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é@} Council Qffice,

29-9-1925,

queation.'

¥r, T. Adinarayana Chettiyar:

 THE LAW (EDUCATION) DEPARTMENT:--

471188, Will the hon, the Ministe

' for Tducation be pleased to state:

‘{a) whether it is a fact that

“"4ne Deputy Inspector of Schools,
" Bhaveni, presented a bill for about

'Rs'.%/- for suppllies made to the
District Bducational 0fficer, Coimba

...to:r'e, during his camp at Bhavani

“4n July last;

(v) whether it is a fact that
the services of the Deputy Inspector
were dispensed with a week after the
presentation of the above bill;

(c) whether it is a fact that
the Deputy Inspector was restored on

the intervention of the Director of

Public Instruction;

(d) whether it is a fact that
the first assistent, Government
Training School, Coimbatore, was
suspended by the Distriect Bducationd
officer in August last for no reason
whatever and whether he had to
cancel his own order of'suupenaion
at the instance of the Director of
Public Instruction;

(e) whether it is a fact that
the District Bducational Officer
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- made some serious allegations
/ against the District Munsiff of
Udamalpet .to the Distriet Judge of
"daiinhnﬁwb. ‘using very discourteous
language about the District Munsiff
and vhether the District Educational
ofﬂqm had s-ubn,qn»ﬁi; ‘to 1|r1t'-m!,::fwfL
 the allegations and to
to the Distriet Judge; and
(f) whether it is a fact that
the hiatrict Educational 0fficer

apo ‘hgi se

nfuuq to grant leave of any kind
to his subordinates and is—it—sfeet

' that in several cases the Director of
Public Instruction had to interfere
in favour of the subordinates?
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Law Dopt. T11-8—4,000—1-12-24,

for the meeting of the Legislative

two copies of this Qliestion may be forwarded to the

{ &m, Wy Department.
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As regards clause (a) of the question it is

i untrue that the Deputy Inspector of schools, .

Bhaveni, presented a bill for about'Rs.70/- for

last. So Tak &s I remembeg_a bazaar bill for

”M*"‘”‘ ol about Re.l0 was—handed £0 the D.E.0s before he
: "A‘».'As/‘w"“; o A f
e i, left Bhavehi which hée thécked and paid on the

Nhas

L

spot.




As regards clause (b) the position was as follows:-
The officiating Deputy Inspector of schools, Bhavani

pange , who is a temporery officer was informed that his

' Services would not be required when the permanent incum-
mbent returned from leave. It was subsecuently found
ﬁ%ssible to post the”permaﬁent incumbent to Attur range
jinstead. The officiating officer at Bpavani was there-

‘fore allowed to continue. The suggestion in the ques-

ation that the services of the Deputy Inspector were
”df5535§QH~WE?ﬂf§§ the result of the presentation of the

p;ll»gs entirely v Orogy Ll BDY. CESQ 1T couldwgggtgs
true as %Ehe D.E.0 Vvhom*’ﬁ'ﬁ% “Blleged billmts™searsh

TR,

0 have been presented would have no povers to dispense
h the services of afDeputy InsPector. Consecuently

ither clause (b) nor clause (c¢) is true, -

P,
s

As regards clause (d) the facts of the casbVenE as

3

ws:= The flrst assistant of the Government Training

ool, Ce mbatore M. e Ry .K.S.Rajagopalachari was

&

v-er sugpen31on b‘ the D.E.C.Coimbatore subject
;.roval of the %,é I. for insubordination and
.- HQ

ienc® ﬂ~u9,de£§. As T considered the action of

.0.ultra vires he was akked by me to cancel the

S

xTQﬁ?éuspensionnand to-recOmmend him for such leave
*éggggégggdrM.R.Ry.K.S.Rajagopalachari to deserve
fSﬁéh‘léaﬁe as he might be eligible for. It is
"fé;%ftbh§é§ fhét'he was suspended for no reason
I#”fH§ h$ﬂ directly disobeyed orders issued to
JlleD..chqand on that I issued an order as
;fmhe-D.PuI. notes with displeasure the insubor-
n shown by M.R.Ry.K,S.Rejagopelachari in his

‘ préyjtps“or&ers"of the D.E:0."

ds‘baausév(e) I have no information in my

‘1ﬁhaVe no information on the subaect,
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I have no reason

5. &
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I have no reason, however, t0 believe that the

statement in clause (f) is any more accurate then

. £

the statement made in the earlier clauses. b

The follow1ng answers are suggested -

e TSNSy

el q........-—-mn-..\’ emmm—

\\\\\\\ (a) No.
(b) No.

whexe.

(d) The ordex of suspension was cancelled

as stated but it is 1ncorrect to. state. that thexe j

it Yo

Yete 1o grounds for a1801f11narJ actlon. x“K

(e) The Government have no 1nformat10n 9ut i

"ﬁf

will enguire. - ‘ ;Qﬂﬁ.k_‘

(f) The Government have no informatlon but

understand that no cases have been brought to

% the notice of the D.P.I.
? j ¥ L3
! ‘ As regards the answer proposed for elause (

g Snalladdress the D.E.C, and on receipt yof his

-,
e e msmer sty

reoly inform Government what the facts are.

1

some queé ion about the leave to Mr.K.S.Ragangﬂ

answer given to clause (f). In sending this,;
U.0. reply I have stated the case fully &8 th
would ;ppear to be a simpler course than sen
the-files to Government., I should furthey meni

; Ny S
that Mr.Rajagopalachari's specific act of dis

\ when called dpon to do s0.

! i /L% e

ﬁ obedience was a refusal to go and see the D,B




Office of the Director of Public Instruction,
."u' A ‘The Old College,_Nungambakkam, lMadras, N
I3 | . -AB5th cctobexr 1925, _
hnamachari, | ‘V,5
see U. O.Reply No0.48-C/25 dated,10-10-25 vegardlng the

the Legislative Council containing certain allegations

0.u798 A—l dated 8-10-1 925.
Regarding_clause (e) of the questwon I wrote & D.0. t0 Mr.Ran ford
and his reply is as Follows:-

"Mhe District Munsiff, Udamalpst,

no peace because his small boy was not promoted from class 5. I

veported the Disﬁﬁa@%vnunsiff*-~@bhé@bt to the Ag.District Judge,
GG % ; :
iz ,P.Subbayys Muftalia® (since retired). He returned the letter

%o me, for some further remarks, before referrin

Munsiff, Udamalpet. Meanwhile the District lunsiff’ actuallj sued

e AR

the Headmaster fox not promoting ¥ Sboy. TAs I-0id not:knew the

Acting Judge,Mr.C.V.YenkataramanajIyengar, Mek.Cs, took

troduce me, and we three discusgssed the matter. The
%at “the Dls’r ¢t Munsiff shc

awwmy 1etter

‘The Headmsster, Udamalpet, sent me a grateful letter. Thus there

wés no question of any agpology to the’ Dlgtrlct Judge and the ques#

was amicably settled and the District Punrle' boy was not promqﬁ,

.C.V. Venkataramana Iyengar will bear out these statements",

It w1ll be seen from the reply that the allegation oontained

%H‘@f@laube of the questlon S no moye accuvate than th allega

£ ti0 other claunses.

“

MeR.Ry.Ra0 Bahadur
V.T.,Krishnama 4 riyer Avls,
Secretary to Government, -
Law (Bducation) Deptt.,
roxt St.Geoxrge. .
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Law (Bducation)Department.
Law (Bducation) Departmsnt.

‘ i >rwarded a report.
The D.P.I., has since .forwarded a repo

T ]

Draft Answer,
 on the allegations contained in clause (@) of the

7
: ay be given to that . ' ' ; " %& (a) N o.
guestion. The following answer may - ‘ ’

(b) N o.
£ - clause. . "
e : S i ; \ W ; % 1 tin
é ® Clause zi) The Government have enguired into '_ i ~ (c) The officer is an officiating
8 C . . | ‘
B n. iiccctions mede ageinet

officer who was retained in s ervice

o nJ‘oM' 4\
i 23 - 4 areg‘&iﬁi&s
e PistrictHdugationat—offroeT

- =% [ ~ ( . i e U

/ DZ/ ‘ i ‘ ; L permanent incumbent elsewhere. §
: M«W | K
"$he D.P.I. should be asked to make a further r eport. %MMMW/ : /

ool /o » (d) The order of suspension was

. . No g . Y 5 4 ; ; i . ad t :

@ b | Wﬁj : UELJ/'% Ty cancelled 'as stated but it is incorred
0(

<, f:
¢ 7 ) ? CvaLD . for §
. U ate thmt therefwere no grounds 1
i | »,74 » ‘ (:11925 to s tate ‘ /w ‘ J
! | VT; " 7? disciplinary action. ;
. ¢ ] ;
q//} ,O = : . : ‘

s (e) The Govt. lave enquired into |
the matter a’nd find that the allega~-

: tions made are opposed to facts.
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(f) The Govt. have no infomation |
but understand that no c:ases ha.ve_.
been broﬁght to the notice of the
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Alleged misconduct of the Distriet Educational Officer, Coimbatore. R ramamae ol

904 QM T. ADINARAYANA CHETTIVAR : Will the hon. the Minister . ‘ ; ’
or KEducation be pleased to state— :

 (¢) whether it is a fact that the Deputy Inspector was ’restored on the
) ke,ntion of the Director of Public Instruction ;
(@) whether it is a fact that the first assistant

" , Government Training
, Coimbatore, was suspended by the District Educational Officer in
186 last for no reason whatever and whether he had to cancel his own

f suspension at-the instance of the Director of Public Tnstruction : L A

) ];Vhether it is a fact that the District Educational Officer made somo Aot

legations against the Distriet Munsif of Udamalpet to the District L,Q..' A
f Coimbatore, using very diseourteous language about the Distriot : M 1 No 'y 7’ Ya-2.
and whether the District Educational Officer had subseque ntly to Sk el Fone Al
aw the allegations and to apologise to the District Judge ; and 42“ — h—%‘:“—' Ar{- s '@b_
/) whether it is a fact that the Distriot Educational Oficer refuses to . I t925 . ftle e
ave of any kind to his subordinates and that in severil cases tho : ol 7

or of Public Instruction had to interfere in favour of the subordinates ? bty Corn oot SH e DeZe0.,
éb) No.

lected.
be officer is an officiating officer who was retained in service as
it wag found possible ¢

e g | 0 PI‘OVide__,fj)i ih_if,ejininent incumbent - C:E/%io }.«[08“ 0‘/[7 f[J_,-M’

The order of suspension was cancelled as stated but it is ; ﬂt—< e D,
incorrect to state that there were no grounds for disciplinary : i Jh&

~ action, A : VIR e, 7
.h?:quémment have enquired into the matter and find th'at the::f » (i) P 12.-24
_allegations made are opposed to facts. ' w 7 7
The Government have no information, but understand that no. =

cases have been brought to the notice of the Director of Public /
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