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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

EDUCATIONAL DEPARTMENT,

Reap—again the following papers:—
G.0., No. 697, Educational, dated 7th N ovember 1889.

Read—the following paper :—

From H. B. GRIGG, Esq., .., Director of Public Instruction, to the Chief
Secretary to Government, dated Madras, Z8th September 1889, No. 8481.

I have the honour to state that certain recommendation recently made by the
Medical College council regarding the dismissal of students for failures in single
subjects at the college examination having appeared to me to be rather arbitrary, as
it affected not only civil and military stipendiary pupils but private pupils also, I
called upon the Principal, in consultation with the college council, to submit, for
approval of Government, certain definite rules for regulating the dismissal and
remand of students. These rules were referred to the Surgeon-General with the
Government of Madras for opinion, and that officer has made certain suggestions
which are concurred in by the Principal. I approve of the rules :enclosed and con-
sider that rules of this character should exist for the guidance of the officers of the
college, otherwise great hardship may be inflicted on the students. T begaccordingly
to request that you will be good enough to obtain the sanction of Government for
the adoption of the rules and for their notification in the Fort St. George Gazette, 1t
approved.

——

ENCLOSURE.

Draft rules for the dismissal and remand of pupils of wvarious classes of the junior
department of the Medical College.

1. A military or civil medical pupil who fails to obtain one-third of the combined total of
marks given at the class examinations, and the examinations conducted by the professors at the
ond of each session in each subject, shall in ordinary cases be recommended for dismissal. In case
of failure in only one subject the pupil should have the opportunity of a spevial examination in
that subject at the end of September, so as not to involve the loss of a session.

2. Every other pupil on the receipt of a stipend or scholarship from whatever source, who
fails to fulfil the condition laid down in rule 1, shall also be liable to be dismissed, subject to the
confirmation of the Director. of Public Instruction and consent of the authority by whom the
stipend or scholarship is found.

3. A private pupil, é.e., a pupil paying for his education, who fails to obtain the required
proportion of marks, will not, by reason of such failure alone, be liable to be dismissed. He will,
however, be remanded for an extra course of study of the subjects taught in the year in which
he failed. He shall not be permitted to go on to his next year of study until the college council
be satisfied that he has made sufficient progress in the year of remand.

4. A civil or military medical pupil having failed at a final or annual examination may, on
the recommendation of the college council and final examination committee and with the conjoint
approval of the Surgeon-Greneral and the Director of Public Instruction, be allowed one remand
during his entire course, with or without stipend. All stipendiary pupils, other than those in the
cervico of Government (Madras), may likewise be allowed the same privilege, subject to the
approval of the Director and with the consent of the authority by whom they are respectively
paid.

N
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. with the option of attending the college thereafter as a paying student, provided the college

‘control and which the council may consider sufficient to justify his being exempted from the oper-

’{’ Referred to the Surgeon-Geeneral with Government for remarks.

3

5. If a pupil fails at the end of the year of his remand, he should in every case be dismissed;

couneil be willing to admit him. :
6. If a pupil be disabled during his course by iliness or fails from any cause beyond his

ation of rules 1 and 2, such exemption may be granted. Tach case of this kind will be separatoly
considered and dealt with according to its own merits. In all such case he should, however, be

remanded for another year’s study.

(By Order.) \
A. G. CARDEW,

15tk October 1889. Under Secretary.

Memo. No. 272.
Approved and returned with a copy of my remarks on the original draft. .

G. BIPIE,

Forr St. GEORGE, ; :
Surgeon-General wi*h the Govt. of Madras.

91st October 1889.

e

ENCLOSURE.

1.E., Surgeon-General with the Government of Madras, to the
dated Ootacamund, 28th August 1889, No. O./549.

In returning the draft rules relative to students at the Medical College referred under your
No. 7123 of 22nd August 1889, I have the honour fo state that I approve of those in so far as
they relate to civil and military stipendiary students, _except that 1 think they should always, m
case of failure in only one subject, have the opportunity of a special examination on it at the end
of September so as not to involve the loss of a session.
9. In the case of private students, I hardly think they should be subject to dismissal except

ubjects to be studied for an University degree in

for gross misconduct. At the present day the s 1
Medgilﬂine are so numerous and the required standard so high that some latitude should be allowed

to students paying for their education. Some lads develop late and are slow in acquiring know-
ledge, yet novertheless eventually become better practitioners than their more precocious class-
fellows. I am greatly averse to anything akin to hustling the case of students of mediciue,
and the faculty of cramming up for examinations does not always betoken the most solid or
practical abilities. Besides although a lad may in one or two subjects lose a year I his classes,
he will probably during this delay be picking up a good deal of practical knowledge in the

hospital wards.

From G. BIDIE, Esq., M.B., C.
Director of Public Instruction,

Order—No. 697, Educational, dated 7th November 1889. )

The Government approves the rules submitted with the foregoing letter as
standing orders of the Medical College, but sees no need to publish them in the Gazette.
Rule 12 of the rules, published at page 802 of the Fort St. George Gazeile of the 20th.
May 1889, Part II, is quite sufficient as a warning to candidates for stipendiary

education.
(True Extract.)

J.'F. PRICE;"
Chief Secrelary.

RSN

G.0., No. 643, Fducational, dated 16th October 1902,

s
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No. 768, EDUCATIONAL, 150 DrcexsEr 1902.

OrpER—No. 768, Educational, dated 15th Decomber 1902.

The Medical College rules sanctioned in G.O., No. 697, Educational, dated .'Ith“ : _ ‘ Lot
November 1889, do not specifically provide for the exclusign from further examina- : w EDUCATIONAL DEPARTMENT,
tion of pupils who have failed in two or more subjects and in the total number of *+ = =/ : : , .

marks, and the practice which now obtains of excluding such pupils has been ' : : ‘ SR ’
consfr’uedfin vsomé,.‘quarters as a departure from the regulations. The Director of NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.O., No. 697, ’EDUCATI'ONAL:_ :

Public Instruction will accordingly be requested to revise the rules so as to regularise L = : DATED 7tra NOVEMBER 1889.
the practice. X |

v & :
(True Extract). o S ; o 3 e
; [Sussect. —Rules for the dismissal and remand of pupils of the junior depariment of

M. BAMMICK, A the Medical College. ) , o A ol
Secretary to Governmegl. | ‘

From the Director of Public Instruction, dated 281h September 1889, C. No. 871,

.

7

: S In this current the Director of Public Instruction proposes a set of rules for the
To the Director of Public Instruction. : : ; i removal or remand of students in certain classes of the junior department of the
; : Medical College in case they fail at the periodical examinations. . Feag

2. These rules are to apply to civil and military medical pupils and to stipendiary
students generally, but not to paying pupils, except that the latter are to be deprived
of promotion in cases of failure. The principle of stopping a student’s promotion if

' ot he fails to pass the ¢ prescribed examinations ” is so well understood that it need not,
b g 5 ‘ it is submitted, be formally laid down by Government in the case of the private pupils

of the Medical College. Bk
3. Asregards the civil and military medical pupils, the Director of Public Instruc-

tion does not say whether he or the Surgeon-General or Principal of the Medical
College or how many of these authorities together should have the power of removing
a student from the college. At present

* Vide the notice to candidates on page 802 of 4}, Surgeon-General appeats * to have the
the Fort St. G Gaszette of the 20th M: : appe X .
18889,0;a.rt 1L, iﬁ%.g:em? 697,e dated 28t  Power of removing military medical pupils,

; but it is not certain whether he can i

Hovamler B0 exercise a like control over the ecivil '

medical pupils. The Director of Public Instruction says the Surgeon-General has

been consulted on the subject of these rules; Dr. Bidie’s opinion not having been
forwarded to Government with C. No. 871, it was called for and is now submitted.

4. The words dismzss and dismissal used to express the removal of a student in
consequence of his failure at an examination sound rather harsh.

5. The last set of rules laid down by Government for regulating punishments at
the Medical College was in G.O., No. 189, dated 24th May 1878, regarding offences
against discipline. Co e

6. It is proposed by the Director of Public Instruction to publish the present rules,
if approved, in the Fort St. George Gazette, but this course seems unnecessary where
only a portion of a single institution is concerned. 5 e

. A. G. CarpEw—24-10-89.
o J. F. Price—29-10-89.
I think the rules are clear enough and would approve them as standiz_xg‘oi'ders
of the college, but I don’t see any need to gazette them. Rule 12 at page 802
of the Gazette is quite sufficient as a warning to candidates for stipendiary education.
H. E. S[roxns]—-—317'i}0-8.9[, F

& A

¥

Exd. W.D'Moss.
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 iwd voce, and if so, why;
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NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., No. 768, EDUCA!
| 15t DECEMBER 1902.

PIONAL, DATED

. - g ¥l
< VSRR e Aoz
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[Sussecr.— Revision of the rules for the dismissal and remand of pupils of the Jumar e
gkl department of the Medical Collcge.] i

ke
X

~ From the Director of Public Instruction, o. 4781, daled 1st August 190274 A“

At the meeting of t
Ratnasabhapati Pillai;h;éf(e‘d—'-; » ‘ _ .
(1) whether the Government had received a petition from seventeen ex-ho
assistant pupils memorializing against their exclusion from the final e ‘
the hospital assistant grade dwing to their baving failed at the final ex
two or more subjects and 50 per cent. of the total number of marks;

(2) whether the examination for the grade of hospital assistan Was'ff_purﬁj i

he Legislative Council held on the 2nd June last the Hon’

- (3) whether Government would make it partly written and‘:pa'rtl‘y vivd v;we »
(4) whether any proposals had been submitted by the Director of Pu
Instruction to revise the rules for the dismissal and remand of hospital assistant pu
sanctioned in G.O., No. 697, Educational, dated 7th November 1859, and if so,
orders were passed on them; e i S o A e
(5) whether two Mysore State pupils A. Jayasilaraya
Mudali, who failed in two subjects and in total marks at the
Mareh 1900, were permitted to attend another year’s course, while the |
was refused to P. R. Viraswami Nayudu who similarly failed at the ex
March 1901; i e ; i gt e o
(6) whether Government would place the examination
on a footing of equality with other examinations; and = =+
(7) whether any and, if so, what orders had been passed on t
hospital assistant pupils referred toiin clause (1) of his question.

2. The petition referred to by the Honourable Legislative Member w
five days after the receipt of his question. This fact was made known to
at the council meeting and he was further informed that no orders were p
petition and he was requested to repeat the question at a subsequent mee
had not been sufficient time to obtain complete information on the po:

3. Five days after the meeting the petitions recei ‘
ex-hospital assistant pupils were referred to the Director of P nstr
full report and he was informed that any alterations he might recommend i1
for the dismissal and remand of hospital assistant pupils would be consi
(.0., No. 341, Educational, dated 7th June 1902. ~ .
4. The Director now resubmits the petitions with a letter from the Prine
Medical College, which, he says, reports fully on the various points mentioned
petitions. The Director says that the provision under w ch students, wh
hopelessly failed in their college ‘examinations, are debarred from furthe
at college or further appearance at examinaticns is a ver )

' 1R
2 %
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question of readmission to examinations or continuance in the colloge must nocessarily
be left to the college council (medical) which is composed of the Prineipal and the
Professors who are thoroughly acquainted with the capabilities of the students.

5. The following questions are raised in the memorials‘of the hospital assistant
pupils— -

(1) The provision that hospital assistant pupils failing to seoure the required
minimum in two or more subjects and 50 per cent. of the total number of marks at
the final examination should be prevented from further appearance at the examination
is as singular as it is stringent and is not enforced in respect of any other medical
test in India or England (paragraph 3 of the petition).

(2) The examination being purely vivd voce is not a fair test for determining
the capabilities of students (paragraph 4 of the petition).

(3) The medical college council is guided by no principle in considering the
question of readmission of unsuccessful candidates and the provision to debar from
further examinations of pupils failing in two or more subjects and in the total marks
is not enforced on all unsuccessful pupils alike (paragraph 9 of the petition).

(4) Failure in an examination is not an offence which should be punished
with dismissal (paragraph 11 of the petition).

(5) No previous information of the punishment of dismissal for failure in
examination was given to the petitioners before their admission.

6. As regards the first point mentioned in the previous paragraph, the Principal
of the Medical College says that it is not known if the test referred to is employed in
other medical colleges in India, but that it is a fact that steps are being taken by
medical colleges at home to prevent ¢ chronies ” uselessly filling the benches of the
schools and being allowed to proceed to their examinations. The Principal, however,
has not shown that these petitioners are ‘¢ chronies ”.

7. With regard to the vivd voce character of the examination, the Principal says
that it has always been so and has always been considered a sufficiently accurate one
to test the knowledge of the hospital assistant pupils. ~But the fact that recourse is
had to the written test to determine the award of the Government gold medal given
to the best pupil of the hospital assistant class points to the conclusion that the oral
examination is not a sufficiently accurate one.

8. As for the principle guiding the college council in considering questions of
readmission, the Principal states that the mental capacity of each student and his
career in college are ‘considered in determining the question of readmission, but does
not refute the allezation that the rule about dismissal is not enforced on all alike.
He has also not explained the different treatment accorded to the Mysore pupils
which the petitioners refer to in paragraph 9 of their petition and the Hon’ble
Ratnasabhapati Pillai in eclause (5) of his question. It seems necessary to get an
explanation of the matter.

9. On the general question raised that failure in an examination is not an offence
which should be punished with dismissal no comments have been made.

10. As to the allezation that the petitioners were not previously informed of the
punishment of dismiseal for failure in examination, the Principal states that it is
untrue ; that the rules about dismissal and remand of students are given in the college
calendar and that a copy of them is always attached to the general notice board.

There seems to be some confusion of ideas here : the Principal refers to the rules

sanctioned in G-O., No. 697, Educational, dated 7th November 1889, which are
given in the cellege ealendar, page 35, while the petitioners refer to the rule that
students failing in two or more subjects and in the total number of marks shall be
dismissed and prevented from further appearing for the examination. This rule
is not one sanctioned by Government and finds no place in the calendar.

A

11. Of the seventeen pupils who have signed the petitions, eight have previously
petitioned Government without success—uide 3.0s., No. 620, dated 30th October 1901,
No. 621, dated 39th October 1901, No. 674, dated 19th November 1901, and No. 679,

e A Y R N e b S

AN

3

dated 21st November 1901, There does not appear to be any ‘good gfoun&é?or o

reconsideration of their case. In G.O., No. 419, Educational, dated 22nd July 1902,
the Government have refused compliance with a similar request.  In these eircum-

stances the request of the petitioners to be allowed to appear for the examination as
private candidates may be refused. -

T. KaNARASUNDARAM PInrar—23-8-02.

It is submitted that the college council may be left to deal with each case on its
merits and that interference on the part of Government is not advisable. It is note-
orthy that there is a larger number of ¢ dismissals ”” in the final year than iu the first
and second years, and it is difficult to believe that it is entirely due to the difficult
nature of the course in the third year or to a stiff examination, On the other hand, as
observed in the office-note stitched with G.0O., No. 419, Educational, dated 22nd July
1902, the military and Burma pupils are as anxious to get through their course of study
as they are to get out of their agreement to serve in any place they are sent to.

P. T. THARYAN—25-8-02.

Yes. Please draft accordingly. .There is no shadow of a ease. DBut the’ point
at A may be referred to and the rule regularised. :

A. T. Prinere—1-10-02.

The draft placed below may issue.
P. T. THARYAN—3-10-02.
Please typewrite as altered.

A T. PriNerE—7=10-02:
Done.
P. T. THaRYAN—8—10-02.

The draft may issue.

9. There is 4 point, however, which might be dealt with demi-officially. There
is nothing in the ruies (page 35 of the Medical College Calendar) in regard to the
exclusion from further examination of pupils who have come to grief in two or more
subjects and have failed to obtain half the total number of marks, but it is become a
practice to exclude such pupils. This is on the face of it quite right ; but in conse-
quence of statements that such and such students have been excluded on these
grounds, an attempt has been made to fuund a grievauce on the practice and to make
out that it goes beyond the rules.

3. Obwiously rule 91 completely covers such a practice, but it was a mistake to
be too explicit and to let pupils know the precise reasons for their exclusion: they
should in every case have simply been told that the council would not allow them
to come up again ; it was immaterial how many subjects they had failed in and wh
the council so decided. I think the Director might be told to suggest to the
Principal that it is better not to * give reasons” as in his No. 1731, dated 15th
February 1900. ‘

A. T. PrinaLE—10-10-02.

T would not limit the *giving of reasons” if the Principal chooses to do so.
Since a rule not sanctioned by Government is being applied, rule 91 had better be
amended or conformed to. | gt

J. T[roxson]—11-10-02,
Rule 91 should be amended.
: G. S{Toxes]—15-10-02.
[6.0., No. 643, Bducational, dated 16th October 1902.]




" The order has issued ; the draft below calling on the Director of Public Instrue-
tion to submit a draft of the alterations to be made in the rules approved in G.O.,

% A

i e S No. 697, Educational, dated 7th November 1889, may now issue. ey
T. KANAKASUNDARAN PILLAI—8—12—02. \

PT THARYAN—9-12-02. ' i
] g A. T. PriNneLE-—10-12-02.

, e e : M. Hammick—1 2-1\2;02. -
[6.0., No. 768, Educational, dated 15th Decomber 1902] - 2

At the meetin
~ Rathasabhapati Pi sk At e
o the;:‘-tﬁé-,Gévemmént:had received a petition
 assistant pupils memorializing against their exclusion from
the hospital assistant grade owing to their having failed at the final e
- two or more "subjeé‘tis’_ a‘n'{i'50- per cent. of the total number of marks ;
~ (2) whether the examination for the grade of hospit
vivd é;_o'ce,“é;ndiif__so,’»f\_vhy 37 pasliaiE o e :
e ‘,,_(3)"-'Wheﬁtlfl,erg.GOVermmept would make it partly written
. (4) whether any proposals had been submitted by th
~ Instruetion to revise the rules for the dismissal and remand '
~ sanctioned in G.0., No. 697, Educational, dated 7th Novem
- orders were passed on them; R S
~ (b) whether two Mysore State pupils A. Jayasilaraya Pi
Mudali, who failed in two subjects and in total marks at th
March 1900, were permitted to attend another year’s course, while the same concession
was refused to P. R. Viraswami Nayudu who similarly failed at the examination
March 1901; . R ¢ Coihy e
~ (6) whether Government would place the examination for hospital ssist
on a footing of equality with other examinations;and :
(7) whether any and, if so, what orders had beenl passed";on.the-, ]
hospital assistant pupils referred to in clause (1) of his question.
2. The petition referred to by the Honourable Legislative
five days after the receipt of his question. This fact was made knoy
at the council meeting and he was further informed that no orders were p
_ petition and he was requested to repeat the question at a subse uent meet:
‘had not been sufficient time to obtain complete information on the points raised.
3. Five days after the meeting the petitions received from the seve:
ex-hospital assistant pupils were referred to the Director of lic
full report and he was informed that any alterations he might recor _
for the dismissal and remand of hospital assistant pupils would be cor
G.0., No. 341, Educational, dated 7th June 1902. R
4. The Director now 1
Medical College, which, he says. ully
petitions. The Director says that the provisi
~ hopelessly failed in their eollege examinations, are
~at eollege or further appearance at examinations is a very salutary or
yuestion of readmission to examinations or continuance in the college m
g be left to the cgllege council (medical) which is composed of the ineipa
i Professors who are thoroughly acquainted with the capabilities of the studen
5. The following questions are raised in the memorials of the hospil
pupils— ' S e
s (1) The provision that hospital assistant pupils faili
" minimum in two or more subjects and 50 per cent. of ,_I‘the.ftt,i,fﬂ:l
the final examination. should be prevented from further appea
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s as singular as it is stringent and is not enforcod in respect of any other
~ test in Tndia or England (paragraph 3 of the petition). .~
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~ (2) The examination being purely vivd voce is nota 'faiii{tesztff‘or;
 the capabilities of students (paragraph 4 of the petition). Th e e
Gl (3 ‘The medical college council is guided by no. prineiple in considering the
 question of readmission of unsuccessful candidates and the provision to debar from
~ further examinations of pupils failing in two or more subjects and in the total marks
_is not enforced on all unsuceessful pupils alike (paragraph 9 of the petition). 7
- (4) Failure in an examination is not an offence which should be punishes

with dismissal (paragraph 11 of the petition). : W

»

examination was given to the petitioners hefore their admission. i

6. As regards the first point mentioned in the previous paragraph, the Principal

~ of the Medical College says that it is not known if the test referred to is employed in:
X other medical colleges in India, but that it is a fact that steps are being taken by
medical colleges at homa to prevent ¢ chronics ” uselessly filling the benches of the

schools and being allowed to proceed to their examinations. The Principal, however,
has not shown that these petitioners are ¢ chronics ”’. ‘ ' S :

7. With regard to the vivi voce charaeter. of the examination, the Principal says
that it has always been so and has always been considered a sufficiently accurate one

to test the knowledge of the hospital assistaut pupils. But the fact that recourse 18

had to the written test to determine the award of the Goverament gold medal given

to the best pupil of the Hospital assistant class points to the conclusion that the oral

examination is not a sufficiently accurate. one. :

' _‘)—.8.AA_s,for, the _pr_inoiple guiding t;hc;_x college council in considering questions of
readission, the Principal states that the montal capacity of each student and his
career in college are considered in determining the 'question of realmission, but does
ot refute the allegation that the rale about dismissal is not enforced ou all alike.
He has also not explained the different treatment aceorded fto the Mysore pupils’
which the petitioners refer to in paragraph 9 of their petition and the Hon’ble
Ratnasabhapati Pillai in clause (5)of his question. It seoms necessary to get an
explanation of the matter. SRR 2

9. On the:general question raised that failure in an examination is not an offence

which should be punished with dismissal no comments have been made. ;

10. As to the allegation that the petitioners were not previously informed of the
punishment of dismissal for failure in ‘examination, the Principal states that it is
untrue ; that the rules about dismissal and remand of students are given in the college
eulendar and that a copy of them is always attached to the general notice board.
There seems to be some confusion of ideas here : the Principal refers to the rules
sanctioned in G.0., No. 697, Educational, dated 7th November 1889, which are
given in the college calendar, page 39, while the petitioners refer to the rule that
students failing in two or more subjects and in the total number of marks shall be
dismissed and prevented from further appearing for the examination. This rule is
not one sanctioned by Government and finds no place in the calendar.

A

11. Of the seventeen pupils who have signed the petitions, eight have previously
petitioned Government without success —vide G.0Us., No. 620, dated 30th October 1901
No. 621, dated 50th October 1901, No. 674, dated 19th November 1901, and No. 679,
dated 21st November 1901. There does mot appear to be any good grounds for 2
reconsideration of their case.  In (0., No. 419, Educational, dated 22nd July 1902 ;
the Government have refused compliance with a similar request. In these cireutn
stances the request of the petitioners to be allowed to appear for the examination as
private candidates may be refused. , ‘ ;

{

T. KANAKASUNDARAM PIL-LAI———23-—8—02.. i

Ttis submitted that the college council may be loft to deal with ench casélon is
merits and that interference on the part of Government is not advisable. Tt is note-
worthy that there is a larger number of “ dismissals ”” in the final year than in the first

-

(5) No previous information of the punishment of dismissal for fallure 111

~and second years, and it is difficult to believe that it is entirely
* nature of the course in the third year or to a stiff ‘examination.

~ observed in the office-note stitehed with G.O., No. 419, Educa
- 1902, the military and Barm pupils are as anxious to get through
as Pléey"{are» ‘Eo get out of their agrecment to serve in any place the;

i PHARYAN--35-8-02. (00 4 U

Sk

Phoro  i¥ 1o shfédos\yv;d‘g' a césé{ Buthé 'jébln ‘

o

& Yes., Please draft accordingly. Ther
at A may be referred to and the rule t"egulaz'i'sed'. :

ArE .meﬁem—'-li-i.t}io?z}f _

L

. e e The drm&i_ﬁléeqdbeloyir—may 'i‘s'sﬁle.‘ ”
P. T. Tuarvan—3-10-02. . = =« & = e

G L "A, 'i:"léése typeWrite.-as alteredis’ v o e G
ol e AT Prmxetm-7-10-02.

= oy e Doné;. Rl e : !
*f"'/_I‘."“l‘\._THAIiWAN.i—S-'l()JZ.' : ! R Rl

o

" The draft may issue. 7 S

. 9. There is & point, however, which might fotffbe dealt with demi-

officially. ~There is riothing in the rules (page 35 of the Medical College Calendar)

' in regand to'the exclusion from further examination of pupils who have come to grief
in two or more subjects and have failed to obtain half the total number of marks, but

[ it is become'a practice to exclude such pupils. This is on the face of it quite right ;

¢ but in consequence of statements that such atid such students have been excluded ot
these grounds, an attempt has been made to found a grievance on the practice and
to make out that it goes beyond the rules. anh s e el

3. Obviotl 15; rule 91 completely covers’such a practice. but it was a mistake to

bl too éxplicit and to let. pupils kunow the precise reasons for their exclusion: they

should ib every “case have simply been told that the council would not allow them
to come up again ; it was immaterial how many subjects they had failed in and why foner

the oouncil so decided. I think the Director might be ‘told to suggest to the

Principal that it is better notto ¢ give reasons” as-in his No. 1731, dated 16th
February 1900. - ; dEad el

g

~

> ’ : A 115 PRINGLE%——?I.O-’—];VQ;Q;); ¢
I would not limit the ¢ giving of reasons ” if the Prineipal chooses to do so.
Since a rule not sanctioned by Government is being applied, rule 91 had better be

a;nended or conformed to.

¢

J. T[HOMSON]——ILJO—OZ

Zim

Rule 91 should be amended.

' G. 8[roxms]-~15-10-02.

[G.0., No. 643, Educational, dated 16th October 19027
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