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Government Building- The Ramakrishna i

' Home ,Residential High School,lfglapore.
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Feom (gla mc)

( @coigjzna&'io-n)

So Shie Saczd‘amy fo the Sovernment of MNCeidzas,

LAW (EDUCATION) ‘ @epadmowc.

-

S'i"bo ' g _, » .
: iTh . §30.No, 712, Liaw (Educa_ﬁion)l dated 17th January

~

¥

1924, Government safiction the 1nclu51on in the list of

B

A

~.'ari::proved.’_Works of the scheme:for the construction of a .

building fo:r the Ramakrishna ‘Resmlentlal High achool

»

Mylaporesat’a cost of RS 89920(inclusive of Rs 31920 for
“site)
3 _ h"'e \buildi'ng originally désigned'for the school

-
¥

(/) approved in 6.0.No. '72 Law (nducatlon) dated 171;11 .Iahuary

T,

Wﬂé
wl 4 wa,s 1mluded to provn.de accommodatlon ﬂnly for the *




dated 2nd llay 1925 to the Director of Public Instructlon Madr‘g
AR

Ref: Yougbtelephone message dated 1-5-1925

Herewith please find the returned Ramagkrishna file completed

/. 31920 cost of the site.

ol i Wltn the orginal and rev1sed estimates

"I have therefore the honour o recommend iha?iﬁhé ¢ With further reference to this office letter of the 18£h
Bl s % M % y

e : scheme may be placed in the list of ihé-@@pm@wedkﬁogia February page 18 supra, it is now necessary to state that the

3 L
g S

B at an increased cost of Rs 11§#3g s plers as designed and erected are not sufficient as shown in the
: S I have the honmour to be,  1,"u;', ~ above quoted letter, for the addition of o terraced upper storey,
it : o .
. ¢ : air,

T but only a tlled upper torey can be carried in kusafety on the

Your most obedientygervant.

iwj: piers provided. This being the case, superfluous work has been

[ J .
e%?ute%/as a tiled upper storey could have been carried on walls

1ln i 1 7 r a 4 1 1a anoo
for Dlreutor of PubXic Instructlon 4" less less in thickness. In conseguence, it is suggested that

P.R.K. 1%)5 a deduction for this unnecessary work be made from the . total

Estimate. Necessary quantities having been taken out and Priced at

| \; ; g
(}? the rates shown in the Estimate total to Rs 4600 and this amount

should be deducted from the totgl of the Ndtimate as well as

R A A

.Rs\ggggg/- which is shown against the item "Land acquisition” as

.~

off&@gtlng Consulting Architect cannot hold himself responsible

for the correctness of this valuation. A shed for materials at

L Y l |
Rs. 150/- iz normally covered by the builders profit on the

519 30 contract and should be deducted also. These items total Rs 56670/ -

474 :
and this office can approve the accounts at Rs 8§562/¥ only plus

—

the cost of land acquisition to be considered by other authority.
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- AR 1,21,880 (inclusive of Rs.31,920 for

<§aggiay$mw—&w44(®' ; ; Law(Education)
- Date. Tnitiale. R ot
 When received for Fair- > :
¢ copying. 1 i
When copied S (o718 : w' Gl
P cenmed . 46 ----- W Building -- Ramakrishna Mission
When signed i M : . s
When despatched . . : Students' Home Re51deniél High School
iy Vylapore -- Reviseds proposals =
5 (‘ é : Y g #lad
Reap acary G.O. N§-0.1o.766 L%‘éted.) - g 9=0=1928, | 1\( @’
\ .0, No. 72 Luq(?lu) 17-1-1924. I VA0 Ql§
3 9 . 3% 27 ‘m 7 . ;
‘ READ ALSO :— i
C. No1287 B. From the.. D.P.I. R.0.C. . No. l.lﬁ.'l,...D/zzdated AL -19}5,192 '
o : 3
i S gl o S s i 192 ;.=
..... n _—
I T L ek )

ORDER. | G No;%/& datadg"’é“ ............. 1929

MiSC. f"""‘ f
“Ej_ In modification of G.0. No.72 Law

(Education; dated 17-1-1924 the Govt.
approve the revised proposals ®elating
. i the construg-‘
tion of a building for the Residen%l
high school attached to the Ramakrishna
Migsion Studentsl Home, Nylapore, and

sanction the inclusion of the revised

estimate relating.thercTto amountipg to

site) in the list.of approved works

¥ maintained in pursuance of G.0.No.572

‘Law(Education) dated 10-5-1922. ' The

attention of the management should be
drawnitolthe Deputy'Congulting Archi-
? /«3% tect's notek dated 2-5-25.%110 this

approval does not convey any gua.ré.ntg

of grwt it will render, 'e,ehe work

: v \ ‘ble for a. gra.n'b of
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the provisions of the grent-in-aid Gl L : &
code, if and when funds become avail ble, o o : T e s iy
; el B ' o Lo Gl VRl U TS not clekr wheth
provided that all the conditions in the code — S . 50
: : ‘ o : : i this amount from
are duly complied with. ‘ Shoppon Thigeon S
‘ A : ‘ 8 R e A ) A A : s is intentional. The papers
Ak 4’//1:7;;’ e : - NN ' do not indicate whether it is
Jo(% (6 . | The D.B.I. (with enclosures xmitme A > ' ! : | i
( ; o | , ; ~ : ' _ viously such items cannot be om
Kv/w w \f_\ - : returned) : : I ' : , .
(S « e :;/ e g : , el ‘ e o : s : from the estimates. Theae a.re ﬁ;l
‘ ; ; ." Ao G’. g ¥ ‘ A : ! L ;
e i in all estimates approved by Gove
wee DESPATOT zwﬁ ‘
20Le. B e . and the Gode recognises such expend-
9JUN1925 o , e 1Y
Architect aﬂ_ote cn page 5 of e.f. | ; | o : . i j , Lo fact these charges were alléw_ed“‘:
He proposes to cut out from the Rstimates - L T g R ] ““ the original estimates for these ver
for buildings proper only the following , o 2 : i =7 . L.n"\ works approved by Government. Pleas
items -~ - ‘ i see para/7 of the special Consulting
S. . : : ' ATy ) A : g
: \ Architect's letter dated 7-5-23 in
. (i) Deductions on account of : ' f
! ; unnecessary work pointed ‘ b which he has elearly stated that the
{ out by the Architectt. coss 4,600 B S50 ‘ v ' e
[ } ! i. & A L/ o ' ¢ i i ' A 4
1 | ‘ (1i10gct of Gite 31,920 p.rov:pslon for Architect's . fees and
(iii)Shed for materiqls. L oee : 7 ¢ , \ . ; ; : expe'rt ‘s‘upernsi'qn was reasonable_.' ‘
f - it ) 4 " J o s N such charges in the re-
: | : 56,670 L - vised estimate cannot have been deli:
: e : : berate and is neither usual nor reason
i | When these are deducted from the ¢ 1o : T L ._ R s L | ., able. The figures have 'thereforé, bee!
; total #stimate of Rs. 1,25:650. the e Lt e ' AL ol " ‘added in the estimates to bebapproved
balance is Rs. 89,960, and not Rs. ‘ & ] L e D jL‘RI may perhaps see the draft before
3,562 as stated in the Architect's . issue.
j Mote and in the D.P.I's letter(page {' ‘ -N‘ !
' 2 4is regurds the omission recommended
206E d.f ) The difference betweeen ]ithe : Uy Al ; i
J “ . % s
) two figures is Bs. 9398 (89’960 i 8%56?). on account of the e xtra thickness of
3 1 3
J From .an examination of the abstract J . f‘{; waltlri laaibe a 600)' b merel
| Lokl o \E)
{ of the estimates it appears that the | O { / i sl draw the stionl Of
| 3 d V' 4 3 G § ' : ’
| total of the lest three 1tems/7mes P j , o o | the management to the Architect s not
229 : ] e | ‘ : ‘
up a Mmmmwm sumjas shown : ; | hee o L gt enre lt 39/4en to co‘nf“:fp again
below:=-')' . ‘ j B @ 9 h | to Government if they can justify the
? g " -1 Y qr'.)" '; i)
; _ o Q{,w \ TV, @; | ; b ; o g action by further arguments.
i Petty supervision. 1,670 U” \ W.»N v | e L o st N ~
Y Expert supervision. 1,670 T, 4 ’€“° e L Sl i ) o] g . \j
: Arqhitectﬁafe‘gg,* 5 4 e3..58 i b@b‘ Zg‘ 3 } 1 sy A asec i i ’ - Sy
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