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No.1l Sagogl Pandltar's Street,
Melakavery, Kumbakonam,

1st November 1947. : ),,u

Sri R. Subramanyam B.A.,B.Ed.,
. (Formerly Senior Deputy inspector of Schools, Hosur,

And Then School Assistant, Government Training
school, Villupuram)

0.¥8agoji Panditar's Street,
lakavery,KUMBAKONAM.

‘ . -’(‘ : ..1'. M,,_ 3
% 'ﬂ’i’ Honourable Minister for Education fo» \\

Government of Madras, . - . {1 MAR]Q&::

'rough
The Proper Channel.

Honoured Sir,
Subject: Madras Educational Subordinate Serv1ce-
Diseiplinary order of dismissal -
Appeal agalnst.
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1 was serving as School Assistant, Government Train-

ing School, Villupuram till 6th september, 1947. The
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Director of rublic lnstruction, Madras, has, in his Pro-
ceedings R.C.10085-C.6/47 dated 26th August, 1947, order-
ed that 1 should be dismissed from the Civil Service of

the Crown., I was relieved from duty on 6th September,

1947. And I beg to prefer this appeal against the order

of dismissal.

« ¢ 2. 1 am somewhat handicapped by thegg;péumstancef
of the Director of Public Instruction mnder

N —" o

that the order

appeal does not set forth the evidence for and against me,

nor does it contain any discuasien of the case at iy ™
.

<SS, N el

amination of my rqprananta%ﬁen dated 16th Juﬁe,
1947 to him and paints of view. Aiter setting out ﬁhe
charges against me ané rtferring to the fact that 1 had
aubmittaéarrepresen,mtion c;ll&d for by him with reference
to the raéer% of the Special Ufficer, the Director of

A ——

publie Leatﬁhatien, in P&P& 4 of his order, expressed
'~ his mere agreement with the findings of the Special Officer

on the 6 allegations against me and accepted the advice
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PF’Li(g) of the Special Officer in regard to the penalty of dis-
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missal., It is for consideration whether such an order
_can be considered valid or whether it can suffice to
show that the Director's individual judgment has been
br;ught to bear on the faéts of the case.

3. As it is clearly felt that the Director of Public
instruction has adopted the whole of the reasoning of
‘the Special Officer, I am obliged to subject the Special
officer's report to & critical scrutiny with the request
that my submissions may kindly be considered by the Hon'
ble Minister from the standpoint of the appellate authori-
ty's function, i.e., to determine whether

i. the facts on which punishment was based have

been established
ii. the facts established afford sufficient
ground for taking action, and
iii. the penalty is excessive, adeqp&te or inadequate.

4, The Special Officer has acquigied me of all
charges (II, III and IV) of corruption and part of Charge
I relating to alleged false diary (allegations 5 and 8)
recommending at the same time the extreme form of punish-
ment, i.e. dismissal, for the remaining unestablished
ones. I submit in this appeal that the findings are
unsustainable, and that in consequence the Director of

public Instruetion erred in accepting,without discussion

XX
with reference to my repres&ntapion dated 16th June, 194?,

‘and acting on them. 1 may kindly be permitted to deal

with each of the said instances separately. The allega-

tion is that in these instances I have made false state=

ments vide preamble to Charge 1:

"That between 13.5.44 and 6.11.45 when you were
Senior Deputy Inspector of Schools, Hosur,
Salem District, you maintained and submitted

false diary as to the work done by you on the
dates noted belowi-"

5. Charge 1: Allegation 3 1
X

"16.6,45, “In your disry you stated as having
gttended the Teachers' Association meeting at

Royakota from 14 to 14-30 hours and did War
Propaganda
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propaganda over the recent success of the Allies
and then left for Hosur, your headquarters at
15 hours and reached the same at 18-30 hours,

® while as a matter of fact you were at the Otfiee

bfthIlAJWOf the Sub-Registrar, Hosur,®that day in connection

with the registration of 2 deed of usufructuary
mortgage for Rs.200/- executed by one Srimathi
iiahalakshmi Amma which document was presented
for registration that day between the hours of
1 and 2 p.m." ’

(i) The latter part of the‘allegation states that
. (:> I was at Hosur from about 11 a.m. on 16.6.45. Pﬂg's
1, 2, 4 and 5 who have been examined in proof of this
allegation are residents of interior villages and

nave not said 2 word about my being in Hosur from about

11 a#.m. The only person who has given evidence as to my
presence at Hosur on 16.6.45 fa (P8 (Sub-Registrar).

|

, He too has not at all said that he saw me at sbout 11 a.m.

or from thereon continually for any length of time. His

evidence at the most fixes my presence between 1 and 2

" p.m. On 16.6.45 at Hosur. Therefore, the second part of
{ RS | ' % ! | : the allegation that 1 was at Hosur from about 11 &.m.

must fall as unsupported by any evidence. :

——

| ! e | ' (ii) The first part of the allegation has to be con-
gidered in the light of the evidence of the PW's 1 %o

E « é;g%) Jpﬁ’kﬂis and Ex. g, Ai and Aérwhich relate to the minutes of
s l S the Teachers' Associgtion meeting under reference and

| e‘“o | E);c A2, B, B and E being respectively the statements of

!
{ | pw's 1, 2, 4 and 5 at the preliminary ex parte enquiry
|

| < rf’j'“f and Bx.C, the mortgagé deed registered on 16.6.45. The

essence of the allegation is that I had not comeé to Raya-

kotta at &ll on 16.6.45 and therefore the entries relat-

ing to my attendance at the Teachers' Association'MEEting

;
|

P f . o and 5 and in its negative aspect by the evidence of P.W.

are false. In its positive aspect the allegation 1s

CED sought to be supported by the evidence of P.W's 1, 2, 4

that I was at Hosur between 1 and 2 p.m. My first sub-
mission is that the prosecution evidence itgelf containsg

indications favourable to my presence at Rayaskota on

! Iv"v. bell] g "vv‘.-"'. T
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16.6.45. P.W. 2 has said in egamination-in-chief itself:
he(referring to me, the Deputy o
g come and gONE.: ececeses On the N
or the next day I heard that the |
tor had come and gone. The Post > V
two Muhammadan Urdu teachers |
e~Deputy-Inspeetep; of it".

"] hegrd that

Deputy Inspec
Master and the
told me(thab-h

and in the cross-examihation too he has stagted:

chers who told me that the

tThe luhammadan tea
ad come on 16.6.45 are

Deputy inspector h
called Nabis."

- orlgence of stBul. that he had hesrd from the Post

Master and the two yuhammadan teachers fixes that 1 hed

come to Reyakota om 16.6.45. It is material and valuable

to mention &t this stage that the Post Master from whom
P.W., 2 received jnformation about my presence "On the

same day or_ the n £" has given evidence as D.W. 1 and

stated that I was in the wvillage on 16.6.45 and corrobo-

rates P.W. 2. of the vuhammadan teachers referred to, Ore

has been examined &s D.W. 3. He bears out D.W. 1 on the
n examin

point that 1 was at Rayakota on 16.6.45. P.W. 4 has also

gtated thzt he had heard from the Rayakota Post Master

(D.W.1) that I had come to DJW.1's house on 16.6.45. :
!

P.W. 5 has stated :
uThat very evening, 16th itself, the Post Master ;

said that this officer hed come and gone."

There is mo ground whalsoever to dishelieve the statements

of P28 2, 4 and 5 that they had been told by the Post

Master (D.W.1l) on or about 16.6.45 itself of my presence

in the village on 16.6.45, the moreé 8o because the Post .

Vaster has given evidence a8 D.W. 1 in the most positive |

manner. There is one other witness whose evidence bears

on this allegation, i.e., P.W. 8 cited by the prosecution
with reference to allegation 3. But he,admittedly one
of the teachers present &t the Teachers' Association

meeting r
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meeting on 16.6.45, has stated with reference to 16.6.45

( 1 ting was
i ot there (Royaskota) when the meetin
éo%ng on. Mahadevan Was presiding. I was t@ere
for some time and left before the meeting ended.
From there I went to the_Bus stand direct. 1
Ne gV aid mot see this Deputy Inspector on my way

NMAW

Aov  there The Post Master told me at the bus stand

‘ ‘ e . ee—the—tekest

wwm,kwnt that the Deputy Inspector had %oig o ®
I said 'No'. Then he said tha e Deputy Ins-

e = 3 1
pector was in the Post office.

% H 4»?YIC) 7 ANt 5
1‘pl9 In my final defence statement to the Special Officer

faﬂF?=ff?f§‘ dated 24.3.47 at page 4 sub-para ¢ (i) under charge 1

allegation 1 I definitely referred to the evidence of

P.0. 8 just previously extracted. The Special Ufficer

has hot‘feferred to this as a plece of evidence at all

in his (Special Officer's) report. P.W's 2, 4, 5 and 8
have spoken to their having heard of iy Presence in Raya-
kote on 16.6.45. It ie not seen why their evidence should

have been discredited especially when the person who had
on
given them this information/or about 16.6.45 has corro-

borated it by positive evidence and when .besides one of

the Muhammedan teachers giving similar information has

supported it as D.W.3. The special Officer has said that

he does not rely so much on the evidence of P.W'sg 2, 4
and 5 as is favourable to me for the only reason that they

did not mention the point in their statements at the pre-

r

.W ’— Y
liminary ex psrte enquiry, Ex% and E. Such reasoning

ig clearly untenable.

(a) Unly statements made in my presence should
count against me. It 1is implicit that_portions
of the evidence given at the open enquiry which
are favourable to me)should goe to my béaefit.

(b) There is no direct contradictionrbetween the
evidence of p.W's 2, 4 and 5 on this point op
the one hand and their prior stalements on the
other. They must have been 2NSWering questiong
put to them in the ex parte enquiry and might
hot reasonably think of volunteering infopmg.

ition beyond the point of the question pyt by

¢ Xhe Investigating Officer. At the open enqguip

'y statements of incidents re@embered in my pPre. J

. y Sence were elicited by me 1n the Sross-examing

‘¥ tion and those favourable to me should nog poo

,4 brushed aside simply because itb#ey had noy y,

"mentioned in their earlier stalementg Obtaineen
. behind my back., :

None
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Nonme of the witnesses, P.W's 2, & end 5, not to mention

P .V ' i or cross—examined by th
P.W. 8, were declared hostl}e y e

nd must go to my favour,

Those, P.W's definitedy mentioned D.W's 1 and 3 as the

sources of their information On or about 16.6.45 itself.

D.W. 1's evidence and that of D.W.3 should have been

sccepted. D.W.l, the Post Master, referred to in the

evidence of Pulite 2, 4,.5 and 3, has stated

"He (referring to me) said that he had come from
Gummanur and was in a hurry to go to Hosur.
He said he had to return to Rayakota to attend
the meeting. He went away. At about 3 D.m.
he came to our office exhaugted. i ggve h}m
some quinine pills. .eessThis may be in Ani".

The Special Ué%icer rejects this evidence on the ground

that the witness was not able to give any date but men-

tions that it occurred in the month of Ani.

res totally that Ani (the Tamil

o June and July and that wss
yakota attended by me after
945.

This reasconing igno
month) corresponds t
the only one meeting at Ra
the summer vacation in May,

Thie reasoning also ignores that r.W's 2, 4, 5 and 8 1link

up D.W. 1's evidence with 16.6.45. Added to D.W. 1'g

evidence is the evidence of D.W. 3 who has been referreg

to as one of the informants of P.W. 2 and who has gaig

that I was present at Rayakota omn 16.6.45. If I was st
Rayakota on that date it makes it very probable ang accept-
able that I was there only in connection with the Teacherg:
Association meeting and some War Propaganda work. The
evidence fits iﬁ‘with my explanation that I was at Rayakota
on 16.6.45, that I hurried up to Hosur for the purpoge o

appearing as an identification witness only in connectiep

with the registration of Ex. 5 between 1 and 2 p.um. apg
rushed baek to Rayakota in time to attend the Temchepg:
Association meeting there. Lt also makes it right to
accept my further explanation that when I returned
Rayakota after my short stay at HoOsur for the purpoge

gpecified above, I found that the school had not bheey

S
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been épened and"g‘ teachers were in the verandah and

\ 2.

that after speaking to them for a short while I left for
the post offfice to get relief for my head ache telling
that the meeting could be continued after the Headmasterr's
arriﬁal with somebody in the chair and that was the reason
why 1 had said in my diéry that L merely 'attended' the
meeting and not 'presided' over it. As is usually the
case, the pPresident of the day's meeting in question (Mahg-
devan) signed the minutes and I, as one who only attended
the meeting in its early stagggfgbr about half an hour
did not sign the minutes. D.W. 3 whose presence is admit-
ted by r.W. 2 one of the persons that attended the meet-
ing, has stated that L was there before the school wasg 5
opéned and that I spoke to him and other teachers present
then on the pial and left on the ground of feeling unwell
adding that the meeting should go on when the Secretary
grrived. D.W. 2, 6another teacher of Rayakota,corroborated
D.W. 3 in every particuler and proves the truth of the
fact mentioned in my explanation. 1 therefore venture g
submit that the evidence of P.W's 2, 4, 5 and 8 read ywity
the evidence ofggggis 1, 2 and 3 establishes the substan.
tial truth of the entry in my diary relating to 16.6.45,
(i11) The special Ufficer has tried to make out tpay
the evidence of the Sub-Registrar militates against gy,
truth of my entry, There is really no such eonfliet, My
presence in connection with the meeting at Rayakota yagq
after 2 p.m. on 16.6.45. P.W. 3's evidence at the mogt
fixes my presence at Hosur for somqﬁime between 1 ang ® 54
only. The points that follow deserve consideration:
a. P, 3 was giving evidence on 24.2.47 i.e,:
nearly 20 months after the date of registratyq,
of Ex. C on 16,6.45. No previous statemeny
had been recorded from him. He should havye
been guided only by the entries in the aQQument

which show that the registration took place
between 1 and 2 p.m.

b, In para 3 of hig exsmination-in-chief he has Saig

thay
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that he examined the document and
checked it in sbout S minutes ;nd that the re-
gistration was done within 12 minutes after the
document was presented
though in another place he states that

T (meaning me) could not have left his office
before 25 minutes after tihe document was pre-
sented.

The contradiction between 12 minutes and 25 minutes should
suffice to show that his recollection about a routine in-
cident in June 1945 could not be Jrecise in Februery, 1947.
Tt therefore stands to reason that if the document was
presented for registration at 1 P.M., the resistration was
over in less thén %z of an hour which left me sufificient

time to come in a rushing journey % Rayekota about 21

miles from llosur. Thére is nothing irreconeilable bet-

s

= s

we®h the positions that I was at Hosur for some time bet-

ween 1 and 2 P,M., &and that I was in Rayakota between 2
and 3 P,1I, The time 2 and 3 mentioned in the diary should
not be taken as meticulously exact. There is no evidence
that the entry that I left Rayakota at avout 3 P.M and
reached Hosur at 630 Polley is not correct

Thus this part of the allegation proves to be ill-
grounded on the combined result of the evidence of P.W's
2, 4, 5 and 8 and D.W's 1, 2 and 3. And the second part
of the allegation that 1 was at Hosur from 11 A.M., right

through has nbt been proved by eny evidence as already

shown in para 5 sub-para (i) ebove cutiing to the ground .
at the ssme time the finding of the Special officer

w3y have no doubt that the accused officer

did not leave his headquarters at all on

16-6_45 Ul it
And I,therefore,pray that this allegation of Charge 1

should not have been held proved,
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6., Charge 1ER Allegation 2as

a—

wo..0. A5 liEnoneh Y OITHELS fully aware that the
Wit gchool at rachapanette rema}ned_closed from
05.7.45 for want of a teacher, without scrutinising
the records and actually testlgg the instruction

in your diary fvd‘26.9.45 and in the return of
visits for geptember, 1945, you stated a2s having
inspected the gchool between 2 and 5.3@ p.m. on

the said date."

(i) This allegation was sought to be proved by the
evidence of p.W.ts 6 and 7. p.W. 6 at the open enquiry
stated that I did inspect the school at Pachapanette on
26.9.,45 thus cutting the ground beneath the feet of the
allegation itself. When he stated in his examination-
in-chief itself that 1 inspeéted the school there was mo
occasion for pressing into use his alleged statement to
the contrary at the preliminary ex parte enquiry.

It is only when the statement at the open enquiry
is in the sense of alleged earlier statement that
the latter can b€ used &s corroborative-evidence.

Though P.W. 6 was not treated as hostile and not cross-
examined with permission obtained for the purpose, he was

asked whether he had not given & different statement st

the ex parte preliminary enquiry. He said that the Dis-
of

trict Bducational Officer,aske him to write it and he

wrote so. Whether the pistrict Fducational Cfficer forced
. 2 iv

the earlier statement, Ex.F, out of P.W. 6 or not, the

evidence that holds_the field is the one given in my

presence. The earlier statement js not substantive evi-
dence. Thus the only substantive evidence in the case,
i,e., that of P.W. 6 disproves the allegation and, at
any rate, does mot prove it. P.W. 7's evidence is only
to the effect that he did not hear that 1 came and ing-
pected the school on 96.9.45. Ubviously, such a state-
ment can have 1o probative value. He is admittedly s
gidkly man living in amother village € miles off, mig

negative and hazy support to the effect that he aia noy

i £ ig-fglpe canno .
nesr of my visit on 96.0.45 ie-faise cannol be congigepeg

Lo
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to prove the allegation. 1N view of the evidence of

p.W. 6 the description of the entry relating to 26.9.45

A kind reference to the ineci-

is false, is not tenable.

dental communlcatlons submitted as enclosures (as they

{
|

‘g ‘ ' : were refused to be gdmitted as pefence exhibits) to my
7 {

+k§%\‘%§tE; represé%tation dgted 16th June, 1947 to the Director of

public Instructiom, throws further light on the actuality
S ——

Li of my visit to pschapanette on 26.9.45. There can ‘be no

E

f Mpaiﬂﬁ"ih”ignofing'these ss they definitely precede the

! L 5 . =

i ¥ preliminary enquiry started without any previous notice.

R : o 4 The matter should therefore end here so far as my visit

is concerned,

(ii) Iéggg;d, the special ufficer has sought to make

=
1
o
i
o
Ly
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up for this fatal absence of any admissible evidence to

N Ay prove the item of allegation, by relying on the fact that

the school had been closed end therefore I would not have

gone to the village for Inspectimg the school. But when

go to the village for ins-

o

there is evidence that 1 did

a

pecting the school, there is no merit in the point that I

should not or would not have gone to the village. I may

Eval kindly be permitted to g0 further and state that there weg

-
il ' LA | ””QP‘ ,
‘ fjf, b * | nothing irregular in #ieiting the school. The Prosecutor

Voo s s

L M nppe R e\ and the special ofeicer nave relied upon the Froceedingg

(Ve .xfﬁj? - of the Director of public Instruction (R.C.1450-8/45 dgteq

o TR 17.4.45) but that has no application ir ke eane,

Accord-
ing to the said proceedings if a school remains clogeq
3 for more than -3 months, it automatically forfeits its pe-

cognition. In the present case the school remained elogeq

’ from 25.7.45 t0 23.9.45, 1.€ey less than 3 months. The

BN
*%}>Q§E> i asked the management by EX. Gl dated 27.8.45 whether

g school had been ciosed because the teacher had resigned,
|

| it could effect the revival of the school, taking intg

1

consideration the possibility that if 1t could be peviyeq

within 3 months it might be saved the disadvantage of

1osing recognition gltogethers. 2L 1o ——=
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primary duties of the Deputy 1nspectors,§o see to the

o in such 2 highly backward

revival of schools, more S

area ss Hosur Taluk educationally. In fact, P.W. 6, the

teacher who resigned, has expressly stated

"I sent my regignation to the President. He ssid
that I should come and work again if the Deputy
Inspector does not accept my resignation. I
said L would do so."

P.W, 7 has stated that he did not pass on to ¥.W. 6 any

letter £rpom-ihe-rFresideni-%e of acceptance of resignation.

P.W. 6 likewise says

"I did not get any letter from the rresident to
say that my resignation was accepted.”

The situstion for some time before my visit to the loca-

lity on 26.9.45 was that the schocl remained closed and

Ao

the teacher's resignation was not accepted andAthe school

could be revived as the period of closure had not been

3 months then. While so, when the teacher was seen by me

at Kelamangalam (where he wWas living unemployed with his

bobbher, a teacher in the local Higher £lementary sSchool)

i advised him to join duty and revive and serve in the

School at Pachapanettee. He agreed to do so. This is

clear from his answer in examination-in-chief itself

"One day the Deputy inspector met me in my village
and told me that he had received my letter of
resignation and asked me to join saying that he
would write to the president about it. I agreed,"

What happened subsequently can be stated in his words:

w] wemt to the School., It was locked. I sat on
the pial. Some boys came. 1 noted their names
o & sheet of paper. The next day and the day
after I went and sat on the pial. On the third
day the Deppty inspector came and asked me to
take the attendance in the morning and evening,
in different parts of the paper and not together.
He signed that paper and left it with me."

it was thus when the teacher was giving ingtruction to the
pupile that I visited the village and finding some pupils
receiving instruction from the teacher 1 thought that the
school had bona fide re-commenced te function. 1N the

normal course the school had to be inspected before the

closwre of that month. That it was an sectual inspection

at
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12.
at a time and place whén and where the boys were receiving
instruction, is proved by EX. 55, the attendance sheet on
which I had put my signature. in fact ¥.W. 6 had admit-
ted in his .evidence that he had marked attendsnce on a
sheet of paper and added further

wThe paper which this Deputy Inspector signed

je with the registers handed over at the pre-
liminary enquiry".
The previous registers had been handed over to the rPre-
cident previously and could not be got back on the day
of inspection of the school for the reason that the Pre-
sident was not in the wvillage. Thus the school was actual-
1y functioning, with the same teacher. it is obvious that
my visit to the village and to the place of instruction
was not mythical.

(iii) P.wW. 30, the District Educational Officer has
endeavoured to use against me two circumstances i.e. that
1 diqd n;t inform him (the District Educaticnal officer)
of the closure of the school and that instead I intimated
to the Deputy inspector of Local soards. These two cir-
cumstances have only a remote bearing on the allegation
in view-éf the fact that the alleged falsity of my visit
to pachanapatte, has been disproved by the evidence of
P.W. 6. All the saﬂe, as I desire to shoi myself right,

{ wish to answer the point. 1t is abundantly clear from
his evidence'and it seemed to me from all the circumstancék
known to me, that his resignation was an impulsive act
which he could undo early as the resignation had not been
accepted finally. As the school could be revived within

3 months and as it was only after the expiry of 3 months

that the District Educstional Officer could withdraw the

recognition, I, with the best of intentions, deferred

apprising the District Educetional Officer of the closure
preferring to wait and gee if the school could be reviVe@
within 3 months from 25.7.,45. My bona fide is clearly

and
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and forcibly brought out by the admitted fact that I com-
municated the fact of the closure to the Deputy inspector
of Local Boards to safeguard against the continuance of
grant as a matter of course from the date of closure. The
very fact that 1 intimated the fact to the Deputy ins-
pector of Local Boards suffices to silence any innuendo
suggesting any sinister secretivetgss on my part,

(iv) It now remains to consider the effect of Ex.éé
and Gi which have been compendiously described as my con-

fessions. It is true that therein I admit the want of

thoroughness of my inspection of the school under refep_
ence. ’But that is far different from saying that I have
admitted the mythical nature of my inspection. on the

other hand, [ have only confirmed,and reiterated.too,the
position that I did visit the village and inspected the

school, though it was held in the pial of the old builg-
ing. The inferior quality of my inspection work can haye
no bearing on the question whether the entry in my diary
sbout my visit to the ‘locality for inspecting the school,

is a false entry. The eassence of the allegation is that

I d1d not vieit the place and did not inspect the school,

Just the cgntrary is proved by the evidence of P.w.s and

my signature found in the gttendance sheet of the School

referred to by ¢,¥.6.

(v) In para 7, sub-para 2 the Special Officer's pe_

port points out

a. "The accused officer says that he sent for the ,
gistfers of the school and made someé notes thepg
(the registers® Ex.G5 and G

and continues in sub-psra 3 in the following termg,

be "ecoohe (meaning me) admitse t@at he sent for
inspection b00kganéwﬁe%oé=9n~¥f of ghe schooltgg
noted on it (ingpection book¥ Ex.CE d
in
At the outset these do not find place/any dOCument s

deposition and as guch definitely incorrect,

8. hxcept the attendance sheet referreq i, by N
.\i °6

gs having been attested on 26.9.45 in the coupge of iy
; e
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the Annual Inspection and handed over by him (P.W.6) to

the rrosecutor (P.W.30) at the rreliminaty enquiry,no

other record contains inspection remarks for the reason

that they were then with the president, rPanchayat board

under the cireumstances explaihed already, and hence, not
e for recording remarks of inspection. Thus, in
a. ax"ou:

availabl @)
regerd to te—fopmer geferenceAthe error is clearly brought

" out by the absqice of entries.

(b) Absence of remarks relating to 26.2.45 in the
Inspection'Book (Ex.é%) explains.similarly the imaginary
nature of the=li=tteT peference @)ahove.

Thus the findings seeking support on the feferences@)+&)
in question must fall to the goaund &s untenable. I,

therefore, submit that at the least it has to be said
)

that the allegation is mot proved beyond doubt.

7. Charge 1: Allegation 3¢
)
"15.6.45. You stated in your diary &s having ins-
pected the v.p. school, Gummanur, between 2 and 6.30
p.m., conducted varentg' Association meeting ang
conducted War propaganda on the ‘Recent Victory?
e 8,80 @nal 945 Pult sy WEILS S Sy SERe Ok et
after the inspection of the school in the forenoon
you left the village and never returned in the after-
noon and no meeting of &ny kind was held that day."
(i) The allegation spegifically says that the after-
noon activities were not sctualities and that I left the
village after inspecting the school in the forenoon,
prosecution evidence itself conteins materials rebutting
the sllegation. r.W. 8, the witness in respect of this
portion of this allegation’has stated that in addition to
jnspecting the school from 11 to 12 noom L inspected the
school again between 2.30 and 4 p.m. on the same date,
i.,e., 15.6.45. He has also apecifically mentioned that
he saw me that evening in the house of the Karnam gt 6.30
i P.m
talking to some farmers, To the same effect is the eyi
dence on the point of p.W.5 who also eorroborates p .y 8

ad these statements have been made by the PlW'sg thenge ]
: N
examined in regpect of the gllegation and as the LT

tion is angwered effectively 1o MY advantage by theip
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their statements it should and would not matter even if

| there was no rebuttal by the evidence of D.W's. But

there is the evidence of D.W. 4 in confirmation of P.W's

| 5 and 8 who have stated that they saw me in the night in

| the Karnam's house talking to some farmers. There is no

3 v point in saying, as the special Officer has done, that the
I ' karnam refers to only 'one night' without fixing it with

reference to the date. The Karnam's evidence has to he
% read with the evidence of P.W's 9 and 8 who have referpred
to him. The allegation refers to my last visit to the
school. The Karnam distinetly refers in his deposition to

. that inspection in these terms:

"On the last occasion he stayed in my @ouse for the
| , night and Ieft the next day.””That night some of
1 villagers came to0 my house and were talking to him

Y about the village school.™

There can be no difficulty in fixing that the Karnam wag

»
4
| giving evidence about the inspection conceryned in this

{ allegation i.e., 15.6.45.
1
| It is true that P.W's 5 and 8 and D.W. 4 do not uyge

~ the word "meeting" and all speak to my talk to a number

@ of farmers. But it may be remembered that the notion of
>

a meeting in the sense of the number of people attending

i it may vary with agriculturists, illiterated and almogt

{ ’ illiterate ones, who are parents of school-going chilgpey,

The allegation should therefore have been dropped as not

' having been proved.

8. Charge I: Allegation 4

| "3,8,45, You falsely stated as having wisited the

; V.P. School, Chambarasanpalli between 4.45 and 5,30
| p.m. and carried on ppopaganda Work for the comple-
| tion of the school house from 7 10 7.45 p.m. angd

, stayed there for the might while in fact you nevep
| visited the village and did neither visit nop ppo_
: paganda work."

| (1) This rests on the evidence of F.W's 9 to 13, g
only direct evidence about my visil Or non-visiy nag 4

pe found in the evidence of ¥.W. 9 and none elge, P9

is positive at the open enquiry that L had come o the

A
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village on & visit to the schoocl on 3.8.45 and did visit
the school. The special officer has again, to my misfor-
tune, ignored the evidence at the open enquiry treating
the disowned prior statement as the substantive evidence’
against me. P.W. 9 has explained that my attender T. Ranga-
char Who wWgs working against me from the beginning, in-
f£1uenced him to give the prior false statement. waever
it be, his evidence in my presence disproves the allega-
tion by itself and more ig not necessary to negative the
allegation. The Special Officer has thought itfit to hold
g-not oﬁtgrounds of course--that the evidence of P.W's
10 to 12 points to P.W.9 bfinging some records of the
school of Chambarasanpalli to sulagiri and to my making
some entry in them:at sulagiri. P.W's 10 and 12 have

not at all deposed that L wrote anything in the books of

the Chambarasanpalli school at sulagiri. A1l that P.W's.
10 and 12 say is that e P.W. 11 was sent to fetch P.W.9
from Chambérasanpalli and that P.W.9 came from Chambarasan-
palli to Sulagiri with the school registers. The visit at
Chambaranpalli was over on 3.8.45 and I sent for the re-'
cords the next day at sulagiri to emable me to bring up-
to-date my handbook in the leisure I had after the Teachers!
N Shetation meaking s sulagici fer the insphetion =iy
Office which was impending then; P.W's 10 and 12 have not
at all adhered in the open enquiry to their earlier state-

ments. Bvidence at the open enquiry must, in justice, be

accepted as the basis for the case. Even P.W.13, the Pre-

gident of the pPanchayat Board ,has definitely stated at
the enquiry that P.W. O has told him on the day following
the visit that I had come 1o visit the school and left.
{he Special Officer has nothing to say about P.W. 13,

His evidence thus fits in.with the evidence of »,\.9 that
1 actually visited the gchool on 3.8.45. He hag furthep
stated that P.W.9 has said that the peputy Inspector
after serutiny had returned bhem, 1.€., the registers,

There
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There is no reference to amy entry having been made by me
at Sulagiri in the school recordse. P.W's 10 and 12 are
residents of Sulagiri and could not say anything about

my visit to Chambara&palli (4 milgs off) and they have

not said so. P.W. 11, the peon, has not said that I did

not wisit Chambarasnapalli. PW. © has said that I dia
visit the school. FP.W. 13 has said that immediately after
my visit to the sechool he had been informed of it by r.W.9.
in the face of this overwhelming evidence favourable to

me it is difficult to see how the Special Officer and the
Director of rublie Instruction could have considered this
instance proved. This, therefore, ought to hawve been
dropped as not proved.

9, Charge I: Allegation 62

"99.7.44 and 25.8.44: You falsely stated in your
diary as having inspected the V.P. School, Belur,
between 3 and 2.30 a.m. ON 29.7.44 and IEx2l=pam~ 1 A-™M

amnd [3.300Mm0N 25.8.44 while as a matter of fact the said school

was not in existence between 1.3.44 and 3.3.45."

(i) This allegation seeks support on the evidence of

pa : *
H r\%?ydﬂ/<§2)ydﬁ.30, the District Educational officer, and Ex. GG/13.6.44

relating to the withdrawal of financial provision of Belur
V.P. School while the defence rests on (1) Ex.fH, the atten-
dance register, (2) Ex. HH/;, the Inspection Book, and

(3) the file of correspondence of the Deputy Inspector

of 8chools,Hosur Range, (which is in the case file) with
special reference to (a) my letter dated 29.7.44 to the
District Educational Officer, sSalem and (b) the letter

of the President, Panchayat Board, Belur communicating
resolution 70 of the ranchayat Board.

(ii) The use of the word ringpection’ in thﬁﬁllega-
tion is not justified. Iin fact 1 have not stated in my
diary that I 'inspected'. I have used the word'visited:
which must be distinguished fPOm‘iHGPECtGG'in regard to
my work at Belur on the sgid dates.

(i1i) Without seeking to prove whether i actually

visited Beélur or not on the dates in question with refer-

ence
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reference to depdsitions in support of-pfosecution, the
Sspecial officer proceeds to argue that 1 would not have
or might not have visited the 1ocality on the dates under
reference for the mere reason that the Inspector of Local
Boards, in his ix. GG of 13.6.44, withdrew the financial
provision of the V.p. School, gelur with effect from 1.3.44.
The circumstances of the visits are as here unders-

Consequent on the withdrawal of the financial provi-

sion referred to above for reasons of unsatisfactory
accommodation and want of teacher, the locality became a
school-less centre (in the sense that there was no school
approved by the education department) from 1.3.44 to 3.3.45.
It is unfortunate that the special officer did not con=
sider the efforts that must have been made by me in get-
ing the financial provision regtored from 3.3.45 through
my visits on the said dates. Setting aside for a moment
the one-sided deposition of P.W.30, the prosecutor, and
bearing in mind the want of initiative in the wvillagers
for securing & recognised school for their village, could
it not be possible to infer readily the probability that
the restoration of financial provision cited above must
hsve been due to My efforts in the course of the visits
in question? it is one of the primary duties of the
Deputy InspecégrsAﬁo take initiative in the matter of
getting schools for school-less centres in addition to
their routine work of inspection of and visits to the
existing schools in the range. Hosur iA an extremely
backward area educationally. The recognition of the school
at Belur had not been withdrawn. In fact, p.W. 30 him-

gelf admits the same in the following terms:

"The withdrawal of provigion was ordered by the
Ingpector of Local Boards. The next thing to
he done is to remove the name of that school
from the list of recognised schools, L have
to do it. 1 might not have issued formal orders
of withdrawal by the time of his (meaning me)

vieits."

As the recognition had not been cancelled as should have
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have happenad normally and a8 no communication had been

received from the pistrict & wducational Officer (PW. 30)

against my duty of taking jnitiative in regard to this

gchool-less centre, i thought there was nothing irregular

in visiting Belur on 09.7-44 with & view to secure an

approved school and get the teacher's appointment rati-

fied, if a teacher could be found as well a&s pupils. In

the course of my march to other localities on 29-7-44,

belur was v151ted to sound the 1ncllnat10n of the resi-

dents in the matter of gettlng an approved school for

m—— TR

thelr glllage. A group of chlldren were receiving ins-

tructlon in a fairly satlsfactory gecommodation under one

S

£ was prepared =

raul RaJ. The panchayat Bpard \to take over this fee to

e
\ their management and get it duly recoanlsed. Hoheny hes

said €£Z¥*i”aid notﬁﬁiS1t the 1ocallty on 29-7-44., No

Pow . , :
witszer has come forward and said that I did mot wisit

the school on the said date. un the other hand, clear

defence is evident from my entries in Lx. HH and HH 1,

the registers. This is further strengthened by Resolu-

tion 70 of the panchayat Board which was totally ignored

by the Special Officer while viewing the question., In

page 51 of the file referred to above: 1 have specifically
informed the District rmdueational Ufflcer(_r.w. 30) that

I took steps for the revival of school and v181ted 1t W1th

——————

8 view to get 1t to the mapagement of the Panchayat Board

A A S T ST "

on 25.8 ég; in the course of MY march to other locali-

ties 1 paid another vigit to the school for the serutiny

of the cirtificate of the teacher. BX. HH and HH {:Contain
references to this visit again. The letter dated 31,8,44

of the President Panchayat Board, Belur communicating
Resolution 70 in question definitely refers to my visit
on 25.¥.44. Pending therefore the pr*v1leges of restora

tion of financial provisien and reco¢n1t10n, the above

-~

sohool was prov151onally referred to as ‘Belur V,p,

TR

Schogl in my diary and return Of VlSltS° Hav1ng thug
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thus proved that my visits on 29,7.44 and 25.8.44 were

regular and actual, the allegation falls to the ground.
(iwv) The question whether I was in order in proceed-
ing to the locality and visiting the said school under tle
circumstances explained above,1s altogether different
from the question whether T falsely claimed to have visit-
ed the locality and the school. I have specifically
referred to my visit in my letter dated 29.7.44 to the
District Educational Officer (=239 himself). It evoked
no objection from him. Not only was there no official
objection but there was clear jndication of approval of
my visits and my actis when my diary and the details of

my visits to the place and the school were reviewed by

the District Zducational Officer (the Prosecutor himself)

.}"h

without any special remarks of objeetion. The very fact
that the travelling allowance %gfthe journeys performed
ihereron wes ot aianad By, the pistrict Educational
Officer (the Prosecutor), 1eads to the inference that
25430 himself, as the controlling authority, did con-

sider the journeys on the said dates essential in the

interests of departmental work.
The Special vfficer has therefore erred in not taking

into consideration the above quoted circumstances and
documents in arriving &t the findings as regards this
allegation. So I venture to submit that this allegation
should never have been made at all and at least must have

been dropped thereafter.
10, Charge I: Allegation 7:

wy.8.45 and 2.8.45: You falsely stated in your
diary as having proceeded to Baigepalli, gathered
the villagers and addressed on their efforts needeg
for school between 20 ang glthogrs ang halted there
s, ik fOr the night snd proceeded to Zuzuva 1 on the fol-
MIM‘._,, mﬂu-m lowing day at O amm. and visited the Board Sc‘noo(il
)’w‘h‘ NS there between 10 and 10,20 a.m@®while as a matter
of fact you never did any of these things,™

@

A_Mma ® ‘.&5
This relates to visits to 3 places named in the
allegation,

(i) Visit to Baigapalli: This resis on the evidence
of
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¢ of P.W.15. He has gtated at the open enquiry that I visit-

ed the locality twice. The Special Officer has, in this

. s ' ' instance alsc,sag dgnored the evidence at the open enquiry

treating as substantive evidence the witness's prior

4 statement at the ex parte enquiry that none but the District

\ ) gducational Officer visited the locality. When he gave

k evidence in my presence he might have become certain from

‘ my appearance thaf I was the person who visited the locality
twice. Possibly the witness might not have had an exact

! and correct idea of the designation of the RxsRexzk Edu-

| eational Officer who visited. The witness has further

stated that my two visits to the locality were for the

purpose of considering whether 2 school could be started.

< One of the two wvisits referred to must be identified as

the one on 1.8.45 referred to in the allegation because

N

the witness mentions the year 1945 as the year of seecond

d says that 1 visited at the

visit. He goes further an

] ' request of the villagers. S0 the evidence of P.W. I5

proves that the allegation is untenable. The statement

T =

of P.W.16 that he did not see me in. the village is ob-

viously unhelpful to the allegation. The point is well

prought out in the form of the witness's answer in his

- § evidence

"I ecan only say that I did not seeé thg Deputy
Inspector, HoWw can T say that he did not comeR"

on
p.i. 16 has admitted that =m suspension from office he

‘ fanded over charge of his effice onb 1.8.45.in-his-gedivi-
ties-and His time and mind would have been fully occu-

! pied on 1.8.45 in hig activities and preoccupations over

the suspension and handing oVer of charge. He could have
I had no leisure or peace of mind to notice other eventg
in the village. P.W, 17 is the grand father of p,y.1¢
and his evidence is of the same nega i ing s

t a gative kind ag that of

p.W.16, The karnam in office on 1.8.45 has, ag 1,y.&
el o Q
b

el i :
M - | ‘ deposed that 1 viadtaf 1 Ve
1 A | b - ‘ vigited the village on 1.8.4f :
- : ited the village on 1.8.45, halteq

SRR g E . e L 8 = .
B = e
: e
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that night there and left for zuzuvadi on the following |

day in his company. This fits in with the statement of

P.W.15 about my second visit to the place in 1945 at the

S request bf the villagers for considering a school for the

3 village. As against the positive evidence of P.W.15 and i

he special Officér has relied on the statement

‘. D.‘\HQ'S, t

L of p.W.30 (prosecutor)

1£) visited Baigapalli and found

' | ' ! w T (meaning himse
( < no house where he could have

that there was
halted,"

It is a big village and it cannot be that I could not |

have found a place to sleep in for one night there.

apart from thés, sufficient weight has not been given to

} the answer of P.W.15 that + stayed in the village temple.

I submit that the evidence of p.W.15 and D.W.5 suffice

v | = 'to negative the first item of allegation 7.
¥ | . . & e
: (ii) visit to suzuvadi: Intrinsically the finding as
——__f

to the truth of my visit to Baigapalli on 1.8.45 involves

that I whuld have passed through and halted at Zuzuvadi

Baigapalli to Hosur. I

which is on the route back from

must pass through suzuvadi on my return journey on 2.8.45,

in support of this item of allegation,the evidence of

p.W's 18, 19 and 20 has to be considered. P.JW. 18's state-
ment is that he had seen me only once and that when the
school was working and that he did not see me et eny other
time. ‘Ubviously this negative cannot afford decisive dig- :
proof of my visit on 2.8.45. 1f he were truthful he would
have replied, as did p.W.16, "I can only say that 1 dia ;
not see the Deputy Inspector. How can I say that he diq %
not come?" P.W.1l9 also says that he did not see me after 1
the school was cloged., His answer in the cross-examina-

tion |

"I heard that some inmspector had come and gone \
when the school was cloged™ 1
is helpful in accepting that 1 did visit. P, 20 ig t

. k

even more definite in his depositions %
|
|

"1 heard that while 1t (school) was closed ﬁ
this Deput: ; ointing to me) had o ;
this Deputy Inspector (pointing 10 me) had come tnepg,n!

|
|

- : e s TR e i e e —————— :
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The @pecial Officer ha® summed up the evidence of r.W's

18, 19 and 20 to the effect that I never came to the

village. That is notl correct. On the other hand, r.W.

18's evidence’only says that he did not see me; P.W. I9

and 20 have said that they have heard of my visit. These

considerations must be enough to establish that this

item of allegation is not proved. There is the positive

proof of my visit to guzuvadi in the evidence of D.W.§5

who deposes

"The neit morning we went to Zuzuvadi at 7 a.m."
As the village is situated on the route of the return

journey, I wanted to find out if any outsider appointed

as teacher had joined to revive the school as has often

The vigit to this village involved no _cost by

happened.

way of travelling allowance for the day,2.8.45. There

was mo purpose or reason at all for a false entry and there

is no evidence to conclude that the entry is false.

(idd) Ziaitlto Mookandapalli: Like Zuzuvadi of the

previous paragraph, this village is on the route to Hogup

from Baigepalli. This item rests on the evidence of p.w,23.

He has said

"I did not see this Deputy Inspector in my village
on Z2.8.45."

As against it, there is my effirmation that I did go to
the village. The probability is that 1 might have gone
there as it is a rosdside village on the route o?ﬁy re-
turn journey. D.W. 5,#ho accompanied me during the early
part of the return journey says

"At 7.30 a.m. we both left. 1 went on to Hosur
while he stopped at Mookandapalle.™

There is hesides the evidence of gégi 6, the village mun-
sif of Mookandapalli, proving my presence in that village
on 2.8.45. Leaving aside for a moment the probabiljty
pointed above and the positive evidence of D.¥.6 ang 5,

I submit that the testimony of p.W.21 is not entitlea ¥

agny value, 1In examiﬁation-inachief he has said

N Y

e

—
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In eﬁbmination—in—chief he has said

i , 1d
" 1d that this Deputy Inspector wou
Icggz ggd inspect. L did not see this Deputy

Inspector on 5.8.45 in the village. Nobody

2R N4
hat he had .come there On < o
gggdcgir:spondence of the school will be with .~

the Village unsif."”

In continuation he has stated

to Hosur

e t 3 or 4 days a week I would go

Agogilgs from mg‘village. I would leave at
about 11 or 12 after food and would return

sometimes at 8 or © Pl

The village Munsif referred to as the man who had custody

of the correspondence,is D.W.6 and he has stated that I

was in the village on 2.8.45. Apart from that it has

:

o he stateé-that-;-was-in-the—village—oa-218,45 considered

et 35 there to establish. thaf B 21 Biuses Cinmsnor

absent from the village on 2.8.45. Might it not be that i

it was one of the 3 or 4 days of his admitted absence

from the village? It igs also to be noted that I have

not clsimed travelling allowamnce for my visit to Mookanda- |

palli either for 2.8.45. This sub-item 8lso must be held -

not proved.

11. Thus with reference tO the concluding para of

the report of the special officer suming up his findingg
' : used officer "wg
2)/The conclusion that the accused office a8 Sys-
(')tematicgll§ writing false reports in his diariey
and journale" sought to be proved by allegations
1 and 7 is not proved beyond doubt as detailed ip

paras 5 and 10 above.

|
!
T e : rigiti hools w
b) His inference myithout visiting sc rote *_
(')falsely that he visited them and to cover up hig o |
miseconduct he sent for She records of the school |
i wrote. B them hgt He,did wisil Shesh in mes. }
pect of allegations 3 and 4 is not &Stﬂblished
1
|
|
I
%
i

% Abteiled in pares 7 and 8 abGwe;iend

was neatly caught in Seve A
suben where on the dates 8L the alleged vigitg o,
those schools themselves did not exist at a1jw
based on allegationd2 and 6 has not only heen
disproved but found the visits 1o be in conformit
with the departmental rules,practices ang Tequirey
ments, n

(c) His sweeping remark

12, The Prosecution evidence itself has eithen gio
proved the charges,or contains materials caleulateq %0

disprove the charge, or is ghsolutely inconelusivye. %

'E"‘
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pen enquiry that they

@ ~ 25.

p.wls 6 and 14 have admitted in the ©

vielded to influence in naking incorrect depositions in

their earlier statement 2t the ex parte preliminary en-

quiry in the following terms:

pP.W.6: "I wrote in gx,.F that he did not Yisit
pachapanetti in september. This is not
true. The pistriect wducational Officer

ite it and I wrote so."

A ' agked me to wrl

d to say that the Deputy

P, o1 i resse
1,14:"T was D o3 on only one day

Inspector inspect

and L said so".
pP.W's 9, 22 and 23 nave definitely stated in the open
Rangachar, eonstrained them

enquiry that the attender,T.

to make false statements at the ex parte preliminary

enquiry in the following terms:

my statement, EX.L, that this
icer never visited my school
on 3.8.45, It is not true. I said so on
the compulsion of one Rangachar, a clerk
of the Deputy Inspector. He threatened
to send for the police and lock me up

if T did not say so."
ed Ex. M. L said there
Rs.7/- to this Deputy

Inspector to get the job. This is false.
I said so at the instance of one Rangachar,

the sttender of the Deputy Inspector's
Ooffice."

p,,9: " Jhaid in
accused off

P.W.22:"1 wrote and s@gn
that L hsve paid

I signed it. Rangachar of

P.W,ZB:":[ See Exnv‘:JO =
£ the Deputy Inspector told

: ' the Office © :
me to say like that and I said so. All
A that I said there gbout payment of money
3 : to the Deputy inspector is false."

where the witnesses had given

Whether that is so or not,
gt the open enquiry I must have had

favourable evidence

the benefit of such statements. Further, such important

¢ file cited in Allegation 6, the attendance

P.W. 6 in allegation 2, were not

records &s th
sheet pointed out by

forthcoming at the open enquiry for reference as defence

: exhibits. It is my misfortune that these elementary

principles have not received due consideration at the

nands of either the special Officer or the Director of

public Instruction.

13. As there was no ipdividual and separate dig-

-eussion

S
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dieoussion of the case by the pDirector of Publiec Instruec-

tion, I had to take some space 1n 2 detailed examination

of the Special Officer's reasoning. Having regard to

the fact that it is almost a matter of life and death

to me, I submit that the appellate authority will not

grudge taking the trouble of perusing and considering

all that L have submitted above. The length of the the

appeal has depended on and resulted from my legitimate

and reasonable anxiety to refer to any materisl portions
of the evidence and to suggest tha drawing of inferences
favourahle to me, an accused officer, therefrom from the

proper legal standpoint as well as the view point of

equity.
14, I, therefore, humbly pray that the order of

dismissal mey kindly be set aside and I may be rein-

stated in my post with back paye.

I beg to remain,
Honoured Sir,
Your most cobedient servant,

@, .Wg :ﬁm}
[-11:47 SFFe=—x83.
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Brief history of the case of Sri R. Subramanyam, Formerly Senior
Deputy Inspector of Schools, Hosur, and then L.T.Assistant,
Government Training School, Villupurem,
==000==

Sri R. Subramenysm B.A.yB.Ed.;(the accused Officer) en-
tered service first as Assistant, Govermment Training School--
Tirupati, in July 1933. Completing probat@on satisfactorily -
at every stage, earning increments due then apd_there, securing
confirmation at every grade smoothly and getiling regular pro-
motions on record of efficiency, he happened to be at Hosur as
Senior Deputy Inspector of Schools, Hosur, from Mgy 1944,

2. While at Hosur, after a stay of about 1 years there
were 2 anpnymous petions against him to phe DlstrC1§ Education-
al Officer, Salem, on the strength of which the.offlcer got him
sransferred to Vizag in November 1945, held an investigation,
obtained statements in his absence, and sent up the matter o -
the Director of Public Instruction, Madras, who then referred it
to the Special Officer for Departmental Enquiries withoui any -
explanation from the accused officer in the matter,

3., Considering this a case ggimari;1 of corruption, the -
Special Officer framed 4 charges, of corruplion and the remain-
ing I with items relating to diary of 1944 and 45. While work-
ing as L.T.Assistant in the Govermment Training School, Villu-
puram in September 1946, the accused was called upon to submit
his explanation at such a distance of time; and he did.

o In February 1947 there was an open enquiry at Salem by

. the Special Officer, All the witnesses summoned were for 'gjiy. .
é wWas

& evidence relati tQ_Qgggggg_gg_gggggggigg" The accuse
definitely found not gg%;gx_g__ggx_2QQEgE_Q%LEQEEEBElQE_ggdgggg
SOME 1TEMS OF DIARY; and so was acquivved of the Very prima facie
question of the cace ie., corruption besides some items of diary,
5. Yet, pronouncing that there was falsificatlon of diary,
the extreme of the graded forms of punishments ie., dismissal wag --

recommended by the Special Officer; and this was duly carried
out by the Director of Public Instruction with effect from 749-47,

. 6. It is significant, in this connection, 10 note that hig
(accused) superiors systematically reviewed his uniform efficiency

all these years of service from 1933, there having been cca-
sion for adverse92mmu2ige&;2%_é&-ﬂ%%—Eg-lﬂgyéﬂLiﬁijﬁiéiT““
ﬁ;;ﬁ?ﬁ%en %%é Present case cropped up, e Special Officer ang
the Director of Public Instruction considered the alle ations

o ch allow the accused to De on ¢ ty tillthe vep end

any suspension pending enguily or final discharge,

7. Taking, therefore, into account his long service de-
clared satisfactory every half-year, uniform efficiency evident
from the promotions he had, weight of the allegations (neithep
serious enough to warrant suspension nor proved beyond doubt
evidence at the open enquiry), the crushing dismissal ig far St
of proportion in view of the graded punishments ranging fpem
warning, censure, postponement of increment ete.

8. He therefore preferred an appeal on 1=11=47 to the Hons
Minister for Education for a sympathelic consideration ang peg-

toration. s
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b r ; annexure. \ /R
|5 I Prosécution exhibits. nﬁllf‘i%wﬁ'
" S h rfd, ! i el b
Ly Minutes book of teachers' association, Royzkottah. ‘
. A.1/ Entry 3h)ﬂiﬁgﬂb?e minutzs of the 13°tizgon‘16-é-1945.
| : d T ‘ A,z/ Statement, of P.W. 1, KiS, lizhadevan to the D.E;O.
‘ 'A,B/ F Copy of.minutes sent to D.I. and recorded by;him.
r A y .B. [12-11-45 Stateménﬁ of.Meenakshisundaram to the D.BE.C. (P.W.2)%
i oOH A 7 ?C. / Mqrtgage Qeed - Registration copy by Srimathi Méhalakshmi Amma] .
. D. /12-11-45 Statement of k. Srinivasan, Pl ' |
E. / =-do- - Statement of K.R. Héziruddin, E W 50
F. /5-10=L45 ‘Statement of S. Krishnamurthi, P.W.' 6.
4 > -F;1/28-7-45 E:ﬁignation letter of Krishnamurthi to the Fresident, Bommathat-
G./2—8-45 Memo. from D.I. to the Presidemt, Panchayat Board, Bommathathanumn
, ‘:G.1/27-8-h5 . Memo. from Dy. Inspector to the Pfesident, Pachappanetti.
of | _*G.Z/h—9-h5 - Letter from the President, Bémmathafhanur to the D.I.
| é G.3/5-10-45 Statement by the D.I. to the D.E.O. ‘
= R : G-h/5-10-45 ' -do- ‘ W —deo
! y G.5/ | Regiéter of attendance and fees, Patchappanetti.
: b.é/ Inspection book of_V.P. school, Pachappanetti.
H./5-10-45 Statement.of PUW. 7 Chinnaﬁaria Gownden.
A Journal of the D.I. for 1945. 1
J.1/ -do- TGl i s
l . {K./'" : ?giéfe copy of the Diary of the D.I. from January 1945 to Septr.
3 . _ : - , - . :
: . : |l Diafy and T.A. bills of the D.I. for 1945.
; K.2/ ~do- 190
L./15-11-45 Statement of Ranganatha Rao, P.W.9 to the D.E.O.
LA/10=11=45y | : ' A PR -do-
M. /15=11-45 Statement of C.S5. Ramaswamy Ayyangar, P.W.10.
M./15-11=45 -do-  Sadhan, P.W.11.
. 0./15-11=45 -do~  Muniachari, P.W.13.
i P./7-11-45 ~do- S. Lakshmanan, P.W.14.
| Pu1/1h=11-45 ~do- ~do-
Q'/c)_ﬁ_w «dp- P.W,15 (Chennappa) a.nd others.,
fmaéjﬁ:}é!ﬂéj: (O b ol . R./1=7=45 Petition from R. Viswamathan to the D.I,
. | R.1/27-8-k5  Letter Vo.e.) frem D.1, teo D.E.0y, Salem:
£ l
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' As regards (ii), the Commission would accept the
evidénce of P.Ws.5 and 8 that the appellant halted at
! Gummanur on the night of 15-6-45. As regards the work
donel P.Ws.5 and 8 and D.W.4 say that the appellant was
talking (may be about the school) with somelvi llagers in
the house of D.W.4. Tt igprobably an exaggeration to
call|this talk as either Parents' Assoclation meeting or :
War Propaganda work. There apnears tc have been no Parents
Assoc¢iation at Gummanur. However, as, according to the
cvidence of P.Ws.5 and 8, somefvillagers did meet the
apnellant at D.W.4's house and as ideas about whatcon-
stithtes a meeting may differ, the Com@ission cons iders
that| the benefit of the doubt may be given to the appellant
in resnect of this part of the charge.

A Allegation 4.- In view of the evidence of P.W.9 at
the regular enquiry, the Commisgion takes the view that
this|charge cannot stand. It may b athaitgliceSzave: a dififferent
version at the preliminary endguiry he ld by the District Edu-
catibnal Off icer. But that evidence cannotbelused against the
delinquent, as it waﬂnot recorded in his presence. 2.W.9

His ceontradictory versions only go to show that heEs an un-

reliable witness. If his evidence 1s lgnoredon this ground
theré is no other evidence to prove that the ‘delinquent did
not visit Chembarasanapalli on 3-8-45.
11 and 12 has no direct bearing on the charge. It only shows
that|on 4-8-45, i.e., the NEXT day, while at Sulagiri, the
appelllant sent for the records of Chembarasanapalli School
and wrote something. It doeshot disprove the appellant's
visit to that school on the PREVIOUS day. -P.W.13 heard from
P.W.9 that the appellant "had come to inspect the school and
left|'. This supnorts P.W.9's version at the regular enquiry.
The Commission holds that the charge 'has not been proved, al-
theoupgh the circumstances are suspicious: T,
PESSE ?

.W.14 at the regular enquiry.

&) Allepation 6.- Exhibit GGT was communicated to the

appelllant. He knew that there was no Village Panchayat
Schopl in Belur.

his jurisdiction. What he actually vieited was, however, the

-{&féﬁyz?m Exhibits HH and HH1 were recovered later,

o d, The appellant's contention that he only stated in the
diarly that he "visited" Belur Panchayat School and not
"inshected it" ie mere quibble. His diaries for 29-7-44 and
96-8-44 contnin entries under the heading "other inepections”
and. |zive the hours of inspection as well as the number of

the PANCHAYAT ScHOOL (which was non-existent) .

Tt may be that the appellant visited Belur on the
datee in question with a view to taking stens to revive the
panchayat School as the entry "revival school" made against
the fdate 29-7-44 in the diary shows. But that does not alter
the
made; in respect of the Panchayat School which had been under
closhre, really related to a different school - an unaided
unregognised private school run by Paulraj. The appellant
now pAdmite that he visited the latter Behool and took steps
to gpt it under the management ofthe Panchayat Board and that
sendling recognition, he "proviefonally"referred to it as the
sanchayat School, On his own admission, therefore,
in the diary are false and the charge igproved.

P

allegation is based merely on

pllegation 7.- This ]
n presumptions of the

opinions, inferences and

A : ol
3 Y . i X
g G 4 . Wi RPN 5t

45 3 ; 3 4 PR

|

1 ; : £ 0
ot Tducational Officer and net on dipect evidence &8

i - . . C"< 81
has stated that his previous version was given under coercion. F??S\ oA

Theevidence of P.Ws.10,

Allegation 5.- The Commission agrees with the.éPGCial e
cer that this charge is not proved in view of the evidence

. But he made entries as if he had visited the
village Panchayat School and his "Return of visits to Elemen tary
Schobls" for July 1944 ehows that he had no "unaided" school in

unaided and unrecognised private school run by one Paulra],from

pupifls on the rolls and the number present at the inspection of

act that the entries in the diary purvorting to have been

the entries

-

" s
\

~

| }>g’q~13

\

‘ch\°¥akk“‘@>

o
o |

T i

B
ebairn

¢ e S
t.a&»-sa-, [ & (‘95 ol

L 3
(S 3
iy, I &
2 A by
{ - N B
LY =i '3 = ‘!("/:&\ \\
to matters of fact. There are doubtless certain suspicious e
circumstances attendingthe alleged visits. But the evidence
of the residents of the villages visitad cannoqbeﬁgnored
altogether. !
‘ P.W. 15 who was the President of -the Panchayat Board !
has stated that the apnellant visited Begaipalle"twicd;n 1945 2

at the request oﬂthe villagers in connection with the opening
of a school. The date of one of these visits is fixed by the
evidence of D.W.5 (who was also present) as 1-8-45. D.W.5
who was the Karnam of the villasze from 1-8-45 and who came

to the village on that day to take charge from the susedended

o2t

Yarnam, Saw the appellant in the village on that day along ‘With.l

P.W.15. The Commission sees no reason to re ject the evidence
of D.W.5 and to act upon thé Inconclusive evidence of P.Ws.1lg
and, 17. P.W.18 saw the appellant at Zuzuvadi once. P.Ws.1lQ
and 20 d4id not see him there but had heard that he had come
there. D.W.5 also speaks to having gone with the appellant
to Zuzuvadi and Mookkandapalli on the particulandate’ in
question. It may be that the appellant's visits to these
villages were unnecessary but it doesnot follow that the

entries in the diary were false. The Commisgsion holds that
the charge has not been proved. v Tk

———— e ——

1
&

Allegation 8.- The

B (& .
Commission considers that the charge
has been rightly dropned.

e

“2. Thus the charge that the appellant fudged his
diaries is, in the Commission's opinion, proved in three _
instances only. Charges of corruption have notbeén proved.
For the proved instances of fudging entries in the diary, the
punishment of dismissal imposed by the Dire%tor of Publie
Instruction is,' in the Commission's opinion;’fsevere. In
imposing that punishment, the Director of Public Instruction
has taken into account .the appellant's "sex adventures" and
his previous record regarding which no charges were framed ang
which should not therefore have been taken into account. For
fudging an important Village Account, a Deputy Tahsildar was

punished with only a stoppage of increment without cumulative

effect - VIDE correspondence resting with the Revenue
Department letter No.6256-G/47, dated 10-3-48. The CommiSsion
considers that in the present case the ends of justice will be
met by reducing the apnellant to the post of a lower division
clerk in the Education Department. It advises that the
Director's order be modified accordingly, the appellant's
starting pay in the lower division clerk's scale being fixed
at a sultable stage with reference to his present pay in the
Denuty Inspector's scale (about which the Commission has no
information) .

¥&6u Most of the exhibits relating to this case are
in a language other than English and they have not been trans-
lated into English. I am to invite attention to the instruc-
tions issued in 3.0.No.3294, Public (Services), dated 15-11-44
and to say that such records should have been translated into
English and a copy of the trans lation should have been
attached at the proper places.

4. The records as per list enclosed are returned.
Your obedient servant,

Secretary .
U

pmr.5/5/48.

.—I‘;*v‘:
Wi, 3

&

R S A o



=

- AR, -

=
"8

List of records.

1A PR e a 1.

2. Chargé€e.

o-A. Statements (two)

3, Depositions of PWs. 1to 30.

4. Statement of the accused officer.

,;@‘5, Depogitions of D.Ws. 1 to 8. -
6. Exhibits A to LL2 and T.

7. Personal file of Spri P.Subramaniam.

~g. Preliminary enquiry records. Pages 1 to 5, 13, 35, 2
37, 43 to 47, 49, 51, 57, 63-74, 83-89, 93-97, 113-122.

9. Milk attendance register - Chembarasanapalli.

10. Inspegtion book of the Board School, Kundukotta and the
acquittance roll of the school.

11. ILetter from S.lakshmanan, V.P.School, Belur -to the Deputy
Inspector of Schools, Hosur.

! )
12. Register of attendance of fees - Settimanapalli.

13. Postage account - Pachépanetti school.

14. Register of admission do.

15. Register of attendance and fees - Pachapanetti school.
16. do. ' do.

1148 do . | do.

18. Inspection book - Chembarasanapalli .
19. Remarks of the annual jnspection - V.P. school, Belur.
20. Sister's register - Chembaraganapalli V.P.School.

21. Acquittance register . do.

22. Register of admissions, Chembarasanapalli -}

283 Y showing the number of pupils of school age,
Chembarasananalli.

24, Acquittance roll, Chembarasanapalli.

25. Inspection book of B.H.Elementary school, Denkanikottah.

26. Statement of S.lashmanan, teacher dated 12-11-46.

27. Inspection book, village Panchayat school, Belur. |

28. Files relating to H.S .Subbarama Sastrl in theof ficeofthe
Deputy Inspector of Schools, Hosur, page 1-74.

29. File re: recognition - temporary grant - [Board boys'
school, Zuzuvadi pages 1-34.

30. Pile - Opening of a new board elementary school, Z
pages 1-24. J » Zuzuvadi

31, Tort St.George Gazepte showing the suspension of
Subbarama Sagtri.

32. Return of visits - September 1945 - Deputy Inspector, Hosy



i 4 BE. & P. H. (F1)
\ tf‘ ??'V SUB:- APPEAL - Sri R.Subramanyam - Deputy Inspector of
» : P I \f Schools - Pismissal from service - Orders passed.
' gt d | koK
—ol2
f [ REF:- From Sri R.Subramanyam, dateg 1-=-11=-=19247.
? 3° A ey '}_CL 2 'Ste-ﬂ T ar s' 1 A 3 als ' " .::—~ r £ = From the DoPoIo, N0.10085 CG 47, dated 9""1-"19‘48.
i 3 Attendance regi r, Board Boy School, Annlyqlqm.' ’ / ; . From the Secretarys, M.P.S.C., No.1231 C/48-4, :
| 34. Director's office file - current file - pages 295- | Pl S dated 5--5--1948. ¥
I 314 ‘ ﬁ ['a ‘,“; s sS~-5 /A , s ok %k 2 >
t} 35. Director's office file - current file pages 317-318. 7 , oroER (Ms) no. {7/O Epn., patEp T V-4l
k 36 . do. 37-370 = _ |
| . z — / &5~ 99 In his proceedings No.10085 C6/47, dated 26--8--1947
= 37 do. B30 = Lo : , :
} (note file pages 7-22). CF the D.P.I. ordered the dismissal from service of Sri R.
' 38. do . 381-383., Subramanyamy Deputy Inspector of Schools (Senior Scale),

[
20 , 7 - é ' ~ for grave misconduct. Sri Subramanyam appealed to Govte.

|

|

|

}

against the orders of the Director. The Govt. consulted
the M.P.S.C. The Commission has held that the charge
;3 S e that the appellant fudged his diaries is proved in three
i instances only, and that charges of corruption against
l 5 | g him have not been proved. It considers that the punish-
k ment of dismissal foi ﬁ;oved instances of fudging entries

- in the diary is too severe and that the ends of justice

| will be met by reducing the appellant to the post of

]

f L.D.Clerk in the Education Department. The Govt. accept

' the recommendation of the Commission and direect that the

'pynishment of dismissal awarded by the D.P.I. be modified -

into one of reduction from the post of Deputy Inspector

e
of Schools to that of a L.D. clerk in4Edn. Department.
The pay of Sri Subramanyam as Lower Division Clerk should
i g /‘ S 'V T pe fixed at Rs.80 in the scale Of Rs.45-3-60-2-90. The
period of absence from duty from the date of dismissal

of R.Subramanyam to the date of his joining duty as elerk
should be treated as such leave as ig he is eligible

for under the rules.

1 ©, The D.P.I. is requested to communicate this order
to Sri R.Subramanyam, together with relevant extracts from

the Commission's letter (copy enclosed).

% t”%f\‘lgzgﬁ 3. Sri R.Subramanyam 1s referreq to the D.P.I.
\ 1,5@&&” for orders on his appeal. 'éM/
P

: To ‘ A

f The D.P.I. (with a copy ofbi/j N » £ :

| { Commns 's 1etter)¢-ﬂL£Z¥'f db ‘ @,{uﬁ% ’?47“4

| | The As Go thr' Fin. / ' fbéf) ,
f The Secy.s M.P.S.C. Y '

i Sri R.Subramanyam, 8 )

8 No,l Sagojl Panditar's St

t/e.  lMelakavery, Kumbakonan (DaraBa“Lu)
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e e a4 o ( 17 SEP 1948 )= The Secretary to:Government, . Q
e (’3 u&&&h[&(} POUA T RN L\ &:{\ﬁ Education and Fublic Health Department.
Py g oo 4 pligrninink Bnd B A P e gy v
'hfi:2£?223?{“? g 4fa ‘?fiJSF '\.M%ﬂNBWHﬁ?f-"ﬁ R.0.C. No0.10085 C2/47 dated 16th Septr. 19L8.
et ol i - —~ S

I

Sub: Appeal - Sri R. Subramaniam, Ex-Deputy
= Inspector of schooksy="Re-instatement in
,"': 9] SeI'ViCG. a', v
/ " Ref: G.0. No.1710 EQuéstion dated 7th July 1948.

% Weth reference to the orders in the GOl referred kD
above, ori . Subramanian was posted as Clerk in the Govern-
ment Training School, Tanjore. But he requests that he may
be permitted to join the post guring the first week of
October 1948, in view of the fact that he is employed as a
;;;~1<§gp;;? ~ : School Assistant from 12th January 1948 in the Sabha High
SR OL BN i School, Saraswathipuram, Mavahvaram Post, Cuddapah and that
= 3 he is not in a position to get immediate relief from the
school. I am enclosing a copy of his letter dated 23-8=L48 to
the District Edl. Officer, Tanjore. In the circumstances
stated above, I am permitting him to join duty as clerk in
the Government Training School, Tanjore during the first week
of October 1948 in anticipation of sanction of the Government.

g

N

2. I request thot the Government may be pleased to agprove

of my action. 3

for Direator of Public Instruction .

& X !
{ |

| copy of the letter dated 23-8-48 from Sri R.. Subramanian,
! ' B.h., B.Ed., Assistant, the Sabha High School, caraswathipuram,
f vahgaram Dost, Cuddapah to the District Edl. Officer,

Tanjore.

#
o
Pt o

»

> P

}i : of posting to the Gove. Training school, Tanjore. ,
1 - Ref: R.0.C.No.591 A/LS dated 16-8-48 of the Dist. Edl. Officer,

Y JA wata i ) f Sub: Sri R. Subramanian Ex-Deputy Inspector of schools - Ofiders
I 1l : Tanjore.

» ,\~4 -5
~
N
o
L
>

In acknowledging the receipt of the aove cited.order
‘ of posting on 20-8-L48, I beg to submit that I have been in
service in the a bove institution as L.T. assistgnt from 12-1-48 i
) as such the Management feels a need for the notice of a reasonable
period afor my relief. Thus I am not in a position to get _
?’ immediate relief, I therefore beg to reguest you to_be so kind
‘ as to permit me to join the post ordered during the first week
\ of Cctober 1948.

. | e /47_ e —
P ‘ : : | : - 12 | :
: | for Director of Public Instruction,
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The Director of Public Instruction, lMadras.

)

The Assistant Secretary to Government,
Education & Public Health Dept.
—lladras. e -

S e
SYLE |
Ref:~  Your Telephone lMessage dated 22-13-48 regarding

Sri. R. Subramaniam, Fx.Deputy Inspector ofi.
School g- Remstatenent in Serviceg. |

FEEBEREG

y A telegram has since been received from Srl.R.oubramnlam
reporting himself for duty on 22-11-48. Please state vhether he may be
permitted to join duty,

For Birector of Public Instl‘uC'hion
‘e
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(a) Letter d.
1231-C/48 d,
£-5-48 of the
Secretary,
Madras Public
services Com-

| mission,

i gloeign.ng‘éd.

i

i i

!

dated 27-7-43 of the Director of Public Instruction, Ma

Government Training BEFSEL   0 b
3 '- - ‘ AopBPetere, FPsos,.
- /. TaNJORE, Dateddf Dec., 1948 o\
. T P P, S g‘ » - 0‘3- \
N B ST (gt
& 'Wv‘-" \/d 4 (@ 1': [ 1.
Formerly Senior Deputy Inspector O i
And Now : 0y = - = i
Clerk, Government Training School for Masters, X
TANJORE. | .

To ‘
The Hon'ble Minister for Education,

Government of Madras,
Fort St. George,
MADRAS.

Through .
The Director of Public Instruction, b
MADRAS, N

The Proper Channel,

4 ", ~tl’ Wy, o .

SUBJECT: Madras Faucational Subordinate Service -
Diseiplinary action of reduction - Repre-
sentation for re-eenside‘ration. - '

Honoured Sir, ' E

1. On my appeal to the Government against the orders
of the Director of Public Tastruction, VMadras, did.;;[m"ﬁe
¢rom service, the Government was pleased, on the udvi@g (8)

of the Public Services Commission to modify the punishment

of diemissal into one of reduction from the cadre of gWﬁ;ﬂﬂitam-
Deputy Inspector of Schools (Scale: Rs.85 <= § = ﬁ- 10 - 175

10 . 245) to tﬁ&t of a Lower pivision Clerk (Scale: Rs.45 .5‘ _:.
60 - 2 - 90) in the Education pepertment. The orders of emm‘
ment (b) was communicated to me in Proceedings R.0.C.10085.C 2/

which reached me im the first week of August, =)

the District Educational Ofﬂ‘eer, Tanjore posting me W Vt’hfe "
Government Training School, Tamjore were received by me w

20-8-48, A -Pe;@i’e&mtation for reconsideration in the senge b
geferred doing so for reasons which delayed my reporting for 3

this petition was intended to be sul

duty as Lower Division Clerk as ordered by the mm,;@ of

es I ¥ % ‘,\.

publie Imstruction, Madras. Subsequent to £11ing of my appeaq

: . 520 o A " W 8Dpeal

against the orders of dismissal and when the appeal was

with the e T o Pendin
+ith the Government I sought and obtained the permission of

N

Direetor of Public Instruetion, ¥adras for my seeking empy

ment,




i
}
i

.@ N

2o

employment elsewhere. Aecordingly, I accepted service as L.T. i

Assistant in the S.P.B.V.P. sabha High School, Upparawepalle, i
Cuddapash District, from 12th Jan., 1948. At the time I received
the orders of Government on my appeal, there was difficulty in

getting immediate relief from the school gservice which eventu- ]

ally occurred on 20th Nov., 1948. Thereupon, I reported myself

{

for duty on 22-11~48 at Tanjore. For want of orders contained $
| wre BV~ Ao CatbRic Sl efmin, Mol o |

Ik

% :
in R0@lcos5-C 2/47 dated a.-lz..us’nrecelved only on 7th Dec., 1948,

Qo-el
was permitted—&o join only on 2.12-48 as Lower Division Clerk,

Government Tréining School for Meﬁ, Tanjore, where I am now \

l&fl
serving in the said capacity. Having, therefore, suffered \
the punishment by starting to serve as and serving as Lower

Division Clerk, I feel I may submit the deferred representation
for reconsideration mow.

2. T cannot now and do not question either the findings
and recommendations of the Public Services Commission or the
decigion of the Government thereon. My object is to respect-
fully point out that the punishment of reduction is in its

operation degrading rather in excess of the requirements of -

the ease; snd, if I refer briefly to the merits of the case, E

it is only to emphasise that aspect and mot in a spirit of

contumacy of the Govermment Order.

3. The Public gervices Commission gave a finding that {{.

only 3 items of charge I which related to the preparation of \

incorrect diary, were proved. Those instances are Aldegations
1, 2 and 6 of charge I only.

4, So far as Allegation, was concerned, the Public
services Commission jtself was pleased to concede that

nmy visit to the concerned village (Beloor) ; .
may be true on the dates in question". ;

It, therefore, does not question the solid actuality of visit,
but turns to consider the nature of emtry in the diary. They
take the view that the object of the visit was for taking

steps to revive the closed V.P. School and mot for visiting g

functioning school &8 indicated by the entry in my dlary. I
beg to submit im this connection that, in the case of visitg

to

\

N
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to new and revived schools pending recognition the depart-
mental practice is o note the visits to such schools in
Column I of the 'Return of Visits' and reckon them as such
heczuse they are going to be recognised from the date of
revival, start or date of presence of a2 qualified teacher.
In the present case, the school under Paul Raj was visited
in the hope of getting it recognised, sﬁbject to the scru-
tiny of his certificates. But the school could not continue
to be considered for recognition as he was:detected later
to be unqualified. (Please vide my two Special Reports to
the District Educational Officer, Salem on the Subject);an@
from the date another qualified teacher was secured, recog-
nition was dbtainéd. Thus, the technical aspect of the

entry arose, the fact of having visited 1t, gll the same,

remaining true.

5, As regards Allegation 1 of Charge I, the Public

services Commission acted completely on an inferrential

reasoning about the possibility of swift transport without --

making necessary allowance that some of the Progsecution Wit-

nesses (not to speak of the Defence Witnesses) exémined in
support of the allegation, gave evidence probablising my
presence in the visited village om the date in question.
Allegation 3 which has been dropped as false confirms the
defence to a great extent, viz., that I was in the vicinity
of Royakota on that date. Thus this allegation did not
merit such a severe notice.

6. Regarding the finding in respect of Allegation 2,
1 submit that the main prosecution evidence itself discloseq

points in support of my visit to the village and inspection

\',\

e

=

&

8

..\‘f

I

of the school. The very documentary defence evidence recorg

said to have been hended over by P.W. © to the District
mducational Officer, Salem on the d;y of the preliminary
investigation, was not fortheoming im support of defence
at the regular enquiry in spite of pointed reference to iy

By P.W. © during eross.examination; and my &dmission which

forms the macleus of the finding against me does not cont,,
R

"4
N
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)
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contradict the fact of & visit, but may, at the most, be

taken to refer Lo the superficiaﬂity of work turned out.

7. Assuming, however, that some punishment is
called for, I respectfully submit that one of the several
other alternatives would have been appropriate. I might
have been deprived of executive work and retained as School
Agsistant in the tutorial branch which involves no diary
work wherefrom discharge of my duties may be watched and
judged on a reformative (if it be deemed so) basis sympathe-

tically. As it is the punishment is maltiple in that it

(i) reduces my pay drawnj

(ii) shifts the reduced pay of Rs.80/- from a scale
carrying a maximum of Rs.245/- to a scale
carrying the maximum of Rs.90/-3

(iii) totally degrades my status from the rank of
an executive officer to that of a Lower
Division Clerk without considering my fitness
for a non-diary officer, i.e., school assistant
in tutorial line, &S I happen to be a trained

graduate or 38 higher status even 1in ministerial
branch,and

(iv) has not allowed how, after living down and suf-
fering the punishment, I may expect reinstate-

ment to my former appointment or other appoint- -

ments in the manner of promotion.

[ 8. I, Therefore, humbly pray for modification

of the order of Government with due consideration to the

above-mentioned submissions in consonance with

(i) the Public Services commission's reference
to the punishment of the stoppage of only
one increment without cumulative effect
in the case of a Depuly Tahsildar for an
offence in financial matter, i.e., fudging
an improvement village account (correspon=
dence resting with the Revenue Department's
letter No,6256-G/47 dated 10.3.48, and

(i1) punishment imposed on some Deputy Inspectors,

Seniors and Juniors, some of whom were diverted

to tutorial line and some kept on in the same
post (executive) reducing pay by a stage or
two in the scale and promoted to higher cadre
in course of time. '

9, I beg to invite reference to and considera-
tion of the undermentioned details about my previous works
_ Ae a Secondary Grade Assistant, in whiech capacity
1 was entertained in the Department of Bducation im July,
1933, on & record of good work, my probationary period was

completed satisfactorily, nyZ increments sanctioned, con-
girmation ordered and promoted as Jumior Deputy Inspector

of

=

l 1
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of Schools. In that cadre, for the same reason, satisfactory
completion of probation, sanctioning of increments, confirma-
tion and promotion as School Assistant and Senior Deputy Ins-
pector of Schools, were all allowed. 1In the cadre of School
Assistant and Senior Deputy Inspector of Schools my prdba-
tion was satisfactoryly completed and increment sanctioned
ti11 the very date of discharge on 6-9-47 on dismissal.
None of these would have been possible had there been even
one adverse report about me. The fact that nothing adverse
was communicated to me at any time previously for my guidance
or rectification is a sure indication that there was mo bad
record about me.

10, In fact, in 1945, when a suitable Senior

Deputy Inspector for the Nilgiris Range was to be proposed,

the Divisional Inspector of Schools, Coimbatore Range enquired

me early in 1945 in & D.O. if I would be willing to be posted
to the Nilgiris in the case of my choice. I; is obviously
implied that my work had been found satisfactory and conse-
quently was thought suitable for that station by the Divi-
sional Inspector himself., I may also refer to the fact that
the well-known publicist, Dr. Pl Varadarajalu Naidu, wrote

to me a letter late in 1944 when he heard of the likelihood

of my transfer to some other division, in which the following ) f
/|

occur:

nT am fully aware of the missionery spirit with
which you are serving the educational needs
of the backward people of Hosur taluk. I
appreciate the valusble service you have ren=
dered to the orphans in the Hindu Gurukulam
at Hosur. I am sure your kind services will
bhe placed on record in the Government'”

11. I, therefore, beg to submit sinat these items
of good and efficient work together with the fgct that my
work as School Assistant 18-11-45 onwards in the Govermment
Tr8ining Schoolsat Vizagspatam and Villupuram for nearly

two years preceding the order of dismissal, i.e., 6th Sep-

tember

=8
~
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’Sepﬁéﬁ%ér, 1047, ﬁéy more than off-set the alleged lapg g

teken prdﬁed-againSttmb in the order of punishment.

I beg to remain,
Honoured Sir,
Your most obedient Servant,
R + GhoroA 7O
12 .4%.

(Clerk, Government Training School
for Masters, Tanjore)
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- OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLC INSTRUCTION, M A DR A S. , S ot _ .
A’ 1\ R.0.C, No.10085 C2/46 dated 24th Febrﬁary 1949, ' ¥ s - TNT oF B0 -¥,

. o A
Petition from ori R: Sul?r'amaniam, formerly D_eputy Ir}specté)r | | ‘ S g
of schools for modf’lcatlon of the orders passed by Governnent e : e e el e T N | \ <Y
‘ reducing his status as clerk, E _ Eo }
"‘ Ref: Petition dated 11-12-L8 from Sri R. Subramaniam, Tanjore. }
{

Y

S~u b'm 1 %t e d.

7 A 2. Attention is invited to G.0. No.1710 Education dated

5 ) 72q-1948.

for Director Publie Instruction,

o the M tary O Government, Edn, & Publie Health Department,. /
'O Wwis : =
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