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HOME DEPARTMENT (EDUCATION)
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G.0. No. 1596, 13th December 1918

Plans and Estimates.

Passing orders on the question of the extent to which the Public Works Department will be-
held resp.onsible for the scrutiny of — of buildings for aided educational institutions.

@®
Order—No. 1596, Home (Education), dated 13th December 1918.

Under the procedure now followed in dealing with applications for building
grants from managers of educational institutions under private management, an out-
line of the plans is first forwarded to the Director of Public Instruction who
serutinizes the suitability of the proposals from an educational point of view ; and
after approval of the plans by him, detailed plans and estimates are prepared and
submitted, which are subjected to scrutiny by the Chief Engineer, Public Works
Department, whenever a grant exceeds Rs. 2,600. When a grant has been sanctioned,
notice cof commencement of the work is given to the Executive Engineer and provision
is made for inspection of the work from time to time during its progress by the
officers of the Public Works Department. Finally before the grant is paid, a certificate
from the engineer is required to the effect that the work has been completed in
accordance with the approved plans and estimates.

In addition, special instructions have been drawn up for the preparation of plans
and estimates which are supplied to correspondents of schools by Inspectors on
application; and one of the instructions lays down that all plans and estimates should
be prepared by a gazetted officer of the Public Works Department present or retired,
a present or retired District Board Engineer, a member or associate member of the
Tnstitate of Civil Engineers or a recognized professional arthteut.

2. Experience has shown that, though plans and estimates are now better
prepared than before, they fall generally much short of the standard needed and the
arrsngement, as a whole, has not produced satisfactory results chiefly in fixing respon- -
‘sibility for the structural stability of buildings. In practice, cqnsﬂerable alterations
of design are suggested, and not; infrequently, badly drawn designs are returned for
revision, thus entailing delay and trouble when estimates ‘have to be scrutinized a
second and a third time. The fact that the design and estimates underwent thorough
scrutiny in the Public Works Department when the apphcatwn for' grants came up
for consideration evidently operates in many eases against the designer feeling the

@ tull measure of respousibility for drawing correct and complete designs and

estimates. .

On the other hand, it is neither desirable nor pqssn!ﬂe .for the Government to
undertake the entire responsibility for structural stability in respect of the ever-Increas-
ing number of private buildings, which means, in soveral cases, re-designing and in
al]z,> watching every step of the construction of a building and interfering to condemn
bad workmanship and bad materials. ; : :

3. The Government have given the matter their careful consideration and have-
decided to lay down the following procedure} in respect of building grant apphea,h_o_ng,
While the rule requiring that plans and estimates should be prepared Dby qualified
professional architects should be strictly enfor_ced, the responsibility for struetural
stability shonld be specifically fixed on the demgners. As' at present, the P]BJ?. wx]l
be forwarded to the Director of Publie Instruction who will see ﬂ}at _the demgn. is
suitable from an educational point of view. The subsequent examination of detailed




2 No. 1596, Home (Epucarion), L3ta DrcEMBER 1918

plans estimates in the Pub}l‘c‘ ‘Works Department will in future be confined to
prono:ing an opinion on the reasonableness or otherwise of the estimates. The
officers of the Public Works Department will not be required to inspect a building
while under construction or to pass it on completion ; where however private quali-
fied professional advice is not available, the responsibi.ities of the Public Works
Department will continue to be as at present. : :

The correspondent of the school in respect of which a grant is made will be
required, in due course, to furnish a certificate that a building generally in aceordance
with the plans which were submitted to Government and on which the grant was
sanctioned has been completed and that the full amount of the Government grant has
been duly expended thereon.

4. The Director of Public Instruction is requested to submit a draft of the
necessary amendments to bemade in the Grant-in-Aid Code to give effect to the above
decision.

(True eﬁﬂﬂt)

L. D. SWAMIKANNUD,
Acting Secrelary to Government.

To the Director of Public Instruotion..

Accountant-General.

Public Works Department, with notes. b

TLocal and Municipal (Medical) Department, with notes.

»
»
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Home (Epvoarion) DEpPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTE) WITH G.0. No. 1596, HOME (EDUCATION),
DATED 13ts DECEMBER 1918

[SuBsECT. — Grant-in-aid schemes— Pluns and estimates— Eztent of Ohief
Engineer’s seruting.]

Pusric Works DeparTaEsT.

Attention is invited to the notes with G-.(). No. 1188, Home (Educati
15th September 1917 (No. 6518-C., dated 19th October 1917). %Vithcitelfoerz;ng:tig
paragraph 2 of Deputy Secretary’s note, dated 4th September 1917, on page 4 thereof,
the question as to the extent to which serutiny should be - splied to srant-in-aid
bujlding schemes has to be considered. The general ordefs on the subjec?t are—
: (1) Cireular No. 116-C., dated 4th January 1913, modified by Memorandum

: »ﬁn. 9789-C., dated 18th December 1 413.

(2) 6.0. No. 561, Educational, dated 14th June 1913

It will be seen from the notes leading to Cireular No. 116-C., dated 4th Jannary
1913, that questions similar to the one now revived by the Consulting Architect were
raised then with the Chief Engineer’s (Mr. Pears’) support. Educational agreed to
rule that the plans and estimates for grant-in-aid works should be prepared by pro-
fessional men of the qualifications stated in clause (1) of paragraph 2 of the cir“eular,
though they thought that it would often be difficult to get such qualified men. But
they did nof agree that detailed scrutiny by the Public Works Department especially
with' reference fo structural stability, was not necessary even in the case of buildings
in municipal areas. In this connexion please see Mr. Davidson’s note, dated 3rvd
October 1912, on page 6 of the notes with the circular. The Educational Depart-
ment’s view was aceepted in the Public Works Department—vide Mr. C. A. Smith’s
note, dated 12th November 1912, on page 7 of the notes with the circular.

2. Now Consulting Architect proposes that Government should absolve them=
gelves from all responsibility for structural stability in cases where the designer is a
recognized professional man It is presumed that when the Chief Engineer does nof
make a detailed serutiny and merely advises as to the amount of granfi payable, he
will not formally ‘recommend the plans submitted by the applicant. Deputy
Secretary has noted that, in such cases, the ¢ Public Works Department officers
must nof he ealled upon to inspect the building during construction or to give adyice ”
(page 4 of the notes with G.0. No. 1188, Educational, dated 15th September 1917).
In this connexion, please see the Uducation Department note, dated 6th September
1917, on page b of the notes with G.0. No. 1183, Home (Education), dated 15th
September 1917. i

3. His Excellency’s note, dated 10th September 1917, seems to apply only to
the particular case of the Sourashtra school (page 6 of the notes with G.O. No. 1188,
TBducational, dated 15th September 1918). His reference to ‘our usual system ’
seems to be based on a misunderstanding. The Hon’ble Sir Alexander Cardew
agrees that the methods of examining plans and estimates before aid is given have
in the past been rather too complex. It may be noted that G.0. No. 561, Hducational,
dated 14th June 1913, begins thus. *In view of the fact that the Clpef Engineer
is résponsible for the correctness of the plans scrutinised by him.” This apparently
means correctness with reference to structural stability also.

For orders.
T.PS.—9-11-17.
P.P.R.—10-11-17.
R.K—12-11-17.
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¢ Can no earlier orders be traced ? The scrutiny of grant-in-aid works has
been in force for years. What we want to get at are the original principles
underlying the system.”

D. MarsgALL—[4-11-17.
The indexes have been examined. It will be seen from the marginally-noted
Government Orders that the present
practice of scrutiny in the Chief Hngi-
neer’s Office, of grant-in-aid estimates for
Educational buildings, is in substitution
of the earlier requiring the Executive Kngineer or the Superintending Engineer
to certify that the plans and estimates were suitable and that the rates were fair,
before the application for grant was taken into consideration. To this was added the
scrutiny in the Chief Engineer’s office also. There was thus a double scrutiny.
The present practice simplifies the system by dispensing with the scrutiny by the
Executive Engineer or the Superintending Engineer, It thus appears that the
serutiny in the Chief Engineer’s office is intended to be not only with reference to
the reasonableness of the rates but also with reference to the suitability and satis-
factory nature (i.e.. presumably structural stability also)—vide the notes with G.O.
No. 1691 W., dated 3rd June 1902, and also the notes with GZO. No. 3309 W.,
dated 14th Novembper 1904.

T.P.8.—30-11-17,

G.0. 1591 W., 3rd June 1902.
G.0. 3309 W, 14th Noyember 1904.

Sir Murray Hammick thought that serutiny as regards rates was necessary as
¢ otherwise an unscrupulous applicant might get a grantand then save on the estimate
enormously and so get much more than his fair share ” —vide his note, dated 26th
March 1902, with G.O. No. 1591 W., dated 3rd June 1902, This danger will donbt-
less be minimised if estimates are prepared by professional men of standing; but
neither the manager of a schooliwho gets a grant which depends on the amount of
the estimate nor the professional man whose fee is presumably calculated on the same
amount, appears to have any incentive for rigid economy in the matter of rates,
Government interests would therefore seem to require that a serutiny of the rates
should continue to be applied by its officers. 3

A further object of the Public Works Department serutiny is to avoid ¢ the
danger of buildings being badly constructed and eventually causing loss o Goyern-
ment ”—vide Hducational Department note, dated 26th March 1902, with 5.0
No. 1591 W, dated 3rd June 1902. Government is interested in secine that the
contribution that it makes is not  wasted on unsatisfactory and unsafe ere?:tions g
vide Educational Department note, dated 6th September 1§17, on page 5 of the notes
wit_h Mumorandu'm No. 6518 C., dated 19th Ocfober 1917. The at?ainmeut of this
object need not, it appears, necessarily involve seratiny of all the estimates submitted
| to Government in the Chief Engineer’s
| :ﬁ;e. The e:zltimates might either be sent
et E e | . uperintending Engmeer?' or Executive
Engiﬁccrs have Ixxgmre than they can do j;‘i:l:;e ! Moo by el Derads

D.M.—9-12-17. ., ment, only very important cases beine
sent to the Chief Engincer, in which case
l the \1v)ork Evill be distributed among a

! & : number of offices. Or if
is uu‘w1lhpg that this work should be done at all anywhere in itg o}';ee(z?zel;giiﬁ
circuiar will probably have to be sent in the Edueational Department to all m':uavers
of schools that after a specified date,
Government will not (take the trouble ofi
examine the structural stability of the
designs submitted to it and that therefore
they (the managers) should take care to
have their designs and estimates prepared
by competent professional men. In order
a 1:111-911('f may also be included in thé circular, if

They have already been told to employ
qualified designers. ~ We still find dangerous
structure sent up.

D.M.—9-12-17.

to safeguard Government interests,

>

; [ 1
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considered necessary, that in case any building for which a grant-in-aid ‘has been
sanctioned by Government should, during or after construction, fail for any reason—
structural or owing to defects of construc-
tion—the manager concerned will be
DM—9-12-17. | liable at the discretion of Government to
3 pay back the sum he received as grant-
in-aid. This would be an effective step for forcing him to seek proper. professional
assistance before approaching Government. If this is approved, . the present
procedure of estimates being sent to the
Chief Engineer may be continued, but
the serutiny in the Chief Engineer’s office
i will be contined to the items specified in
{ Consulting Architect’s note, dated st
September 1917 and also, if approved, to the reasonableness of the rates |pages 3—4
of the notes with G.0. No. 1188, Home (Education), dated 15th September 1917 |.

REK.—5-12-17. 5

The foregoing notes give the reasons why designs for grant-in-aid buildings are
scrutinized in the Chief Engineer’s office before grants are sanctioned. These reasons
are to ensure that money is not wasted—

(a) on excessive rates, or

(b) on unsound structures, and

(¢) that the building is generally suitable architecturally and otherwise for
‘the purpose for which it is required. :
Mr. Nicholls in his note questions the necessity for (3), scrutiny in regard fo
structural stability, and if is with this point we are now concerned.

2. When the scrutiny has been completed the plans and estimates are returned
to the Educational Department with a note by the Chief Engineer which poiuts out
defects that have to be reetified, and which recommends, subject to any alteration
that may be required, the estimate for sanction ; or if the defects are numerous and the
huildiug:' is badly designed the Chief Engineer’s note points out the defects and
recommends to the Educational Department that the design should be revised by
the school authorities, and resubmitted.

3. A grant-in-aid building having been passed and the grant sanctioned,
paragraphs 52 (iii) and 52 (i) of the Grant-in-Aid Code require that the building shall

- be inspected from time to time during construction by th.e local Public Works Depart-
ment officers, and that: hefore the grant is paid a certificate shall be granted by the
Engineer (usually the local Executive Engineer) that the work has been completed

o 7 in accordance with the approved planand
*This apparently applies to a building that otinate (or that * the building is worth
has been purchased ox one on which a grant the amount on which the grant is
Lrlumedalipeconsi oty claimed). Obviously these paragraphs
presuppose that designs bave been examined for structural stability and are
approved, otherwise the final ecertificate would be worthless. I, therefore, submif
that if scrutiny in regard to structural stability is net to be carried out paragraphs

452 (iii) and 53 {i) must be amended with a view to absolving the local Public Works

~ Department officers from all responsibility in connexion with the building. My plognlt
is illustrated by paragraph 2 (&) of G.O. No. 1188, Home (Education), dated the1 :tl
September 1917, which runs thus < that the building will be inspected on comp! etﬁﬁ
and is certified by an officer deputed by Government fo be worth af least one la
of rupees”. It will be observed that the order in ifs final form was not S;}lllt to
Public Works Department for acceptance and if it had been, I think, we shpul;vm‘ie
demurred at this paragraph if the officer referred to therein is to be a Public Works
Department officer ; because the designs have not b'ee‘1'1 scrutinized, and in granting
this certificate the officer who finally inspeets the building must consider the question
of its structural stability. For example he will have to go into the stablhtylof bthe
towers (about which the Public Works Department have already expressed dou t.sﬁ
hecause if they are not safe they will be a most serious danger, and the hﬂlldlﬂg{\v}l}
be worth nothing until they are strengthened or removed [see notes, pages 4-5 o ht e
notes to G.0. No. 1188, Home (Education), dated 15th September 1917]. Farther

This would lead 6 waste and extravagance
in order to avoid risk. 3

I think we are bound to point defects if they
are noticed. Further there is as much waste
in an unsound building as in excessive rates.

D.M.—9-12-17.

O e
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at this late stage it will be a matter of very’ considerable. diﬂieultj to go into this
particular question. The question as to whether the serutiny in regard to stability

of grant-in-aid buildings should continue or not is largely a matter for Financial and

Hducational to deeide as it involves a question of money, and the safety of the

pupils. As regards Mr. Nicholls’ view of throwing the responsibility for structural

stability on the desiguer in order to foster a responsible professional class and
private enterprise, 1 submit, that Circular No. 116-C, dated the 4th January 1918,
has since done a great deal of good and the designs that now ecome up are much
hetter than they were formerly and are much less troublesome fo seratinize [page 4
of notes to 6.0 No. 1183, Home { iducation), dated 15th September 1917]. Further

the fact that we, not infrequently, return badly prepared designs for revision hasa

salutary effect, inasmuch as the designer has to go over his work again and the
delay caused thereby induces a school management to select a designer who is not
likely to have this experience. We may, I think, hope for further improvement.
Personally, T think, it would be imprudent to do away with the Chief Engineer’s

scrutiny in regard to stability of design, but as has already been pointed oat the

final say in the matter rests with Hducational and Finaneial Departments, These
notes may aceordingly be circulated.
. D. MarsHaLL—13-12-17.

1 agree with Mr. Marshall’s note. The position  so far as the Public Works
Department are concerned is perfectly clear. Ii the certificate referred to in para-
graph 53 of the Grant-in-Aid Code is to be signed by an officer of the department,
the plans and estimate for the building must be scrutinized and passed by the Chief
Hngineer before the work was started. If such scratiny is to be waived, Public
Works Department officers canuot sign the certificate. The whole matter depends
upon the word ‘ approved ’ in the fifth line of the paragraph referred to above. If
the approval is that of the Chief Engineer, a Public Works Department officer can
be called upon to grant the certificate, or he can refuse to do so. If the plan and
estimate are approved by some other authority a certificate from the Public Works
Department should not be asked for. :

S. B. Murrav—17-12-17.

Houmg (EnucAtioN) DEpaRTMENT.

The above notes may be forwarded to the Director of Public Instruction

for remarks in the first instance. :
P.R.—21-12-17.

T.K.—22-12-17.
> (. RAMANUJA ACHARIYAR—24-12-17.

R. RamacHANDRA Rao—27-12-17.

Orrice of THE DIrECtOR oF PUBLIC INSTRUOTION.

I am quite against altering any detail of the present system and particularly

against waiving the serutiny of plans in relation to structural stability, and agree -

with Public Works Department notes on the point.

2. T am however constantly seeing evidences that the Consulting Archi
his office find a difficulty in dealing with educational plans and I thgerefocr'(]elﬁ-‘:ge:vng
suggestion I made some years ago that there should be an Architect in my office
(presumably a Public Works Department officer) who should do the work, or most
~ of it, now done by the Chief Fngineer’s office (page 5 of notes recorded in Memo-
randum No. 4835-C., dated 24th August 1911). If Government is now inelined
" to consider this suggestion I eould go into the amount of work such an officer would
have. Of course we should still want the Consulting Architect’s help in designi
important buildings. z

(=}

J. H. Srone—4-1-18,

i
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Hour (EpucaTion) DepARTMENT.

Please see the Director of Public Instruction’ i
] ! r s note on the previous i s
the Director and the Public Works Department are of opinign that Fl?egeexis]:;:g

procedure as to the scrutiny of plans of aided school buildi
This department may also agree with that viev:(.: e

2. As regards the Director’s suggestion for the empl i i
his office, it is submitted that the sa.glge suggestion was xlr)x;cﬁn lf;thitl)i i?Jnlgll‘cllzl—be? =
see page 5 of notes recorded in Memorandum No. 4835 C., dated the 24th A];easi
1911. It was not then considered by the Government.. The suggestion is %lrl)s
renewed apparently with a view fo afford a certain amount of relief to the Consulﬁnw
Archifect and his office. _ No indication as to the natare of the Architect’s duties whr-)g
employed or as to the kind of relief to the Consulting Architect is given; nor is i
clear how most of the work now done in the Chief Engineer’s office can be satis
factority done by the proposed Architect unless he is an officer of the su erior grad 0
From the notes recorded in Memorandum No. 2663 C., dated the 24th II)Warchglglzf
it 1s however observed that the Consulting Archidect’s complaint is not that he is
overworked but that _the plans and estimates are not drawn up in the first instanc:
by a competent architect. - Paragraph 2 (1) of Circaular Memorandum No 116 C,
dated the 4th January 1913, is intended to remedy this defect. Tt is mot known
whether as matters now stand the Consulting Architect wants any relicf and, if s:
Yvhether the employment of an architect in the Director of Public Iustruction’; oﬁioé
is the proper form in which that relief can be granted.

3. The question is one for consideration in the Public Work
1 : s Depart;
to« whom it may be remitted. If that department views the idea with fa};(;ulrn:ﬁz
iiettmls 1(;.om:eetecl with the proposal will be called for from the Director of Public
nstruction

PR7-1-18, 5
CR.—18-1-18. i

As observed by the Director of Public Instruction and the Public Works
Department if is undesirable to vary the present procedure as regards scrutiny of
plans and estimates of aided educational buildings. The examination of the rates 1s as
much a necessity as the seratiny from the point of view of structural stability. We
have not yet got that class of professional experts to undertake private jobs like these,
so as to dispense with Public Works Department scrutiny. We have lately seeli
that the plans and estimates prepared by no less a person than Mr. Pears were found
by the Public ‘Works Department to be not free from flaw even in the matter of
structural stability. :

The necessity for serutiny being conceded, it is doubtful whether a separate
agency in the Director of Publie Instruction’s office is advisable. [t cannot replace
the Chief Engineer’s final examination altogether. TIn most cases it will cause
duplication of work, and will also be expensive. The existing arrangement may
probably continue.

C. RaMaNUJA AcHARIYAR—20-1-18.

I agree with the above note (Registrar’s).

2. An additional reason against a separate officer would be that sometimes he
may not have enough work to do and sometimes he may have too much.

3. Regarding examination by officers of the Government Public Works
Department subordinate to the Chief Engineer, this is a matter for the Public Works
Department, to order, if at all, that plans of a certain type or of a certain amount may
be scrutinized by the Superintending Eugineer. All that Educational wants is a

" gertificate with remarks from the Chief Engineer.

R. RavaorAvDRA Rao—21-1-18
1696, Home (Edn.)—-2
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Fivanorar, DEPARTMENT.
It is proposed to make no alteration in the scrutiny now exercised by the Chief
Engineer in the matter of educational buildings towards which Government
contribute. Financial may agree.
L. E. Krrsaaw—22-1-18,
L. Davipson—23-1~18,

PusLic WoRkS DEPARTMENT.

The Home (Educafion) and the Financial Departments have agreed that no
alterations can be made in the scrutiny now exercised by the Chief Engmegr in the
matter of aided educational buildings and arc opposed particularly to {le waiving of
serutiny in regard to structural stability. ~Submitted that these notes may be sent to
Consulting Architect for perusal with reference to his note, dated 1st September 1917,
‘on pages 3~4 of the notes to G.0. No. 1188, Home (Education), dated 15th September

1917, prior to circulation to Honourable Members.

T.P.S.—30-1-18.
T . D. MarsHALL —5-2-18,
Seen.

W, H. NicHoLrs—22-2-18.

With reference to paragraph 3 of Educational Secretary’s note on page 5 ante,

it is presumed that it is not proposed to
transfer any portion of the serutiny in
such cases to the Superintending Engi-
neers—rvide Deputy Secretary’s marginal remarks on page 2 ante .
2. These notes may, it is submitted, be now circulated to Honourable Member

(Public Works Department), Honourable Member (Financial) and His Excellency.

T.P.8.—27-2-18.

R.EK.—27-2-18.

H.F.W.6G.—1-8-18.

D.M.—28-2-18.
I agree.

H. F. W. G[uzuany —1-3-18,

I am afraid that in the course of the noting the outlines of this subject have
become somewhat obscure. The question is one of policy and must be looked at from
a wide standpoint. 1t is perhaps desirable to indicate briefly the history of the
subject.

2. In Circular No. 116-C., dated the 4th of Tanuary 1913, the rule was laid
down directing that every plan and estimate for a grant-in-aid work must be prepared
by gazetted officers of the Public Works Department (vetired or in service), a Distriet
Board Engineer or a recognized professional architect, The underlying pl'inciple of
this order was evidently to secure proper and reliable P

professional men thereby tending both to relieve the P
responsibility and to create a class of private professiona;
their place.

3. This circular has not been repealed and still holds
issue the late Mr. Thomas in his note, dated 10th Septe
totally opposite theory (page 1 of the notes recorded in Memorandum No. 2663 (.,
dated 24th March 1914). He proposed that he as Consulting Architect should be;
responsible for and if necessary redesign all the more important designs for grant-in-
aid buildings and while he admitted that this would add greatly to his work he
was ready to undertake the task. Sir Harold Stuart decided against Mr. Thomas
and the notes on the subject were recorded in No. 2663 C., dated. the 2ith March
I y logical and legiti-
ans and estimates is to be placed upon

ublic Works Department of
1 architects capable of taking

good, but not long after its
mber 1913, put forward a

1914, but the fact remains that Mr. Thomas’ policy is the onl
mate result if the responsibility for passing pl

lans prepared by competent |
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- the Consulting Architect. There is in fact no half-way house between relieving the
Public Works Department of all responsibility for structural stability and architectural

- effect of the plans and imposing upon them the Tiability to revise and even redraw
these plans. ;
4. Mr. Nicliolls in his note, dated the 1st of September 1917, has re-opened the
question and has suggested that responsibility for structural stability and architec-
tural effect should be thrown on the authors ot plans (pages 3—4 of the notes with
G.0. No. 1188, Home (Education), dated 15th September 1917). He points out that
if the Consulting Architect is fo 80 info these questions and be responsible in these,
respects, he must do so thoroughly. He must in fact eventually be forced to take up the

~~Cattitude which was definitely assumed by the late Mr. Thomas, that is, he must be

ready to re-design any and every plan for an aided building. TIf he is not ready to
take up that attitude, he must on the other hand be relieved from all responsibility
for structural stability and architectural effect and the Government must rely upon
the rule laid down in paragraph 2 (1) of the circular of the 4th of January 1913
which requires all plans and estimates to he prepared by a competent and trained
officer or professional man,

5. It seems now therefore to me that we have got to choose between the two
policies. Either we must undertake the task of doing all the designing for all aided
buildings in the Presidency or we must give up the Grant-in-aid Code provisions
which require the Public Works Depurtment to examine plans and estimates and to
certify to the building when finished. Is it then possible for the Government to
adopt the first policy and to undertake to revise, and if necessary to redeslgn,'every
grant-in-aid building that comes up ? I feel no doubt whatever that that policy 1s
totally impracticable. It is impracticable for various reasons. In the first place,
the growth of applications for buildings, whether they may be hospitals or whether
they are educational works, for which Government assistance is needed, must tend
to increase and it is not possible for the Government to go on increasing its architec-
tural staff so as to deal with the whole architectural work of the Presidency. In the_
second place, the adoption of this poliey would destroy any chance of the growth of

« an independent architectural profession. It would centralize all designing work in
the hands of Government officials and would in that respect be fatal to archifectural
progress in Madras, because we must look forward to the gradual growth of independ-
ent professional architects who will design not merely grant-in-aid buildizgs but
the numerous other buildings, banks, railway stations and the like for which plans
are required. If the Government stifle private enterprise by insisting upon all aided
buildings being designed by their own architects, then buildings which receive no
aid from Government will suffer. In the third place, I have no doubt that the
attempt to force all mission and other bodies who ask for aid for an educational or
medical building to accept designs from the Consulting Architect to Government
will end in a deadlock. Two or three years ago, the American Mission at Madura
proposed fo build a Women and Children’s hospital and they obfained plans and
estimates for it. When these came to Mr. Thomas he, with his usnal enthusiasm, set
to work and redesigned the whole building. The mission objected to the acceptaéxie
of his design on the ground that it involved more money than they could afforh 0

end. The Public Works Department declined to pass any plans except those
approved by Mr. Thomas and the result was that for more than a year tl?le pmglress
of the work was entirely held up and the dispute was only eventuully‘sett\l}z gii zi goég
conference when both sides had to give way in some respects (vide L.::).. s
dated 13th May 1916). Experience in that case convineed me 1;}1;_t i 1;; u t}l; y
impossible for the Consulting Architect to undertake to demgn' bui Il?g'id'm«‘r o :
people.  After all the mission or other body which proposes to execg1 ab u_1ld'mc {m{)
be allowed to some extent to determine for itself the style of the building to be
erected.

; re convinced that it is essential fo reject the theory put forward
by thi‘ Iit:ulzrlgl%‘ﬁfgnas and to aceept Mr. Nicholls’ view, namely, that rehSPODSItl,)}tl,;t);
for structural stability and architectural effect should be thrown upon t e ;&rc it ct
who designed the building. It is frue that the Government must be m:‘lxiretha%a{]nsa
excessive cost, but- I understand that the Public Works Department c_auh o thal {e
calculation based upon the plinth area of the building and can farnish a guarante
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st of the building is reasonable. Beyond that, I think the Public -

%ﬂigen:;t:rltz?ent should not beg asked to go and I advocate the amendment of the
Grant-in-Aid Code, article 53. 3 :

7. It is true that the Director of Public Tnstruction now objects to that course,
but T do not think that Mr. Stone las correctly understood the position. Itis fon:

the Director of Public Instruction or the Surgeon-Grencral, as the professional
& | head of the administrative department, fo see that the designs are correct and
adequate from the administrative point of view. Tor instance, the Director of I’l}})lm
Instruction should see that in the case of a hostel the plans and estlmat?a oW
sufficient cubic capacity and ventilation or that there are sufficient and adequate

class rooms. Similarly, the Surgeon-General should satisly himself that the design "

3 ital is in accordance with sound principles of hospital management. Neither
zﬁ :hlelgspsg?[mls ;re‘mattcrs which'concern the Public Works Department apd all that
the Public Works Department has to see is the structural stability and the fzrchxtge-
tural effect (and cost). Those are points which do not affect the admimistrative point,
of view at all and for which we must trust to §h§ Arthtect employed by the mission
while we must rely upon the head of the adwinistrative department to see that the
administrative requirements are properly met. o

8. T have dwelf at some length on this matter because it 1s one of greatimport-
ance. The Consulting Architect to Government is already ove‘rbu.rdeue(! with work.
A large building programme is before the Government and it will be increased by
the t;king over of headquarter district hospifals many of which require to be -
rebuilt. It is quite out of the question for one man fo superintend all the wor}{ of
designing the Government and aided buildings in the whole Presidency. Against
this it is urged that the Government are spending large sums of money on these

i buildings and that it must be guaranteed that the work is properly done. Inanswer
L to this, I would reply, first, that the private owner, ie., the mission or other quy
which builds the worlk, is at least as much interested as the Government in putting
up a proper building. If it tumbles down, it will fall upon the mission to rebuild
the whole structure and it certainly cannot expect that the Government will give a
grant a second time. Moreover, the interest of a mission in a mission building,
whether it be a school or a hospital, is a far mere lively and vital interest than the
interest of the Government which is limited to a mere grant-in-aid. Thez missionary
in charge of a mission building, either as manager of a schqol or superintendent of
a hospital, is usually keenly interested in his work and [ think we may reasou?‘lljly
suppose that he will do his best to see that a proper design is obtained. In ﬂddlthn
to that, we have the sateguard which is supplied by paragraph 2 (1) of the Public
Works Circular, dated the 4th of January 1913, which requires plans and estimates to
be prepared by responsible architects. In these circumstances, I think that the
general policy should be pursued of relieving the Consnlting Architect as far as
possible from the responsibility for the structural design or architectural effect of
aided buildings and I understand that the officers of the Public Works Department
agree with this view provided that they are relieved from responsibility for passing
the building after it has been built. ;
A. G. Clarpew]—20-3-18. -

The Director of Public Instruction should, I think, see Sir Alexander Cardew’s
full and clear statement above, with which T am disposed to agree, - )

Could the precautions mentioned at A above 18 be taken before plans are
drawn ? -

P ERTLAND ]—21-3-18.

. PuBric Works DEpARTMENT.

The file may, in the first instance, be recirculated to the Honourable Member
{Public Works Department).
P.Rao.—26-3-18.
R.K.—27-3-18.
D. MARSHALL—27-3-18,
8. B, Murray—28-3-18.
H. F. W. G[iniuan]—38-4-18.

Home (Education). 3
T.P.S.—4-4-18.

‘With reference to His Ex ellency’s note above, the file may now be sent to

/

D. MarsaaLi—5-4-18.

* Home (Ebnucatios) DepArRTMENT.

_ The file may be forwarded to the Director of Public Instruetion for remarks
with reference to His Excellency’s note ahove.

P.R.—6-4-18.

T.K—8-4-18. :

C. RamaNUJA ACHARIYAR—O-4-18.
R. RamacHanpra Rao—15-4-18.

Orrice or THE Dirketor o Pusric INsthucTiow.

T must first remark that T am not conscious of having written anything suggest-

ing the want of comprehension of the position attributed to me by the Hon’ble Sir
Alexander Cardew.

2. I do not know whether the limits of the serutiny of plans by the Chief

Engineer have ever been precisely laid down, but a perusal of sections V to XIV of

Circular No. 116 of 4th January 1913 issued by Mr. C. A. Smith leads to the-

conclusion that the scrutiny he had in view was for structural stability and cost and
I bave never asked for more. I do not know how the Consulting Architect came to
concern himself wilh architectural effect. It was not I believe because of any orders
of Government. If people want to put up ugly buildings I would let them do so
except that the Consulting Architect might point out to them where indulgence in
ugliness means additional cost, and advise that such cost should not be admitted in
fixing the grant. T have always been prepared to accept full responsibility for the
practical suifability of proposed buildings to the purpose in view which involyes
such considerations as size and shape of rooms, their ventilation and lighting and
I their relative positions in the plan. I have sometimes even been inclined to resent
the interference of the Public Works Department in these matters. It was inorder
B ’ that these things might be thoroughly attended to in my office before plans went to
| the Chief Engineer that the Grant-in-Aid Code, at my instance, lays it down that
| the first application for a grant must be accompanied by ¢such outline plans as
will enable the Director to judge of the suitability of the proposal from an

I educational point of view ’.

3. Notwithstanding the arguments advanced in Sir Alexander Cardew’s notes I
am still of opinion that official scrutiny for struet ura]h stability am.i cost of plans for
buildings for which a grant is asked and the correlative e:mﬁeatlon by tht? .Public
Works Departinent are necessary in the joint interests of aided school authorities and
Government. In fact I do not see how Government without such evidence as is
afforded by the latfer that they have got their money’s worth can pay _building
grants, and the latter is impossible without the former. There is the special instance
of the Sourashtra High School, but hardly a plan passes through the Chief Hingineer’s
Office that is not sent back with some alteration of detail with a view to stability.
There has also been lately an instance of a professionally-designed building that was
condemned as hopeless from every point of view by the Consulting Architeect.

4. Aided school authorities no doubt try to gef as good professional assistance
as is available but in present conditions there seems no means of ensuring that they

will not after all obtain unstable buildings except the check exercised by the Chief
Engineer. What is wanted. I submit, is that he should understand that he has no

responsibility for anything but cost and stability of structure.

5. I submit that this does not involve fthe acceptance of Mr. Thomas’s position
that the Consulting Architect must be ready fo re-design unsuitable buildings. If a
plan is so bad as to justify this the applicant for grant had better change his

arehitect. This would rarely be necessary. Most of the plans submitted to him go

1596, Home (Bdn.)—3

Norss 10 6.0. No. 1596, Hoxs (Epvoarion), 131 Drosicsre 1918 9

Caaiol b ke b o

A e




10 Nores 1o G.O. No. 1596, Houe (Epucation), 13ra Drcemeer 1918

through his office with suggestions for alterations of detail only, and with the
deyelopment of the profession of architecture even such suggestions will be decreas-
ingly necessary.

6. I further submit that some other means of reducing the present and prospec-
tive congestion of work in the Consulting Architect’s office may be considered than
abolishing the present check on aided school building. It will be observed that I
have answered His Excellency’s question in the passage marked B on page Y ante.

J. H. Srong—17-4-18.

Home (EDUCATION) L)EPARTMENT.

Submitted for orders as to circulation to His Excellency and Honourable
Members with reference to His Excellency the Governor’s note on page 8 ante.

P.R.—18-4-18.
C. RamMaNusa AcHARIYAR—|9-4-18,
R. RamacranDpra Rao—20-4-18.

As Public Works Department is concerned Mr. Gillman should, I think, see now.
P[entrAND —22-4-18

I agree, and meantime, as the Hon’ble Mr. Gillman is away, I suggest that
the file might be sent to Mr. Nicholls and to Mr. Murray for any remarks they
may have to offer, ‘

A. G. C[aRDEW | —22-4-18.
Forwarded to Public Works Department.
R.R.—23-1-18.

Pusric Works DEPARTMENT.
Submitted.

D. MARSHALL —25-4-18.

Orrice of tTHE CONSULTING ARCHITECT To GOVERNMENT.

Some of the views expressed in the foregoing notes arise, I think, from misunder-
standings regarding what is involved by the proposal which I made in my note of
1st September 1917. ! 3

There was, I submit, no occasion to frighten Financial on the score of extra-
vagance, or Education in respect of the safety of school children. ¢

2. As I pointed out in my previous note the Chief Engineer’s office would
natuvally draw aftention fo extravagance in any design submitted, even if full
responsibility for struetural stability were thrown upon the designer.

Extravagance is not detected solely or chiefly by examining the rates in estimates.
The Chief Engineer’s office does not check the a};eu};aey of thecquautities in essta]:;:te:s
submitted from outside. Quantities can only be checked by measuring them again
It would be impossible to attempt any such remeasuring without an enox?mous increase.
of staff. This being the cace, it would manifestly be absurd to base an opinion as to
extravagance upon a check of rates -applied to quantities which are not checked.

Although we do ook at the rates, we detect extravagance chiefly by comparing
the cost per square foot of superficial area and per cubic foot of the eubio contents of
the design submitted with what we know from our practice and ' records to be a
reasonable figure for these elements in any given locality.

| . I never suggested, nor do I recommend that these measures for detectine extra-
vagance should be relaxed. o

+0
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3. Then as regards the safety of i i i e
> v of pupils.and possible collapse involving waste of
tbek(}over.nment grant, T wish to say that there is no proposal to take any gadditional
risk. It is olnly 1n the case of the qualified professional man by which I mean the
i:g?tueglspo; V‘V:?ht']t]e G:overumer}t know they can rely, not just any person who puts
Hol e 1 ect’ after ‘h:s name, that it Iis proposed to throw upon other
8 Fu ers the re»poum'blhtyj for structural stability. So far as I know the’ only
el lla‘ble qualified man in this part of India at the present moment is Mr. Pears, Itis
unfair to the Jate respected head of the Public Works Department ta suggest that he
is not ?apable of making a building structurally sound (page 4 of the mnotes with
G.0. l\o: 1158, Home (Education), dated 15th September 1917). It is true, as I said
in pzzraglvaph 3 of Yy previous note, that even he is hardly likely to maintain the
necessary staff for this purpose or burden himself personally with all the labour
nvolved if he knows that the Chief Engineer’s office has got to do it for him.
. h’i‘hg fa(e}E that Mr. Pears sent up a set of designs which we had to condemn
bmphamses e necessity for the measure which [ proposed, one result of which would
e that the trasted private practitioner would have to earn his fee or hang himself.

4. The Hon’ble Mr. Stone seems to think that my previous note was instigated
by a desire to escape from certain duties (pages 3—4 of the note file with G.O.
No.élﬁS,Home (Education), dated 15th September 1917). | would gladly have less
work, but as a mafter of fact since it became recognized that an architect’s business
is to draw, the Con'sultu.ng Architect has not been burdened with technical serutiny.
What actuates me in this matter is the consideration of what is best for the growth
of the architectural profession in this Presidency. .

9. It must not be sapposed that, in wishing to give in greater degree a free hand
to the trusted private practitioner, I am indifferent to architectural effect.

AsAthe Honourable Mgmber, Financial, has pointed out, the only means by which
an architect can get a building right from his point of view is by designing it
altogetyher ab-initio. Nobody can produce good work by tinkering with other
people’s designs or by mere verbal suggestions. Besides, if the architect who gives
such advice does not know the site personally, and local conditions, his advice is
quite likely to be worthless.

Apart from this, there is surely some limit to the extent to which it is desirable
to allow any single architect to force his own idiosyneracies on buildings all over
the Presidency. No real improvement ean be expected until public taste feels the
need of it. When, and only when public taste requires better, or let me say different;
buildings, development will take place automatically if it is not restricted by narrow
guidance. It would, T am convinced, be antagonistic to such development to
centralise the designing of all fhe more important buildings all over the Presidency
in one office.

This was recognized at Delhi even in the case of Sir B. Lutyens, A.R.A. 1t is
development in accordance with and illustrating public aspirations which is wanted
in the interests of architecture in this or any other country. Development connotes
a certain numher of failures, but so long as a general improvement is going on
failures ought not to be disconcerting.

I disagree emphatically with the policy advoeated by the late Mr. Thomas in
this respect, in the notes conneeted with Memorandum No. 2663-C of 24th March
1914.

W. H. Nicrorrs—I1-5-13.

In submitting this case T venture to remark that as regards the scrutiny for
structural stability our procedure at present is to see that rules regarding floor loads,
pressures on masonry, ete. are observed and to poinf out errors connected therewith ;
but if these are numerous and the drawings are badly and incompletely prepared the
seheme is returned for revision. We have not, I think, redesigned any scheme since
Mr. Thomas was Consulting Architect. The point that has given rise to the present
noting is the understanding that this serutiny throws the whole responsibility for
structural stability on the Public Works Department (vide also Mr. Smith’s note
dated 10th June 1913 on page 2 of the notes with G.0. No. 561, Educational, dated
14th June 1913). This principle was, I believe, enunciated by Mr. Wilson when
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he was Chief Engineer, but I submit, though it may have been suitable and
desirable some venrs ago it is no longer so. [ therefore further submit that
it should now be made clear and fully understood that although designs are passed
through the Chief Engiveer’s office the designer who signs the plans is in 1o way
relieved of responsibility. (Lhe designer’s signature on all plaus must be insisted on.
Omissions in this respect are occasionally noticed.) Our serutiny if carried out on
this understanding would still guard against failure while it would be no more harm-
ful to the development of private enterprise than the London County Councils
building regulations which apply to the London area  These are drawn up in great
detail ; for example the I.ondon County Councils ltegulations relating to reinforced
conerete ; and no matter how highly qualified an architect or an engineer may be, he-y,
has to comply with these regulations and send in his plans to be passed by a repre-
sentative of the London County Councils (the District Surveyor). The underlying
principle being, I take it, that when kuowledge and experience exist which will
prevent failure, it is some one’s business fo see that they are applied.

T would further point out in this connexion that technical control is similarly
exercised in England in regard to engineering works of a public nature by the Local
Government Board, the Board of Trade and similar bodies but this control does not
relieve the desigaer of his initial responsibility. My point is that grant-in-aid buil-
dings are public institutions and therefore it is only reasonable that Government
should exercise the necessary amount of control to guard against unsafe designs and
jerry built structures. - The procedure laid down in the Grant-in-Aid Code provides
for this.

The above view of the matter will perlaps satisfy both Mr. Nicholls and Mr.

Stone.
D. MarsHALL —20-5-18.

Some of the noting above has gone beyond the point at issue.  As I understand
the position Government propose to decide what rules they will frame which will
ensure that they get proper value for their money when they give a grant-in-aid for
a building. These rules are not intended fo cover the responsibility of Government
for the structural stability of uny building which is erected, as is shown by the fact
that Government have no responsibility for a building which is built solely with
private funds. Tt is clear therefore that any action which Government will take is
not to safeguard their responsibility but to see thut the grant-in-aid which they
give is suitably expended. I am strongly opposed fo such action being carried so far
as to interfere with architectural design and structoral stability. As regards the
former I agree entirely with what Mr. Nicholls says in paragraph 6 of his ?mte, and
undertaking responsibility for structural stability would be just as vexatious for it
would mean not only cutting about and challenging the designs of a professional
man, but also interference on the part of Government at every stage of the construc-
tion of the building—please see paragraph 82 (iii) of the Grant-in-Aid Code. it is
obvious that if responsibility for structural stability is to be undertaken it cannot
stop at approving of, or altering, the design of a building. Every step of its con-

. struction must be watched, and the officer on whom the respnnsibiiitv has been put
must have the right to condemn bad workmanship, or bad materials, This igs
Government interference with a vengeance.

2. In my opinion when Government consider the gift of a grant-in-aid the first
step is for the head of the department concerned to certify that the proposed build-
ing 18 generally suitable for the purpose for which it is intended. The next step
will be for this department to certify that the estimated cost of the building 1s
reasonable. (This is a simple matter which will not entail a detailed examination of
the design and estimate.) On the receipt of the above certificate the Government
may then decide what sum they will give as a grant-in-aid to those responsible for
the construction of the building.

S. B. MuRRAY—27~5-18.

As I understand Sir Alexauder Cardew’s proposals, they are—
(a) that every plan for a grant-in-aid work shall be designed by one of the
persons named in paragraph 2 (1) of the Circular of 4th January 1913, and that
the designer shall be responsible for the structural stability of the buildir;g 5 ;

R
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(6) that the plan and estimate shall be forwarded to the head of the di
ment concerned who shall be responsible that the design is suitable and ade:l::tbe-
{from the administrative point of view. (This seems to be the existing practice, and
it is apparently impossible for the head of the department to offer his criti’cisms
until the plan has been prepared) ;

() that the only function of the Public Works Department will be to advise
Government as to 1:.he reasouablgness or otherwise of the estimate, and that the
Department of Public Works officers will not be required to inspect the buildin
while under construction or fo pass it on completion. :

2. Tam prepared to accept these proposals as I agree with my Honourab
Colleague that there is no middle way betwegn making theg Public WorlZs Departﬁiﬁ;
absolutely responsible for grant-in-aid works, or relieving them of responsibility
altogether. 1T see little use in requiring them to pronounce on the structural soundness
of a design if they are not to supervise the construction which is equally important.

H. F. W. Gmman]—28-6-18.
A. G. C[aRDEW]—29-6-18.

In theory, I agree: and there is alack of non-official western professi

: eory, - ofessional
adyice, which it would be well to supply. Bat that will take time, eepeé’ially under
present eircumstances.

And what is to happen when no such qualified professional advice, as is
contemplated in paragraph 2 (1) of Circular No. 116 C., is available ?
Have Mr. Thomas’ criticisms really been met ?

P(eNTLAND ]—2-7-18.

OrrroE ‘oF THE CONSULTING ARCHITECT To GOVERNMENT.

. L have been requested by the Chief Engineer to note upon the points raised by
His Excellency in his note, dated 2nd July 1918. First His HExcellency asks what
s to happen when qualified professional advice is not available. In such cases we
must, I submif, go on as we are doing at present. As I understand the notes by
Honourable Member (Financial), dated 20th March 1318, and Honourable Member
(Public Works Department), dated 28th June 1918, neither contemplates that we
should throw responsibility for structural stability upon persons ineapable of
assuming it.

With regard to His Excellency’s second question, the answer must be, I think,
in the negative. The late Mr. Thomas’ criticisms in so far as they are constructive
amount to this; that since modern architecture as practised by private bodies is bad,
the Government architect should undertake the wholesale supply of designs: or, in
other words, that the Government should set up an wsthetic standard for private
persons to live up to. This has not been done, and I venture to urge that it is
undesirable that it shouid be attempted.

T am afraid that in entering the field of ssthetics, where the expenditure of
private funds is concerned, the Government would be treading upon a bottomless
bog. I believe that only the public can set up its own sesthetic standard, and it
does so by employing men whose work if likes or thinks it ought to like, and leaving
others to starve. If the architecture of any particular period is bad, the remedy
lies, I submit, not in giving the public something which it does not want or under-
stand, but in educating it to want something better. Itis only thus that architecture
can develop on rational lines and keep itself above the sphere of scene painting.
Sir Thomas Jackson has some foreible remarks upon this subject. He says : “It 18
for the general public and not for themselves that both Art and artists exist, and the
Art of any time will be such as the public demand a minority of sincere
artists will never succeed by themselyes in raising the general level of the
architecture of their day so long as the public at large remains ignorant or indifferent
4 Art cannot lead a healthy life or make any vigorous growth if it is cultivated
only as an exotic for the enjoyment of the cultured few Till there is a
public demand for good Art and a public recognition of it when it is offered, there
Wwill never be a fair field for the conscientious artist.”

1696, Home (Bdn.)—4

——
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T Reason in Architecture.”—Sir Thomas Jackson, Bart., R.A., Architect.]
‘W. H. NicoLrs—22-8-18.

PuBLic WoRKS DEPARIMENT.

I asked Mr. Nicholls to reply to the two points raised by His Excellency above.
If no private qualified professional advice is available the only thing to do is for

Government to help. S B M 28-8-18
S B. MurraYy—28-8-18.

P[eNtLAND | —5-9-18.

With reference to the remarks of the Honourable Member (Public Works
Department) which have been agreed to by Honourable Member (Fmanel;fl.), and
His Excellency, the case may now be forwarded to Home (Education) for modification
of the rules in the Grant-in-Aid Code.

J.R.—14-9-18.

R.K.—17-9-18. ;
D. MarsRALL—20-9-18.

Homr (Epucarion) DEPARTMENT.

A draff order is submitted for approval. = If approved, it may be forwarded to
Publie. Works Department and Financial for acceptance. The draft refers only to
educational buildings. Tt is presumed that the necessary instructions extending the
scope of the order to medical buildings should issue in Local and Municipal (Medical).
It is proposed to communicate to that department a copy of the Government Order
with notes.

P.R—1-10-18.

N.K.—5-10-18.
C. RAMANUJA ACHARIYAR—S8-10-18.

R., RamacHanDpra Rao—9-10-18.

Pusrio Works DEPARTMENT,

The draft order may, it is submitted, be accepted and the file passed on to
Financial.

J.R.—19-10-18.
Accepted.
D.M.—31-10-18.

Fivancian DepartmesT,

Please see the notes of the Honourable Members (Financial) and (Public Works
Department) on pages 6-8 ante and 13 ante on which the draft order is based.

2. Paragraph 3 of the draft.—In the case of grants from Government in aid of
private educational buildings, it is proposed to lay down that the only function of the
Public Works Department will in future be to advise Government as to the reason-
ableness or otherwise of the est/mafe, and that the officers of the Public Works
Department will not be required to inspect the building while under construction or
to pass it on completion.

According to the existing procedure in rule 53 of the Educational Grant-in-Aid
Code, before the grant is paid in full, it shall be certified by a Public Works
Department officer—

(a) that the work has been completed in accordance with the approved plan
and estimate, or
B| (b) that the building is worth the amount on which the grant is claimed.
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Such t.:ertiﬁcate shall be countersigned by the Director of Public Instruction.

3. Ttis respectfully submitted that it seems desirable that the Public Works
Department should, in addition to their scrutiny of the reasonableness of the estimate
(betore the work 1s completed), be asked to give a certificate as at B above to the
elff(_ect tdhat the building after completion is worth the amount on which the grant is
claimed.

Orders are solicited.
V.G.K.—5-11-18,

% . Will Public ‘Works Department please cireulate to Honcurable Member (Finan-
clal)tagam? I think we should have some sort of guarantee that our money has been
spent.

C. G. TopruNTER—6-11-18.

PuBLic Works DEpARTMENT.

With reference to paragraph 3 of the Financial note ahove, attention is invited
to paragraph 6 of the Honourabie Member's (Financial) note on page 7 ante.

2. Submitted that the case may now be returned to Home (Hdueation), who will
no doubt recireulate the case to Honourable Member (Financial) as requested by the
Chief Secretary.

J.R.—16-11-18.

T.P.S.—18-11-18. q
D. MarsHaLL—18-11-18.

/ Hour (EpucaTion) DEPARTMENT.

Submitted for orders as to circulation to His Excellency and Honourable

| Member (Financial). [It will be observed that both the Director of Public Instrue-

tion and the Chief Secretary want to maintain the completion certificate which the

Public Works Department are now giving, and which is to the effect that the building

erected under a grant is worth the amount on which the grant is claimed._] But
please see Honourable Member’s note on page 8 supra.

B.A.V.—21-11-18.
8.A.—21-11-18.
C. RaMANUJA ACHARIYAR—22-11-18.

L. D. SWAMIKANNT—29-11-18,

His Excellency approves.
(By order)
¢ T E. Moir—5212-18.

If the Public Works officers are required to certify, as .the Chief Secrgtury
wishes, that the Government money has been spent, I am afraid that they will be
driven into the same minute check of quality, quantity, etc., as of old, and the former
position will recur. It is true that there may bq, in rare cases, some nsk_ of the Gpv.
ernment money being spent without due value being obtained.  Of course if the bmh.i-
ing is never built at all, or if the Government money 1s not even approximately h'ud
out on the Wwork for which it is given, the case will be‘ one of fraud, and a prosecution
under the Indian Penal Code will be necessary. ’19 meet such cases I think tl;lat
the person to whom the grant is made s}nould be reqm.red‘, in due course, to furnish
a certificate making himself personally liable that a building generally in accordance
with the plans which were submitted to Government and on which the grant was
sanctioned) has been completed and that the full amount of the G'rovemrluent grant has
been duly expended thereon. I would add this at end of paragraph 3 of the draft.
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© Further than that T doubt its being necessary to go. Even now I believe that ga:;;fs-
ocour where there is reason to doubt whether the Government money has been f yi
and fairly expended, and so long as the certificate above suggested is obtained, T.
think we must risk the chance of deliberate fraud.
: A. G. C[arDEW]—6-12-18.

A sub-paragraph has been added to the draft as required by Honourable Member.
For orders as to circulation to His Excellency the Governor. ;

B.A.V.—9-12-18.

S.A.—9-12-18. : )

. Ramanvss AcHARIYAR—10-12-18.

L. D. SwaMIkansv—11-12-18.

5 P[eNtranp]—12-12-18.
TIssue.
; L.D.S.—12-12-18.

[G.0. No. 1596, Home (Education), dated 13th December 1918.]
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Order—No. 1596, Home (Education), dated 13th December 1918,

Under the procedure now following in dealing with applications for building
grants from managers of educational institutions under private management, an out-
line of the plans is first forwarded to the Director of Public, Instruction who
scrutinizes the suitability of the proposals from an educational point of view 5 and
after approval of the plans by him, detailed plans and estimates are prepared and
submitted, which are subjected to scrutiny by the Chief Engineer, Public Works
Department, whenever a grant exceeds Rs, 2,500, Whena grant has been sanctioned,
notice of commencenient of the work is given to the Executive Engineer and provision
is made for inspection of the work from time to time during its progress by the
officers of the Public Works Department. Finally before the grant is paid, a certificato
from the engineer is required to the effect that the work has been completed in
accordance With the approved plans and estimates,

In addition, special instructions have been drawn up for the preparation of plang
and estimates which are supplied to correspondents of schools by In spectors on
application; and one of the instructions lays down that all plany and estimates should
be prepared by a gazetted officer of the Public Works Department present or retired,

a present or retired District Board Engineer, a member or associate member- of the
Institute of Civil Engineers or a recognized professional architect.

2. Experience has shown that, though plans and estimates are now hetter
prepared than before, they fall generally much short of the standard needed and the — F /
arrangement as a whole has not produced satisfactory results chiefly in fixing Trespon-
sibility for the structural stability of buildings. In practice, eonsiderable alterations
of design are suggested, and not mirequently/\badly_ drawn designs are returned for > }L
Tevision, thus entailing delay and frouble when estimates ‘have to be scrutinized a
second and a third time. The fact that the design and estimates underwent thorough
serutiny in the Public Works Department when the application for grants came up
for consideration evidently operates in many cases against the designer feeling the
full measure of responsibility for drawing correct and complete designs and
emmg:fi'he other hand, it is neither desirable nor possible for the Government to
undertake the entire responsibility for structural stability in respect ofthe ever/increas- — /\
ing number of private buildings, which means, in several cases, reflesigning and in A
all, watching every step of the coulstruetlon of a building and interfering to gondemn

i bad materials.
Lo vgormggrgnﬁent have given the matter their careful consideration and have
decided o lay down the following procedure in respect of building grant applications.

s e

To
The U.P.% .
, e

.. P W.IL i fwith notes.

v
I & M\AMedicael) with notes.
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‘While the rule requiring that plans and estimates should be prepared by qualified
professional architects should be strictly enforced, the responsibility for structural
stability should be specifically fixed on the designers. As at present, the plan will
be forwarded to the Director of Public Instruction who will see that the design is
suitable from an educational point of view. The subsequent examination of detailed
plans and estimates in the Public Works Department will in future be confined to
Pronouncing an opinion on the reasonableness or otherwise of the estimates, The
officers of the Public Works Department will not be Tequired to inspect a buildin;
while under construction or to pass it on completion ; where however private quali-
fied professional advice is not available, the responsibiiities of the Public Works
Department will continue to be as at present,.

The correspondent of the school in respect of which a grant is made will be
required, in due course, to furnish a certificate that a building generally in accordance
with the plans which were submitted to Government and on which the grant was

_ sanctioned has been completed and that the fall amount of the Government grant has

been duly expended thereon.

4. The Direetor of Public Instruction is requested to submit a draft of the

Eecfis_sary amendments to bemade in the Grant-in-Aid Code to give effect to the above
ecision.

(True extract)
L. D. SwAMIKARND,
Acting Secretary to Government.
To the Director of Publio Instruotion,
1> Accountant-General,
»  Public Works Department, with notes.
»  Liotal and Municipal (Medieal) Department, with notes,
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NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0. No. 1596, HOME (EDUCATION),

DATED 13tz DECEMBER 1918

[SuBIECT. — Grant-in-aid schemes— Plans and estimates— Eotent of Ohief
Lingineer's scrutiny. |

PusLio Works DepARTMENT,

Attention is invited to the notes with G.0. No. 1188, Home (Education), dated
15th September 1917 (No. 6518-C., dated 19th October 1917). With reference to
paragraph 2 of Deputy Secretary’s note, dated 4th September 1917, on page 4 thereof,
the question as to the extent to which. scrutiny should be applied to grant-in-aid
building§ schemes has to be considered. , The general orders on the subject are—

: (1) Circular-No, 116-C,, dated 4th January 1913, modified by Memorandum
No. 9789-C., dated 18th December 1913.
(2) G.0. No. 561, Educational, dated 14th June 1913."

It will be seen from the notes leading to Circular No. 116-C., dated 4th January
1913, that questions similar to the one now revived by the Consulting Architect were
raised then with the Chief Engineer’s (Mr. Pears’) support. Educational agreed to
rule that the plans and estimates for grant-in-aid works should be propared by pro-
fessional men of the qualifications stated in clause (1) of paragraph 2 of the circular,

though they thought that it would often be difficult to get such qualified men. But.

they did nof agree that detailed scrutiny by the Public Works Department especially

with reference to structural stability, was not necessary even in the ease of buildings.

in municipal areas, In this connexion please see Mr. Davidson’s note, dated 3rd
October 1912, on page 6 of the notes with the circular. The Educational Depart-
ment’s view was accepted in the Public Works Department—vide Mr. C. A. Smith’s
note, dated 12th November 1912, on page 7 of the notes with the circular. ,

2. Now Consulting Architect proposes that Government should absolve them-
selves from all responsibility for structural stability in cases where the designer is a
recognized professional man. It is presumed that when the Chief Engineer does not
make a detailed scrutiny and merely advises as to the amount of grant payable, he
will not formally recommend the plans submitted by the applicant. Deputy
Secretary has noted that, in such cases, the ¢Public ‘Works Department officers
must not be called upon to inspect the building during eonstruction or to give advice *
(page 4 of the notes with G.0. No. 1138, Educational, dated 15th September 1917).
1n this connexion, please see the Education Department note, dated 6th September
1917, on {page 6 of the notes [with G.0. No. 1188, Home (Education), dated 15th
September 1917. -

8. His Excellency’s note, dated 10th September 1917, seems £o apply only fo
the particular case of the Surashtra school (page 6 of the notes with G.0. No. 1188:
Educational, dated 15th September 1918). His reference to ¢ our usual system
seems to be based on a misunderstanding. ﬁhe tHan’bleb Sfu' Al.axgndx_a:e faxlgi’v;
agrees that the methods of examining plans and estimates before aid is given,”.
ing the past been rather too complex. It may be noted that G.0. No. 561, Edlgatlpna],
dated 14th June 1913, begins thus. ‘In view of the fact that the Chief Engineer
is responsible for the eorr bin
means correctness with reference to structural stability also.

For orders.

T.P.8.—9-11-17.
P.P.R.—10-11-17. s
R.E.—12-11-17. - ¢

= ery Y f
Mwog/ﬁ‘f”ké/,l— Y !

of the plans scrutinised by fhim.’ This apparently ",." 1.
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. “Can no earlier orders be traced? The serutiny of grant-in-aid works has
been in force for years. What we want to get at are the original principles
underlying the system.”

- D. Marsmart—14-11-17.

The indexes have been examined. It will be seen from the * marginally-noted

chaEE Government Orders that the present
0. ., 3rd June 1902. ractice of serutiny in the Chief Engi-
€.0.3309 W., 14th November 1904. geer’s Office, of grait-in»aid estimates %or
H ol Educational buildings, is in substitution
of the earlier requiring the Executive Engineer or the Superintending Engineer
to certify that the plans and estimates were suitable and that the rates were fair,
Esforg the apphcathn for grant was taken into consideration. To this was added the
rutiny in the Chief Engineer’s office also. There was thus a double serutiny.
The present practice simplifies the system by dispensing with the serutiny by the
Executive Eugmegr or the Superintending Engineer., It thus appears that the
scrutiny in the Chief Engineer’s office is intended to be not only with reference to
the reasonableness of the rates but also with reference to the suitability and satis-
factory nature (i.e., presumably structural stability also)—vide the notes with G.0.
No. 1591 W., dated 3rd June 1902, and also the notes with G.O. No. 3309 W.,
dated 14th November 1904,
T.P.8.—30-11-17.

Sir Murray Hammick thought that scrutiny as regards rates was necessary as
¢ otherwise an unscrupulous applicant might get a grantand then save on the estimate
enormously and 8o get much more than his fair share ”” —vide his note, dated 26th
March 1902, with G.0. No. 1591 W., dated 8rd June 1902. This danger will doubt-
less be minimised if estimates are prepared by professional men of: standing; but
neither the manager of a schooljwho gets a grant which depends on the amount of
the estimate nor the professional' man whose fee is presumably calculated on the same
amount, appears to have any incentive for rigid economy in the matter of rates.
Government interests would therefore seem to require that a serutiny of the rates
should continue to be applied by its officers.

A further object of the Public Works Department scrutiny is to avoid ¢ the
danger of buildings being badly constructed and eventually causing loss to Govern-
ment ”’—vide Educational Department note, dated 26th March 1902, with &.0.
No. 1591 W., dated 3rd June 1902. Government is interested in seeing that the
contribution that it makes is not “ wasted on unsatisfactory and unsafe erections ”’—
vide Educational Department note, dated 6th September 1917, on page 5 of the notes
with Memorandum No. 6518 C., dated 19th October 1917. The atfainment of this
object need not, it appears, necessarily involve serutiny of all the estimates submitted
to Government in the Chief Engineer’s

office. 'The estates-might either be sent
to Superintending Engineers or Executive

Superintending Engincers and Executive
Engineers have more than they can do as it is.
D.M.—9-12-17.

&

Engineers by the HEducational Depart-
ment, only very important cases being
sent to the Chief Engineer, in which case
the work will be distributed among a
number of offices. Or if Government

is unwilling that this work should be done at all anywhere in its offices, a general

circular will probably have to be sent in th

. They have already been told to employ
qualified designers we still find dangerous

structure sent up.
D.M.—9-12-17.

o Educational Department to all managers
of schools that after a speci-fied date,
Government will not (take the trouble of)
examine the structural stability of the:
designs submitted to it and ;that therefore
they (the managers) should take care to
have their designs and estimates prepared

by competent professional men. In order

to safeguard Government. interests, a threat may also be included in the circular, if




Noms 10 G.0. No. 1596, Howe (Eprearron), 131n Drorisre 1918 3
‘econsidered necessary, that in case any building . for which a grant-in-aid has been
sanctioned by Government should, during or after construction, fail for any reason—
structural or owing to defects of construc-
tion—the manager concerned will be

DM—912.17 liable at the discretion of Government to
" | pay back the sum he received as grant-
in-aid. This would be an effective step for forcing him to seek Proper professional
assistance before approaching Government. If this is approved, the present
procedure of estimates being sent to the
;5 h Chief Engineer may be continued, but
are noticed. Further there is as much wasf 2% - 2 2

in an unsound building as in excessive rates. g th.e sorutiny in the Ch1e_f Eugmeer.’s oﬁ?e
DM—913-17 will be confined to the items specified in
v " | Consulting Architect’s note, dated 1st
“September 1917 and also, if approved, to the Teasonableness of the rates [pages 3-4

of the notes with .0. No, 1188, Home (Education), dated 15th September 19177,

REK.—5-12-17.

The foregoing notes give the reasons why designs for grant-in-aid build ings are
serutinized in the Chief Engineer’s office before grants are sanctioned. Tlese reasons
are to ensure that money is not wasted—

(@) on excessive rates, or

(6) on unsound structures, and

(¢) that the building is generally suitable architectwally and otherwise for
the purpose for which it is required.
Mr. Nicholls in his note questions the necessity for (8), scrutiny in regard to
structural stability, and it is with this point we have now concerned.

+" 2. When the serutiny has been completed the plans and estimates are returned

to the Bducational Deparfment with/a-Chief Engineer’s-noto which poiuts out defects
that have to be rectified, and which recommends, subject to any alteration that may
be required, the estimate for sanction ; or if the defeots are numerous and the building
is badly designed the Chief Engineer’s note points out the defects and recommends
to the Educational Department that the design should be revised by the school
authorities, and resubmitted. . o

3. A grant-in-aid building haying _been passed and the grant sanctioned,
paragraphs 52 (iii) and 52 (i) of the Granf-in-Aid Code require that the building shall
be inspected from time to time during construction by:the local Public Works Depart-
ment officers, and that before the grant is paid a certificate shall be granted by the
Engineer (usually the local Executive Engineer) that the work has been completed

iy in accordance with the approved plan and

“ This apparently applies to a building that estimate: (or'that * the building is worth
has been’ purchgsed or one on which & grant is the - amount on which the grant is
claimed after construction. claimed)™ Obviously these paragraphs
presuppose that designs bave been examined for structural stability and are
approved, otherwise the final certificate 1d he worthless. I,'therefore, submit
that if serutiny in regard to structural stahj t to be carried out paragraphs
52 (iii) and 53 (i) must be amended with 2 olving the local Public Works
Department officers from all responsibility in with the building. My point
1s illustrated by paragraph 2 (8) of G.0. No. 1e (Education), dated the 15th
+#September 1917, which runs thus ¢ that § will be inspected on completion
and is certified by an officer deputed by G ment to be worth at least one lakh
of rupees”. It will be observed that the order in its final form was not sent to
Public Works Department, for acceptance and if it had been,~I think, we shpuld have
demurred at this paragraph if the officer referred to therein is to be a Public Works
Department officer ; because the designs have not been scrutinized, and in granting
this certificate the officer who finally 1nspects the building must consider t}.n? question
of its structural stability. For example he will have to go into the stability of the
fowers (about which the Public Works Department have already expressed ‘doubts)

This would lead to waste and extravagance
in order to avoid risk.

I think we are bound to point defects if they
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because if they are not safe they will be a most serious danger, and the huilding will
be worth nothing until they are strengthened or removed [see notes, pages 4-5 of the
notes to G.0. No.7118.8, Home (Education), dated 15th September 1917]. Further,
at this late stage it will be a matter of very considerable difficulty to go into this
particular question. The question as to whether the scrutiny in regard to stability
of grant-in-aid buildings should continue or not is largely a matter for Financial and
Edu_ca,tloua.l to decide as it involves a question of money, and the safety of the
pupils. As regards Mr. Nicholls’ view of throwing the responsibility for structural
stability on the designer in order to foster a responsible professional class and.
private enterprise, I submit, that Circular No. 116-C, dated the 4th January 1913,
has since done a great deal of good and the designs that now come up are much
‘better than they were formerly and are much less troublesome to scrutinize [page 4

notes to G.0. No. 1188, Home (Education), dated 15th September 1917]. Further
the fact that we, not infrequently, return badly prepared designs for revision has a
salutary effect, inasmuch as the designer has to go over his work again and the
d.ela,y caused thereby induces a school management to select a designer who is nof
likely to have this experience. We may, I think, hope for further improvement.
Personally, I think, it would be imprudent to do away with the Chief Engineer’s
serutiny in regard to stability of design, but as has already been pointed out the
final say in the matter rests with HEducational and Financial Departments. These
notes may accordingly be circulated.

s D. Marsparn—13-12-17.

T agree with Mr. Marshall’s note. The position so far as the Public Works
Department are concerned is perfectly clear. If the certificate roferred to in para-
graph 53 of the Grant-in-Aid Code is to be signed by an officer of the department,
the plans and estimate for the building must be scrutinized and passed by the Chief
Engineer before the work was started. If such scratiny is to be waived, Public
Works Department officers cannot sign the certificate. The whole matter depends
upon the word ‘ approved ’ in the fifth line of the paragraph referred to above. If
the approval is that of the Chief Engineer, a Public Works Department officer can
be called upon to grant the certificate, or he can refuse to do so. If the plan and
estimate are approved by some other authority a certificate from the Public Works
Department should not be asked for.

S. B. Murray—17-12-17.
Houg (EpucaTion) DEPARTMENT.
The above notes may be forwarded to the Director of Public Instructionwwer
for remarks in the first instance.

P.R.—21-12-17.
T.K.—22-12-17.

C. Rananusa AcHARIYAR—24-12-17.

R. RamacHanora Rao—27-12-17.

OrpIcE of TAE DIRECTOR oF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION.

I am quite against altering any detail of the present system and particularly

against waiving the serufiny of plans in relation to structural stability, and agree
7 with Public Works Department notes on the point. :

9. T am however constantly seeing evidences that the Consulting Architect and
his office find a difficulty in dealing with educational plans and I therefore renew
suggestion I made some years ago that there should be an Architect in my office
(presumably a Public Works Department officer) who should do the work, or most
of it, now done by the Chief Engineer’s office (page 5 of nofes recorded in Memo-
randum No. 4835-C., dated 24th August 1911). If Government is now inclined
to consider this suggestion I eould go nto the amount of work such an officer would
have. Of course we should still want the Consulting Architect’s help in designing
important buildings.

J. H. Sroxe—4-1-18.
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Home (EpvoatioN) DEPARTMENT.
Please see the Director of Public Instruction’s note on the previous page. Both
the Director and the Public Works Department are of opinion that the existing
procedure as to the scrutiny of plans of aided school buildings should not be altered.
This department may also agree with that view.

2. As regards the Director’s suggestion for the employment of an architeet in
his office, it is submitted that the same suggestion was made by him in 1911-—please
see page 5 of notes recorded in Memorandum No. 4835 C., dated the 24th August
1911. Tt was not then’ considered by the Government. The suggestion is now
renewed apparently with a view to afford a certain amount of relief to the Consulting
Architect and his office. No indication as to the nature of the Architect’s duties when

' employed or as to the kind of relief of the Consulting Architect is given; nor is it
clear how most of the work now done in the Chief Engineer’s office can be satis-
factorily done by the proposed Archifect unless he is an officer of the superior grade.
From the notes recorded in Memorandum No. 2663 C., dated the 24th March 1914,
it is however observed that the Consulting Architect’s complaint is not that he is
overworked but that the plans and estimates are not drawn up in the first instance
by a competent architect. Paragraph 2 (1) of Cireular Memorandum No. 116 C.,
dated the 4th January 1913, is intended to remedy this defect. It is not known
whether as matters now stand the Consulting Architect wants any relief and, if so,
whether the employment of an architect in the Director of Public Instruction’s office
is the proper form in which that relief can be granted.

3. The question is one for consideration in the Public Works Department to
whom it may be remitted. If that department views the idea with favour the details

R connected with the proposal will be called for from the Director of Public Fesiimmess="
I &nssbtuh‘tw}kian.

P.R.—17-1-18.

C.R.—18-1-18.

As observed by the Director of Public Instruction and the Public Works
Department it is undesirable ‘to vary the present procedure as regards scrutiny of
plans and estimates of aided educational buildings. The examination of the rates 1s as
much a necessity as the serutiny from the point of view of structural stability. We
have not yet got that class of professional experts to;undertake private jobs like these,
50 as to dispense with Public Works Department scrutiny. We have lately seen
that the plans and estimates prepared by no less a person than Mr. Pears were found
by the Public Works Department to be not free from flaw even in the mafter of
structural stability. W

The necessity for scrutiny being conceded, it is doubtful whether a separate
agency in the Director of Public Instruction’s office is advisable. It cannot replace
the Chief Engineer’s final examination altogether. In most cases 16 will cause
duplication of work, and will also be expensive. The existing arrangement may
gy g C. Ramanusa AcHARIYAR—20-1-18.

I agree with the above note (Registrar’s). ; .

2, %n additional reason agaigst a separate officer would be that sometimes he
may not have enough work to do and sometimes he may have too much.

" 3. Regarding examination by officers of 'th_e Government, Public Works
Department subordinate to the Chief Engineer, this is a matter for the Public ‘Works
Department to order, if at all, that plans of a certain type or of a certain amount may
be scrutinized by the Superintending Engineer. Al that Educational wants is a
certificate with remarks from the Chief Engineer.

R. RamaonanDra Rao—21-1-18.
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Fivanorat DeparTuent.
It is proposed to make no alteration in the serutiny now exercised by the Chief
Engineer in the matter of educational buildings towards which Government
contribute. Financial may agree. ; !
L. BE. Kerspaw—22-1-18,
L. Davipson—23-1-18.

PUBLIc WORKS DEPARTMENT.
The Home (Education) and the Financial Departments have agreed that no
alterations can be made in the serutiny now exercised by the Chief Engineer in the
matter of aided educational buildings and are opposed particularly to {he waiving of
\strutiny in regard to structural stability. Submitted that these notes may be sent to
Consulting Architect for perusal with reference to his note, dated 1st September 1917,
on pages 8-4 of the notes to G.0. No. 1188, Home (Education), dated 15th September

1917, prior to circulation to Honourable Members.
T.P.8.—30-1-18.
D. MarsmALn—5-2-18,
Seen.

W. H. Nicrorrs—22-2-18, 5
With reference to paragraph 3 of Educational Secretary’s note on page b ante (l
HFW.E—1-8-18 it is presumed that it is not proposed to

transfer any portion of the scrutiny in
such cases fo the perintending Engi-
—vide Deputy Secretary’s marginal remarks
neerB‘Z. ‘;hgse n%tez may, iti)s: submitted, be now circulafed to Honourable Member
(Public Works Department), Honourable Member (Financial) and His Excellency.
T.P.8.—27-2-18.
RK.—27-2-18.

D.M—28-2-18.
T agree.
H. F. W. G{mnman|—1-3-18,
I am afraid that in the course of the moting fthel.outliudes Oftttl;ml slﬁbg‘iectt; }mve
scure. The question is one of policyand must be ooked at from
:eﬁiesigﬁ;;}iliz.(’blz is perhapg1 desirable to indicate briefly the history of the
subject. : i . i
t . 116-C., dated the 4th of January 1913, the rule was
downzc'iilI':cgzl:I;‘éll;:t I;\(:ery plan 'and estimate for a grant-in-aid work mus be prepared
by gazetted officers of the Public Works Department (retl’red or in service), a District
Bstrmgrd Engineer or a recognized professional architect, The underlying prineiple of
this orderbwas evidently to secure proper anfl reliable plans prepared by eumpetenz
rofessional men thereby tending both to relieve th(? Public Works Depart;ne'nkt. ol
fespousibility and to create a class of private professional architects capable of taking
Her g n repealed and still holds good, but not long after its
i 5.th T?;:ecﬁiul%iéﬁz: ?1: Eie note,j dated 10th September 1913, put f?rward a
sl it .theor 7 (page 1 of the notes recovded 1n Memomnqu No. v2663 C,
’q‘tota.lly oppoie h 19343 DHe proposed that he as Consulting A.rchxtect snould.be
Gt am& if nece'ssar-y redesign all the more important designs fgr grant-in-
nd while he admitted that this would' add greatly to his v:vl?};'k he
s ready to undertake the task. Sir Harold Stuart decided against %ﬁh Momals:
;:l the n};tes on the subject were re%o}fded i Nlo.. 26£3tg; g:lt;dl offilgal B! 1;1{&'
remains that Mr. Thomas’s policy I 7 log g
;Jig’ :jegilihff f:}i lree;ilx];sibility for passing plans and estimates is to be placed upon.

responsible for a
aid buildings an

Dot o e
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the Consulting’Architect. There is in fact nj
Public Works Department of all responsibility
effect of the plans and imposing upon them
these plans.

4. Mr. Nicholls in bis note, dated the 1st of September 1917, has re-opened the
question and has suggested that responsibility for ‘structural stability and architec-
tural effect should be thrown on the authors of plans (pages 3—4 of the notes with
@.0. No. 1188, Education, dated 15th September 1917). He points out; that, if the
Consulting Architect is to 8o into these questions and be responsible in these respects,
he must do 80 thoroughly.” He must in fact eventually be forced to take up the
aftitude which was definitely assumed by the late Mr, Thomas, that is he must be
ready to re-design any and every plan for an aided building. If he is not ready to
take up that attitude, he must on the other hand be relieved from all responsibility
for stractural stability and architectural effect and the Government must rely upon
the rule laid down in paragraph 2 (1) of the circular of the 4th of January 1913
which requires all plans and estimates to be prepared by a competent and trained
officer ‘or professional man,

5. It seems now therefore tome that we have got to choose between the two

o half-way house between relieving the
for structural stability and architeotural
the liability to revise and even redraw

policies. Kither we must undertake the tagk of doing all the designing for all aided

buildings in the Presidency or we must give up the Grant-in-aid Code provisions
which require the Public Works Department to examine plans and estimates and to
certify to the building when finished, Is it then possible for the Government to
adopt the first policy and to undertake to revise, and if necessary to redesign, every
grant-in-aid building that comes up ? I feel no doubt whatever that that policy is
totally impracticable. It is impracticable for various ireasons. In the firgt place,
the growth of applications for buildings, whether they may be hospitals or whether
they are educational works, for which Government assistance is needed, must tend
to increase and it is not possible for the Government to go on increasing its architec-
tural staff 5o as to deal with the whole architectural work of the Presidency. 1In the
second place, the adoption of this policy would destroy any chance of the growth of
an independent architectural profession. It would centralize all designing work in
the hands of Government officials and would in that respect be fatal to architectural
progress in Madras, becanse we must look forward to the gradual growth of independ-
ent professional architects who will design not merely grant-in-aid buildings but
the numerous other buildings, banks, railway stations and the like for which plans
are required. If the Goyernment stifle private enterprise by insisting upon all aided
buildings being designed by their own architeets, then buildings whieh receive no

2id from Government will suffer. In the third place, T have no doubt that the -

attempt to force all mission and other bodies who ask for aid for an educational or
medical building to accept designs from the Consulting Arehitect to Government;
will end in a deadlock. Two or three ygars ago, the American Mission at Madura
proposed to hbuild a Women and Children’s hospital and they obtained plans and
estimates for it. When these came to Mr. Thomas he, with his usual enthusiasm, set
to work $and redesigned the whole/building. The mission objected to the acceptance
of his design on the ground that it involved more money than they could afford to
spend. The Public Works Department declined to pass any plans except fhose

7 approved by Mr. Thomas and the result was that for more than a year the progress
of the work was entirely held up and the dispute was only eventually settled ata long
conference when both sides had to give way in some respects (vide No. 3419 C.,
dated 13th May 1916). Experience in that case convinced me that if is utterly
impossible for the Consulting Architect to undertake to design buildings for other
people.  After all the mission or other body which proposes to erect a building must
be allowed to some extent to determine for ifself the style of the building to be
erected. :

M-
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6. I am therefore convinced that it is essential to rej
reject the theory put forward
?y t};e late Mr. Thlo.mas and to aceept Mr. Nicholls? view, namely, thaiynfsponsibility
or structural stability and arehitectural offect should be thrown upon the Architeet

calculation based upon the plinth area of the buildin, I
linth a) g and can furnish a guar:
%ag;rigo])?nt:i ';osttofht}lll(ladbmtd?g 1s reasonable. Beyond that, I think tlglg Public
 Dep: ent sbould not be asked t
Gran;—m-Ald T S asked to go and I advocate the amendment oii the
- It is true that the Director of Public Instruction n j
1 ow objects to that course,
but I do not think that Mr. Stone has eorrectly understood. 1:heJ position. Itis for

e\t?; the Diector of Public Instraction or the Surgeon-General, as the professional

head of the administrative department, to see that the designs are correct and

;dequatq from the administrative point of view. For instance, the Director of Public

nstruction should see that in the case of a hostel the plans and estimates allow
sufficient cubic _oapacity and ventilafion or that there are sufficient and adequate
class rooms. Bimilarly, the Surgeon-General should satisly himself that the design
of a hospltgl 18 1n accordance with sound principles of hospital management. Neither
of these PoInts are matters which concern the Public Works Department and all that
:he Public Works Department has to see is the structural stability and the architec-
ural effect (and cost). Those are points whichido not affect the administrative point
of view at all and for which we must trust to the Architect employed by the mission
while we must rely upon the head of the administrative department to see that the
administrative requirements are properly met.

8. hav? dwelt at some length on this matter because it is one of great import-
ance. The Consulting Architect to Government is already overburdened with work.
A large building programme is befors the Government and it will be increased by
the j;akmg over 'of headquarter district hospitals many of which require to be
rebuilt. It is quite out of the question for one man to superintend all the work of
designing the Government and aided buildings in the whole Presidency. Against
tlnp 1t 1s urged that the Government are spending large sums of money on these
buildings and that it must be guaranteed that the work is properly done. "Inanswer
to this, I would reply, first, that the private owner, ie., the mission or other body
which builds the work, is at least as much interested as the Government in putting
up a proper building, If it tumbles down, itwill fall upon the mission to rebuild
the whole structure and it certainly cannot expect that the |Government will give a
grant a second time. Moreover, the interest of a mission in a mission building,
Whether it be a school o;'fa hospital, is a far more lively and vital interest than the
interest of the Government which is limited to a mdre grant-in-aid. The missionary
in charge of a mission building, either as manage ‘of a school or superintendent of
a hospital, is usually keenly interested in his work ‘and I think we may reasonably
suppose that he will do his best to see that propér design is fibtained. In addition
to that, we have the safeguard which is supplied . by paragraph 2 (1) of the Public
Works Circular, dated the 4th of{January 1913, which requires plans and estimates to
be prepared by responsible architects. In these ‘circumstances, I think that the
general policy should be pursued of relieving. the Consulting Architect as far as
possible from the responsibility for the structural design or architectural effect of

Yaided buildings and I understand that the officers of the Public Works Department

agree with this view provided that they are relieved from responsibility for passing
the building after it has been built.
A. @. C[arpEW]—20-3-18.

The Director of Public Instruction should, I think, see Sir Alexander Cardew’s
full and clear statement above, with which I am disposed to agree.

L
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Could the precautions mentioned at A on page
drawn ?

TH DromyBER 1918
e taken before plans are

9, ¢
P[eNTraND]—21-3-18,
a S P(rimmo Works DEPARTMENT,
© Lile may, in the first instance, be recirculated to the H bl
(Public Works Ds;pnrtment). : e
P.R4a0.—26-3-18, :
REK.—27-8-18,
D. MARSHALL—27-3-18,
- e FSWB.GN{[URRAY—ZB—s—IS. ;
) : - £ W. Glrimman]—3-4-18
‘With reference to His Excellency’s note above, the fil :
Home (Education) se- . . R
T.P.8.—4-4-18,
D.M.—5-4-18.
Homr (Epucation) DEpARTHENT,
The file may be forwarded to the Director of Pablic Instrueti A :
with reference to His Excellency’s note above. o ey 97
P.R.—6-4-18. ¢
T.K.—8-4-18.
C. Ramanuvia ACHARTYAR—9-4-]8.
R. RaMACHANDRA Rao—15-4-18,

OrrIcR oF THE DIRROTOR 0F PusLio

I must first remark that I am not conscious of having written anyItl];Ei;RgUgC;?gl:st_
ing the want of comprehension of the position attributed to me by the Hon’ble Sir
Alexander Cardew.

2. I doenot know whether the limits of the scrutiny of plans by the Chief
Engineer have ever been precisely laid down, but a perusal of sections V" to XIV of

Circular No, 116 of 4th January 1913 issued by Mr. C. A. Smith leads to the
conclusion that the scrutiny he had in view was for structural stability and cost and.
I have never asked for more. I do not know how the Consulting Architect came to
concern himself with architectural effect. It was not I believe because of any orders
of Government. If people want to put up ugly buildings I would let them do so
except that the Consulting. Architect might point out to them where indulgence in
ugliness means additional eost, and advise that such cost should not be admitted in

fixing the grant. I have always been prepared to accepti full responsibility for the

, Ppractical suitability of proposed buildings to the purpose in view which involves
such considerations as size and shape of rooms, their ventilation and lighting and.
, their relative positions in the plan. I have someti‘.mes even heen inclined to resent
B the interference of the Public Works Department in these matters, It was in order
’ that these things might be thoroughly attended to in my office before plans went to .
l the Chief Engineer that the Grant-in-Aid Code, at my instance, lays it down that
the first application for a grant must be accompanied by ¢ such outline plans ag
7 , will enable the Director to judge of the suitability of the proposal from an

educational point of view ’.

3. Notwithstanding the arguments advanced in Sir Alexander Cardew’s notes T
am still of opinion that official scrutiny for structural stability and cost of plans for
buildings for which a grant is asked and the correlative certification by the Pablic
‘Works Department are necessary in the joint interests of aided school authorities and &
Government. In fact ! do not see how Government without such evidence as is
afforded by the latter that they have got their money’s worth can pay building

| ————
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grants, and the latter is impossible without the former. There is the special instance
of the Sourashtra High School, but hardly a plan passes through the Chief Engineer’s
Office that is not senf back with some alteration of detail with a view to stability.
There has also been lately an inst: of 2 professionally-designed building that was
condemned as hopeless from every point of view by the Consulting Architect.

4. Aided school authorities no doubt try to get as good professional assistance
as 18 available bu in present conditions there seems no means of ensuring that they
will not after all obtain unstable buildings except the check exercised by the Chief
Engineer. What is wanted, I submit, is that he should understand that he has no
responsibility for anything but cost and stability of structure.

5. 1 submit thaf this does not involve the acceptance of Mr. Thomas’s position
that the Consulting Architect must be ready to re-design unsuitable buildings. If a

;\,ﬂan is 50 bad as to justify this the applicant for grant had better change his
architect. This would rarely be necessary.  Most of the plans submitted to him go
through his office with suggestions for alterations of detail only, and with the
development of the profession of architecture even such suggestions will be decreas-
ingly necessary.

6. I further submit that some other means of reducing the present and prospec-
tive congestion of work in the Consulting Architect’s office may be considered than
abolishing the present check on aided school building. It will be observed that T
have answered His Excellency’s question in the passage marked B on page 9 ante.

J. H. SroNe—17-4-18,

Home (EpucaTion) DEPARTMENT.

Submitted for orders as to circulation to His Excellency and Honourable
Members with reference to His Excellency the Governor’s note on page L ante.

P.R.—18-4-18.
C. Ramanusa AomARIYAR—19-4-18,
R. RaMacHANDRA Ra0—20-4-18,
As Public Works Department is concerned Mr. Gillman should, I think, see now.
P[eNTLARD]—22-4-18.

T agree, and meantime, as the Hon’ble Mr. Gillman is away, I suggest that
the file might be sent to Mr. Nicholls and to Mr. Murray for any remarks they
may have to offer.

A. G. C[arpEwW]|—22-4-18,
Forwarded to Public Works Department.
R.R.—23-4-18.
Pusric Works DEPARTMENT.
Submitted.
V.AN.—25-4-18.
i S D. MarsnALL—25-4-18.

Orrice oF THE CoNSULTING ARCHITECT T0 GOVERNMENT.
Some of the views expressedin the foregoing notes arise, I think, from misunder-
standings regarding what is involved by the proposal which I made in my note of
9 1917.
o S’i‘ll)feer’::t;f;s, I submif, no occasion to frighten Financial on the score of extra-
vaganoce, or Education in respect of the safefy of school children. : e
2. As I pointed out in my previous note the Chief Engineer’s office woi i
naturally draw attention to extravagance in any design submitted, even g fu
responsibility for structural stability were thrown upon the designer. o
Extrayagance is not detected solely or chiefly by examining the rates in estimates.
The Chief Engineer’s office does not check the accuracy of the quantities in estimates

i
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submitted from outside. Quantities can only be checked by measuring them again.
It would be impossible to attempt any such remeasuring without an enormous increase
of staff, This being the case, it would manifestly be absurd to base an opinion as to
exfravaganee upon a check of rates applied to quantities which are not checked.

Although we do look at the rates, we detect extravagance chiefly by comparing
the cost per square foot of superficial area and per cubic foot of the eubie contents of
the design submitted with what we know from our practice and records to be a
reasonable figure for these elements in any given locality.

I never suggested, nor do I recommend that these measures for detecting extra-
vagance should be relaxed.

. 3. Then as regards the safety of pupils and possible collapse invelving waste of
#¢he Government grant, T wish to say that there is no proposal to take any additional
risk. Tt is only in the case of the qualified professional man by which I mean the
man upon whom the Government know they can rely, not just any person who puts
letters ¢ Architect’ after his name, that it is proposed to throw upon other +
shoulders’ the responsibility for structural stability. So far as I know the only
reliable qualified man in this part of India at the present moment is Mr, Pears, Itis
unfair to the late respected head of the Public Works Department to suggest that he
18 not capable of making a building structurally sound (page 4 of the notes with
G.0. No. 1158, Home (Hducation), dated 15th September 1917). Tt is true, as I said
in paragraph 3 of my previous note, that even he is hardly likely to maintain the
necessary staff for this purpose or burden himself personally with all the labour
involved if he knows that the Chief Engineer’s office has got to do it for him,

The fact that Mr, Pears sent up a set of designs which we had to condemn
emphasises the necessity for the measure which I Pproposed, one result of which would
be that the trusted private practitioner would have to earn his fee or hang himself.

4. The Hon’ble Mr. Stone seems to think that my previous note was instigated
by a desire to escape from certain duties (pages 84 of the note file with G.O.
No. 1188, Home (Education) dated 15th September 1917). I would gladly have less
worlk, but as a matter of fact since it became recognized that an architect’s business
is to draw, the Consulting Architect has not been burdened with technical serutiny.
‘What actuates me in this matter is the consideration of what is best for the growth
of the architectural profession in this Presidency. St

5. It must not be sapposed that, in wishing to give in greater degree a free hand

to the trusted private practitioner, I am indifferent to architectural effect. 3

As the Honourable MemberE‘inancinlélas pointed out, the only means by which > 1( , A
an architect can get a building ¥ight from his point ];)f bVJEW‘ 113{ by des.lﬁlmnégh it |
Itogeth ainitio, Nobody can Jproduce good work by tinl ering with other f j
LT " JSggestions. Besides, if the architect who gives

ople’s designs or by mere verbal a 6 give
£;c£ advice tgioes notyknow the site personally, and local conditions, his advice is

ite likely to b thless. | o ;
qmteAl;a:tyfrgm et]:g,so,rﬂaere is surely some limit to the extent to which it is desirable

to allow any single architect to force his own idiosyncracies on buildings all over

the Presidency. No real improvement can be expected until public taste feels the e ’

i i t me say different
d of it. When, and only when public taste reqires better, orlet 1
%\elfldioxlgls developn,leut will take place automaticallyif it is not restricted by nartow
g‘aidance., It would, I am convinced, be antagonistic to such development fo
centralise the designing of all the more important buildings all over the Presidency
in one office. ol ; :

This was recognized at Delhi even in The case of Sir E. Lutyens,
development in aceordance with and illustrafing public aspirations lwhl t T
in the interests of architecture in this or any other country. Deve opment co o
a certain number of failures, but so long asa general improvement is going
failures ought not to be disconcerting.
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L (hsagr.ee emphatically with the policy advocated by the late Mr. Thomas in
;}g;;espect, 1n the notes conneeted with Memorandum No. 2663-C of 24th March
i : W. H. Nicmorrs—I1-5-18.

: mitting this case T venture to remark that as regards the scrutiny for
8 .xuctural stability our procedure at present is to see that rules regarding floor loads,
1I)Jues_m.u'es Oon masonry, ete. are observed and to point out errors connected therewith ;

u]f if these are numerous and the drawings are badly and incompletely prepared the
i; eme is returned for tevision. ‘We have not, I think, redesigned any scheme since

T, Thgma.s was Consulting Architeet. The point that has given rise to the present
noting is the understanding that this scrutiny throws the whole responsibility for

({:tid }Oth June 1913 on page 2 of the notes with G.0. No, 561, Educational, dated
0 une 1913).. This principle was, T believe, enunciated by Mr. Wilson when
e was Chief Engineer, but T submit, though it may have been ke—was- suifable
gnd desirable some years ago it is no longer so. I therefore further submit that
it should now be made clear and fully understood that although designs are passed
thl‘.ough the Chlef Engineer’s office the designer who signs the plans is in no way
rehgvgd of responsibility, (The designer’s signature on all plans must be insisted on.
Onmissions in this respect are occasionally noticed.) Our serutiny if carried out on
this understanding would still guard against failure while it would be no more harm-
ful to the development, of private enterprise than the London County Councils
bu11§1ng regulations which apply to the London area. These are drawn up in great
detail ; for example the London County Councils Regulations relating to reinforced
concrete'and no matter how highly qualified an architect or an engineer may be, he
as to comply with these regulations and send in his plans to be passed by a repre-
sentative df the Tiondon County Councils (the District Surveyor). The underlying
principle bemg, I take it, that when knowledge and experience exist which will
prevent failure, it is some one’s business to see that they are applied. «
1 would further point out in this connexion that fechnical control is similarly
exercised in England in regard to engineering works of a public nature by the Local
Government Board, the Board of Trade and similar bodies but this control does not
relieve the desigaer of his initial responsibility. My point is that grant-in-aid buil-
dings are public institutions and therefore it is only reasonable that Government
should exercise the necessary amount of confrol to guard against unsafe designs and
jerr)i‘ built structure‘s. The procedure laid down in the Grant-in-Aid Code provides
for this.
The above view of the matter will perhaps satisfy both Mr. Nicholls and Mz,
Stone.

[y = - D. MARSHALL-—20-5-18,
Some of the noting above has gone beyond the point at issue. As I understand

the position Government propdse o decide what rules they will frame Whlch' will
ensure that they get proper value for their money when they give a grant-in-aid for
a building. These riiles are Dbt intended to cover the responsibility of Government
for the structural stability of any building which is erected, as is shown by the fact
that Government have no responsibility for a building which is built solely with
Aprivate funds. It is clear therefore that any action which Government will take is
not to safeguard their responsibility but to see that the grant-in-aid which they
give is suitably expended. I am strongly opposed to such action being carried so far
as to interfere with architectural design and structural stability. As regards the
former I agree entirely with what Mr. Nicholls says in paragraph 6 of his note, and
undertaking responsibility for structural stability would be just as vexafious for it
would mean not only eutting about and challenging the designs of a professional
man, but also interference on the part of Government at every stage of the construc-
tion of the building—please see paragraph 52 (iii) of the Grant-in-Aid Code. It is
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obvious that lf.responsibility‘for structural stability is to be undertaken it cannof
stop at approving of, or altering, the design of a building. Every step of its con-
struction must be _Watched, and the officer on whom the responsibility has been put e
must have the right to condemn had workmanship, or bad materials. This is

2. In my opinion when Government consider the gift of a grant-in-aid the first
step is for the head_ of the department concerned to certify that the Proposed build-
ing is generally suitable for the Purpose for which it is intended. The next step
will be for this .departngent to certify that the estimated cost of the building is

may then decide what sum they will give 2s a grant-in-aid to those responsible for
%o construction of the building,

. S. B. MurraAY—27-5-18,
As T understand Sir Alexauder Gardew’s Proposals, they are—
(a) that_every plan for a grant-in-aid work shall e designed by one of the

persons named in Paragraph 2 (1) of the Cireular of 4th January 1913, and that
£ j the des1gpfr shall be responsible for the structural stability of the buildinw
(6)*that the Dlan and estimate shall be forwarded to the head of ¢ € depart-

ment, concerned who.shall be responsible that the design is suitable and adequate
frqm the admlms_tratlve point of view. (This seems to be the existing practice, and.
it 18 apparently impossible for the head of the department to offer his criticisms
until the plan has heen Prepared) ;

(¢) that the only function of the Pablic Works Department will be to advise
Government, as to the reasonableness or otherwise of the estimate, and that the
Department of Public Worlks officers will not be required to inspect the building
While under construction or to pass it on completion,

2. I am prepared to accept these Proposals as I agree with my Honourable Colle-
i agae that there is no middle way hbetween making the Public Works Department
] absolutely responsible for grant-in-aid works, or relieving them of responsibility
altogether. T see littlo use in requiring them to pronounce on the structural soundness
of a design if they are not to supervise the construction which is equally important.
H. F. W. G[1inan}—28-6-18,
A. G. C[arDEW]—29-6-18.
In theory, T agree: and there is a lack of non-official western professional
advice; which it would be well to supply. But that will take time, especially under
| Present cireumstanees.
And what is to happen when-.no . such qualified professional advice, as is
contemplated in Pparagraph 2 (1) of Circular No. 116 C., is available ?
Have Mr. Thomas’ criticisms really been met ?

P[eNTLAND]—2-7-18,

Orrror or taE CoNsvnting Aromrtser To GOVERNMENT.

I have been requested by the Chief Engineer to note upon the points raised by
His Excellency in his note, dated %nd J uly 1918. First His Excellency asks what
-is to happen when qualified professional advice is not available. In such cases we
< muast, I submit, go on as we are doing at present. As I understand the notes by
o Hinourable Member (Financial), dated 20th March 1918, and Honourable Member
(Public Works Department), dated 28th June 1918, neither contemplates that we
shonld throw responsibility for structural stability upon persons incapable of
assuming it. :

With regard to His Excellency’s second question, the answer must be, T think,
in the negative. The late Mr. Thomas® criticisms in so far as they are constructive
amount to this; that since modern architecture as practised by private bodies is bad,
the Government architect should undertake the wholesale supply of designy: or, in
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PusLroc Works DEPARTMENT.
The draft order may, it is submitted, be accepted and the file passed on to
Financial,
J.R.—19-10-18.
Accepted.
D. Marsgarn—31-10-18.

Financian DEPARTMENT,

Please see the notes of the Honourable Members (Financial) and (Public Works
6 A ‘{ Department) on pagesel#=2% ante and 8& ante on which the draft order is based. | ,

2. Paragraph 3 of the draft.—In the case of grants from Government in aid of
¢ private educational buildings, it is proposed to lay down that the only function of the -
Public Works Department will in future be to advise Government as to the reason-
ableness or otherwise of the estimafe, and that the officers of the Public Works
Department will not be required to inspeet the building while under construction or

to pass it on completion.

According to the existing procedure in rule 53 of the Educational Grant-in-Aid
Code, before the grant is paid in full, it shall be certiied by a Public Works
Department officer—

(@) that the work has been completed in accordance with the approved plan
and estimate, or
B| (?) that the building is worth the amount on which the grant is claimed.

Such certificate shall be countersigned by the Director of Public Instruction.

3. It is respectfully submitted that it seems desirable that the Public Works
Department should, in addition to their scrutiny of the reasonableness of the estimate
(before the work is completed), be asked to give a certificate as at B above to the
effect that the building after completion is worth the amount on which the grant is
claimed.

Orders are solicited.

V.G.K.—b-11-18. / [

'Will Public Works Department please! circulate to Honourable Member{(Finan-
cial) again ? I think we should have some sort of guarantee that our money Has been
spent.

. C. G. TopruNTER—6-11-18.

Pustic Works DEPARTMENT.
With reference to paragraph 3 of the Financial note above, attention is invited
to paragraph 6 of the Honourable Member's (Financial) note on page Jante.” g
9. Submitted that the case may now be returned to Home (Kdueation), who will
10 doubt recirculate the case to Honourable Member (Financial) as requested by the
Chief Secretary.
J.R.—16-11-18.
T.P.8.—18-11-18.

D.M.—18-11-18.

Houe (EDUCATION) lgsyﬁnmmriﬂ
i ers as to circulation to His Excellency and Honourable

Mem%::‘ x(nl;m‘icglr). Dr[di[t will be observed that both the Director of Public Instruc- |
tion and the Chief Secretary want to maintain the completion certificate which the
Public Works Department are now giving, and Wh'lch' is to the effect{the building {t,q4 ’(
erected under a grant is worth the jamount on which ‘the grant is cldimed.] Buf

please see Honourable Member’s note on page X{snpra. & /

E.AV.—21-11-18.

Bn (. Ramanusa AcHARIyAR—22-11-18:

L. D. Swamigansg—29-11-18,
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His Excellency approves.
¢

S AR T. E. Morr—5-12-18.
™3

If the Public Works officers are required to certify, as the Chief Secretary
wishes, that the Government money has been spent, I am afraid 'that they will be
driven info the same minute check of quality, quantity, etc., as of old, and the former

i , Dosition will recur. It is truejthat there may be, in rare cases, some risk of the Goy-

L ernment money being spent without due value being obtained. Of course if the build-

ing is never built at all, or if the Government money is not even approximately laid

out on the work for which it is given, the case will be one of fraud, and a prosecution

under the Indian Penal Code will be necessary. To meet such cases I think that

the person to whom the grant is made should be required, in due course, to furnish

a cerfificate making himself personally liable that a building generally in accordance

with the plans which were submitted to Government and on which the grant was

sanctioned) has been completed and that the full amount of the Government grant has

been duly expended thereon. T would add this at end of paragraph 3 of the draft.

Further than that I doubt its being necessary'to go. Even now I believe that cases

occur where there is reason to doubt whether the Government money has been fully

and fairly expended, and so long as ‘the certificate above suggested is obtained, T
think we must risk the chance of deliberate fraud.

oy

A. G. C[arpEW]—6-12-18.
A sub-paragraph has been added to the draft as required by Honourable Member
abowe) For orders as to circulation to His Excellency the Governor.
07 E.AV.—9-12-18.
8.A.—9-12-18.
C. RamaNusA ACHARIVAR—10-12-18.

L. D. SwamMkanNv—11-12-18.
P[eNTraND|—12-12-18.
Issue.
L.D.S.—12-12-18.
[G.0. No. 1596, Home (Education), dated 13th December 1918.]

Jne
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other words, that the Goovernment should set up an wsthetic standard for private
persons to live up to. This has -not been done, and I venture to urge that it is
ur Tesirable that it shouid be attempted.

Fy T am afraid that in entering the field of wmsthetics, where the expenditure of
private funds is concerned, the Government would be treading upon a bottomless
bog. T believe that only the public can set up its own swsthetic standard, and it
does so by employing men whose work it likes or thinks it ought tolike, and leaving
others to starve. If the architecture of any particular period is bad, the remedy
lies, I submit, not in giving the public something which it does nat want or under-
stand, but in educating it to want something better. Itis only thus that architecture
can develop on rational lines and keep itself above the sphere of scene painting.

.. Sir Thomas Jackson has some forcible remarks upon this subject. He says : “Itis

" “Yor the general public and not for themselves that both Art and artists exist, and the

Art of any time will be such as the public demand a minority of sincere
artists will never succeed by themselves in raising the general level of the
architecture of their day so long as the public at large remains ignorant or indifferent
3 Art cannot lead a healthy life or make any vigorous growth if it is cultivated
only as an exotic for the enjoyment of the cultured few . . . Till there is a
public demand for good art and a public recognition of it When it is offered, there
will never be a fair field for the conscientious artist.”
|*¢ Reason in Architecture.”—Sir Thomas Jackson, Bart., R.A., Architect.]
'W. H. Nicrorrs—22-8-18.

PusLic WoRkS DEPARTMENT.
T asked Mr. Nicholls to reply to the two points raised by His Excellency above.
Tf no private qualified professional advice is available the only thing to do is for
Government to help. .
S. B. MurraY—28-8-18.
PlENTLAND | —5-9-18.
With reference to the remarks of the Honourable Member (Public Works
Department) which have been agreed to by Honourable Member (Financial), and
His Excellency, the case may now be forwarded to Home (Education) for modification
of the rules in the Grant-in-Aid Code.
J.R.—14-9-18.
R.K.—17-9-18.
D. MarsHaLL—20-9-18.

__ Homg (Epucarion) DEPARTMENT.
A draft order is submitted for approval. If approved, it may be forwarded to
Public Works Department and Financial for acceptance. _The draft refers only to
educational buildings. It is presumed that the necessary instructions extending the
scope of the order to medical buildings should issue in Local and Municipal (Medical).
Tt is proposed. to communicate to that department a copy of the Government Order

with notes.
~ P.R—1-10-18.
Bl C. Ramanusa AcHariyar—8-10-18.
"3 R. RamacHanpra Rao—9-10-18.
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