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Submitting with remerks an appeal from A. Seshasrinivasag,
late clerk (temporery) in the office of the Sub Assistant Ins-

pector of Schools, Tenkasi Renge.
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I have the honour to submit herewith an appeal from

“ A. Seshasrinivesan, late clerk (temporery) in the office of the
Sub Assistant Inspector of Schools, Téﬁkési range, against the
orders of the Imspector of Schools, 7th Cirecle, dismissing him
from service on account of the following cherges against him:-

(1) Thet he wilfully ceused wrong entries to be masde in th§

: statement of average attendence of 8 elementery scﬁools—therqby}_

enabling menagers to draw more grants than they were eligible £
(2) that he wilfully failed to note in the assignment 1list

bhe disallowance of the grent for 2 months in respect of a cort




teacher-with the result that the school concerned received more
grant than it was eligible for,

(3) that he made certain unauthorised entries in the .Receipt
Registeriof the Office of the Assistant Inspector of Schools,

Tinnevelly District,

y
/

)

(5) that he contrived the issue of elementary school leaving

(4) that he misaprropriated certein amounts belonging to twl

Peachers' Associations,

certificates to certein pupils who were never examined for sueh
certificates and were not gualified to receive them, and

(6) that he wilfully entered unrecognized standards in the
B Lists of certain elementary schools, thus enabling Managers to

obtain more grant than was due to them.

2. An enquiry wes first made by Mr. T. O. Hodges, but as it
was reported to the Director that it was defective in certain
respects and due facilities were not given to A. Seshasrinivasan
to defend himself, another enguiry was ordered. Mr. Champion, who
succeeded Mr. Hodges as Inspector of Schoolg, 7th Circle, conducte
the enguiry in striet accordance with the rules so that there coml
be no grounds whatever for the pc{ftioner to complain that the
alleged prejudice enterteined by the 4seistant Inspector of any
omission of the ncoesaéry formalities caused a miscarriage of
Justice in the case. As will be seen from Mr. Champion'e‘eport
on the enguiry held by him-which is enclosed in original for
reference and favour of return-four of the six charges, i.e. charg
1, 3, 4, eand 5 have been fully proved and he sees no reason to
recommend & modification of the Inspector's orders dismissing the

petitioner from the service. On appeal to the Director Mr. Stone

concurred with the Inspector in his conclusions and dismissed the
appeal with the remark that he was not prepered to interfere 1@1
the matter. Thereupon A. Seshesribhivesan requested the Director .
to modify the order of dismissal into one of acceptance of hit N

regignaetion of appointment, but this request too was not granm
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' : ‘herewith submitt
l. A. shasrinivasan's appeel

2. Mr. ! hempion's report with enclosures.  reference and favour
3. Copiss of the Direcctor's Proceedings I
$is Noe. 3412 dated 8-6-18 and return. 5
3887 dated 3-7-18. , ‘. 59
I heve the honour to be,
» . S'ir’ s

Your most obediient servant,.
L y
(& bt~

for Director of Public Instruction.

</




o | ' 1*3“; The Director seed no reason to interfere with
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paaefcd bythe Inspector of Sehools, 7th Cirele

K 5 1 Seshasrinivasan‘from service, _ 2
: . : (sa) . 3. % Stone,
: 8) o

PROCE JINGS OF THE DIRECTOR OF  PUBLIC msmmnos.»
»
Dis. No. 3867/18 dated 3rd July 19 1 a. Bl

of the Sub Assictant Inspector of Schools, Tenkasi R
questing thet he mey be olfowed to resign his appoint "

insteed of L:.w:‘ Pamigsed.

LS

(Y .
i :
“in Pros. Dis. No. 3412/18 dated 8th J‘hne 1918.
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(via) Palamcottish.
7th September 1918,

The Secretary to Goverment,
Raucational Department,
Through :
The Director of Public Instruction,

Bk D RA B
The humble appeal petition of A.Sesha Srinivasa
late clerk, Office of the gub-Asst,.Inspector of -
Schools, Tenkasi Range, Tinnevelly Diatrict, --
on the orders of the Director of Public Instruction

Proceedings Dis No.3412 dated 8-6-18 and 3887 dated

3-7-18,

-t

most respectfully showeth:i=
The humble appellant begs to gubmit the

following few facts for your Lordship's benign consideration and

redress,

(1). The appellant while serving in the Educational deparunen"_'
as clerk, to the Sub-Asst Jnspector, Tenkasi, was suddenly placed
under suspension on 24th June 1916 without stating the charges OX

s

taking any explanation for the charges which were framed one mont
after, (2lst July 1916) : !

While the clerk was on official duty to Tinnevelly,m
Mr, G.S.Regunatha Chariar, the Asst.Inspector of Schoods, went to
the Sub-Ascst.Inspector's office Tenkasi and carried away certa;ln:,:
records even without the knowbkedge of the Sub-Asst;Inspector th
present in the office, The Sub-Asst.Inspector himself a@ité

his deposition before the Inspector on 14-2-17 , "On 9-5-16, the

Asst,Inspector took recordé fran my of;‘ice. I 4o not remember

what records. I do not $mm remenber whether a list of those r
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on ne:o surmise, Again the petitioner appn.lod to ‘tlp

‘ot Public Instruction stating elaborately the causes

sudden downfal of the appeiﬁnt and the prejudiced view of
Asst Inspector, The Director of Public Instruction was gracious
enough to order for & re-enquiry. In the re-enquiry the previo

' twenty charges were condensed into six and the Inspector of School

conducted the enquiry at Ruttslam, In the inquiry My ,G,S.Regunath
chari was bresent and conducted the prosecution, The appellant
strongly protested to the Inspector of Schocls not to allow #r. ¢,
8. Regunetha to meddle with the inquiry since the appellant wanted
to exauine him as a witness in certain matex;.l.al points and also °
represented to the Inspector that Mr Regunatha chari will tamper
the petitioner's witnesszes by his offbé4dl ineignima. The inszpecto¥
of Schools paid no heed to appellant's prayer and allowed the Asst |
Inspector to be present and conduct the inquiry, the Inspector e--
sitting as the President,

My H.Chempion himself was of opinion that the inquiry conduct
-ed by Mr Regunatha chari was null and void and lr.Regunatha chari |
wes not campetent to conduct the inguiry, Thig lr.Regunama chari
xnows well, Will it not be heart rending for Mr . Regunathachari
to hear that the ingquiry conducted by him is null and void? The
very same officer who was considered incompetent to conduct an --
inquiry , was asked to conduct the re-inquiry also and Mr Regunathe
chari tried Bis very beat to see that the original inquiry conduct
-ed by him to stand to proof, So Mr,Regunatha chari prevaiked on
the teachers to stick up to their original statements given by th
during the first inquiry , by threats, in the petitioner's absence
A kind perusal of the statements given by R.Srinivasa Aiyehgar \
Kilapavoor before the Inspector in February 1917 will clear}y
convince your honowr that. the inquiry conducted by R eg\maﬂ;v ;
is by threats, If such an officer was allowed to conduct the

secution how the appellant could expect justice fram such aa

inquiry? .
(2). The standing records in connection with the




oonv:l.noo your honour that no Justice wag rcnderod _
records were tanpered with prejudicial to the intorest of th

(3). The Inspector of échoole, even after being offered with

L Ay

@ satisfactory explanation to the six charges framedly him, seems to
have reported after nearly six months for the dismissal of the poor

aprellant,

Wn A el o G T LG

i 3
2 The findings of the Inspector are not supported by any

docmentary or tangible oral evidence. It is curious to notice

that in a charge of mieappropv'ia.tion a.gainet the appellant , the
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very man (Secretary Virskeralampudur, ¥r,Venkestaramier) who gave &

I /
statement in my absence to the Asst.Inspector,by threats, to the

S PO e -

effect that the appellant misappropriated Rs.4/- was not at‘ all --
exmuined by the Inspector during his inquiry in February 1917 even
though the appellant repeatedly requested the Inspector faxexsmime
both in writing and orally, to examine that witness. The standing

records are proof to it,

4

(4), To be brief:. the six charges were - <
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(R). Wrong en.ries in the office copy of the Inspection report.
(2). Wrong entries in the conference (assignment) 1list.

P | I\ ~ (8). Bntries in the hand of the petitioner in the current register
E of the Asst.Inspector's office,

(4). Misappropriation of Rs.4 and 4 from Kadayanallur and Verakera
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-lampudur teachers' Association,

(5). Issue of an elementary school leaving certificate to an ele-
mentary school at Kadsyam and (6) Wrong entries (noting of stand-
ards) in the Recognised list (April 1st). :

=,

Regarding charge No(1). the Sub-Asst.Inspector himself d’

ed that he was responsible for the cor*oct preparation of th.

it ek S Senb SR A

office copy Inapeotion report and not the clerk. Wrong enirie

;l
o

due to the wrong dictation of the attender who had acted all
with a sinister motive. The Attender's sinister hétiw'
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the inquiry at Ruttalem on 14-2-1‘7. No -tm takeu b] th

ment on the attender for uging service stamps for private ca-
cation in writing a letter to an aided school teacher asking for ‘
bribes. The original letter itself was produced at the time of the

inquiry .
According to Art. 21 of the Grant-in-aid Code the Sub-Asst,, -

‘SInspectov- who conducted the grant Ingpection ig respongible for the

correct prepa.ration of Inspection report ang for the checking of
the C statunent: The Dub-Asat.lnepector himself admits before
the Inspector on 14-2.17 "On account of my going on leave there was
Pressure of wobk in my office in November 15. L an responsivie cor
the checking of the ¢ Statement. " When the SuE-Aset.Inspector is
solely reeponzible for the charge No,1 according to Code and when
he aduitg that he is responaible for that charge the poor clerk is
found fault with anad unjustly punished,

Further Hodges Bsq., who passed final orders on the 1st inquix‘y\
conducted and reported by 4r, Regunatha chari, sgays regarding charge
N0.1 "Charge No(l) csnnot be held to be completely and defnitely

Proved:- There is, however, no proof of Mens Rea or of Motive",

Regarding charge No.2 the Inspector himgelr told in the migdle
of the ingquiry that the charge is not proved. Further the error
mentioned in charge No.2 is committed by eight Sub-Asst,lnspectoxs
+nd one A.sst.Inspector during the conference, and for which the -

POOr clerk is not respons ible,

Regarding charge No,(3). Certain files which were despatched
from the Tenkasi Sub-Asst.Inspector's office were found missing in
the Asst,Inspector's office and for that the POOr clerk is found
fault with . The entries in the gespatch register of the Tenkasi
Sub-Aeet.Inspector's office and the entries of the same in the --
Receipt Register of the Asst.Inspector's office are corraborativc
and the particular file is missing in the Asst.Inspector's dffice
and for the miseing of the recorg the poor clerk ig round fault -.
with , Thig is nothing but a vexatious charge framed on the peo
clerk tomake another to escape, Thia is roal],v a piece ofnm
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'-hoarrlage of Justioo.

Rogurd:lng the 4th charge, charge of miupprwﬂﬁ
Sub-Asst.Inspector had clearly deposzed before the Inspector
conducted the inquiry that the secretaries of the Associationz
made no report about the defcit nor heard any canplaint of misa

propriation against the clerk *hen he went on tour, ﬁ-Tho Sub-Aa

Inspector's deposition is perused would prove clearyy that the --
charge of misappropriation is = mere concoction of the Asst.Ins
-tor t'o gtrengthen the case againgt the clerk.

Further , Kadayanallur Association secretary says in his dep
-aition before the Inspector " 4 gave money Rs.4/- to the Sub-Ass
Inspector who ordered me to givé money to the cderk,” and the ~--
Sub-Asst,Inspector gsays " I do no’t remember that the head-master
(secretary ) Kadsyanallur offered to me the sum of Rs.4/- the «-= |
collection from the Teachers' association nor do I remember haw:'.ngL
ordered him to pay the money to the cderk,"

A kind perusal of the above two depositions will clearly ===-
convince your honour that the charge is nothing but a concoction
of Mr.Regunathachari and the Secretary has been asked to depose -~
in such a way by threats,

One Seshaish who has no concern or connection with the associ
-tion witkh at Verakeralampudur, says that he had received Rs.4/-
from the Secretary and paid to the clerk. but the important ~---
witness , Secretary , (one Venkateramier) was not at all examined
whether he gave Rs.4/- to Seshaiah to be given to the Sub-Asast, -
Inspector or to the clerk znd why the money was given to a third
man who has no connection with the Association instead of sending
the money to the Sub-Asst, Inspector eitther by M,0, or in persen;

Having the evidence of the above mentioned two wilnesses th‘
charge has been considered by the Inspector to have been p"oved
and the clerk is unjustly punished.

Ageain certain record was missing in the Tenkasi Sub-Ass
Inspector's office after the clerk's suspension in connecti
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24-6-16 since the Supervisor 2lso used to collect nowoy;
Secretaries when on towr. Same of the Secretaries have deposed
before the Inspector in February 1917 that they had given :m‘.i
the Supervisor and uszed to give momey to him very often, The ---
Sub-Asat .'Inepector gays in his deposition in this connectibn —
"The supervisor has worked in the office for =z day or twb when the
clerk was under suspension and when the attender was on leave."
The same Sub-Asst.lnspector'says in his evidence that he suspects
the character ofthe supervisor " When camping near Alankulsm I ser
a confidential memo to the Supervisor in which + gaid that the -
Spervisor should not camp in the same place ae ihe Sub-Agst,Inspr,
and that he should not receive fruits and vegetables for which he
made no payments, I sent this memo because I heard that he had
reca_ived certain fruits and vegetables in my name without paying
for them"

Such a dishonest man was allowed to have a full sway over the
records of the office and he tampered many important records under
instructions from Mr.Regunatha chari,

For frauds cammitted by officers a poor clerk is taken to tas
and unjustly punished,

Regarding charge No.5, about the issue &f elementary schdol
Reaving certificate, the appellant is not responsible, as the ----
certificate was issued by the Sub-Asst.Inspector after conducting
the examination during 1918, The poor appellant was asked t0 ---
explain on or aBtat 21-7-16 abut the issue of s certificate Ihidi
was issued by the Sub-Asst. Inspector Ambasamudrsm in October 1913:;
who died in December 1913,

Further T.0.Hodges Bsq., says in his findings of the inqui

conducted by Mr,Regunathachari "charge No.5 is not clearly dqn

trable . It cannot be proved that Sesha Srinivasan himself aﬂd.
one else was guilty.™ When the charge and its-findingts" a7

a state the poor clerk has been taken to task and unjus




~ Regarding charge No.6' - Wrong entries in tk
~ The Asst.Inspeéctor could not prove that -
-1y prepared by the clerk and the Inspector himself dropp

during the inquiry,

Agein the poor appellant brings to your honour's kind notice

‘ the following few pointsi- ‘
4 Of the jwenty charges originally framed by M¥r.Regunathacheri
there were charges of corruption and tsmpering of records. The --
Asst.Inspector meking a partial and one sided inquiry in the peti-
tioner's absence cooked up evidence by threats and mzde the Inspec

- tor T.0.Hodges Beq., to believe that those two charges were prov

-ed. On the report of Mr Regunathachari , T.0.Hodges 3gq., passed
iy’
hie final orders "“the clerk has received illegally from teachers
& AL b
and tampered certain records and there dismisses fran gervice".

AR But on my appeal to the Director of Public Instruction the --

* important charges on which the petitioner was dismissed from ----
service were found frivilousand those charges did not find a place
g ; in the new charge sheet framed by the Inspector of Schools, =---
H.Chempion Rsq., Though the charges,of bribery and tampering of
records, on which the petitioner was dismissed from service were

withdrasm yet the order of dismissal was not changed, This is ---

- - -
eyt e
- -y

nothing but miscarriage of justice.
b A kind peruszal of all the connected records filed in the —--
. Director's office will clearly convince your honour that the poor
clerk has been umnecessarily and unjustly punished out of spite and
prejudices, :
On the whole the charges were not properly proved or
substantiated and the inquiry was conducted practically by Mr, --

Regunatha chariar himself who is prejudiced sgainst the appelant

the beginning to the end.
Unnecessary and frivilous charges were put on the shoumm
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‘of the poor 61 erk when’ responsible

for the irregularities mentioned in the charges were glléwf'a}d‘lt‘n
scott free, ' '

Under the circumstances stated above your Honoizr'*-g.,

may be graciously pleased to send for all the records connected

with the case , consider and pass orders by restoring the ---—a
appellant as clerk.

For which act of charity and benevolence, the

appellant shall ag in duty bound ever pray.

He begs to remain,
e Honoured ®ir,

Yow honowr 's most obedient servant,
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was written, There was no list ag the records were taken then‘

and there by the Asst. Inspector. The Asst .Inepector purpoaelyf

avoided giving any list and hushed up all the inportant records 4
since their presence w111 spoil his attempt in bringing seriou; -
charges a.fa.lnst the clerk,

‘The poor appellant taking scent of the then Asst . Ingpr,

{
Mr,G.S .Regunatha Chari's representation to the then 4nspector of
schools, T.0,Hodges Bsq., pthioned to the Inspector of séhools

VII circle that Mr,G,°,Regunatha Chari is prejudiced sgaingt the

péor petitioner and he ought not _1“‘0 conduct eny inquiry as h_e-wu

holding secret meetings with the Board and Aided school teacheru‘
and was uging his own imfiwnwex influence as Aast.Inspector of Se
to gather evidence to the premediated charges. In that rmrt
the clerk ev{m prayed to accept his zjesignation if no ethotoﬂ\ig
other than Mr.G.S.Regunatha Chari could not be ordered to condw%
the inquiry. If the resignation had bee‘n‘ acceﬁtador anéthtr-'
officer had been deputed to conduct the inquiry f‘rm the vary -——
beglnning the appellant would have been in a better poaition ana”
his fate would not be epoiled 1like this (Dismiasal frcm pn‘blib'-
gervice), From the beginning t_o.the_‘end'a.s both't.l'ae enquj.rs
were practically conducted by Mr.Regunatha charihmiif»,. '
Champion %sq., presided over the bench in nmd. l(r.Reg\mam
selected the very best teachers y On promises, a.s vitmsau t
depose against the clerk and the teachers also who altwq

the departmental favouriti=m aimply follmd tho dicto.t“

Aast Inspector in their statanonts. Ihe then Impoctor”err
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