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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Judicial Department,
21th December 1863.

Read the following papers :—

No, 228. From G. A. BALLARD, Esq., Magis:rate of Malabar; to the Honorable
A.J. ARBUTHNOT, Chief Secretary to Governmen*, Fort Saint George, dated
Calicut, 30th October 1863, No. 122, .

I regret to state that I have had occasion lately to be dissatisfied with the conduct of
several of the Sub-Magistrates in this district. :

2. By Government Order dated 24th February 1863, No. 296, the Board of Revenue have
no jurisdiction with regard to Tahsildars or other Revenue Officers in their Magisterial capacity.

3. That Order’ empowers the Honorable the Judges of the High Court to punish Sub-
Magistrates. But I presume the action of the High Court is coutemplated rather when irregu-
larity in the disppsal of specific cases is observed ; than as a check to general inefficiency, much
of which might exist without necessarily attracting the notice of the Judges.

4 I have the honor, therefore, to request I may be informed whether, as Magistrate of the
District, I am empowered to dismiss or remove a Sub-Magistrate of the second Class not being a
Covenanted Officer, duly recording my reasons for so doing.

5. Recent Legislation has tended to strengthen the Magistracy in some things; but it has
much weakened the power and position of a District Magistra:e in others, and I veuture res-
pecsfully to express my opinion that the posscssion of the power of removing, suspending, or
dismissing his Sub-Magistrates without previous reference to any higher authority would materi-
ally assist a District Magistrate’s administration, and should be entrusted to an Officer holding
that position.

-

No.229. ProcgepiNGgs oF THE Boaap oF REVENUE, paTep 9ru Noveuser 1863, No. 7124,
Read Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 2ud September 1863, Neo. 5500.

From the Honorable R. S. ELLIS, c. B., Collector of Madras; to W. HUDLESTON, Esq»
Secretary to the Board of Revenue, dated Saidapet, 15th August 1863, No. 326.

1. I have the hanor to submit for the Board’s consideration the reasons which make it in
my opiniun advisable 1hat Perdmal Naik, at present Tahsildar and Sub-Magistrate of Saidapet
should not remain in so regponsible a situation.

2. 1 may be allowed to preface my observations on the recent conduct of Perumal Naik by
expressing my regret that he should ever have been appointed to the situation of Tahsildar, for
which his education, previous official employment, and ability, in no respect qualified him.

3. 1 find from the records of the office that Perumal Naik commenced his offisial career in
1821 as & Huzur Pecon. [n 1830, he was made a Dufterbund on the same salary as a Peon,
namely, Rupees 5-4-0, his pay being at the end of three years raised to Rupees 7. In that sitva-
tion, Perumal Naik remained for nearly eighteen years or until 1850, when he became a tempo-
rary Devastanum Gumasiflh. During the years between 1850 and 18567, Perumal Naik obtained
successively the appointfuicnts of Assistant Munshi, Sampratti, Gumastah, and Vernacular
Record-keeper, with salaries varying from 14 to 28 Rupees per mensem. In October 1857,
Perumal Nuik was promoted to the Tahsildarship of the Tiruporur Taluk on a salary of 70
Rupees per mensem. In March 1838, he was promoted to the Tahsildarship of the Nayer Taluk
on a salary of 85 Rupees per mensem, which was afterwards increased to Rupees 100. On the
1st January 1861, he was appointed as Tahsildar of the Ponneri Taluk on a salary of 150 Rupees,
and in April 1862, he was again promoted by being appointed to the Tiruvallur Tsluk og a salary
of Rupees 175 per mensem. It will thus be seen that during the last five years Perumal
Nuik’s promotion has been as remarkally rapid, as it was slow curing the first thirty-six years
of his service,

4. T have entered into the detail of Perumal Naik's service from the singular circumstance
that during thirty-six yeags he was employed in very subordinate posts, and because I cannot
from my records tiace any reason for Perumal Naik’s rapid subsequent advancement, which is
not justified by any recorded meritorious service, or in my opinion by any personal qualities,
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Muunisami Mudali had becn executed by both brothers, and Ragava Mudali thought there was no
haim, after the explanation given by Munisami of his brother’s absence in Madras, in his (Ra-
gava's) attesting the Razinamah.

13.. The Prosccutor Adimula Mudali, according to the Tahsildar's account, offered proof
that his signature was a forgery, and showed that Nainiappah’s statement regarding the transfer

.of the Puttah land and its original purchase, by Nainiappah Mudali, was incorrect. The Tahsildax

gives in this report a fair account of the whole case, offering his opinion that the transfer of the
joint Puattah in the absence of one of the holders, was irregular, and concludes by asking if the
case should be regularly inquired into with a view to its being committed, as a case of forgery
to the Sessions Court,

14. In answer to this, Mr. Cunliffe, by a Takid No. 413, dated August 22vd, 1862, desires
the Tahsildar to inquire into the case, and commit the same to the Court, reporting the commitial
when made.

15. Before the receipt of this order of Mr. Cunliffe’s, and after despatching his report, No. 501,
dated 14th August 1862, the Tahsildar had taken, in his capacity as a Revenue Officer, a deposi-
tion, not on oath, from Govindah Pillai, the Kurnum of Kannigaper, who was absent when he sent
in his report, and was the other attesting witness to the Razinamah, in which it was alieged that
Adimula’s name was forged. This evidence fully bore out Adimula’s statement regarding his
being the real purchaser of the Puttah land in question. ‘Guvindah further stated that he had

‘attesied the Razinamah on the faith of what Munisami Mudali had told him regarding Adimula’s

absence in Madras and of Adimula having signed the Razinamah ; he stated also that he thought
there was no risk, as he saw the Munsiff’s, Ragava Mudali’s name, as an attestiug witness, and
that it was in the full confidenca that all was right, that he had given a Kaifeat to the Tahsildar
Nazumuddin at the Jumabundi of 1271, saying that the transfer of Puttah could be made.

16. On the 29th August 1862, the Tahsildar, Perumal Naik, commenced his inquiry, as a
Sub-Magistrate, info the cliarge of forgery preferred by Adimula Mudali. In this case, the
Tahsildar makes Munisami Mudali sole defendant, although the complaint preferred to the
Huzur was againsy Munisami Mudali, Nainiappah Mudali, and the Kurnum Govindah Pillai.

17. 1In his deposition, the Prosecutor stated that his brother had acknowledged filing the
Razinamah before certain persons named Venkatasami Naik, Rungish Naik, and Rutvavelu
Mudali. The Sub-Magistrate again examines Prosecutor on September 9ih, and informs him that
he (the Sub-Magistrate) has received a letter from the above Rutnavelu Muduli, saying he knows
nothing, and on this the Prosecutor declines calling this wi‘ness.

18. The Defendant denied the forgery, and declared that the Prosecutor had come to Tiru-
vallur to present the Razinamah, but says he cannot prove this fact, that his brother signed the
Razinamah in Madras in the presence of Subbraya Chetty and Mogali Ramasami Chetty: he

added that the papers, which showed that Nainiappah Mudali, in whose favor the Razinamah

was executed, was the real purchaser of the Puttah land, were lost and could.not be produced-

19." The Tabsildar only examines two witnegses for the prosecution, namely, Perumal Naik
and Rungiab Naik, The former testified to the Defendant having acknowledged before arbitra-
¢ors at Madras, when questioned by the prosecutor, that he had, without his brother’s knowledge,

presénted the Razianmah regarding the Puttah land, but that be (witness) had not heard Defend-

. . . . . .
ant ackuowledge to baving signed his brother the Prosecutor’s name, The other witness Runeiah

Naik supported the evidence of the first witness as regards the ackrowledgment by the Defendant

Munisami Mudali, that he had presented the Lazinamah without his brother’s knowledge, and

added that when Adimula c¢o>m)lained before the arbitrators that this Razinamah which he

(Adimu}a) hal never signed was presented, the brother Munisawi, the accused, remained

silent.

20. With the meagre evidence of these two witnesses, the Tahsildar closed the inquiry and
dismissed the case as not having been proved, Nuainiappah Mudali aud the Kurnum Govindah

Pillai are not made Defendants in the case, although they had been charged with forgery, nor is
any evidence taken from these men or from Ragava Mudali, although from the inquiry held by

the Tabsildar cn the Revenue side, he was well aware how much they were implicated, and Low

” ~
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into the case without the direction of

35 of the Criminal Procedure Code. He defends bimself, or

he has followed a similar course in other cases, but he has
done so with the

the Session Judge under Section 4
rather seeks to do so, by a'leging that
given no lnstance of having practised a similar irregularity, nor could he have
kuowledge of the Magistrate. :

25 The Arzi which the Tahsildar did send on the 22ad September 1862, No. 637, to Mr.
Cunliffe is written in his capacity as a Revenue and not as a Magisterial Officer, and there 1s
nothing whatever which could have led Mr. Cunliffe to suppose that the Tahsildar at the time of
writing this Arzi had actually inquired into the charge of forgery preferred by Adimula Mudali,

and had dismissed it for want of pr. of.

25. Mr. Cunliffe as Magistrate, in his Takid No. 141, 25th September 1862, reviews the
whole cise and poiats out the insufficiency of the examivation held by the 'Tahsildar, inasmuch
as the evidence of the witnesses for the Defeadanthud not been called. Mpr. Cunliffe is evidently
ander the impression thab the evidence of Govindah Pillai and Ragava Mudali had been taken
by the Tabsildarin his Magisterial capacity, whereas he had only examinel] them asa Revenue
Officer and not on oath. Mr. Cunliffe comments on the insufficiency of the examina ion of these
witnesses, and remarks on the Tahsildar’s failure to obtain proof whether Adimula’s signature to
the Razinamah was a forgery or otherwise. Mr. Cunliffe expresses a decided opinion that the

of wilful forgery, and that the Munsid and Kuroum Ragava Mudali and Govinda
He directs the case to be committed to the Sessions C_ourt.

. 97, The Tahsildar again makes* reference

; %: 'LAEdVNOol 7346%?&33% %ec‘:t;e:;rexrslei(?z' regarding the examination of witnesses and for
instiuctions ; and is toldf nut to muke furiher

The Tabsildar makes one other final effort to delay the case
in an Arzi, No. 195, dareld 12th Octobef 1862, in which he states that the parties have become
ds, and that Adimula Mudali is wiliing to withdraw the charge. The Tahsildar recomn=
y be allowed to filea Razinamah, and ends by telling the Magistrate
he case has bad a most beneficial effect in getting Adimula’s claims

case was one
Pillai had abetted in the forgery.

reference, but to commit the case.
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mends that the parties ma
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adjusted.
28. Onthe 15th October 1862, Mr. Cunliffe issues a Takid No. 156, refusing to allow a
mittal of the case. The case was$ accordingly

e filed, and again directing the com
ldar’s taking further evidence, and committed to the Sesssions Court,

and sentence passed on the 4th November 1862. In taking the further evidence, the Tahsildar
simply continues the depositions as taken in his former inquiry, so that there was nothing to
lead the Sessions Court to the knowledge that the case had been already tried and dismissed by

the Sub-Magistrate.
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g orward

2. The case in whi . '
unfair benefiis to cer‘:it:l%lul:-]i}i:i;use-d of having vabification
P)’ Chellapah Reddy, Monigar of Adtrs 'S Nt substantiated; bug regn'dil-.cra :?Il in order to secure
~in the accusations he urges against I:a‘mbakam, Iaminduced to believe t:at t]le dla.rges brought
the bribe is not susceptible of stricdyemmal Noik.  Although the charge of ]'::ulsllmuc}] o
actually

strongly against t} : legal proof, still
1e Tahsildar, that T entertain no doulbt ;}s]et a?‘?“d&nt ciren
© hismoral guilt

taken an illegal g

receiving
mstances weigh so

3 Ch p Y Al b ®
. X(:u"ls'.all(:eq an 1()] sOmMe reg [+) “‘l] h
ella dh Iledd was a VIOHI
) g I d
3 > reason
ar in tole a.blf’ ci 1c

Taluk authoriti oot o

‘ o osens to e s an object to 1

. i . e pursu
ges were brought agains }

. ed : . :
i order io avoid annoy and ‘mpoverished by the

thim, and

ance, and subse . » and there secmg .

4. 1t is alwsys a most difficul quent punishment, he had to pay mone“’aSm;) to believe that
) st difficult matter to byrin y to Perumal Naidu

the provisions of Secti
. : I on 161 .
pient of the illegal grati of the Indian Penal

of witnesses. ; e th
€ money i
5. In the present case t ° ¥ in the presence

g hOme a ('harge of

¢ connecting ci ‘
Chellapah Reddy lead me to conclude th § circumstances, and almost syst :

e that Perumal Najk is scarcely ﬁ)’° cmat'e oppression of

a 1t person to be

entrusted:

with the important duti
s ies of a Tahsilda 1
e arpertant : .r and Sub-Magistrate, I
* respect and confid , and f:ear that be is not looked up to b e oy that Lshould recl
nfiderce, which an Officer in his positi l J oo prople of bis Taluk witl la
o a ‘ith the

should alw
(True Copy.) ays endeavour to obtain,

(Signed) R. S. ELLIS,
Collector.

Excrosu Cos, ¢
sURES Nos. 2, 3 Pe1iTIONS.

]{.( ad alho I ellthll ‘lon} Iel llmdl Naldu, Tdhblldal 0‘ S,h"dpet, dated :v-)lh ugust 8 3.

- ——

1. In the above letter

Mr. Ellis bri .
of the Saidapet ‘Taluk, r. Ellis brings to notice the conduct of' Perumal Naik
al Natk, T

He re
ports that Perumal Naik is deficient in educats ahsildar
: cation a

nd ability, and

—
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e

et cmetom i et el I I T At

and tact necessary in an Oficer in his position. Mr. Ellis further
to a charge of bribery which has been brought against
hat Perumal Naik” attempted ** to extort money,”
{ the Government and the people under  his

is altogether wanting in temper
reports that, after conducting an inquiry in
Perumal Naik « he is morally convinced 1
and * that it will be injurious to the interests o

¢ jurisdiction that Perumal Naik should remain in his present office.”
liately on Perumal Naik’s removal from the Trivellore Taluk, several

2. 1t appears that immed
charges of corruption were brought against him, and that of those, three were selected for
investigation, one of them being the case before alluded as having been inquired into by Mr.
f by Mr. Banbury. In rcporting on the result of his

Eilis. The other two were disposed ©
inquiry to Mr. Ellis, Mr. Banbury states that in neither case is the charge of actually receiving
a bribe susceptible of strictly legal proof, yet that in the one case * the attendant circumstances

“ weigh so strong'y against the Tahsildar, that no doubt is ontertained as to his moral guilt ;7
and in the other *“ the connecting circumstances, and the systematic oppression of Chelama
“ Reddi, lead him to conclude (hat Perumal Naik is scarcely a fit person to be entrusted with
¢ the impmtant duties of a Tahsildar and Sub-Magistrate.” ‘

3. With regard to Perumal Naoik's incapacity and dishonesiy in bis Magisterial capacity,
the Iligh Court is the authori'y to whom the Collector should apply in view to Perumal Naik’s
removal from the cffice of Sub-Magistrate. The Collector is thercfore requested to addiess the

Court on this part of the case.

4. The Board authorize the Collector
of the High Court shall be known in regard to his con
receipt of the Courl's orders, the Bourd will give the Col
to the other poiuts in his report as may
The appeal petition received from
‘an intimation that autil the decision of the
ard have authorized his suspension from ©

to suspend Perumal Naik from office until the pleasure
duct as a Magisterial Officer, and on the
lector such final instructions with reference
apptar necessary.

Perumal Naik will with its enclosures be returned
High Court on his Magisterial conduct
fice, and will refiain from passing

5.
to him, with an i
is known, the 8o
further orders respec'ing bim.

(True Copies and Extract.)
(Signed) R. A. DALYELL,
Sub-Secrctary.

(lix, C.B., Collector of Madras, ‘
with two Memorandums of Evidence.
g Collector of Madras; to W. HHUDLESTON, Esq., Secre-
ue, Madras, dated 2nd November 1863, No. 462.

As requested in paragraph 4 of the Board’s Proccedings, dated 2nd Sep‘ember 1863,
N(),'55()(), 1 have the honor to forward a copy of the reply received from the High Court, in.
answer to tl.xe letter 1 addressed to the Judges in compliance with the B.ard's imstructions to

To the Honoruble R S L

From G. BANBURY, Esq. Actin
tary to the Board of Reven

Mr. Ullis,
9. [t would appear that the High Court wi‘l, in future, only take cognizance of delinquen-
o their knowledge-in connection with

st of the Sub Magistracy which come !
e Criminal Courts.” 1 request therefore to be infermed whether [ am to address

this distinction.
py of the

cies on the p
« trials before th
the Board mn cases not coming ander

3. .hould the Board wish to see a ¢
to which the Judges refer in the Jatter part of I!aragmp

to forward it.

letter T addresscd to the High Court, and
L 2 of their proceedings, I shall be happy

ﬂ
1 Cowt of Judicature at Madras, dated 31st October 1863.
ate of the Madras Distriet, bringing

t, fiom the Acting Magistr b
11,e misconduct and inefficiency of Perumal Naik, 2nd
aud recommendivg his dismissal.

within the pro-
204 Class on the

Proceedings of the Hig

Read letier dated the 21st justan
to the rotice of the High Court,

Class Subordinate Magistrate of Saidapett,

1. Under the Orders of Government, dated 24th 'February .lasr, it is not
vince of the High Court {o direct the dismissal of 8 Sub_ordma!e Magistrate of the
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ground of general ineffici

. : ency or negl y ;
ignorance, or inefliciency in the dgise::chta"of oty Ttis ool
g Yy r

: y in particular i .
minal Courts,” that they possess this p instances of * misconduct,
[}

ge of Magisteri .
wer, gisterial duties shown in trials before the Cri-

2. Without pronouncing any opinj

suscepltible of | . but th : .
may have been fi?lt)l)ri(;‘zf;, and however reprehensml: lt‘ﬁtmg I::aglstr“te allows that the
. ence ¢ e conduct o
Acting Magistrate, it is manife?tthhe P?tt.)’ cases enumerated i,,“ct C
U that 1t is not such ag calls for ¢l paragraph 5 of the lctter of the
. . i ani e penalty of dismiss:
would justify the High Court in g; inion that nothing has been y of dismirsal.

Naidoo, recting the dismigsa] of the Subo eaduced in this case, which

rdinate Magistrate, Perumal
(True Extract.)

g (Sig
Lo the dcting Mogistrate, Madras Disti ned) C. F. CHAMIER,
! ] siract,

Registrar.
(True Copy.) '
(Signed) . BANBURY,
(True Copy.) Acting Collector.
- (Signed) R. A, DALYELL,
Excel}-.encyei:ivéi:l‘itoihfnalé:ﬁiip"rs be Sme:t:d for th o
1 ‘ e cousideration and orders of His

2. In the Ist letter above r

sildar of Sydapett, had been ch
a

ecorded, Mr, Elj |
. lls b " t
charges had been proved i 4

o H l 1
rged with bribery iy tlb 1t to notice that Perumal Naik, Tah-

duet | Tee cases,
» he ought no longe, t d been placed i such a g a”.d 'that though none of the
£e1 to be 1etaj . a suspicious light, that, in Mr.

brought prominem|]
) ently forward p e O m
duties of a Sub-Magistrate, erumal Nuik's general j fice of Tahsildar. Mr. Ellis further

icapacity ..
8. As paragraph 6 of the G ¥ and entire ignurance of the

ed the powers of th
: e Board i
duct or inefficiency shown ‘bm iy

vernment Ol'der
, dated

gard to the disg; 2{th Febry
Ismisgal] ary 1863, No. 2 1t
e eaOEOfﬂOfﬁcers of this clugs ;,0 (::s~96’fres:trlLt
X ' _ : , ases of miscon-
alugl.s"ate’ but it now apPea\rsgfn():nzult on the subject of ;’e: Revenue duies, the Board diriacted
thury s letter apove recorded, that th the Registrar’s letter Wllll'mal Naik’s incompetency as a Sub-
t,he' power of dismissing Subordinas LMGOYEmm"nt Order, ab teh forms an enclosure of Mr. Ban-
18 power apparently rests, for th: agistrates of the 2nq C;)ve ?Oticed did not give the Court

4. The B L Present, in Govern . 1 O 8eneral ineffici

oard still continue o revi.se t(:m;mment alone, generalinefficiency ; so that
¢ heturns of §

inflicted on Magister
agisterial Officers, ang the nes
Y are of opinion that ¢, and suspensions from office

ence which, under th
. ? e Orders of
exercised in reg: of Govern e
regard to these O ff ment, dated Ist June 18559;&&[ Powers of superintend-

competent in certai cers, though

ortob 1N cases te dismiss ghunder Act V][ of |g. 0. 346, the Boaid formerl

o be transferred t them from- of 1843, h y

point, o o the High Court, 7 om’office, ought eith » the late Sudder Court was
» 88 well as on the particular ¢g + They therefore €r 10 be restored to the Board

solici
se : it th
under notice, ¢ orders of Government on this

A
(A true Copy and Extract,)

(Signed) R, 4, DALYELL
oo Df’partment, Sub-Secretary.
1A oopy of enclosure.

Tod. D, Sim, ¥
» '8¢, Secretary 19 Gorernment
ent, Reveny,
e

' No. 230, From PERUM AL NAIDOO, late Tahsildar of Sydapett,

f the Subordinate Magistrate ‘
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Transferred to the J udicial Department.
(Signed) C. G. MASTER,
Deputy Secretary to Government.

12¢h November 1863.

anmmmsnm—,

Madras ; to the Chief

Secretary to Government, &c, &ec., &c., dated Madras, 14th November 1863.

In the month of August last, the Madras Collector, the Honorable Mr. Eilis, submitted a

ard of Revenue with reference to three charges of bribery brought against me

duals bearing a bad character. In this report, he states that although
d on the institution of an inquiry held at the Hoozoor, suspicion in
od that T had committed many Magisterial iriegularities in the
to which one of $he individuals above alluded to was & party,
dar and Taluq Magistrate of Trivallur in the

réport to the Bo
before him by three indivi
the charges were not prove
his opinion still attaches to me, a
proceedings I bad hdd in a case

an which came on for trial before me as Tahsil
Madras District. On these grounds, vague and trivisl as they ate in their nature, Mr. Ellis

recommended to the Board my dismissal from office. Shortly after the despatch of his report, 1
submitted my defence to the Board on the subject, in reply to which they were pleased to favor
me with the following endotsement: ¢ Petitioner is informed that unless the decision of the
High Court on his Magisterial conduct is known, the Board have authorized his suspension from
office and will refrain from passing {urther orders respecting him.”

From the primafacie of this endorsement, it will be observed that onus of the question lay
with the High Court of the Muadras Judicature, yet my immediate suspension was thought neces-
sary by the Board, and a kind look by Government into the defence I submitted to the Board
(herein enclosed) will show whether the ciicumstances under which my guspension was made
justify the Board’s order. Too lateas it had been made on Mr. Ellis’ attack against me, a general
attack, but riot a pointed one, a reference was not made to the tigh Court by the Madras Collec-
tor till the middle of October last, the Court being umil then under adjournmeut. I mention
this circumstance simply to show that the term of my suspension has been un necessarily prolonged
by a cause that could not be avoided. Mr, Banbu'y, the Acting Collector having taken up the
question mooted by Mr. Ellis and referred it to the High Court in due course, they were pleased
to sift into the details of the matter as reported by Mr. Banbury and also into the arguments
and facts I showed not only in my petition to the Board, but also in another addressed to the
Honorable Judges of the High Court on the same subjret, and to express their decided opinion
that they saw mo ground for my dismissal under the circumstances stated. On visiting Mr.
Banbury, I was informed by that gentleman of the decision of the High Court and of my restos
ration to office on the receipt of the Board's order, to whom he had again referred the matter.
It is now more than a week and a half since this occurred and evidently there appears no reason
why the Board ghould have still refrained from passing further orders respecting me after the
question had been decided by the High Court with whom, as the Board had already stated, the

onus of the matter had lain.
I would also beg to observe that my defence to the Board and to the High Court was not

made after copies of the Collector’s reports to them had been put into my possession. I requested
both these authorities to favor me with such copics, but the former refased to do so, and the
Jatter thought it unnecessary. I would still state\that if called for, 1 shall cheerfully offer expla«
nation on any points noticed in the Collector’s report.
oard’s endorsement refusing to grant me 2 transeript of Mr.

I beg to append herewith the B
y defence to the High Court of the Madras Judicature.

‘Ellis’ report to them, and copy of m
Under the above circumstances I humbly and respectfully request that the Government will

be pleased to inquire into the circumstances which necessitated the Board to order my suspen=
gion which is now unnecessarily being prolonged and to render simple justice to me, taking into
consideration the full nature of the appointment I hold, and the trivial character of the vague
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complaint brought against me. An Officer as I am of long standing in the service and possessed

of high testimonjals (herein enclosed) from public Officeis, in particular from the far famed Revenue

Administrator Mr. Cunliffe, who also on one oceasion expressed with great trezdom nis opinion on

my character, qualification, and so forth, while corresponding to the Board and to Government in

the case of Mootadar of Paudianyllur, alluded to in paragraph 2 of my delence tojhe Board here=
with accompanying. -

No. 231, ORDER THEREON, 24th December 1863, No. 2021.

_ The Governor in Council resolves to restore to thé Board of Revenue the power of dismis-
sing a Sub-Magistrate on the ground of general misconduct and inefliciency not being of & nature
cogaizable by the High Court under the authority vested in the Honorable the Judges by the
Qrder of Government of the 24th February last ; that authority it is observed, applied ouly to the
dismissal of Sub-Magistrates by the High Court for gross misconduct, ignorance or inefliciency

in' the' discharge of Magisterial duties shown in trials before the Criminal Courts. The Board
will dispose of the case of Perumal Naidoo, T'ahsildar and Sub-Magistrate of Sydapet.

2. The Government are not

prepared to vest this power in the District Magistrates as
suggested by Mr, Ballard,

(Signed) A.J. ARBUTHNOT,
Chief Secretary.

Exd, T. O'Connor.
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