
setnice" Therefore, it is not necessary to review the said
judgment, rather, we think that the correct course wourd be to
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b.asis of the documents produced. Accordingry we dispose of the
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question 22.:e:P::g?* t"and whether. a ona Xk:?,!ksf

.*ISt;*lp,gl;"lf 
rd^"?,,f_

@.igiiiion shail be

th,i! 4pert${Py, weeks. Thte

ordingly.,,

I

Therefore, the erroneous assumption of facts by the Fulr bench, in so for

ow as this respondent is concerned, was directed to be rectified by the scrutinv
of documents by the alllhorities bV the same Full Bench. It was
the duty of the authorities to consider the factual and coJu*.ntury o;m
whether the respondent No. 7 is a. coqporate management, with a comlnon
seniority list and whether there tras arways been transfer of teachers fi.om
one school to another, in the said management.

12' I humbly submit that as per directions of this Honlble court dated
12'11'2007' the competent authorities have already examined the documents
pertaining to the questions raised above and have ir.u.d appropriate
proceedings dated.r;; n Iia.Ka.N o.824r2/ D/834/07.It is only a

reconfirmation of the factual position that is folrowed by the 7rh respondent

management for more than a century, In the said proceedings, the Director of
school Education, acting upon a lette,r of the secretary to the Department of
School Educatio' dated 19.01 .roir,has eraborately examined the corporate
character of the management of thei 7rh responde't and confirmed that the


