@!GOTLD 1 urjemeuuiled smemid FRsD 14.04.193760 L6y QFUINLL G HSHDG. @QESHSLD
WMLl 2 flemd  QUDMIETTETSHED  SUG6T  Slqliuenluiled  GmUly — FRISLD
SM5&I6GUNL  26em Y i.f.uetalgenear  BHLEHGHUSTEHAD  FamUUGHADE.  HhiG6T
S EHMBUNHTELD 19  LeTaN&em  QFweLLG 6. GO FHRIGD MLl 2 [lenid
QUDOEMSTET  emesr  QFeusny  WMHSGSL  STLLLUULeN6Lm6V. FLOOHSLILL L
HjeurssHerflLopd  QeLsnev. SRS (P  HSHSTT  PHTIRGEHT @eLsnev.  GLomLIg
ueteflgaflest  Hijeumsd WLOMID  SLNGHENHM UTFmUUND &l [l DYl CLHEVLD
sOLOGITHIL g 2 Flemd QUMHMIETENTSHTE: FaMIK6TME. HDLH& Y eUMIRIGEMET Ul6)| QFIISH6L
Slev 2 oM QFFW  eubgieenest. Qasiemenr 2 wif [HF wermHHerr 17.12.1975 (W.P
4478/74 etc., Batch) prelilLgememuiled 83, 84 UEESHOL L& 6UTM)
gaplul(heengl. In the other cases, wherever the petitioners’ character as
minority institutions are not disputed, they are allowed, but with no costs; and

the other petitions in which the private institutions are not admitted to be
minority institutions, are except for the declaration aforesaid, all dismissed,

but with no costs. ueo L weissmeT Cr CsHuNed Dispose Q&g BEH LO6TD
Spememiuiled Gmulg Fl  Dgl 6T6mssld USSHSHL STwillGAME. SbHF FlL  LogIeNeo
LOEISTHY WM 6T6oTM) eIleuUd @6eLeme6v.

Management’s Reply:-

& 58166y LCwnfsestr  GCemHaCwFe  eteorm  Quwifled  14.04.1937-60 udley
Qewiul L gM$ssGl  j. & LCGur&fev (The Roman Catholic Diocese of
Tuticorin) @umé euGADG. Cwouly LCwrfev-6r SHmursiend o flenw 24.9.76-60
Qeuefwimesr FHsorm Sy W.P.570/1975 — ug 2 mi& Qeiniul Geteng. @ns Siylifesr
b&6L  SIs  aN&GSMEHLL Q@b Udaldsall QUIS@GH) eUflwmg FWhEUUL L
SIMEIHGH DML L 556001 JWIQULTHELSGSLD eI (R6IT6ns. Sheneil  QGHIOIMI&HEGLD
WTHSGSD STLLLULeNeLmeL 6T6iTUGID, FOUBSLILL L BFUTSSHL (LD @6eLemev 6TETLIGID,
gflwebev. emigeng ML eyl 570/1975-601 g 24.9.1976-60 Sl eupMISILLL (R6TeTs. @b
Annexure ‘A0 Q& UPSGESNIET ST& GIENEIEF QFWEHSES (PHWETaT BigL GGS6D
“case in Annexure ‘A’ were allowed on 24.09.1976 on the basis that they are
Minority Institutions” -eteor QgfleNssiul@Geteng. N.P.7748/1974 pmer 17.12.1975
BTl L QIPGHMHGLD ThSEFEHGLD 6T6laNS FOHSPD HnL WM.

Points to be considered:-

1. Management says that minority right of the “The Roman Catholic Diocese of
Tuticorin® was declared on 24.09.1976. Unfortunately there is no court order dated
24.09.1976 which granted minority right to this management.



2. There is no evidence for the minority right of this management in the court order
dated 17.12.1975. This name “Roman Catholic Diocese of Tuticorin” is not found in the
court order.

3. There is no evedence in the court order dated 17.12.1975 to the effect that the writ
petition 570/75 was filed by this management. Cause title of this writ petition is not
found in this order.

4. W.P.4478/74 and other petitions are mentioned in the above order dated 17.12.1975.
| did not mention N.P.7748/1974 in my letter. | do not know why this management has
mentioned this number in its reply.

5. There is no official order copy of the Government Pleader who is said to have
communicated the declaration of minority right of this management to the Deputy
Secretary of the government. Only the self-made paper is sent by the management to
the offices. We cannot rely on this self-made paper to ascertain its minority right.

6. Management states that the judgment copy of W.P. 570/75 was sent to all District
Educational officers through the Director of School Education. But you do not have it. In
many letters you have clearly stated that you do not have such documents in your
office. Since you do not have this document, you have asked the management to send
the documents. Further, you asked 3 schools of this management under your
jurisdiction to send those documents through your letter &p.(Lp.6T630T 167/84,3/2015 [BIT6IT
19.01.2015. Therefore, it is clear that your office does not have the documents of minority
right of this management and the appropriate registered details of the educational
agency. You also send the self-made paper as proof for the minority right of the
management and the registered educational agency. Under these circumstances | have
a lot of evidences to show that your office or the management does not have the
required documents for the management’s minority right. Hence my statement in my
petition is correct and true. It is pertinent to state here that even now the management
has not attached any document or proof for its minority right.

@!GUTLb 2 Cuib s gmend QFweomen] &g Memo No.51159/RD2/76 dated

21.06.197660 Annexure-Aufled 570 ¢t6ttm 66T WL G  STEOTLILUGHDE. CLOMHS6TITL
QuCwreer  ggliuamLuied  ueTaldsal  QuSGeTT S umjened 360
SEL Q&L UPemMSBaNed  EpasuLeurm  Faplul(Beteng. The clear minority
institutions whose writ petitions were allowed (Annexure A and C) by the High
Court on the basis that they are minority institutions should not be asked to
fulfill the requirements of the Act and rules which are held inapplicable in their
cases. GumsaiL Qus@bHler QFwewemmsafand @Qnhg L e e WL GLD
srilILGAME. BHTm  geneoulGeorn, oifs  Heneand  QFweonen  &lg§SEHCeor,
LeTeM&seval QUISEG6Fler C&Fwed (Wemm&efGeor oihg FL WeNHGSMul We)STIF G
smeiliLLeNeveme. FIL  wen eteoor 570/75 ¢T6dtuG UMJemed 160 &T6HNT  FhiGHSHMETES)

60TUS MG 61HS WSTIWPWL @evemev. Educational Agency-uflest QUL 61§ 6T6TLG 6THG
SQUBIISHVID GNSSLILIL eN6LM6L.



Management’s Reply:-

fIL wepy 570/1975 etetiug) emuseng The Tuticorin Diocesan Association @Quuifled
uHey Qeuwn’ @ The Roman Catholic Diocese of Tuticorin eretip  @Quuwifled
QEwMULB U@L RGNS HITsESHAHGOWSTGL. Qhs &S Wwasmyy Rev. Fr.
Rosario Fernando, Superintendent of Roman Catholic Schools, Tutuicorin
S, 6.

Points to be considered:-

1. Management has self-made paper for No.51159/RD2/76 dated 21.06.1976 which
granted minority right to this management.

2. It is funny that the management in its reply states that writ petition 570/1975 has been
registered in the name of their organization The Tuticorin Diocesean Association.
Further, it states that they function as The Roman Catholic Diocese of Tuticorin and
they further state that the petitioner in the above writ petition is Rev.Fr.Rosario
Fernando, Superintendent of Roman Catholic Schools, Tuticorin.

3. It is to be noted here that in the said order dated 17.12.1975 there is no mention
about this petitioner and as already said there is no cause title in the name of this
Educational Agency in the above order. No one can find the name of this management
in the said order.

4. Therefore my point raised in the petition is that there is no evidence to prove that this
W.P.No0.570/75 is for this Educational Agency. Already there is confusion in the name
of registered Educational Agency.

5. Again, in the court order dated 10.10.2012 we can find a casue title under item
number 10 in second page. The casue title is not for The Tuticorin Diocesan Association
or The Roman Catholic Diocese of Tuticorin. It is for the The Catholic Diocese of
Tuticorin. It was represented by Rev.Dr.YuonAmbroise. He has been described as the
Present Bishop & General Manager. In fact the name Rev. Fr.Rosario Fernando is
found. Unfortunately he has been mentioned as deceased. He is still alive. His date of
birth is 30.10.1922. His present address is “Loyola”, 4D/3A, 2" Street, Innaciarpuram,
Tuticorin — 628 002. Bishop Yvon Ambrosie has lied before the Hon’ble Court. It
amounts to perjury. He has to answer before the court of law.

6. There is no society registered in the name of “The Catholic Diocese of Tuticorin”.
Bishop Yvon Ambroise has filed this case in the name of unregistered body.

@amb 3 Hjeursd Si@iYD UstefdeT FLWLHSUULL 6HS pememuied GmLig

umjeney 160 smeinr FhisSHSHem QUi Educational Agency-uflest QU @6L6m6.



Management’s Reply:-

556Gl 5565160685 Wwenmrall L b (The Roman Catholic Diocese of Tutucorin)
U@L emerdg UedteNsEpd, Hmeusmsepd, GCsmulcvsepd ‘The Tuticorin
Diocesan Association™sir  HjeurssHMNG LUl L U@l Q&6  &Hemev6ul]
WeMTILL  Spuwif opeumy. GouUlg WWemTaIlL &6  HwiCy (Nsagll) EMETSHS
ueteN&en / Himieuamis@epé@L CuGsergy (Manager) gyeuny. o48Geau, Sisstenmy Manager,
R.C. Schools Tuticorin Diocese e6iim  guencuisafed masAWIRSHBOUG  6UPGHSLD.
Gupug FhsSHer Fmiled oeuaiTm MSCAWWPSHEHAMMT 6L ST6T Q&6 CLT(H6T
AGLD.

Points to be considered:-

1. The management states that the name of Educational Agency is The Tuticorin
Diocesan Association. My point is that the management does not sign orders on behalf
of the so called registered minority educational agency.

2. It is funny that the management is dancing between 2 organizations namely The
Tuticorin _Diocesean Association and The Roman Catholic Diocese of Tuticorin. They
further try to justify what they have done in different names.

3. The churches and schools may belong to the registered body The Tuticorin Diocesan
Association. The president of the association may be the Bishop. My question is why he
signs as the Manager of R.C.Schools, Thoothukudi. It means that he is the manager of
one organizaion namely R.C.Schools, Thoothukudi. If the educational agency is The
Tuticorin Diocesan Association, how the above designation (Manager, R.C.Schools,
Thoothukudi) is valid for the schools under this management which is said to have been
declared as minority institution. These verifications were not done by the education
department. This resulted in malpractices, misrepresentations, illegalities and a great
loss of money through grants. Also it paved way to discrimination and monopoly in the
name of minority.

4. From the above reply any one can understand that the management has been day by
day trying to change the name of the management by practice. Using the blind faith of
the department the management managed to get approval for the unlawful functions
and bodies of the management. Now they claim that they are minorities in different
names. They justify that all are same. The department hesitates to take action against
them, since they approved their illegalities without verification. If action is to be taken,
the department also should answer.

Q!GOTLD 4 CGuad s0aNsgHmDUILL @MHE BHreT @FHeueny QUDMIETET oy QI6TIRISET
HID LMJemeu 160 &M6Hn FhsHSHeT QU] @Q6Lenew. &HLNGHSEHIMM  NHILNUN(IHEGSLD



sowemillly  Himeuesmusefesr  uliquied The Catholic Educational Council of
Tamilnadu, Votive Shrine, 63, Halls Road, Kilpauk, Madras — 600 010 e6ttm €2(1
Selwimy Himieueid SFH LG HGWD. G SATHeT HsTLLFanme Celalui® oieLev.
Coed oifléd saL. W.P.No.570 of 1975 eetiug The Roman Catholic Diocese of
Tuticorin e6ttm  HMQUTSHDOSHTS QHTLILNULL  QUNESTESSHTET GO LU (HeTeng.

SGIUMTene 160 &M FRSSSHMEMEIG (ILSNGS 6THE WPSTI(PL GeLeme6v.
Management’s Reply:-
QUUEGHSETT s auflend 616wl 1 LDOMID UFlenE 66w 2 -60 2_6lTeNg)

Points to be considered:-

1. My point is that the proof sent by the department for the management’s minority right
is self-made paper. Even in the self-made paper the management’s name is mentioned
as The Roman Catholic Diocese of Tuticorin which is not a registered body. | do not tell
this, but the District Registrar of Thoothukudi, confirms this through his letter ewp.(Lp.6Tegur.

6749/943/2014 mmem 13.01.2015.

2. The management has not told anything in its reply and simply states that the
explanation given under items 1 and 2 are applicable to this item. Management has no
answer to my averment about the self-made paper for minority right. It has accepted my
averment by raising no objection.

@M Hyeunsd QETESGL SMETHH MG, OHMID JRSSTID/HH 2 HaNsE
SIVILILD  QYMEISHH  POUMTRISEHD  SPSHEIL.  HMaTmsGaNd  g&Teug  epetmleo
QUWITTEL ST S (PSS LILBHeTm6e.

R.C.Schools, Thoothukudi; R.C.Mission, Thoothukudi; R.C. Church,
Thoothukudi; Catholic Diocese of Thoothukudi; Diocese of Thoothukudi
ComaeuL.  Himeueaihsar  agejd  ude] QFULWLULNmMeL  6160TM  HTHSHSHGl
LOMEUL L LISleUen] 6o SlgGHLD eL.(Lp.6T6vr 6007/943/2013 Bmem 10.12.2013 ewpeold HoHeued
shgletenmy.  udey QEwwiuLrg  BmeusTmseT  QUWfld  MINUILGLD NS S)
SLEUTTRIGENETULD STHRIGET JHMISQHTE(H LIL 6RLULGELEHET 6N ieneafijseit. CLI(HLOLITeVT6S
91,6 6TV S 61T LHMILD &([H5 8 ([HSHS6T R.C.Schools,Thoothukudi 6T60T M) & M6dT
SQILULLGH6TTMET. HTRISEHLD 6THG FHUTTHSHID Q6T €RLILFHL HeNSHDITS6.

Management’s Reply:-

The Tuticorin Diocesan Association 66im &1$56Gl4 55CHTE06HS LDEMHMLOTEUL L & ST
FRHIGID, 14.04.1937 SN UHe| CFLWINLIL (BTG Qeomed USMES (W6TCL  FHHHIHSlq
LDEMMMEUL L HH60 QUIRIGLD Lev UeTel&eT Q&FWweoUl (B 6U(hEHEITMN. HSHMLEH S L GHlL
sluuenafgener BLSHGHID BHmieussdHer QuUUITTS WWaieaNed GO LU (Retem  QUUIE6T
LwiesTUG S SLILL (Berenest. gy euemmiseafed @UOUWITEHET QLD QUOHMTEYID, 6T6LEVT LisiTeN& ErpLD



The Tuticorin Diocesan Association esiim &evell (p&emUTNET S SMetT 6(HEETMeT.
(Ref: Society By—-Laws)

Points to be considered:-

1. My point is that the proof sent by the department for the management’s minority right
is self-made paper. Even in the self-made paper the management’s name is mentioned
as The Roman Catholic Diocese of Tuticorin which is not a registered body. | do not tell
this but the District Registrar of Thoothukudi, confirms this through his letter ewp.(p.étsgor.

6749/943/2014 mmem 13.01.2015.

2. This matter is very new to the public. This explanation is beyond belief. My point is
about the name of management and its minority right. This management says that it
registered an association and it functions in different name. R.C.Schools, Thoothukudi,
is not a registered body and R.C.Mission is not a regsitered body. My contention is that
using different names and getting approvals for the orders passed in the name of
associations other than the educational agency is illegal.

3. There is no mention about these unregistered bodies in the bylaw. Also there is no
provision in the bylaw to use these unauthorized bodies. And also there in no mention
about the assets available in the name of R.C.Mission or R.C.Schools, Thoothukudi.

@!GOTLD 6 Mjeursd seaum QFLADE esim  UsTy  QEwsmed  @Cr  euflufled
SmiumetenoliLeTelget g BLeUG&GME (HES ST Qevenev 6TeoTm  QUITMILILIHD
uHenevd HHHONHHDTHET. WIeUl L YL HWFLD SHhser s QsTHEHH i6U] SHhiGener
BLAOIGENS 1H&EHE QFTTENTED ol BLOUGEHMS THEHSTH (B NGHDTEHET. ST
BLOUGEMS TRLILSDEG BHHTNSHHL aUpsHEG CQHTLY Geusttigl FHped HevaySmg. FL
gwl etevor 9944/2014 <ihs SligliLenLuiled QFTLIUULL 6UPSHS 6T6TLG FHMhIGeT MhHS
2_GUEHUITGLD. Huml CFWLILD Hurssamssd sTuummm 618 Ceuan(Romermeld CFIuIS
SWMgns Qm&ADT&6T. Hijeursd @ WO Fwfler uaNéEsTedems NG SMeVLNS WLIMHME
QEmeTeITeL (SISO Cauml € UeTafluNed) &LaNGHIMMES H6tl ald HThsGen FHWMfés)
RULUSL eMHH Smg SmLH ey  BumuiuGsHeNeomd 6T6m  HLOLNSGMSUTI6L
Am&HTTSeN.

Management’s Reply:-

(bmeul L. &evel Sigyieuevl] Sleufseflstt LKD) ‘& HIHHHEGlG LCWnEFsen HCFTACWIF6T
1601 QUWIFlL U&ley QEUILULL ComeT §5CHMe0%S LGWnmgadev, &1HSH&Gl -1 66Tug)
RjeurssHenr  Quwiy. uHQeussor S.1./1937-38, pmer 14.04.1937 @b aNGUUSS
afereuiNSEGL @G BONLGSS NEUY JDILIHILG WOHNID Hifeursder (LD
2 flenwn. QHL JHEEGS Fal Hemeoulll 61hHs 2 flenulld Qevenev eteoim) FLELSHE Fal
meLiE Qgetaner 2 wWFHSH6TD Wy Henenr 2§56 NMpUNGHeTeng. (Thirumathi
G. Viijjaya Lakshmi Vs The Director of Elementary Education and others in



W.P. No.18040 of 2014, &jiumemewsr mmet. 08.12.2014) etoiCey, LSH 6-60 Saiujerter

GOHDESTL(h&H&men (PMHMYILNS LMIGHCOTD. @CH USSH 6-60 WEISMIY GO (HeiTen
JIL e etetor:  9944/2014 601 SiiqliuemLulled BEOLQUDHD eNEFTIen6euuled  LD&w)ISMiifleot
GOHDESFTL (RS SmenHGID RITSHNSSLILL (H6iTerne sTaTLmMSU|D STMIS6T Melfjger.

Points to be considered:-

1. My point is that the department has blind faith in the matter of minority status of the
management. The DEO gives one-line response, if we send complaint against the
management. The response is “the management is minority and the department
cannot interfere with their administration”

2. My contention is that the Monday petitions go to the dust-bin of the DEO’s office.

3. The charge is that the management treated duty period of some teachers in the
schools as leave period. There is no rule to convert this duty period as leave period.
The judgment does not hold water. The management’s reply says that they can
sanction any kind of leave. The court order mentioned here is not applicable to this
issue. This management put absent to teachers who sent telegram requesting leave.
But it converts duty period to leave period. That too has been approved by the
education department.

4. There was no enquiry conducted on the basis of W.P 9944/2014. How is it possible to
conduct enquiry on the basis of a writ petition filed before the hon’ble court? This reply
is not relevant to the issue raised under item 6.

5. It is proved that the department approves anything in the name of minority right of the
management.

60TLD 7 Gumulg HieusSHeT CUUIHTWD LHCUGIENILILD H&HeULTHES CHLL HME

SMRIGHT SRISET SlqHLD [6.8.61650. 2677/94,2/2013 pmen 15.05.201360 Catholic Educational
Council of Tamilnadu (Reg.No.MS.1/1937.38) eeié& @O Genafjser. oG
51055560 CMEHEIL  Bjeursd Heng UeaNsErsHE Heomassner  o47.8.0ag6T  6T6TM
QuWIfled uHey QFIUSTES FaMileTafSeT. SRS &S .16 1241994 /14 mrer
18.03.201460 Educational Agency -uflest Quuwieny Crmoer &5CHTe0ES S(HEFamL 6T6us
GOUIL (Retafisen. snwemilily 2 fleww QuUOHDGDHSTET HHTIWLME GG LGH 260
Sa UL ReTen &lqHmiGenen HILN BHLO6TD pememt sTeim) GO g (5SS GSe.

Management’s Reply:-
Tuticorin Diocesan Association e6iuGg &evel (pa&HmLWTGLD. uHe] S1/1973 — 38,

mrem 14.04.1937 W.P.. 570/1975 -@6b Quim BTN 66001 SilgLILIsHLUNeD, LomHlevd



&60allg glemmuiler Hlemeaustguweo], L6 eeor 5S1559/RD2/76-14, pmem 21.10.1976
CLPGULD SIMILIMESTENLD JHHVENG 2 MISILI(HSSIL|eTerTi).

Points to be considered:-

1. My point is that the Education Department, specifically speaking, the DEO,
Thoothukudi, does not know the name of educational agency of the management. It has
given different names in support of the management. Catholic Educational Council of
Tamilnadu is nowhere. And Roman Catholic Church is also not registered. The
department supports this management blindly. That is my point here.

2. The management gives irrelevant reply. The Deputy Secretary’s letter is also self-
made. It is used for confirming the minority right.

3. Actually the reply to this item should have been given by the department. But this
management has intervened here. It has undertaken the responsibility so that it could
reply according to its illegalities. This is a proof for the mutual understanding between
the department and the management.

601LD 8  etomg 11.02.2014 prefil L wepiafled SRISHMLLD SRISET 9 EHmSU6 &L
oemem 19  ueteflgeflesr  Fmiied  BeoLpmOUTD  QHEGL  Geomen  MHMID
SEUSTEUTLILITATIS6N HIULILDEID, JHSTIRIGET OMHMID ASHSTEN Y QUMIRIGEN6ET &&HEUOMIL|LD
FLLSH6T Bl SIINSGST CoueiungCeumett. HTMIGET ShGT SHqHLD ep.(p.6166or. 1125/ 943/ 14
BIT6IT  28.02.201460  GHHEGlG HSHCHTUND  eueMTeHSHHeL 2 6item gy if.&.Learf&erileor
GueomenflLd BIer CHLL HHAULSHMET @ILTNDUSHS Gl 6ITTH6T. HRSEH &lgFHLD
. .a6m 1573 /9,3 /14 prer 11.03.2014-60 oL 4.8 .uenefsefessr GeomemflLb [bmeot
CoHLL 55L& SMILILNMEUSHS Coretllg U|6Tafl&HeT. Q& Ialsny 6hHSHHUMNID eUTeTleLme6V.
ICR  HHEULSHET  QLLTHHTECH  SHSUILGEDE. @Q&sqs5MsMFal. Educational
Agency-ufiest QUILHSS SIFBILILILILIL ON6LEM6L.

Management’s Reply:-

Smiumeiienioll  Ueltell  HiJeursmiseflsst 261 BLOUG&HMSSHAND  HLONSHHIND  HEVIUGVTEET
semeoull.  @uieongl. &G, usemafl Goeomen, &eusmeniUTeny WECWITHle HUILDELD,
SIS SMIRIGET, OMID HSHSHTE QYIRS CUHM I Quicvaleemev. &G,
IM&EICE  QelaIains &lagsSle QsflalssHaumm < f.8. ustail Gueomeny @@L LOGHSE
GmLlg gy elmhiSemeT QUOMIS CSTETaTeVLD.

Points to be considered:-

1. My main point is that this management has misled the department with some self-
made papers for its minority right.



2. The management has given irrelevant reply. The management is said to be changing
the Managers, Superintendents and Correspondents. The pay bills are signed by the
Superintendents. The management sends the appointment orders of such persons to
the District Educational Officers. Since the DEO is responsible for approvals, grants and
recognition, he should know the changes in the appointments of school management.
He does not have them in his office. He asks it from Manager, R.C.Schools,
Thoothukudi, who is not connected to this educational agency and who is also not a
public authority. | just wanted to retain the fact that the education department does not
know the authorized persons for school management. Also it does not verify the
signatures. On seeing a green ink signature, he approves. There is no verification as to
who the manager is and on what document he takes charges and signs papers.

3. Actually the reply to this item should have been given by the department. But this
management has intervened here. It has undertaken the responsibility so that it could
reply according to its illegalities. This is a proof for the mutual understanding between
the department and the management.

4. The reply of this management is too funny. It says that the education department
cannot intervene in the rights of the minority management. First of all | state that it is not
a minority management. In the first statement it says that it cannot send the
appointment orders of the Manager and Superintendents. In the next sentence it says
that those can be obtained from the Manager of R.C.Schools. The document which can
be obtained from the Manager could be sent to the DEO!!!

5. | state that the management is now hiding all documents. Because it is afraid of its
illegalities. It fears that those illegalities would be brought to the notice of the public.

60D 9 CM&EIL  §&6UL&aMT Sl LML UNL  CHTEHHEITED  H1SHGISE g 6MIL
MDIILOTS  meussH QFweLEL &5CHT068 Ustafisafst udley Qumm Educational
Agencyuflest QuUWIJ, 9§ 6mWETTHLIE 2 flewd QUHMSHSTET YHMID 6THOD  QL6M6V.
FOHHUILL L LeTaNSEh&HE Moo, Sl b HHWIONNHEG WenmWITeT &L L LI Feulnmes
ugley @evenev. uHe| QFLWINILLNG FOWLWHHCL @eveorsd o J.8.106960T 616  CUILIHEHS
ugde| LOMID ULLTUTHUINGBSSED QLEGH FLLONCHTHLONSE UL  UeelsEhsS
LiwtesTLI(h'& & LILI(h &l6dTm6uT. SH& UL L m&&ereL CamuaeL & EnLDd SIL_RIGLD 6T60TLIG)

GMOINL 58658
Management’s Reply:-
i) euflems etesor 1,2 wHMID 360 QAHHNGSHILLL eNeufhi&sT QUUGHSGSLD QUITHHSILD.

ii) Ysmj WeSTyy, “FLWLHSLIULL UsTaN&sEhéE Moo, SLLLD yHieumHdnE (LpemulIms
gLLUyFeunmsr udHe| @evemev” terl QA HONGHMTY. 6hg UeTafl  eleTUems GOUINL G
QafaN&ETESTL 2 flil aNeatésd §J QuicvalleLmeL.



iii) &7.8)..0860960T 6T6TLG “H H1HSHEGIG 1GCULTFRCIIFET HCFTFRCIISa6N6T” euFLDINDES
o LULLG. H5Geu, g6t Guwfled 2 eimen Hlevmisenenl, Useigeafed LU SHGleuHed G
g GILOELEMEL.

Points to be considered:-

1. No school under the jurisdiction of your office is having proper records for the school
and playground. It is pertinent to state that the schools in Satankulam namely St.
Joseph Girls HSS and Sacred Heart HSS have playground in the nearby village at a
distance of 3 kms. They enjoy recognition and aid. The Sacred Heart HSS, Satankulam
has an instructor for agriculture. But it does not have land for gardening. The DEO
knows it very well. Also St. Mary’s HSS, Pothakalanvilai, has no proper registration for
the land and playground. These 3 schools were asked to submit the name of
educational agency and the minority declaration and also the details of land. They did
not submit them properly. They sent land documents which are not connected to this
educational agency. Actually they were started after 1975. The department did not ask
properly registered document from them. The first 2 schools have gone to the extent of
sending unsigned certificates to the effect that the students go to the playground which
in 3 kms by bike and bicycles. The DEO has sent it to me as certificates!. The third
school has gone to the extent of stating that it cannot give the details. But the DEO is
allowing grants till date. | state that all the schools of this management under your
control have problems in the land documents. It is you who recognized them without
making verifications. It is funny to state here that the education department has not
verified them even in the subsequent inspections.

2. There is no registered body in the name of R.C.Mission. As such, how it can be used
for the schools being run by the Tuticorin Diocesan Association? Further, the patta
given in the name of R.C.Mission is for the church and its related lands. There is no rule
to use church land as school land. As per the latest rule there should not be any other
institution in the complex of a school. The land and school building must be exclusively
for the school purpose only.

@M W.P.No.570 of 1975 estim eupsHH@& wWweusnyy HEHLTmSSH
Qar@sgieten gl jeunmsr Affidavit copy ufled wggnyj efNeugd womid Prayer
SpAweunHenm UflFevensn Q&G FWOWHSLULULL Bfeursd LwaUGSS D ude| QEFUWILILLLTS
Amieusormugenmeor R.C.Schools, Thoothukudi, R.C.Mission, Thoothukudi, Diocese
of Thoothukudi, Catholic Diocese of Thoothukudi, The Roman Catholic Diocese
of Tuticorin g AweumMiest uHey QFULWILLLL  SpeuaumisGemer  FHUMTHS UL (R
DEMISMIT WM 67601 2ajeAHLD Q&G Sieu] FHwms NFHHSSGeUD QeuiuILL (ReTenTym 6Teor
&l uTj$g BT MILHSHHEGLD neTTHLlg 2 flemwsnwl Filwimer HmeTSHDHGS
(Educational Agency) LWGTLRSHADITSHETT 6TOTLMS SHENSTEONSSH  THONHS6T6TLILG



SITRIG6I GomLig LieTeM& 61 & M6 MTEILDRISELD 6RLILIS6LG6IT 26M& & 6D
Lol G&& DT, W.P.N0.570 of 1975 eaietim eupéletr Affidavit copy @eveomned
Cumug  Heursd BLSGID UeTeflGsner oMl 2 flenn  QUOMESTES ol HS
SlglilemLufled Spfest SMmSHETIUpDL HEH 2 seujbd eNsFH eudBeug FLLONCHTHLONGLD.
smmgeT Cupug W.P.No.570 of 1975 eastim eupédletr Affidavit copy-emw sflunjs g
Educational Agency-uflesr &iflwimest Quwleny Q& HHS NDGSSTET &([HSHHI[HSHSemen LiflFevemneo
QEwwIGaueI(HD. MaILL  Semelled 2 61am  JIUELITHI  FHhISEEHEGS BT LILSL M6l
(PSS cpeold Gy BJeurs Hetr.  anpeL&men|d  FLLaNCITHRIGHMETULD
QefaNsH DG  QSTLIHSH BLAUGEMNS dHEHSHTEH SRS &I 2 6Ten  L6TaNSEDHSHE
SRGEMID  QETHEHSH Ag&stt  HEH 2 sl  QHTLIHE FLLONCHTSHLONS UMK
U, HMNITSH6NT.

Management’s Reply:-

o WHRHIOGTOD  Senemt  LNOUNSGSH G BHOLWPmOUGSSUULH 40 Bei(hS6T  SHLhHS
Netrerr] siemg Lenayd BHLOGTOOSTET Qie)] QFUWILI QUIILD. L@ISTTT HMD QFTL6L
Geuetoiqui  LNpégemenisemen  61(pSG  augelled  QgfleNsseomd.  Cuedamgl  Gumed
spenaniiGelamngd HafeEs Geuan(pd. Sipfert M 2 ol F L aNCImsons eIpmISLIUL (B
UBAMEG 61601 GOING6eUG FHlUIeL60. ARSI 2 6o LeTaf&afled LUl &ESlwimen
WIS EFHG WL GG eagluid eNGaNssUUL G eubHAME.

Points to be considered:-

1. | demand my right from the government. When the government officers do not follow
the rules any one can bring it to the notice of the government. It does not mean
“ordering”. The management does not know this simple logic. It has committed a lot of
mistakes. It is not eligible to speak in the public while it is violating rules and cheating
the public and the hon’ble courts. It is an accused now!. Only because of the
government and especially the education department it is surviving as a management.
Even after the introduction of the payment through banks, this management is
demanding money from the poor teachers without shame!!! This money is spent for
luxuries and for the cases against the teachers in the court. Is it not a shame to the
management? Yes of course the practice is going on 40 years. But only by non-
verification the management has been enjoying minority right. What was not in the court
order was presented to the department as though it was in it. The minority right of this
management was not found in the court order passed on 17.12.1975. But the
management cheated the department by saying that they obtained minority right
through the above dated court order. It is already wrong. And through the self-made
papers it cheated the department and public. Now we have found out the mistake
committed by the department which treats this management as minority without having
valid document. This need not be reviewed by the court. It is absolutely not applicable to
the educational agency namely the Tuticorin Diocesan Association. A thief who is
practicing stealing can be punished when he is caught red-handed. He cannot argue in
his favour by stating that he was doing the profession of stealing for 40 years. | state
that the government is illegally giving aid to the schools. The department has committed



mistake in the matter of allowing this management as minority. Since the department
also joined hands with this management in approving all kinds of papers on the basis of
minority, it is now hesitating to take action because it is also responsible.

2. It is a pity that the management is still adamant in its illegalities. It does not want to
correct.

@eord 11 Gumediwmer oy QueIRIGMET LIWTURSS LeTelseT BLHGHQUGID ASHEGS
SLNMGHHIMM 2 L Hmsums QUGLUUEID HSMTEHEMS GleplgGunrshd QFig FHst [
2 gellemil HUMMTHL LweTURSHSHIUGHID FLLLUG GSOOWLIGLW. Gomulg BjeuTsd BHLSGID
ueteNaErd@ LWTUEGSSID Heod, &SLligl b GCuUTETmeUMMNME &L L LILIGUITENT Sy, 66U0IMRIS6N
@eveurs  GpHemeouNed LUNWID  GEHMGSHeMsiT 2 flewd, &evell WOMID  UMTHISTLIL
ChOQWITSE|D  WaDUPSLTSED  UTHSSULUGE I GLHengeHeiler  UTHSTLILSG

2 G8lyeunsd @eveund GLpblemew 2 (haumdlujeengl. SiFHeor HH QLUILUSESD GLPHeDS a6
UTGISTUNETEmLEGLD STRIGCT (W QuTmIty gh& ChHFI(HLD.

Management’s Reply:-

Gumedlwimesr gy eueImIGeneT LIWTL(RSHSH  Ustallsener BHLHHaINeLsnen. Sigfler HF 2 geai
seoalggHemmuilesr FLL SLLASESS Lul@® Cumuub&ermer. Heow, &SLliglLd
QFHTLIUTS Sifs QHFaNGGL QABM(Wenmeemen &L Liqss HFeUTHD SWIMITS 2 6Teng).

Points to be considered:-

1. They submit self-made papers for its minority right. While there is no mention about
this management in the court order dated 17.12.1975 it holds that they have got
minority right through this order. They have submitted land documents for the school
and playground which are not connected to the educational agency. The management
has submitted unsigned certificates to show that the students of schools go to the
playground by bicycle or motor-bike. The management appoints teachers in the
deployment places certifying that the place was vacant due to transfer. The
management brought a Rev. Sister from other district from a different management
under the banner of minority right without the knowledge of Joint Director. The
management gave a certificate to the effect that the school had no eligible candidate for
holding HM’s post. The management gave information to the government that it
maintains common seniority list for the existing employees and got transfer power. The
management cheated the court and government by telling that they maintain common
seniority list. The management submits along with the renewal application of recognition
that they have executed agreement between employees and management. The
management issues appointment, transfer, promotion, suspension, removal and
dismissal orders in the name of imaginary unregistered bodies and forced the
department to approve them regularly. What are these? These are all bogus documents



and lies. How can the management assures that they are clean. Very shameful dealings
are going on between the department and this management. Minority right is for use
and definitely not for misuse. It is very shameful for the Christian priests to tell lies boldly
before the department and the public. Management is aware that perjury cases are
likely. The children studying in the schools run by this management has no protection
under the RTE Act.

2. It is funny to read the last lines of the management under item 11 that they are
prepared to follow the instructions of the government. In one of the replies it states that
even the government cannot interfere with their administration. But here as if this is a
good management, it has submitted that it would follow the instructions from the
government.

@6urd 12 TeTGeY STV HTPSSHTE FOLHSUILL L HfeursSHet L5g o euswr LOHMILD
ST OMOMLLRI&GET QFwgd Gumred Hmeueimiser QUL HUILDETRIGET,  LDTMISE0SET
QEWIGID Hummesl SHBHSHHBSHSHET S@ILNUD  SiFeng  gIOHOL  GSOHDSSHDHETE H&HE
BLalg&EMS 61(H6S GCaumn(hHCme. GOeYID 2 L 6iqlins FWHSLULL HFeursd BHLS&ID
LeTeM&Hafed SIMETHE SheUMTRISELD (DEMMUITSOD FHILTEHELD 2 6TTeM6TTeUT 61601 Y U16)]
CmAsran®G ol BLeUGEHMS 61(0&ES CoumdnGHCMeT. QHouemy FHeumnsl  CQumHm
SITHLOMEOTILIMIGHENET 2 L 6TqUITS &H([HeL0HSH0 QFNIFHSH I enauuilGLomm CaluhECme.

stetTeafl_ LD GLOMLIG 19 UeTefiGemer BLSHID Hjeursd Qgeueny Q&uigienen &L eNCHTSmiger
SMBSHHEGD — YUSMIHIGET 2 6erer.  HMRGHET  CQFIGeTen  (PMHDCHEHSEFHGLD
RULSHLSHEHGSD HFHTIMRIGET 2 66160l

@5 FOLHSLTE Ga(BHL H&H6UL CHEME 6T6tfleL 6T6oTem6nT QHTLL Q&TeTaT UFSILITS 6T6E1S)
m&CUE eTenienemn ECL QHTHSHTCMEI. 2 L 63Tlq UWITSHBL 6).56086T(h & &Ce6w(H HGme.

Management’s Reply:-

(TRIGETG  HIITEHHD U L6l WIMTLLRI&GeT, Gumed  Himieuehiseeor
QuWIfled  HUILDETIRIGET, LDMTMIHELSHET WMMID  SHUDTEN  SHSHHISHET SIS 6L
Qeneu gD HHLPONCLEMED 6TEITEYD UMV HFH Y EUMIRIGEHLD  (LPEMDUITHELD
sflungald  upmLi&SLILGRTDET UMD QS FHlaNGHE Qsmat&Cmesr. 19
uetefisefed BLbGI6Ten UL eNCIMGRGHmen Qg HlaNsSMe0 2 [flil BHL 6MIG &nSEener
(058 SWIMITE 2 6mGersor.

Points to be considered:-

1. Here also the management states that it would take appropriate action, if the
illegalities are informed. The management says in many documents that the department
cannot interfere with its administration. But here it says differently.



2. It indirectly states that the Department has not questioned about their illegalities so
far. Finally it indirectly blames the department. If the department had instructed the
management in the right way after thorough verification, the management would have
fulfilled the conditions correctly.

3. The Director of School Education has also confirmed that the documents regarding
minority right of this management is not available in his office. The DEO Thoothukudi
has also confirmed it in many documents.

4. This management is the whole shape of illegalities. | have made many
representations. Since there was no action from the department, | have issued notice
under 80CPC. It is high time for the department to take action on this management.

Now it is very clear that the management has cheated the honourable courts,
government, public and the department in many ways. Strictly speaking, the minority
right of the management is bogus and imaginary. | made clear representation through
my petition dated 19.11.2014 and 20.11.2014 which were received by the DEO and the
management on 20.11.2014 and 21.11.2014 respectively. | have acknowledgement
cards. But both of them are telling that they did not receive them. The District
Educational Officer, Thoothukudi, has not taken any action on the basis of the above
representations. Instead, he has sent a lot of documents in support of the illegalities of
the management unmindful of my representations. Now the management simply says
that it will follow the department’s instructions. Management confirms that the basic
problem is with the department. The management is giving controversial statements.



