C.R.P.(MD)N0.256 of 2021

BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT
RESERVED ON : 19.10.2024
PRONOUNCED ON : 29.11.2024
CORAM
THE HONOURABLE MRS.JUSTICE S.SRIMATHY
C.R.P.(MD)No.256 of 2021

J.Ponnammal ... Petitioner
Vs.

1.The Secretary,
School Committee / Village Peoples Committee,
St.Marys Higher Secondary School,
Kesavanpuththan Thurai,
Dharmapuram Village,
Agastheeswaram Taluk,
Kanyakumari District.

2.The Correspondent,
St.Marys Higher Secondary School,
Kesavanpuththan Thurai,
Dharmapuram Village,
Agastheeswaram Taluk,
Kanyakumari District.

3.The Director of School Education,
College Road, Chennai-600 006.

4. The Chief Educational Officer,
Nagercoil, Kanyakumari District.
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5.The District Educational Officer,
Thucklay,
Thucklay Educational District. ... Respondents

PRAYER : Civil Revision Petition is filed under Section 115 of C.P.C., against
the order, dated 23.12.2016, passed E.P.N0.307 of 2004 in O.S..No.144 of 1990
on the file of the I Additional District Munsif Court, Nagercoil.

For Petitioner : Mr.G.Aravinthan
For R1 and R2 : Mr.S.C.Herold Singh
For R3 to RS : Mr.V.Om Prakash
Government Advocate
skkskoksk
ORDER

The present civil revision petition is filed by the plaintiff in the suit against

the order, dated 23.12.2016, passed E.P.N0.307 of 2004 in O.S.No.144 of 1990 on

the file of the I Additional District Munsif Court, Nagercoil.

2. The plaintiff in the suit is the revision petitioner herein and the
defendants in the suit are the respondents herein. For the sake of convenience, the

parties are referred as plaintiff and defendants as per the ranking in the suit.

https://lwww.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis

2/24



C.R.P.(MD)N0.256 of 2021

3. The suit is filed for declaration to declare that the plaintiff is in service as
Secondary Grade Teacher ignoring the order of the 1% defendant, dated
28.02.1989, wherein through the order the plaintiff was removed from her service
from the school namely St.Marys Middle School, Kesavanputhenthurani, as null
and void and not binding the plaintiff, consequential mandatory injunction
directing the defendants 1 and 2 to reinstate the plaintiff with all back wages,
continuity of service in the said school and mandatory injunction directing
defendants 1 to 5 to pay all retirement benefits such as pension, gratuity and the
provident fund, etc., on the basis of the plaintiff's entire service record from the

date of appointment till the date of retirement.

4. The brief facts are that the plaintiff was appointed as Secondary Grade
Teacher in the year 1968 in St.Marys Middle School, Kesavanputhenthurani, a
minority school, established and administered by village peoples committee. The
school was upgraded as High School in the year 1973 and the plaintiff was
working for the past 20 years. The contention of the plaintiff is that the Secretary

of the School illegally suspended the plaintiff from 19.02.1981 to 14.04.1981.
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The plaintiff made an appeal to 4™ defendant on 12.10.1981 and the 4™ defendant
allowed the appeal and held that the suspension was illegal and directed the
management to pay full salary for the said period, vide proceedings,
Memo.Mu.No0.9058-B5/81, dated 28.12.1981, but the defendants 1 and 2 failed to
pay the salary. Further, from 1985 onwards, the plaintiff was not paid annual
increments, hence the plaintiff submitted representation. The 4™ defendant
directed the 2™ defendant to take speedy steps to sanction the plaintiff's salary and
increment. Annoyed over the same, the defendants attempted to terminate the
plaintiff from service and by an order dated 27.02.1989 the plaintiff was removed
from service with effect from 01.03.1989. The above termination is illegal, since
no charge memo was served on the plaintiff and no show cause notice was served
before passing the order of termination. Infact the plaintiff was regularly attending
the school till 28.02.1989 and the defendants 1 and 2 did not serve any charge
memo. However, in the removal order, the defendants 1 and 2 have stated that the
2™ defendant was issued show cause notice on 09.10.1987 and a charge memo on
25.11.1987 and 1* defendant has issued enquiry notice on 11.02.1989 and a show

cause notice on 24.02.1989. But according to the plaintiff, no notice show cause
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notice or any charge memo was ever served on the plaintiff either in person or
through post at any point of time. In the removal order, it is alleged that the
enquiry officer report, dated 24.02.1989 held the plaintiff as guilty of seven
charges, then the management had considered the report and also considered
independently and had concluded the plaintiff as guilty. The removal order further
states that full opportunity was given to the plaintiff along with the relevant
records and also states that the Chief Educational Officer, Nagercoil, District
Educational Officer, Thucklay, M.P., M.L.A., other teaching and non-teaching
staff were called for to attend the enquiry. It is also stated that the plaintiff
refused to receive the postal covers and failed to avail the opportunity. Thereafter
also the defendants 1 and 2 did not furnish any copy of enquiry report along with
order of punishment. Hence, there is violation of principles of natural justice.
The order of punishment alone was furnished to the plaintiff which was refused
by the plaintiff and if at all any other memo or show cause notice had been served,
the plaintiff would have received the same. The then Secretary of the School
Committee “Bethelle” was the Postmaster in charge of Kesavanputhenthurani Post

Office who was not giving the postal covers to the plaintiff or her husband and the
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same was reported to the Postal Department Officials and the Governor of Tamil
Nadu as early as 26.10.1988. It was informed to the Secretary Bethelle on
31.01.1983 and 23.06.1984 and therefore even if the memo and other papers were
posted to the plaintiff it has not been served to the plaintiff due to the illegal
connivance as the postmaster in-charge, who is none other than the secretary
himself. With malafide intention with ulterior motive the defendants failed to
follow any rule of law and the service of the plaintiff was put an end abruptly.
Even in the order of punishment, it is not stated what are the charges levelled
against the plaintiff and the alleged report was not enclosed. Thus, the procedure
followed by defendants 1 and 2 are arbitrary and suspicious and they have
committed fraud by manipulating the records to take vengeance against the
plaintiff. In fact, the issue of non-service of notice was challenged in W.P.No.
15523 of 1989, after hearing the case, on 21.12.1989, the writ petition was
dismissed with a liberty to approach the Civil Court. The defendants 3 to 5 are
formal parties and they are not necessary parties and there is no cause of action.
The plaintiff had attained the age of retirement during the pendency of suit, hence

the plaintiff is entitled to retirement benefits such as gratuity, pension and
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provident fund and the benefits ought to be paid by the defendants 1 and 5 and for

the said purpose the defendants 2 to 5 were impleaded as parties.

5. The defendants 1 and 2 had filed written statement stating the school was
not upgraded as Middle School in the year 1973, but the school was started by
village people in the year 1971 as High School and the plaintiff had served in the
said school for long years, hence she is aware of the said fact. Because of the poor
conduct of the plaintiff (0sl L BLHWH) she was suspended, then she sought
forgiveness, hence suspension was revoked and she was allowed to join.
Thereafter, the plaintiff has made the 4™ defendant Chief Educational Officer to
pass an order in favour of the plaintiff, which is illegal. Since the 1* and 2™
defendants are minority institutions and the 4™ defendant cannot interfere in the
administration of minority institutions, hence the order, dated 28.12.1981, passed
by the 4™ defendant will not bind on the defendants 1 and 2. The plaintiff had
approached the official respondents without submitting any request to grant salary
during the suspended period. Thereafter, the plaintiff was terminated from service

on 01.03.1989, prior to that show cause notice was issued on 09.10.1987, charge
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memo on 25.11.1987, enquiry notice dated 11.02.1987, notice for the proposed
punishment dated 11.02.1987 was issued through post and was served in person.
As usual the plaintiff refused to receive the same. Infact the plaintiff had never
received any notice whenever the school had issued notice, she refused to receive
the same. The management had followed all procedures, but the plaintiff had
missed the bus and now the plaintiff cannot challenge the same. The allegation
against the postmaster was not proved, hence no action was taken against him.
The writ petition filed by the plaintiff was also dismissed and the allegations were
not proved before the Court. The show cause notice was issued to the plaintiff as
well as the School Headmaster Vijayarathnam. The plaintiff had refused but the
said Vijayarathnam had received and had submitted a evasive reply on
16.10.1987. The notice dated 14.10.1987 seeking explanation was issued to the
plaintiff. The plaintiff had never followed the rules of the school, any action
against the plaintiff had not rectified the plaintiff. Hence an advocate was
appointed as enquiry officer. The enquiry officer had issued notice of enquiry
dated 12.02.1989, again another notice dated 16.02.1989 was issued. The plaintiff

refused to cooperate with the enquiry. Again on 20.02.1989 enquiry was
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conducted wherein 10 witness had appeared, 36 documents were marked.
Thereafter the enquiry officer had submitted a report dated 24.02.1989 wherein it
was held the charges are proved. The reported was published in the Malaimuru
newspaper. Then also the plaintiff had not submitted any explanation, hence in the
interest of school the plaintiff was dismissed from service on 27.02.1989. The
management had decided to grant the increased salary to the plaintiff from 1985
onwards. Thereafter the increased salary and other benefits were prepared, the
plaintiff had affixed her signature and the said bill was submitted to the
Educational Authorities. The present suit is filed deliberately to defame the
management and the school. The management has every right to punish the erring
employee and the present action against the plaintiff is appropriate. The school is
a minority institution, the Secretary of School Managing Committee is appropriate
and necessary party, hence the suit is bad for non-joinder of necessary party. The
defendants 3 to 5 are not necessary party. There is no cause of action, the prayer
sought in the suit cannot be granted and hence the defendants prayed to dismiss

the suit.
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6. The 5" respondent had filed written statement and the defendants 3 and 4
had adopted the same, wherein it is stated that when the complaint was submitted
for non-issuance of salary for the suspension period, the official respondent had
considered the same and passed an order directing the institute to pay the salary.
The payment of salary is the responsibility of the school. The official respondents
have no right to interfere in the internal affairs of the minority institutions. The

official respondents are not necessary parties and prayed to dismiss the suit.

7. Pending the suit the plaintiff and the defendants 1 and 2 had entered into
compromise on 23.08.2002, wherein the school agreed to pay Rs.2,60,000/- as
subsistence allowance for the suspended period and then the management would
take steps to get the retirement benefits to the plaintiff. The said compromise is

extracted hereunder:

“Dr.T.John Bellarmin, B.Com., Church of Immaculate
Parish Priest Heart of Mary
Kesavanputhenthurani

Kanniyakumari District.

Date:- 23.08.2002
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FLOTHIN _QLILIHFHLD

L6V  QIHLMIGENTES BHOLOUBB  aubdH  HHLoS.CLITET6IDLIOT
S Fflemwiuflens Calemev HHHID FIDLIHBHLOTE QUDPSHBEM HBELTENHUI
o]  BifeuTsUpld  GUflweufdEplD  LMIGHHmSHUN  (Lpeielensvuilsd
FLOTHTEONS (IPI9dhd FIDOHHBUILL L .

QAHeme0  QMBILLNOHID  HBIGBET  QIDSHGHHEMET  FLDHTEILOTH
(P19 & &HE)LD. AHBGH 2 5H6lH0HTeNHUITS e.2,60,000/-
Smwd.Cursienowr  HFflevuidsd ChFausihHTen  Hewm 26
ByeUTHID CETHUUSTHD FIDWHD O0HFelldSIILL L .

Gwevid  FHHiod).CQumsitenipior  FAflemws  eubH CFy  Ceuemrigul
Refairment benefits eww QuBmIs OHETHUUSBGID 261F  BlifeuTHID
QUTEIICUBBIS CBHTEITHBSI.

SHmog).Gumsiieaibom  Teacher

Fml_d&6iT:-

M.A. @mpsuyres,
A.Philip
S.ysrsn”

8. Based on the aforesaid compromise the suit was allowed vide judgment
and decree dated 11.02.2003 wherein it was held that based on the compromise
the plaintiff was considered as deemed to be in service until her superannuation

dated 31.03.2000, for which the defendants 1 and 2 had paid salary for the said
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period and the defendants 3 to 5 agreed to pay the salary for the said period.
Further the government had not dismissed the plaintiff from service, hence there
1s no impediment to pay the salary for the subsequent period by the government.
The defendants 1 and 2 alone had dismissed the plaintiff from service and hence
the defendants 3 to 5 ought to pay the pension, gratuity, PF by calculating the
service until superannuation on 31.03.2000, hence the Trial Court directed the

defendants 3 to 5 to grant pension, gratuity, provident fund from 31.03.2000. The

C.R.P.(MD)N0.256 of 2021

relevant portion of the judgment is extracted hereunder:

“FnBH60 erupellenm etemr. 1: eurdl 28.02.1989 (p&H6v
LelWledpbd BHHHD GFUIWNLL HTenTT. U] bHHW 2 SHHI6)
1 s Urgeursuwmsd  eupmislul BelTendl.  DiH  eaurdl Sl
FreipmeuenImIBeT 14, 15 e HTHH0  OFuIWILL (BeTengHl.  Dig%Hedr
LIB& HBCUTEH QUS| L1y &leur &5l 6e1hdsablemL_Gu FLOTHTEULD
JMLL_(HeTTe ). DIHTLIY UM 1989-60 Leonuwled pibS
bHSUULLTeVID  Sieu]  31.03.2000 euemy  uUsmluled  QAHHHIHTH
HHHL B  SHMLW  Flouem  uUThBSlenul 1,2 UydHleundsel
QUpmIBSUeTeen].  @bHlensouled FIOTHTEN  QULBHHHWSH  UTTUIHS]
uTFé@euUTIpgkl  31.03.2000-0 eueny UsulelBmbeHHTE OCHFSBHI.
amgdemw 1,2 Urseundser usluled®mba BHHad UTHHenW  Sieu]T
Lewll(pgujld  &mevld euemy 31.03.2000 eueny GaTBHHIOIN L6y, 3,45
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LIgFHeundlset Gamhods 1,2 Lysleurdssn FDWHILSTHD, DHBG
SHTHIGH6T  6hHANHHHD RewLuym  Oguwiwr  wrlGLmbd el
OxflelsgieTeneny.  @QmeuGly  OFuign  O®mewiL  @UIUbHSHIHD 60
SigliuemL_ufed  31.03.2000 euemy  eurdl  UewluleVlHHHHTHE6!
BIGHLLILL Heitengl.  Guend  eutdHenwt  UswluledmbH TS
STy  BHhsalsvemsv. HBOUTEMHW  Blewsouled iFdH  HILLI6D
UTHHGemILTen Lienld@ Lbwdw LIFsHleundser GambBrudsd 6bhs
SHMLUID  EB60em6v.  JOleIENed  DleUTHET  QUTHemUI  Liewll  [HaHID
CFuIgI o HHI6) LIS Ha160606. Lissollu 160 b 1,2
Ly SHleurslden  bhdlujeiteneny. SBOUTH ITdH  Liewi(LplQU|d  &HT6E0LD
alemy 31.03.2000 euemy 1,2 LIygleuraglsein FbLemd GemHHHIeTeNT].
31.03.2000 &TeLHAMBG LIbHenBHUl OHTeNIHEHEN6N QUIEYSHIULILD,
UenlboeTenL, GFwpevenalli] HFH AMIHMSUID 3  (PFHO 5
Ly &leu &l beit OBTHHHCoumTHOWBI  CFWLI 2 BISHHIHHL L N6l

29

UflSMyD aupmis @euteupalamalBg $Hiey STelLGHBSHI.

9. Based on the decree, the plaintiff had preferred E.P.N0.307 of 2004 and
the said execution petition was dismissed. Against the same, the plaintiff has

preferred the present civil revision petition before this Court.
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10. The contention of the revision petitioner is that the Executing Court
ought to execute the decree passed by the Trial Court and it cannot go beyond the
decree, hence execution Court ought to have attached the properties belonging to
the respondents 1 and 2 in order to pay the gratuity and other statutory payments
which the plaintiff is entitled to. If not paid then the defendants ought to be
arrested. The contention of the management school is that based on the decree
passed by the Trial Court they had already submitted the proposal on 14.08.2003
and in the proposal, the school has requested the respondents 3 to 5 to calculate

the service until 31.03.2000 and grant the monetary benefits to the plaintift.

11. The contention of the official respondents 3 to 5 is that the plaintiff was
terminated from service on 01.03.1989 and then from 01.03.1989 until the
superannuation 31.03.2000, the plaintiff never ever served in the school for the
said period, further the school had not approached the official respondents for
disbursement of any salary for the period. The period for which the plaintiff had
received the salary from the government alone can be taken for calculating the

period of service. Without making the official defendants as one of the party to
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the compromise was executed and the same is not binding on the official

defendants. Therefore the compromise between the plaintiff and the defendants 1

and 2 to pay the terminal benefits by calculating the period from 01.03.1989 to

31.03.2000 is against the provision of law. Hence vide proceedings in O.Mu.No.

5997 / Aa3/ 03, dated 01.06.2004 the same was declined and the same is extracted

hereunder:
" SADILILBT CUBIBY
SIS FLBTLTFSF, 61lD.6J., 6ID.6TL ., ST,
LTI L &H60a1  DISVIeI6VT, e Guofl 2 wiimlemsvll  Lisiter,
H&HBHEN6V. G F6)61L 5 HETHINM.
@-(Lp.61601.5997/ 24,3/03, B6iT.1.6.04.
eI,

QUTeIT: UIeYSWID - &lHL&.Cy.CuTaTeIDLOTET, E6NL Blen6v
S Fflemw, yellgs Gofl 2 wifpleneols useiterl, CaFaleibHHengHiensm -
gFmiyL.

uryenel: CoFeusiil|bHHeoiHlens, Lend Gofl o wijmlensoll
LeiteMd Hmenmenfled &lgdh elewr.17/03, Bmem 14.8.03.

CbF 6)6ITL|H FH 60T FHIMM L6 & @uoif] ® _WiJmHlensvl

ueitell  RemL_Blewev pFflewus  FHHLo).Ceg.QUITEITETLDLOTET  6TEITLIGIED]T
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ueiterl miyeunssld 1.3.89 (1pHev Uewll BHHsD GFUWNLL(B @uie OLmb
Geuemrigul 31.3.2000 Sieiiml euemy Liswiuled GFjdamallsvensv. GLomLig
BTVHHMBEH PooTdT  aufl  2mMFHUIIPD  QIPBEIGBETVENED.  DTFTEV
oMmGUID  QUIPRIGLILLL  HTVD  HTell  QUIGESHL  DIDIOH HSHTH
sMSHL @uisvid. Gomuly pFflewwds@ 1.3.1989 @psHsv  31.3.2000
QUM LsllLfluim s BHTLHH MBS UsiTer BeuTaLD FIOT&F
SlglIenL_uled 2mGHUID PRSI L & 6T60ILUHT  DgLiLlenL_uled
QUIRLSHUILD DIDIDGHES  algGHEelsd GLID  @Re0EN6V  6TEIILIFHEN6EN
OxfleldHal Sisiemfle LenllUsHCaidB HmibEHHE L6  SHHLILT
DI »eUSHBLILIBHBSI.

@ememurliL]: LissollliLIg Geu(n

/2 _.b.o_ .1/ (@) S.prngd,
TeIl L& H6evel isvialsv] (Gu)
HEBHEHEN6V
(@LD)

Personal Assistant,
O/o the District Educational Officer,
Thuckalay.

/] o_ewienip Hawso //”

12. By another proceedings in O.Mu.No.5138/Aa3/2024, dated 24.09.2024,

the defendants 3 to 5 had stated that for terminating the service of the plaintiff, the
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school has not submitted any proposal for approving the punishment. Again in the
same order, it is repeatedly stated that from 01.03.1989 to 31.03.2000, the plaintiff
was never in service. For the said period the government had not paid any salary
and hence the said period cannot be taken to calculate pension, provident fund and
gratuity, hence the proposal dated 09.09.2024, submitted by the school along with

the pension proposal submitted by the plaintiff was returned.

13. After hearing the rival submissions this Court had given its anxious
consideration. It is seen that the decree only states to grant pension, gratuity and
PF for the period after 31.03.2000. The decree is not specifically stating to
calculate the period of service from the date of appointment till date of
superannuation. The decree is extracted hereunder:

“1. QUTH &G 31.3.2000 HTEVHHMS LNHem UL
OHTMBHENMTEN  UISYHUWID, LenldbosTenL, GFEHe0 el B
FW OHTeEBmeN 3 WpHev S5 LpHeurglset  OsThHEHS
CouemihOeiiy  CFWId 2 MIGHIGH Lenem  UfSTID  eIphHId

SiLiumenesnr LI & & emmBgI.
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2. olPHHED  HEWMMU  BHHHHMBOBTWI(H  Di6UT6MT
CFeLRHOBHTEMHHMENT  DjauTal] gmmid  Oemeinen  Geuenr(holoso

2_55IalBHGIBE.

3. ForHTen QUUBSLD HTUTT @ UTHOTS HHSLILL

CouemiHOenr 2 HHyealbhalemal.”

When the Trial Court had granted decree to grant pension after 31.03.2000, the
claim of the plaintiff to grant pension for the period from 1968 until
superannuation dated 31.03.2000 cannot be sustained. Therefore, this Court is of
the considered opinion that the Execution Court is right in dismissing the

Execution Petition.

14. Even if the contention of the plaintiff ought to be considered on merits,
then the same would be illegal, since it is seen that the government had not paid
any salary for the period from the date of dismissal 01.03.1989 till the date of
superannuation 31.03.2000. Further the plaintiff was not in service at all during

the said period. In order to put an end to the issue the plaintiff and the
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management had entered into compromise, wherein the management had paid less

salary for a lesser period and the details are as under:

“The salary for the period from 28.02.1999 to 31.03.2000 was
calculated as Rs.7,60,420/-, but the management had paid Rs.
2,60,000/- on 23.08.2002 as full and final settlement regarding
salary”

It is to be noted that the salary was not calculated from 01.03.1989, the date of
dismissal. In such circumstances, the said period either from 01.03.1989 or from
28.02.1999 cannot be taken for calculating the pension and other benefits. Further
in the said compromise the official respondents are not a party and hence the said
compromise is not binding on the official respondents. Even if the official
respondents had entered into such compromise the same is against law, hence
such compromise cannot be sought to implemented. Hence, for such illegal

compromise, sanctity cannot be granted by the court of law.
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15. The salary ought to be paid only for the period where the employee had
worked. Under “No Work No Pay” principle, the salary cannot be paid to the
plaintiff and it is an admitted fact by the school as well as by the plaintiff that the
plaintiff was never reinstated from 1989 onwards. In such circumstances, arriving
at a compromise without the knowledge of the official respondents is illegal. It is
pertinent to note that this kind of situation is repeatedly happening in the aided
schools, wherein the Government is being treated as paymaster alone and all other
terms of agreement and contract is executed between the parties without
impleading the official respondents and without the knowledge of the official
respondents, thereby causing loss to the government. Therefore the same can

never be permitted. Hence the prayer for arrest cannot be sustained.

16. However the plaintiff is entitled to pension and other benefits for the
period from 1968 until the dismissal from service in 1989. The plaintiff is not
entitled to any benefits from the official respondents after dismissal from service
in the year 1989 until superannuation 2000. When the plaintiff and the defendants

1 & 2 had submitted pension proposal by including the period from 1989 to 2000,
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which is illegal, hence the Execution Court has rightly dismissed the same and

there 1s no illegality.

17. It is seen that the plaintiff and the management had compromised the
issue and the management had paid salary to the subsequent period. In such
circumstances, the punishment order ought to be modified as voluntary retirement
and the period of service would be from 1968 till 1989. Hence, the plaintiff is
entitled to pension, gratuity and PF from the date of approval of appointment till
the date of voluntary retirement i.e. 01.03.1989. If the plaintiff and defendants 1
and 2 are submitting any such proposal claiming pension, gratuity and PF for the
period from the date of approval of appointment till the date of voluntary
retirement i.e. 01.03.1989, then the official defendants may process the same as

per law.

18. For the reasons stated above this Court is passing the following orders:
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The Civil Revision Petition is dismissed confirming the
order, dated 23.12.2016, passed E.P.N0.307 of 2004 in

0O.S.No.144 of 1990 on the file of the I Additional

District Munsif Court, Nagercoil.

The management shall pass an order modifying the
punishment as voluntary retirement fixing the date as
01.03.1989 for the purpose of pension, gratuity,

provident fund.

Thereafter the management shall submit the proposal for
getting pension, gratuity, provident fund for the period
of service from the date of approval of appointment in
the year 1968 till the date of voluntary retirement dated

01.03.1989.
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iv.  The said exercise shall be completed within a period of
two months from the date of receipt of copy of this

order. No costs.

29.11.2024
NCC :Yes/ No
Index :Yes/ No
Internet :Yes
Tmg
To

1. I Additional District Munsif Court,
Nagercoil.

2.The Director of School Education,
College Road, Chennai-600 006.

3.The Chief Educational Officer,
Nagercoil, Kanyakumari District.

4.The District Educational Officer,
Thucklay,
Thucklay Educational District.

5.The Section Officer,
Vernacular Records Section,

Madurai Bench of Madras High Court,
Madurai.
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S.SRIMATHY, J.

Tmg
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