :
HON'BLE SHRI T;N.T.NAYAR.QD"INISTRQTIVE MEMBER

Q.0.5352/2000

1. C.D.Joy, :
Trained Graduate Teacher (for short as TOP) ,
Malayalam,
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya (INV),
Chennithala,-ﬁlleppey,

2. ' Ajayakumar .B.

TGT, JINV, Neriyamangalam,Ernakulam-

3. Marcy Paul,
TAT, JINV, Kottayam.

4. Lizzamma Mathew,
TGT.JNV.Kottﬂvam.

5. Srealatha A.K
TAT. JNv, VYechoochira Pathanamthitta.
é . Anitha c.v. _
TGT., JINV., Malampuzha, Palakkad.
7. Kumari K.R.
TGT., JINV, calicut.
s, Ajithakumari . K.
TAT., JNv, VYechoochira, Pathanamthitta.
P. Srmwkumarna.,
TaT, JNV . Malappuram.
10, Sudhakaran Nair,
TGT, JINV, Neriyamangalam. Ernakulam.
11. Preethy,
TGT, JNV, ITC Campus,
Kottarakkara, Kollam.
12. Subha.n. .
TAT, JINV, calicut. Applicants

(By Advocate sri V.R.Ramchandran Nair)

VI,

1. Union of India, represented by the
Smcretary. Ministry of Human Resources &

Development, Department of Education,
‘New Delhi. '




: “‘2.,

2. The Director, R
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi. = '
X. Joint Director,

Administration;'

Navodaya Vidyelaya»Samiti,
Naew Delhi.

q. _Abraham Plakeal,
Plakkeel House,
Piravom P.O.,Ernakulam District.

5. Mrs . Usha K.S.
Thandaseary House, Panangad PO,
Kodungal lur Via,
Trichur District 6BO665 .

6. Mrs. Maya Devi Pillai,
Kaduvanthuruthil House
Konni, Mangaram p.0O.
Pathanamthitta.

7. P.Vasu, Parappurath House,
Kolakkattuchali P.O.
Chelembra, Malappuram.

3. Alex L., Thadathil Puthenveedu,
Ch@mpakkaramenalloor.
Anchal P.O., Kollam.

2. Ramachandra Chakyar K.R.,
Chakyar Bhavan,
Vallachira, Thrissur.

(By Advocate Sri Mathews J.Nedumpara)
Mr. Vadakara V.V.N.Menon_ﬁdvocate(R4~9)

QLAL56/2001

Rosamma Sebastian,

Trained Graduate Teacher(nalayalam).
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya,
Malampuzha 678 651 . -« Applicant

(By Advocate Shri K“P.Dandabani)

VS,

1. Union of India,

: represented by Secretary,
Ministry of Human Resources & Development,
Department of Education, :
New Delhi.

2. The Director,

Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi~110048.

- «Respondents
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3.

3. The Principal.
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya,
Malampuzha 678 651
Palakkad District.

(By Advocate M. C.Rajendran, SCGSC(R~1)
Mr.Mathews J.Nedumpara (R2-3)

QeA©46/2001

Sreelatha.a.K.

Trained Graduate Teacher (TGT for short),

Malayalam,

Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya(JNv)

Vechoochira, Pathanamthitta District. -«Applicant

(By Advocate Sri V.R.Ramchandran Nair)

v
1. Union of India represented by
the Secretary, Ministry of Human Resources and
Dovwlopment,oepartment of Education,
New Delhi. '
2. T ey Director, ) :
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Dalhi. 5
3. Joint Director,
ﬂdminiatration,
Havodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi .
q. The Dmputy Director,
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti (Hyderabad Region) ,
6-1-119/C. Padmaraonagar, Secunderabad-25.
5. nbrdhmm Wlmkkwel,Phakkmel House

Biravom p.o., , p
Ernakulam District,
Working asa TGT, Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti

- - Respondents

(By Advocate Shri Mathews J.Nedumpara (R2-4)
Mr.Vadakara V~V,N.Menon,Advocat¢(R5)

Q, v.ﬂ aw"aﬁ.@./.z(;l‘ll

L.izamma Mathew,

frained Graduate Teacher(TGT for short),

Malayalam, ‘
Jawahan‘Nﬂvodﬂya Vidyalaya (JINV for short),
Vadavathoor, Kottayam, residing at

NV Quarters, Vadavathoor, Kottayam. --Applicant

(By Advocate Sri V.R.Ramchandran Nair)

vs.



-4.

1. Union of India represented by
the Secretary, Ministry of Human Resour
Devalopment, Department of Education,
New Delhi. S A , '

2. The Director,

' .Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,

New Delhi. -

X, Joint Director,
Administration, ,
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi. ,

The Deputy Director,
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti
6-1-119/C, Padmaraonagan.
Secundarabad-25 .

(Hyderabad Regi

-« -Respon
(By Advocate Sii Mathews J.Nedumpara)

Q.0.666/200),

K.Sudhakaran Nair, _
Trained Graduate Teacher(TGT for short),
Malayalam,

Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya(JINV for short),
Neriyvamangalam

» Ernakulam, residing at
NV Quarters, Neriyamangalam” Ernakulam.

-« Applicant

(By Ndvocate Shiri. V.R.Ramchandran Ndir)

ceas &

on),

dents

\VZ- N '
1. Union of India represented by
thea Secretary, Ministry of Human Resources &
Development, Department of Education,
New Delhi.
2. The Director,
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
Neaw Delhi.
X, Joint Director,
Administration, :
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti,
New Delhi .
4.

The Deputy Director,

MNavodaya Vidyalaya Samiti(Hyderabad Regio
6~1-119/C, Padmaraqnagar,
Secunderabad~25,

-« Respond

(By Advocare Mr.Mathews J~Nedumpara)

The Application having been heard on 12.12.72¢
Tribunal on

11.1.2002 7 “delivered the folle

nj),

artes
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