(1) Number of pages__ _

(2) Date of repair

’8) Initials of the Referencer

MADRAS RECORD OFFICE.

Government of Madras.

DEPARTMENT.

96 -9 & i Ao

Not to be folded or roughly handled




FinANCIAL DEPARTMENT.
No. 61.

J. I. MINCHIN, Esq.,
dcting Chief Secretary to the Government of Fort Saint George,

Tae SECRETARY 1o THE GOVERNMENT or INDIA,
FiNanciaL DepARTMENT.

Sir,

I am directed, with reference to paragraph 3 of the Memorial Rules, to forward, for trans-
mission to the Right Honourable the Secretary of State for India, a memorial from B. Teagaraja
Pillay, formerly Tahsildar of the Ahtoor Talug in the Salem District. Teagaraja:Pillay appeals
against the orders of this Government refusing to direct his restoration to his office from which
ha was relieved in 1866 under orders of the Collector; and declining, on his subsequent admission
to pension, to sanction the grant of the maximum rate.

2. In March 1866 the memorialist who had not been giving satisfaction in the performance of.
his duty, was called upon by the Collector to resign and take his pension, and arrangements were
made for relieving him of his charge upon the Ist June following, and were carried out on that
date. Immediately on memorialist’s removal from office, a large number of complaints were preferred
by persons who had been under his jurisdiction, and after a protracted investigation, he was
convicted by the Magistrate on six charges of extortion. The convietions were however annulled
by the Sessions Judge as stated in the memorial ; but it is unnecessary to go into details regarding
the criminal charges, inasmuch as they were not taken into account by this Government when
passing orders on petitioner’s case.

3. The orders of Government proceeded upon the result of certain charges against the
memorialist in connexion with his performance of his duties as a Revenue Officer. These charges
had reference to the memorialist’s surreptitious acquisition of land in the Taluq in which he was
employed in opposition to the Standing Orders on the subject. The Collector having found that the
charges were proved, recommended that a formal order of dismissal should beréecrded against
memorialist, which would have prevented his obtaining pension.

4. The Board of Revenue submitted the case to Government with the remark that they
were “ satisfied that the Tahsildar’s withdrawal of his resignation and reinstatement in office ought
not to be permitted, but that they did not deem it necessary to order his formal dismissal, as thig
extreme punishment would probably not have been inflicted on him for such offences, serious as
they are, after such a lengthened period of service as he has attained.”

5. On being called upon to record a definite opinion on each of the five charges, the Board
of Revenue addressed to Government the letter recorded in the
Proceedings of Government in the Revenue Department, 14th
November 1867, copy of which is enclosed for reference. This document suceinctly sets forth the
circumstances of each case, with the result that four out of ‘the five charges were Leld to be fully
proved; in which opinion the Government concurred and directed that the memorialist should not be
allowed to resume the post of Tahsildar, but should be required to take his pension.

Nos. 240 and 241,

6. When the memorialist’s application for pension was being disposed of it wasconsidered that
as his service was not unblemished, which the circumstances of his retirement showed, he was not
entitled to the maximum rate of pension which is only allowed for approved service ; but four-fifths
of the maximum pension was granted. The pers”™  was made payable from the 14{} December 1867,
the date on which, in pursuance of the ordé¥ above referred to, the memorialist submitted his
application to the Collector.

7. I am to observe that in being admitted to pension at all petitioner was, it appears to this
Government, treated with considerable leniency, and has no cause for complaint.

I have the honour to be,

Forr SaiNT GEORGE, Sir,
27th January 1870, Your most obedient servant,

Acting Chief Secretary.
_ Exd. J. Wright,
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HIS GRACE THE DUKE OF ARGYLL KT.GCB

HER MAJESTY'S PRINCIPAL SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA.
y R AT dc. | -
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M%our 'Memomhst having m‘vﬂ ﬁﬁm&m _M" reats, 1 mos th a and he
‘oo pensioned after such service, contrary to the guarantee of Her ﬂageuty, gwen to her servantsin . S
‘the Uncovenanted Service, on a sum less than a moiety of the average of pay drawn by bim dlmnggi,jg , < §
the last five years of his service.—Rupees 200, and not having obtained redress from the Local 'H iy

Government, is compelled to appeal to you Grace and he trusty that the justice which has been. ¥
deuied him in this distant appendage of Hi ‘

Majesty’s territowies will be granted by your Gme‘wio i
is so near Her Majesty's throne from whence all Her subjects of whatever class, creed, or eolorgl%
m«:wmwamwﬂlhﬁywdonpm o

3 Thatyour mmmemnedmnmab;.m the Abtoor Taleq o a e
Trans'ation of Takeed W by W. E LOQKHABT Esq, 10- 8-?011 the 27th of April 1882, that on the i
Collector” of Sules. 22nd of April 1842 your Memorialist was
- o pmmoteﬂ to Talook Gumastah in the same
TILGABAIA PILLA ' R
TONCE D vy o e i
Havmgl earnt of the great zeal displayed by you in ﬂze Temorialist was placed in the Depart- -
caseofth: mmmgﬁww sndm mant umi md-tsolemmdnmapoory
itted at Lou mpu er vi s, yom‘ Chiak:
ok‘::::‘ledgo iu Revenue matters and the deal of labor Lo P M while °ml'l‘;3'h°:
take invariably, I am Imdﬂmcfote to appomt yon *_iw t.he Nliu Dcp&tEem your Memori
act in room of the Tﬂg‘ Sﬁl;ﬂ!tﬂdﬂ!:hl% n(tﬂ:’ v“‘:;t ‘f appt 4» .7 4 e W ﬂ' nota 2
aluq from instan n the receipt o E ‘
thnorsooyoumllobtein the permission of the Tahsildar hﬂdo{ﬂ M of Robbers in ¢ Sﬂkn‘l
of Salem, and proceed to poory and assume charge Talook 'ﬁho mibz‘emmdur of .
of your new appointment, and be guided by such orders in that Tal Imﬁ ﬂ;&ﬁ - et

may be given you b your present superior, in confor- : S
e zmh the rZIe‘u{d customs both in the Revenue exctrsions for a length of tmuﬂ artﬁﬁly Sy

mity
and Police department. On my learning the nssiduity eluded. all endeavours on the pm of the

with which you perform your duties, I will take measures oﬁi cmla o S uﬁ on, on t!m

to cgmfirm you in the qmd post. Xndw this.
W E. LOCKHART, oocnaﬁﬁ of Condalam Putty nnd Salem of

~ DARAMPOORT, (Slslwd)
* 5rd November, 1846. Collector. that Taluq being plundered by this Bandit.
In fact that your r Memorialist’'s services were specially applml for, for this pm'pou néutretlalﬂ for x
s g .
3 g ?‘.
) . ;':‘Yfk 4“1 ;
) o tegle
b A 2

s
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Hs b:llgtr? .'Tnd bravery your Memorialist was promoted to the Sherist adarship of Durmapoory.—Th:t
your Memorialist was accordingly afterwards, on the 1st November 1846,;)ro;nc)tcd to Talook Sheristadar,
| o : ' . a A { war,
0;1; sa.lbu') of Rupees 28 and did duty in the Durmapeory and Krisnagerry Tulocks, that on the 20th
of October 1848 yonr Memorialist’s salar i ,

' y was increased to Rupees 100 aud he' did daty i ing
Talooks as Tahsildar. R

Tengary Cottuh.
Daukani Cottah,
Sunkerry Droog.

Ahtoor.

+ 4. That while at 'Dankani Cottah, a Bridge which was erceted over the Cnuvt;ry at
Takeed Issued By H.D. PHILLIPS Esa. Collector of Sulom
To Teacarasa Pruvay, Tahsildar of Dankauicottih,

By ‘the letters of Civil Engi ist:

S gineer that Kistna Row Tahsildar of

e oregs Yue sotable o tiply wi messeary pvisiun o tho {he roshes i comeguence

of Shenkery Droo tbeg?‘ ov?r - ot poliem in the Talng  of the materials with whicl

Shenbo, g, hre fore he was transferred to your Taluq and you to ‘ -
roog from the 26th instant : you are hereby requested to give 1t Was constructed not bci"g

Comarapollium, at a cost
of a Lac of Rupees,
had been washed away by

over charge of your Taluq to Talug Sheristadar and, taking receipt from of the proper kind and *

him, proceed to~ Shenker
v cy Droog .and take charge of that. Talug fi
stna Row, and render every kind of .ssistancg for the Bri(? mlwhi?tm thereupen your M emorialist

18 in_construction, without giving reem for uny complaint ; and also be was specially appointed by

careful in your public duties. e o w‘
, , (Signed) H. D. PHILLIPS, Y the
Oossoor, 26th August 1850. i Collectoy, then Collector for the %

' . L e— of supplying . materials for

Oﬂegs“t;unl? t&ng';sg":lgﬁmo?:f ,_g: B,.‘E!'d"go"k ﬁr DNWM o ‘n mgz my its reconstruction _an:l that

I lare mucl pleasuro i giving hinh this oriiioto o testfy that 1 oued 22" Mlemoralst aforded

mm.eringaug;;:’m et o o 'g‘hing me every assistance in procuring the utmost ;;um i

1 s . for the B,"dgo..tm as far as I can be allowed to j!d;g 1 S, o

consider him & first rate public servant in maramat affairs, . a8 will be scen by the
(Signed) CHARLES WILKIESON, Licut.

E ngincer,

Colonel- ©. V, Wilkiesort

Sheukery Droog, 9 July 1851. hereto attached.

- U v &
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6. That while your Memorialist was stationed at Sunkerry Droog in the year 1852 a gang of

TEAGARARJA PILLAY., emried - on  depredation
« Tahsildar of Shenkery. throughout  the® district,

I have received your several letters, but I have been - on i i
i ; » : . one occasion made their
since my departpre from Salem thav I have nnimentioms‘l) n;“-‘l’l_"_lot‘c‘npmd 'l ;
to ther. 1 think it due to you however to comply with youy ailed to reply appearance in_the village of
testimonial to charucter, and 1 have much pleasure in J‘tf;"lq ucs&for e bt e
uni,erlt_mn a very good opinion of you as a public servant. Icnm;iug ph“ . F
“-hjo tce officer your character stands very high, and in all the Per e . premises of o respectal-lo
v ch.:l-qme.t‘mdes my observation connected with the gang mhﬂ)eeml;:!ga
:i‘fl.‘:,“acnlite) 0::;} u}: 5 '1]:“ beﬁ){fﬁ my departure, that you showed )'oum‘l'r lﬁ: person, whom they murder.

- - ariess publie servan desi ‘st - k r
m)(tlonous public offenders and there byl‘;ml?:l::mlh:fpeacebnmﬁ' :;:eJ'ti“uce ST miibed of AR s
£k ot s oty i e o S b T arld property.  Thesa_robbert

W =
PRy 2 your Memorialist apprehen-

.. Kuryoor,
Kux i ded after mugh pains and
Wbmba 1851 . (Signed) T. CONWAY. . “dl
mitted for trial to the Court of Sessions which awarded an inadequnate pm;ishment ; but the Magistrat¢

on a reference made to the Sudur Cowrt had them transported for life. This fact will be borne out

by ti certificate hereto attached granted to your Memorialist by Mr. T.Couway, the then Sub-Collcc@or‘ -

/9 2 &

mﬁiﬁoﬂte + Of Ue‘ﬂ'iﬂg‘ht:»j .

P |
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To mbbera,. who frequcnl]i i

tronble and had themgoms -
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f theSalem Talug a noterious

6. That in the year 1854 the Zamindar or Moottadar of Alagapooram o
- robber with a gang of 41

Euxtract from the proceedings of the Session Court of Salem under date the men entered the house of 2

; ; j No. 21 of 1854,
1st. September 1854, Read record in Sessuan case o WAL Merchant at Shevapett in
The Shenkery Droog Tahsildar, Teagarajs Pillay, IS {he Salem Taluq and plun-

entitled to great credit for the manner in which he has
dered property therefrom

VETSUs,
Chmang’:g i‘&;ﬁg‘y exerted himself in 'npprehending the Prisoners &e. -
v worth Rupees 24,000 ; this

Kokalumah

r 3 (True extract) .

(Signed) T. W.GOODWYX. Town was at the time in

"+ ki Session Judge. charge of Mr. Davidson, the
‘ mber 1854, « £ Bt it T
14t Novem (Teae copy) Assistant Magistrate, who

did his best to trace out the

(Signed) T.W.GOODWYN.

. Session Judge. gang thmhgh e _On:
Tahsildar. But this la

offieial, fearing to risk his

life in the attempt to

e marauders

——

Takeed Issued by H. A. BRETT, Esqr., Collector of Salem.
T gt .
®  YEAGARAJA PILLAY,

Head of Police of the Tengaracottah Talug. :
In the fourth Para of the “Extract received from the Session Court apprehend th
of Salem dated 1st September 1854, it having been brou ht to my notice ghrank from the d\itj foans

the great vigilance and zeal taken by you in bringing the o enders concerned
in t,%e daring robbery committed at Shevapettat Salem Taluq on the 28th ing lest they would murder

May [854, and their eventual conviction for the amount stolen to the extent . . . 3
of&}{g_ 24,000, comprising gold and silver articles, much credit and praise were him if he felligto t e
accorded to you in the said case by Session Courtin your duty while presiding hands ; whereupon ~ Mr.
in the Talug of Shenkery Droog. This I think it but fair to make you aware Davidson spplied S s

of. Know this. , ¥
(Signed) H.A.BRETT, « Drett the then Collector for

00s300R, 23rd October 1854, Collector. Memorialist's servi e

-
the above gang were successfully apprehended by your Memorialist with the property stolen—The
gang were subsequently tried and punished by the Court of Sessions with imprisonment for a

term of 14 years as will be evidenced by the ee‘rtiﬁoate granted to Memorialist by Mr. Goodwyn

7. That Lientenant Ouchterlony on his return to this District in 1854 inspected the Bridgo
e : A work, done under your Me-
-+ B R Y . . morialist’s sapervision, over
TEAGARAJA PILLAY. S the Cauvery riverasalready

_ Tenclose you an Extract from a report which I have sentin about stated and finding  the

* work done by him to be much

{he Nerinjipett Anicut relating to yom;self.
The estimate for the work both Anicut and channel comes to ‘ o estimated sum
el g.esl have sent a copy of the report to Mr. Brett, and <L hope early Pelow the estima
sanction will be given for itand for the channel to be commenced immediately. and also that it hn.d ._been
I shall be at Shenkery Droog about 5rd June, and if thereare any pmdbeded with, with great

) 5 ; k executed whi ires i tion
tanks which requite maramut work oxecuted which requires InSPectOl | g iee gnd that it bad

pray make a list and keep it for me ready. ; :
ve the cut stones in the Dioog counted, and & peen completed with greater
gh and remarks Lo P gre

* o gAlse ksl ous NURE S T seian
list made showingthe length br e despatch than he expected,
«expressed his appreciation of

suying if they are cut smooth on the top or only rough.
your Memorialist's serviceg

‘ Your friend ;
S * (Signed) J. OUCHTERLONY. :

Sauex DisTRICE, (_ lgn.c _) k " generally in the maramut

department and .:qdni-‘

17th May 1854, o i
pott Anicab made mended to the Board of

. 4 -— r .V. . !
Fxtract from @ veport on the restoration of the Nerinji :
o Revenue that in the eveut

to the Board of Revenue. i iy
. I,so tten evin ed . a
24, The Tahsildar of Senkery Dmowﬂ',;_0 t&l “o a .Mssh:“' femark of sauction being -accorded

i;is wsual zeal and intelligence ; and 1

. .

W

gs-iha Takeed issaed to him by the Gollector noted marginally. -l
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that in the event of sancti i

. he eve s on being eventually granted L S

g:)e[r’\ldﬁ. tol :ii;;mld z:lccontns_li‘t }t: guarantee fmy i%s bcingf(;rréi;i:u;m}xf(r‘:(;:nli‘ . 1bs Ncriinch §ries
: e and cost, if this energeti i p T v ;

With the subordinate control of opcratiétst.w I U o 1 e

(Signed) J. OUCHTERLONY.
. Ciuvil Enyg'neer 6th District,

would  account it a

SaLev Districr, guarantee for its being
15th May 1854. Properly executed, if your
Memorialist, -whom Lieute-

nant Ouchterlony is pleased to describe as an energetic Revenue Oflicer were charved with th
SENFFUNCAS L o *harged with the
pd

‘subordinate control of operations. mema

8. That in 1855 a gang Robbery was committed in Durmapoory and your Memorialist
: : orialist was again

g, Tukeed il by H. A BRETT, Esa. Culltur of Salem. R T (e Fig
P g and apprehend the robbers
: 2 . and once more in 1858

Luksildar of Tangaracottah. when a gang robbe
bbery at-

After .closing the examination

: of the murd i ith gri r

g Wil procesd” (o Darampoory s oniened . she kg Nyl {ended with gricvous hur
ry 1855, and render necessary assistance in the case of the gi::ﬁg w8 tommitted in Salem.

1 ; :
o Sommitted in_the house of Sooba Row the Taluq Goomastahsof Your Memorialist
’ 18! was

that place on the 13th idem, and stri i
and conform to the usual rules and re'::r‘;c:?o:?ng e perpetrator to light aguin specially sent for, f
' 2 > or, for
the purpose of apprehend,

s " (Sigued) H. A. BRETT.
15th Junuu;y, 1855, o i tng Khe Hobbers TSt
28 - these facts will be proved
S Takeed lied By Q. 1. SMITR Esq. Joint Magistrate of Salem, ‘:ni;m:fé:mme:mdu;:
TEAGARAJA PILLAY, ' the margiu. That your Me:
Tulusildar of Ahtoor. | :’t;'ml;‘:‘c’;‘:bz’ i ’“';5_""
In the case of robbery attended ,::;ea ?'7“ de.r s *-med fmm R“l”z l::
P S e e i e
over charge of your Taluq to the Sheristadar aud come cihn ey g‘;“m "“_'fs years, & mouths and
26 days, and ‘that on

above purpose.» ,
his being placed on the

(Signed,) G. H. SMITH.
Joint Magistrate.

goud and fuithful servants of the state. . w

% That your Momorialist begs to annex Totters as per margin addressed by Mr. Brett th
_ ; 5 2 o
. experienced Collector of the

TEAGA e
: 'ﬁwR::l;T_A PILLAY, : District to one Mr G. F.
18 to send you (overleaf) an extract of o letter which I have EPNe . S - Ko

insi received from Mr. Breta. i = i
After this you may consiger iy(,u, fortane S1ish merchant and Zami-

us as made. It was mentioning you againin a letter lately wrote dar o em our Gwrace
o | ) i g you in f Sal X Gra,
to Mr. Brett that bas elicited this HNSWEr 5 YOou must lmtkeure tl at ‘ SO
you

maintain the bigh eharuct ad
ation in your favour, ul“‘l:‘o‘wm have gained, and bare ous my recommend. Will observe that an in.
T ,gmNMkPeﬁmquxtemll. : . d e like' M

Iv i tryin to Salem, but one thin : Wpencous . psnce -
g?mkﬂmlg o to m e gx:,m 1 amo'fdeﬁ;e:in :;?mn":‘a: Fischer who could have had
w ¥0u must contrive to come and see me. the Rangs. When I come n:'moti;: in saying any-
d Believe me ; thing that was not true

testifies to the “ high

Your friend, '
(Signed)FF. FISCHER, charactey”  which  your
Memeorialist had gained and

B, ¥
¢ 2 ® ‘/' v

Madura, 9tk July 1855

to 200 which hgw%vg}

-

, : ' > °
From Mr.BRETT. To Mr FISCHER. : e
it Teagaraja Pillay to Tengaracottah because, as an able an
a.ctivle :ﬁ:ﬁ, Ie:houﬁ‘gt him’ better gualified than most of my Tahsildars
to take so important a charge. In referring to this poit I am reminded
of the letter you wrote mo in .March. Jhst regarding his transfer to that

It was very remiss of me ‘not

+ and his wish for and this change. .
e I must thank you for tmeatihg my neglect with so

that letter. ny '
ﬁ&wgznsidemtion, but 1 may observe that Teagaraja Pillay has since
expressed himself satisfied with' Tpnga_racom&h, on the ground that he no
longer thinks it will disagree with his health. , .

1 believe he thought at first that I sens ‘him there as a sort of punish-
ment, but this was nof the case. He had. himself applied to me to remove
him from Shenkagery, and in doing this, had not. menticned his preference |
for any other Talug. I transferred him to Tengaracottah solely becanse 1
ited fo the post, and in entire ignorance that he

" thought he was best sw 1S
‘might have any objection to the Talug on private: g.munds.

TEAGARAJA PILLAY, - ‘ , ?ﬂ K 4: 28
1 duly received your letter of 20th May. T am sorry to hfar that your
retirement from service agdinst your will 1s ’msh'ed for by the Collector, but
1 still hope on your proper representation to hear that it is not pgesse’d on
you. However as you will be aware I cannot assume pretend to judge of the
Teason of my influence your Collector wor can 1 form any opinion as to
your qua'ifications. 1" have knowa you for many vears but not officially
asalways in the Revenue Depuriment, but Ialways had

in Salem I'w
okl ";hinl? highly of your charicter and respectability and I always

1
ﬁﬁ-&nug. Brett speak well of yoa, I hope all will tarn out for the bes t,
i A g Believe me
: ~ © Yours faithfully,
» " (Sigued) “C. READE.

CUDDALORE, 18¢h June 1866.

10. That y
your Grace certam
and to*which yeur

L S

Mo, TEAGARAJA PILLAY.

rsonally you

eak to you |
| AsT have to sp T len.dn Monduy sppeare

4 ‘must ap) ea.r,'ui my Office at Sale
next at 11 o' clock. o .

" Sauew,  (Signed) D. ARBUTHNOTT, .
“16th March 1866. - _Lotleawr,
‘equal to a moiety of the salary he was drawing at the timé.

12. That your Memorialist being in good health and in the full possession of  all his .mental

s and feeling that he was ueither physically nor mentally disqualified for the discharge of the

ost remonstrated with Mr.Arbuthuott; but on your Memorialist being pressed.

ed for and was granted 3 months leave to make up his mind on the subject.
: : s

facultie
“duties appertaiuing tohis p
by Mr. Arbuthuott he begg

To
*F‘&
* 3s As youtold me

#take Peusion on the 1lst June you will be

recommended for Pension.
my Naidoo Tahsildar of Odssore is

TEAGARAJA PILLAY,

transferred to your Talug, deliver over to = 4 ﬁ;\t‘yonr Memorialist did not deem it fair or just
that he should be thus arbitrarily forced to retire from
public life,when he was perfectly competentto perform satis-
factorily all the duties appertaining either to his' social or

him charge on the lst June.

1 23rd May 1866. i
- ngy (Signgd) D. ARBUTHNOTT,
) L Callector.

it

g o Meip. A IJ*'P’?;sTuhaﬂdat of the Ahtoor Talug was by a Takeed* sent
“Tukeed issued by the Collestor of Salem  gu 3o 1o Honorable D Arbuthnoti the then Collector
i . Salem to appear before him as he had to speak te your
Tahaildar of Akoor & alvg. ~Memorialis§l;):rsonally. That your Memorialist accordingly
d before Mr. Arbuthnott when he was informed
that he was required to take his pension. That had
your Memorialist then taken peusion he would without
any objection whatever have received an annuity

* Mr Brett your Memcrialist's
imwediate Chief Officer
declares your Memorialist to

* be an able and active man

and better qualified than
most of the Tahsildars

Cunder him.

‘to anmex a le eddresse
ed to theMemoralist byMr,
C. W. Reade the late Sub-
Judge and Civil and Ses.
sion Judge. of Salemy now
the Collector of "South
Arcot from which itawill be
evident that - that officer
had a high opinion of and

esteem for your Memoria-

list. o~
>

our Memorialist deems it his duty, however painful the task, to bring to the notice o
circumstances which took place on the eve of his retiring from the publ}Q service

emorialist solicits the grave consideration of your grace.

March 1865 while efficiently performing his daties

of

: 13. That before the 3 months leave had expired, Mr.
Takeed issued by the Collector of Salem. Arbuthnott, on the 22ud May 1866 informed your Memorin-~
list that on 4he 1st Jume he would recommend your
Tahsildar of Aktoor Talug. ypomriglist for pension and djrected your Memorialist to
b Shae you, e hand over the Talug to Cool.){)o's,awmy Naidoo, Tuhsildar
of Qossoor on the 1st June folléwing.~ o' iR

»
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official position, more especially as at that time, Your Memorialist wns.almut to colebrate the marriages

of his children which would -have been greatly interfered with by his being so suddenly placed on
the pension list and his income reduced by a u.xoiety. :

. . o
‘ . I * 15, That your Memorialist pressed this circumstance on
Vide appendix marked CL and CIL My, Arbuthnott and brought to his motice® the very large
_ family your Memorialist had 1o support and prayed that he
. may be permitted to continue in the serviee,
1. *» Conpoosawmy Naidoo from Ossoor te

Abtoor for 3rd olass. 16. That Mr. Arbuthnott turned a desf ear to the
1. Rajagopalchorry from 4th olass Drum- ‘'CPresentation of your Memorialist and insisted on his
poory to 3rd class Oossoor., delivering over the eharga’ofum Talug %o Coo wany
L l:i: i’_mles gom Shervaroy hills to 4th Naidoo on the Ist June 1866, That yonr Memorialist there-
. Class. la LYarumpoory. .
e : uﬁtictavup upon ‘appealed to the Board of Revenue laying before

* Vide Enclosure marked E. /22 @ them his grigvance and soliciting that he. may not be

.
'

17. That in the meanwhile the Collector Mr, Arbmfmmt having been informed that yonr

R Wit kit 7 Menforiulist Wwas endeakuoring to obtain restoration to his

PRI oo B got up Your Memorinl; ;
a0 aspect as m&mhmmru - . orinlist as unfavorablo
had beeu greatly empoisoned “gainst your Memorialist whe ifhe eonld u:onld have f; o pivw are

held out of their prospects befy bettered,
g y th
‘were induced to do thus: iy

?o!'m ffm 3 gernul of the Record® in appenl case No. 36
t'py of which 18 hereto appended. That after the iuvestig-
t: 10‘;1 of all the Revenue cases your Uoﬁ:orW’d
the several above mentioned cuges would s, Tty e -l ol

bﬂl;:;u at Madrag, wog about to progeed thither by Trl}
To the head of the oy, . ‘“;; s he was about stepping into it, he was arrested

Su.l_lim.&'l‘here being o ':,',’mfg:t‘; gmior;f- Y & Warraut, for allogeq extortion, though at that time
Against Teagarn; ‘
.. otdede:)h mém'i:‘l.‘m-{ﬂl‘b:ﬁ Memorialist by any A : latioh GRL
fare me, and you mast do o wit il that w Y person. Annexed is & trans ation oF.
It the said Tagarajah Pillay orepe 0t fail. rrant and your Memorialist begs, to direct attention
security for Rupe Y00 o 1Y BIve personal to the fuct th :

Y Peesallll also 2 othep securit at the Warrang was issued mot upon the

Tor B 5000 euch for hiy pearnice befory OMplaing of axy person,

me ag Ah[(}()l' on lhﬁ er ustantg , o 'r d *',cd
. 3 ou m&y
’ . hu‘ was ’our u'moﬁ d‘.‘ !ll.dd(‘lll’ i

"set him free,
(Sl 141 d L T >
gued) D ARBUTHNOTT. befofe alarge multitude of his countrymen who were pro-
ceeding by the same train, by being publicly arrested on

Lat September 1366,
the grave charge of extortioy,.

V. A%

there was not l.ﬁng!oolnrgc of the kind aguinst Y"‘g'

A
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|
1'
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2. That your Momocialist gave and found the necessary securities and mppeared before the
Magistraté Mr, Arbuthnott who proceeded to try your Memorialist on three distinet charges, Mr.
Arbuthnott being both Plaintiff aud J uadge. That two of these cases were obliged to be with-
drawn as totally groundle“;_s" é_ﬁhut x?otlrilng danuted Mr. Arbuthnott was please_d~ to conviet your
" Memorialist on the third case, which was equally groundless as the other two,
and your Meénprialist was sentenced to 6 months rigorous imprisonment and
maleted-ina fine of Rupees 200. But that on appeal the gentence was
annulled by the Court of Sessions and your Memorialist was honorably acquitted. ‘

* Marked H

22. That your Memoriulist.being thus set free'and relieved of every stain on his clnaracter;
(lgelned' il;.,i adyisible to rocead to the Head Quar.ters’of Go’ve;gineit_,_ tl}ex;g_ @qgek protgg;i@%}_‘
againt the violent actifhs of Mr, Arbuthuott, knowing that uuless he poﬁsessedaﬁ@ protection he
would certainly be e%rentlmlly crushed under the power which conld be wielded against him:;,Bué
that on his arrival at Madras your Memorialist was again arrested under Mr, Arbuthnott'ls warrant
and compelled to enter into recognisances to the extent of Rs. 15,000 for his appearance before Mr.
‘Arbuthuott. That your Memoriolist was on this brought td trial on six cases of alleged extortion,
©One of these fell through by the complainant kimself declariug in open Court that he had been
instigated by Mr. Arbuthnott’s Sheristadar Paul Pillay and other subordinates of Mr. * Arbuthnott to
prefer the complaint he did against your Memorialist. That Mr. * Arbuthnott was pleased to convict
your Memorialist” on the other five charges and’ sentenced your Memorialist to variofis terms of
imprisonment extending in the aggregate to two years and to payment of fines amounting on the
whole to Rupees 1,600. B : e S
© 28 That on appeal as in the trumped up cases so in all ‘the subsequent trials the Appellate
Court completely reversed “Mr. Awbuthnott findings and. sentences. Your
Memorialist begs to attach copy of the J udgment* - and respéctfully begs to
solicit the special attention of your Grace thereto,  Your Memorialist prays,
your Grace will patiently peruse that docwment from which it will be observed that the Judge was
of deliberate opinion that your Memorialist was made a victim of a conspiracy formed to prevent his
return to office.  That Mr. Arbuthnott has treated uot only your Memorialist in this manner but when

G- hontop foll uppn,the Tahsildar Somasoondra,

- gon 111 similal mujested  toward
f .
ch so

" * Marked I, °

DUl

nduct toward:

0. mauch hat the Revenue Board cousidered the ‘manner in which Mr. Arbuthnott
exercised his Magisterial powers had caused, grievous injustice and rendered him liable to a charge
of vindictveness, to a determination to crush the Tahsill!g And your Memorialist begs to state
that Mr, Arbuthonott’s conduct towards your Memorialist's. had this ohject, in view, which was
nol to serve the ends of justice but his own privite views, and this will be further proved by the fact
that wheg your Memorialist filed Suits for defiimation of character and damages against Venkata-
kristayen Village karnum and others in all 5 cases who gave false evidenee and were the cause of
mu'icious proseoution by Mr. Arbuthnott against yonr Memorialist they were convicted of malicious
. prosecution, your Memorialist: deems it sufficient to enclose one of the
Marked J, Kand L. Judgments given in the above cases viz, Salem Principal Sudder Ameens’

' Judgments marked J. on appeal, thiswas farther confirmed by the Civil Judge,
vide his Judgment marked K, and further confirmed in special _appeal to the High Court vide
Judgment marked L. ¢ o ; "y

24. That notwithstanding that your Memorialist was thus able to establish’ his inn nee
et " and the utter falsity and wickedness of the charges pre-
"I Charles Murray Duff, M. D., Surgebn . frreq against him. That notwithstanding that your
Major 3rd District, do hereby certify on Menorialist came forth unscathed from the fierce ordeal -

houor that I have this day examined Tea- Al legr
rajo. Pillay late Thasildar of the Ahtoor  to which he was submitted, with a stainless and unim-
of

.
= MY

ga
4 fotriot. i : g ;
SRS, DEOR sy olor B ol e e Gt i S

no disease constitutiofial affliction or bodily = that the action taken against him was the resilt ’

infirmity, such as to disqualify him for offi- conspiracy to prevent your Memorialist’s return to office ;
cink &-g::?i;mx(l}t Muszay Duff, M. D. that notwithstanding it was proved that Mr. Arbuthnott's
i Surgeon Major.  actions against your Memorialist arose from a spirit of
Mades it vindictiveness ; that notwi‘thstanding that your Memoriy-

list furnished a medical certificate to prove that he was

10th Janvary 1867,
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perfeetly able to discharge the dutics entrusted to him and though yoor Memorialist fully detailed

tnh .the local Goverument all the circumstances conuneeted with the persecution by Mr. Arbuthuott to
which he had been exposed, the Madras Government afforded your Memorialist ug relief.

25. That after all the various charges preferred agaiust your. Memorialist had been finally
settled and proved to be the result of a malicious conspirasy against your Memorialist, Mr. Arbuthnot’
charged your Memorialist in irregularly owning lands in thé District. With regard to this chargd
your Memorialist begs to annex copies of his Petitions to the local Government f;nlly refuting the
same, that instead of fairly examining your Memoriplist's defehoe reference
was made to the Board of Revenune who were asked to report upon it and
. ‘fvho made a reference to Mr. Pochin who was then Collector. That that
officer did not make a fair report and your Memorialist was obliged to submit » defence of the
charges contained in Mr..Pochin"s report and your Memorialist prays that your Grace will peruse
with attention the annexed copy of petition to the :Government from which :
your Grace will be satisfied that Mr. Pochiw's report was altogether made :
under greatly bigsed and prejudiced-feelings. | .

“?6.' Tl??t tlet:lvconw.;uence of the proceedings ageinst him by Mr. Achuthnott yonr Memorialist was
i‘_"-" y bumiliated and disgraced—put to heavy expenses in employing Vukeels,which has almost bronght
Glm to the verge of heggary., tha.t. instead of substantial relief Leing afforded to your Memaorialist by

ovem.m?nt, instead of his being restored to his appointmens, the Government, informed your
l(.emonahst that he cannot be allowed to resume the post of Tahsildar but must be required to take
his penston ; your Memorialist was place on the pension list on a diminished annuity of Rupees 80
?gmmi:?ngm?ﬂ; effcet from 14th Dgcember 1867, while his services entitled him to Rupees 100
That ydur -Venorli'l:lemligf’ thev date on \Yhich he was arbitarily compelled to relinquish office,
months and that he has — ,bm'k” without pay and aiowance for one year and siz and a half
and that he has been deprived of Rupees 20 per month sivoe Vich Decomber 1867 the difference

chtwecu Rupees 100 to which your Memorialists services entitle him and Rupees 80 the pension which
vvernment have been plau?d to grant your Memorialist,

27., That your Memorialist hat he must be ciM

* Marked M. N,

.

Maurked O.

gnilty ‘of the charges that were

"m::l'd'!h°“mmbkdmm dlearly to the falsity of the oharges® pr
_ hniga.mshe w, and to relieve his character from all imputation of the several charges preferred againt ;
n, respectfully submits that in- justice, after the great injuries ivflicted on him by Mr. g

'\
:

:1' :li:ﬂ:.nom;:;‘::ﬂd h:ve been restored to bis proper position in the service either by restoration,

That as !;?th of ,_h;oo; y::: QMt of the proper peusion te which his services entitle him-
to pray that under th T ‘dwmd’. your Memorialist is compelled to appeal to your Grace and

p :" nln ! e1 mml mszaul ces now detailed your Grace will be kindly pleased to direct that
{:‘é:m:::;aﬁ:t'wted to the service and that he be allowed his full salary from lst June
sl W TS ot Bia to be eu.rployed up to the date on which he may be restored, or that a pensiolt
being granted toyhi fr "'l:h'!(‘]"'- D“p.ea 3.100 & month, be ordered to be paid to him, such pension
his full pay for umm om the date of his being required to take his pension and that he may be allowed
Py for the one year and six and a half menths he was left without any pay and allowances as
shewn in para 26 of this address,—FPOR WHICH AS IN DUTY BOUND YOUR MEMORIALIST WILL EVER PBAY.

MaDRAS, —PRINTED AT mml DRancn Press, « ‘ ;
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No. 1786.
To '
HIS EXCELLENCY, THE RIGHT HONORABLE.
LORD FRANCIES BARON NAPIER K.T.

GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL.
Fort St. George.

The humble Petition of B. Teagaraja Pillay late Tahsildar
_of Ahtoor Talug in the District of Salem.
RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH. ; : 3 .

That in consequence of a rumour current at Salem that yimr Petitioner’s dismissal from the public
gervice has been strongly recommended by the Honorable D. Arbuthpott, late Collector of that
District, upon grounds connected wit a few unfounded complaints against Petitioner as to certain
Revenue matters already alluded to partly: by him in his appeal to your Excellency in council dated 5/
April last, he now craves leave with due submission and respect to supplement that appeal wit,h.t,his
his humble Petition : only premising that he deemed it unnecessary before to do more than make a mere

sing allution to but one of those complaints, beeause none of them were at all substantiated and
because the late Collector himself appeared to attach little or no importance ‘to them, from the fact
of his not taking any action thereupon untle after Petitioner had appealed to the Board of Revenue
e unjustice of his removal from the Tahsildarship of Ahtoor Talug, |

- A

jgainst th

9. Of the five Revenue cases referred to the first is, that your Petitioner had improperly obtaintd
possession in the name of his son Mootoosawmy Pillay of one and - quarter cawny of land from
Kurupey, adoptive mother of Moothoo Muppen, but has since attempted to show that it was another
person, to wit, Petitioner’s father-in-law, who bears the same name as that of his som, who actual]‘y
: ased the said land, from one Meera Rowethen; a fact which your Petitioner had all along frankly
admitted, and which was fully established during the enquiry held long ago by the Assistant Collector

: ! . Mr. J. C. Hughesdon and reported on his letter™ to ‘Mr. Arbuthnott dated
Pe‘ﬁt%::lm K}rﬁnlw 19th May 1866—though on that occasion the entire evidence was taken
] behind Petitioners back—he having been expressly told by the Assistant

Collector that his attendance was not wanted at the jnvestigation ; whilst it is fairly presumable that
Iad your Petitioner been actuated by any fraudulent intention in respect of this matter he would not
have ventured to confess his own knowledge of the transaction or to give in the.name of his father-in-
law in connection with it when there were many others of the same name who could easily have leen
mentioned ; but Petitioner ‘submits with all diﬁ'erence that it can make no difference whatever whe-
there it was his son or his father-in-law that purchased the property. In the face, however of the
Assistant Collector’s official report (which was tacitly* endorsed by Mr. Agbuthnott who furnished
Petitioner with a copy of it on application but without copics of ils enclosures, and who did not think
fit to. investigte the case de novo till several months_afterwards when your Petitioner complained to the
Board) and the evidence on record which does not show in any way that it was your Petitioner’s son
who obtained the land, Mr. Arbuthnott exhibits his severe displeasure towards your Petitioner (who
would not consent to retire, as requested from the service) by asserting of his own motion that Peti-
tioner's son was the real purchaser, and that he (Petitioner) took advantage of his father-in law bearing
the same name. Now the question, as it seems. to your Petitioner is, whether or not there was any
corruption at all in this case on his part. To prove that ‘there was, much was dome to.extort false
_ evidence by the instant dismissal of two kurnums who had given evidence in favor gf Petitioner and
' ient of the complainant Moothoo Muppen as Monigar and Village Munsiff of his Village

by the appointm -
to the prejudice of the legal heir and brother of the deceased Monigar and in contradiction to Mr.
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Pellv’s Rule of su i i i

Wiy Sk :,e;:.;o: (;0 Village Mu.nmffs--a proceeding which your Petitioner can hardly believe

el T overnment like that of the British, any more than that evidence extorted
encouragement could be held to be conciugive. In short Mr. Arbuthnott

himself, feeli i icti ovi
f, feeling that amiq the conflicting ‘evidence adduced, guilt could not possibly be brought home*

% Patis: .
your Fetitioner in any one of these Revenue cases, dropped all further proceedings in relation to

: ving in the end fa bl iti
Ead ne. shtatiins g vourable to Petitioner, the late Collector
e left but to revert to the Revenue sid-, which alone forms the subject of his subse-

and left waste i : i
¢ Varada Pillay, your Petitioner lensed it from  hi
y - him for a
the Collector by an entry in the annual land

"’regist.er. Henee it wi i
nee it will be for your Exoellency in couneil to decide whether your Petitioner in any

"4 The 3rd case, is, that Petitioder bough : |
' ‘ your Petitioter bought from one Naranapillai
Sl . pillai half an :
: ven y.Ru.pees in the name of Kurnam Yellapa, These two witnesses were manif !;m ——
t: occasion ; the former having stated that he sold the land for 60 Rupees to P t.;('my P’W“m”d_ .
‘e money ; whereas the latter fotally denied this and stated that no money w:s ‘*'0';3: "::‘ fi o
' paid to ormer,

material a descrepancy between the two sta i
tements it may be suffic; iti y
Wisiina < s ; Yy be sufficient for year Petitioner to say that
e ré:t t:et:,?i :;df:::f, it nsk not his ll?r?perty. This witness did not, even scr:;l: to go&;°
e sake of regaining the appointment of his brother Venkatasoobajee
+ - If on the other hand your Petitioner had
urchaing with his money any property in

s

8. The 4th case is, that Petiti 5 V of Sharvo poodoor.
i oar etltlonel' haﬂ 2 Or 6 F i 1
- : you acres of land in the llage Y
'l'hls-pxe..e of !gxld was and is the property of one Cbocka]iuga Pillay the Java‘bneviss of the Principu;

complaint Wwhatever being made during the whole of that period bought the land at a high price from

one Venkatachell i is neithe i '
: ¢la Naick who is neither complaint nor witness in the case, and Petitioner has never had

ase of the land, But the charge agains't him in this

fusal to resign his appointment, and Mr. " Arbuthnott

6. Th .- - : S
gt :i 5th c;.sec;g":ba.t zour l_’etltloner had taken from Kristnama Naick and cultivated in
assal village es of land in the name of Kurnum Ramish. Thig is uneﬂy false, and your

Excellency in couneil will aick
see that the first man Kristn i
: ama N ) i
RS e = g T g, h whom .Mr. Arbuthnott designates as
of the Session Court dated Witnesst agai 10?1(?!' N complmmun‘ in case No. 29 and
25th November 1566, ur Petiti st your Petitioner -incase No. 59 and also a‘witness against
0 .
your Petitioner in the first of these Revenue cases alluded to n Para 3 of

st

Iy
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_* Vide judgment of Ses- this Memorial. Irrespective of all this he was repeatedly punished by your
sion_Gourt dated 90th De- Petitioner during his tenure of offi Tahsild d Taluq Magi ;
cember 1866, g enure of office as ar an q Magistrate,

. Kurnum Ramiah is a complainant against your Petitioner and it was your
Petitioner who brought a charge of concealment of lands against him and recommended him to be punish-
¢d and made many reports to the Collector on the subject. A reference to the judgment of the Session
Court will prove his animosity against your Petitioner, and it is the evidencé of these two men which
Mr. Arbuthnott believed ‘and called them friends of your Petitioner. Kurnum Ramiah subsequently
deposed before the Magistrate that he was forced by the Collector’s Sheristadar Paul Pilla.y: and others
to. prosecute your Petitioner, and that he was further intimidated by threats of being himself prosecuted
for concealment of lands. His conduct and other circumstances connected with the nature of the charges
brought against your Petitioner through malice, will - be abundan'bly evident from a reference to the
Judgment of the Session Judge of Salem submitted to your Eicell_ency in council with Petitioner's
appeal now pending the consideration and orders of Government,

; 7. Your Petitioner beg'p'in conclusion to urge upon the notice of your Excellencyin eouncil one most
importayt circumstance, namely, that if the Jate Collector of Salegl really “ believed that Petitioner, who
has been engaged from his youth in the Revenue branch of the service and must therefore be presumed
to be thoroughly conversant, as in point of fact he is, with the circular orders of the Board, had actually
contravened such orders in the cases above adverted to,.then not only did that functionary failed most
lamentably in his duty to the state by not immediately reporting Petitionér's misconduct to the con-

L trolling authorities and by promisingt to recommend him for Pension ; but

pe Potition of Apeil e, * your Petitioner ‘himself ‘must be held with all his official knowledge and
- experience to ' have deliberately and wilfully acted contrary thereto an

assumption so absurd as to carry with it at once.its own reputation, Petitioner humbly begs finally
that, in coming to a decision upon his case, your Excellency in council may be graciously pleased* to
review the Revenue cases in connection with the: subsequent criminal ones disposed of in appeal by

the Session Court of Salem. And your Petitioner asin duty ponnd.

: . E T Will Ever Pray.
MaDRAS, s, vt ' : | :
9%nd July 1867, § R s (Signed) B.TEAGARAJA PILLAY.
i i y :
To

No. 2184 of 1867.

W. HUDLESTON ESQRE. bk s
SECRETARY TO GOVERNMENT, REVENUE DEPARTMENT.
- . " Fort Saint George.
s - :
1. T have the honor to request that you will be good enough to lay the following circumstances
before. His Excollency The Right Honorable the Governor in Council in order that they may be
pleased to read the same together with the other papers relating to my case submitted already by

me, before coming to a final decision upon it. N

9. T have served Government 34 years, during the whole of which period there was not a single
charge of irregularity or any gravér offence preferred against me, that could justify my being punished
with suspension, degradation or fine ; and the only fault at ‘last found. with nfe,by the Honorab!e D.
4 vhuthnott, new Collector of Madura, was that I refused to resign my appointment and ~ret.l.lte s
Pension for which act of contumacy on my part I have been unjustly subjected to every kind of

disgrace and distress. ; ) § :
3. Such i)eing the case, and in the face of the Testimonials whic;h_l had been granted to ey
several geutlemen who had the amplest opportunities of judging my conduct by my service under

.
L]
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* his property was attached just when his evidence was required against me,

3

them for a censiderable length of time, and which I had pleacd before the Board of Revenue, it appears
that the Board lately called upon the present Collector of Salem Mr. Pochin to state in what opinion
he had formed of my conduct when formerly in that District, although it was only fot 3 months that
be remaind there. This reference from the Board of Revenue, ‘offording as it probably did a favorable
opportunity to my enemy Paul Pillay the Sheristadar, who is every thing in the Cutchery, of adding to
the wrongs inflicted upon me, has, it appears further, resulted in the present Collector reporting
matters against me which it is evident were not only grossly misrepresented to him, but of which it
is equally clear this gentleman could not have known anything of his own personal kbowledge. In
hazarding this assertion T am aware that I lay inyself dpen to the imputation of disrespect, however

unintentional, to an official superior ; but my present most distressing position, ecoupled with the depri-'

vation of my only means of livelihood since June 1866, compels me to be free and frank in my expressions,

and [ trost His Excellency will be graciously Pleased to pardon me the great liberty I venture to
take on the present occasion.

4. If I have been correctly informed as to the purport of the report made by Mr. Pochin, T would
earnestly beg that the Government will be so kind a8 to take measures to trace out Mr. Pochin's
iuformant, as owing to the extraordinary influence used by the establishment of the Cuccherry in

getting up the prosecutions agaiust me which have ultimately failed I have no doubt that it will turn,
out that Mr. Pochins’ report was not well founded. '

5. Mr. Pochin, T hear, states that he issn

ed several Takeeds to me with respect to ‘Kurnums
accused to Embezelement and concealment of

cultivation in Navakurchy, Puttootorary de. but I beg

- leave to observe thap a_reference to the office records. will prove that mo such orders were ever issued,

and that, if I remaember rightly the only one which Mr. Pochin sent me was in the case of -one Ramiah
Kurnum of Navakurchy and Puttootoray Villages, and that, too, only on my report mm,ded
evidence against that man, Yet, Tam told, Mr. Pochin now represents him to be a great friend of
mine. A reference to my Urzee and to Mr. Pochins order, as well as to the accompanying copy of the
deposition taken down by Mr. Arbuthnott, will show whether I assisted Ramiah in any way or whether
he was encourged and be friended in the Huzoor. From Ramiah's deposition it will also be seen that

That on the cross-eXamina-
tion it Qozed out that he had been forced by Paul Pillay and others  to 8
.

thereupon proceedings which had been in abeyance far more than a ¥
against him. Tn short it is, I submit

fo.r the purpose of extorting evidence agaiust .me : the alternatiye being, further enquiry into the old
charge against, him if he did not Appear as my accuser or ‘'bestowal on him partronage if he did. If this
had not been the ohject, the attachment should pve taken place together with the suspension of the
Kurnum from his post a year earlior when T made my report, which Paul Pillay it is presumable laid

aside, To make this cleur I beg to observe that Ramiah wag suspended one’ year after I had reported

twice to the Collector, and his property was not attached il after the lapse of another year,

man to do his duty,

of my duty. Tt«was only subsequently, viz, in October 1
Collector’s officials to show thit I had pe

but this part of the charge during the

Arn me against auy further dereliction
_ 866, that an attempt was made by the
rmitted the man to continue in office tho' suspended ;
Criminal trial was disproved aud I was acquitted.  This

/44

all clai’u

peak against me, and that

rength of my report dated a year back was made solely -

5

new matter Mr. Pochin, it seems, has hitroduced into bis report 'a,s fhc')ugh he were himse?f
perfectly cognizant of it,  Amother circumstance is, I learn, mfmtmngd in the re.port, lm;ne]b,
that the Pymayesh accounts have been abstracted through cullu.smn ‘on my"part wn'th the Ta u'q
Sheristadar and Re¥enue Inspector, - These ‘two men were and still are eneuu‘es.of mine and g;\e
evidence against me ; the Revenue Inspector having in consequence beet.1 promoted on the recommen. a-
tion of Paul Pillay. None of the aforesaid accounts were abstracted dm:mg my t,.en}lre of office or during
the time Mr. Pochin was Acting Collector of the District; so that the ‘mtrqductxon of that nlatfer now
is inconsistent with any supposition of Mr, Pochin's speaking of his own personal kgow]edgf}. l .My
report and Mr. Pochin’s previous order, if called for, will at once prove whet'h_er 1 f:ouceuled any tx;!:::
or sereeued the man, or whether it was the order of the Huzoor that set him .al: liberty. Mr Prehty,
it seems further states that the said Kurnum was found to be useful to me in the ncqm_remen:; of
landed property. 1f Mr. Pochin had known this or any other fault otfx.ny part he oug.ht sure?y to 'ave
recorded the same in the official Register of the conduct of every Pubhc. servant. His men.txox.l of it at
thc:, present time can only be from heresay of what had transpired 'smce he rleft‘ th.e sttnc;. erd
Pochin, am told, also remarks that he found neglect bl Part in ‘ﬁjme othfer mstai;xc:s. v}w.(])u :
fearlessly challenge proof of this by his own orders during the time he was acting Co le; o, lwdn est
T respectfully submit that if such heresay reports of one who his n.ot had any gersunat l;o-::.gi ;)n-
~experience of my public condvet, are taken to be trne and authentic, .peop]e.‘o Em{‘ ;an 1_,., mh e
service and of unblemished character will have no ground :to look. for impartial English J@tlue when
that character is unjustl)" assailed, or to render honest service, . 4
" A >

‘7. Mr. Pochin, it is said, declares also that ‘tl‘)eré'wére numerous complaints_aeainst me in Aht.O(?r
Talug during the time he effected jamabundy. Herg I woulld be;g resplectf'ul,ly to .c.hallenge hl!llll Lt}o_:rz\ L:
what they were and what he did <in respect of them, whilst I unhesxts.ttmgly affirm that a i:g WI;O
now been imputed to me is the result of what the present Collector h‘as heared from. njy ;1;&11; e
}1-.u"e been so fortunate as to obtain free and undisturbed audience of him. If oy th'mg t[ Jtill ‘;‘orféit
been reported against me by Mr. Pochin can b; proved t;ly t;:)e oﬁiceant;efi:);d:rs:‘ 1h: lllllni,h mrwdistressell

X ! : ded justice which is usu
pon _q for that ehml‘de J. : : .

"'ﬁ hatever cl . creeds s {0 e i o g 4
< - 2 i o . 1 b e ‘fw’b- Py *"1'-;,&15-'@41-,""7‘-,.:-».--::- ¥ eI

8. Tt may not be out of place here to mention that both Messrs. Pochin ar.u! A.rbt}thnott state
that there were a goud many complaints against we, but that they were not enquired into. I;ei :
challenge the submission to Government of the alleged comph}iuts.: L4 that they may b]e ; en; &;ua ;
Judge of the nature of the reports coming from t%;e Collector-of a Dlstltlc'f,. ‘ There was on y e "

ition _the Board of Bevenue att instigation of those inimical to, me, stating generally
Petition s t,f_b\‘vﬂg&\ A & ‘ it 8 eads R e > otaiag
that T was a corrupt character. Mr. Arbuthnott'on the recgipt of that .Petmon rom the oy
for each village Head and Kurnum and asked them through his subprdinates and otlz\)ell" ser;an = :;:_
many charges they could bring forward, 'but on their saying that t.hey had none, tluj. ho ;:e_ .gpeoxf lm
dant and his establishment were .directed to proceed to eq,ch vxllage andv 'try with the af . ,mi
successor and others, to find complaints dgainst me ; and it was to thm' very irregular ;onrse bo a]csw
that the Session Judge Mr. Chamier strongly objected. in his Pnfc?edmga dated 28\‘,;0 oveme :: g
a printed copy of which has been already forwarded with my Petition of appeal to .v.emm

9, I humbly beg in conolus;lon, to express a hope that shauld the tone and tenor of the expressions
I have uséd above appéar objectionable some excuse may be found. in my limited knov;ledge ::1 ;l}:e
English language and the painful suspense in which I have so long been kept ; anti that after . e
,el:iecutions I have endured, and after having pnsse@ unscathed through the . ordeal of a series of
I

' Criminal prosecutiovs, His Excellency in Council will not allow any onesided Reports to vutweigh the
. ney i

deliberate Judgment pronounced on my case by the Session Court of Salom, the Juge of which hus
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recorded his firm connctwn that T am «

to office.” the victim of a goaspiracy

2y formed o preveat my return
I have the bonor to be
Sir, ¢

\I‘IJR\" YO\H’ most Ulyo.h(_-

nt and humble :
17/ \ql!ﬂ/nbn 1867 e

(Signed) B TEAGARAJ & PILLAY,
s N ' 1 Lat: Tahsiidar of Ahtoor, Tt;lu’l-
“-_ y
b ENDORSEMENT.

No. 2184 of 1867,

»

1063 and 1095, . of 12th July 1867 on Petitions

ForT Sarvr Georer, By Order

17th September 1867
: } (Signed) J. H. WILKINSON,

* - - Acting under Seeretary o Govern ment,

— ——
Es

°: No. 1063, 1095, 1786 and 2184 3f 1867.

Petitioner is informed the Gove

ent’ ¢
allowed t0 resume thy g Tasnldn‘n oncur in opnuon with the Board that he cannot be

ar but must be required to také his Pension.

Forr Saixt Grorge.
20th  November 1867.

By Order
J. H. WILKINSON

R
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HIS EXCELLENCY THE RIGHT HONORABLE .
TORD FRANCIS BARON NAPIER K.T.
GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL
Of Fort St. George.

3 : : The ]i'espﬂ.:iﬁd Petition of B. Teagaraja Pillay,
Late Tahsildar oflvA'htoog‘ Talug in the District
of Salem.

Humpry SHEWETH,

1. That your Petitioner, a Government. servant of 34 years standing, during the last 18 of
which he filled the responsible post of a Tahsildar, Yecling deeply aggrieved by his unjust removal
therefrom by the Honorable D. Arbuthnott, late Collector of Salem ; and having appealed in vain
to the Board of Revenue for redress ;—begs now with the utmost deference to snbmit for your Excel-
lency's favorable consideration, the extreme hardships of his case as set forth in the following statement

of the circumstances connected with it. 4 _
2. Having been ordered* by the said late Collector in the month of March 1866 to appear

before him at Salem, your Petitioner on arrival there was told—without any
o umn qvhatsoever bemg ussugned for the mt.lmtxon—otbat he must pply f

* Enclosure A,

up his mmd about the matter

3 A few days previous to the expiration of the penod ofs grace accorded to your Petitioner’ he
received a Takeed* from that gentleman directing him to make over charge

X ’E\nch\u'eB of bmaoﬁce ta% Ci osawmy Naidoo, who now fills it ; buk apart from
A;l‘thg said treatment ini the ‘ease of & faithful 6ld servant of the State being suddenly, and without
any fault required to give up l‘ls means of living, there were certain marriage ceremonies going for-
ward at that time in Petlttonars family ‘which he was most anxious to complete before his income
became diminished by his compulsory retirement from the public service ; and he therefore submitted
two Urzees* to the Collector—one written just prlor, the other, immediately

* Enclosures C. C. subsequent to the receipt of Takeed B—soliciting, for the first time during
his long oﬁem.l chreer, 3 months’ Privilege leave. This, however, as will be seen, was refused® stating
that your Petitioner orally pledged himself to send in his resignation— Here

* Enclosure. D. your Petitioner submits that it is oily- for your Excellency in Council to
decide whether any force to. retire could be used without some remarkable defect-on his part and
whether your Petitioner would of his own free will aud accord, and without any the least
pressure being put upon him, .propose td relinquish the service which he was capable of discharging

efficiently. :
4. Your Petitioner then came to .Madras and petitioned* the Board of
Revenue against his removal ; and that petition. was forwarded to the
Consequent evidently upon such reference, a notice was sent to Petitioner by
Mr. Arbuthpott commanding his attendance to answer to an old revenue
* Enclosts F. complaint that he had taken certain land by force, although the Curn.um of
the Villaze had priviously stated that your Petitioner had no concern or interest whatever in the

* Enclosure. E.

Collector for report.

TN T N el [ o 6. b e
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piece of land which formed the subject of eomplaint, and the Collector at the same time dis-
missed the said Curnum and another perébn  from service for giving evidence iu his (Peti-
tioner’s) favor. This proceeding on

. ghiti or il i t@)e upon -his restoration to office, was
followed by a series of .crimjnal p iong " \stes of alleged extortion trumped up by

malice ;# one strong proof of the charges having "been pure fabrications

* Encl G. A P
o being afforded by the significant fact that when Petitioner was arrested

on the first of them there was actually no complainant at all before the Magistrate’s Court ! Notwith-
standing which, Petitioner was tried by the Honorable D Arbuthuott convicted and sentence to various
terms of regorousimprisonment with fines aggregating a large amount ; but the findings and sentences in

all of those cases were on appeal completely reversed® by the Session Court

_‘.lé‘;“gl‘:“::{ of salem, and your Petitioner was fully and honorably acquitted.  Released
¥ Enclosure 11, ( from all further restraint, he returned to Madras and renewed his appealf to
§ “Enclosure J. the Board -of Revenue o reinstate him in his appointment ; but with no

success} Petitioner’s perfect fitnees for further service though Certified§ by
Doctor Duff. , |

5. Your Petitioher respectfully and earnestly begs to urge on Your Excellency’s special attention
* Babeie A AT to the printed copy of the J udgment® delivered by the Session Conrt of Salem
; as well in his own case as in that® of Ramiah (one of the parties who had
been_forced to come forward as a complaint against Petitioner)—more 'PM'-
ticularly those passagest which have a direct . relation to your Petitionet and
which he has taken the liberty of anderscoring, *He feels ®onfident that by an attentive penisal of
those to Decrees Your Excellency cannot, fail to arrive at the irresigtible conclusion that the most
unlawful measures have been had recourse. to in order to compass his ruin, and that “he is,” to use
T - -tl.ze Session Judge's own words, “ the victim.of a conspiracy formed to prevent

his return to Office.”} ;

+ p.p. 1,2,34,8 and 9,

6. Finally, your Petitioner begs to'express an humble bat fetvent hope that, on a eareful con-

R e & ‘ sideration of all that he has above represented, in connection with his long,

Fhiminie nd faithful servitude, Your Excelleuoy in Coune: '
s ek s et b e, oty e et i Counil may bo grcionly

thereby relieve Lim of the unmerited Stigma attached

at present to his chgracterq. And your Fetitioner as in duty bound, Will ever pray,

.

Madras, f§2Aprit 1867 - ¢

'

M.

g I

R e Lplsgply .
- HIS EXCELLENCY THE RIGHT HONORABLE
' LORD FRANCIS BARON. NAPIER K. T
. GOVERNOR IN COUNGCIL
b Of Fort St. George.
- The Respe&ful Petition of B. 'ﬁagmja “Pillay,

Late Tahsildar of Altoor. Talug in the District
of Salem. :

HuuprLy SHEWETH,

1. That your Petitioner; a Government sérvant of 34 years' standil;g, during the last 18 of

which he filled the respousible post of a Tahsildar, féeling deeply aggrieved by his -unjust removal

therefrom by the Honorable D. Arbuthnott, late Collector of Salem ; and having appealed in vain
to the Board of Revenue for redress ;—begs now wjth the utmost deference to submit for your Excel-
Jency'’s favorable consideration, the extreme hardships of his case as set forth in the following statement
of the cireumstances connected with it.

2. Having been ordered* by the said late Collector in the month of March 1866 to appear
S i ‘before him at Salem, your. Petitiouer on arrival there was told—without any
mm List ; but he simply begged for and was granted 8 months’ time to make
up his mind about the matter, .

3. A few days previous to the expiration of the period of grace accorded to your Petitioner he
received a Takeed* from that gentleman directing himr to make over charge

* Enclosure B. . of his office to one Coopoosawmy Naidoo, who now fills it ; & apart from
the said treatment ;Nh@case of a faithful old servamt of the State being suddenly, and without
any fault remfp give up his means of 'vag, “there Werew certain marriage ceremonies going for-
ward at that time in Petitioner’s family which he was most anxious to complete before his income
became diminished by his compulsory retirement from the public service ; and he therefore submitted
two Urzees* to the Collector—one written just prior, the other, immediately

* Enclosures C. C. subsequent to the receipt of Takeed B—soliciting, for the first time during
his long official career, 3 months’ Privilege leave. This,-however, as will be seen, was refused* stating
& that your Petitioner orally pledged himself to send in his resignation— Here

* Bighomno AN your Petitioner submits that it is only for your Excellency in Council to

decide whether any force to retire could be used without some remarkable defect on his part and -
whether vour Petitioner -would of his own free will and accord, and without any the least

pressure being put upon him,’propose to relinquish the service which he was capable of discharging

efficiently. - :
4. Your Petitioner then came to Madras and petitioned* the Board of

* Enclosure. E. Revenue agdinst his removal ; and that petition.. was forwarded to the

Collector for report. Consequent -evidently upon such reference, a notice was sent to Petitioner by
= SR Mr. Arbuthnott commanding his attendance to answer to an old revenue-

* Baplaneny - complaint that he had taken certain land by force, althougb the Cnm.um of

the Village had priviously stated that your Petitioner had no concern or interest whatever in tl.a.e

reason whatsoever being assigned.for the intimation—that he must apply for -

o~
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piece of land which formed the subject of complaint, and the Collector at the same time dis-
missed the said Curnum aund another person from service - for giving evidence iu his (Peti-
tioner’s) favor. This 'procce{ling on Kct‘ig‘ner g;ll 'nsi!tiug upon his restoration to office, was
followed by a serles of criminal b\s‘ec 3‘ \ of alleged extortion trumped up by
malice ;* one strong proof of the charges having been pure fabrications
being afforded by the significant fact that when Petitioner was arrested
on the first of them there was actually no complainait at all before the Magistrate’s Court ! Notwith-
standing which, Petitioner was tried by the Honoruble D Arbuthuott convicted and sentence to various
terms of regorous imprisonment with fines aggregating a large amount ; but the findiugs and sentences in

. all of those cases were on appeal completely reversed® by the Session Court

* Enelosure G.

. i"d]“‘"" H. of salem, and your Petiticuer was fully and honorably acquitted. Released
3 ) s from all farther restruint, he returned to Madras and renewed his appealf to
¥ Enclosure . . . E S S \ ; :
8§ Enclosure J. the Board of Revenue to reinstate him in his appointment ; but with no

success} Petitioner’s perfect fitnees for further service though Certified§ by
. Doctor Duff.

5. Your Petitioner respectfully and earnestly begs to urge on Your Excellency’s special attention
to the printed copy of the Judgment* delivered by the Session Court of Salem
as well in his own case as in that* of Ramiah (one of the parties who had
. been forced to come forward as a complaint against Petitioner)—more par-
M e ticularly those passagest which have a direct relation to your Petitioner and
‘which he has taken the liberty of uuderscoring. He feels confident that by an attentive perusal of
those to Decrees Your Excellency cannot fail to arrive at the irresistible conclusion that the most
unlawful measures have been had recourse to in order to compass his ruin, and that “he is,” to use

the Session Judge's own wards, “the victim of a conspiracy formed to prevent
his return to Office.”{ ,

* Enclosures G. & H.

¥ p3

6. Finally, your Petitioner begs to express an humble bat fervent l?ope that, on a careful+con-

P o sideration of all that he has above represented, in connection with hLis long,

: zealous and faithfal servitude, Your Excellency in Council may be graciously

pleased to direct his restoration to office, and thereby relieve him of th Junmerited stigma attached
at present to his characterfl. And your Fetitiouer as in duty bound, Will ever pray,

Madras, J§ Aprit 1867.

By

Jo
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IN THE PRINCIPAL SUDDER AMIN'S COURT AT SALEM.
- Presext:—(. LATCHMIAH NAIDOO.

Original Suit No. 54 of 1866.

1. This is an action to recover damages to the amount of Rupees 2,890-0-0. It is alleged
in the *Plaint that the lst,and 2nd Defendants are the village Kurnams of Tadavoor in the
Ahtoor Talook, that when in Fusly 1274 or 1864 the Plintiff was Tahsildar, the 1st Defendant
appropriated to his use certain remissions granted to ryots ; that he having disobeyed summons, was
arrested under a warrant and examined by the Tahsildar and Sherastadar ; that the 8rd Defendant
was committed by Plaintiff to the Sub Court for receiving stolen property ; that through the con-
sequent malice, the 1st and 8rd Defendants in concert with the 2nd Defendant, formed a combination,
the result of which was that the 1st Defendaut.in view to injure the Plaintifi’s reputation, preferrc(i
to the District Magistrate against Plaintiff a false charge of having extorted money from him ;
that the Magistrate convieted the Plaintiff and sentenced him to 6 month’s imprisonment and 200
Rupees fine ; that the conviction however was quashed on appeal by the Sessions Court. It is there-
fore requested that ‘as injury was caused to the Plaintiff’s reputation by “the false charge, speciul
damages Rupoes 1,800 may be recovered for him as compensation for the injury, together with
Rupees 1,090 the expenses incurred in retaining Barrister and Vakeels in the Magistrate and Sessions
Courts, altogether Rupees 2,890.

2. In answer to the suit, the Defendants allege that there existed no malice, and they pro-
ferred no malicious charge ; That the Ist Defendant made a complaint to the Magistrate as to what had
actually occurred, and the Plaintiff was punished on proof of the complaint ; that thou.gh the
convietion was quashed on appeal by the Sessions Court, the Plintif’s claim to«damages is un-
sustainable and repugnant to the decree and rulings of the High Court ; and that the 2nd and 3rd
Defendauts having been mere witnesses in' the Criminal case, caunot be liable to an action for damages.

JUDGMENT.

-

3. The Principal fudr Amin observes that the st Defendant was the accuser, and the 2ud
and 3rd Defendants were witnesses in the case of extortion against Plaintiff, ?

4. An individual injured by malicious Prosecution has éer.tainly his remedy against his malici.
ous accuser, but such remedy cannot be against the accuser's witnesses, '

5. The witnesses are compelled to appear and cive evidence before public authorities at their

requisition, To expose them to an action for damages at the instance of persons against whom their
testimony is directed, would strike at the root of all Judiciul testimony. <,

it remains to consider how far Plaintiff has made out his case against 1st Defendant who has preferred

the Original charge.

- 7. The 1st Defendant in his deposition admits that he preferred the charge against Plaintiff
and he was convicted by the Magistrate, but that the convietion was quashed on appeal by the
Sessions Court. The grounds of acquittal by that Court as shewn by the Exhibit A, are that the

charge was not proved ; and that the contemporaneous written evidence raised the presumption
that no such offence was committed. # A

6. The 2nd and 3rd Defendants being on these grounds entitled i;o g- decision in their favor,

8. Tt appears from the depesition of the Ist Defendant that, -when Plaintiff was Tahsildar of
Ahtoor, the 1st Defendant was Kurnum under him, but having made extra Collections from ryots
was arrested under a warrant and brought before the Plaintif for_enquiry. '

2/
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9. The charse having beon preferred subsequant to the

said traosaciion and aﬂsr Plaintifl was !
Put out of office, must be taken to have been malicions,

.
. L ?
» e oty - e e
—
e —

10. The Plaintiff swears t
statement of the

hat ‘he extorted no money from the lst Defendont; while the

witnesses to the alleged extortion is so warked by muprobabilitics, as to reuder ,
it uuw rthy of b :lief. ‘

11. The Prosecution by 1st Defendant morecver, was admittedly instituted abont a yors
ofier the alleged extortion, This «deluy throws strong «doubt .on the bond Fde belief of the st .
Defeudant, in the truth of the charge, and fally warrants the conclusion that the statement of the .

st Defendurt was aufounded to his mind at the time be made it and was intended to injure the .
Plaintity, - 2 ok

use for the Prosecution, the Conviction of the Plaintiff
by the Magistrate gan furnish no eonclusive i =

#ssist Mr. Miller, 5 4 Y
o | To'uc;iqig. Bhﬁs’dﬁof the charge, the I‘Ja_inti
necessary expenses 5, 8ud a5 the said sams wre sworn
in the case, the st Defendint should properly be lheld aceony tuble

Train and Mess charges which canuot be held to be fee for Coungel,

F was, 1o doubt, orced 1o Put himself to the
to by Plaiutiff to haye beeu actually expended
for the same, excepting the

18, The Suit having ofigiuuted,
to pay the full costs of Plaintiff ; whi
their evidence should be wade to bear

in the maligious mv
¢ the 3nd and 3 Defendant, |,
their pwy costs.

19. For the foregoi
Plaintiff by 1st Defendy

20. The

ng reasons, the Pi-incipal Sn;ida- Amin adjy Rupees 1
ut, and disallywg the claim to the m.i::te(:.g“

costs,
The other Defendants are o bear theiy oWl gosty.

M40 to be puid €0
Ist Defeudant is to Pay PlaintifPy

- (Sigued) 0. LATCHMIAR, e .,
y Y + 7
. Principal Sudder .4-65: 4ig
(True CON') . ‘' . :

.Gllz. Decembey 1:‘67(

R . ' :
Slgned) € LATCHMIAN, ! i
Lriucipal Seidder A mik T

>3
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IN THE PRINCIPAL SUDDER AMIN'S COURT AT SALE),
© Peesesti—C. LATCHMIAH NATDOO,

Original Suit No. 54 of 1866,

' ' ; » W Waddell Esquirs.
Teagaraj Pillay.......... Plaintiff, Lleaders, JMeep atchisoondaram Pillay.

y atrkri N .l);),'v:;sﬂg'oyexﬂPi]'lay Pleader for 1st' and
- vencat:m‘";;’if:;. Defendants.  Pleaders. { _2nd Defendants,
.g' gmﬁ°myﬂuv~ooo . hﬂraﬂl&h for 3rd De_fe_udnnt..

- a i . » : ~
This is an action to recover Rapees 2,890 as personal damages and the eeruces lfw;r;?:, by
‘ i insti alicious prosegution again S
plaintiff in cousequenoefof the D.efendanzs_ having instituted a malici P :

DECREE,

1st Defendant adjudged to pay to Plaintiff Rupees 1,440, the claim to .the remainder being dis-
a"owedo ; ;

1st Bafe;dthtl fo pay Plaintiff's costs, and the otler Defendants to Lear their o?vg costs. .

Costs incurred by Plaintiff, i
Value of stamps Rs. 117-8-0
¢ Battah for Sommons Peon 5 9-.14-6
DPleader’s fees ” 144- 80
: e . ’ ; 271-14-6
AT e ity naed by Yot Detintict, .
L T e T LT R F7 At ga pe " .
‘ .  Value of stamps Rs 8- 0-0
Batta for sammons peon il N 1-‘ 4-0
Pleader's ees N 144'80
e Fhag 163120
Costs incurred by 2nd and 3rd defendants
; : ', Value of staﬁp e MLl 1 Ot e L
Batta for sommens ‘peon . ,, 2::
j Bt = e 144- 5-0
Total Costs...673-2-6
T‘o be piﬁ toplainﬁﬂ' by lst defendﬂnt ie * Seaen e 2"'14'6

No process of execation will be issued to enforce this decree, ,nlee,u some proeeodmg shall have
been taken to keep the same in force, within three years next pmgedmg the apPhcuhon for such execu-
. |  (Signed) C. LATCHMIAH,
¥ Did Principal Sudder, Amin,

1 6 .
6th December 1867 | (Fes Cogiy) '
¥ (Signed) €. LATCHMIAR,
: ' : ; AP ke o Principal Sudder Amin,

£

{
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- N THE CIVIL COURT AT SALEM, 4

30th March 1868,

o, o &

Presext:—C. F. CHAMIER, J. -

Regular Appeal No. 1 of 1868.

s v e wuy o Plaintiff Respondant.
Venkatakristyen,,,, ., . ... ..............;... eveewes 1ot Detendant Appellant,

Eegular appeal against the decree of the Principal Sudy Ameen of Sulem, in original suit
' No. B of 1866,

‘Tengnmja RIS es o

The exhibit A clearly shows that the first defendant was the
prosccution was founded, . .

Was nothing to show th :

Lower Court would have ""‘?‘ :

authority had given indgment for the def asonable and probable cause ; and that as one "
: endant this was priwmg fae dénce Taay tion wns nob”
iualwmus. and malu.:e could not be inferred but that evidence ofnu::ll S ot in whi Fie.
ase the first decision In the defendan ice might have been given, e

of want, of probable canse.  If weigh ia“‘t:“‘mﬂhonld have any weight at all, in detormining the

of the plaintify by a Magistrate
clusive answer to

O Eight calls 77). 1b is cloar from what molowlil 7

R

¥ [ i
allowed for this purpose 10 the dosisias ot e o omaleS 5
, _ *porior tribunal, no doubt a convictiof =
o 0 0N 08 it has not been reversed on appeal affords o ©O%° I

5

o
.

forihe plaintiff ought t0 set out in his declaration that he was in due form of law triod apon’the change,
and was acquitted and discharged out of custody (ib 538) but when the conviction has been reversed on
appeal it scems to me that it affords no answer at all. In the first ease the conviction appears to
operate rather as a bar to the action than as proof Pmbable.cause. In the latter case the bar is
simpl'y removed, Certainly if the conviction acts as proof of probable causg, the acquittal shoulg
operate as evidence of the absence of probable cause. I have mot been able to find the fresh case in
any of the boeks which I have consuited Addison on wrongs and their Remedies, Rescoes evidence
at nise Prins and Colletts manual on Forts Query why is the case omitted? but from the short
* description of it given in the case relied upon in the. third ground of appgal, Linfer that it was
one of a pecukiar kind quite distinguishable from an ordinary prosecution for a purcly criminal offence.
'Dhe defendant seems to have heen an infmagu'nd not a p:umm' and as the sub-cc »
actually found the plaintiff guilty and condemmed his go"ods, it is obvious that their judgment showed
primi facie that there was a reasomable and probable facie that there Was a reasonabls and probable
‘cause for the information (which I suppose was that the goods were contraband.) This presumption
in the in‘ormer’s favor was rebuttable but dies not appear to have been rebutted by any evidence to
show the want of probable cause (combined with malice) which it is said « must be substantively expressly
proved and cannot be implied” (Br. com. 744) Lam certainly of opinion that no such eff bot: should be given
‘to @ Magistrate conviction after it has been reversed onap,pea.! Mpon an appreciation of the same evidence,
more particularly where the Appellate Court has expressed its opinion that the evidence was unworthy
‘of belief. There is no doubt that among the inferior magistracy it is not uncommon for the Magistrate
to convict with a full knowledge that the prosecmtion.is wivhout any foundation in truth and that
the complainant and witnesses have conspired to injure the accused. How could the couviction in
such a case afford very strong evidence of reasonable and probable cause ? The fact is that as a judgment
of acqnittal is no evidence whatever of the defendadts malice or want of probable cause (Tayl 1403) so o
cconviction reversed on-appeal cannot beany evidence whatever of probable cause nor can g judgment of
acquittal on appeal by any evidence of the want of probable cause any more than_on original judgment
‘of acquittal. . :

As to the fourth ground I think the burden of preof in this case lies upon the defendant instead,
of relying upon the plea of not ‘guilty, which would have cost the ouns upon the plaintiff the
defendant has elected tobring the facts before the court in a plea of justification (Add 538) and has
‘contended that his charge against the plaintiff was true. It was for the doferdant thercfore to
prove that other facts and circumstances showing reasonable and probable cause for the institution
of the. prosecution were known to hiin at the time the charge was made, and formed the reason
-and inducement for his putting the law “in motion ( 938), or perhaps in this instance to
have combatted the contemporaneous written evidence which convinced the appellate court that no
offence could have been committed. Nothing of this kind however has been done and the Courts were
left to form their conclusions upon a weputition of the evidence that the defendant adduced in the
criminal prosecution. I will not say farther on this point than that T agree with what is stated in the
eighth, ninth, tenth and eleventh Paragraphs of L. Qts, Judgment as tothe want of reasonable and
probable cause for the prosecution and the existence of malice. The circumstance that the defendant
with a full knowledge, of course of all the ’gct"s which be must have had where he alleges that
money was extorted from him by the p]a.iqﬁ#_'a'n the presence of witnesses and after he had been
ignomeniously brought up under a warrant bﬁfqre the plaintiff took no steps to put the crimiual law in
motion untill nearly a year after the alleged crime was committed and that heonly caused the plaintiff to
be apprehended and prosecuted after he had 1 suspended from office and which he was under the
displeasure of the Collector without giving any satisfactory reason for the long delay satisfies me thag
when hedid prosecute he acted under no bond fide belief in the plaintilfs guilt but that he was conscious
and knew that the plaintiff was entirely innocent of the charge he preferred against him. These remarkg
comprehended the fifth ground of appeal. '

“There isno doubt that the plaintiff is entitled to recover, as part of the damages every expense that
he has necessarily incurred in order to defend himself from the false and malicious charge broughs
against him by the defendant (Add 545). This is proved to have been 3npegs 4,000 for four cases, making
Rupees 1,000 for the present case on account of fees paid to counsel. T'He snm of Rupees 90 was also
paid toa Vakeel employed to assist the Barrister retained b_;r the plaintiff. I think under the circum-
stances the plaintiff justified in obtaining the best advice in his power. He had very strong’ i:nﬂuence
to contend against and any local practitioner would have - been utter].y unable to stem the cuxrgnt of
fecling which had set in agaust vhe plaintifl. Large numbers of public servants were interested ‘in his
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4§ & ground for exonerating the defendants in other cases comected with

this and heard today, that porsons  baving been publicly invited to come forward and accuse the
plaintiff they cannot be said to have voluntarily set t

removal and it {s arguéd

from appression and uster ruin.

I'see no reason for devarting from the usual practioe aa to costs'in this case. The decree of the

Lower Court Wil thercfore be modified on vhis point and the plaintiff directed to pay the defendunts
costs on the snms disallowed., 4 :

” .
With reforence to the last, objection I should not feel justified in interfering with the Lower Court's

decision as to the amount of damages except strong gronnds. In the nt case the’
damages do not appear to hodhmsh;nmmz;u-m reccived or to the sitaation and
¢ircumstances of either the plaintiff or the defoudant (Add 545); The sam of three hundred and fifty
rapees where the plaintiff has been imprisoned upon the malicious charge scems to be very little in
the way of damages for injary to a man's reputation and. personal liberty.

I modify the docree of the lower Court and direct that the first dofendant do pay the costs of the
plaintiff in the lower Court upon the sums allowed and the plaintiff {hose of the first defendax‘\t upon
the sums disallowed. The firsedefondant will pay the costs of the plamtiff in the Appeilate Cowt.

: ' " (Sigued) C. F. CHAMIER,
g it Judge.

~ IN THE CIVIL COURT AT SALEM,
30tk March 1868. '
Prisent:—C. F. CHAMTER, J.
Regular Appeal No. 1 of 1868,
ot sesennes wen v vury Plaintif Respondant,

8 S enasenie savessfne .‘- RECEE 1Y 1“ Dejmt Am‘lale.
Regular appeal against the decree of the Principal Sudy Ameen

Teagaraja P‘l\'lay ;

L L

Venkatakristyen. ., , . ....... ;

of Sulem, inoriginal swit

MEMORANDUM ‘OF APPEAL,

L The Plaintiffs exhibit A is not admiced e RN
A is no udmlsmble. 8s evidence in this case ; its admision by the lower
IL The lower Court remark tha: the 1st ndant . X ‘

s opposed to the evidence on record, - . iraRagn complainant in the Magisterial g

IL As the pla

inGiff has been qul i y L
Plaintiff cannog maintam this suit under }'u:o nvgctq?d by a sompetont “"‘“‘"" in the Magisterial o

No.73 of 1886, principle enuncinted by the High Court in regular appe}

.

‘judgnient and decree of the Court of Lst instance, aud the meteri : i T
‘the arguments of Mr. J. Carr and .'Meﬁagtbysoopdrgm\?il}ay. Pfeaders for the plaintiff and of Narasier
-and Davasagayam Pillay Pleaders for the Ist Detendant, this Court doth order and decrce that the
o ‘decree of the Court of 1st instavce be and the same hereby is, modified and the 1st Defendant directed
to pay the costs of the Plaintiff in the Court of 1st instance upon the sums allowed, and the Plaintiff
: the 1st Defendant do pay the costs of the Plaintiff in the regalar appéal, "

e * D s

7
V. There are no blemisbes in the evideuce adduced by'the 1st efondant as admitted by. the lower

Gourt. The plaintifl”s statement is ineridible. 5

; # ¥ y ’
VL ‘The Plaintiff is not entitled to recover fees and other expenses said to have been paid to
the Barrister nor is there any ‘evidence om this point. "inh Yy

' VIL. The decree directing the payment t'o't}_xe Plaintiff by the 1st Defendant of _the costs on the

" .amounb disallowed is contrary to law.

Bower Court has admitted that ‘the 1st Defendant is not good in circumstances,
DECREE. ' - ' T ey

e S Ty J‘YM’A 'S e et SN . Win (17 o R S - _’1-"-‘-“ ,‘- " ¥
e T e Savhgp foie ,n:.*\‘“/,‘.‘.~1 B pp’sﬂﬂ-

This regular apreal coming on for hearing : upon perusing the Memorandum of \ppe:
papers in the suit, and upou hearin

hose of the 1st Defendant upon the sums disallowed ; and the Court doth further order and decree that

MEMORANDUM OF COSTS.

Costs of the Plaintiff in*the ‘Court of Ist instance ... .. T 271 14 6
Costs'of the Plaintiff in Appeal. Y
Value of stamp for Vakaluttamah ... ... .. wo v o on e o o 080
Pleaders fee on rupees 1440-0-0 ZVR 5, AT T R i e il i ke f el TR 4
. 389
'Costs of the 1st Defendant in the Court of 1st fnstance ... ... .. 153 12 @
Costs of the Yst Defendant in Appeal.
Value of stamp for apwll’etmon T Re e TS SNSRI TR
Do do for Vakalutnamah .. . 0. .. o oo e 008 0
- Pleaders fee on Bupees 1440-00 .. ... .. vo sl e ok wu 2 D30
Battahforse"ing process ... .. R SRV b Ve Lang ol el Ak FRE 4 0
197 12 o
' 695 14 6 -
‘Costs incurred by the Plaintiff in the Court of 1st instance on the sum allowed rupees

1,440-0-0 to be paid to him by the 1st Defendant ... ... .. ... ... .. .. 149 6 6
‘Costs incurred by the 1st Defendant in the Court of 1st instance on the sam disallowed
' to be paid to him by the Plaintiff ... .. ... = w7 80
osts incurred by the plaintiff in the Court of 1st instance on the sum disallowed to
4 be bornme by himself... ... ..U Tl Nl LG L e Cew e w0122 8 0
Costs incurred by the 1st Defendant in the Court of 1st instance on the sum allowed
to be borne by himself... .. o w0 .. R e b US|
Costs incurred by the plaiutiffin the regular appeal g be paid to him by the 1st Defendant, 72
Costs incurred by the 1st Defendant in this regular appeal to be borne by himself  ...197

27
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT MADRAS. |
Friday the seventh day of August, one thousand ez?;ht |
hundred and sixty eight. | |

PRESENT:—THE HONORABLE SIR ADAM BITTLESTON KNIGHT. ¥
‘ o~ AND - :

|
- . Y M PG st Fone o eyt g
~ THE HONORABLE MR. JUSTICE ELLIS- ‘.
. i g
Special Appeal No. 321 of 1868.
Venkatakrishtnyan.., S oe s g Special Appellant. st Defendant. P F
L]
Teagaraja Pillay ... o ... .. v« w. Special Respondents. Plaintiff. I
Special Appeal ogainst the Decree of the Civil Court of Salem in Regular Ap]:c:aal No. 1 of F

1868 modifying the Decree of the Court of the Principal Sudder Amin of Salem in Original Suit No. 54 : 34 o

of 1866, r
Drcrer.—This Special Appeal coming on for hearing now perusing the grounds of Special Appesl 7 ‘
the judgments and Decrees of the Lower Appellate Court and Court of First Instance and the k

decree that the decree * of the Appellate Court is, and the same hereby is confirmed, and this
3 - : » . :
dismissed ; and this Court doth further order and decree that the Special Appellant do payto the Special
Respondent Rupees 75-4-2 for his costs in opposing this Bpecial Appeal.
(Rgned) A. BITTLESTON.

( » ) GEORGE ELLS Judges

—————

MEMORANDUM oF COSTS.

. Special Respondents (I "laintiff) costs.

Vakils fee on Rupees 1,440 .
1 Printed Copy purchased

-1
o
- o
=

(=]

(M

To be paid to the Special Respondent v O 4 2

By the Spcm'a(dppdl«ml (1t Defendant )

(Siémwl) H, “']GR.\)‘.
Aeting Register App llate Jide.

g
2
;
i
’i

" <
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IN THE COURT OF SESSION AT SALEM.
o - 28th November 1866.

S 5

 CRIMINAL PETITION Nos. 26 to 30 of 1866,
B. TEAGARAJA PILLAY PETITIONER.
Appeals against the Sentences of the District Magistrate of Salem in Cases Nos. 43, 46, 53,

55 and 57.
JUDGMENT.

The first point which attracts my attention in these cases is the late hour at
which the complaints have been preferred. Thus, the offence in case No. 26 is affirmed to
have been committed in 1863 ; the circumstances with which it is connected are found to have
occurred in 1862 ; and the complaint is not made till 1866. There has also been more or less
delay in the other cases. There is doubtless nothing in law or practice to prevent a person being
prosecuted and punished for an offence committed some years back ; but in every such case, as
far as my experience goes, the facts must have been made known at the time of their occurrence,
and some steps must have leen taken by the injured party to bring the offender to Justice ;
otherwise the Magistracy will not, as a rule, entertain the complaint. Thus, if a man complain
of a robbery, or any other offence, said to have been committed some years before, and it app:
that no information was given of such offence at the time of jts alleged commission, it is I belie®
the universal practice to refuse to subject the accused to Criminal Proceedings, If this protec-
tion is afforded to private individuals, much more in my opinion should it be thrown around a pub-
lic servant every act of whose official life must necessarily be prejudicial to the interests of one or
more of persons appearing before him as litigants, and thus tend to engender feelings of animosity
against him. The reasons for refusing a summons in the case of antiquated charges are certainly
very eojent and important, first, the long reticence of the party complaining renders it highly impro-
bable that any offence has been committed 5 Secondly, facilities are afforded for fabricating false
evidence and tutoring witnesses, which do not exist where information is immediately given and
an investigation at once held ; Thirdly, the accused whose position the law always regards with
anxious solicitude is placed at a great disadvantage if required to prove his innocence under such
circumstances. Of course the case is totally different where an offence is directly reported, and
evidence of the corpus delicti obtained, but the offender is ejther unknown or evades justice for a
series of years. All doubt as to the actual commission of the offence is there entirely removed, and
the evidence against the accused is such as was made known at the time, or new evidence of a
cireumstantial nature tending to connect him with the offence. Upon grounds of publie policy it
seems to me highly inexpedient that encouragement should be given to complaints of offences by
public servants being preferred against them after they have retired from office. It is obvious
that under sach a system a real offender, instead of being arrestetL in, would be allowed to pursue
his career of oppression ; and his eventual punishment would after all become exceedingly pro-
blematical from the general reluctance of parties to complain when time has effaced the first feel-
ings of irritation produced by the offender’s act, and from the extreme improbability of the com-
Plainant’s story and that of his witnesses being credited. Such prosecutions are, moreover, calculated
to create needless dismay and disaffection among a large class of public servants who are placed
in a very helpless and invidious position. No native could indeed retire from the service without
being exposed to the risk of baving his character blasted by groundless accusations from persons
Who were under hisrauthority and whom he had offended in the course of his official duties. _The
soundness of the general rule is strongly exemplified by the result of these exceptional prosecutx?ns.
Here criming] charges have been freely entertained against the defendant and the vaole machine-
Ty of the State has been putin operation against hia, the Police having been directed to make
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of such evidence it may reasonably be inferred from the fact of his having been permitted 1o 8

secutions ; but the yesult is that in 14 cases out
57 g : _ . of 20 brought bef; i o
b(’!e“b:z:;l}l1 ;:isgil:‘a:ged, land in the 6 in which he has been eongvicted,o::eu;n::g::::.il'l‘b:ot 1ave
ruption ; but thppe? " & h? magistrate describes the petitioner’s career as one of tyranny and @
- t}m; e ere 18 no evidence on the record to show, that he was ev d ,dym ’;m ),
y charge of oppression or corraption was ever preferred ag:rin :3;"’ °; p:b‘ .
st him. In :

s g
nain in en.zploy for 34 years, that his character was unblemished so far as any actual proof of des. .

sent complaints have been made
or the manner i i hey e
| ~ 4 mn Wh“.'h t ‘"I\’B » or th
;i ‘; "‘sJ‘ attempts made to connect them with some official act of th beﬂ! i hgl:t' n-
deration ; they can, I think of the Petitioner, be taken into cOR -

without any reasonable or I
; probable foundatj : ‘
oredit, T bl ey S s Courtn e::on, and that the witnesses are utterly unworthy

*Y hot only to judicial practice but also to i credit of
A m. ) common semse. It stands to ivo
£ e b vy by ilad by he hreunstnss sndes whE g s
v ’ evi which has been » withheld ity
‘)ﬂm Sl v g Bl il'tru,t.hel:: :‘:;h - The present complail™ -
o:tdmury reasons for taking immediate proecedings against the Defendant, Amu mobr:d
o i ,é, ;
tenetnwx;:he:hp:‘;‘ta;o? of retovering his property, and silence might in such a case be ”: : :
act of a robbery having been actually committed ; but where & man h“ql:id cons#?.
a larp®

o : show that this tenee.
bey have now eome forward witl, all the elements of o strong w: n:itmm prepeak to th
; Witnesses speaking 10

actual
payment of the sums to the accused, and particular official transactions being referred t0#%

forming the gl’Ound work Of v 18
the offences alleg'ed to h Iy
ave been comllitted. N ow it } ’

and it was really available at the date of the offence, ¥

ce of fear. Tna solitary jnstance of extortio® =
reon of too timid g disposition to mm:z,‘ of the injury ; _’ 4
: had been any truth in their allegations, ¢

§ wrongs and have ecombined together to bring the OF

ould receive a bribe from a rieh suitor ; but it seem® iﬂ“ b 5 e

e
i‘

w

stance which t i
ich tends to deprive the story of the complainants of the least shadow of probability,

the absurd disproportion between the sums alleged to have bee ted and the service ™
n exae .-

was t :
8 to be rendered. Thus, in ease No. 46, the complainant had simply been fined two "y
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carelessness in keeping his accounts, and yet he now asserts that while the enquiry was pending
the Defendant extorted from him the sum of three hundred Rupees. The complaints against the
Defendant were not ouly: not made at the time at which the offences are said to have been com-
mitted ; they were not even preferred when it was known that the Defendant was shortly to be
pensioned, noy, for some time after he had quitted office. It was only after he had petitioned the
Board of Revenue to be allowed to defer taking his pension that efforts were first made to effect
his ruin. I consider that the reference of these cases to the Police for preliminary enquiry was
inexpedient and not calculated to advance the ends of justice, but rather the reverse. When the
Magistrate is satisfied that an offence has been committed, but is unable to proceed to a satisfactory
decision of the case, either on account of the insufficiency of the evidence for conviction, the non-
apprehension of the real offender, or from any other cause, it is proper that due enquiry should
be made before the accused is discharged or the case dismissed ; but in the present instance there
was nothing for the Police to trace out, and all that was necessary was for the Magistrate to hear
the evidence tendered. If this course had been adopted, I think that there would have been fewer
complaints ; and one great source of doubt as to the truth of the charges would have been avoided.
The complainant, in appeal No. 29, expressly deposes that he had no intention of complaining, and
did nof complain either to the District Magistrate or any one else ; that he merely mentioned the
matter in his deposition in another case ; that he did not complain of his own accord before the
Superintendent of Police, but that the latter sent a constable to eall him and told him that he had
heard that he had given twenty pounds to the Defendant. It is obvious therefore that but for
the intervention of the Police this charge would never have been preferred: and the natural infe-
rence is, that the evidence by which it is now suppported did not before exist. A similar declaration
was made by the complainantin case No. 56 dismissed by the Magistrate. There the complaigant
admitted that he had not gone before the Superintendant of Police of his own accord, but had been
taken by the Inspector ; and that before that he had never complained to any one that the De-
fendant had extorted money from him. The Inspector of Police also deposed that the Talug Sub-
Magistrate had sent for the complainant, and that when he arrived he took him before the Superin.
tendent of Police. If the Magistrate gave general directions to the Police to enquire into all com-
plaints against the Defendant, without expressly referring each individual case for preliminary
enquiry, he made in my judgment an erroneous use of the power vested in him by Section 133 of
the Code of Criminal Procedure. And if the Police received any of the complaints without such
express reference, I think they exceeded their jurisdiction. The consequence to the Defendant
has been that he has had to contend with many influences which could not so easily have been
opposed to him if the few complainants who at first came forward had been left to substantiate
their complaints in the usual way : there was every reason for pursning this course on account of
the peculiarly suspicious eircumstances under which the charges were preferred. If the Magistrate
had had reasomable grounds for believing that the Defendant while in office was abusing his
authority, he would doubtless have been warranted in making the most searching enquiries into
his conduct and encouraging injured parties to appear and declare their grievances ; but as no such
steps were then taken and the Defendant was permitted to take his pension, it must be inferred
that the Magistrate was not aware of any such abuse by the Defendant of his official powers, and *
the presumption of law in favor of his innocence strengthened by the absence of any complaint in
respect of these alleged acts for so many years should have obtained for him, I think, a diffe-
rent mode of treatment from that actually adopted. After weighing the evidence adduced
against the Defendant in the five cases now pending before me, I ha\_rg come to the conclusion
that there is not a word of truth in any of the charges, and that he is the victim of a conspiracy
formed to prevent his return to office. - I consider that no explanation such as a Court of Justice
can admit has been given for the unreasonable delay in preferring these complaints ; and that on
this account, and on account of their intrinsie improbability and the fact of their being spoken to
mainly by interested witnesses, they must be rejected as ineredible. I also consider that it is
patent on the face of the records that the complainants are mere tools in the hands of peisons who
are using the law as a means of promoting their private ends, Great discredit is brought
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upon the administration of justice if such practices are allow
some effort should be made to discover ang bring to condj
complainants have been 1nstigated to prefer these palpably
tions, I proceed to record my reasons for disbelievin

In Case Number 26.—The complainant alleges that he was summoned by the De-
fendant in 4 Revenue matter two or three years ago ; and that during the enquiry the
and said to him « I know you are g bad man and have made
collections from the Villa

gers, I must handeuff you and send you to the West” ; that sub-
his garden saiq he would let hi

reat in his garden, but that he 5

ed to Le carried on with impunity ; and
g0 punishment the parties Ly whom the
groundless charges, . With these observa.
g the evidence in each particular case,

to his village and next day at noon

to carry ; that on the way he picked vp

essesand delivered the money to the Defendant through the third witness.
The complainant when Put to the test of cross

-examination contradieted himself so often that it is
impossible to gather from his evidefice when it was that the demand is alleged to have been made.
He first said that it was after the enquiry had

of the enquiry, which he affirmed lasted three days ; he then said
on the second day, and that the demand was made after it was conel
been sent away, Iy another place he contradicts this by stating
before the enquiry was completed, The documentary evidence
occupied one day ; so the Whole story of the demand and payment
plainant admits that he was dismissed from his Maniem at the i

that the Tooney was paid a month before his dismissal,

1at the enquiry was coficluded :
uded and after his opponents had
that he even paid the money
shows that tie enquiry only
is evidently a fietion, The com-

moned in a case, and had some money to
i and the fourth witness declares that he
complainant in case the Defendant was

being given to the complainant ; but the

' Was gone through, nor does the 3rd witnesss
though the 2nd and 4th witnesses both assert that the complainant told the 2nd witness to wet
the bundle. The 2nd witness states that this wag done near the Catchary, and the fourth near
* the Police station, The 3rd witness deposes .

ant on receipt of the money
ué away immediately. None of the witnesses saw what the

m go if he gave him 300 Rupees ; M R
greed (o pay the money because he was ¥

pees ; but the third witness deposes that

e bag or bundle supposed to contain the =

5

he attempted to carry
: that about 2 years ago e
27 the complainant alleges . ot s Bt Eline
In Case }.Tumb?:n under authority obtained from the Mi{gxst::take sléce binlese Lhe 6omi-
oo marmtg":l ["‘0":;: Defendant who refused to allow the p:" o}fwx:x:ie a verbal complaint to the
time prevented by th lainant states that he m : L e
{ - q 2 . The complaina : , but admits that he m
pla.lnant o d h"_n 51'.“?11: ;E:ne:lmndy and was referred to. the Ma?s]::t:n :his il Tt Thiic
J omt‘Maglstraﬁ-]? a?nt to' the Masintrate-till Lis examinah;)‘n ﬂwasl fln from a perusal of the Petition
no wntfen comp D finrioe & perfectly plai |
: the present charg 1865. In that he expressly
cannot, be a particle of truth in inant on the 24th January g s v ino the
istrate by the complainan y 3 ilfully disobeying
p!‘esentedl tnl;h: L; af;sf:;lf being in the interest of his oppo!;e:t;: W:?dr;vven 0:; of the Cutchery,
charges the Defenda ¢ ts ; and states that he w ; s
: > d submitting false repor Kl g . a long time. Now :
e Ord}'en:] a:t had entertained strong ill wﬂ! *.‘gamst htlll]ﬂ f‘:’ oney was demanded. Is it
ok l:fore the presentation of this Petition thatt t: Defendant, and confessedly at
alleged that it was ; 1so0 boldly against the : L
g i o bitterly and so S hreats which the complal
credible that a person writing R tion this demand and the thr 3
: : . omitted to mentio ; : refer a charge of e
T R WOUI':];(}; :;:aor that he would have hesitated an ms.(;w;,t t; I;hink that the fact of
Atk g ammpamf da,nt if any money had been afterwar_d? - lls greatly in favor of the
tortion against the Ddo. et'; any corrupt practices in such a Petition te 'sngbnt also that whatever
i ng 10 :
gy bei;lnhm;s:ot ¢;nly that he exacted no money onftt};::;m;‘sbe 2nd witness states that
Defendant, and sho tion was not one of them. he mone
i . have been, corruptio t, and was present when the money
his faults, if any may : to give to the Defendant, an i T
he complainant to g ity for the debt, and did not enter the
helent 500 Rupcees to t bond or security for the s :
. its that he took no ' in such needy circumstances
waa deligered. . He admi : he complainant, who was i i
: e affairms that the comj id the loan with interest
tion in his accounts. e a o iage expenses, re-pa 5 ;
:lc li;oilml was obliged to borrow money even fu.‘ e ,r.nnrn. at, for the money. The 2nd witness admits
h 1a; which he retuined complainant’s receip h witnesses depose that they went
A “Pm: rice fined by the Defendant. The 3rd and 4tl(l ‘;‘nd it at Salem where he was
sl hs; s b.ee 4 n‘m borrow money ; that he told lhem. he would le LAY e g
= .the o \vntan:uin ; and that they accompanied him to Saleml;e 2 ]em:to i sl T
tglomglt:dslile:oz; truth in their statement, the m;mey Wo“]dpk;;‘.;:d teh e 2nd witness ; but they
e I : they accom : Y
hich they affirm that e thout obtaining the
that was the purpose for wl . turned with him to Athoor wi
: it by adding that they retur 1 ive to the Defendant,
damage their own credit by h ey to the complainant to gi 1
: 4 witzesy hots Jnkithe money. : that as it was a secre
P4E, 4hd S SR resent when it was delivered. The 3rd. witness saysw:: o staklg a5
and that they were Plh dask, atid that thu Delehdnay ot awiy's P.eon b
el ot ;;]e s Nno ’objection was taken to the witnesses b'emg Preslfl;:ideuoe. I do not
gate, but tha:;, ne;;e?n::nt It seems waste of time to go further 1.nto bZ:::een A
strangers to the Defe i : lv-all the discrepancies
4 a3 s to set out minutely a : the conver-
Sttt cc.msader & :mges:e: as to the manner in which the money wasfdt:l‘::m‘:g;de;; < Ae
e gt d what was done by the Defendant, On the f?ce e foundation in fact.
P o t is a pure fabrication, not having tlfe' shghte?t o Gt a5
Tanifest Bk R AL the Magistrate to have his procession, an d
T T fmxl: 'ttbd lest it should lead to a breach of the peace, an
. i t to be permitte o e over
Defendant thought that it ought no t and not-a Pablic High-way, yet these objections wer i
because the street was a private stree g lainant to offer any gratification to the
ruled and there was not the slightest necessity for the c‘;mp am:he'n the final order had been passed
v £0
Defendant ; nor can it be believed that he s hnw:; ::;e 2 s vhi preserving the peace,
directing the Defendant o permit the P:cess:ml‘lea;ad resisted the Defendant’s demands up to
: ing to his own statemen
especially as according
tti in persons accused
= ‘tm'll‘: mplaint in Case No. 28 is to the effect that three yel"sl ath:J 051“";: I::aa under en-
e Co! r . : e ma
R g ties, and that while
: Iversation in his Revenue duties, : ¥ was not obey-
ﬂ“.! s o ;‘f ll::a Sheristadar the Defendant sent for him and, saying th.n ; henish him on the
i i t };:d $ a?)d that there were erasures in his accounts, threatened to pu
ing the Sheristadar, '
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« Cessary separation between him and

6

ristadar whether he had disobeyed his Orders ; that the Sheristadar replied that the complainant
had neither disobeyed him nor had he eomplai

ned to the Tasildar against the compluinant ; that
in the evening the Defendant sent for him again and asked him whether he would prefer to be tried 3
on the Police side and punished or listen to what he suid ; that he again protested that there was i

nothing wrong in his accounts, when the Defendant said he would let Kim go if e paid him 300 E
Rupees ; that there was no case against him on the Magisterial side, but that he nevertheless eonsented ‘
to pay the money, and went to his Village to bring it ; amd that jn 2 or J days he veturned with 4
the money and paid it to the Defendant. The second and thirg witnesses depose that they were

- The Revemue case with whieh it is endeavoured ° 4

prefer this charge before because
house looted and set on fire two

; ¥ gularly,and that it appeared that he had '
appropriated certain money belonging to Agrabrumdars ; but that this could against oy o
him, and that the suspicion ey 1 o gt

arose from all the Jory aceeu
The complainant, also admi i

escape from custody. Healso admits that he was arrested on o cha =
five years ago upen a warrant issued by the Defendant, ;A
: : : »and expressly accuses ¢y f 3%

got up the case against him. Tt is obvious, therefore, that this : vie s endnntofbn'i"‘..;.- @

for giving false evidence against the Defendant,

that all confidential relations between him and the Defendant ceaseq in January 1862 that is 6% *?M
i ’ e 2

'gation. - The only letter written after th® '-;:Jj'
4 : H

years, and the conclusion is irresistible that the offieja] ac

he seeond Witness,
« The3rd witness
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nesses are uttterly unworthy of credit,
ments executed to the eomplainant,
nstraments, I think therefore that, i
also at variance with that of the com
his care by the complainant at his v
it by his side and had it all
is, that he brought the mon

i
ap
s

y

LF: L

<
s

.
Sl
a4
id

admits that he has attested many instrt®
ce in his favor in suits brought upon mh Ve
r can be placed upon his testimony. It e
that the bag of money was entrusted 1

ming from the Village in a cart he kep®

The complainant’s statement on the other hand

plainant. He says
illage, that when o
along in his charge.
ey himself ; that the

o ek Srd witness merely aceompanied him ; and that ko
hle oul}" dil; v:'ered i ;nto his custody, when he was himself going to tlie Defendant’s ht:noe. The Y
charge m this case, far from being py b . = e . 4,
i g g proved by credible Witnesses, i in my judgment palpably fals® At
The complaint in Case Number 29 is of i isali jed i +
2 : comparatively recent a little van o
its details, The money, amou . T FReut dats antieA l b}

nting to twenty sovereigus, is alleged to have been paid te the De-

A B

7

. im to the complainant, and without the com-
Sy upl?l th:;:te;;:zﬁt:&::es::ie:nz‘::n}z.h He admits that' the Defendfmt on se\-'era:
plaim'mt even ma lﬂi v pez on the ground that they contained timber felled in Goverum;tf
SR A t'nlt)xed to do g0 even after the date of the alleged payment. The -c°:)p i:.
Pl ﬂ'lnt wifyes ; iven evidence against the Defendant in several O'ther cases 3 3tD e
prons ;}lso.admlts g l.lel;as ,glakurtaship by the Collector upon an investigation .held by the De-
i o win fm“llI::;sto :;xke good 300 or 400 Rupees, and that he was fined wnt}} otl{erst ]:':r ];::
fend.ant, and comPeH taies thet the, goldemith: who pub up the hedge was working 1:. i
monng’a i (:;ls t though he was himself absent from the village ‘the Defendan » =
fe:ndt?nts i and[‘ :ardedA fim to the joint Magistrate. The complainant ta‘kes‘sl-)ea;)e :ar
SR these transactions he still continued on friendl; terms wrth.thtexm r::;
:]0 s:atelt{ha;e:;::e:?::t he never intended to complain agaivst the I:.)e{eniax;t :‘0; ::,at::rgease %

1 : i the faet when asked i .

g e
e be P"eﬂnmf t’he 2nd and 5th witnesses, who say that they can‘xed_.‘he re:;o sa :
B ewdel\:e. oevidence existed before, tegether with that of the 4tb.w1tnesshw e :;
igmges ;. e h:;] :t e:;e payment, there can be no doubt, looking at the relaf;ll:l)::s ;;t“zg‘m i;
::::: I:;ebewa:o::;:i“"“t N g r—‘;!iescl:lbn:des:::y t’i)e::::: il;l.ere the cirecumstances
Vol e w(;nnne::::rgsﬁeljt;:;;;rej:ldieed agaiust the Dc'efenda!.lt. A”t the very rxfne
BDE I 153 charged with having extorted money from lu.s “.frle.!ld, the eomp “‘;'
that the Defendant 1; g acainst hin to the Collector aceusing him of instigating people to make
ént’ e T e i r:le:hebl)efendant, which renders it evident thatf they were in fac("de l:le‘::’;
ji:lsieeac:lm;?]::i:rd: gmI“:ook upon the whole of the evidence as puerile in the extreme, and do

believe that there is a syllable of truth in it frem beginning to end. half ago he lent the Defen-
In Case No 30 the complainant affirms ﬂ:t 181;0‘:;285'::;51;::13 hea:ms summoned on &
v
e _h““d“ed R:P;“:):‘;d::;e::;“: :l::t :;terwewaitingy at the Catchery mx o? s:v;'!: ::i;l::’
;-:mc[:::l:;e r;;ii:;;r;myw commence the enquiry, upon which the Defen.dant sau:hillahe SRR
Jlainant, would give up his claim to the hundred Rupees he would let N i
:O Shie A e Defeﬂd“;; Z:‘l““'ed pll‘:zxaize :;:::"2 y;ra ago when he gave
P as W e comj L
’Tbe S0k e det[:’o :fet;:]t whi:n‘:ss to take to the Defendant, and tlmif he ’was al§o P"e:l’;:
e T Rlllpees t consented to give up his claim to that sum. The.thu-d w:tnesz d:)l’ﬂ;e:dant
Rk t!le pons . from the complainant 2 or 3 years ago and deh.verfad it to the ele . d
+4 reeelved. b e that 2 or 8 years ago the Defendant ask_ed him if the comp]uma;n d:m
;I::lﬁ"“h “;tn::a:‘;:izd him that the fifth witness was complainat‘l]t’s ene:!’}y';gil:;aigéetf:te:n L
Y enemy ; \ : inst the eomplainant, .
then asked ?im'to te“hth: ‘i;mh::t:oes;otosirm:l‘gh: cf?ff:ll‘ngvziltg;na;s states th:t !jhe made a complaint
retu.m Y wlhﬁ: nte ;:.tothe instance of the fourth witness, but that the elfarge was :T h]':e lmfl:;v
. . e d : ses that about three years ago the Defendant asked him to_be & 2 lut that
T Mtk mtue: ep«t)‘ d a charge against the complainant and the second wifness ; v
5 A i preTel:l'e venth witness merely produced the record of the former case:] ,th .
; h.e b x'xot s tl: tsehe was first asked by the fifth witness to act for her but ref‘_lse Lo
SENHS WA ,}epose:h l;efendnnt who induced bim to put in a Vakalutnama. Great x:lg‘em:;fl{
e “""f e bxm?o‘ ett.in this c;ae in so elaborate a form ; but it will not bear 'amttments ex;tme
}las‘been i Al gthe evideuce wholly fails to conneet the alle.ged rehnqmshm?nt: .
th“.' lll’ﬂw. 'ﬁﬂt 1{!‘1"9;}13 charge preferred by the fifth witness against th? @mplamlﬂ ’.d
Snpamp clmm vmber This case was tried on the 26th May 1862, that is four years and a
second witness, and mﬁ;t. . & and his witnesses all affirm that the money was lent to the Def:dd::t
B e coml; am::an three years ago. The third witness, who says that he carf:u % e
. thecgil;: rg:;:xﬁa::s states that he is sure that it was not four or five years ago.  The allega-
oney e ’

S— S



8 .
tion that the claim was given up to avoid punishment in the fifeh witness’s case ean only, there-
fore, be looked Upon as an umserupulous attempt to cony

rert an ordinary officiul act of the
Defendant into 2 foundation for a charge of oppression. In the second place, the fucts
of the original case have been wilfully perverted. The record shows that the fifth witness

The documentary evidence ]ir‘oves beyond: all question that®
the evidence of the sixth and eight wi

tuesses must of necessity be fulse, The sixth witness has

“akalutnamah in the case, but his
to lnm by any of the witnesses who

in 08 & witness ? The complaint
Persons, and yet the fourth and fifth witnesses are
ant instigated the charge, though it is evident that had he veally 9
inst the complainant glone, In the third place, the story of the

ably a fabrication, The complainant admits that ke never lent any money -
r Lei'org or after this alleged transaction, and does not Assign any reason foe
oceasion, He stafes that it was gn ordinary loan, but that he took no bond or
acknowledgment for the money,

came to fetch it ; that he entered {;
ed his claim to the money, He

e. How then wag e brought
moreover was one of assault e nally against thyee
called to prove that the Defend

dome 0 it would have been aga
loan and releage js palp
to the Defendant eithe
his doing so on this

Detendunt ; the complnin-.__ o
rm that the Defendant induced the complainant
the hundreq Rupees, The first witness afyer 8 great deal of prevarica®

thi @ L ¥ the Defendant i also that he never went to ﬂ'l.
to the complainant apoy at the Defendant nevertheless “ spoke freely

it the relinquishment of the ) d Ny » and
that though also one of the parties Summoned ip that.u:a:: dlmn et oo

iy money was ever paid, or the claim 10 i:

& gt ¢ s Spector of Police, deposes 3::.
8 {

he had paid money to the Defanung ; e " 'Y TOnthe, but that 1 has never told him

states that dant was e
about two op three mont} before, it y at though the Defendan _‘
it to the Magistrate, T gm satisfied, from”
that the complaint is one of recent origin. The questioh
Plainant been put forward, ‘."d'
Inspector deposes that the Supern-
OPer of the Mugistrate, and that he thinks i

: Ty w ber, that
18, about a week after the final order jp appeal No.ry = made about the 26th September,

18 of 1566 , that he assisted in bringing the *

the whole eireum

Femember whether he first wl:;
bim about his complaint ; t N

th witnesses, Cur-

- ; that the second and four

'itnesses in éc"’se ’ ; lainant asked

e I ﬁ); ttl;;i:lown accord with the complamnl.ltt, tl;:t zﬁ;e;or? ::rtain o

e e him that the District Magistrate w : 04
; ted, and he told him : &, and that,on the Baperin

him why .ﬁe was 1r(1;f¢:.; were other complaints against tl.xe Detf;m:l: ,tbe i i

vy e d these other parties before e summoned by the Talug

M L AR f: he can remember, most of these were

that so far as -

intendent. The Inspec-
hem before the Superin ;
ared he produced t : . oveedi but affirms that he
MagiStmte’lm::dtlt\ha]t)::c:llz\i: I:::de remarks against his official, pe s
tor admits that the

v . t! ant

H cha inst him

used him of concocting false ¢ rges ag‘nh:;
having in an Urzee, dated the 15th May 1866, ace l;‘:; rath, He cannot say exaetly, but he
avin » I »

: f friendship is oppose T : EEI Y
e SRR r‘;etdf‘:m?xfxl:;m Df:’fi:::nt to tb'e SuPergntende::% éo;h 1:::5':& ,:;, i
thinks he might have yepo d 5;, statement without bemgxmpmuedbtm et e
ings, It is impossible o, 8 did not come forward voluntarxly:' o i theraeomplainants =
the complainant a'fd “-l;“m:[:rendant; and so fully am I gon\u?;gg e
e i R e ﬂw:l %l;l of the Code of Criminal
witnesses are perjurf’d th::; Superintendent of Police under Section Rt
calling for the diaries of ':ten P uiaticn ss nivg sppasch mmesses o ki
Procedure, and for such wi dates on which the complainan.ts an§ wi e
e o :;lhzn made ; (3) the manner in which tl:;:r ::mw o r
(2) the statements tll_ey ‘\'l:ich their attendance was procureldm;r (6; e ke i
exist ; (1) the mode l“d d without summons ; (6) the nages ofa tié g
s Pmd“ced otr Mte(;‘ tfxe reason of his issuing summons § heir a
Taluq Magistrate, an

ini the
. I am of opinion that
f & - bove ]ndl(.'ﬂted-
formation as is a and the first state-
. it afford any such in in the other cases, : ‘
enquiry ; nor does Tt ﬂtl‘ t similar enquiries should be majde n N e
ends of justice require mf Jly compared with evidence given }a tatements, and variances from
ments of the part.xes m::t‘“i;pormce- is attached to such early s 2
the Court of Session g ;

injuri dit
arded as injuries to the ere
& trial are always regar ] Holly
ination or at the ; R e b
them in any Buhseq;:“? cxamilme’ however, that in the present cases, are of course
of the deponents. 1s poss

: vidence before commencing

2 in which there was abundance of time t? pre'pare(}.l;;ewereal P qgushi \” r re-
artificial, and in whie ay be ineffectual to' the discovery okl mmmmg s
the prosecution, that test may of the evidence and proceed to accqb.ef s
marks I close my exammnho: sentences were passed by ﬂ,‘? :1] Syl Gy
mind the circumstance that the hearing of these appeals and garef" co it as el
I have devoted two days to the scrutinized the evidence the more rea:::n e]f"'fﬁ;t‘tﬁg“ehm o2
S the b ﬂ:lmt? ::: :;::: that I first perused the Calendars, ) | chia

inion formed a time 1 Hive

:!)1 ttllj:e 2;:13? tinem without the slightest foundatio

witnesses aj peared ;

ORDER. |
i ceedings of the lower
r perusing the proceedings o 1
iz Appeulgslelagof::t ’t:f:ppiel::nt, reverses the findings an ‘
A. Davasagayum s
directs that the appellant be discharg

Court and after bearing
appealed against and

Rz . CHAMIER,
~(Signed) C.F Session Judge.

(True Copy) NARAINA CHETTY,
Signed) T.AUDINARA Aoting Sheristadar.
, i (Sign o : e
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A o Ly —The charge aguinst the petitionsr wasthat he, on the 12th Augnst 1865 at Abitoor:
wommitted extortion an oﬁence plnfahib!e under Section 384 of the Indian Penal Code. The circums-.
‘tanoee of the case, ‘in cmutxon with which the alleged extortion is said to have been committed are
'thew -o:. the 25th July 1855 the third witness for the defence, the Monegar of Thadavoor, wrote a
Teport (Exhibit T.) to the defendant, who was then Tahsildar of Ahtoor stating that he was unable to
MM‘W 'zhemniwons, which ihad been sanctioned on account of the loss of crops in the
'pmioui' year, had been made to those ryots who had already paid the full assessment on their lands
for the current year; that the money might perhaps be with the Curnums and the persons attached
“to them ; that he had no accounts from which he could aseertain these particulars; that the money
'ﬁ-paplﬁoumisaom to the ryots who had paid all their kists would probably appear as excess.
‘Nllwﬂahs inthepnbhc accounts ; that as he mmmmm hebroughttbnmatm' to the

of {he i 1. ma1" m»‘r'\ 'n‘m,'z | e

o v - e

] | ¢ On the md‘wﬂm ndwlttoola daposxtmn ﬂ'om the ﬁrst wntness (Exlnlnt H) and

5k r;;,‘; oy 4 : Nmtednmhadhuomeofthe exbeas oolleotions reeewedfrom certain ryots spemﬁed. The first
ol =Y Ty r < “Witness replied that he must refer to-his accounts before he could answer the defendants’ question. On

*’-?.?.f“{"'@? T - the same day the defendant also examined the _third witness for the defence (Exhibit L,) who deposed

'.,."" ',d“,,_‘ e e ' ‘Wﬁownmwb‘dmmd‘ before, the order for remxwwbadWmcened that the first
' Witness was accouatable for the remission money (D that the accounts connected with the aubseqnent

Temittance made in fune were with the joint Monegar, although he divide it ; and that he oon!d'
"’”’dﬂplmuon- about the remission moncy after oommuuioahng Yxth the C,‘nranp (first w:tnms)

~ On ﬁemm&cWaxwwm:W
""mw mww' ness ; A

L =
' .(‘?— ~ n -'.r

v
t. e~ Ty

L ARE
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On the 17th of Angust, the first witness submitted a petition (Exhibit B,) to the defendant, asking
‘permission to return to his village, and stating that if the aecounts which ke had produced were sent ] _
to him through the I[nspector of Cultivation or any other persow, he would prepare the accounts e
required by the defendant in the presence of such Inspector and bring them as soon as possible to the
Cutcherry on this petition the defendant endorsed the following order (2):—* Veukatakristyen Curnum
of Thadavoor, requests that the investigation may take place .in his village, because he is ill. This
canuot be ” ‘33

%
~

A
A4

o

865, the defendant addressed a second Yadast (Exhibit K.) fo the Sherista-
e T A T PRI T, the snyaty fito the 7
e approy . i ‘Witness and others, directivghim to ,

jummabundy ; sud stating that if the first witness intentionally made any further delay in the pre-
paration and submission of the aecounts, he would on'receiving a-report-to that effect from the Sherista-
dar, proceed against the first witness on the Magisterial side. -

The allegation of the first witness is that on the 12th of August, the day of his examination before
the defendant, he went to the defendant’ house, but was ordered to attend the Cutcherry ; that he did so
and gave the deposition (Hxhibit H.) ; that at 10 o'clock, he went to defendants’hoase again, to ask leave
to return home ; that the defendant refused to Jet him go, unless he gave him two bandy-loads of paddy
or fifty Rupees ; that the defendant threatened to commit him unless he complied with the demand ;
that he had no money with him, but borrowed 650 Rupees from the fourth witness, whom he met in ) .
e S g
- . iy in 1 presence of the fourth and fifth witness, who
m?d _hxm to the defendants’ house ; that, after leaving the house,
Taission to go back to his village, wpon which the defendant told him to

the Tnspector of Cultivation might be sent Lo S . submit Petition ing Ak
receive ACCO! 3 181 M
effect, and was allowed to return home, In T\ i “‘. ying o

)
T

o0, and i does no

Rupees 26 M'ﬂmmﬂ. Nuw . _

should have been made, the wholo amount, boing 1t does not appenr e Athentaly

namely, the fifth witness hag been examined '::z gm On M “One of the P v

the first as to the execution of th the other, The fourth ang v
vy .

»

4o return to hig village
used a double threat -
defendant two bandy

3

On the contrary it appears that the defendant did not even keep the ma.tt‘er n .his own hands, b\}t
referred it for investigation to the Sheristadar ; that the first witness was de.tamed .t‘u_ the ”tfh' g
for five days after the date of the ulleged payment of the money ; and that his application, made on that -
date for leave to return home, was refused by the defendant.

It further appears that, in referring the case to the Sheristadar for enquiry, the defendant ex-
i essl stated that the first witness had appropriated the remission money. All this is unlike the
:n-nd uZt of a man who had extorted money. It shows that the proccedings commenced against the
) hy : S : -

fiest, wicness wore steadily ollowed up:
'S A

éht{ to light .ﬂvpon which a criminal charge oot d :
sxtortion, if it had been committed, would have been that all further proceotings -
axm first witness would '-ha.#e’beog allowed to return at once to his village,

further molested.

o e
would have been '“P‘!’:_"" .
and would not have been ; ' s biohle i .
; not having been pursued by the defendant renders it l‘ughly ‘mpf:"b"ble.:::;
The fact of this d any money from the first witness, On the 3rd ocoasion, @e 'rst WIf til
he extorted or recaive nded on the second occasion was paid.  His s wt’ o the fothe;
Seriigh that the money was rolled up imW-h?::"@:doit:gtxn::;e time
witnesses, = - b s : ent, for it exhibits ' '
is  manifest inconsistancy in this statcment, for & opoe led in paper
witnenﬂ»"wr'u&“h@ Qn-ecy‘and publicity, in the trax m' oA udu‘e cm:::ke c::tl;nptr:
caution *lm“ v f,, who takes the packet without examining all or all mg.m who have -
and laid before the ¢ g.nd secrecy; and yet the money is received in the presence of wi :::: becoming
which indicates catt ‘4 i whwh be&éyé want of caution and md;ﬁemw - to ‘h‘;ﬂ; ‘actin such a
come with the first x!‘?»%“’ ; torting money from a subordinate public officer would a6 the
yublic officer ex tates, that on this last oogasion he went back £

first witness 8 . . i
to his village, and that the defendant “"“‘:‘““wi’;

i

B pE 5 M%

ory

request ib CODEEE ot refusing to allow the first witness to return
PO o et o MW‘*‘ A oly that the statemeut of the first
W oy &’mu 4o his village proves conclusively R
_ A et the defondant told him to present the petition is a
- . witness, B tions by the first witness to the defondant
+ Bec. No. 2, Page? - dM f the alleged appic® l[ rse would have been for first witness
: 'mm T e The natural course g 3 .
fietion, I giveno st %‘%ﬂfwf s required, to have made the application in
i bis own house for PEFmIsiOn T 00 ws :

if had m“ﬂw that Bi%. __oimation o0l ugus 2y
-ﬁo‘“ Cutcherry immediately !ﬂ“_ ¢ h ﬁ!';! fl-ﬁ i deposed t0 by the first, fourth, and fifth
;  of the circumstances

L aat uced, again the

. |k : been produced, against by

art from lnplvm i The first, witness has DEOT 3! Y
'ﬂ!‘:-, there is t::l' oredit : 4 Mu matters, and ﬁhﬁmw .a;:ls defel:;:‘:ev;‘;e fact of his
‘ _sation in mi b e,
: m.' ol ¥ g l;:;:; ;‘tlllfull which the oon;’mitm;n;;::t::
. K i 0 _: o any Mlce, faced y such ac
hnd.ne still unelosed- LB mwﬂ “m' 1 not be e;;fﬂl_}",‘? 2 thinﬁ ‘

B 2




5 M ¥
) i
no el
’ virtually rests upon his ovidence. He statos that he was put in fear of injury but there are
collateral circumstances from whicl

\ this can be inforred.  What he is alleged to have told the fourth

and fifth witnesses is no evidence againgt ‘the defendant. The evidence of the fourth and fifth
witnessess, devested of what is in admissible as hear say,

is simply to the effect, if it is true that &

certain sum of wmoney obtained by the'first witness from tl mrt 0 ol v

‘only in conjunetion with theevidence of the fivst witness that it is-made to appear as ext.oruovt. It is !
clear that a bond fide loan of money, the payinent of which is deposed to by unexceptionable witnesses,

might be converted into part of an act of extortion, by the aid of such evidence as the first f »
: payment to the defe to

oay e 1,1“‘% amp bt o ' 1to | ‘vnl - “ .-‘-& I‘h llwwv
a do:;fneut ‘that has been a year in a natives hands ; but if not written wupon, but merely kept
by for subsequent use its cleanness woul

d be accounted for T think there is mo oredible evidence 0
show that any money was obtained upon this'bond and paid to the d

efendant. ‘ -
More than twelve months elapsed before ‘the first witness made hy complaint respecting the :
alleged extortion. The reason he assigns is, that be was afraid to do 80 while the defendant was in i
office. 1 can give no eredance whatover to this statement, Moreover, the defendant was relieved ‘on
the 1st of Juné 1866, but the Present

complaiut does net appear
September, and even then it was merely

A warrant was issued for the defendant's apprehension, withent the first witness' examination’
‘being reduced into writing and signed by him and by the Magistrate, us y Seotion 66 of
_the Code of Criminal Procedure, ‘!‘helqhtnumy lmder‘sguuon 68, 'mb,w
“of nuy efferice which came o his knowledge, subjebt to cortain exceptionsand jees res
‘aguivst the offender ; but in the resen nsta & complaint having been made, '.......,..i..fw' '
 ‘have been-mmimdiuﬂ his examination reduceq riting before the g : '
‘was the'mom'iwoow because the offence

party, and in. S 250 such party
‘public proseoution as in the
‘that it should be in the

first
‘his evidence requires corroboration on e¥Lry mate

Finding amg 3
™, after perusing the -

. Proceedingy of Lower
Miller, Advocate for the Appellant findg thyt Telgu':: Pil:; is not
‘charge, namely, that ‘he hnﬁ committed extortion ang that
punishable under 8. 884 of 1o YR ‘

the Lower Court, and directs that the sgiq - the Appeliatg Court, ),

23nd Seplember 1866,

(Signed) P, APPOOVYENGAR, o &
 Head Writey, %
W 5 L "‘1'“' Wiy 'Tp .‘.-‘ i:: o ety
T Mirwncg, 8 B
; ol YA T s .

ADRAY, — pi;

e

et g L
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serious imputation against ofher persons. It is obvions, however
complaint of extortion was wholly  groundless,
Petitioner admitt&:d that, when the
no complaint on the subject,

done apon it after the 13thSep ks ¢ effect tha "'Wtﬂf@‘d
was at Ahtoor, the Talng Sheristadar made wd‘?"“““‘?h‘“"ﬁ M" Jands, © No' farthier evidence up-

e : D ,_ o iy L= tw 1 |8 v - ) 55 ¥ Garigse Tﬂ'
the Petitioner and 'others say™ that he WM‘M 7% sor issticd s Takeed to ﬂi';i’mt‘
. o obibb sk e Wﬂm

, i my judgment, that } )
In cross-examination on the 13th October!
]

S U A\":lglh‘}rﬂll! was at Ahtoor in the previous month, he had
and it is unndtaral fo'su

‘ : s tol taken, bu day the G0 her ‘was alienating i Jands, and
dred Rupees to the ex-Tuhsil ppose. that il e had really paid three b :;:, m;:"’ m“ w:w i tullyPeotivides i"ytbiﬁ"ﬂl’i”;w Mf"i'm,s, lﬂr% i B
were thelx:ebein rIL:-'::i:.eddbmt‘:nr’L}u’r Vt‘{ » !lﬂ;'!} h‘-‘ld‘\ll'\mtpgguc, especially as similar complal directing t\':t. he should be required to find iuenrityﬂ' i en'fﬂf sl ¥ s%yme
Tkt g rec y the Magstrate. In the case of extorti M diates oot by the alleg c@eﬂﬁlﬂ ent of “ﬁ‘m e
- finding that o once bad o e/ gt the Al phat s S ete record BB P murethan the supposd Lok b0 MEERERE, L B0 oty shosltbegiaeiel, S
examiped; 10 of whom daposed that -they s the, movey. paid, it must be inferred that it R AR } "f“m;:f o Mﬂ':: :1:“ gites to him to find sureties for the lax A
S ﬁu %&M‘gth}hﬂt Jhe gv'u'l.en ‘Yﬁ Q‘Imﬂdered defective. 1 gather from the tenor "‘:t" ' ; - nﬂami?n 'MV y ﬂw IOIDG W recting $ hat Ly f'-,l ‘ Jepositi ¢
of the Petitioner’s” examination of the 21 ‘gdwéﬁbe’r‘,“ﬁmi he was only prevented from Saying® @ o b°','f“.' ﬁ"'.l the sequired ‘secnrity. T also appears from 1 T T Th sucy it
that he had been" inducad fo prefer 'a Rt complant of extortio by 'm-'n:'r-.srbeing rosecuted | - u‘t]‘::: Bt i Potitiorer wad sent to hitnin the custody’ o SPEOB T "0 L ey,
for giving false evidetioe. L this view:of tho tase the datéments misdo by ¢ Petitionge becatlé | e hat logal authority it is not stated. iy, iRer
much more serious than inthe light in which they have leen regarded l:- th: Ma " Bﬁ‘ rabe ‘.nwbe;',.w srted to by zhe C‘dilect’br of h.ia own W_ e bytﬁ'é Enaicatoriat the
even when. looked mpon in its worst ‘aspect. ti Politich 8 ) 2 W} . sures would have ? th «e vears ; and the following noteen el -;w; _”.hs‘h_ﬁ". s
A vetns . pect, the Petiioner’s conduet hardly ‘comes within the the case had been pndmg for, thuge years s A0 A s hat o sonih cbﬁﬂb“!
spnilt of Section 181.0f the Indian Penal Code, although there is no (uestion -tlm it comes within ’ foot, of the Talogq éhﬁsudsr’s‘ dep“mn.m@indmgﬂ et "’er“agll 't the ex-Tabsildar
its literal ng, v N P : . =~ - ) S . — b st eomplaint’ AL o gt e~ AU T,
;’s itera me':?nm,.; It was an ervor in nfy Option 1o anstitute . publie prosecation againgt © tween these harsh proceedings and TR o et o Bl‘ii foﬂ#aﬁy“ﬁe" ﬂie oﬁggfattach_ 5 <
.ehllune.r with respect to these comparatively larmless statements, and pass over the gm&"“‘ ' Teagaraja Pillay i TR made o 4 sghelyn S ey tunsferreti er
lt!ln‘{:s which .Iics upon the faoe of the l'E(.'ord, numelv, that of giviuo false evidence in ‘\WW : - 2 ”L rq};he nﬂ;m k » ' It : ’ v .‘ 'M‘ . ';.','5’ << v :iﬁv—y:‘msom.
cee'h;“,r. t vat}tere 18 any. meaning in the Petitioner's smtenwms\ that he was wrged to make the ' ) )“\?o?n* it o ’ 7 ,-,4 nd, had been ﬂlr
compiaints against the ex-Tahsildar, it is that ' : ' .‘ O g Je o trace this matter any far-
R e @ oy e is that he had Ium‘self no ground of mmphu‘\t,‘ md M | bly be infersed the e ol JE “‘7‘"’7 el
o s a0 28 e a8 &tool by those who wore endeayouring to eompass the-ex-Tabeilda¥’s ruin— | Lefore, the attachment wo e e inary endquiry held by the superinten :
I his examiuation on the 2ud November the following pointed question was put to the Petitioset | ther, beeause the diary or record of & 'ghe complaint was referred for enquiry SN s
7 B yon menn o ey, thatvetivg under compulsion you ‘made o false complaint aguinit defen '. _ has not been forwarded to this Coutt. | Procedure, and the superintendent of Police having

dant (ex;Pahsildar)? . He declined. to answer the  question; was warved of flie conséquendés of his
vefusal, and, still persisting, was committed to, custody. | Next.day when brought irito Court &,
of course, stated that the complaint was true. A statement made noder sich eirennistances is
worthless, 1t was not competent to;the ‘Magistrate fo detain the Pelitioner 'in custody, dfter the
rising of the Court, without, proceeding to, charge him, with having committed an effence nuder
Section 180 of the Indian Penal Code 3 o 1 think it was iwexpedient in this case that any steps

< - 0 imina i i i —
| tiousof ke 133 °§ i":;e?t (:.g::lbound fo enter his proceedings “;;’;Z’;Zﬂlf « Sue
e | conducted e?qw;l ‘t anvears from the examination of the Tngpector of his witnesses.” The
| ree?rd of them ; an fppetﬂm i;.h’aw ponsin and also of the t.mdem der Section: 154 of
| perintendent took.notes e T e £ hi roceedings kept by 2 Police oﬁeer'un 3 ; but I do
t substance of the diary or record of his P samining the Police officer upon its contents O
|

the Code can always be made evidence by e The Police Inspector states in

‘ ) e instance. .
should have been taken to compel the Petitioner to give an auswer to such a question. If he had ‘; not think it necessary to adopt this course mbth:hzr;\s;::l::t:-Magistm te, and that when he ?"'“'jd
replied voluntarily that the complaint. was fulse, he might, have been at once proceeded against on ; his evidence that the Petit.iox'\er by “ntff;rl-;‘ This is sufficient to show that the Petitioner dfd
a charge of giving false evidence, but the natural avd probable effect. of committing him to custo* i he took him before the‘supenntem.ient. Ob tonlo tl‘iing further can be learnt. All the above circum-
dy was to deter him from making such an admission, without in the least improving his credit if , not voluntarily complain of ext.ox:txon 2 du ¢ vrefer either the charge in the Revenue Case or that
he should mgintain that the complaint was true. It is difficult| therefore to discover how theends | stances satisfy me that the Petitioner dlb l:‘osofe] at the instance of other persons.
of justice were to be advanced by compelling  the Petitioner to” answer the question.  The'only | in the extortion case of his own aceord, -u y y1 tisfactorily to determine. The Petitioner lufs
conclusion that I am alle to draw from the Potitioner’s. vefusal to angwer the ‘question’ at’ first} As to who these persons were if, is dxﬂi:;ult.::‘ tlz a:.eferytbﬂ two complaints, and baf speci-
is, that he knew the complaint to be false, but hesitated to admit the fact, leing ntraid of the pro- . named four public servants as having msmga.te G l: waslmade Taking his statement strictly, T
lr’“l’le consequences of such admission., 1fithe complaint had been o true ove, there was no reason : fied B M Placednt l‘:']lii'c}l a‘i‘xcxhﬁ):o::zno;'ozhe Serisbt.ad'ar Paul Pillay, and also in theroc::e
or a moment’s hesitation in giving his reply, ohj which he had been called as a wit- think it has been proved to be laise : of Police there is no corrobo
“*?S%ﬁ‘%r}.h.?—,Q?fe!eﬁe}&w'fié%%?tba‘t thers ‘;%b?m;ﬁ:&fm st the .ex;:wm: aud of Pragasa Moodell. With. segard fo the T““S“"o‘;'ufiifiﬁ‘:ff:z:he,. I think, therefore, that
this object the Petitioner had fulfilled, and continged o, fulf, even, after, being committed 10 | rative testimony, and there merely YW S heir having urged him to complain is
custedy, by, firmly maintaining that. he bad no. inention of making the: eompliint ol extortiov; it has not been shown thut bis sEEREC T " titioner's statement aflecting the Lo PSSO
but ha gm é;e}l“,‘%q‘ 50 by iﬁfft‘ﬂ;hm‘"y.‘,‘?u'ﬂ’?ﬁlw !‘“'weg‘ <k ”ll‘ﬂkq thepefore, tliat theiat false. The evidence, 'however,I as A PR confirm the Magistr#f.e"g | wmgon ese
tggh_gp 8f'!'»h..§ Ma : tra'h should bm{e,_keﬂ}_ Wi‘iﬁl to .‘m%m{';in offenee, withy ther view of asoers first named is couclusx.ve, and I wou the Petitioner, for I consider that the presa-lt ?erftenee
taining whether su ci’en‘t ﬂvllti";l\éé exnlsteqt?’\‘uﬁglmn Ci} e?"ﬂ“’"‘} q"? Petitioner of giving dulse ’ points and pass a prodified st SR Y t that a’ difficulty arises as to the jurisdiction of
evidence i;‘.; j,‘k‘d‘i)“:i"i)l]’i“é‘i@;&iv‘“g‘ in l'eSpf.:ct”tcl),lx):s co:ilplm?\:of ;ib;'th;'- 1 ,;; 1§ nidoail L goes far beyond the requirements O'f';‘}l:: i:;:; stl:;emezts were made by the Petifiene.r as a witnefs
S | dd?fxo't cénsidér xt néce‘ss’a'r;v f:d sa,y ‘l‘;cfl': !{,‘n‘ ﬁ;e guﬁzcb ', uf,ﬂl;a‘:?ﬁ J_&‘.‘ﬂ which the ‘ ?he yagi‘.stmte t.oee:.;'y :"i,‘f et‘;;e. offence therefore really committed was thatfogg"_:;g fa(l)s: :l?i;
Petitioner pleads that he was induced to mal;:e iﬁs :st atétil.ént'ts, because that ‘\V,Qu!d _b‘O:na e:‘!m'se for | ina _)u.dwm.l ‘:]‘:0'0 l l,-‘:,:;edi"g . An offence triable exclusively by t‘he Coutrt o. thsnca;e oot
the commissior of a eriminal uﬂl‘ence,‘xmd the false statements were,nms!?,i{‘.@he Mﬂgls*f‘:%w B (“.O“_re" : s (;nﬂa - :i:?ct,;zn must be annulled. It was ruled .by the High Cour:,. ;!11 toi; s -
L e no}gmpms;o,, could bave been used, Af {he same time Iam very ﬁ_urfrom' being '}“‘*‘:“;"‘ y (g;: l:: 2)01:0(; Report 438) that Section 181 of the Indian Penal Code apply
that no pressure was laid upon ihe; Petitioner to indnee him to prefer his two, compluinis ASAIE s i S s

ex-Tahsildar, A stale Revenue Case had been pending against him since 1863 but potbinghad beca
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will be de
 opinion o

T huave just seseived your Tuke , 28ed instan
Talug to Coopoosawmy Naidoo ot 1st Proximo. You must be fully aware that T
apply to you for Pension of ray own accord, but it was on the ﬂlggem;)ﬁmaégﬁy(?% , that
o yon ot 1 sould make wp my mind fo it &1 tho completion of my ehildren
Jmuch of the ﬁmgﬁﬁ'sﬁuhw sar ; for the purpose have been ¢ S M
yet to be done ; insshort the ma age ciunot possibly be ma

1 oeﬂ.ahl’- : _"

ed by the order
ion of those wit.hwkomla;m-abont;d B o gt § brust wnden 6 SEEE
honor will be kindly pleased to give the matter & ceconsideration or grant me privilege leave for three
moriths—having obtained none during the vhole’period of my service—and then give me the option of
availing myself of the benefit of a Pension.” - : 4 ‘ =

¢ \ ] remain with respect
Honored Sir,

e M 5:1” i1 ble s oot
. f . (Signed) B.TEAGARAJA PILLAY,
3 M 3
Fihe
¢ 1k .
.
Antoor, 24th May 1866.
HONORABLE, D. ARBUTHNOTT: e
Hoxonep 8 . i
l& . B &2
during the whole time of my services under Government [
with much care and deligence

I beg most respectfully to state that
have not been wanting in any respect to perform the duties of my Office
as your honor is well aware of. Though I am free to admit that my period of service is out yeb 1
tate of my body and

cannot but in truth urge that the physical 8 health even ab thig stage of life is
by 1o means impaired fo render me disqualified for the active <duties of my station for some years
ore at least. : ‘ e . AR
for and required me to put in my application for Pension F
: gispleasure otbersise T have @ large fumily (@

its suitably : to aceept my

2 [ . et
When your honor had recently sent
ide for their wan

up comfortably but put

Yielded to your wishes Test I ghould imcur your

Support, my present resources have enabled me to prov e
Pension will in a griat measure ot only circumseribe my means to keep them
11 remember that when

It out of m umarried daughters in 1ife-  Your honor Wi

: ypowertosetﬂemyfopr unmarrl ughters 10 1% not ey oy et

I requested Four permission {o continue me in my duty ill the en@ ‘of this mﬂnthy» I did it with the

Positive hope of being able to effect WY obiect by that time and you were kind enough to accede’to MY
requst. But notwithstanding all my en aration much remains still

deavours to make the necessary preparat!
aauccomplished, and last not Jeast some unforeseen circumstances have come in Wy yay 2 defer
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celebration of ¢
the marri
< age
and practice) cannot g, asthe next good day for it
S consummation (t
! o eouform to Hindu €09

: pOSSil)ly before Aq
Ielatl (- 3 s

that the ma lage cann n .l]"l(‘, ('ll]d Jl.lly ]lext I hll ‘ bl
ves T ] a R ve been o iged to Wl'i“ to d

I am an old
: servant of ’

1 trust your honor will £ overnwent and

; wln tnke " deVOted 3
not into consj - tunch of my 1i aihan i

ice and clemency to allow me tzus‘d"’ratmn this and the uunvoizi tlfe ;“ 1d wegiee

continve in my ¢ ) able delay, extend me your gener
1 fully depend on your generon d ¥y duty till then. ’ e
2 § an

‘boon unde !
v the peculiar o naturally heng
Y cire A he .
ircumstances it ¥ benevolent disposition not to deny me this little

i 8 o
s sought for at your hands
I remain with respect, «
Honored Sir,
Y ¥
our most obedient and humble gervant
¢(Signed) B. TEAGARAJA PILLAT:

R u—

D,

; OFFICAL MEMO

ngnrajn Pillav's twe Krotian *

; Mdhgghsh letters and the Tamil Urzee. Teagaraj®
ed to retire, said that he would do 80

gl 1

of June a,ﬂd Oﬁe!ed to ve thlﬂ |“ omise in wr t.nlg.
ﬂ-g rkl)ﬂ. Plllﬂ.y 1 l

‘I'e A WI” remeny l)e! khf’.t t 1e

give a writte
n Raz
1 eﬂamah’ an to

Collector A
has made all arrangefnent d that he would take h" told him that it was not neoessary for him
Sto relieve Teag is, word for it. Depending on ¢his the Collector
O C&Dnot

therefore acce
de to his araia Pi
re s 1a Pil] ‘ y
‘Coopoosawmy Naidoo 0: : ;:f;ttw;shes. Heis there'fo;y :;.n, the 1st Proximo, and the Collectc
st Proximo ag irected to deli Talug 40
already ord o deliver over charge of the Talug
ered, s

(Signed) D. ARBUTHNOTT
o Collecto”

4 Sarnry,
A0th Jlay 1565, }

hh——
To : | |
THE ]
PRESIBENT AND MEMBERS
. OF

THE
HE B(;)ARD OF REVENUE
CHEPAUK.

The humbls Memorial of B. Teagaraja pillay 1t

Resproreurry SHEWETH
: = T
i o, Talisildar of Ahtoor in the Salem District:
B e e 1st, after filliy
b uties of which offy
- t month, when he was d'c o
Poosawmy Naidoo Tyl i
23rd May 1866 ©

g Va.ri(ms osts i
ce he hag f Ve:sglil: the Public Service, was first appointed
i d by th 1ce continued faithfully to discharge up t
g ok 0 Ousgdre
9 a8 wi
s will be. seen from the annesed copy of ﬂTB.kOe

aceeded
to, and Memunialis, et make up his mind oy the
tned t nd on the matter—a solicitation which was

0 his Talug,
d, a8

That at the
Y ex imt
already st piration of the t:
¥ stated, the order he time referred to yo
y your Memorialist to his great mrbrise receive
and’

feeling he was requirin
hardly : g lllm
: : ¥ dealt by iy i to make over charge of hi . :
g usked 1o giy g of his Tahsildwrship t© another ;

p [+ “P ln. means of u\.ing Whlle yet quiw ﬁt for

-
-
.

on the 1st _

éi" “

1

~without presuming to ask for an

contrary ; whilst he would

&4

3 ®
¢ during his long period of service applied for three months Privilege
cted to act up to the order already igsued, which he accordingly did,
y explanation as to the grounds on which it was based.

. That from the foregoing your Honorable Bo.ard will perceive that Memorialist, & public servant
ly removed from bis appointment without any cause being

of 34 years' standing, has been snmmari
assigned for so harsh a proceeding, or any charge of misconduct being brought against him.

ur Memorialist is physicall

active duty, he for the first tiw
leave, but was peremptorily dire

v incapacitated for further seryice by old
age or other infirmity, he begs to say he is prepared to artend before the medical Board to prove the
respectfully solicit a perusal of the accompanying makeeds, from which it

2d recognised by all his imhediate official superiors,

have been appreciated ar
ons been deputed to other Talugs than his own to appre

Talugs had failed to discover-

That if it be alleged that yo

will be seen that his services
hend delinquents

aud that he has on many occasi

whom the Tahsildars of those
+ Honorable Board against the order

and to express a hope that
to in consideration of his
t, as in duty

Your Momorialist begs, in conolusion, humbly to: appeal to you
of the Collector of Salem removing him from the Tahsildarship of Ahtoor,
pleased to direct his restoration there

your Honorable Board may be graciously
i for which your Memorialis

long, faithful and zealous servitude.: an act of simple justice

bound.
Madras, . ; Will ever pray,
19¢h June 1866, : (Signed) B. TEAGARAJA PILLAY.
. .—-‘

E 1L

TO : :
THE HONORABLE PRESIDENT AND MEMBERS OF THE
BOARD OF REVENUE,

: Fort St. George.

_ The Taumble Petition of B Teagarajo Pitlay, late

Pahsildar of Ahtoor Talug in the Salem District.

HuypLy SHEWTH,
ar Honorable Board from an «order

Je cause from the Tahsildarship of
d that appeal having been’
was  summoned by this
d Revenue complaint that

ing on 19th June 1866 appealed to yo
any just or agsiznab
th unblemished charact
buthnott for explanation, your Petitioner

referred to the Honorable D. Ar
' . Authority to appear before him to answer to an ol '
ce ever since 1865 ; though the Takeed®,

b s had been suffered toremain in abeyan

directing Petitioner to hand over charge of his office to one Coopoosawmy Naidoo, by whom he has ‘been
most unjustly gucceeded there .in, contained not the slighest imputation on Petitioner’s m.oral conduct
or official integrity, but o the contrary cm.lveyed an intimation of the Collector’s intention forecommend
him to Government for 2 Pensionary provision: .

That your Petitioner hay
of the Collector of Salem removing him without

Ahtoor Talug, after his holding it for 18 years wi

er, an

ns your Petitioner returned to Ahtoor, where the Collector
ithout however eliciting anything to Petition-
ht require, applied for

occasion mig
ith the object of coming back to

ounded at being arrested on the
harge of the kind

time there was not @ single o
traint, the next step taken against your
ags his ruin—two Kurnums, who

ntioned Revenue matier, were summarily dismissed, and

9. That in obedience to the said summo
venue case abeve alluded to, W

held an enquiry into the Re

ers’ prejudice ; that he then, leaving behind a Vakeel to act for him as
and obtained permission from that functionary to proceed to Qalem W
Madras by Train ; but just a3 he was about stepping into it he was ast
Railway platform for alleged « extortion,” though at this
laid against him by any person. Being thus placed under res
Petitioner by his enemies was to get up certain cr_imina.l cases to comp
had given evidence in his favor in the aforeme
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. ..
rable amount for refusing to
the said Ramiah, and some others were at length induced to
* Enclosure B, appear as complainants by promises of having their prospects bettered. Th::
' this assextion is not lightly hazarded by your Petittoner® will at once
the Record in appeal case No, 85 of 1866, copy of which is herewith scbmitted.

another Kurnum named Ramiah had his properiy attached in a conside
complain against Petitioner ; whilst he,

‘manifest from a perusal of

4. That notwithstanding such acquittal
upon a warrant issued by the District Mag
15,000, was afterwards brought to trial on
of which fell to the ground at once throu

your Tetitioner was again arrested at Madras
istrate, and, having given Bail to the extent of Rs.
not fewer than 6 fresh cases of alleged extortion, one

gh the complinant's own declaration in open Conrt
(after the charge had been uwdmitted and read to Petitioner by the Magistrate) that he was instigated

by the Sheristadar Paul Pillay and other public servants to bring the complaint ; and your
Petitioner was, despite the very suspicious nature of the evidence adduced in respect of the remai-
ning § charges, sentenced to various terms of imprisonment extending on the whole to 2 years, and

to payment of fines aggregating Rs. 1,600, although those charges were on the face of them desti-
tate of any foundation in fact.

5. That, as in the case first tramped up against Petitioner, so in all the subsequent ones

» Rasloss C. the Appellate . Court* completely reversed the findings and sentences of

the lower Court, us will be seen by the accompanying printed copy of

‘Goverimeyt servaut of 54 years' standing—bas
and fully exposing the fonl “ conspiracy formed,” ag the Session

“to prevent his (Petitioner's) return to Office,” and to which be hakt o ly

been subjected, but also clearly
Judge himself remarks,
fallen a victim,

6. That having to contend against so unserupulous and powerful f,
the Collector's Cutcherry, your Petitioner felt constrained to petition Gov
September last, to have him transferred for trial by the Magistrate .of
§alem, but was requested to conform to Para ¢
only course then open to him was te a
énd though he has been, as stated before, relea

es a8 the subordinates of
erument, as he did on 10th

ght of what
to the decision of a less impartial, upright and discriminating dudge than was happily for him
the case, f .

‘me of your Honorable Board, Petitioner would .
only crave permission to advert for one momen

notice, namely, that when he first appealed to

Pension, there was not a sing!

o your Board against his beingAfomed to retire on
‘e complaiut of any

miscgndnct.on his part pending before the control-
ling authorities of the Dist.rict, with which he has been 80 many years connected ; that yith regard

to the old Revenue case touching a small piece of land, it has never been proved as involving the
least moral delinquency in so far as he is concerned ; that. as represented in his former Petition, h:
is still fit for further active service, as the enclosed Medical Certificate
will shew ; that in consequence of the récent proceedings against him, he
has not ouly been humiliated and disgarced but put to heavy expense in employing Vakeels t¢:
protect him from the muchinatious of those who were bent on effecting his ruin ; and, lastly, e

* Enclosure D.

5 i inst
_ to eutertain magisterially Petitioner’s complaint aga

5

' i rorable opinion of
to gain the favora
: , . always Lad the good l‘ortxmc. i o
i T cnrhoi:rsﬂepe:iis as shewn by the accompanying Testimo £ ?l heohnsr enowl set
3 = .
* Enclosure E. begs, finally, to express a fervent hop that on view of a

T ur Honorﬂble B Oard ma be Pleased to dll'ect tha.t he be rest ore . '
i' b o, (o) n

7' h s ~0F
q, y titloner as 1 duty bOll
; i T P )
i Slldal‘ Of the Ahb()ol' alll aﬂd our (<} l)di I

! p A PILLAY.
~  MaDRas, } (Signed) B. TEAGARAJ

10th January 1867.

—

iti y d 205 of 1867.
Endorsement on Petition Nos. 2,212 of 1866 an .

The Board will not reinstate the Petitioner.

> By Order
levenue Board Office, (Sigued)  J. B CocléEbff?:;:taﬂl'
Chepauk } . 4
23rd March 1867.

Su‘,ma, 19th May 1866.

From J. C. HUGHESDON Esa.
A ssistant Collector. :
TO THE HONORABLE D. ARBUTHNOTT,
Culleetor of Salem.

: referred to me for investiga-
nt of Mutu Muppen of Alagapuram ahakid e

Wi mplai
kel ith wegerd S6SIR. 0o uiry into the mat
tion, I have the honour to inform you that I have made an enquiry 1
£ s

and the following fucts seem to me to be clearly established.

.  Moousif of the village of Alagapuram
iy o joar and Moonsif of the village o
y — roya Muppen, Manigar an , . : an
g v g 3_80 t(::: S:(l)}::o:‘y’l‘xﬂqu died, leaving behind him a w(lidOW g{;:}z:)her’s
in 2 al ; and a mo
* This is Narsingapoorem. adopted son (Mutu Muppen) a m}:)tilsl‘ (tfg:r:;un; of any invalidity in the
b he vacant post (whether * . 8t 8
Muppen was appointed to t , bra Muppen being y
ggﬁ)ytakamu;;utupifuppen does not appear): after some interval, Ynlfjf‘l:ils amngpeme"t o s
oo Of M n was appointed to do the work of the post for him. Fasly acertain field called
c.t;d(li; )]Iut‘;'s “Ep: Mutu Muppen losf the acting appointment. In thets}::n: idowyof Soolirays Miippen,
tAll };‘s dy 'l\’. ,n?v ew’hich had hitherto stood in the name of Karuppee flto Mors Bavathin, who retrass-
prag s i il her. also eldersister, of Muthu Muppen,) was e resent Tahsildar of Ahtoor.
P Fasly to Mootoosawmy Pillay futher-in-law of the p i
it i e : bith
feved S S ,ga . : P alleged by the Petitioner Muthu Muppen, J
hus far the facts are beyond dispute. Tt is cleal", as g if and that in the same Fasly '
that 'irn :‘Sas?; 73, he lost the acting appointment of Manigar and i\flo:nzf, the Tahsildar's father-in-law—
{ ’ . ¢ 1 OBSERS10 2 or
: : i other came into the p ; ] appointment,
e b‘;llong;ng a sh::e:ed:z::l}’many party to deprive Petitioner of his temporary ap
whether illegal mean .

horized
ined unless I am aut

7 s t be ascertaine .
is adoptive mether of the possession of his field, T ;o :;: l’Kn.hsildar. T request therefore that you will

rounds for this proceeding.

B cient |
inform me whether, i your opinion, there are suff g

Y 'l()sed ;
‘ l { .llﬂ © K“mum are enc
Sbateme nts !‘ke“ ir‘“ll . e Ul o

e e : 1 have the “honor to be
Sin, :
Your most Obedient Servant.

(Signed) J.C. LUCEBESLON,
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