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by the Deputy Director, was in no way prejudiced by Juhammad

No. 29 i e dated

submi'ct’ed to Government.

- 2. Para 6 of the Memorial. M. R Rys Ch* Bhagavan

Pantulu knew the chayges against him from the date of the’

liminary enquiry conducted by the Inspector of Schools, F‘
Circle and he cannot, therefore complain that he was awari ' 
them only a short time before the Depgty Director's enquir, .‘_.
Some witnesses were first examined by the Deputy Director
without ¥.R.Ry. Bhagavanulu being in the room so that tl{ey 5
could not be influenced. What they aald was repeated to him }i
and he was allowed by the' Deputy Director to examine them. S
Everything stated by the witnesses was read over to M.R.Ry. "

Ch. Bhagavanulu who was »a'llowed to ask questions or call any

3

one. He was given as long a time as he wished to have to sub

3 o~
his defence. . ? ,

3. Para 7 of the Memorial. The enquiry, it is stated.

Azam Sahib's presence or conduct.

4. Para 8 of the Memorial. The memorialist has Failed

entirely to answer charge I. As regards Charge II his p‘reaeﬁt
statement is inconsistent ‘with what he stated at the enquiry
and he has failed to disprove the charge regarding. scaven‘éing. £
There is nothing new as regards Charges III and IV. As

regards Charge X some of the statements made by him in the con—
cluding portion .of this para are not very consistent 'with the

information
£



i

information elicited at the enquiry.

W

5. Para 9 of the Memorial. With regard ‘to the bribe

afifaiv, it ig submitted, that Mr. Stone does not rehember wh
the Personal Assistant mentioned the incident to him.lbut his‘:t
impression is, for what is worth, that it was not long after hé
took over charge as acting Director as will be observed from
Para 2 of my letter R. Cl. No. 29 / 12., dated llth_September>
1912 an extract from which is subjoined for facility of* .

reference.

"The Personal Assistant mentioned this incident to
"the Acting Director later in the course of conversation and
"also to a few other respectable officers of the Department to

"whom M.R.Ry. Bhagavanulu was intimately known."

Uy Personal Assistant states that the incident took
place on Sunday, the 20th Narch 1910 just a few days before
the Easter holidays, that as M.R.Ry. Bhagavanulu begged to be
bardoned for his misconduct he had no mind to report the
matter to the Director who soon after leftﬁfor Ootacamund and
that it was only incidentally he mentioned the affair to Mr.
Stone after his appointment as acting Director. The date men-
tioned above appears to be correct as from the statemen§ of \i
work of the Assistant Inspector of Schools, Vizagapatam Dis-
trictlfor March 1910 on record in this office it is observed
that M.R.Ry. Bhagavanulu was on casual leave from the 14t ~to
the 18th of thag month and that he affixed the 19th (penulti-
mate Saturdag)and the 20th idem (Sunday) to the above leave.
During the whole of this period he seems to have been absent

in Madras.

The expression 'at the time! oceurring in para 3 of
Proceedings R. €1. No. 29 / 12., dated 25th February 1913 was

certainly
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To
His Excellency The Viceroy and

Governor-General of India in Council.

Through The Government of Madras,

MaY 11 PLEASE YOUR EXCELLENCY,

The humble Memorial of M. R. Ry., Chintakindi Bhagava-
nulu Pantulu, lately Assistant Inspector of Schools, Ganjam
District, most respectfully sheweth :—

1. The Memorialist hereby appeals against the orders of
the Government of Madras issued in G.0. No. 1046, Edl., dated
25th November, 1912.

2. The Memorialist was till 2nd August, 1912, Asstt.
Inspector of Schools, Ganjam District, and a Member of the
Madras Provincial Educational Service, on a pay of Rs. 250
a month. He was placed under suspension on that date pending
enquiry into certain charges of alleged misconduct brought
against him. An enquiry into the charges was conducted by
Mr. R. G. Grieve, Ag. Deputy Director of Public Instruction,
on the 2nd and 3rd August, 1912. On the strength of the report
submitted by that officer, the Memorialist was dismissed from
the Public Service with effect from the date on which he was
suspended, in Proceedings of the Madras Government, No. 1046,
Edl., dated 25th November, 1912.

3. A copy of the Proceedings of the Madras Government,
No. 1046, Edl., dated 25th November, 1912, without the corres-
pondence therein referred to, was received by the Memorialist on
28th December, 1912 (original enclosed). He then applied on
29th December, 1912, for copies of the correspondence (please
wvide enclosure 1) and he received in reply a printed copy of the
G. O. containing the correspondence, in the first week of March
1913, with the Proceedings of the Director of Public Instruction,
R. cl. No. 29/12, dated 25th February, 1913 (please vide enclosure
2). This appeal is therefore in time.

4. The Memorialist begs to represent that the decision of
the Madras Government dismissing him from service is contrary
to law, equity and the probabilities of the case as explained in
the succeeding paragraphs.

5. The law for regulating inquiries into the behaviour of
Public Servants not removable from their appointments without
the sanction of Government is laid down in India Act No. XXX VI
of 1850. The Memorialist was a Gazetted officer of the Provin-
cial Educational Service not removable from his appointment
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without the sanction of Government and as such his case .fa._lls
within the scope of the above mentioned Act. The enquiries
into his alleged misconduct should therefore hm{e been conduct-
ed in accordance with the procedure therein laid down. ) 'Iu the
case of officers of the other Provincial Services such enquiries are
always held under the provisions of Act XX_XVII of 1850. In
the case of the Provincial Civil Service, Judicial Branch, there
is a distinct provision in the Madras Civil Courts(Acb of 1873,
that enquiries into misconduct of District Munsiffs should be
regulated by Act XXXVII of 1850. It is therefore clear that t}le
case of the Memorialist who was an officer of the Provincial
TEducational Service should have been dealt with under this Act.
But the Memorialist’s case was treated differently and the enquiry
was conducted not by an officer specially appointed by Government
as a Commissioner for the purpose, but by the Deputy Director
of Public Instruction under the orders of the Director. The
Memorialist therefore submits that the proceedings passed in his
case are illegal. There is no doubt as aving clause in the above
mentioned Act namely section 25 which saves the Government
power of removal without an enquiry under this Act, but to the
Memorialist’s mind this extraordinary power is exercisable by the
Government only in very exceptional circumstances and for
reasons to be clearly explained to the party affected. But the
Memorialist’s case was in no way extraordinary and there is
nothing in the correspondence leading up to G. O. No. 1046, Edl.,
dated 25th November 1912, to show that there were any
special reasons for departing from the procedure laid down by the
Legislature. In fact the proceedings referred to seem to indicate
that this aspect of the matter has not received any consideration
at the hands of Government.

6. As to the procedure that was actually followed by
Mr. Grieve in regard to the enquiry into the Memorialist’s case :
the Memorialist was supplied with a copy of the charges framed
against him at about 10 A.M. on 2nd August 1912 and he was
required to be ready for the enquiry which was to take place at
11 A on the same day (please vide enclosure 16). The Memo-
rialist was not furnished with a list of the documents and the
witnesses by which the charges were to be sustained and he was
therefore quite unaware of the nature of the enquiry that was to
commence and he had no time to look into any records in his
possession and thus refresh his memory beforehand. In obedi-
ence o the order he presented himself before the Deputy
Director at 11 AM. although he was in a very bad state of
health and physically incapable of standing a trial. Mr. Grieve
first put certain questions to the Memorialist and recorded the
answers given thereto. The Memorialist was then asked to go
out of the room and wait till he was called again. Then deposi-
tions of several witnesses were recorded by the Deputy Director
in the presence of Mr. Mahomed Azam Sahib, Inspector of
Schools, acting in the I Circle. The Memorialist was not
allowed to be present in the room when these depositions were
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taken. But he was called in as each witness finished his deposi-
tion and was asked to cross-examine the witness if he so desired,
the deposition of that witness being only then read out to the
Memorialist. It is needless to point out that being quite unpre-
pared the Memorialist was not in a position to make any
searching cross-examination as would be useful. Then with-
out any previous notice the Deputy Director suddenly closed -
the enquiry at about 2 1. on 3rd August 1912 and the Memo-
rialist was asked to submit a written explanation of the
charges without being furnished with a copy of the deposi-
tions that were recorded at the enquiry. The Memorialist
accordingly submitted his written explanation a week later. It
will be seen from the circumstances above explained that the
spirit of sections 2, 3, 10, 11, 15, 16 and 20 of Act XXXVII of
1850 was not followed in the conduct of the enquiry in question.
The Memorialist begs to point out that the enquiry into his cage
was thus not public, the Deputy Director allowing Mr. Mahomed
Azam Sahib alene to remain with him ; the witnesses were not
examined on their oath ; and the Memorialist was not given an
opportunity of citing any defence witnesses on his behalf.

7. The result of Mr. Mahomed Azam Sahib’s presence at
the enquiry was that the witnesses who had to depose were
influenced by him, and were put leading questions by him
to prejudice the Memorialist’s case. The Memorialist also
understands that the witnesses were intimidated by Mr. Mahomed
Azam Sahib and they were made to depose as he liked. The
motives for such conduct on the part of Mr. Mahomed Azam
Sahib were that he did not like the Memorialist on account
of certain representations made by the latter in the matter
of certain transfers of clerks from the Memorialist’s office and
on account of certain recommendations made by the Memoria-
list regarding the admission of supplemental schools contrary
to Mr. Mahomed Azam Sahib’s wishes. Mr. Mahomed Azam
Sahib did not support these recommendations but the Direc-
tor of Public Instruction eventually accepted them. This
circumstance very much enraged Mr. Mahomed Azam Sahib and
he consequently bore the Memorialist a personal grudge. It has
also to be mentioned in this connection that Mr. Mahomed
Azam Sahib was at that time, and for some time later, not in a
sound state of mind. His unreasonable actions and ludicrous be-
haviour while he was Inspector of Schools, I Circle, at this time
attracted the notice of the authorities and as a result a special
enquiry was made under the Director’s orders and Mr. Mahomed
Azam Sahib was placed under suspension pending the disposal
of his case. The consequence was that it was apparently found
unsafe to keep him on as an Inspector and he was relegated to a
subordinate appointment in the Teachers’ College. It is on
record that even on a previous occasion Mr. Mahomed Azam
Sahib’s actions exhibited an unsound state of mind for which he
was placed under suspension for a period of nearly one year.
Mr. Mahomed Azam Sahib was a personal friend of Mr. Grieve
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and his unruly conduct at the enquiry was therefore tolerated
by the latter. The presence of such a person af the enquiry in-
to the Memorialist’s case greatly prejudiced the Memorialist
especially as the enquiry was in camera and behind the Memo-
rialist’s back.

8. Coming down to the specific charges levelled against the
Memorialist which were ten in number, the Director of Public
Instruction has held that Charges 1 to 4 and 10 have been
established and the Government have agreed with the Director.
The explanation as regards these charges is examined below :—

Charge 1.—The rent of the office portion of the house was
settled separately with the landlord and the rent for the portion
used as the Memorialist’s residence was setitled independently of
the office accommodation. In pursuance of this arrangement
the Memorialist obtained from the landlord a separate receipt for
Rs. 15 which was the rent fixed for the office portion of the
house. The back portion of the house was in a state of disrepair
and its rent was therefore fixed at a nominal rate of Re. one on
the understanding however that a rent of Rs. 5 should be paid
after it was repaired and put in a proper conditien. The repairs
were not carried out by the landlord and therefore the rent of
Re. one was continued to be paid (vide Enclosure 9). It is nof
therefore a case of the Memorialist taking the whole house for
Rs. 16 and sub-letting a portion of it for office accommodation for
Rs.15. The reason why the Memorialist took up the back
portion in spite of its inconveniences was that he wanted to live
as near the office as possible so as to facilitate the discharge of
his duties which required attention both in time and out of
time. Under these circumstances the previous sanction of the
higher authorities was unnecessary for this arrangement and, to
the best of the knowledge of the Memorialist, there is no rule
requiring such sanction. As regards the certificate obtained from
the Executive Engineer of the D.P.W. as to the reasonableness
of the renf for the office accommodation, the Memorialist begs to
poinf out that there was no fraud as alleged in obtaining it.
He officially asked that officer to examine the office portion and
certify as to the rent. When the D.P.W. Officer inspected the
building for this purpose, the Memorialist was absent at Chikati
on duty and that officer was shown over the building by the
Sub-Asst. Tnspector of Schools, Berhampore. It is now alleged
that the back portion of the house was locked at the time and
that it was not then occupied (please vide enclosure 10, para 1 as
against this). The Memorialist begs to point out that he is not
aware of what passed between the D.P.W. Officer and the Sub-
Asst. Inspector of Schools at the time of the inspection of the
building and he cannot therefore be held responsible for what the
Sub-Asst. Inspector of Schools might have represented to the
D.P.W. Officer at the time. Immediately after the inspection
the Sub-Asst. Inspector wrote to the Memorialist that the
D.P.W. Supervisor was convinced that the office portion of the
house had been got for a low rate of rent, namely, Rs. 15 per
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mensem (please vide enclosure 15). If the D.P.W. Engineer or
the Supervisor had thought it material to know the rent of the
residential portion of the house, he could no doubt have applied
to the Memorialist for that information, before he furnished to
the Memorialist a certificate as to the reasonableness of the rent
for the office portion. It will however be seen from the demi-
official letter of the Executive Engineer to the Inspector of
Schools, T circle, written about the 12th June 1912, that the
question of rent of the back portion of the building cropped up
during the inspection but it was dropped when the Sub-Asst.
Inspector informed the D.P.W. Supervisor that he was not aware
of it. It is certainly the duty of the D.P.W. Officer to have
pursued the question further if he considered the information
necessary (enclosures 6 & 7) and it is clearly unjust that it
should now be said that the Memorialist obtained the certificate
fraudulently. :

Charge TL.—As regards scavenging wages, there has been
some misapprehension, both on the part of Mr. Grieve and the
Director as seen from their reports. The fact is there is a
latrine in the back part of the house for cleaning which the
Memorialist was paying scavenging charges from his private
pocket. There is also a urinal upstairs within the office portion
of the building which was intended for the use of the Asst.
Inspector. The scavenging charge for cleaning the urinal came
to as. 4 a month and it was being paid from the office contingen-
cies as it was used by the Asst. Inspector when working in the
office. The Memorialist is a diabetic patient and has therefore
to urinate often and being of an advanced age he could not
walle up and down the stairs often for this purpose. This
circumstance will explain the necessity for a separate urinal for
the Asst. Inspector. All that could be said against the Memo-
rialist on this point is that the scavenging charge of as. 4 which
was shown in the contingent vouchers as having been paid to
one Maniki was actually paid to the sweeper boy (please
vide enclosure 12, para 4). This was only a clerical error
on the part of the clerk who prepared the vouchers and the
Memorialist was no doubt careless in not verifying the
voucher before cancelling it. Pressure of work and ill-health
are his excuse. That the Memorialist was dangerously ill in
the months of April and May 1912 was personally known to
the Inspector of Schools (please vide enclosures 17 and 18).
Reference is solicited on the above mentioned point to the evi-
dence recorded by Mr. Grieve forming an enclosure to his report.
The office establishment never complained to the Memorialist
about want of latrine accommodation for them as their quarters
were close by. It may also be added that for a charge of annas 4
a month, no adequate arrangements can be made for a latrine
for the whole office establishment and the officer.

As to lighting charges, Mr. Grieve has stated in his report
that no mala fides can be proved against the Memorialist. The
Memorialist begs permission to explain that the lighting charges
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incurred in his office came to annas 15 a month on the average
which is indeed very small when compared with the charges
incurred in similar offices. As already pointed out in the Memo-
rialist’s explanation, dated 9th August 1912 the lighting c?:ta,rges
were on account of the office Attender working late in the
nights and the officer and his camp clerk working in camp till
late in the nights. (Enclosure 10, para 2).

Charge II1.—The Memorialist drew the halting allox\:ance in
question as he was under the impression that he was entitled to
it under rules. He further received an assurance from the
Inspector’s account-clerk that the allowance was admissible. . It
was no doubt open to the account-officer to disallow it if it be
not permissible under rules. The mere fact that the Memorialist
drew the allowance cannot prove any mala fides on his part.

Charge TV.—As regards this charge the Memorialist solicits
a reference to his explanation dated 9-8-12. It is stated in
Mr. Grieve’s report that four references from the Inspector were
necessary before the Memorialist answered the Inspector’s
queries as to where he went. A perusal of that correspondence
which forms an enclosure to Mr. Grieve’s report will show that
the references were necessitated not on account of the Memoria-
list’s incomplete answers but on account of the fact that the
Inspector’s queries did not disclose exactly what information
was required from him. The fact that the Memorialist did not
claim any halting allowance for the Sunday on which he was
absent at his native place will prove his bona fides. He drew
Railway fare only for the journey performed by him on Saturday
on duty. In Mr. Grieve’s report it has been stated that the
Memorialist did not do any official business at Naupada
on Saturday to enable him to draw travelling allowance.
The Memorialist begs to point out that this was unnecessary as
he did office work in the morning of that day at his head quar-
ters and afterwards made a Railway journey of about 3% hours.
That was enough of work for a day as he could not be .expected
to do any inspection work in the evening. Moreover the work
that was posted lay for Monday at Tekkali and the next day after
the Railway journey, was a Sunday.

Charge X.—As regards this charge the Memorialist fails to
see any impropriety in having asked the Sub-Asst. Inspector of
Schools to procure & cow for him. Tt was a commodity of which
he was in urgent need at the time and which was not available
in the local market. An officer has at times to depend on his
subordinates who are local people for his supplies and he would
be liable to animadversion only if it is his intention not to pay
for such supplies. In the case in question the Memorialist asked
the Sub-Asst. Inspector what he had to pay for the cow under the
circumstances detailed in his explanation dated 9-8-12. The
Sub-Asst. in his turn had to refer the matter to the Supervi-
sor of Schools who, as disclosed in the enquiry, supplied the
cow. It was only at the enquiry that the Memorialist learnt for
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the first time that the cow had been supplied by the Supervisor
of Schools. The Sub-Asst. Inspector was delaying in giving
the Memorialist the information wanted. The Memorialist begs
to mention in this' connection that this was not the first occa-
sion on which he asked the Sub-Asst. Inspector to procure arti-
cles for him not readily available in the local market. The
Memorialist always paid the Sub-Asst. Inspector the price of the
articles got through him. A postal money order receipt for Rs. 4
sent to the Sub-Asst. Inspector for ghee and leaves supplied by
him was attached to the (Memorialist’s) explanation dated 9-8-12
and it will show the Memorialist's bona fides in the matter.

The Sub-Asst. Inspector in his evidence before Mr. Grieve
denies that he had any concern in the matter of supplying the
cow. It will however be seen from the two letters dated
24th April 1912 and 27th April 1912 (enclosures 13 and 14) writ-
ten by him that he was the person who made the arrangements for
the supply of the cow. His statement before Mr. Grieve was false.
It is therefore most inequitable that the evidence of such a per-
son should be believed by Mr. Grieve and that the Memorialist
should be condemned on the strength of that person’s evidence.
The Sub-Asst. Inspector and the Supervisor of Schools made
statements contradicting each other at the enquiry and as shown
above the Sub-Asst. Inspector also made statements inconsistent
with the contents of the letters written by himself. From this
it will be clear that there has been a plot among the Memoria-
list’s subordinates to concoct such a story. Mr. Grieve'’s finding
on this charge is that the probable story was that the Memoria~
list never intended to pay. If is certainly unjust that the Memo-
rialist should be found fault with on probabilities and that &
charge based on such probabilities should be taken to have been
established. The Memorialist begs to add that the cow having
been returned soon after it was brought he was not, strictly
speaking, liable to pay any price for it. The common custom in
those parts is for the purchaser to try a cow intended to be pur-
chased for a few days before finally buying it and if the animal
is returned as not approved nothing is usually paid for the
temporary use during the period of trial except the feeding
charges. As this was the position in the present case, the Memoria-
list was under the impression that he would not be called upon
to pay any appreciable amount for having tried the cow for a few
days and then returned it as useless. This accounts for the fact
that he did not make any immediate settlement of the matter as
he used to do in all cases.

9. In para. 2 of the Director’s report to Government, R. Cl.
29/12, dated 11th September 1912 the Director of Public Instrue-
tion refers to another charge, nainely, the alleged offer to his Per-
sonal Assistant of a currency note of Rs. 100 in the Easter Holi-
days of 1910 as a mark, it is said, of the Memorialist’s gratitude
for the promotion he had received. This was mentioned for the
fixst time only in the Director’s report to Government after the
enquiry into the Memorialist’s case had been concluded. It was
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not one of the charges about which any explanation was obtained
from him, nor was any enquiry made on it by Mr. Grieve. The
Director of Public Instruction does notrely on any record for the
substance of this charge. A Demi-official letter (enclosure 3)
written by the Director to the Memorialist on the point reads as
follows : “I find it placed on record in this office that you offered
M.R.Ry. V. Krishnaswamy Jatavallabhar, Personal Asst. to the
Director of Public Instruction, at his house at Saidapet, during
the Baster holidays of 1910, a currency note for Rs. 100 but that
he declined to accept it and advised you to resort no longer
to such practices.” But when the Memorialist applied to the
Director for a copy of that record and for permission to have
access to it in original, the following reply Ref. on cl. 29/12, dated
92nd April, 1913 (enclosure 5) was received : “ There is no written
record about the bribe affair nor did the Director’s D.O. No. 115,
dated 26th August 1912, suggest the existence of such a re-
cord.” The above reply shows clearly that the Director relies
only on the oral statement of his Personal Assistant. It is clearly
unjust that the oral statement of a person uncorroborated by any
evidence should be made the basis of a serious charge against the
Memorialist. It is stated in the Director’s report that the Personal
Assistant mentioned this incident to the Ag. Director (the
Hon’ble Mr. J. H. Stone) later in the course of conversation. In
April 1910 when the incident was alleged to have oceurred the
Hon’ble Dr. Bourne was the Director and he continued so #ill
October 1910. The Hon’ble Mr. J. H. Stone was Principal of the
Presidency College during the above mentioned period and he be-
gan to act as Director during the absence of the Hon’ble Dr. Bourne
on leave from the middle of October 1910. There was there-
fore no Ag. Director before October 1910. The Personal Asst.’s
statement can therefore be taken only to mean that he mention-
ed the matter to the Hon'ble Mr. Stone after October 1910 when
he was appointed Ag. Director. Why the Personal Asst. did not
mention the matter immediately to the Hon’ble Dr. Bourne
himself who was Director af the time of the alleged incident is
not understood. But in a communication to the Memorialist
from the Director, No. R.CL 29/12, dated 25th February 1913, para
3 (enclosure 2) it is stated that the Personal Asstt. mentioned
the incident to the Hon’ble Mr. Stone at the time, i.c., about
March 1910, when it is alleged to have taken place. This state-
ment is clearly inconsistent with the Personal Asstt.’s former
statement referred to in the Director’s report dated 11th
September 1912. This inconsistency only goes to show that
there was no basis for the accusation and that the Personal
Asstt. made the statement only to serve other ends. The
Memorialist had occasion to see the Hon’ble Mr. Stone when
he came to the Vizagapatam District in August 1911 as
Ag. Director on tour. While he spoke to the Memorialist
about various matters connected with his duties, the Hon’ble
Mr. Stone never mentioned anything about the alleged incident
as he would probably have done if the Personal Asstt.’s statement
were true. The Memorialist also received promotion to the higher
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gra de in June 1911 during the Hon’ble Mr. Stone’s tenure of office
as Ag. Director. The Memorialist was also appointed an Exa-
miner for the School Final Examinationin 1911, Allthis patronage
would not have been extended to the Memorialist if the Hon’ble
Mzr. Stone had any suspicion against the Memorialist’s conduct.
The Memorialist also saw the Hon’ble Dr. Bourne in October 1910
when that officer visited Vizagapatam in connection with the
University Commission. But the Hon’ble Dr. Bourne did not
mention anything to the Memorialist about the alleged incident.
The above circumstances g6 to show that the Personal Asstt.,
emboldened by the fact that certain charges were framed against
the Memorialist and were to be enquired into, appears to have
brought this accusation in the belief that his statement was
likely to be believed in the case of a fallen man. That the heavy
punishment meted out to the Memorialist should have been based
on a charge which is considered very serious by the Director and
which is at the same time not proved and not even reduced to
writing and enquired into can only be attributed to the Memo-
rialist’s misfortune.

The incident of the alleged bribe offer was intimated to
the Memorialist for the first time only in the Director’s D. O. No.
115 dated 26th August 1912 (enclosure 3). It was stoutly denied
by return post, the motives for the Personal Assistant in bringing
this false accusation on the Memorialist being unscrutable at the
time. Later on it came to the knowledge of the Memorialist that a
letter from a subordinate of the department offering a bribe was
sent to the Personal Asstt. The Personal Asstt. was perhaps
therefore anxicus to retrieve his lost reputation. There was a
prosecution also launched by him against the Sub-Asst. Inspector,
Jeypore, for sending Currency Notes by Registered Post as a bribe
before the Governor's Agent, Vizagapatam. The prosecution
however fell through. It is possible the Personal Asstt. might
have other motives in bringing this false accusation. The
Memorialist does not however desire to go into them in detail at
present.

There is as a matter of fact no truth in the allegation.
Moreover that an incident alleged to have taken place in March
1910 should be made the basis of an accusation in August 1912,
i.e., after the lapse of nearly two years and a half speaks for itself.
In the rules for the conduct of the enquiries into misconduct
of Public Servants, it has been laid down as follows:—" The
admission as evidence of previous bad character requires great
caution, for if one fault is taken as evidence of another, there is
the danger of the first punishment of a small fine expanding by a
sort of natural growth into dismissal.” In the Memorialist’s
case the uncorroborated oral statement of a person about an
incident alleged to have taken place two years and a half
previously has been taken into consideration without any enquiry
at all in disposing of other charges of a very trivial nature. The
effect of this has been that a punishment out of all proportion to
the charges actually framed against him has been awarded to

8
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him. The procedure adopted by the Director of Public Instm(’z—
tion was open to very grave objection and your E)?cel‘.eucys
humble Memorialist was greatly prejudiced by it in his defence.
Your Excellency’s Memorialist respectfully submits that the
alleged offer of a bribe to the Personal Asstt. should have been
altogether ignored by the Government of Madras, inasmuch as no
formal charge was framed against him on the point and he was
not heard in his defence on it. (Enclosures 4 and 5).

10. The Memorialist has put in an unblemished service of
over 25 years. He isnow in an advanced age close on 50. For
15 years of his service his duties lay in the Agency Tracts of
Godaveri, Vizagapatam and Ganjam which are notoriously un-
healthy tracts of conntry. It fell to the Memorialist’s lot to make
extended and prolonged tours into the interior of such tracts as
an Inspecting officer and he never shirked visiting even the
cornets of those tracts in the course of his dufy. Even in
Tebruary and March 1912 he made lengthy tours in the Balli-
guda Hills and Parlakimidi Malias of the Ganjam District and
his touring work was specially appreciated by the Special Asst.
Agent, Balliguda Division. The result of this has been that the
Memorialist’s health has become very much shattered and he
is now a chronic diabetic patient. He is unable to earn his
livelihood by taking up fresh service. The Memorialist also
worked as Asst. Professor in the Presidency College, Madras,
and as Asst. Lecturer in the Government Colleges, Kumbakonam
and Rajamundry, and as an Asst. Master in the Government
Madrasa-i-Azam, Madras, for ten years. The late lamented
Hon’ble Mr. G. H. Stuart, whose Mathematical Asst. at the
Presidency College the Memorialist was; bore testimony to the
good work and character of the Memorialist while serving under
him. In the Madrasa-i-Azam the Memorialist created a distinct
talent for Mathematics in the Muhammadan lads and the Hon’ble
Dr. Bourne paid a compliment to the Memorialist on his work and
popularity at the Madrasa. The Memorialist was posted as
Asst. Inspector, Ganjam District, where there was a notorious
lack of discipline in the past. The Memorialist had before him
the task of improving the tone of the subordinate Inspecting
staff in the District. In his attempt to enforce discipline he
created several enemies who resorted to the device of sending
anonymous and psendonymous petitions against him to the higher
authorities. To show the hollowness of these pseudonymous
petitions the Memorialist begs to refer to a letter from the
Secretary, Uriya Samaj, Ganjam District (enclosure 11) repudiat-
ing the allegations made therein. Undue credence was given
to such petitions by the Memorialist’s immediate superior
Mr. Mahomed Azam Sahib, the Inspector of Schools, and when
this came to be known witnesses were not found wanting te depose
to any sort of allegations against the Memorialist. This ix shert
is at the root of the whole affair.

11. The Memorialist has always been under the impression
that his acts of good service and good character will always
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stand him in real stead when in the course of his official duties
he created enemies by his stern work. But in this he has been
lamentably disappointed. At a period when he was looking
forward to a pension after a service of incessant toil mostly in
unhealthy tracts, his hopes have been blasted. There is a rule
on the subject of the removal of Public Servants which runs
thus: “Tf a man has earned or nearly earned his pension, his
would not be a proper case for removal on suspicion. He would
necessarily be an old servant of Government who has reached
a time of life when it would be most improbable that he
could turn to any other occupation for a livelihood. The

sudden beggary of a man whose working days are drawing to a'

close is as serious an exercise of power as the penal sentence of a
court of justice and should not be inflicted on hap-hazard prinei-
ples.” The Memorialist’s case clearly falls under the above
deseription. The Memorialist therefore prays that the circum-
stances of his case may be taken into consideration, that the
orders of the Madras Government dismissing him from Public
Service be cancelled and that he be restored to his appointment
with the arrvears of pay. It is needless to add that the Memori-
alist has been suffering untold miseries ever since the period he
has been out of employ. :

For this act of kindness, the Memorialist will ever remain
dutiful. !

Your Excellency’s most obedient
and humble servant,

Sc Cﬁ-@ﬂn?axv‘d'hu/&

Late Asstt. Inspector of Schools,

Ganjam District.

hadHas
20. 5-13. }




LIST OF ENCLOSURES SUBMITTED.

(@) Manuseript copy of the G.0. No. 1046, Edl., dated 25-11-12, commu-
nicated to the Memorialist, in original.
(8) 1. Letter dated 29-12-12 from the Memorialist to the Director of
Public Instruction, Madras.
2. Proceedings No. R.CL 29/12, dated 25-2-13 of the Director of Public
Instruction.
3. D.O. No. 115 (Confidential), dated 26-8-12 of the Director of Public
Instruction and the reply of the Memorialist thereto dated 3-9-12.
4. The Memorialist’s letiter, dated 21-4-13, to the Director of Public
Instruction.
5. R.CL No. 29/12, dated 22-4-13, of the Director of Public Instruction
in reply to the above letiter.
6. The Memorialist's letter, dated 23-4-13, to the Director of Public
Instruction.
7. The Memorialist’s Registered Letter to the Director of Public Instruc-
tion dated 8-5-13.
8. The Memorialist's Registered Letter to the Director of Public Instruc-
tion dated 6-5-13.
9. Landlord’s letter, dated 14-6-12, to the A. I. Schools, Ganjam District
(the Memorialist).
10. Statement made by the Head Clerk and Second Clerk of the A.L
Schools, Ganjam District, dated 14-6-12.
11. Letter, No. 98, dated 21-7-12, of M. R. Ry., Hari Hara Panda Garu,
Secretary, Uriya Samaj, Ganjam District.
19. AssistantT tor, Ganjam’s (M ialist’s)letter, dated, Saru (Ganjam
District), 25-7-12, to the Inspector of Schools, I Circls, R. C. No. 260 Sup./12,
13. Extractfrom a letter, dated, Ichapur, 24-4-12, of Mr. Y. Jogayya Pantulu
to the Memorialist.
14. Letter from Mr. Y. Jogayya Pantulu to the Second OClerk of the
Memorialist’s office, dated, Ichapur, 27-4-12,
15. Letter from Mr. M. Parvatisam Pantulu, Sub-Assistant Inspector of
Schools, Berhampore, to the Memorialist, dated, Berhampore, 15-1-12.
16. Dy. Director’s Memorandum, No. Camp 1, dated, Berhampore, 2-8-12.
17. Official Memorandum, No. C. C. 2/12, dated 7-6-12, of the Inspector of
Schools, I Circle.
18. Letter, No. Extra 1/12, dated 8-6-12, of the Memorialist in reply to the
above.

ENCLOSURE 1.

Litter, dated 29-12-12 from M. R. Ry., Ch. Bhagavanulu Pantulu, late of
the Madras Educational Service, to the Director of Public Instruction, Madras.
Sir,

‘With reference to Proceedings, Cl. No. 29/12, dated 29-11-12, communicated
to me with I 's End, No. B (Confidential), dated, 26-12-12,
received by me on 28-12-12, T beg to request to be favoured with copies of the
téllowing documents to enable me to prefer an appeal against the decision of the
Local Government in my case :—

i. Report of the Inspector of Schaools, I Circle, on the results of .his
enquiry into the charges against me with the depositions and
statements taken by him.
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Dy. Director's report and the record of his detailed enquiry, also
the criticism he made of my explanation and referred to in the
G. O. ordering my dismissal.

The record made by the Personal Assistant regarding the alleged
offer of a Rs. 100 note by me and the evidence of the Hon'ble
Mr. Stone and Mr. A. C. Pranatarthihara Iyer corroborating the
said records.

iv. Any report in connection with the new charge of my having
abused my official position with relation to my subordinates.

i,

v. Any report which ied to the alleged suspicion of my action ' in
disbursing Teaching Grants and making minor appointments.”

Report of the Director, No. 29, dated 11-9-12, also any other papers
which were material in leading Government to the conclusion
they have arrived at.

vi.

9. T further beg you will he pleased to give me access to the record refer-
red to in (iii) supra in the original to enable me fo examine it and study it. I
shall go to your office on any date appointed by you.

3. My address is as follows : —Ch. Bhagavanulu, Kaspa Vizianagaram.
T beg to remain,
Sir,
(Sd.) Ch. BHAGAVANULU.

ENCLOSURE 2.
Proceedings of the Director of Public Instruction, R.CL 29/12, dated 25-2-13.

With reference to his letter, dated 29th December 1912. applying for copies
of certain papers, M. R. Ry. Ch. Bhagavanulu Pantulu is furnished with an
oxtract from the letiter of the Inspector of Schools, First Circle, P. No. 5/12, dated
9th June 1912, relating to Charge No. (iv) in the list of charges furnished
to him already by Mr. Grieve together with a copy of the remarks of that
officer in respect of that charge.

2. The Director is not prepared to furnish M. R. Ry. Ch. Bhagavanulu
with copies of all the papers asked for by him buf will permit him to see and
refer to the Exhibits forming exclosures to the Director's report on which the
order of his dismissal was passed in G.O. No. 1046, Educational, dated, 25-11-12,
a manuseript copy of which has already been icated to him a 1
printed copy™® of that order will now be furnished to him. The Director will
further take no objection to his taking copies of the Exhibits if he likes.

3. As regards the bribe affair M. R. Ry. Ch. Bhagavanulu is informed
that all that is on record was stated in Mr. Stone's D.O. No. 115, dated, 26th
August 1912, and that that officer and M. R. Ry. A. C. Pranatarthihara Aiyar
Avargal remember being informed of the incident at the time by the Personal
Assistant.

(Sd.) J.H.STONE.

For Director of Public Instruction.

ENCLOSURE 3.
D. 0. No. 115 (Confidential), dated, Madras, 26th August 1912.
Dear Mr. Bhagavanulu,
I find it placed on record in this office that you offered M. R. Ry.
V. Krishnaswami Jatavallabhar, Personal Assistant to the Director of Publie
TInstruction, at his house at Saidapet, during the Easter Holidays of 1910, a
Currency Note for Rs. 100:but that he declined to accept it and advised you to

* Will follow.
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resort o longer to such practices. Please let me know, by return of post,
under what circumstances you made the above proposal and whether you have
any remark to offer in connection therewith.
Yours truly,
(Sd.) 7. H. STONE.
To
M. R. Ry. CH. BHAGAVANULU PANTULU GART, B. A.,
(AssISTANT INSPEOTOR OF SCHOOLS, GANJAM DT., BERHAMPORE).

Reply to the above D. O., dated 3-9-12.
Most Honoured Sir,

I have never made any' offer of the kind referred to to M. R. Ry.
V. Krishnaswami Jatavallabhar in the Baster Holidays of 1910 or at any other
time. In faci there was no necessity for it. I am at a loss to know how such
baseless accusation had ever come to be made.

With my best regards,

I beg to remain,
Your ever obediently.
(Sd.) C=.B.
To
THE HON'BLE MR. J. H. STONE,
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, MADRAS.

ENCLOSURE 4.

The Memorialist's letter, dated 21-4-13, to the Director of Public Instruc-
tion.
Sir,

T beg to state that I have been permitted to take copies of the enclosures
of the Dy. Director’s report. I request you will be pleased to permit me to take
copies of the Inspector’s preliminary report and of the record said to havs been
made in your office regarding the alleged offer by me of a Rs. 100 note to
your Personal Assistant (vide your D. O. No. 115, dated, 26-8-12). This last
document, T have been informed by your Personal Assistant, is not existing and
has never existed. He said he made only an oral statement before the Directior
regarding the matter. I have some questions to ask regarding ifi in the absence
of a record in writing, and I want an authoritative statement as to its non-
existence before I make further queries abous if.

9. Further, I beg vou will be pleased to permit me to take copies of, or
have a look into, any official or demi-official correspondence regarding me or
my case between (i) Government and the Director, (i) Director and any one of
the officers I have referred to, Messrs. Nagojee Row, Yates and Couldray.

3. I beg also copies may be furnished to me of confidential record for, or
against me, if any, made during the 25 years of my service.

4. Since the highest punishment has been awarded in my case on a
ground on which there was little or no enquiry, I beg I may be furnished with
copies of all cor d official or demi-official, other than whati was given
to me, to enable me to make a full representation of my case in appeal.

(Sd.) CH. BHAGAVANULU.

ENCLOSURE 5.
R. cl. No. 29/12 dated 22nd April 1913 :
Of the Director of Puablic Instruction in reply to the above letter.
Letter from M. R. Ry. Ch. Bhagavanulu Pantulu, dated, 21st April 1913.
The Petitioner has already been permitted to see the enclosures to the
TInspector’s preliminary report, dated, 24th June 1912,
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9, There is no written record about the bribe affair nor did the Director's
D.0. No. 115 dated 26th August 1912 suggest the existence of such a record.

3. There do not exist any Confidential records relating either to the pesi-
tioner's case or his official career that could be furnished to him.

4, The Petitioner will see that he has in the printed copy of the G.O.
already furnished to him everything that Government had before them in
coming to a decision in his case. If he can mention any point in the case
where he has reason to think anything in his favour was withheld from
Government, he may mention it and the Director will then give him the fullest
information the records afford.

(Sa.) J.H. STONE,
For Director of Public Instruction.

ENCLOSURE 6.

The Memorialist’s letter, dated, 23-4-13, to the Director of Public Instruc-
tion.
Sir,

I beg to request that you will be pleased to grant me copies of the seven
Exbibits relating to the house-rent charge forming enclosures to the Inspector’s
Preliminary report. These throw further light on the question, specially the
Executive Engineer's Demi-official letter to the Inspector of Schools before
arrangement for their joint inspection of the building was made.

I was allowed by your Personal Assistant to have a look into these papers
on Monday last. It is necessary for me to have copies of the same as the
Demi-officizl letter supports my contention.

T beg ete.,
(Sd.) Om, BHAGAVANULU.
[No reply received.]

ENCLOSURE 7.

The Memorialist’s Registered Letter to the Director of Publie T g
b
Madras, dated, 3-5-13. nstruction,

Sir,
'I beg to» remind you of a reply to my letter dated 23-4-18 requesting to be
furnished with copies of the seven Exhibits relating to the House-rent charge

forming encl to the Insp ’s Preli y report, dated, 24-6-12.

2. ' These are in support of my cause. In the matter of house-rent the

Engineer Deputy did not consider it essential to know the rent of the back
portion occupied by me in arriving at an estimate of the rental of the office
portion, for, the question of the rent of the portion occupied by me came up
but it was not pursued. If he had idered this inf: ion indi; bl
he would have obtained it from me or recommended a conditional certificate.
Mr. Grieve's report does not touch on this point. I beg that under para 4 o;
your R.C. No. 29/12 dated 23-4-18 you will be pleased to grant me copies of
the seven Exhibits referred to above for a full representation to Government on
the house-rent question among others.

3. I thank you for your wishes to deal fairly with me as expressed in para
4 of your Proceedings referred to above.
I beg ete.,
(Sd.) CH. BHAGAVANULU.
[No reply received.]

[
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3 ENCLOSURE 8.

The Memorialist’s Registered Letter, dated 6-5-13, to the Director of Publie
TInstruction.

Sir,

T beg to request that you will be pleased to refer me to the rule referred to
by the Dy. Director Mr. Grieve in his report embodied in the printed copy of
the G.O. ordering my dismissal—Charge ITI—"no officer having executive work
can leave his station or camp on holidays and during casual leave to be absent
outside his jurisdiction without specific permission and giving his address.”

2. Again under Charge I it was stated that the Director’s permission should
be taken (by an Assistant Inspector of Schools) to live in the same bouse as
office. I beg I may be farnished with a copy of the Director of Public
Tnstruction’s Proceedings on the point.

3. As I am unwell I am sorry T could not attend your office personally

to obtain the information above sought and I beg I may be furnished with the
same ab an early date.

I beg, &e.,
(Sd.) C. H. BHAGAVANULU.

(No reply received.)

ENCLOSURE 9.

Landlord’s letter dated 14-6-12 to the Assistant Inspector of Schools,
Ganjam District (the Memorialist). Encl to Ganjam Assistant T 's
Office letter, R. C. 260 Sup.-12, dated 25-7-12, to the Inspector of Schools,
I Circle.

Sir,

Since you have asked me to explain the circumstances under which the

house was lat I have the honour to state as follows :—

The office portion which is substantially built was let for Rs. 15. The
back portion which is in disrepair and leaky was let for Re. 1 for the present.
There is no partition wall between this house and the next house. After getting
the back portion repaired and putting up the wall, I had a mind to raise the
rent for that portion to Rs. 5. Owing to sickuess I could not get that portion
repaired till now. T shall shortly do it.

(Sd.) CHIRRAVURI KAMESEM,

BERHAMPORE, } I have, &ec.,
(Landlord).

14-6-12.

ENCLOSURE 10.

Statement made by S. Satyanarayana, Head Clerk, and P. V. Ramanayya,
9nd Clerk, of the office of the Assistant Inspector of Schools, Ganjam District,
before M. R. Ry. CH. Bhagavanulu Pantulu Garu, Assistant TInspector of Schools,
Ganjam District, in the office on 14-6-12 (afternoon). Enclosure to R.C.
960 Sup.-12 dated 25-7-12 of the A. L. Schools, Ganjam, to the Inspector
of Schools, I Circle.

In regard to the h t jon that was di d this ing in
this office, the Sub-Assistant Inspector Mr. Parvatisan Pantulu of the Berhampore
Range knows as a matter of fact that the rent of the whole house is Rs. 16-0-0
(sixteen only). When the office portion was inspected by Mr. Madhava Menon,
Supervisor of Public Works Department, accompanied by Mr. Parvatisem
Pantulu, the other portion of the house was not under lock and key. The other
portion was inhabited by the members of the family of the Assistant Inspector.
‘We never reported to the Assistant I that dation for clerks
was insufficient or unsuitable.

2
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The Assistant Inspector's younger son never committed nuisance in the
office..

9. As regards the relief of Jagan Mohan Patnaik, late sub-protem Attender
of this office, we state as follows :—In connection with the leave of Mr. Meva-
ketan Patnaik, Jogan Mohan Patnaik was ded for the R lkond
clerkship and orders were received to that effect. N. Satyanandam, Attender,
Berhampore Range, was appointed as acting Attender of this office and B. Sudar-
sana Row, temporary Attender of this office, as acting Attender of the Berham-
pore Range. The Inspector’s orders were received on or about 20sh October,
1911, being before M. R. Ry. Babu S. Palit Garu left this place and M. R. Ry.
Ch. Bhagavanulu Pantulu Garu joined this office. The Inspector’s orders
were not given effect to by M. R. Ry. S. Palit Garu in order to allow M. R. Ry.
Ch. Bhagavanulu Pantulu Garu to make the choice of the Attender himself
inasmuch as he was the officer concerned in exacting work. After the present
Assistant Inspector came to office Mr. Jogan Mohan Patnaik requested us fo
relieve him soon that he might not lose the chance of temporary promotion.
On the Head Clerk’s sending a note to Mr. Parvatisem Pantulu, S. A. I., Berham-
pore, the latter d to the Assistant Ii that Satyanandan is a
sickly man, that he cannot do his work in the Assistant Inspector’s office and
B. Sudarsana Row appointed as Attender of the Berhampore Range will be of no
use as he commits blunders in fair-copying. Thus, it will be seen that the Sub-
Assistant Inspector, Berhampore, did not relieve Satyanandan and so Jagan
Mohan Patnaik could not be relieved instantaneously, lest this office work
would suffer. Afterwards M. Kurmanadhaswami, a candidate plucked at the
Matriculation Examination was and he was admitted to office
after the sanction of the Inspector was received for his appointment. As far
as can be judged from the heavy work of the office Kurmanadhaswami is get-
ting on well without arrears by his hard work both in the day-time and night.
He is intelligentiand has a fairer knowledge of English to wriee'subjeeb-maﬁher
than his predecessor. He does not know Uriya. He writes a neat and fast

Fad

. hand and is doing his work satisfactorily. We depose the above facts at our free

will bat not by any compulsion.
(8d.) 8. SATYANARAYANA,
Head Clerk,

(Sd.) P.V. RAMANAYYA,
2nd COlerk.

ENCLOSURE 11.
LETTER No. 98, FroM M. R. Ry. H. H. PANDA, B. 4.,
SECRETARY, URIYA SAMAJ, GANJAM,
TO THE ASSISTANT INSPEOTOR OF SCHOOLS, GANJAM DISTRICT
(THE MEMORIALIST),
Dated 21-7-12.
Sir,

With reference to your letter No. Oamp 2, dated 19-7-12, T have the honour
to state that the herewith returned enclosures purporting to emavate from the
Uriyas were clearly pseudonymous and cannot be the work of the Uriyas. There
is no member of the name H. H. Padhy on the Samaj. The signature of H. H,
Padhy affixed to one of the petitions with the additional deseri: *‘a sympathi-
ser of the Uriyas " clearly negatives the inference that the signatory is a member
of the Samaj. No genuine Uriya can ever think of making such defamatory

as the petiti do touching the i t of the educational
institutions at Dharakota and Digupudi or the reputation of the Rajahs of
Dharak and Bodokimidi whose ifi in the matter of education is a

clear contrast with the imputation made by the petitioners that they abetted
corruption for the sake of increased grants, &. So far as reports g0, there isno
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!ess?n to believe there is any foundation for any of the charges made therein
nor is there any reason to suppose that Uriya education has suffered in conse
quence of your advent to this District.

T have, efe.,
(8d.) H. H. PANDA,
Secretary, Uriya Samaj.

Original submitted to the Director of Public Instruction, Madras.
Copy enclosed in letter R. C. 260 Sup.-12, dated 25-7-13, of the A.I.
Schools, Ganjam, to the Inspector of Schools, I Circle.

*ENCLOSURE 12.

Assistant Inspector Ganjam’s (Memorialist's) letter, dated Saru, 25-7-12 to
the Inspector of Schools, I Circle, R. C. 260, Sup.-12.
Sir,

In continuation of my letter R. C. 260, Sup.-12, dated 21-6-12, T beg to
encloge herein copy of latter No. 98, dated Aska, 21-7-12, of M. R. Ry. Hari
Hara Panda Garu, B.A., Secretary, Uriya Samaj, Ganjam (Original submitted o
the Director of Public Instruction), in reply to my letter No. Camp 2 dated
19-7-12 of which also a copy is enclosed for your information. The pefifions
are clearly pseudonymous and must have been the work of my own office
establishment, who, as T have already said, are under the impression that they
have suffered under me and are losers. You yourseli were pleased to say at the
conclusion of the enquiry that you make no doubt as fo the origin of the
petitions being traced to my Office Establishment. In such a case, I beg you
will be pleased to consider the demoralising effect of such petitions which are
akin to anonymous petitions on which no action might be taken and which
ought to be put down in the interests of discipline, official and moral.

9. Further enquiries at Ichapur have shown you that the cow was
mischievous even before coming to me, that it took a clear half night to be
taken a distance of 1% miles up to the Chikati road, that itneeded to be tied to a
bull to go on its journey to Berhampore, that it was bought by R.L.N. Patnaik
for his own sake but sent to me for temporary use, that on finding it useless T
sent it back, but it did not go without the company of the bull which the peon
of the S.A.I. knew it should have and that when it died it was not my property
nor had I anything to do with it except allowing it to remain in my stall for
courtesy. It is not unusual to make such requests to subordinates as to
supply & cow in cases of urgenf need but the article supplied is expected to be
a good article and not a vicious and useless cow as in the present case. Such an
article like the one in question is sure to be returned and rejected by anybody.

3. In the matter of the rent for my quarters I beg to state that T have
now vacated the office building under your orders to vacate it. You will be
pleased to know that the portion vacated is vacant; nobody will ever occupy
it as it is nob convenient o occupy for anybody else but me. The landlord’s
letter in the matter is enclosed. You will be pleased to note that, it being in
disrepair, he let it to ma so cheap. T have not got a numerous family. My
Jittle son and my wife are the only two permanent members residing with me,
the rest are temporary, come and go. If I got a house so cheap or incurred
small expenditure on that account that should not be a matter for official
comment or notice.

I enclose herein Chikati Zamindar's letter dated 12-1-12 and what
Mr. Parvatisem, Sub-Assistant I Bert wrote i diately after
inspection of the office building which go to show that my absence on the day

was unavoidable and that the office portion was pronounced to be cheap for .

Rs. 15 a month. Farther the voluntary deposition given by my offics establish-
ment shows among other things that some of the statements on which you
were pleased to base your eonclusions are not correct.
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4, Tn thematter of the scavenging allowance of as. 4, T enclose the deposi-
tion given by the sweeper who has been in receipt of the allowance for cleaning
the portion where the officer urinated. The voucher in the name of Madiki, in
continuation of the past custom, was got written by the Establishment, I can-
notisay, eitheron thesupposition that a scavenging woman is a proper person to
show as the recipient of the allowance or they might have had further object
in view. I regret for not serutinizing the voucher when cancelling it, I shall
reserve an exhaustive explanation on the above and other points till called for.

T beg the favour of transmitting these papers to the Director of Public
Tnstruction either along with your report or in continuation of it if it had already
been submiftted.

1 beg to remain,
(Sd.) CH. BHAGAVANULU.

ENOLOSURE 13.

Estract from a letter, dated Ichapur, 24-4-12, of Mr. Y. Jogayya Pantulu

to Mr. Bhagavanulu Pantulu.
* * * * *

As for the cow if you think ifi quite useless my peon will make arrangements

to get it down here.
I beg, ete.,
(8d) Y.JOGAYYA.

ENCLOSURE 14.

Letter from Mr. Y. Jogayya Pantulu (Sub-Assistant Inspector of Schools,
Ichapur Range) to Mr. P. V. Ramanayya Pantulu, 2nd Clerk of the office of the
A. L. Schools, Ganjam Dt, dated Ichapur, 27-4-12.

My dear Mr. Ramanayya Pantulu,

Herewith three water melons for the gentleman. Please see that they are
received by him. Please send the cow per two coolies from Berhampore to
Ichapur. T do not like to give any more trouble to our genfleman on aceount
of the cow which has unfortunately proved naughty and ominous, Please send
the cow at any cost to-morrow to Ichapur direct. Kindly excuse trouble. How:
is the gentleman’s health ?

Yours sincerely,
(Sd.) Y.JOGAYYA.

ENCLOSURE 15.

Letter from Mr. M. Parvatisem Pantulu, Sub-Assistant Inspector of Schools,
Berhampore Range, to the Assistant Inspector of Schools, Ganjam District (the
Memorialist), dated Berhampore, 15-1-12,

Dear Sir,
T beg to inform you that the Supervisor has been brought to office just

now during the working hours. He has been pleased to inform me that the
certificate would be forwarded to your office within a week.

I beg, ete.,
(Sd.) M. PARVATISEM.

: P. S.—The Supervisor has been informed by me that the portion shown to
him as being used for the office is being paid Rs. 15 per mensem and he has
been convinced that we have got it at a low rate. Mr. Ramamurti has been
with me during all this time.

(Sd.) M.PARVATISEM.

9
ENCLOSURE 16.

OFFICE OF DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC
INSTRUCTION, MADRAS,
Camp No. 1 Camp, Berhampore,
2nd August 1912.

OFFICIAL MEMORANDUM.

Mr. C. Bhagavanulu Pantulu is informed that the undersigned, acting
under the orders of the Director of Public Instruction, will, with the Inspector
of Schools, I Circle, conduct a formal enquiry commencing from to-day into
certain charges which have been made against him. A copy of the charges is
being sent for Mr. Bhagavanulu’s information.

He is requested to be at the Government Training School at 11 A.M. to-day.
He will be given every opportunity of ioni i and of defendi:
himself. His explanation in writing will also be called for in regard to each
charge.

(Sd.) R. G. GRIEVE,
Dy. Director of Public Instruction.
To
M. R. Ry.
C. BHAGAVANULU PANTULU.

ENCLOSURE 17.
-C. C. No. 2/12. OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR OF SCHOOLS, I CIRCLE,
Camp, Berhampore,
Dated, 7-6-12.
With reference to his letter No. P. 1/12, dated 28-5-12, the Assistant
TInspector of Schoois, Ganjam District, is requested to state whether it is not a
fact that he was dangerously ill during the second fortnight of April 1912, and
whether, when A. B. Sankaram reverted to his second clerk’s post in your
office on 3-5-12, he did not find you seriously ill and only able to attend to
office work lying on a bed in the room in which the clerks worked and whether
on the date of his leaving your office on 29-5-12 you were not still in the same
state of health.
(Sd.) MAHD. AZAM,
Inspector of Schools, Ag. in the I Circle.

ENCLOSURE 18.
Extra No. 1/12. Dated Berhampore, 8-6-12.

To THE INSPECTOR OF SCHOOLS, I CIRCLE.
Sir,

With reference to your Memorandum C. C. No. 2/12, dated 7-6-12, I
beg to state that it is true I was dangerously ill in the second fortnight of April
’12 and that what was reported by Mr. A. B. Sankaram to you regarding my
health is a fact, except that when he came to leave my office on 29-5-12 I wad
slightly better.

I beg, ete.,
(Sd.) CH. BHAGAVANULTU,
Assistant Inspector of Schools, Ganjam District.

PRINTED AT THE LAW PRINTING HOUSE, MOUNT ROAD, MADRAS.

Q/gauag%’:é

(2-9.13.
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EDUCATIONAL DEPARTMENT.

@
£H3622—1, dated 11th June
1913.

. Petition from M.R.Ry. Ch. Bhagavanulu Pantulu, No.53,
Tulaginfa Perumal Coil Street, Triplicane,Madras,
dated 15th lMay 1913. 3

% oo b v

& pirensd s h e d,

A Y

(By Order)

C Al .ma7a

Under Secretary to Governme

To the petitioner.

. Ns
(with a copy of G.0.,No

«




Sub ect‘,__
Memorial frem I1f.R Ry.Ch Bhagavmum‘
Pantulu, lately Assistant

Inspector of Schools, Ganjan
distriet.

: Th e memorial 1s addrsssed to has Govarn
of India-and ié an appaal againsgt the or'deré o
Government No.1046, Edl,, dated 25th Nevem‘hafi
dismisging M .R.Ry. Ch .Bﬂngavmulu Pmt\':llu from
service., It has to be forwarded to ths Gowernu:
of India with ja covering latter containing a ful
statement of facts and an expresgion of oninien
Bhagavanilt dedis in his potibien Wity

(1) the form of angilry

(11) +he five charges which have been regar
by the Diracfor and ths Goverm nt as proved, an

{111) the charge of attemph at bribvery.

2. The first point is now hrought forward

Bhagavanulu for the first time. He did net refe:
i -

to the questien in his written explanation of !
charges made against Fiw piitie by him after t!
cnquiry to whlch he takes excantién had besn bt
It may be observed that *hs Government were anx
from the outget *ha* t.—lo enguiry ahould be

in proper manner - please sse D.0. *to the Dir‘
‘on page 2 of notes vrl*n 3,0,N0.1046, Edl

25th Novenber 1912.




2 /L,.[}

a.dopted. in Mr. Grieve's enquiry was not that pre-

scribed in thal-w Act. It ig not Incumben®

on Govemvnmt to dirset an e:nqulry under the Act in

every case of accusation of a gazetted officer.Please §
. - : see sectiens 2 and 25 of the Act, which seems only :
an ena‘oling'legislation to render'a formul and
elaborut‘e enquiry possible when needed. * The accusa-
tions in the presen":‘case were mainly of an offiéia.l
character not nscassitating the gathering of ev_idenm‘j
frem or affecting the general publi;:. This seems .
sufficiently to justify the departmental enquiry
made in this. case. The only ebjectien which ean,
M"M it appears; be raised with any show of justificatien
+ is the recording of the evide;me of some of the
witnesses by Mr. Grieve in fhe absence of the
memorizlist. But as the recorded evidence was

immediately read out to him with permission to cross- g

/Aac'z-/a-pl’-}/éfr
examine, it cannet obvlously be sald that he was

prejudicially affected by the procedure ‘adopted. If

he had been, he would have referred to it in the
written explanation submitted by him. The plea now

put forward seems only an aftsr-thought,

3. The other charges ars dealt with in paras.5 ©

M
@ G ==smwes 14 and 15 ot the notes with G.0 No.1046,
N ——————E——

| Educational, dated 25th November 1912. The decision

50 - arrivad at 42 these -and the ramarks of the D.P.I,

on the memorial have heen embodied in the draft

.
1l etter forwarding ths maesorial %0 the Governmsnt of

India —.ﬁicﬂ is submitf.ed below for approval,

ot

[t e gt HL T S aveifanty fee.



& B o Educat ional Deparimsn &

: WA

G.0.N0,1046, Edl., «ated 25th Novenber 1912

G.0.¥o, 102, Bdl., dated 7t TFevriary 1913.

C.No.2162, from the D.P. I, M0.29/12, dated 1--7-1913,.

.
.

. e :
ORMDER: S 4777'41“'9_07304’» %3

/ The mamorial from M.RRy. ChBhaga- §
7 'V’] Q/ :  vanulu Pantulu will he forwarded %o !
I\ .
' the Government of Indla. ;

! e

o 0 e >

ToY,the D.P.I/ ; A

LEteRR 44 st x/Ba 5 (3

T
4.} /

* The Sacratary to tha Govt,of India,
e

')epur""",ﬂ". tiof Ed‘.xcaﬁion:
Sie,:

I an dir:ac':ad to forward for tha
ordses of 23 Govarnment of India &
mamorial from M.R,Ry.Ch.Bhagavanulu

= ) .Pamtulu, lataly Assistant Inspactor

of ‘Schools, Ganjam distriet, and a

vx}‘em’ber’ of tha Provincial Educatio >
Service, appealing against thf Pr ar

@ No.i0%s, Rdl., dated 25th Novembar 4
1912, dirzcting his dismissal from‘”‘i 3

.public servica. A copy of this ordex:, ;

‘with




with waich are printed the mkl
slving £ull Ej;on;zg;.u the case dud
>

is also forwarded for rafersnce.

r : 2. Im April and May 1912 certain
| petltions complaining azainst, the
, Para.l of D.P,I's letter e
on page 2 of G.0,No. . conduct of M.,R.Ry.Ch.Bhagavanulu

1046 Edl,,d/25-11-12. @ :
Pantulu, the memerialist, wers re-

celved by Government and were trans-

. ferred W to the D.P.I. for dis-
posal. Thasc:' with fze similar pako
peatitions recelved dirasct hy t}m}-;’._,,")
POTODD T DTN (DD IR, ars
referred by him to the Inspector of
Scheels, 4 Qircla, for snguiry and

raport. The oreliminary enquiry held

Lnr(,L/ F by the Inspector in pursuance of this
| rafersneca 3
.~ % 5 P 7 11 ) 7
l“ e 5 . .v — ng - f]

=3

AT RReErtroee—Tue— 1% Dirsctor
of Public Instructlon accordingly
that the m P -

‘ . . g a .
ot 7 = o) L 3 reacomns

£ gﬁégﬁénﬁ&rﬁﬁehdl"

tha rasulis ef
X : a formal enquiry \D{W\W TP g
G.0.No0.682/26-"7-12 on page 3 The Goverament accepted this recom-
0f,G.0.1046/25-11-12. © :

mendation and placad the mamorialist
< 2
under suspensien.

3. Tha further enguiry was spe-

. clally eatrusted to Mr.R.G. Griesve,

the Deputy Dirsctor of Public Instruc-

&is foge > L. : 4 ion, wno conducted lt wilth the

agsigtanca




/,;u@‘;m#&' :
= ©

v
assistance of the Inspector of Schools,
I €ircla, ‘on the 2nd and Srd‘Augt{s*-:"'
1912, Mr,.Grieve framed ten specific
charges against the menorialist, copy
of which was furnished to_him, and ate
the enqlir'y the depositions of the
wiltnesses were written down and read
over to tP;e memoriallst, W&X was per-

Mpos
mittsd to cross-examina then-&n—d'ask.v-(
ﬁ‘\any questiongne chose, The memo-
rialist was also ed to submit a
written sxplanatlon sy (Fhe several
caargss against him and thig he di4
on ths 9%th August 1912. On ‘& ‘(:onsider& ]
tion of the records of M .Grieve's
enquiry, his report and the written b
em_)la}qation of the memorlallst, the
Dirsctor of Puhlic Instruction found
that five out of the tan charges
agzainst th® memorlialist had haeen ssta-
blished and recommendsd his dismissal,
T e Governmeent agrsad with the Dirsntor
of Public Instrustion and disynigsed
the memorialist from public servies
with effect from the date on which he
was suspended, namaly the 2nd August

1912.

4. The points raised in the

memorial are dealt with helow. Adwert-

in nara-
graphs 5 and 5 d{_the meeompanying

(3
memoriat- qmths form and method

of




o

1

o

as %’t misconduct ostiA~pawt of the memo-~
Irao

a0

of.anquiry adonted, I am *to state that

rialist % = 126
. ® A
official cearmrtd® not wflootfg tas
A ‘ e
pablie or negss tatéas the examina-
tion of any 0f the public as *
witnesses, thg Yowab:Governmnent con-
sidered fthat a departmantal snquiry
conducted by an officer specially
deputed for ths purpose would he
4 m« o
sufflcisntlwm—’cv—en
elaborats enguiry under ths Public
Servants (Inquiriss) Aet, 185?./’1‘?1131"!‘

wasToT Alecls nn macasylty to adept’

thg fowaal it lag—twimtowT 0T TR AT,
_‘_Ji—l—&-a—t—e—s*a'w—ﬂe procad
ki) g ke
{emered preserihod das @mruly. and
in substance <cliowed. Though it is
.3
true that +se copy of the charges was
A

formally furnished to & only on tae

morning of the‘\j‘irs* day of enguilry,
the memorialist kn%em fxgm Aot
~n

Sz
#e—dwte—ef the praliminary enquiry
conductad by the I sctor of Schodls,

st B Trele, and he canmot therafors
mﬁw‘:::.m that hs was aware of
them only a short time before

Mr. Grieve's enq'.liry The memorialist
was ;lso given as long,as he wished
samare  to submit his dafe#ncé. I%
i3 significant:that in the written
explanation submitted by ths memo-
rialist a wesk after the engulry no
v‘eferevxca WA vrxa.de w any of the ‘b

irreculari*les he now allegss Y%is
.

desire




1

e .
bt ot b4 DO
‘ s dsslire :qﬁ;uh)%ted to a publle
“angquiry.
.
5. Tha allegations in paragraph 7
. - of the memorial regarding ths undas
et i =

inflnence or intimidation exercized

by a.hmﬁarf Azam Sahiboare not trus.
#“-313;“4,," ! Mr.'\ Grieve's enquiry, the Government
& vt Z/?Af : a;'e aasu}gd, was in no way prejudiced

by Mahmud Azam Sahin's presencs or

condact,

6 In paragraph 8 of the memo-
rial, the menorialist attempts to expl«uﬂ
dweq charges 1 to 4 and 10 which have hasn 1

! g
held by the Director of Public Instruec-

o tion and the Govermment to have been J
1
|

astablished.

* (1) As regards the first charge Y i

Inecornlet
will he found fh& has entirely

failed to answer the substantlal por-

§ 8 ¥ tion of 1t, nanely, thgt he uged for
A ! : ; his own residence ::r:-\-zﬂ. s of the

house rented for the accommodation of

nis office and that the zendden of

the rent pald by him (viz.Re.1) did

not représent ik & fair proportion

& . - of the total rent (B216). The state-
L & H} ol 1%%$ (9
4 “ "R 3? Mi’ "/"’ 'nen+ that *ghe of ?he

@ws &M@—e&'{bud

S

W&‘M

A(f ﬂv\,,zbnr ».M"" 3 % kwuk 4ae )chargs that a considerable
+ o o tion of the h fe
“, """’LL/V/ portion of the houss rm 1}01'

offica was freely usdd/Tor his pri-

. ; . " vate
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6.

private purposes @kthont—any_correspond

(11) The second chargs is that

the menorlallst seargad scavengers'
wages Tor the office when as a matter
of fact there was no latrine attached
.

. 2
therato. %T-;e aemoriallstsnew—

- 28pect of 't is
inclnsistent with what he stated at
¥ Grisve's snquiry. On besrsonal
inspection Mr.Grieve ‘found thah: b e

was. only one latrine attached to the

e

o
bailding and that this was e Y»orfiomf .

W verandah MWM
_memorialist andals fwnily r‘-ntl v W-

(111) The third and fourth charges
ara to the effect that the memo-

rialist (drew) dishonsstly travalling

and daily allouuces to whieh he was

S S SR e
// ot antltled under the rules) iz
pxcmtxaxgmm“mm:m“w?g
KEWKAEXRAZARA S cKAILAXAAARERE T the
M.%-'—F) formar charge 1e sleads
i gnorance of,rules which is scarcely
tubltle w

- an officer.

2&8-lr(2 i
of his standing and service; and 4=

<48 caefof tE latter tne entries

made by him inﬂdia-ry and the traval- ]
linz allowanca hill to support his
clain clearly'prove\ his dishonest
intention. Wis present axplanation

contains nothing new as regarisg those

(iv),
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(iv) The tenth chargs is that thas
memoriallst rweadvaed a cow from &s &
gubordinate wlthout intending to pay
for it. The statements in his pre-

WZZ,{ gent explanatlon that the cow was on
‘ trial and taat "he was under the
"impression that he would not be eallal
"upon to pay any appreciable amomnt
"for having trisd 1t for a fow days
"and thsn returned it as useless" are

- not ARk consistent with the infoma-

;_._q - v not nsi with o a
; tion alicited at Mr.Grlave's angiry.

8
The latter clearly showmfi that he had
ample tims and opportunitiaeg to ek
Boonnl,

& setfle

/’V" 7vro %jﬂ@ e ‘#‘11Q"1 hs neglected “ a Sivoum
28 (2

Stance WATGhlends strong BUpDOTt Lo~
tm;c\/mrgg that—se never integdsita

DAY enyioiae Fer ThE Uh Rl AIEEE B
his & Lnates ‘ '

7. The chargs of offsring a
brive to the Bersonal Agslstant fo the §

Diractor of Punlic Iastruction referrai

M ik {/}‘1«& +to in paragraph 9 of the memorial was

Cu ok~ *"- \‘\, not one of the cha.rges enquired into
Q‘Kt‘ "MA{W ~4 o:/ Me, Grievs, but was brought *o the
M b I

._...a'/k\ e \ notice of the D.P.I. gubsequently. Ta
A

SRS )
ﬁp#trﬁ*%e-aluh*ﬂ%
Jrousst—toTotive by the memorialist

P*cvﬁ’?/ka«m Aid—TFxositency in Couneil hasno

ma'cn'to doubt the *r‘utl of the
W/"""‘V’/"‘L"“‘b - dlena.fion. .

lapuss AN (> 8. In conelusion I am to state
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