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JUDGEMENT
(Mr.A.V,Haridasan, Judicial Member)
In this application filed under Section 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act,\the applicant, Dr.K.Ravindran

Division in the Central Institute of Fisheries Tebhnology,
~a Principal Scientist in Fishing Technology/ Kochi has.

S
challenged the Annexure-A1 order of the Director, CIFT
dated 3.3.1990 to the extent of transPerring him from Kochi

to Ve raval Research Centre. The averments in the application

sufficient for its disposal can be.briefly stated as follous.

2. ' ' The Central Institute of Fisheries Technology (CIFT)
is one of the Research Institute under the Indian Council’

of Agricultural Research (ICAR). The applicant is a Principal
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Scientist under the Agricultural Research Service introduced by
the ICAR on 2.10.1975. Originally there uére 7 Scientific
Divisions.in CIFT, namely, Craft; Gear, ﬁrocessing & Packaging,
Bio Chemistry and Nutrition, Micro~bioldgy, Engingering, Electro-
nics & Instrumentation, Extension éducation and Statistics.
Later, thié was reorganised into 5 Diﬁisions. The Craft and
Gear Divisions were amglgaﬁa;ed as Fishing Technology Division.
The.Bio-chemistry &f&;trition Divisiqn and Micra—bioldgy

Divisions were reclassified as Bio-chemistry Nutrition and

MicroQbiology Bivision. This reorganisation was made by the

First.raspondent as per the guidelines issued by the second

respondentvas.per leitér No.2(1)/88-WS dated 2.2.,1988 uherein
if was clarified that ﬁhe former divisions will be recognised
as Sections. The Fishirjavg Craft Division/?zection'of the CIFT

is the premier research wing in the country for investigations

" on Fishing Vessels/Crafts. The Craft Division deals with the

research investigations on development of cheap building
materials for Fishing Boats instead of conventional costly
timbers like teak and cheajder substituts for costly»copper

. ' ing
and brass fastenings and fittings and Pindlput the suitability

- of matsrials like ferrocement, fibre glass reinforced

plastics, aluminium, steel etc. other than wood for fishing

boatsand working out prdtective measures for .fishing boats

and components against deterioration in the marine environment. -
v : 4 .

Facility Fbr research work invfishing craft technology is
available only in the headquarters of the C;FT, Kochi.

Eversince the applicant Qainad the CIFT in the year 1963
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ha»has been specialiéing in Fishing traft Technology and
Corrosion Technology. He has taken his Doctorate in Corrosion
Technolégy(ﬂateriéla Technology) Fram'the University of Louvain .
(Belgiﬁm)., For the last 25 years he hés‘been_heading the
research work in fishing cra?tf Several Jreseérch ﬁrqjects
in this field had been completed unﬁer his laadership.v The
scheme number-1 of the VIIIth Five Year Plan for the period
Préﬁ 1990-9§(Annexure-u) deals with the development of Fishing
Vessels and schema No.3 relatas tobdevelopmeht of fishing gear
techﬁology. The appiicant is given 100% time allocation as
the leader offthe‘Dévelopmenﬁ Research Works onm Fishing
'Vesselsvin schéme No.1: The applicant is tﬁe projec£ léader
. for the RaSeérch.P:oposal No.1 which relates to studiss on the
' constructidq and maintsnénte of medium and iargé,uélass of
fishing vessels in wood and steel Forvghe exclusive Econdmic
Zone which starﬁed in April, 1988 and is expécted to be
‘complated in December, 1993. There are six Scientists
associated with him basides’a T-5 Néval Architect in the
projecf. The location 6? the project ié at the headquartérs
at.Kochi. In a Research Projecf'unaertaken at the Cra?f-
Divisioﬁ under.tha leade:ship of thé applicant, on developing
an.inShorefFishing cfaftvUSing aiternativé éonstruction’
4materials, fﬁe"design of the Aluminium Boat has Been completed.
For want of fuﬁds; marine'graded corroéion AluminiQm Alloy |
‘Plates have just been ordered and the supply is auaited
shortly. Being the leader of the projecﬁ, the pneéeace of
the applicant at Kochi is essential to undertake this novel
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construction from the dasigns alrdady developed. The‘transfer

v would
of the applicant at this juncture/disrupt the project under-

g
/takan under his leadership.' The Uézpéval‘RBSBarch Centre is
}condupt?ng studiss on the research components like Sputnik,
1 9%

Shrimp Trawl, P.V.C. Otter Board for fishing nets, Pie;d
studies on hooks for Shark and pulyprbpyiene Gill nets.
Considefing his academic qualificatidn, research experisesnce
‘and expertise, the applicant will have nothing to ﬁontribute
at Veeraval on the scientific side since the work relating to
fishing gear and processing aré aldien to his branch of
research whereas the present project in which the applicant
is involved as ﬁhe lsader of thg prcject is likely to be

disrupted by his transfer to Ve raval by the impugned order

in the middle of the project. If the impugned order of

. - transfer is giVeh effact te}the project in which the applicant

is involved quld be disrupted and‘the applicant also will be
deprived of opportunify to advance his careefAin the field of
research in‘whiph he has been deeply invplved for many years.
Further, as .a Scientist in-charge at Ve}aual, his time will
have ﬁo'be'utilised in diséharging administrative functions.
with iittle scope for research and developmentQOF cafeer.

For these reasons the‘épplicant submitted a representaticn
for reconsideratian mfbthe question of his transfer. OQOuring
the pandency of the_applicatiﬁn, this representation was
disposed of by Annexure-XIV order dated 24.5.1990'rajecting‘
the same. The applicant prays that the. impugned orders at

Annexure-I and XIV may be quashed and that he may be directed
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to be continued at Kochi in his present assignment.

3. fhe réspcndents have‘in the detailed re@ly statements
contended that the transfer of fhe applicant has been ordered
only invthe intérest of the Institute,‘thét the Project in
which the applicant is involved will not at all be affected by
his traﬁsfér because othér Scientists having the requisite.
qualification and the-naval_arcﬁitédnsare also.retained in

" Kachi for carrying out the project and that the expertise»and
reseafch experience of the appliﬁant'can be usefully utilised
ét Ué:}aval. They have éléd :%prayéﬂi.that’as the transfer
:of tﬁe applicant uho.has been all along working in Kochi has
been made bnly in thezgg%égest and uith a visw to utilise his
sgrvicéé.tbvtha best ihte;ést of the institution, the impugned
orders may'not bé inter?ered.uith.

4, - We havse heard the arguments of the ieérned'counsel

én either éide and have also carefuily gone thfough the docu-
ments produééd. The main grounds on which the‘applicanﬁ has
challenged the impugned order of transfer:is thatlby his
_traﬁsfer, the pfojgct in which 59 is deeply involved.uouid be
disruptéd'and that he wouid be deprived of - " opportunity
and éacility to advance his career»by ccntinuing the research
in the field in which he has been deeply involved for many
years. Regérding the coﬂtentiqn of ;the applicant that ﬁhe
pfoject would be disrupted, the fespondents have made it clear

as o ' _

that/maval: architectsand Scientists who have requisite quali-

v

fication in corrotion technology are retained in Kochi, the
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project will not suffer by the absence of the applicant here.

It has also been contended that even from Ve:}aval he can

lead the project. Meeting the averment of the applicant.

that he would be deprived of opportunity to advance his

career, it has been contended that since the magnitude of
’ ey . . - ﬁ . : - N o
ccrrosig,experxenced in Ve, raval is of great significance

as a_multiple.PisHing harbour project‘is bsing set up at

Veeraval uith'the aid of World Bénk, there is ample scope

for the applicant to continue tesearch in hisbspecialisation;

namely Gorrosin fechnology and Métérial Technology. It is
contendad that the éxperience, knowledge and,expertise of
Dr.Ravaandran_invthe,field of Corfosion Teéhnology can be
ﬁt;lised_to.the béstvadvantage at Uqﬁ;aval.. Cn a cafeful
consiﬁafétiom‘af fhe facts and circuhstancés disclosad in
ﬁhe plsadings‘ana in fhé documents produceﬁ, we ars not in
a posifion ta.findvthat the apprehension of the éppiicant '
that ﬁha project.in'ﬁhich he has been hitﬁerfo‘uorking

would be jsopardissd by'his transfer;‘ We are also not

'convincéd that the applicant would be deprived of an oppor-

tunity to continue his research work because at Veraval

also ths applicant is posted as a Scientist-in-Charge

with scope for research in the Pield of corrosion of Marine

Structures in Uéz;aval coast, There is no averment that

the Committee which decided about the transfer acted

malafide in ordering the transfer of the applicant.

It is difficult to believe that the applicant alone is
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interesied in the fulfilment oé the project work and that
the Director gnd the‘Members_oP the Committee are not at
vall interested. In ths fepresentation submitted by the
applicant on 3.4.1990, Anhexure-11, requesting for cance-
llation of his‘transfer ébart from, that the project unﬁld
suffer, and that, he‘uould be deprived of opportunity to
'advance his caraer_if the transfer isvgiven effect tg)fhe
applicant has statedfthat, his house éonstruction‘ and
gducation

daughters/uould be jeopardised if he has to leave Kochi
immedi ately. On a:ca;eful,abpraisal of the facts and
circumstances, we feesl that fathgr than his love for the
projecttand zest for research and cafaar advancement the
applicant was motivated by his more personal'p;oblems
namely,.constructicn.of the house and-daughterg.aducation
in seeking abcancellation of the traﬁs?er. We are of the
vieu ﬁhat the iptereét of servibe hés to be given mafe
impoptégggthan personal convenience of individual officers;
The learned ﬁounsel for the appliéant argued that, though
the respondénts coﬁtesﬁéd OA 451/90 fiied‘by‘Dr.Lal Mohan,
Prindipal Scientist,'CNFRI, Kochi, challenging his transfer
to Uéi;aval and though this Tribuﬁal dismissad the above
application, thelICAR has by order déﬁed 4.9.1990, Annexure;y{;
S XX1 éubsequently'cancelled the transfer of Dr.lLal Mohan, and

that by a similar arder, Annexure-XXILtransfer of Or.Chinnamma

o —

George was also defefred, and that this would shou that there

is no merit in the contention of the respondents that the

s

transfers of Scientists were made in the exigencies of service
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The fact that the transF;riof Bf.Lal‘Mohan was canbelled
subsaq@ently, and that thertrénsfer of Df.Chinnamma George
was deferred doesnot ipsofacto show that the trénsfen@bf
Scientiéts in general were naot made in #uﬁiiq interest,

[

As in.thosa cases, it is oapen for the respondénts in the

case of the applicant alse to reennsider‘the_quastion of

the applicant's transfer; i? they Finﬁ.that it is expedient

to do so. But from the materials placed before us, ue have
no reason to suspect that the impugned order-. of transfer

of the appiicant from Cochin to_Vaj}aval was lfmada;f malafide
on account of any pérspnal veﬁdata agéinst the applicant or
with an intention to tquS?D the suécesé?ul completion of
the prnje§t iﬁ uhich'tﬁa.applicant uaé involvea. We, there-
.Pofe, find no justification to interfereyﬁ%ﬁthe decision of
.the'respondentsbto ?ransfar the applicant.

5. The learned counsel for the applicant submitted

that, as.the aaughteg of.the applicant is studying in the
11th:standard and as his house constfgﬁtioﬁ is in the miduay
it would cause great heardship to the applicant if he is to
.move to Vé};éval in_thé midst of tﬁé academic yéar. Though_
the impugned order of ffansfer vas issued;af ﬁhe énd of the
éCadémic year, nou tﬁat by reason of the order of interim
stay, the applicant had continued at Cochin, uwe feel that, in
the_intereét of justice it tas to be directed that the impugned

- order of transfer should be given sffect {Q only after 30th
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March, 1991,

6o In the result, finding that there is no merit in

the application, we dismiss the same andvuphald the'iméugned
ofder 6? transFér at Annexura;A1 and rejectiqn of the repre-
sentation ét Annexur85XiV. But we direct that iq the circum-
sténceswmantioned above, Ligj the?impugnéd ordef of transfer

| at Aﬁne%ure—A1 should be éiven effect to only a?fer 31.3.19381.
We Purther make it clear that this order will not be a bar

for the respondents to raconsider the question of the appli%

| , it - \
cant's transfer if they deem/feasible and expesdient. There
‘ r—
~ is no order as to costs.
(A.V.HARIDASAN) : . (S.P.MUKERIJI)

JUDICIAL MEMBER VICE CHAIRMAN



