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Read the following papers :—

- No. 321. From the Honorable D. AR]}UTH’NOTT,. Magistrate of Salem, to the

Chief Secretary to Government, Fort Saint George ; dated Salem, 15th
January 1867, No. 2.

T have the honor to forward the translation of a plaint filed in the Principal
gudder Ameen’s Court at Salem, against Venketakistnien and Ramasawmy \:"illav,
Curnums of Thadavoor, in the Ahtoor Taluq, and anothér named Undal Udian, m;d
to request, under the peculiar circumstances which will be stated, the Government
will be pleased’to permit the defending of the suit at the public cost.

9. The object of the suit is to recover from defendant 1800 Rupees, for alleged
Jamages sustained by the plaintiff.

3. 'The plaintiff in this suit is B. Teyagaraja Rillay, the late Tahsildar of Ah-
toor, and the Jefendants are the complainant and his two' witnesses in one of the
cases of extortion laid against the late Tahsildar. For particulars of the several
cases against Teyagaraja Pillay, 1 beg to refer you to my letter of this date, No. 3.

The case in which Venketakistnien and the two other defendants gave their
ovidence is the first case in the list.

4. 1 have stated, in my letter above referred to, the circumstances which have
emboldened Teyagarajs Pillay to file the suit against the defendants; and if he suc-
coeds in the suit, it would not only seta very bad precedent, but would also deter
people from coming forward and exposing the currupt conduct of any public servant.

Indeed, the late Sudder Court remarked,
D°g1;‘;‘;‘ﬁg’?,f‘f;f‘ﬁ‘é‘lig‘cﬁ“’ Suddor Udalut; page 60, Appeal in a similar case, that “it would strike

: at the root of all Judicial testimony if

witnesses, who are compelled by public authority to appear, and are constrained to

" give their testimony, were, at the mere instance of the individual against whom their

evidence is directed, exposed to a civil action for damages.”

5. T looked upon the charges brought against Teyagaraja Pillay as of public
nature, and treated them accordingly, making Venketakistnien (the 1st defendant

in this suit) as the first witness, and not as the complainant.

6. j If tho Government is pleased to accord the sanction I now solicit, I propose
{o instruct the Government Vakeel to appear on behalf of the defendants, and fur-
nish him with the necessary stamps.

7. Tt is unnecessary for me to offer any remarks on the pia.int, for you will
gee from the remarks I have appended to the Session Judge's decision in the case
from which this suit has arisen, that the Plaintiff has not a leg to stand on. The
suit must, I have no doubt, fall to the ground, but, however, I shall inform the
Jdefendants that the copy of the Court’s Judgement must be submitted to Govern-
ment before they could be prot'ected from the consequences of an adverse décision.

8. I may add that I find the Government have given their sanction in a simi-
in 1858—vide Minutes of Consultation, 14th April 1858, No. 479,

9. The date for filing the answer will expire on the 28th instant.

lar case
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rament, Judicial l)epd'rlnwnt,
30th January 1867,

To the Principal Sudder

Plaintiff.
Teyagarajs Pillay,
“Velihqm’!, Government
Ahtoo"r Talu

Ameen’s Court, Salem,

Defendants,

of Vollala caste—Meansg of 1. Venketakistnien, whose

employ —late Tabsildar of
1, DOW residing in the Cushal, Salem.

father's name
is not known—Brahmin by caste—Me

livelihood, Curnur office~—residing

9
“

Ramaswm Pillay, whose father's name
¥ )

i8 not known—Vellala by caste—Means of liveli-
' hood, Curnum office.
3

Undal Udian, gon of Mutthu Tdian—

Nattain by caste—Means oflivelihaod, eultivation

—residing at Puravasal in the above Talug.
This suit is preferred for the recovery of Rupees 2890 from the defendants, on  account of
Eﬁ damages and becuniary loss sustained by the plaintiff,
.

The 1st and 2nd defendants are the C
During my tenure of office

ed a certain sum

of money whi avi to some ryots, and paid a ‘portion of that fum

] a8 Kandayam or tax for big land, an order was issued direeting lim to appear to stand his

t trial for the misappropriation of the sum in question, but, on his disobeying the order, a' warrant

Was issued against him, then tried him botl; personally and through the Taluq Sheristadar. As
hie has not rendered proper.accounts, the cas

e bas beon left undisposed of.
2. The 3rd defendant having purchased stolen properey,
Court, ‘

oor, the 1st defendant having collect

I have committed. him to the Sub-
80 Owing to the above il feel
defer

ings, the 1st and Srd defendants in co
wdant (a Joint Curnum with th

mbination with the *2nd"
¢ 1st defend:mt),

with a view to canse injury -and disgrace to

ey
B
o

5. T have been holding Tahsi_idurship since 18 years, bearing g
gentlemen. Aga

good certificates from several
alse charge has been Dreferred against me, I have suffered iujury,
and peenniary ogs, i ¥
6, I have incurred a 1

Vakeels to plead the above
: In consequence of the false chargo brought against me by the:defendants, and of
k of my honor thereby, I claim R

‘ : the logg
» &+ elamm Rupees 1800 from the said defendants adequately to theiy
stances, so that | may establis aracter. Under such circumstances,

_eircum-
: h my ch I pray the Court wil
_reqover for me, from the said defendants, Rupoes 1800, for 1o loss of my

on account of the pecuniary SR g

honor, and Rupees 1090
loss sustained by me. ' |
L, Plaintiff solemnly declare that the e
5#&?-089@7{1’6@7‘ 1866,

disgrace,

088 of Rupees 1090, having had to employ in my bobalf Barristers aud
case before the District Magistrate,

iréumstances hercin stated are true,
L 3 (True Tmnslation)‘. ' :

 (Sigied)  D. ARBUTHNOpY,
' oy ' Magistrate. - 3
N° 322 A 'Flfo?ﬁ ﬁiéﬂonorable D. ARBUTHN 0O
"1 Chief Sacre

“ﬁ? to Government, Fort Sa

O - Magistrate of Salem, to the
- January 1867, N

10t George ; dateg Salem, 15th
T % a-‘;o.’ 'B- » T !
y Ivhﬁve the honor %"fb‘rwﬁrd, for the information of Glye
- and senton ~

: Timent, the findings
S oo h 08 Passed by.the Session Judge of Salem, in six cases of bribery and
"‘9-3-»"“"‘“0‘“:_ preferred against Teyagaraj. Tillay, late Tahsilday of Abtoor Talug.
. . \ 4 : ‘l ‘ - P >
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ang of

gat Thadavoor
- village in the Ahtoor Talug. :

urnums of Thadavoor village in 'the Ahtoor Talagq. .
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" gnd now I am to
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T ﬁ d d sentences ve 1 my remarké, and also
: . | .q V, 1 Y ; BYEY 91 b the Sessxon
f B h.k d.j g; &I‘ld SICIXtOIICG.,, \ thh ha it : been re BE( y
y ﬁ“ m Ty
W arded m 3

Judge. :

ideration of Govern-
b s duced fo forward the above for the consideration o
3. T have been mduc - o i
' : ilure of justice in the aoquittal of
e Be I think there has been o failgre of justice in o
T cause R, _ :
' i : ‘ ) ovidence,
L lelay; smarks ﬂnW&TTﬁnted by the ev1 i
Teyagaraja ; jon Judge, by remarks : ’ Civil
JI. Because tl:e S;;?:;n - S:,m: the complainants for da:lmages in the Ciy
s cnabled Teyagaraja . L W A
. ena.b!‘\e‘d‘ '1 i agﬁt?ﬁem’ta much inconvenience and loss éharacte,: A g
CourtS, an& '1',111;5 p”st‘a thése remarks are damagmg ,to my Cl »
- T1II. \ Becauge 't o » : gorc,
ont. O ST os against Teyagaraja Pillay,
nt of Governmen : inquiries into the casesag . yage
va 4. In first commencing the ull)%rdinates’ but on this being objected to b-‘f My.
e Suthﬁ ground that they were defendant’s enemies, I
on .

imu\ediat
I employed my own 1 ; A AR s i
Miller‘,(defendar}t?sv CO‘;?;‘“ )’Superintend@nt of Police, to inquire lflfotf”rilf;‘lzi: ;o;rs,i'
requested .'C%P???‘ Hankin, trial. should the evidence appear suf‘ﬁqull : Police weve
ss, and prepare them for Y to, 8 parently on the groind that the Police
O Session Julge strongly objects to, appazently o

] S 5 J hh i » ¥ h A« s |;atel o

unfi the purpose. ot
, 3 therefore, unfit for . i 9 o
verted into an eneltll}y andé e ;;mount et e g
n
5. 1 have undergo

.ia Pillay, who has been ably defended througho\:\t,_ |
into the 6h‘arges?agai.nst ‘rl‘e);afarg;t 1121:1112 ,the e;—idence, g ?‘u tl’*efc‘;seil?rfnfa]t’l’:
1.d’ s dxrilcthlip ci. of course, there is not a word o : rulvous i
. the witnesses pc.r_]ured,,’anThe J’udve s ks Gt .u some };ns?u?‘; Mo
whole of the '@mdcfnco- in t,ﬁo l::ase for the prosecntion. } I 1‘: i ignformation.
'llxas e Wor:ol:l?(:i? 2{;9 garty alluded to is, nor whence he go
enlighten us as to w g ak

P, i of
oh alone sent to the Board of Revenuo, thero,axe 40 signatures
rnamaln alone puilb i B :
“In the Mahaza

2 th i inst
not by any means the whole of the complaints agai
inants, but re ‘ |
complainants, but these are 1 |

Y i Ak ‘l"‘}'asta.kin.
Teyagaraja Pillay. o number of other complaints against him, such g

: X g T I consider-
8. There were ?13%)3)’111@111;; but these 1 decl}ned‘to en;elt?;n"l?:hsildar S
ain, cloths, &e., W'?:)Ilg that suchcases could h; lega}}l}:ﬂ??(zzré openly such things
od it almost impossi : N se, and the
jad 1t alrdoph TIpORER S doloth Igkeany onie BLG, B S e f corrupt motives;
ey n and U 1d be the proof of corrupt mot; .
he right to buy grat ifficult would be the proc e g
: notwithstandi S e
‘and yet notwithsta

¥ 5 conyl tion in case No. 42, t’hatiﬁ i-s.i’.»n i let i
o L T for qn‘ashmg my
1 ig YeAsons 1or

!  of paddy which he could not accept.
defondant would demand o bindy load'of paddy which he.co e
" that defendant Woute, €T ol RRRERE oy P |
1rv‘:fithovtv‘il‘*"“’?g e rk that [n several instances the Session '_];ld_ge‘.. ha:du;}g
T e aad s thrclighout totally ignored the reasons T assigned
uoted the e, R,

Joi

§- Session Judge has lopked on the Whoéedoi' fhgacizos;;':]m“ﬁh . ? 1 :

g R MThe Ses ot . . ‘ erenaant :

light of PPt greatest publt intorest, and I ¢ brought' to punishment, if .

them 88 cases ;li servant like the defendant should be brough | TP
«6 that a public servant like the deie
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guilty of corruption, whateve

9. I have forwarded my notes in the different
tions in extenso of the records, the gy

short notes would Lave bee
examination for the defonce
cution having hbeen under
required, the whole records

eat number of cases m
0 almost useless, I m
Was very lengthy, many of the witnesses for
cross-examination for nearly a whi
will be translated and forwarded,

-~

r time may have elapsed since the commission of the -
offence,

cases, which are almast transla<

aking this necessary, as’
ay_ also mention that the CTOS8= - |
the prose- g
le day each."?lz-'f;}";

i

Case No. 42, e

Lat Witness.— ¥

Last year, Taluq P
with collections.
not,

‘enketa Kistnien, € urnum, Tha
eon brought me an order from de
I did not go at onee. I was sick ;
Defendant sent 5 warrant to me, ‘I w
warrant. When being brought upon warr
salore reported this to defendaut. Defendant then sen
I appeared three or four days after. When 1
ordered me to the Cutcherry. Defendant’s ho
When 1 appeared before him at Cutcherry, he

davoor. .
fendant, to bring my account conneeted

a8 not  brought immediately before defoudant on ﬂiiﬂ
ant I fainted on the way, and the village officials of Nedas-

use is close to Cutcherry, 40 or 50 fathoms distant.

heads
Purport of deposition,

dited. I said; I must see the aecounts, About 10
" A M.of same day, T weat to defendant’s house; |
% go back to my village, and look 8¢ the accounts, as T was sick, He told nio -
ot let me go unless I gave him two bandy-loads of paddy, or Rupees 50; or else that -
he would commit e - by this, I understand that he intended to send me for punishment to the Court.

v 1 consenta'd to give the Rupees 50 demanded, T had ng mouey in hand at- the time. I met one

- Undal Udian axg ol him what took place, and asked him @ lend me 50 Rupees. He did so, on .

Y giving him his money ¥ paid fo defendant that day between 7 and

a4 bond on stamped paper, T
- 8P M. T paid this money to defendant. Defendantias in his house. Undal Udian and 1st Curnum.
t took the money.

masflwmy Pillay were present. Defendan I then came out of defendant's house.
I wont in 8gain and asked defendant to let me go to my village ; e ordered me to give a petition
to the' effect that if Oyl as‘sent to my- village, I would look into the accounts
and give an ex hen allowed to go. Takeed was 3 month afterwards sent

» No further proceedings were taken. I reported, on receipt
as it was Adungal time. ™ :

& 0""“'“"’"‘“@‘*’0% by defendant’'s Vapeel, 1 never disobeyed the summons issned hefore

- Vt“r‘:?o‘;:lg?rmt. ~ There were remissions granted on account of Ghavi. The accounts for these remis-
i3 ave ng time. Money collecihd has not been refunded to the ryofs,

t been prepared up to this
Was engaged in prqparing and sending the Jummahbundy

went to ask for leave
that he would n

- Immediately after the Jummahh

BT ; prepared. When this was done, [was
-,,ﬁ‘ﬁf“ e ﬂm Sha"f accounts, which takes along time, behuse my village is a Trisvaku Agraha-
thef; fer%i‘“mWhlle. My accounts have been seized and k :

pt in the Talug Cutcherry; T sould not,
been made up, it is not known where-
ther written or oral, was made against ’,
August last year, my accounts were

b, As the accounts have no
::: :emh“f??“ money ig, I do not know that any complaint,

e AVIE 10848 Whe 6f the Shavi remics: :

| scized. My Sosoiig V1 remission money. “In

Rdoounts were nox r:mgm seized before I paid the 50 Rupefs to defendant, T don’t know why my

: od. . My petition B will show that J asked for the return of m unts.
Ry . . pEx. Rt : y aceo
gi;gg;; theepet:t’;z-ﬁ%;’e?to {:efendaut. When I gave 40. Rupeos defendant wag in a verandah
o, nouse: - Leat opposige %, him when I gave him the money « the wi re also jn
/ ‘Mm&‘vchndah_,a little apart from ¢ ) R witnesses We

ik ” We. The witnesses went info the house with me. Because defendant |
e S BT ""*‘“‘*’?{:’:ﬂfﬁ&i F— cor

.
e

. ,q

5
the Peon reported -fo defendant that 1 was
t message that I might come when better,
came to Ahtoor, I met defendant in his houso. Ile .

took a deposition from me. He asked me to what
the excess colldetion in my village was ere<

"

L

 threatened to commitme.

" bought o stamp paper 0

f

2,

S’ e
B L s P [ Department, b
Wm Vadras Government, Judicial Dep ‘
Proc“‘aif"g‘."o it 30th January 1867. e e sl
£ e N : t my accounts.
: el G he th catened, and not because 1 was afraid abou ¥
i s s T

: I hear that

: T _Defendant told me
defen&wt wm]ld c_ommlt“ ’Tled’:ly of this v‘lna,ge for ab?ufr 37 ye:‘::i commit you to the Court.
1 have been"doh.)g Cumum:l and T will lay a charge against 201'1, as 1 requosted in my aceounts.
ybii have made jasty vaso e néver came to examine myg:§90?::§dm to examine my accounts. The
s L 4 e ctor W £ » Talug Sheris 3
~ The Cultivation Inspeet £ _any order to Talug

ant gave any ord

: v ‘ dal Udian. I don’t now
Ve .def?:!d ame day on which T gave the bond to Undal
: e 8

.1 and
s « ‘ for an urgent purpose
50 Rupees were paid on the & L ik thot I borrowed the moneY. 1:):5'1 des that I made mno com-
remember the exact date. The 1;0 § 4 of Revenue a‘gainstdgfendant i 1. Tts dated the 12th of June
,@hers wrote aMahazur to t'h eMaQazﬁl'fﬁ(C);ié?"he fiio ac0ni i B{‘i)z:s. being imposed on me by
““p}a'mt about this money. Thlis R i abﬁ’ﬂ‘tememb“ m:.yﬂdelay in sending accounts If I had
1866. Defendant was ot then have fined me for any absence 0 | my employment would have been
defendant, bt as uﬂsm:l h'é g house would remain unrobb‘e_d Tlll(é same way. I paid the 50 Rupees
comﬁiaj;t‘ii%a soouer, n@th:oﬁﬁs) cmﬁfiﬂamed» have Suﬂ'el‘.edlin took and kept the monecy, [ don’t
ke o7 foflo_“'hf“«;z}?e monéy“ into defendant’s hands. :se by him. No, he did not count the
ges. 1 pal i L : :

‘ y The |

i LYy wards. He kept the money ¢ so defendant open the paper. \

e did with it afterwards. -3¢ 5 £ paper. 1 did not se g
“know what he up in a piece of pap

£ sar defendant. ; :
; m;ney. Th ; 1ind me, ‘There was lamp né” de to attend before defendant. A warrant
 witnesses were Just behin . T received no s;ummo.nﬂ # ith collection or custady of money
' Question by \P/rosec;ftu:ini;s Curnum. 1 haye nothing to do ijlh » Tahsildar-of Talug when he
was the first pro%;ii re:::x:il of remissions: The ; cfendmﬁm::sdefendant had power to c"mmét :1“;1
ollected, no¥ with the retunt OF 5x S50 o SEE RO A RS T I gave Un
collected, mor ¥ o and extorted 50 R‘? business referred to in  the bond dg o
Court. The urgen dant. One Kulvee Rian of Pugudupady S
to degin ; w‘l;cn not only his house was plundered, bu
n
5 f tl{e instances 1 r‘eferrgd t0.

1dled
¢ money was bur N

: jon or other higher i 5 B0
tl?dsie?:!:s the necessity of giving Bup@z\ciist
e : haway ag :

: aplained to Mr. Hath i R
- :;mﬁﬂ‘h,ﬁmurder in ty housos This 15,986
?her ﬁt b SGPBGmth 1866~ £

: thé Court permits  this
: ‘ : i Vakeel for defendant,
Mr. Miller,
quest of

be cal id again questioned -
i to be called and iy
mﬁzs:h alroady cross-examined by defendant’s .

Wk el. at he would not
There was no one present when defendant told me that he
‘Tler. — There W ‘ 9t
Mfl‘«ler.. ndy-loads of paddy or T I went to the Chuttram.
o him two bandy-1o: a$ no one present. e
hour. There W Chetty's house. 1 stopped two or three

_ At the particular re

18th September 1866.

Qﬁe’sﬂioﬁ‘ﬁy Mr.

. less | gav : L
Yoh mogy WL TR bk iy olish A
A, ., 1 remained about hﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁuﬁrum. He wasliving ma

1
il d bought & stamp paper.
vas not living it to Cutcherry about one, ang ovE. my way to
Ramasawmy Was 0ot 4 food. T then went w1 anoke to 4th witness on my

i to take food. from 4th witness. 1 spoke ¥
hours in Chuttrum ro

! 5 im for money. No one was
borrow foli"gg‘?gzm what took place, nal.zﬁ ai‘:i:g:ﬁ;:m wfth the money
§ : ‘ he would co ; : ;
& i‘Ch“t&?mﬁl B:Zs’énted to give meth "’“&“ ok H:%::E I?eengar and Ramasawmy Pillay vero present,
- present. He ¢ T qngasAWIL :

o MONET: & received money. Runga-
&t 3 07 inck e bﬁ)ﬂgyh; : ﬂ:;o::):; Hhen a.tt\eﬂted 3 T}mnI gave bond an

wrote p ; ‘ W . ) el Vin money occnpied about
v . | ‘ ia ‘t. ‘ bond amdrreo g .

I ¢ e : et fOﬁ*‘O! ﬁve‘Indmn hours. m 'ﬂ‘l.g : : : B A.‘ i ‘

'Sﬂwmg left before sunset, A & A ._; , 1 ¢ out ! ¢ . tness ama 5th *mtnessreturn ed about

. - 1
w ey heing sick, : e
~ an Indian hour. T, me to see mo because. Wolad '
7 in the evening, They ¢& . 't know his name. V : our days. It was with me
7;;::1;1' mear Tappal Chovady : & Ao draft, Wo had th draf throe o four day
TR T Lo made g | ‘
e ; 't remember W longing _ ‘ ol 40 send
5t e‘r ﬁ;}::a gent round to othir‘{-l %y“;;‘: b,;h omas we assembled and consulted, and agree
EraEY e o Held h e
0 At the Jummahbundy held DY k : | ‘ e
w5 M‘ﬂxe s There wag no Writing, but We sp?fault, and here was no charge: iﬁo.ﬁook#;ot;;
;Mmumwah» - There wa ity 3 made no . and that ho would commitme. I was afrei
EREEED S I ever g&ve 50 R\lpeeﬂ or any ; coue(}ﬁng ja&ty 2aAs00¢t, g * e “W@I } *“ out ofoﬁca
 account; ind soid that Thad been 8066 00 0 g 50 not, As soon s il R
. gnd paid 50 Rupoes. T was afrait 10 , SRR
T signed tho Mabhamur. |
wlsth Septembe'r 1866..

I was sick. The Mahazur Was written by a Telugu
Was R g

e Y o e N RS
. " B e e
A AR -y A v

~

ces, Tn defendant's house about 10 -

adraft. T don’t know who made the -
to Davastanum took it round. T don’t know his

o to each other as we met. It was the first time
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2ad Witness—Syed I
2 I‘Ca’!.l roa'd Tamil, I know this paper {;){ o
ness with his acconnts. This is the v e
az;‘y summons directed to 1st wim;e p
(E) now shown me is tho report I

: apha, Ahtoor Talug Peon
t is an order giver ; :
& given to me by defondy ;
U . .y . - 1 nt to ming
t Noﬂ,s?'orcl..r given me by defendant. I took no Otherh ing lsb
8. Nothing olso i aper
: g ing else was given me but this paper (D). Th p.lpiil =
Ie was so sick that h cssed to dofendant, to the effect & ey BNy
& e was not able to come with me ¢ A:h effect that 1
ross-examination by d g 8% fhitdor.
this order (D), but T don’t ;/cnl‘ifczdcc/zt § Vakeel.—I think the Taluq Duffadar ‘
order, becanse it was given :ml er. [ don’t know inwhose writing D is ilu must havegiven me
remember who gave it to meumlfr }h is signature. This (D) does notiear a.nv PN defondant's
i, i , whether the Duffadar Yy one s signature, 1 don’t
t say that defendax ar or any body else. I don’tr
) anit gave: ordar I . ¢. 1 don’t remember wl Lo
dofendint’s o it gave order D. I don't remem! who gave it.
. aunt's signature. I don't re remember whether order given me :
- ‘tuguish it,” No takeed .do_n t remember what became of the takeed, this (D( £ glvon Infoon gl aes
N il 18 %] 4 =T N 8010 2 i
Witk P ostoinad o b O:ss;ed without signature, bat they are issued wit)h"my beit. I cannotdis-
sick. - 1 do not reme'ul; s il efendant askeid me whethor 1st witness was si ;“t < gt o
When 1 Rl s ». er whether he asked me Whother 1ot B 88 ‘ su, ; Ttold h_c was really
d I do nat remember what became of th t ke d"“"s e
: e takeod. , ‘ ;

Q GELVOR Pl - Loy . ~
Ue 't‘ b} ‘03en f ﬁlt 1 a ~ ~ d f i} thr\
J 5 O 8 13t '.‘} h,ﬂ 0 L‘l ars 13s: :
C2UILOR iIsusn W riars R & (42 or gng

takeeds that ave i ¥ «
e 1ssued into th : Taluy D :
got to Cadian . 1e hands of the peons.” This (E) is to the same c’é‘ ;m‘ ];-r to givo
. \ 293 ae =g ¢et asthe reply I

QIUH"(LUR l) [/ ( o
J e /‘(’. "(if‘"‘( 8 1 1 2N { W W h g (
; v ane L:l : I (1 41 b k'ﬂO ¥ ’ /
e o i . 3 4 lﬂt a5 hCL Ome Of t ¢ a i
8{}‘ Sel'teﬁll}? ’ 18 [-. :,'. g')t Were .‘:'lllll!al tO (hib . I'J‘. . » y
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st witness was sick.

b,

Tam Goomastah in Ahtoor T: 13)7" W‘”.n ess.—Kidlna Row. P o
This paper (D) is in my writing ; ¥ o I write ont all Revenue orders and Urzees of ahish ¥
office copies. No summons m,g’- this is the office copy.. It is not usual fo t;et's > t.hp T ahatlga.

e A e e et o0 o B e A B,
have been written by me % ;ii ustflpha Q), under defendant’s Orde;'g -~ paper (¥ is office copy

. This (F) i not i tay hamd-wriing: 1 1s i my b e
. -writing, but the

originals of both must h
: ( have been wri v
P i written by me. No Revenue paper is despatched out of the off
: e office

Cross-ezaminati
£ shows cl.z:a@t'nahon by defendant’s Vakeel.—1 don’
Talug Sher: don’t remember whether I wrote an on't

1 Sheristadar about 1st witness' Shavi mon::-

2 rememberwhy D was issued, the records 4
y Iemorandum under defendant’s order to /()
| - ‘ g e

said no summons was issued to Ist witness

-

bring 1st witness with the accounts. - I could 42
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4th W’:”"lﬁ,_ss, Undal Udian. e o i S £ gﬂf

T remembe endin
remenler lending oy o Lt vituoes Tt yo, M aikod s o oo s s~ |
itn, ‘ ' me for the loan and gaveme = |-

aborid (G). Tst witnoss told me that, with refor.. |

cute o the Shavi account, defendant would paff

In. aw; o | e into Jaﬂ_ if he did not glve mpeés 50,1 hp:('a\ -

We were il i st witneds folded got the bond, and now produce jit. Yy o

deand all then in the Chugteum 1 up the money in a paper and took it to def : P B
fon dt'x ant 8 house, to which the ere. I and Ramasawmy Pillay followed wit), 4] Qndant.g house. ™.,

ant was then in"zhiif'iom money was taken. 1st witness gave the mone the 1st witnessto o ¥

+ - Defendant received the money. Ite received t)}r;:(:n?;fendaﬁe.& o 7. .

¢y rolledupins

G 'is put in, 3

Thor 8 p. i it then, Ra :
A - g masawmy Pillay was also . ,
cirm 4 P e present. . Thig ha o e &L
¢ ross-examination by defendn, ' Ppened% Tk
e when. b soceired the money gk Vakoel —Defondant. was siting. S A 1%
TSI Was standing near A s shiiding close by. T was standing in verandah o e S

Sl iy © doar," Wemwere quite visiblo to Rimagy bosido 18t defendant,

' wmy Pillay. There wae B

e e s
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ay.: The money Was put up in paper Brihe
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con me and ‘R&inuséngv,my Pill
olled up the money i paper.
I'was about three yar

Money was in a1l Rupees. Defendant took
ds from defendant. Defendant was
se then, except 1gt witness Ramasawmy Pillay

thing on & MAL over which there was 4 carpet. There was & lamp.
o Tahsilar. The defendant had a cloth round his waist,
Lt e ooth. 1 don’t remember whetlier there were {
ho was sick and mighit faint away as

G is written out in the usual terms,

about a fathom betw
Chuttrum., 18t witness r¢
and kept in the pocket and told us to go. & Wi
about two feet from lst witness. There was nobody el
and myself. ' Defendant was g
The lamp Wwas about a fathom from th

% zth aeloth over his body. Idon'® remember color of
~peons af the gate or not. I went with first yyitnqu, because
ho did onee before. 1 did not speak with the defendant then.

1t is usual to write « urgent’” in bonds. .4/ wl 5 4
‘Quevstsion' by Pmsecutiou.-—'l‘he‘urgency-mentioncd in G refers to the necessity of giving

the money t0 defendant. ‘ . _ 3 ‘

" a4k Seplember 1868, - s s

g : 5th W itness.— Bamasawmny Pillay. v

1 kuow lsb witness Was arrested on warrant and brought to Ahtoor last year. haYe attosted

this document (G 1 know why the Rupees 50 mentioned in..G was borrowed. j 1s’f witness told

4th witnoss that defendant had threatencd to commit him w1th. reference to Shavi accou:n%, a.r%d

démandea 50 Rupees, and asked 4th witness to lend him (lst ?ntncss) the money. I was living In

o Chetty's houses 1 saw, the money given to defendant ; 4th witness was then present. I?efend{mt_

«as in the yerandah of his house. Deferidant réccivcd'f‘{hg}&ndnéy.” s _
e samina the Joint Curnum of Thadayoor Village.

tion by defendant’s Vakeel.—1 am
The money was paid before 8 o’ clock in'the evening. ~/Ihe money was brought rolled up ina paper,
and the packet was

handed over to defendant. Defeﬁdant received the packet into his hand. 3
The money Was rolled up in paper ab the Chugtram. I know the same packet was handed over to &
defendztnf, beeause I went with 1st witness. l)gfendax}t, after reu?ly}ng ; Lh(‘; money, told us to go.
1 was near the door when the money Was given : 1sb witness Was sitting beim:e the defendant, 4th
witness avas between me and 1st witness. 1 saw no one else besides us at ‘th’e time. 'Defendgx.]t had
cloth round his waist and another on his body ; 4th witness wns standing. 1 w?nt vnt!n 1st witness, l'l
" pecanse he told me he was ill and might faint away. 4th mtnes?_wag standing facing the south. }
here was a lamp. There were about two fathoms between 4th w_mtess and myself. : .:3‘
gth September 1866.

Tooument I 18 filed by prosecution,
Defendant pleads not guilty. ‘ ‘ ‘
s , WirNRseus POR DEVENCE IN CASE No. 1. 7
"’lst Witnes-a.—-Kistm Row, Revenue Ci‘lerk af Al'atam- Talug.

¢ I, being a report from Seetaramien,

% ess is asked to produce and produces documen ] . 9
(Witness 1 e A . to defendant). I don't remember having taken my deposition 3

Monegar of Thad : at). 1 do iving :

fromglnstapha (2nd wi ness for proseeution) on his “arrival from Thadayoor. 1 don’t remember -
| havi:'lg': written any yadast under defendant’s orders to Talug Sheristagu._ahoat Bhavi remigsions, .
* The Takecd to Cultivation Tnspector, to examine Shavi accounts, must ;be- in Talatl reeords. 5
Qiu'estion’ by Prosecution—1 don't remember whether Seetaramien was at Cusbah when'he 3

wrote this Urzee (T) ' % |

’2nd Wilne
(Witness is asked to produce and prod

P

e A O iy v

e et

which is here closed:

~

98.— Streeneuassd Tiow, Talug Sheristddar. e
uees document 3 - dated 12th August 1865. Witness
) The accounts sof Shavi and colleotion were i S

4150 produces K, dated 2nd ‘December 1865 : ‘ _
oggession, because defendant ordered me to examine these accounts. 1 examined a few, and told
& ! ' d from lst witness (for PWWW); s this wag'

o : . -l wante
defendant that certain particulars Were Wm. : (108, REORERE s, ‘
U g after Treceived Ju ‘Defendant told me that, as 1st witness gﬁogwcuﬁgn) asked
about 10 doys after ZROCE¥ held there, but no orders, were issued $ill the

- : “ration in his villa e, . : : :
?3?@?33?8:;en de . When T received K, I asked defondant why he

St might be

fendant wrote K to, me»
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3 Proceedings

A .

wrote it to me while he told me th
by the Cultivation Inspector. Defend

18t witness (for prosecution) was going to complain against him (defendant) to the Sub-Collector,
who was then in the Talug, and that he (defendant) was afraid. e would, however, order the
investigation to be held in the vilage. 1n the last column in statement in H g the excess

collections according to aceount, This excess collection appears to have been colleeted and paid
into the Treasury before orders fo

ant replied that he wrote the

against the ryots,

pending investigation is completed.  There
-Was no balante against the Tyots entered in the statemeutin H on the date on which H was |

written. I must see the accounts before I can say whether there is any outstanding balance in
Thadavoor Village. Ir any amount that has been remitted is collected subsequent to sueh
remission it is earried o Sevoi Jummah account, N o deposition was taken from 1st witness (for
prosecution) before me by Beema Sing. I heard that defendant, just before he gave over charge of
Talug, sentan order to Cultivation Inspector to make an investigation, It has not yet been
completed, The present Tahsildar has sent an order to hasten its completion. This order is to
the Cultivation Inspector. T don’t know what particulars the order contains. I made no report to

‘higher authorities about defendant having told we that he was afraid of 1st witness complaining
to Sub-Collestor.

made in village are remitted monthly to
ud 12. If any amount collected has been :
cherry. The whele amount shown in state- -
he amount remitted on account of Shavi

From the examination I
under defendant’s orders,

had appropriated to his

18 village Carnum of Thadavoor. It ig not the duty of the Curnum to collect m , or 0 remit it ©
to the Taluq Treasury. There is o necessity for any kist money to come into the-hands of the

Cm'nmn The orders remitting Shavi at Thadavoor Village were roceived from the Huzoor after ;
‘the amount entered iy statement in I wag fully collected,
10tk Septembe 1866.

———

—Seeta Ramien, Honegar of Thadayoor village. %
‘tte;x, by me to defendant, 1 made colleetions u

3rd Witness.

p to May kist (1865),
and I became sick. The1st Monegar collected the

*Dated 25th July 1865, remainder; and as some ryots said that remigsions

itted to Talug Cutcherry. |
hether there ig any balance against the ryots, The |
accounts of the village. I megn that I collected kists fully from some
il not from all, g that some balance might be due from some ryots and
- also fr@ﬁm qnmmn! T had some doubt whether there was excess in Treasury, or whether

Fthe ryots. I gave a deposition before defendant Depo-
g sition (L) is dated 12¢) August 1865 now pro-
ordared 10 Be prodused. "o duced) This (L). is the deposition I gave before |
a5, T : e : i the defendant. The mccounts mugt be seen |
before I can 82y whether the 8mount 13-2-4 entered in L is excess collection. Though 1 am Mone-
, ot age, and the particulars of accounts must only be reforred 90 Curnum.
) v P i, . e i p ’
;;—‘«"’“ﬁ"mwbe{ total Shavi remsigsioy g, that village for that year. Idon’t remember from how ©
4B TYOM L kiot has boen collgqteq s | |

Gnmm ought to prepare
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¢ day

as at Ahtoor on the
\;'hégif; i‘(:;Mding I before 1 Wz:of,e
ion) to ngendant of having misappmp;q?,f;;
“;lg?d ﬁot. mean tomakesany such complan

on.~—1T don’t remember

P ti . 3
%’ f f:s'if’;:&d no eonversation with de
efore. L

| : Grass—examination b
g wrote 1, or & day or two

: omplaint againsh 2sv gollection, : 2% 1 meant that **if
e mf”ii;‘;cor 1f:pr having made ar;y';:‘g: « if Rhayi remission Was%defl??i:, outstanding against
4 ! AN o el s : ! e T8 ¥ s b i
‘ ! :d :f; report £. When L-say 1b r'?p;;‘ there was a balanco as referred to 4
' » 3 y ) : ¢0 unfB- ‘ ‘

neted in the ac .
it was dodue

: : by distraint.
’ i s to collect b
Jo:* aid if itras mob paid, the uauslcoures 8 €€ 1}
61 * pecpie, y fairz i
-+ Curnums and their ! :

st Tsb witness (for prosec

=

‘ g : ttivation Inspeaior- . :

y . : iy é‘néé‘-—-Bécm“ S‘l‘ng’ e AL s]}i*t;e to wive him the

41k Witness for Defe £ Thadavoor Village. Defendzglt ‘ad' ":, Y (FandL).
‘ pte ol S ] prepave e G
et il S8 tain inquiry, an i sition from 1st witn :
pomes and partioulars of 10 potsons for8 6T8D (00 Lo akon il B
.pames and pa f‘m_-‘.:i;;hes‘ particula : S0 he b exceﬂg“conectwf" : rom t £ 1_().pex‘-son&wh083
¢ il asked moJor, ofendantsaid thiiﬁ;@here-m&::’ed me to write and giye h;'lﬁ al.‘lgéb un T4 Tl e e
hathe therefore, wan: Nos. b and 11of the Village Accounts. 2he 1 kst

7 ig List, Nos. 0 an . igsion from the total kist.
1 prepared thlz'th:t(’ieducting the Shavi remmS;znbe erunded- a1
1ig the e::.t‘(;"ss Se l‘inow 1 to whom the excess ‘sho"} i on‘ that there might be
ey 1t T'ieﬁ fr;)m the partieg, on "'f}m L g o Gl

Ji were %@ & j
4L .

eap prosecution). D
gﬁir;: rémit‘;_ed, ?,nd :;hat
Sim,vi had. been rex?lbte' ;
; Esho‘wn in the list given 10
g When the aecounts a.r]c; n}: :
J e ot o iy SRS R
.excess collection. L o mﬁhm“ i

& 5 e viell collactiohs
¢ b IS4 S nﬁonedbeifepa‘a,‘rm from Fhe‘ ¥
There are two sa5 collection menuon o o

g, et e
- - v —
T e

Court.—The exce

| ‘ L amEeton was receivedy ‘ s
!f il bél hefore the order for Shavi ; @mxs;?ic::l i ek make‘ i
) . Q0o ¥ » 1 reeciye ‘ e . |
:‘ vt by Prosecution.— o it a8
4 examnation by £ 105CHH adayoor village. ¢ i
t c;:;):xiabout the Shavi o,oemntsofl‘h s v  |
r , ves. 3] ; R ; | oo
, A40th September ‘ =

. | Remazjksﬂon.lé'ase 0. 42,
! 2 » _

g 5

of Ahtoor'Talﬁqjiia' chargedwith

beat 2

‘ ; g - » Tahsildar Tavoop Villagt, of
it . Pillay,/ late ‘Tahs CoT f Thadavoor Village,
' ' o this case, the defendant, ;pe;agarf:a ¥ enkate Kistnien, Curnum 0383. of the Tndian Penal
b “%“thmi:;e;'m s m%ﬁ??ﬁﬁgseoﬁtion, under Section 089 ol
O i i S ST o \ :

' Titoor Talng, and’ st witnoss, Top $52 BFEH S ' e
~ -the Alifoor TS(;‘:};:S :a;fﬁy from -tk W*;’?Z‘f;;:;»sfg% the defendant sent one of his Talug
|, gbole e R e s painiing of Angnst ‘1865, Bl
gﬁc" ‘,lefp rosecuti@.«fAb%‘@“ﬁ%??%ﬁ '%némvb“df‘oi‘e him.
; s 3 f My -_-»\ o o 1 T‘I!_‘,“_.l \ 1 asmes
L e Sy ot mmmadibdelylappeas, and oS

ted under a warrant issued by defen-

B ’ ha oy defi dantinb
RORD e e e e Rind (heldéby defendan |
pifheraryas o inquiry o3 BEECEE- 10 dant or by any
- Sicas mhw ade against him elther,_by‘the defen 7 g
. ‘There was no complaint. mace 42 he appeats to have'been allow

e g 2 warran t) < ; ! ; 3
. e [ L1 be‘m ﬂreﬂtﬂdmagfend.&nh s. - v . “Be ,howemr 2 Ietnmg;
“on‘ p e}wﬁ 'andﬁ.ﬁer' ng > » . ; at]on whamwr B ef@re, £l

Lt - d threat-
B e 4o give bim leareto robam, and threat
is village, 1st witness - for making fraiidulent ¢ oo ae s tobtened ab fhis threat, a8
( i 421 E;Btzfgmmmm for mal; f‘;’;{;"‘l;:mﬁuwepw lstwmgs?b”:fd#fthe presence of 4th and
i ‘&fandaﬂt‘,ﬁﬂmg& ;;“d]: ‘Ze:;‘-from 4th witness Undal Tian, sborated by the statements of the
E “he alleges,
:

. {38 GorTo :
. This statement 15 00rTORO os due by 1st witnessto 4th
 nid it to defendanb. for asum of 50 Rupees due by -
. witnesses paid this sum to chibit G) for asum
Hth witnesses paid th Exhibit &) X

; , witnesses; and the hond L2 e s
L Akh m&ﬁrﬁh ’Wiﬁ?‘ TRl "The da.{'.e.-of 51“-81 i 1d on that day. i el
' roduged by the latber, "The dase 1o been 80 : . -amination b
e e Sty Ve, appeas o B 0 ekt igorous crom-axamination by
e s wiitiesses, 1st, ‘b, and 5h; hos at

ant's Vakeel, and the 1sb witness,
x the defendant’s Vabodl, aud tho 1ot wibacss,

1‘,‘,','.'0\ S g R .

& the 12¢h of August 1865; and from the date
ond is the.

d Connsel for the
1 ocial request of thq lwma bty B
“ithgi::?'i'fhe testimony of thw";%# ‘g, hO?e_ il

AT 4~— e
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e
ce, it has hee
Ist witness, it was
Section 162,
of the two parties—the

Curnum of 4 petty village—the mepe de
tended to, woulqd probabl
Witness had been

If the 1s¢ withess

uary 1867.

S o R NG .

Dq/‘ence.—~For the defen 0 urged that, even admitting that
& gratification,
The Court must, howe
one the Chicf )\

defendant received
and that the indictment ought to have been

ver, remark that, considering the relative positiong
agistrate and Revenue Officer of the Talug; the other the
d to a threat, which; if not at-
Besides this, tho 1st |
TO 1o grounds for such arpest.
ndant, whe Lad thus shown
, bolds -that the indietment.
also laid in the defence on the way in which g
ness and others against defond

amah, or the manner in wiich

the former amounto
¥ lead to the ruin, or, as

arrested on defendant’
was innoccnt, he
If equally recklogs of Justice 3
under. Section 383" good.

Much stress has bhee
has been got up by 1st wit
venue, but the Mahazg
the case bofore the Courg

least, disgrace of the latter,
8 warrant, although there we

had ten-fold canse to fear the de
ud honesty. . The Court, therefore

™
P
P Pees. 7

st T

certain Mahazumam&hl i
d to the Board of Re-

ant, and addresse
it was got up, is totally irrelevant, tol

-
The length of time that hag elapsed betwee
80 commented on by the learned Counsel fo
itness and others were afraid to complain

perfectly éatisfactoxy.

n the alleged extortion and the date of complaint
r the defence s but the

from office, is

Bess, or by any one else,

hatever that there Were extra collections made in the village by 13t wit-
~ Much stregs i
to the Couyy
and that the 144
eharge againgt 4

f Sessions, b

8 also laid on the faet that 4th witness for the prosecutio
itness and 54

N was committed in
ssing stolen property,
defendant ; but the

scareely a Curnum in

Y defendant, o o charge of knowingly posse
h had both been fined on

the revenune side by
said that there is

or triffing neglect of duty.

mark, except that three witnesses sum-:

ﬂwtan@'h doferreq ¢
Pending apq iy e defendant—] 4

Punishable undep Seetion
14th September 1866,
ourt pagses son,

U8 imprisonmeng

haion of other {riglg now
Cptember 1805,

384 of the Indiag Penal

tence—The Court sentences the
» and to pay a fine

defendasit Teyagaraja Pillayto six monghy *.
 16th Soptempe, 156

of Rupees 200, under Seetion 384 of the Indian Penal -

;‘Tm? o (Signed) C.N. POCHIN, - 4

‘ Acting Magistrate. -
Cise No, 43, g
% of dragalsoy Village, in Ahiooy
ate about twe years ago ; this,
' permission to celebrate certain
u’o:aies,_' and an order

> 'DMM ag! Sﬁ.ﬂ. h, B
defendant, gnq
o cary ont thsrier, -y po
2830 o the Fyze,

gt ?t’tneae,-—-Lutchoom O
Aresse & petition to the Magisty.
T S o

3, doted 7 gty yq,
4ud had

"h,oved~out of ‘b%we ) Iwex;'c

-k
L o 1 N
TRy qrqh,__,-.—,;o\—‘

e
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Ji il Department, 11
Mw{":‘[adm Government, Judicial » :
" Proceedings of the 30¢h January 1867.
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‘my 2nd petition,
T er. was passed ot my R
e I i i Ldge e dant; and'repeated my re‘lue.’it
5 el oiie Lyentiigain $9/0s0 20 2 t the procession be carried.
. whom Bo had rece back to the T:ﬂuq.' & him Rupees 500 he would Ie d immediately, but went
; d that if I give ; 5 and in -
d said tlmt.h if ieg 1 did not eomply with thmfi;l:e marriaze. On this the
Fral : use. L o . 1
fendant told me this in 5o iations for the eelcbratxoljl-z}ctecl the Monegar to .gtop 'tllia
o i village, and made pl'epi“d him of it. Defcndatft 1:31‘0wd of people came with sticks
Back tomy ¢ t: defendont and th ¢. When I did attempt it, & | and showed him the endomfe-
it 4 wihl attempted to carty ¢ ;)111 i?olicc Inspector atThal Masal’ pector Moottoosawmy Naik,
ion if 1 to the e 15 was Inspee 2 %
procession 11: d me. 1 then went t0 a ‘asked for his help. Th,]; ‘: he would write to the defenfla:nt,
and prevente the Magistrate, anc o= on the subject and 1.111‘('1 eply from defendant; prohibit-
ment I gob :Nn;old me he had no :gd:rid me that hie had receive B 0:; P S vt s o Ui llguzoor
nspector | : : ; ards to =T TOCCSEION. : J D .
Ti? ; :it‘ The Inspector after™ \mg;hfﬁu this potition, 5 An order, 5 was
p. ou ' t" Lre an p : 2,

“hut [ was ordered to ’g<; ;
Pefendant abused me,

2

d on ik, to the effect that 81"‘.3(;‘.:1;1;5’ :::;tlsd
0 : v that the =
Carel i
S TR0 gion ‘should be
%,

ission would not be
. d asked, permission
1 zave the amound hf? hil‘x- ¢ he would put me 1m thg stocks
he told me that, unl?as aced. Defendant gaid t»ui]!-d get me imprisoned for fourteep
defendant; th“;: ¢ he would have me dxsg:‘na rriage, and that he Wtzl not give Tapees 500, bcc'ause I
granted, b:}: hpeople assembled for;;h‘: ho would do this if I_* dlt nt will. T was much afraid tha:
ofote M AREEETD S o a8 , L s Sy t it was, no
s Tetrtie P s e ot e e i T
o R 0 : “wont again 0 St Tk efends
vy out his threat- | * fad already been sont a2 4 me again as e did before. T
he would ca;rlywas told three orde"z ln his refusal, and ghrea;b;:d no money at Ahtoor, I borrowed it
Bl ke e amomt myself. A3 .
B vpees 500, T g8V
= ve hwap
 obliged to 81

W E ' ad gone to.
turned to Ahtoor from Salem, where he
just returne h
' 'ho had jus

ces to defendant.
h M : nav the 500 Rupees fenda
olly, . o when 1 went to pay
from one Alaganp? 0;‘;00_ i him with me when

! 3 ain, &c.
gell certain g

< ttine on the outside pial of his nqw
G e b et za&:ll:?iltghzne, there was no one i‘elsi;
.  mself received the © ifles the three persons Yt i I.was .
Defondant hims % the money. Beside artly because 1. was dar Pt b Simped e
house when i :;whhesc people with me, poney', might, stil 'Wﬂfsefriend, 2 e
present. 1 e ftor receiving ,t“? I o he was dofcnda.nts O et %% o 9RY.
that defendant, al hmth me also }’9‘7”‘1‘? Pefendant received et g
Alagappah Mood?:;th B on oy Bohatt. Detesil BT g e 12 el to noy
him to iutetceﬁé,; the- order for the pl'f’_or five days before the p-r:Moonia. il
A b ;:l:ma about thee, :::1 me to defendant’s house v;el
procession- o thak accompa |
id. The other

: ined,
rtunity, but declin
. Moodelly- by defendant, wlio was allowed an oppo! ‘
monia 00! “on p.\ltk y €} el ’ - ’ :
N B-—'No quﬂstl ‘ W-tmss'*Awgam)“l& MOOde V.y procesﬂion was c&med. out.
sl t four days before the mtii‘:‘ mﬁfa Koral Moonia Moodelly to
R esg 500 Rupecs abm;a,lem with Moonia Moad; {ﬁ; up 28 usual in lst witness
Tlent 1st witn Ahtoor. I went t0 5 village to Abfoor, an gm had, notwithstanding two or
st Turned on our way tf)t 0:; told me that the ‘;‘le:;nt he had threatened to put him in
f 5 {1} . Nef i 1 tha ey ;
i Touﬁdé Antoor. The ! Zt alto e B o gavo bim 500 Ropoes and he deked
sistor's b 2 or, refuse Lurteen yoars, unless he
rders from Huzoor, T¢ od for fourte
threeordel'ﬂ ; ’ On

: e

he stocks, and g him 1mp aid to defendan 1 was present, because I_St‘ W tn‘ es,a
; .'W L : i 9 to defendant’s

m : iy nslisa e "n ine to defendant. When we went £0 ¢

o estl éthatsum.lkno “I o » ohject in €omg

» S Rat r two with him. had n

(i me and other two

took me

: : he saw us ke sat down
the pandal of hisfh;'t;se,:;u;ogs il vt Jritives
Y - t under % Pe ;
house, he Was wa}fkmfg:io;:ne“ handed og t(lgl:b:;zry.
- 2 ARG o ;

L St pml’(ieféndant as T often came 3 y questions.
(I ol ey & declines o Pk #

~ 18 N. B._ m ;
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‘8ave my deposition. I don’t remem}

: except my written deposition,
mounted in g Palanquin in the P

‘marriage—~foeding
‘Procession, but Jee
said that, §

amed first time to Magistrate. before %
notey was demanded by defendant. T obtained an order “f;
Procession. T don't remembher h
T paid the money. I don’t reme
because defendant threatened m

He threatened me with

18 Proceedings of the Mad
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3rd Wilness,—~ Moonia Moodelly.

I remember 2nd witness last year lending 1st witnogs

the house-of 1st witness’ sister, where we weye putti

%o defendant. I and Koral Moonia Moade
said that he had no money, but th

would lend us n our way b

‘Paid to him in his house,
‘on the pial and receive
and we did
N

500 Rupees. Tt was Tent at Ahto
ing up. st witness borrowed the money

ab-if we went 4o Salem, whero he was going to zell Lig e
ack, We put up.at Abtoor. I gaw Rupeos

Defendant: wag walking about at his house ; when he saw
d the money. Jgt witness
50. The money was baid “abont ‘two-o

asked us to go with kim because i
B.— Defendant puts n

r three Indian hours after dark.
0 guestions,

e

4tk Witness~— Koral Moonia Hoodelly,

- T'remember 2n4 witness lending last year 500 Rupees to 1st witness. The money was lent in
1st witness’ sistor’s house at Ahtoor, [ went to Salem with 2ud witness for a loan of money, and
Teturned with him to A litoor. Onour wiy o our village 1st witness paid the 500 Rupees to
defendant. I was present, as well ag Mooniappa Moodelly and Alagappah Moodelly, 15t Witness
asked usto go with him, and we went. -

N B.-~Defendant puts no questions.

YOtk September 1866,

(Bigned) D.ARBUTHN OTT,

Magistrate,
‘Defendant pleads not guilty, and calls witnesses,
-

—

'Cross-examination of (complaiuant) lst Witness, Zutehooma Chett 7.
I made a verka] complaint to Magistrate about the bribe. I co
Magistratg, T complained at the last J ummahbundy. I don
bribe. Tt was the Joint Magistrate I complained to (on J
Magistrate, T don’t rememberthe time 3 but T com

mplained after extortioh bo
't remmember how many months after giving
wnmahbundy), He reférred me to Distriot

plain now. I complained a shovt time.ago when [
ver - how long ‘timme elapsed betwpen

giviug monty and my
ths since T paid the bribe. T waited for the Jummahbundy time
imahbundy has taken pl the “bribe, T ryade no -
' The bride and ‘hridegroom were
TOCEss10n, . o
I pay 36 Rup
peaple, bnyingclqtbs,

Tam o cultivating ryot. ees to Government.

‘om  District Magistrat
OW miny days after my compl

aint T got this order.
m

¢ to éarl’y 'on
ber how many days after 1 got’

After 1 got ordey
the order I paid. I paid the mr)imy,
¢==not forthe procdssion. I never gave-any other brihe ¢, defendant.
He neyer ﬂal‘em d'me gt any other time.
If o Tahsilthreacgned
of Pahsildar, T paid.

me, Lyould pay money. As1

was a ryot and merchony under anthority
“TFT had not paid, he Might |

Zet me into danger. This defendant is eapihle
14 yeayg,

_ of Punishing me. 3 ,
; I borrowed and. paid the 500 Rupeeg, Defondant asked me |
perso@uy for 500 Rupees, Noone Was presont, Iyent to defendamt’s house, Lwent to get pefmiseiod‘ 3
for procession. T went very often for g3, parpose. I can't say exactly how ofpey [ went on' el | |
oocasion. [ appealed to Huzpor, I might have gone twice or thrice to defendant's houge, . -

"as Gouernment, Judicial Depariment,

or in

Y to pay
Ny asked -20d witness to lend us some money, 2nd witness

rain, -he
500 paid to defendant. It was

us he sat down
t was dark,

y:

v P S—

Fi i =~ f : Al e . arimc”t"
s 5 ) Madras Government, Judicial Dep
.Procg'ediﬂ‘g s of the

L +h 1 dow’t rem
. gence when I paid the money. - 1 don

& s 3 bl - " D; _.. S vl: "“ '.s A
? .{“ O»GBSS = A g
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s
st

s
-

I wot three ordegs from District Magist;a:.
e ey was demandad.
X ird order the money le |
%f;er ’Itgr(;::;berhdwlwg after the third order
on

‘ond order.
| In Examination in Chief b3 gaid after st

i 9
T

fter the
ribe. dme for 500 Rupees & ’
¢ might have asked for a bnbe He ;s}:ler e
order from Magistrate, defendan i e s,
made rangemen H k te He asked me wh
2nd order. I made no ar

her there was
; i se. I don't know whet ; :
16 novth of the entrance to hlsfho‘;:;t}s b(:‘ dc{'s prevented my proces-
house ; ho was ab the pial, t‘; Fplrtf in my village under defen ord

. ide. The opposite i
any one outsi

ion.”” The Moonsiff
lage, and T will send order to allow procession
‘vou can go to your village, ;
defendant said ¢ you can go to y

- :9 1011,

i cesgion
P stor ong with me in - . procession. I began p'ro ] :
5 : D o e:en::; Ix)me I began procession after
5 b A Oz;cewas received, but Monegar preven
£ ¢ jstrate’s order
- after 2nd Magis

i er it throngh
1 it 1 fendant prevented i
T but defendant did not perinit. it. De
: i 's order also, bu
gt Magistrate's or

ar n i ri 0 Rapees
d on. I carried the 50
defendant tell Monegar toprevent my processt
I id not hear delen
- Monegar. I did no

ser what month
-get. I don’t remember w
two ot three Indian bours after sun B;ttodk 3 persons with me, because
in 'a bag to defendant’s hguse, It was about 18 or 19 a months ago. 11
L ' f the year.
exn,ctly, nor name o v

- . 2 b o By 2 5
¥ 5 aﬂd

‘ ' On
dai cod if T had the money (500 Rupees).
all standing. Defendant asked if T had th
{ o Were ~ De
~ defendant’s house we

Ilg ;)  th I tom , .1laoge. *

w W and ) fendant took
Ve g i d went next day. De
ith witnessés. We atayed that night aa
village Wi
-1 went away to my

P g ; pecs, I asked hlm

u the ba bu d d nob coun he money W hen dt.fcndant asked for 500 Rupee ‘ s 0.
. }" ¢ - il g t’shouea, to Sntet-

aka bﬂsr b\ 1 hhe wi ; v % I once*tod” aga.ppah MOO&G“’ to defendam T

| i listen. 4 5 |

N Olﬂd not ‘ el ¢
/ ’delfoi;’ma‘t 1 thmkthi@ was a.ftcrﬂnd ordar
ce ¢ .

ey o to llt;w me to carry out pro, !

| - spoke on my behalf.  He asked ‘gﬁf'e#d&::o?e:ed then, or that defendant

Alagappali Moodell.y 8po I don’t remember thab any bribe w if Moodé,lly o

sio‘n.' Defendant refuse‘?- I don’ t remember whether Alz.mgapp before o ﬁfter aeking for 500

Wied for ong on that e 1 can’t say exactly x‘jhethe{r it wm; 5 ! "ppa,h e Tty

it sl o Ty 50,_?1; dolly to defendant’s house. 1 ook Alaga
O ok Alagappah Moodelly to defenda
, that I took Alagappah 100 $4et,

?ﬁﬁiﬁaﬁé notliing fo pay to defent

fendant did not object to the three witnesses’ pre-
Defendant g :

|

mber how long before giving the money the defendant
ber how lon : B

- aecount of the procession.

L bered me on account of the_,procgs‘ : R B G,
 asked for it. -M".mi”‘ﬁt i Iiz::nrffdt?ai: procession without Pa’?ngkslggpmmﬂﬁomrfa formerly. I
T bRt 0. ) lwupees W ;

yoars’ sentenc

‘ i asilie\low 200 Rupees. . | b A défémlnnt e b
s e % A e W ey L e ot iyt
43 ?Liﬁiﬂ‘ﬁﬁxeutem@{'w Ig:er the moﬂﬁ was paid, Ib,‘!:als é?gil:;;ogive e A5 )
' 16 still pending. This was after or a bribe then, but L did not gi 5 o when 500 Rupees
s still pending. e asked for a bribe then, but | e 5
f o beee defgm(}::t- :I &f:mn me. I took witnesses to defendant’s
100 ab his house. He did not threaten me. 11
100 at his house.

e the money nng m e ﬁﬁ&r:" Iiitgrxded to make a
i 'as}ffiaﬁ he w 6'&‘1& tak :ﬂi 5 €y and acel -
‘were pm - because 1 w _

I et il : ...iar; i ar? s %mplaint. » he
comp mnv t(&ﬂ.!mjl t !um. li p ) i ' ‘, SRR = gl (i AR w v
it “, ot “ g rocession were auW5d h&d no W make a T

ate to allow my procession,

S vafre, B obiplaimngt Tha money was extorted;
) ; therefore, I complained. : Newicaan
. Defendant had no right to ae;mc;nonly E:fmmﬁ _gprgfee;s;wgﬁ?e?; oht;r:fz 0 i
.‘ thel'eif’“z; g"f@: 5£““; complain now because Magistrate has ¢ :
;iabak [ pasth Bitpoas SO A 0 bix:
© Bth October 1866,

& Ptk Ea WBBUTHNGT'T];

3 (S,‘@bd) X A s M@fi&imte.:
» . Ao A a M R

Cross-examination of Alagappal

know name of year. Name of last
o b on't know name of year. Nam«_e:c_b_ .
A S s e S N dentl‘a‘m_‘@_y g ey L
v ylainant. | don’tremember ﬁfw e /s bofors the marriage in complainant’s house w
- complamant. e ur days before
i 5ear-vw38 )
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out. T took ng bond, but com
plainant has repaid the money, and hasg received back his receipt.
months of borrowing it. I did not enter repayment in my accounts. I did uot enter the loan, because
I expected to be paid soon, and merely kept receipt which [ gave back when the money was repaid-
Complainant paid 10 Rupees interest for two months. I never made any entry of receipt, I
do not keep accounts of all receipts, and dishursements, Tonly make such entrie

18 out at loan for some time, I used to make
! entries of daily accomnts and purchases, hut not
to be shortly returnedt. - When L borrow money I enter it, My
ey I have laid out and how much I have in hand. I haye not

kept regular accounts for the Jast 1¢ years. I
t

keep no accounts gt all nowt. I hag not borrow.
L have had other transactions with complainant. He does not owe

ains that 10 years agohe was a eloth merchant, and then kept
o accounts, but that for the last 10 years, he hag
 Bee cross above,

ceased to be a merchant. and hag kept no
accountst]. IfIhad lent the mone

Y at a long date T would have taken a stamped bond and
kept an account, T lent the 500 Rupees without g st I have no memorandum ¢

amped hond.
show date of lending the money. I spoke to defendant in behalf of complainant about the marriage
ceremonies. | § was about |0 days before |

8 when money

of money lent when 1 expect it
dccounts will show how much mon

ed money for the last 10 years.
Wme any monéy. [Deponent expl

spoke to defendant about allowing procession. Th;
defendant gave permission to have procession. Defendant gaid «
ma Chetty would not listen to him. Defend 't a bribe for him. Complain.
ant was then present. ! 900 Rupees I had about 10 or
15 Rupees more with o i fendant talking together afterwards.

Complainant never asked m

e to go to defendant’s house.
never gave or earried

After I lent complainant money I

any bribe to the defendant O any occasion. I mever saw 3 bribe paid to
defendant. ‘
Question by Court.— You said in your examination in chief, you saw complainant pay 500
Rapees to defendant ; how do you explain this ?
I meant to say that I never saw bribe given, except on that one oceasion when complainant
~ gave BRupees 500, Complainant never said it was a bribe, The money was paid on acconnt of
threats made by defendant ; jt Was given on account of fear.
I did not hear threats used. I dop’g remember if the defandant used any threats when T went
to speak to him. Defendant did not count the Rupees 500, The matter was talked over before, go
the defendant took the mon

ney. Defendant agked if 500 Rupees had come. Complainant saiq “yes.”
money, and said he would jsgye an

order next day. Procession takes place after

\ 1 sued Kolundag, and g g g 2202, 1t he did not owe ma m
5 ;::‘h&; S, commﬁi‘?mt counted the money (500 Ry
, o ia“ﬁtcd,the Money _whapﬂl lent it ; afterwards ho counted the Money and put it in the hag. |
| Snt the money Vt,vm.or three Indjy, hours before suaset.  Complainant cqunted. the it
it Uelig. L K0Pt i bag with ivmsel, . Ho kopt i for two or threo hours after

P - -'.-..:;:; r_"j‘i’.‘.‘,'_:v ‘."."'“-;.‘W A T i 5 , ] 2 ' % | .

Lk e L =5 B ‘ .

= b
e g
. T 1 g

very well.” Defendant said Lutchoo

e e

—
B i

PO sl

% 0':‘
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A

it d it was dark,
- s the amount was large an S
i : ith him to defendant’s house, as : fer he received it,
sunset, and a,sked.me_iQ go ‘:Touse but in a different room with the money. ‘:h out my knowledge.
Complnil_x&nt‘W:lB ;‘n:f::n:amhe might have taken some money out of the bag wi
 before going to defendant, ho:

- ; bout Rupees 120
: _ sy s e 0 Rupees had come. I pay a 3 1d
. be - 1 defendant ask if the 50 , : Poonjah. I so
% }Ipawsmth& + aGnd hjmeﬁ:;‘éringet 100 kalams of paddy, and 100 kalams from Poon)
v  gsse t to Governn o

¢ 1 sold the grain to many differ-
»f 500 Rupees worth of grain afb Salem on thabfocea:;gn, &Z:hsold E i
o § dvupe e 3 cash. 4
‘}P:&Y:: Zﬁ g?;‘t em;‘ll;l & Foan’t give their n%;fs. dI S?Iio;;;&in ayht I took no security when he
Loent m > o B . 5 en O Vi - o
4y Question o T . : p#i’d I considered him  trustworthy. 1 was fined long
» 5 v g paid. § e i

:,.{borrowedrztlia uioney I felt sure of be

i

; S e ; ' 3 on good
 +before I lent the 500 Rupees. ‘aogount of the finés imposed by defondant, T yas alway
Ntk o B girboet of A
" ferms with him after that.” - i e

. 5tk October 1866.

g ‘ ) D. ARBUTHNOTT,
: 4 (Stgned) : ' Magistrate.
- v P gt ; : o 3 *{ 2 |

s » 36 tapnidissinte was paid
| ination of Moonia Moodelly.—1It is about 19 or 20 months since money was pa
 COross-examination . :

o't re y . 1live
T-don't e ¥ name of mox'xth‘ or year. 1 canj remember_gia of w:eek
to defendant. ,‘I*&m‘"t :emembe name o1 m

* ksxade for a-logh of BOOEesd. - T
. T was present when complainant asked 2nd witness for a o ol e e
. at Aragaloor. T was pres i o e Sl e AR
i aid s 2 witnss et from Salom.

-

AT L L Sy g ked for:. 2nd
. i el dekes hours betore aunsﬁﬁ R ke s had a little
, This happeﬁed Wot:: mﬁé} T asked for. After lending the 500 E;ze?sz‘?gnﬁ‘:& 2 o
 witness did not len:l L how much. 2nd witness counted Yhe Rupees e R i el
" money left; I don tknovzh oba was produced. I was beside them wl_‘e’f G el 5 b
- know by which of them e 6 B4 adle: to say whether the Rupees we Bo Salent “With
. T.did not observe 8o closely as to be able or threes or fours” 1 went to Salem ‘
A A, : ! ly. itness* and came back with him, and put
Mg N S e A o e
h house with him in Ahtoor. Complainant tied ¢ T :
up in the same SR e i 5 K] sler getting e
the room where he v pu;t ;nz :}:‘e house (before he went to defendant's bp“f‘ﬁ) t;itea:ﬁ:;s %a.rge
Complainant did not le kve d me to go with him to defendant’s house, be“i‘:“:as 7 P
500 Rupees. Com p'mmz:amo from defendant’s BORSESE ST IR yxtz;]ess: hours after dark.  Com-
and it was ¢ark. No one 2 e why he went so long as t rf?(;‘ inant gave 2nd witness
g0 2nd witnes went gft:; mol‘ley before he put it in the bag. Cp(;np a;l;in m%. e
plainant also counlie eI. made a mark on it. T cannot write. ,ofnzl zappah Moodelly (2nd
£ sunpitio, Ca::::-_ ed. Alagappah Moodelly wrote the documen;;; t% words of document
Moonia Moodelly also signed. Alagap] - complainant. I don’t remember exa ‘
Moonia : in'my hearing to comp : some others present whom I
witness) read it out il my 00 Rupees were lent. There were some otk ‘ G
but it was to the e :rl::;: was cxzebrated about four or five dgyﬁ,ﬁfte" the money was Pf‘ 4
Pl ,ﬁ:,,t:nt had threatened bim, and asked for the prd ST brought the
5 G"mminant 5 :d’ ho is there. Complainant said *“itis I,”’ an ‘ ‘Diféﬁ dant lifted the bag, but
H g Mmdmbuk _ :m the pial. Money was put on the gl‘,°‘.mfi‘_ ‘ caid 500 Rupees exactly,
mongy.: I)et‘mda;;e:a' dant asked how much there was. '(_}"mpmnalnhmt Thers wag a lamp
did no‘b Mt sﬁa::m before defendant, We were b.ehmd 0::’?1: ato hi;n and he went away. -
‘c"mplm:n“;lw: ok 2 n at the gate, but defendant said 8011(1;:t 5. g T whlﬁhel‘
burning. There was a peo I have been to the Cutcherry. T, el T
defendant’s house before. T ng. said nothing to
ol :ok?::mi:netsl):fendant made mo ob;ecfxon %:g:y:;:ﬁg ?;:;e' theI m"‘:md:‘#ent :
o gefeE@nNo one except complainant spoke to hm 1. Complainant took us, because he
* i s ot e kg v b v i e, Compisn il
inside his hf)ngey?_ ant deceiving him. I don't know any other ?ase in whie s o e
e 33 Wﬁ:lm;b:gyﬁfodeu}m&in presei when 500 e Vives W |
" i o e ! A e e g
“roumpamALE, ¥ ne house with us, He was present hue the. b " No procession togk
 putting up in the sam s , and two processions after, marriage. P 0%
*custom is to have one procession before, ki




|

|
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e e e

place before money was paid to defendant. An attempt was made to have a procession but was
prevented by the opposite faction,

The opposite party to complainant said that no procession would be allowed as long as defen-
dant was in Talug. - Complainant told me this. I never gave a bribe to defendant. There are two
factions among the weavers of the village. I don’t‘belong to any faction. Alagappah Moodelly, 2nd
witness, i3 not the head of a faction ; he is like any one else. ‘

6tk October 1866, (Signed) D. ARBUTHNOTT,
ke ; Magistrate.

e it

Koral Moonia Moodelly. -

C’roas-e.zm’nination'by defendant’s Vakoel—T know Alagappah Moodelly. I have known
him along time. T have had money dealings with him. Towe him about 10 or 15 Rupees.
Iborrowed this about four or five years ago. I have made no re-payments. There must be
some account, but I did not give a bond i hehas an account. Yes, I signed the account. Yes, that was
all I borrowed from him, I never took any other loan from him. Yes, I have asked him for
another loan ; he promised to give. He was willing to give but I did not take it. ‘g v

T and one Moonia Moodelly asked for & loin. Alagappah promised to give it at Salem, so we
‘went there, At Salem I said I did not. want theloan, because we wanted fo buy certain articles at
Salem, but finding the price too high we did not require the loan. I saw Lutchooma Chetty at Ahtoor;

- Lutehooma Chetty exccuted a documont to Alagappah Moodelly on cadjan. ~Alagappah Moaodelly

wrote on the cadjan that Lutchooma Chetty had borrowed 500 Rupees. One per cent. per month
Wwas the interest. Moncy was tobe repaid in two months, - 1 and Moonia Moodelly attested the
 document.  Lutchooma Chetty signed it as a receipt. Alagappah Moodell

y first gave the money, and
then document was executed. Iknow why it was borrowed—to be given to defendant. I heard

Lntchooma Chetty tell this¥ Alagappah Moodelly. The moncey was paid two or three Indian hours
before sunset to Lutchooma Chetty. Two or three hours after sunset moncy was paid to defendant.
Lutchooma Chetty called me, and T wont to defendant’s house, He said it was dark, and asked us

to come as assistance. He did not say any thing else. Ho said, “ come, I want to give the moncy.”’
Yes he said he wanted us as witnesses. We wore oceupied cooking, and he was waiting till it got

g ) “dark. Lutchooma Chetty also told us that it was
a secret matter, and should ot be done in day-
A S S R - light. We went late, chiefly that we might not be
seen. Lutchooma Choity gavo the defendant thie thoney in a bag. - He, Lutohooma Chetty, hada bag.
T don't know how he got the bag. 1 did not see Alagappah Moodelly give him a bag, I don't know if
 Liutchooma Chetty took any money out of the bag before it was given to defendant. Idid not speak

. todefendant, Moonia Moodelly did not speak to defendant : Alagappah Moodelly did not speak either.

‘ I“‘“hwmfﬁ otty said he had brought the money. Defendant sat on the pial, and Lutchooma
- Chetty put the bag in front of him. Defondant lifted the bag, and said ** isit 500 Rupees?" Lutchooma:
- Chetty said “ yes.” Dofondant tool the bag inside, an : e
YR ?@"—t:gbrmw."_ We wero all together when this togk place, and in my hearing defondant made no objec-

- tion t6 gur being there, : o e b - e - by

K:‘;Thu q!mﬁen was putinto the wime; incum ver.

s o, R S S B g A R
W omplamw&c tkif myu,ﬂnod awa mtno;s for dofence but no

W
iy

g this vitnoss any questions bacwudo his Vakeel i nol presont, Court
* dolay, 2 it is now 3 ». ar; nd parties Wore warnod to be present at |

© . Defendunt doctings,
- Jeelines to grant ang f
t., this day.

»

~ (Signed) D, ARBUTHNOTT, - |
‘“' Sl o R s y-aﬁipm;&.' :

i aiie i cen R SRRSO
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: ; Finding and Sentonce.
The facts of the ease are as follows :—

In June 1864, Lutchdomh.‘ Chetty, complainant, applied to the ’District M

B

order, another

that he had commumicated Magi

. strate’s orders to both
W3 roceived from defendant, objecting to Magistra

ﬁ'@t Palice reported that there was prohability of

On the 8th Febraary, one mouth after
: urity; and on the 2nd March 1805
Ath'ns_ b R s i without any disturbance. Eight months were

states that,” after présenting his seeond petitio
to the defendu.nt_‘and repeated his request about the ;

£ gy e A vbout procession ; that defendant abused Lim,

Rﬂpeeg that 1 1 not he allowed unless he
s ey oot he, complainant, again petitioned the Distri -
‘Was sent to take sécurity frox et ot Magistrato

not allow the procession,

‘ Rt if ‘he did not comply ; and that, bels ¢ frighte
t € money ﬁ'mx;, one Al!l‘é&ppah Mo odelly, nd ply t, being frightoned, he borrowed

: h witnosses, who all speak to the payment of themoney

melitkon & e, aud the fucy o ehb delny which accurred before defendant allowed the
&m;nmf;;ﬁe p:;ee, éﬁd tho fact that the District Magistrate’s first order was not attended to

o ﬁ»ieprqwm 8 an ﬂmt,evanaﬁerthe third order was issued, nearly two months elapsed

‘ o ,gapﬁ@gd, certainly tends to raise a suspicion that sinister motives were

ut@p‘ 1 yr o:;mt;f; tion Ata,thg'prders‘of h,i{' supu-m‘ “The eomplainant is'

o hat e puyment was g £°C8 08 that b Taborod. wndsr from hreats of
18t e moncy sy oag e A600uNE of hat far, 1438, howover, fur more

¥ Was paid fahxen;, if not solely, to get the procession permitted. He had

t Mag:stmeg, whose ordors were not obeyed, and hea.rly eight

bly far éugwéighed any fear he had of
boen laid by the defence on
mprohary - * LOF it-would only bo necossary to have 5 foy ¥itnesses presant to.

S0 10 bacom Inpedible. 26, in ala0, 40l B i wibid. (iAo
7 it g ot e e

o s st ¢ Ohlya few (out of great number of-ompluinta)

b o ey s I Which the xidotoe, ) i fasis, appeared to

S e e ~ bogood aud sufficient. It appears to the Court

the defendant’s threats.

Al

ths ALY
VBT et "-"_“"

R T PN )

Department,

agistrate for permw-.
rocession, and an order, dated 7th July 1864, was sent %

this, petition, an_order, dated 7ﬂu
District Magistrato what steps he-
' the 13th October, defend ant replio{l;f
parties. .. An Urzee, dated 1st January 1865 |
, te's order of the 7th July 1864, on the ground
that the order quoted by Magistrate applied to public highways, and not :o:-g;.ge streets, a:d also

a_ disturbance. Qomphingnt_'agﬁin put in

tho fact that defendant would never ;aké_i\ ﬁriﬁ * ‘

el i i

e

sdd

o X k25 ot

Madras Government, Judicial Deparément, 19
30th January 1867. |

s W.‘ 7 > L : i 'tiot; ‘fdr many years
S X Jong course of tyranny and corruption 10T many year

: agsing through a long ¢ v 7% av. or before whom, he took
that t.hc def:egdanf:i a»bfﬁef:e peffectly callous a.ndcare}gss in w_lxaﬁ‘wa)f, };:‘ faét ek

with impunity, had Beoc? o hie object. 'The defonce also dwells on:the f * and thiat he dould
money, 80 long a8 bo aeTe 1 O oturfa, and that ke paid no incote srbrin it g
only paidapagoda to Grovernment - R“peeé 500. That both these taxes, especial y the latter,
e 5 a sum ‘ ’

It " . - %
ke e o i . ot - » ) rt‘h‘
not therefore have paid Fucl; +onld manag to do 50 is Rotorious, and the fagt is therefore worth-

i’b'!d#?edingi" of the

b Lo SR SR ‘kept-ﬁ(’ -mo‘uﬁt‘:of
were evadad by overy ORe WHO TU° 1 le wiven fo the In e Bn. vilnens T ‘rehant in
less as proof of poverty. Promnence lsa:izléﬁs it appears that he has ceased to iy

e e st regular accounts aball sinee thay b
the 500 Rupees, but from this man s & d that he has not kept regular accounts at all sic © :
¥ R ‘t‘, T eal‘s, an 3 T, ol . Mo erfeeﬂy bome ‘
i Ibn‘m'; i fiwieﬁikza 3i’ha«: this wituess and complainant’s statementsare per

2 in which 2nd witness happened to
o to i ke R . touching theWaymW}ﬁ » ‘d e S Tt
AL fﬂl& Gthe’;' witnesses, toue. gk ” s P { ulcf_-.x-‘cettalﬂty h&vﬁ
0“”7{@9“@???{?& the time, and other points, which the mdensa by few. errors as to
haye money WIth A A ination, had the statcwont been falss, Somo few, erro
A ) ST R

i
i

g
:
i
I
)
f
A

At (G i erossip ‘ oo be bt they are only such as A ally ocus.

5y mk@ dow:l l: sar in complainant’s statements, but tl}ey a?e.oir;ly :‘;;1;: | i
e e of Hise, s o dbbidm sy wh WEERLT B e s g
.after a considerable lapse ‘ guilty of the offence speciiiedin Ll R

N 1. &0 ’Te a,garajauPﬂNY» i i o aled i A 5 4 &S ‘b_"
* - The Court ﬁndshfl}tehpfli‘z;fgarga Pillay, being a public ser,v:m.lt? to wit, 8 \T:il:gzllda:é ?Nwi; 5
| 'dm@harge& ;im :ag:;tiﬂca.tiun via,, 500 Rupees, other. Wﬂﬁfiﬁ’@xﬁwﬁm Rt
- ~v., ‘ji 1 e 4y LY o g‘ ‘ R y RO L - v‘-:, L 1 b : ,H 5
S ok el e, (TR o iy
 Court sentencos the said Peyagaraja Pi S Tt
e mson, andet Seation 161 of the Tndian Penal Co

b

12k

November 1866.

bt B
‘.

LT (Sigeeiy U pOCHIN,

{7 e Mo AR f.aﬁ"wa# RS
s~ Viyapoory Mggﬂe»&l?{xcu?ﬂ’ﬂﬂ?{! s ey
ot oo o Memges of Aniampat, Mookoosumy. Monogar aud
‘ liat againstme to fhe Huzoor: It was endorsed to d‘*afe‘*@%fﬁ:h?ﬁx?
e FOUDIIGS g AR i Ll L R e b e G
Ohh ndant Enéﬁé&xeﬁst&dﬁfoﬁ'WW h"ﬁ“ @?.W-”“?‘“’ﬁ‘ﬂgg gw@ha Loy
e efundaat was anry, sving | wos ok heying e Shoristudc; tht there seo rasma i
ot and hat b o pundh s o the Police s, 1 sidthore 7 nlking wong i
couat, i ha 1 s wiin the scconts 8 ho Agralarumdar eld me. T thn {0 me
o Gy, 1 went ot Colrey @ aked he Sherisadar i 1 bad
8 elook o, . 1 woat home whon the Catchersy broko up. dorond
llodme, and said the defendant wanted me. I went ; de i
‘o whether 1 would prefer boing tried on Police
aid 1 was a respectable man, the

’ ; & B .. ‘t
. Qomplainant and 1s : e
* About 3 years ago, defendant, sent for Mcmgw

v

' permitted m%
o et o ot o Vi o ey
e illage, s 1 vas bnging ey, 1t
ook after it. Tvent to defendant's
‘ g’:?ﬁ; house. ﬁf told

to the Qﬁl‘agg the next day,

Tyengar with m”’llz.fmm the village.

s house, m&mdgmwassa |
as then standing outside
i’& said. I went back |

ouse. Defendant ahl]

we if it had come

e
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Cross-examined by defendent's Vakeel, 12th October1866.
missed the complaint against me. I was fined 2 Rupees for carele
dant reported to Collector. He told me he Lad
a servant of mine. I see him often,
Magistrato—1 cannot say how often ;
ill yestorday or day before that he v
point he was to give evidence. He as
complaint [ made about the 300 Ry

- on this eccasion. I never employed Streenevassa
dealings with him. e has attested bonds executed in my favor.
1 did not complain to any authority about”
‘nevassa has given evidence in my favor in the Civil Courts.

-,a'tl;estatibn of bonds. Streenevassa asked about his being summo
- ‘Where T generally put up.

other 300 Rupees to defend

—Mr. Pochin, late Collector, dig~
ssness, | don't know how defen-
reported in my favor, Streenevassa Iyengar is not
L have seemn Streencvassa lyengar after my complaint to

I may have seen him 4 times. I did not tell Strecnovassa
a8 to be a witness, I did not tell him on what particular
ked me why I was summoned. I said, it must be about the |
pees business. I had no talk with him on this subject, except
to do any business for me. 1 have had no money .

He has attested several bonds.

the 300 Rupees, till I complained to Magistrate. Strees ‘
He only gave evidence regarding
ned in Ambalatady Udian’s house
I told Superintendent of Police the other day that-l had also given
ant in a land case. This was immediately after defendant came to this

~ Talug. On several other occasions also defendant extorted money and paddy from me; but I don’t .

~ remembor all the circumstances, nor do 1 think 1 ean prove them

now. It is about eight or nine '

“years since T paid 300 Rupees in the land case. Iremember Cudamboor Appa Pillay, Curnum, ‘,,_

| and Nyna Mahomed, of Gungavally, were ﬁresem when the 300
- years ago. I paid the money in the village of Gungavall
:f:ﬁ‘gemb'er the hour ; I think it was day time.

1don’t remember who were present at other times. On
book Strecnevassa ( 3 witnoss) with'me to defendant’s house.
 house. In the old-case,
- Edon’t remoraher speakin
: H‘“agmmte 3 1 had no oceasion to doso. T was at Magistrate’s Court
;_é?h‘uﬁ@ont;‘h. I don’t remember speaking to him
) hadmo money dealings with 2nd witne
against my brother, since he came to
g 4 can say. T ean't say if my brother
one occasion a warrant was executed on me by defendant,
0 ; he replied Rever mind, go away” ; there was no inquiry,
Bued by defendant. T did not pay
‘er and live in one house.

ook timber by furo
dant causod his house to be plunder

- Defends ; A be plundered, when the nart complained @ &instc‘lefeuaim.
uence of these and similar things, T was afeeid 1. o2 P ag zg

aa“a'frﬁiavto complain.

88 was examined in this Court,
it —1 pay 1500 R

4%

RO

wero examined by defendant in Cytohe

Rupees were paid about eight or nine
¥ in Soobraymony's Muttum. I don’t re-

the oecasion of present complaint 1 |

Iyadoray Iyengar was at defendant's

, eight or nine years ago, I don’t remember how those present came there.
g to Iyadoray, 2nd witness, about this complaint previous complaining to-

when 2nd witness was éxamin-

just before he was oxamined last month. T have
ss. 1donot know whether defendant issued a warpant -
this Talaq ; I don’t remember. If you menfion subject
was brought up on' warrant for disobedience to g summeons:
I went and asked him why he did

. I don’t know whether my brother
defendant anything on the oceasion I received the warrant.

sined by Proseontion.—L was afead of efendant, snd, therefore, T did not complain
e f‘.ﬂ,ﬂmg?yfi;} complbmed against defendant. Hishouse was looted a month or two
o 0ints and set on fire ;. thero was also o certain pasty at Pudo

or from whom defen~

construct his house at Salew, and defendant declined to puy price,

Iwas nat present when od

Upees 2 year to Government for hn;l,md Ihave money deaﬁnﬁé% -

D. ARBUTHNOTT,
; - Collector.

rry. Tknow Ist

8 comntion with thoe aeounts. Th aney was puid i
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‘ gengar, who came with
1 went - that time.  Defendant roceived the nioncy, « Strecnevassd 5y g. : .
reagon 1 went  that time. ' De s e e
st witnoss, was preseut. et TS S VoA s tocether.
b witness, _ s Biponcd i defendant’s house. Defenda?f apdv Iﬂs:ecl‘:me'gl et
i r;ivo individuals before 1st witness R}'}d §treé‘¥?Y§f Catoharty 1 A
Oﬂv saw 1st witness often. As often as T e "%e'rrv and in the
a previously I saw him that day in the Cum 1 u'w‘l‘li‘m . agam
3 3 TP RS R o Rt §1]
imes thint day, but don's remember the hour. % sa¥ A 851
fimes that day(’m't B éi-'.héwfh-“\gf hefore he brough; m(im;_v
X ',‘ oo ‘\_‘- BgEs With him‘ mlg t
o or e A R W Ica,nnot'-remembe'r.lf;l h&d eonv ; I*?::’i remember.  Ldon't
v et to pay the 300 Rupees, ut it is so long g0 7 hat took place mext tiwe
have t"’ﬁ o “l?i::n:fbgt&w, for T went often. T don’t remcgber m I went there the time
;&me}x}bi:'tzﬁeud@fsﬂhmge"z“TI dow’t remember. ""b; “ﬁgﬁ:f:&ﬁ: 10 days before he went to
B WA ¢ iho 300 Tupess. T went to his house 1 G sl SRS R g et
befrs the payment ofthe 300 08 rombor whattok plos hen. T e
: This was aboat end of May. =3 CaRA FEEV e, mor can I remember W
; :_balem. This was & S s tpgk‘p}a.ce 1;8(7 time, n; R A
e | comelher; 300 Rupees were paid. T was never COnCErne ‘
‘me there when the U j

BET HRSL LY : or & AT : e , qra s gl L ;
el Waﬁbeﬁ’“’ Ak e agﬂdnstme, but T still We‘a’i"iﬁ‘ his I?Q’?aﬂ :Yﬁ?:: Ylllliig'i‘;:
R thedclz:;sst it about two or two and a half years e I igeh : -Jngt {;u and
Moonsiff of VeergganOOf:_an vime established against yoli, but ,t‘here i pmmnf%ml‘i asy ac;ﬁsed
an order puying - (et 1810 ST ed u Caoraen, who was chaxged with i ok g
o e ovenes, | Cuptiin 1 peomised to ygommend mo o the Gollooor, 1
o erime to geb off the CoottiEh FIREL L ot taken before. the District Magistrate. . 1 was
W “‘M‘ ameeg it)}-‘u:r::?;ﬁgistrite on 2 suﬁrlmvonﬂ ; Do -WATTADS CANme. o 3t
; JONP Tetofe Yigns S (Signed) D. ARBUTHNOTT,
X ' b TR ey A L DR et

C-rossjcmminad; |

1 had seen with defendant four

1st w’itnesé before that. I.'usuva

him. I eaw him that morning an

; w him two or three

Bazaar. I saw him two ox thros & s
in the evening, but I cannot remember when.

v

ted on defendant’s warrant. ’]'i?hia' Bihs gv‘folll' 01? ﬁv?
‘ pees were paid before or after f’h‘é" I i

NG

866.

‘\;...—-—‘ﬁ;-; "

: Ao VR e e R letters)lﬁtter'Aprﬂ 17¢h
L B s e W st LT A o o T med'tospeaktoceft“‘.n e L T e S R R
e b T i 800, B vl T
(noyearin lettervbnt:wﬁs;g:?? o siged by him.  This is o lotter i T
s in defendant S'hm&'wt:{g (ﬁ'oth ol .;éold jewels from T’x‘ichmopol‘b": gfn, :'h"eﬁ ?re eiv e
desiring me fo DEIAS S6ECC © /. datid 11th ‘April '186L: this lefter which. i B
 ourtain'phirifes (0B MAIIARG, SR sl s Raibig 0 dated 11th April 1861, 1
Y d-writing; and signed by him. 2bi8, BXWRB . S Exhibit D, 17th January
in def#hd@!{m‘hm_ g % ei, wfendant to me, and bears his signature. Thw' Fhubi B o e T
recelved. Tt e LR T by Talug Geomastah Singiah. 1t s signed by defendant. T
3863, Lresmvedl, * IV 6 PSR o g gm0 T e, hab e

Bl , datod 11tk May 1680, Lrwcsived from dofendact,
Exhik s e e e s OB, =
gt

145553}’!%&% 1

i3 signed by him.

' %vﬁdx Witneés.-—"Stré;me»vaiﬂsd ’Iyéngaﬁfig;f' -gﬁéﬁgavqilyf s
Y buow complaindat; to is of my village, T romember coming with complainant. to Abtoor
iy ﬂﬂey‘tb&k juse, About 2 P. M. complainant told me that. he would go to
A npﬂwp W omo hack; he camo. back immediately. . We  both then went. o
 defendant’s Touse, an » in company with Iyadora -‘.:;fxénga:{._ Tgave
?w ) ch 1 had with me, Defendant told Vyapoory
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Hoodogy (eemplsmant) to sit down. We all sat down. Defendant asked complainant ** wii’“
come 1" Complainant replied it had. Defendant asked how much ; complainantsaid 300 Rupees, Ii?‘ 7

Eﬂ orderod. - Daofendant then took the

made a complaint in conneciion with
\"hieh was under inquiry hefore de

mant, bw&’” 1 rent lands from other ryots to the amount of 100 Rupecs a year.

23

Cro“m”“"“‘ by defendants' Vakeel~There was a compln.mt actually undﬂr mqmry s
I only heard that an inquiry was going ol Cum-‘
He gave it in a bag. 1 did not count it. It was not
?"“"d wlhicu given to defendant, Amlmhtndy Udian did not know I had money in the house:

had the money in my possession before it was given to defendant, I carried the bag in my
me in & bandy . from village, 1 had it by me ; when Isle‘ptm '; ‘
wan 8 boueo I had it under my head.  When sitting, I kept it beside me. I oniﬂJ 4

Ko, I never went to Outcherry duri ng inquiry.
phinant gave the money into my eharge,

'@ms under my ¢loth,  When 1
&ubﬂ&tady

carried it when 1 v went to defe;
wanted to go and sce who

wers éonvmx . | don
ﬂn{ Besxdes ‘conversation abo

Wwere ubmlt ha.'ﬂ' an Indl&n hour_ at defendant'
excopt on &ﬂa agension,
Oﬂlhﬁm'd tlm the people
about ﬁhoacm\n’m 1 did g
Conrt about my ha\rmg artestod

remember Jabangeer's case. 1 know one Comyan, but 1 dow’t remember |
gnve ovideuce in complaimant’s and Ramachendrs Naikon's case.

"Hﬁ'cﬁn*hm Biere for the last two or. thm

know."" ;‘hw was said yesterday in Ambalatady Udian's house:
4y Mlmﬁhthudmn therea quarter or half an Indianhour.
m u;ﬂyeet. 1 usplmm'mbm often gn other matters. I
5 We hﬁa__m'tn the office this morning, but complainant

‘4 cortain documents. I eannot remember in how many cases 1 8"‘
¥ doguments of his, as he is a great meney-londer. 1 don't remem-
mo,d ﬂml(llmnk“d and complainant. - I don't remember 1 gave
gnua Maden's case. T don't kniowany one of that name in my w”m
ne of Mootun in my village that 1 know of. - Not in Papier's case, but in -
,umnv‘n;t case 1 gave ovidence. 1 don't kaow any ame in the village of the

for compl Bantin a revenue casein tho (MMMW a Magis- -
g dos ot pay e anything. 1 got batis when 1 -
[ am here un summons’ by#uagmrm i lget,

e  Complainant did not tell we M“

fo;; lhmt;m L told biim that T had received summons M’-
@ rnpl{ad,- it st be for tha money paid to defendant.” 1, %!

hy Kistr ,'.;J'Mvcompmmem.mmh{-
s ﬁh,.ﬁnﬁm but there being no room

woney from complainant. There were 300 Rupoes..
© mouey was in wy possession from the timo we left our village. The people o Amempa“}
certain Jari accounts against complainant to defendant, aml
fendant at that time. T am a ryot and pay 20 Rupees to (mvm'n- e

..‘..-'_
‘q_;,_k. 5 g

-’rf‘-

nd;:tdlhom The bag was not sealed. Complainant said be. ‘;
o : was ﬁmdaut’l bouse, Defendant was sitting in the southern =
o, “YM " of his house. 1 did not apmk with defondant.. When we weut, defendant and Tyadoray
e ] r;membcr if there was anytlhing said between them after we "
ut the money, complainant said to defendant “herekfter, Bt least,
yim must have pardon on me and protect me.” Defendant said ** don't foar, go,’” thiat m il Wl
& house. I hiave never Leen to defendaut’s ﬁou&
L dou't know of any- other money being given to defendant besides this, Tas
Of Aménpmtty bad madeseom;:lmntagamst complainant. 1 know nothml!
give evidence in behalf of complainant before the Civil Conrt and Moonsiff's f

1

Wm" ‘ . 30th January 1867' ".'Q;a;i-%v —

: Court. When 1 pat €p 8¢ &
fl'om a4 Ma,glsmte ﬂ : A

ainfiecly and feook meah i the Chnttmm ;

: (Slsneﬂ} ;

’t, knom if T am entitle

n A
‘:;ehana house 1 had m.y own me

ml» Oazobs«r 1&6&

UTHKOTT .
Mag wtmfe

Polwe Inspactar --158 Wetwmejw &Qfanae

- Vyapoory. Moodeny He tol& Supmmﬂ;;e:;;i
defendam He néver “told me that he

Ahtoor, L took: him before Supennten-
Police gave me order in Salem to

t of ’Whee had al&st
Adtoors bapemﬂﬁenﬁm!
ant and othara-hafbw h“;l ;’:ﬁ ¢ now oW many’ mmphunmt‘*s ‘names were

gistrate. og of Soobroy Moo&a'll?; M‘*‘h : ‘ ’
rmmndent of Police gu,ve me the ;m;nm: 3thers whoml dow't remember.~ . )
ontered in the list. S ‘Naidoo, Moottoosawmy Lyen, an Lese peopls pregents 1 sent for some
Paliya Gounden, e ‘o;rdared me at Ahtoor to have these p da&#hmwx ﬁpe!md K A.htuor.
supermwnéen‘ of POh?pegMS it Mugistrate sent for some of them, an
and the Talud

éfok&'&upmntendent after
O i mthe Supermtendunt. VY%WOTY o Superintendent of
o mfo e

hem bel :
2 ﬁ&tmwed into Soobroy odeﬂyz ¢ bub i @emrted to Supenn
?1 06 Efewaa a‘nsent from | his vﬂlagn e gl : s
ol ; sods e
- dent o Was mt from his ¥l x .
MW M Fb d 1 wore on mﬂg @armsu We g

ke mhmfk'o Iymga?'s

8 to
11 c,ompls\man‘c) cam
.W‘hen Yﬁﬁ::g wfgzﬁ: syuﬁd@r Superintendent of

'Li’«"‘)dﬂ?“ i sem'. T)y D'lstrwt Ma

i ofwmplaman

Moodelly appearct.
ase. Moottoosawmy never ¢aw
X mok no steps to find. hlfﬂ,

me thls 205}1 Octt)w 6 (Slgﬂed) D ABBUTHNOTT
. RN Magmtmu :
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‘ By 3014 January 1867, 5 : < was said, while 2nd witness, Tyadoray Tyongar, docs e

BV 5l 7 s : ‘ A Ty ‘ aragraph 8 of his

A NOURBIRL " - ‘ Streenevassa iyeng?".’ B,”; ssked to do so either by tho prosecution 98 fa°f§‘,’°‘.’ff i’;g?g‘;;gﬁm i
' v versation, as he was DOVASEECTL Do o ihere must be a strong feeling 01 BOBEE FBC S

oy e side i By ’ : < to prove thab there MUSL -B fr o

f the matter 4o defendant, but I told him the rcauReverﬂe side, 1 made no written rc-poxjtw",- i  defence, defendant aftempts 10 Pr

A el s gl s e i eBes Where
: _ < e RN et robbery and arson, in cdses W
R R ‘ ' A ' Ent ‘ ; : heaccuseshmof&b}%tﬁmg‘““,’1_?. e AR S SN
. which I had examined. 1 reported to defend ct‘ht’ an}:l produced‘ ey e ﬁl_',ﬂ‘,' : o Sy it comp!amﬂ(;i : }:egr?:tsehim (defendant). ,The' Court 18 pgrfecﬂx%???i;?;t%e:;; ::;
Gooma.stah‘ told oh PR eog _a U .t\ll : ﬂ‘fa there was a‘dmcrepnncy in the O.CCOTIBF?-:' ’L‘. ' compl,aintg ha.d :t)een maae i-;; S b t.he pe 0p16 of the Tﬁlﬂth Defendim nBeca.use b e
Acting Collector on the Bilioch. g o 'r:ma to Collector. This, C was the final order of o : false, these stories are gene y"t between lim and 2ud witness, Iyadoray IY‘?“%“’; o e
e fis peiaaigoe rema,;-k 4 tz ‘accoun-t, i shows.the amonnt that has to be received by :, { prove that there st “‘j‘-’° be e:iluyh &eféﬁdmht’s répr@mﬁﬁ“’.ﬂg &ndrepe&te&lyami to hult)a préve
38 i b rTh»iq is end ):k partly written .by a Goomastah, and partly by defcﬁ‘ dismissed_ &Q}ﬁ. 1‘;9?5’;5:‘?“}51;“1’62,5@% grodueéa by this '2nd‘withessa w“tﬁh byd;;eﬂ ?n 17 da"y;before
| , Besounta regulurly, and it appears complainant | to:the effcet’ that complainant. has not kept hil - feron 7 01 ta;w: ottt o el wp @RS SR B
: h&l’llmdars, but that this cannog be ;r:)&'c‘flln;x’:isz.x:sp}l? pnm;"]i 2 “rta.m.mono_v belonging to Agres "i ' A th;zﬁgeyth%eﬁ 0%2‘ e e e : attempt is lﬁ&dé”ﬁé gﬁéf‘f}i&tﬂcom‘f’miham
‘ - Jari accounts are correoted (op 5 um. 1hs suspicion arises hecause 'r.llﬂ#‘?"ﬁ ; . 4 defendant quEREE o it o aganh of defence, an dbtemph I ol s
" 2 ' or altered), Exhibit 1 i . Ao oy g+ Ly e ey e et R ORI patagraph OX GOIERERs E T s ates that he took the money
= subsequent to Fusly 1840 ';fepare«ic.l,z- nl::::::rt 4"1‘11:“ a5 mm:‘t of unauthovized division of fields: - p : I;;dt‘lzg;: ?ﬁfbkfﬁe money f is Vlﬂ'&ge’ﬁ?gﬁ@@t%ﬁmt:ﬁf% "money along with
: defendant, and s ok e ysell, 18 remark at end of the account is nd'w":-,“’ “asser g . R AR SO - e e e ey E .
’ oo and sighed by hing, t0 the effect that all th o At | ' Wi s Db all GompIaIGRE BRSSP S S oy il B el e S T (
; i P A S A e ta the charges had boen made fous t e \j ‘ | wibh m T T AR B e e T S S e S SO R R T
B | three Ann::lg dul‘;?um, SXeeph |in two easios, in ono of which Government has los:):nv;?:: ; c‘;‘:‘ %3 N . Btreencrassa Iyepgar f the defence, the unjustifiable interference i Pcl.l;;i 1:16 ?;1: gigriis’s
i N ; ice,—=% 15 the account’ of txcoss collastion e J ! i ' ' T par e e i Sub-Magistrate intertere : e P 07
In \ The remark ;neude:fl};; dl;:;*: dagt tothl collection made by Monegar l: FM“‘:‘,E “" 3 I. m%?f::ll"sﬂ(;w the Police and § ag ft,?.ut ftg‘;i;’;lgl;’;ﬁgm;:d :he prg;hmmary
i | Loriye ! nendant, to the efféct, for Fusly 71, there i &k “etrate X8 MERUIORES: 0L s o are e narintendent of Tolice, POISERG PP O
8 | & the s . ’ ¥ 1, there 15 a balance of 1585 o S Tankin, Saperinte : R P S e
1 gﬁm};gﬁ;ﬁm“m &::&poxstmn due to Agraharmmdarsis Rupees w,lg-loc;‘il;uﬁc ;shti ;i;{"&“s | _ dn\ect mlem,maeapmm SRR e o SR "trma&mﬁdgégai““ :
| : the* e &qco!' 3_4&0 pnt.tn. given by Oaraum. It does o » e E;x_ ,: .inqu;rxeB;; e b eﬂ%omwmﬂphlfm agf : il
' : mf"’“ﬁmwm made, This, X, was A ’ > Apfear from this, %(' by 'M; - { ~ TIn the docum en{;‘aﬂuﬁ 4 Ye and the Mondgar ghou id Wme ;f‘?“ e b
5 ?;,ma.n Urzeo toCollector, signed by dé;';njinntn::;mt; ﬂ_tm complaint of Agraharamdars. This, : ! . gomplainant by defeﬁdmt‘gﬂ”'“ ::ﬁ, ok this veby sum had been collected and pa.xdmto t;h‘g
| %md ki opinion on each I + 10 the effect tl;ut. defendant sends rocords, and M%; : S a4 _v.m". @dqt even app . —sstonsible for that: Tt &Q‘p,g,‘ﬁoweyer‘, ;ppearf? have
! e Question by Court This s aut © mquiry lasted about six months. . .‘3!“.;‘.:, ; ' ylug Treasury, $0 {hat they were not evct !51)é i thon bully the unhappy payer. THe'whole
a % gih o ~This asty vaspol, amounted t0 : e ol R i 1 o defendant to et abesa RRANER BEEL sl ol s i v
' reui o'the villagers on_Collector's ordr; 1t was repaid f ?ﬁ‘m S This amotat AU | ShemtiA SRORIRE RS 0 o i she goral e of SRR SR R U
” oposit hoad®, 1t s nota Saudlunt exiog cap Lo tho Taluq Treasary ; 1 think SOSEES 1 : Siaefomcp S AR SR SR € 10 The fhats o the bast s Cosmst B0l Sue S BRI AP
| %ﬁ Oy e Talug Teeasury by Villags Officors T e bl by i o atpampts W IBCH S8 R i the Ond connéel the changs, ¥iks P RS B3 UL
FE Quioher Jagas. 7 gu ¥ S | W pillay guilty of e ™ R ranmwhorh b ke abe kel ta be eGSR el S0 T
e 4 ¥ (Signed) D. ARBUTHNOTT, e, withont cobST P00 R e s pibiteutin R OROR BB L R
Bl B e e VR : Magistrate. ' eeding about to o transaer 4¢he Court sentences the said Teyagaraja B1 aym‘l" o
TR A Wilness for. d : | 5 * of the Indian Panal Code; 08AE CR 0oy o er Soction 165 of hio Indian Tenal Code.
L BB I Gaposit saconns ot 1 e R et o, Talig Goomasiaih 3 | © smprisobuenty and to pay  finc of BAPSE R T T gyonety D. ARBUTHNOTT,
e -{M&rkvis.,nfél‘loﬁe:-“'1~‘h(; aﬁ?&mﬁ?ﬁbm signed by defendant, : ‘ o p- MohebRABeR. | i A BT o R R e e TR T Magisirate.
% this - 3% g 3 , ; 5 s 3 . . Ly’ = “';"‘v,"“ e - oiin 24D Ko TR N, Lt
% émmm“m.mcomplem i b 10 must be with AT (Tme caples)., 3

(Signed) €. N.POCHIN,
H g iacetia Mupetrass,

to make eollections; or to keop mey éollmﬁi;
(Signed) D. ARBUTHNO T, :
v . Magistrate. -
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14t Wilnoss and Qomplainant—Soobtoy Moodelly.

¥ i ]

S

Fiadingw Sentence.

S ann Sect : asked mo for 1o

o e ekt 2 when I came here, defendant a@m L

L R ] 7 i e e ) , P Rl bﬂ\ltﬁ% yearsa,go, Wil S i I = ﬁmg’u B i e

oo e Leyagarajs Pillay, defe; =g R, A b idar. 1 was ab the place whm L was Ay el ik

1862, a complaing s bronght ety Moodelly,  in the yoar  1562. Tt- appears that, | - | - Dofendant as e o for the 100 Rupees. Defendant said he
patty, that his accoantg + azainst. Vyapo B

youse... Defendant asE Tava Saibto my village e i e ;
defendant said. o woutd send BVS S0 BECL oy vioming to my vllage Buva Saib, on the

.+ 1 returned to my village, came there. Bava Saib said be had becn sout by defendant for
day after Lnstummed o my village, come EX

" Moodelly, the complainant, Carnum of - -

Rikis 1o A t8 were wrop S e
;‘g}m}nm iuto the ca 8 Anorder waz sent by Colloetor in July 1862 to defon- -

 would repay the monoy nost pay 47
86 5 but, from the B

, rec i : .
except 4 ‘l‘ght-ﬁarelessum, s e, ords, it appoars nothing transpired against com-

o aot T geked him to stay till next morning, I

\ Tt T g e was RO one present. I asked him i
loctor. ch ¢ : O i ' the money 1 had promised -,»-'-1‘;-»’”‘ e comarasawmy Moodelly. About 16 ozk%ﬂm ber T
kT % 1Y & was find 2 B\lpé“ by order ofAeting C?L" 4 ti ' ,~ ?% Nedilin . ,,_Saibmipwﬁem’“,’g Gnm@f m I0EE! ) e R s

R ol X reueiveil  mprond Brom Seluemt BEE , Adghommal
DR vt Koo Mool SSkary ol

:;ﬁ{; o3 am‘: n?mbprof days this ‘aiboe BRIE: wiiﬂher’e w:ag e
b defendant’s Cutcherxy, and v ol by Comurasbirs

STk o thie gt - 2 “days. Twent to the defendant L Comigs
and respectability, and thers appears - 3 yoidiet A
The defence attompts to. -~ -

tatenta of' tho witnesses - regarding tho. words spoken /1
|t b complanant gives the - pbatnce of it

A R gl L ke S
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A AR
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cumins

i ST g '
i M'ﬁﬁns‘ﬁ-or'7diaumﬂreqw :m,n
: gl RAL : Mm‘ixhlbemde Defendant
§‘ J:’l gtﬁlfﬁ}'on;ehtmia IQORupee. ”Imllktymgo I then eonmte&tod‘gvﬁath 100
& upess. Next day, dofentant inquired into the.casoand dismissed it. I gave up my 100 Rupoes,
| .bemmm% &to'imemamm 1 did not. There was Shamiengar outside of

-ggenﬁnnt's hqw a; 'dmt tlmb when defendane tpld mé to 3im up my chnn to the 100 Rupees. 1" .
| \1@@&0_ 1y &“’1 a.ndlwusc\mmm
er

o

§--.

p—t.

| %'xgng o, Itxu ﬂ:pumo Bava Saib that first called gm
d&ﬁ ',,. ﬁ%&* ﬂ?cﬂﬂﬂl o about 6 or 7 p. x..Iwentiinmedutd‘g,"
A qmeie-mm present with him. [ never lent money before or 1ft6}' ﬂmf‘

w

*h«mﬂ:mmi &Monihavohad with the defendant. 1 cannof say wh ';'

Mu d; ; ‘
oaght that tho mioney would e got farme. nothing to
M **_'A_-eompmntbmma t0, the raouth will be soenin which the.
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$ 3 Q.-.,....kuu

M-n.~w.‘_-.»—u~‘~-¢\--‘/~. i i . g x‘-vﬂn‘“—m

A g M g, B e s

u'*e“’ be“'“n 6 M 7. . There lmghb havev been Peohs outside T house ; ;
give theu- names. T cannot - exactly say in what year this took place. T'see by Atchammal com
i | plaint, $, that it Wwag in May 1862 ~ that this took place more than 4 years agn. Yes, it was n'p@f
J; t!ns complaint that Soobroy MWd""? and T were summoned before defendant.

~Atehammal never preferred any other complaint against me. Deféndant might have fied
ﬁqmsome Tevenue accounts. Iwas not fined. by defendant. On hearing that Colleotor had:
ix ),imed an order ﬁnmg him for not lmng in his vﬂlsge, I' appealed to Colleetor, and was told that'
, ﬁpﬁne would not be imposed. T have therefore not paid any five. Defondant might have fined.
Ik for not sending my accounts in time sinco the 100 Rapees business took place. Yes, he has -
(i S ﬁiﬂd me, T oannot say how many times after that I was fined. 1 had no personal interest in the -
e 10&Rnpm. In revenue matters T ; may be fined 2 or 4 Amxu for not sending in ueouats in time.
Bl 8 ﬁow could I remember ench of these fines ?
,;~ K Ite-emammea by Prosecuhcm.-—-l know Bava Saib by sight, but I dxd not lmow hiz nam
hfore lsaw hun at complainant's houge. Ever since I have béen in Government employ, T 1‘.
baen ¢ oecamonally fined, md not only or late years. ‘ g
m accpbcr &866 e (Slgnod) D. ARBCTHNOTT R
g VL e g yo A Magutrt&‘

-
——

e
bt et g

5 rdL Wztms.—-Bava S‘alb Talug Peon. e 2 ',,
I h"’ Soobroy Moodelly, complamant. L remember defendant sending me. to 306
o it for the prossention . M00delly’s house about 2 or 3 years ago.
__Iphm!: i-gtsz “fendant told me to go an got the money Soobr
st - Mo M&dhg‘m I weng and aske
or monpy‘ Iﬁe gave me 100 Bupm T broaght and ; gsve the 100 Rapees t

rem mber wlwthg Sq&roy Moodel}y went £a defen dsnt‘s]mjm bcfm ey




- 30tk Javuary 1881.
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' Eﬁ“- This is the complaint, 2, p

- ma g complainant Soohroy.

che=THowenn Leay Uis, 5-is actunlly my
sl “"”‘W Inever weut to defen
wyself presented petition. 1don't rome
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Soobray Moodellg Compl ~ N

: p‘”"aﬂlcmdlth cal et :
I never gave defendant any valuable thi et b R R "]

-

» '«: b
dlioll, &<, T mentioned before. ng; except .the 100 Rupees and the tammn% :
Defendant’s Vakeel here objects e

to the ]
165, and it is explained to him by Cou valuo not being entered in the charge, under

4 il
i that th 2
‘tlxc charge, and not the tamarinds, dholl, & 2 taklII; of the 100 Rupees is only refcrmd to i :‘,l ﬂ

The evidence of C "J‘
Wakeel. - OMArASAN Iy Moodelly. called for defence, is dispensed vnth by deﬁmdmg’

, a

274k October 1866 (Sigied) D. ARBUTHNOTT, o

. A . i o J "‘
I"mdmg and Sentence. T e
o R

having taken a sum of Ry raja Pillay, is charged, under Bections 384 and 165, ‘wi
pees 100 from co -
The facts of - the 456 are th m complainant Soobroy Moodelly, Carnum of Bayleors 1" o

plaint against. Soobroy a.googql,_ty(wwimmx

In this case defendant Teyag

ppa Mooaeuy berm

by defc‘ndg,ut

Soabroy Moodelly -
charge of Atchan
of &efendﬁnt'

(Lomplama.nt) statos that,

mal's, he was ‘aisked by defe
nidant
8 peom, hg sent to receive the m

a short time before bo was snmmoned on mg?
to lend him 100 Rupees ; that Bava Saib, W

Complainant atd 20d witriess X

bofore defondant, Acoon}mg gk 4/ are, summoned to appear on Atchammal's cbﬂ'g, e
idle at Ahtoor for six to statomem of complainant and 2ud witness, after they were m 3

their cuse, as they bagrboons mnh:‘g mﬁb wen “ mum, s house, and ssked hiw to inqnim )
me days. The y ‘-’
;: ghﬁ to pamsh them both, bat that if emuphmmt i s m

'/

Magwlratc gl W

1
‘and thy Wou}d iquire into and dismiss the cases. i o Sk o TOO SRR

Complainant states that he agreed to tﬂl g
m
g inqlured mto mcl dmmsml next day. und in both these mwmcnu he ﬁ :t

y Bﬁmuﬂmdby defendant to teil Atclmnmﬂ to lmng a'charge -}*' f ek
%, Atchammal, states that she did bring a complaint againﬁ g

¥ Nelke ."'mhﬂi&o?om told lier to do 86, md
: ‘ asked im 1o bo Vakeol ful‘lm'bﬁh‘dmfé %
Sevent{; ﬁw " l i,"!". oy), and that ke (witness) deeliaed. >
- Bighth ndemj PrOves ¢ Mmua,, cases ‘
Z0th witness states that he producec w'vakalut fo aét ,m, .-" '

| ”q“"“ed to'be a Vakeel, hoth o ‘
: ¥ Atchiam
s not g ed bxhunv but by df t. mb'l. : defendmt He wknwled‘gntholvwnt, wlmh

ﬁoqmmwmnmmwmmx,uwi |

e 'ﬂr"y-r p-._q - r
2 'ﬁ i?_ fdi - Wvﬂuﬂe thmgwu uhnbydefeadpt mh-

by sﬁpmnhndmt of I’ohee was i!lagd

rence i sid ’
ez ’fnﬂ;::ouken rlace two ar three years ago, whle it wtu“t R 3

* ~ tion.

a4 0 That the Maglstmté has~ no Juruﬁiohon beéﬁab H&e.,

. defendant amount to Rnpees 1450 aud ‘the Magi:

. Rupees300. L'

 These appE:: to be the cIueI pomts for the defence.”

‘Court considers that the charge conta.xnedm the 2nd cot lor &

_Code, is the proper one in this case, for the mbmmt the complain

“claim to the 100 Rupees, the offence speeiﬁed in Scction 165 was cer

He ‘9nd ohjection, the Co
‘ ‘ ‘same amount of 100

g il n “'dafeﬁdant’s Vahel

a g«“ ttds::u f&l!p:z‘yhiuod,‘mt the two
e rgmﬁﬂ ’t?

Qﬂlmﬂn:ntuuived nnot jﬂlﬁ:wa offénce

PIESE fd
L - P'——',‘-" 4:

a to the’; 3rd ob;ectxon, that the preliminary mquu'y ky_thg e was
w?;:t;eim‘ that chargqs of xnegauy tak;ng money and other valuables ";me a
ﬁngxmate. ‘and that the Supermendent of Pohoe was dxreeted to mqmre in ¢
senbim 133 of the Criminal Procedure Code. P
© With regard to objection 4, that the- oceiu'rence requx
nesses state that it occurred from 2} to. 3 years ago, ’115 1;_ :
an& 9nd witness declared that the date of Atchammal ¢ would sl
although Bava Saib states that it was not four years s.go, _l‘;s‘ had nothm
a,he”tleel&res he never took money to defendant on any othe: oceasion, ib an only be
 he is mistaken mq@gwi&m of time that had o . Natives too are gene
_igoorant of, and careless about, dafes.
; " With regard to objection 5, there is no contradxctlmj‘i:&_
;hﬁad that he was told by def endant that o complaint *#.,&
* Comarasawmy Moodelly, although he expressly states thaf.
whomm ahargp M]aeen brought, but_tlmt he (6th °
a8 %he natnre of charge.
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o amount alloged to hiﬁﬂ ‘
g; a Kagzstmte has, in his oxdmary Jmsdictiont: :
lsied pnnuhment up to 2000 Bupees, and, momwr. B¥
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were friends of the defendant’s, and were also my friends, so I went to hi
don’t know if they spoke in my favor to defendant in that.
were standing when 250 Rupees were paid to defendant.
money was tied in a piece of cloth, not in a bag.
in his house, 1 should not go ¢l T paid 300 Rupees ;
~The day after the second day of inquiry defendant gave
:onay Defendant only spoke to me once about the mohey in the garden. It was on the second ‘1'77
inquiry that defendant ordered opposite. party to go, and that 1 should stap until I paid. There
ia a dispute between me and villagers' about Village
uan or order against me that [ kiow of besides order of dismissal.
- L first complained to Gentléman, the 8
‘He told me I am ouly Junior Collecbor when the Collector comes he will give necessary orders.
Sinee then, I have not complained til] Collector came last month (September), I verbally mado
a complaint. 1 did not complain to_the Police. I pefitioned to Collector aboit my dismissal.
1 received endorsement that oy dismissal was proper. 1 did not petition about the 250 Rupees. 1
wu n;t bresent at the inguiry against def; endant about land, g
nked e-e@um::c‘l’t bg‘ meecut;::;-I say positively the money was paid after the inqﬁfrv Iy

e A

i ————. |,

m at Narasingapooram. I
case, nor on any other occasion. We.
The money was not counted. 'ﬂﬁt
It was on last day of inquiry defendant said’
on the same day he spoke to me in tho garden: |
me permission to go to my village to get the”

Goddess. The defendant never gave any d”"" , j

nb-Collector, last year. I made a verbal mﬂ“‘* k ‘;

. Tecan read a Tittle, goibg fo my yillage for the money ; -
.rmfi ﬁﬁ:ﬁ&fﬁiﬁ“&iﬁ,ﬁ 07 vilage, aad if Lhad complained aginet defndt 1";««' 4
Rm:-ﬁm d!pbqﬁnum mhh SRS e WB;:::;L-—M were Mwﬁﬁém hhﬂ ,; . {
1ou Oolaber 1866, (Signed) D. ARBUTHNOTT, f

WM re«calkd by cmt—Besx des T, Magistrate. 3 ' y

opan and Pahmy, there was also Cooppen complnined
m!)‘- ThG;O wero Mbom, but I forget their names.  Lutchma Gounden also complunod- 3_
mlm uwchml GO“d.l'l mp]mg nm m.___“';‘ samo m -i8 %
‘iéﬂmmamt asnmm.-..o 24& June mesm 'rop.u ﬁnooiﬁq taken b.gmdofen.,
R s (Slmd) D. ARBUTHNOTT, i T
%
*

ek

--_,_ ) 3 ."*"'«"”' uwm‘ »
WW‘M«»M farvrﬂm " i

2 e four years ago T accompanied Paliya Gounden to Ahtoor, a5 3
i .-W‘wz»-m'mmmmm M Wi o ke G )
o ontainiod money, Tn ABfoor we saw Venkatacholls Mooppon in basnar slrock. | *
‘W”’“‘ﬁ"‘fﬁ"’f“ﬁml‘w‘ pooram to Moottoo Naiken, aud we all W-*i g
vy On coming near Cutcherry, complainant told mo fo wet the bundle in -
ﬁtto and placed it on & cumbly, and placed it before mp}shmt, who took ntﬁi
Shlia 00 Naiken, Th&mmtmtode&ndmt'.m., Imom:de mthe
: 'Lm?hchumthobm When th .
oy ."""bﬂdfﬂmuts Vakeel.-

S R i e g

40

-
|
| | h xt int erry:-
5 ; There isa e"l_!adoor I go t.lmoug % %
the cutqherrthhb "'91‘9 A e 'i:oq{tamed. Some times the Monef;al’ u,coom :dm‘:aliya .
Tﬂor‘thﬂw OW mn ; "‘Smce Iw a’ htﬂﬁ b@y; I a,ccom]&&m C‘ﬁ‘
on I went to the Taiu‘l 5
e Wb : coming ith ki the yeur be.
cherry with compla F
wa.s dmmxsseci w’ﬂ{kﬁ?t‘mon | ’V | lwnsa fm- the mght if too late
It W“ “5“‘1 f”" . lma;_:t to gdp&::ﬁ defendant at his h?lusfe. ;ﬁi“
n to. 3 to defen an
h W lan before%akxng the !mndle
'J ney ab e‘Cntchel'l‘Y foga?f:g%:;{‘a ;ou : g-.(lne ~on_two mon'{’.hs after. taking the ;
5 _.‘w EGF& : q ‘demplalpwt gave me %he })nndle
. hey 1y r it m &lvar or “copper.. M“"%‘m Nmken
~di ; ' : '(bmplama.nt 'Gﬂnﬁﬁ h‘fn
W in 1 | :
T don't remember wlro went wit] 5 pl §bumnes&of P
SR8 b a»T)out Sk oggeone;;af::; -asked me airout the bag, and & teld him = ;
b Ab““t ﬁ“ or; m da,ys pEDy 2 gl et complamant Was nof present. The bundls% con-.

e mon 1 know
: : d comp]amant's 1vate. oy..

: TE usnpnmtandent cfrhﬁee : tame P
r \‘f . Na , _ :

50 when he'gave mq;the "‘“,““:" 1o

4 i i’sﬂ’t kwﬁsi‘m by are you R S
f::ﬁ:::;d ;t:i:nt it for use at Ahtoor.’f f‘v‘t‘wgs b““g“?“d names tho k
Ki 3

A 2 k) f
he nld be pm in ngmning of month When I was told by eomplamant to brmg tbe bnndle of
- sho A
I
monev it was not A kist mont I know it was not & kist mcmﬁh
the last kist was over, so 1 kn
‘gfhe;t;:r ;;g i‘ﬁ.ﬁfﬁl“f alvags took Sirkar Xist oy oty CHichert sidnot to oy ol
ue. P, e I
ﬂm Lia house. i some{nmes camej ; et
it st &o an prxvate ouse. ;
s e Slrk;; when I ?hd so, I always "lept m ﬂxe Gntcherry “with t’tie moﬁﬁ? e
hﬁﬁm EIHONEY. iy : Sgueah: D m:;ﬁmo'm*
o ' ’ Yo T 'Magmmﬂ

: apomam ‘f‘i TSt T S

mbe hm commg te my house two or three yemm
[ - o34 den told me to come to

I oppencame to‘m‘honse ?ﬂhyx Goun

,_o adefendmt's house.  We ‘ivaim mbmde {the Cuteherry till

n complainant took ehmmmh s wiazmy Kartan

] hxmi’akyn Gmﬂen. ‘He
'&i @ted He wax disxﬂssag %’m or threv years s@a‘iwﬁn-
then | EW x ’dbn’t rememhar- hmﬁq

B e e

el = ah—~»wm~uﬁb£§..&

w"‘"“‘- e L
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honse about two Indian hours before sun-set. We all started immediately after sun-set, and
about lamp-light time we got to the (‘utchcrry. We stood a very short time.
!;:lxlnbct('} why we stood a little while near the Cutcherry before going to defendant's house.

ya Gounden gave me the bundle of moncy. He did not count it. I did not open the bundle
or count the money after the bundle was given to me. As soon as I got the bundle we all entered
into defendant’s house. Complainant, Paliya Gounden, said there were 250 Rupees. - We went
and gave the money. We wera not long in defendant's house. 1 did not speak to defendant. No
one but Paliya Gounden spoke to defendant, I never went with complainant with money to defen-
dant either bafors or after this, either for myself or any one else. Whehever defendant ordered .
/Tue to do anything for him, T did it.
lnnd m Lnkshoosnmondmm The Patta is nominally 1w’ my name.
him. This isall the business, I did fo
money transaction.
house.

I looked after the land for
rhim. Paliya Gounden often came to my house after the

When there was any thing particular, he told me.  We were ndimat e $61d e 10
:l‘YZ ago, that he had brought a charge against the defendant abouthe money. Complainant ;:old

¢ he wished o cite me as a witness. I asked who else he intended citing, and he told me Ven-
katachella Mooppen, and Kartan. When waiting near Cutcherry 1 did not sco any one except those
There might have been poople passing, but I did notattend. There were people on the
pial of my house when compl:untmt and the others came, but T don’t remembor who they wore,

When going to Ahtoor fiom my house1 was about4 or 5 fathoms behind complainant and others.

;o::: t;‘:;l:ig % a female.” She sold vegetables. T don’t know her name. She asked me where I was
o A ;m ;{onversatxh d:n any particular subject. I don't owe money. People in my village
Poddayache owes ;}apm % )Iy am Perumal, in Agrabarum village, also owe me money. Toruvai .
SRR mon]cv Paliya Gonnden does not owe me any M8es; ‘he never borrowed
the money was mdu : v;r rcnt money to Venkatachella Mooppen. I can’t say in what particular year.
an A!m;ent ‘: ; endant. L am a Ryot of Narasingapooram. My father and 1 pay about 170
B, e s rovernment, [ lent Na.gappa Naik 100 Rapees about two years ago. . He.
are taken Bometuneas n:t paid any of the principal. Ho pays intorest’ yourly. Sometimes receipts
orthres 7;m a H8 ‘;xo o Penuanal owes me 60/ur 65 Rupees. 1 lent this money about two
s bringole © 13 not paid auy of the principal, and to make up for want of i interest, I employ
in Nm‘a&ngo.pofm;v? to my Pojah. I have doeuments—no other records. Defendant has 4 garden
now. Tho Pmt e may have had it two years. Idon't cultivate defendant’s land in Agraharam

 was nominally in my aame ; I only superintended. The people of: the village
cultivated. One Chinna Kistnia and Annamnny

iy N -ln
Ll ‘n"““"“f" Tya bought the land  from defendant. This was

~done about two years ago.* Moottoo Mooppen, Y

"2;;:&“& Mplmnt ugmm deﬁndmt, is not a relation of mine. We are of different castes.
Pmﬁwkmm Mooppen's land. T gave evidence Wdefndﬁtﬁ a Bﬂm case. 1’ “d'
: o went to Moonsif’s Coturt at - Salem with - some money, about 20 or 25. 4
“WBO mns ometimes [ had it, and sometimes he had it. This hppenedmmm mu:hmmﬂ
aom-e o ;gﬂ after giving the 250 Rupees ; T cannot say exactly how long after. We paid a Vakeel
Inemm@g peerh;n an old case, and 6 Rupees in another case, but to no one else in the Court,:
mthmouiqu:ﬁy where else (except on these two occasions) with complainant, Paliya Gounden,

¥ When complainant and T went to dofendant's house, complainant had no conversation -

a fzaﬁmtand venttomyvmm., e i i

‘m’}" Jmmﬁuﬂ-wm Ihsu of ﬂw &
dant‘and complainan ii‘* "!3 mmuﬁan be: m!lgfem‘
: mpl ,“ m*% I remember ‘of it. - L“tw”ﬁg money f |
emmywhere Wh;';[“ th I df II I

__}:anvemthhtlnm aware of, Ammddndmtshom Ihﬂ eﬂlf

i

I don’t re~

j

I was protty frequently going to his house. Defondant had

‘i
b

About 10 days ago, he cams. Whon he went to Salem he used to come to my |

&

}
)

t

~

?
)
t

— e

o g <

 defendant’s house.  We did go into the house. 'l!oty‘
the pandal, and went mslde the hom vWe PR

it before defendant. mfendm Was sztt

. toAhﬁoor There weremor

mswtx may have happened ﬂu'ea or four yea.rs ag& i:)ok it
went to Salem to the Court. Ibelme the bnndle cqn money.

& Qwestwn,--You st,ated that yon sbood nea: the Cutch %ﬁ;ﬂ_ the defepdant ) hom
2 A,usioer.——_On ﬂ‘ge‘ pppe\g_i?éﬁ_si@e_ of ,‘j.h_‘?.; street ironm ds

litk Octoker 1866 Mnl

I kno&-Falxya Gonnden, comﬂMant" I re-
ago Toty Ksrhan a8 mthlmn &

member sceing hmi in bazaar atreet' b me 4}
Paliya Gounden took me to. Naragm@pm
i his house. We all came &0 A*mm Tvaty kgs:b

defend&nt’s house. When near defendant’

t t()()k the bunlﬂo a.ndgave lt to 31.'(1 'Wﬂineﬂa
On ﬂllﬂ bcmg doneg OOmPl&lnan
h

t a hmdle of Rupees $ Wo -went to~

2 “g
s hoime complmn&nt told Toty ‘Kartzm to wet. the bumile
We then went to

We pmed;

dant asked whs.t” 3. Gompl

Vaboeh-»l ‘have scen com

defendant’s SR s
c,.,,sg.emmmatwn by def on_ the occasion referred tm I m hun

i azaar 1 saw him
awns g s ahovemonttmd On sesreml eccaswnsrhgvyz;

bout fi six days previous to the occasion s
:::: ;mupmtéz-  that. I have met him also in ‘the bazaar after “the gwmg‘

the bundle Yes, 1 have alwaya ftalked to him’ tvhon., X i3 n;et Inm *hl“. m}%‘}?xb in g@
pany with him to any place except on that occasion. ~Inover took the btﬂ n:; aln;“*Nm‘
14 was said to contain money by complainant. He told me,ﬂns in b{:a::rﬂtree 8 i b Nara, -
singapooram. When complainant and I met, we nsq&_ﬁo talk of eac od{gt irs, but T ean't say
what was said on any particular occasion. 1 have seen omnant and Tot

Ahtoor. - Amyﬂlm,ofhn come to. mydmmitegatm

nllwh complm“‘“ used to ;mh’np “ﬁaw is n&# uﬁaﬁea mfh 2‘50 Bupe“: ‘Im

., Defi da;nttoklme in case : : oW
l;:?r:pmfneyll)xerzn therefom, J.,manﬁ to defendant s house. e did not say how mueh 1 must. bomm. -

mﬁ Dofsndsnt took me to Narasingapooram to induce 3 :

: ‘:::o?: l;: Z:l;:rm wup nmrillmg to do so. ' About half an Indian hont“béfére gug-sg}weremmea -
v ! ‘three peopletm the pial of 3rd witness' house talking.
often. used. to go to defendant’s ‘Thouse, but not with

ta‘ﬂ#fendant’u hpuse befane the hmmﬁpn, an 'fu

- mob h&w w’ﬁo thymze o i

'*mmm th, and jri
"'whm t.he bunﬂwww'eap&_. mms m ' on
ws akenﬁ:om 'lloty W I‘-never saw wy éﬂt tnew wd :
myself - defendant. Ipnd 50 Rupoes, out of wluch 150 Bﬁnwbs were retnmed to. e

‘ es. It w l,mbaequenm metmmney that T g
st anbl WJ stnapy Noiken, Venkstachellun Filla, Ranis

e e e S Syt
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{,‘f;, ant) has thereby committed an offmce Sunsbable under Section” 165 -of the 1adisarP

3 and the Court sentencos the said defendant « Teyazaraja Pillay, to four months' simple m
soument, aud fo pay a fine of Rupees 300, under ‘Section 165 of the Tndian Penal Code. 5},&
12‘]& No”“nb" 1886. " (Signed) D. ARBUTHN(;"];I; .;‘ }

(True Copies).

(Signed) C. N. POCHIN, &
~ Acting Magistrate. 5

Casn No. 57.
trd Wctum and Oomlenanc—KuMppa Naidoo. Ry
I know defendant. I know Keechi Chetty of Athapoor. A fow months ago, w
brought me a message from defendant. Keedhi Chetty gave me a message from defendant. 50
In reply to what Keechi Chetty told me, I said there is no occasion for me to give 8A¥=.
thing to defendant, let him do ashe plem The message was a throatening message. Next da¥ -
morning, Jyadoray lyengr nlwggvo ne & m«uge from defendant. 1 said T would "" :
Kecchi Chetty comes. That ramo evening I saw Keechi Chetty at Alitoor Chuttrum. Aftor speakih
to bim. about our privats affairs, he asked mo what 1 kad done with regard to defendsat's M
I told him that as he (Kcechi Chetty) prossed on me to give the amount, saying that’ ﬂﬁf
I would be brought to disgrace by defendant, I was willing to give 20 Sovereigns. 1 Teft " thom 38
the Chuttrum, and went home and brought 20 Sovoroim 1o the Chuttram. Iysdoray I’m"&
Keechi Chetty remained in the Chuttrum till my roturn. T told Keoehi Chetty to tako th
Sovereigns to defendant ; he told me to take them myself, as I was alsoa friend ofd"f"‘
We then loft the Ohuttrum to go to defondant's. We went near Mmdut‘c house. Kml" r
told us to go into defendant’s honse-—that he would go to the river and return ; we went into the
bouse, - The defendant was jnside his house in the verandah. One chkm Soobmh was with g
defendant at tho time As goon as 1 went in, defendant ordersd me fo &it down. 1 placed the 20°
Sovereigns in front of dofondant, who took them, 1 told defendant *why did you send ""“"‘"
by Keoechi Chetty and Tyadoray Iyengar lmgnly, why could you not tell me personally 1” He &
it did not matter, as Keechi Chetty was my friend. I stayed a little, and ** said you must not ot
n&hwhﬁlﬁoﬂl‘mm "hmd “vory well, you may go.” Onthem'h”] ador
i g the message from doﬁltdlht fome, T went to the Agraliarum Strect, about 10 "*'
s “"“ mim fw&h if he knew why defendant "P" angry "thm"'
e el ; v T

;
3
2

| "l" ”"JL“W-K'M Chietty. 16 Thad mot been afraid, 1 wosldot have paid i, e
%‘m :’;f’bro defendant Teft office, ‘Defendant was attaching my timber, aa? !

e ik orvernment jungles, and not hire villages. Tho first de
- made. »4,.,§ﬂ¢£«dm through Keechi Chotty was 300 B‘:: Jagh % i
iy camined by defondmi's Vateil—1 remember 1 waé o' witnést in \ Rumiah's aa-
! ﬂhm "‘d"“ against him in a revenue case. I gave evidence 1
","“'1““ and T also gave evidence about defendant’s lauds at Thalavasal. Tden't

Gﬂmﬁ! "’Imw evidence in or two. 1t was on-the next day after
il “"“"nmﬂul??”  movey. Noxt day, alter Keochi Chetty

; &'nm oneorm
4 I did not’

301h J' anttm'y 1867

e

l -w any mteresf: nor nge a bond a’baul tyo or three yeamago ; (I thmk gt ’ih) ke@
 _M!m%dﬁﬂﬂRupees,Ilenht,mdlﬁW&S repmd tomo d&ndw!t (

remember defendant’s bom'owmg Arom me ab any of e
‘to defendant on any other occasion- 1 recewed no threatmmg m@es from ﬁd‘éndﬂq

v_t!pa occasxon, 5 50 - B
1 bave been all along on frxendlmmamh g;mt.m wI &m ,:‘ i}-’::m

I to pass v elie

Ghetty there. On my way howe e Vs M : m}@ w

. m 5
o BERE s Gw’ i :;ig clso besidos that and the defend

o before aefenam nefenaam wag making i

i W ’*‘f@ammwhmm& w’. efn ndan
dmber, B 1 e doin thp 1o

ercigns. that, he ‘had niever stopped ‘my ba ‘
fore, MI:;;“;? szp my bandies. Whﬂnl paniﬂie 20 Somre;gns, I

monh k- me why o hut! n
ed above. l)efendzmt d1d not as '
x‘w B m bx Keeehm Chetty thatrhe would ;

e

gminc@ in my mind at ?Bmg annoyed by - n&.aﬂ 'éym: ;
mmg} mldont rememﬁprthe&g e K al g,m nmr |

When | he e@uﬁ hbwmuﬁ%w rmr, ‘but 1 SaW him mmﬁngﬂm?% wn‘f#hr I Jeft &efen.

dant I was about qumsr of an Tndian hour in defendan ‘s e g

; gqﬁ:}];m;‘ay Teft togathe: Venkata Soobiak stayed Behl:% ;n ;ﬂfﬁndﬁﬁ’! ot

228 § x.hmﬁg e left me in the: Amha.nim Street. I | thf-' J&m G
r"'tuﬁ,‘wiuhndm I&!(fnof 18 . T live across |

mmm :
mh @hpénﬁe: Itoldﬂim a1
w M!»Aktum&

‘ , : .4 i
& '3 " § '. s s\ Ay
i o NS A Al e .
A s IR, e SO g o e i)
RN &‘: Ll oy “&*MV’M‘%W% L e e s
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mnoyeﬂ me b_mtopmng my servants and bandies, but I don’t know if he fiued any of them.

e s e s
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dxed, m my lbsenoe. Hﬂ could not have done this if we ‘had been-in.bad terms. . This wu uw

44

.18 ‘months ago. 1 d“""' know if any charge of misappropriation was made against me. Thero. ‘3?“

a balam 35“?“‘ me, and I was ordered to pay it, and I did so. 1 don't remember if 1 gave &de}:opr
tion before d%fqndunt The balance against me was 300 or 400 Rupees. 1 paid it to the Coll&ﬁ!"' -
and he paid it to the Sibbundy. Salem Tabsildar sent a warrant to arrestme, and defendant oxdem,‘l»
ma to.go, befON Salem Tahsildar, There was & peon ou me inone day.  Next day [ was release by
the 9'40?0{ Salem Tabsildar. A gertain goldsmith, who was working in defendant’s house, put up &
WM&’ i1 and others complained to defendant, whosaid ** never mind, allow it for the pmn!-L

- That night some one removed the hodge. I, was absent from the village, but defendant mclu(bd

amongst. t‘aem. and we were fined 25 Rupees ; five or six of us paid this amount—b5 Rupees cach
Defenﬁmtnnd I were on friendly terms after this, and wrote letters to cach other. I can Pl'“h‘?"
Mhﬁk’e« 1 ihd uot complain to Joint Magistrate against defendant. I have M said defent

- 4
4

/. Nome.—Defendant's Vakeel here appliee fur records eonnechd wiﬂl witness' dismissal W

thc Dharmnkmths, which are ordened hy Court to be pmdnoed. : ;

27%; Mwﬂﬂfa ' | ; Hagi o US (Slgmd) D. AnnUTH‘\*O’I'I‘

ﬂ_-—, ides 0;‘» “-‘»-', B S e Frdns . A ”agmt&
W& ﬂ\m documenta are prodﬁcad but are not requtred by defendant when omdv

m:nh fnr mtaxn other documents called for m the same case {i ¢ Dharmnhrth&‘rem Rl

ek had i s : (ngmd)l) ARBUTHNOTT,
a2 A TSNS 79 gl .Magtdratt
*’" Mnid loproduoe eweﬂam lc#m!abclpwuufon 8th November 1
;i - - This letter dated Sth May 1862, I rﬁcowoﬂ.m
o defendant [a letter regarding purchasing
EAia &,1 . mmmum,w B Idlo 018
"'»4_5;n~»hﬁm9 P § e . e
‘T have kmhmh&ﬂmwﬂ,mumy ‘E«Sﬂm % go with -
‘ wires about Bayloor affairs.”] Treceived this letter in 1862 or- 1863, 1 wa

Tand defendant went to Madras; T merely sccompanied defendant m:

'lann&hndmg mebveztoSnlmi‘Mldnms y
' , th 4;_3,4@»&&.;;;

- O

s complainan :ngam ofmw dmmse ot
mpllmm a wwnmmmmudmt, a month or two beforow !
dmtwuinhmhomwhenhmmm Defendant gave the me )
' 'ﬂnmomamvhmlvumﬂmm;uhhhm,

: (Sovercigns) with me, T said **no.” Defendaut said **1

Sinds ‘to g0, These letters were received subsequent to dem ‘ & ,

ovewng to Ahwor I put up als gty
when at Abtoor. Immemﬂx la
_ .'-ﬂmﬁmm after me. Be" !

ymt mﬂed the matte!j H

R
-mpe% -rbsndms. vhﬁﬁ'wﬂi

i Tar s ot g
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56
30k Jammﬁg 1867. 3ol
Apart from t.he xmprobnbihty of the ecir- | , s _ ;
cnmstancesdepoeed to by the first, fourth, and v SPL G ) ‘- 3
fifth witnesses, tl_mre is their credit to be con- A\ mﬁ by
gidered. 'The first witnoss has been proceeded AJ above ghown, there was no ms’ha qﬂ;

- against by the defendunt for supposed mal- tm tho part of complainant, or even munn ”
versation in revenue matters, and the proceed- anapect him, and proceedings against Inm
ings have mever baen relaxed, and are still wu- dropped very suddenly, and were novetrm
closed. The second witness was committed. for Although written orders wore issued by def _
tﬂw.l by the dofbpdmt “The fact of bis hav- dant, wu-iormhl orders were given to

ing been acquitted would not tend to remove the ‘n‘lﬂangorden bomg acted on. :

_any feeling ofxn-mll which the comnnkmentmay G e D
be supposed to have engendered, for the dis= ol g

grace ineurred would not be entirely effacedtby - - e R .' W
such sequittal.  The third was a subordinate of D g S
thtﬂhdmt?‘i;md may haye ineurred bis dis- . - . TUTERATR D

pleasure. T think these ~ ¢ircumstances serve
to: detract matendly from the eredit of the
witnesses. ot asingle witness fo. prove the
chief ingrcdxent in this offence, namely, the put-
ting in fear of injury amd dishonest inducement

to Mim pmpen : lm should be entitled to
) M"’i‘ﬂw ﬁ'rat mhxess. S S
T ity

ﬂ' ess. The whole ehrgé, o S
v tually rests upo hméﬂdahce‘ 'Kc vf
bes ithﬂhe meulin gﬂoﬁm here ”;"
aro 1o collateral circnmstances from whnei: thig 02
an bo inferred:  What he is alleged to bave »“ e
 told the fourth and fifth mtmm 38 no evidence K
ainst tho defendant, The evidence of the . -
il od fifth witnesses, divested of whatis
Vgt e wh 'p!y’lu;heeﬁeet,if’"i"‘ &

M]m Of mmaj:,_ the YLy ¢f ﬂhfch “
~deposed to by unex«aephohibl Wwitnosses, xvght
, ,\a'eumcrted into part of an act of extortion, by _v ,
the aid of such evidence as the first witnesshas . &
yen mam 1 donot, howwer,belmve Nk

allaged payment to the defendant, ta which
fir arbh ndﬂﬁkmmmhavemd.' .
wumr e. T think it meeesst?!h!g; et A aet
press any opi jﬂwgenmnmmof the bond. "ot
(Exhibit G), been &my rally lave tmwf’ 4

_P:-qqggdikgc of the Madras Govemr;mt,”.lud;cia} I)eﬁ#rimént, %
.0 - 30th January 18457, $ ARG

'

clean for a document that has been a year in  The Session Judge g;m 0o reason for el

a Native's hands ; but if not written upon, but supposition that no money was obtained on the .

merely kept by for subsequent use, its cleanness bond, unless i 1# be the wfant of dxrt alluded to
would be accounted for. I think there is no by him.

* credible eviderice to show that any money was . | ' : : '\A
obtained upon this bond and paid to the defen- ' i
dant. ‘ Tl AR |
~More than twelye months elapsed before “The complaint mmade 1mmerhate1y afber

the ﬁrst witness made any complaint respectmg the defendant relmquished oharge of his office.

the alleged extortion. The reason he assigns Now, complainant was one of the persons who

s, that he was afrald ‘to do so while the defen- signed the oompla.mt to the Board of Revenue,
dant was in office. I can give no credance on which the Magistrate procecded to mnke the,
whatever to this statement. Morcover, the de- mquu‘y
fendant was relieved on the 1t of June 1866,
but the present complaint does not appear to
have been made till the 1st September, and even
‘then it was merely made verbally. ey
' A warrant was msued for the defendant’s When at Ahtoor, defendant asked the Ma-
apprehensmn, without the first witness' exami- gistrate's permission to go to Salem for two
nation being reduced into writing and signed by days, promising to return at the end of that
him and by the Magistrate, as required by Sec- time. He aceordingly left for Salem, but infor-
tion 66 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. The mation having been received that defendant
Magistrate may, under Scction 68, without any intended to abscond, a warrant was issued,
complaint, take cognizance of any offence which and defendant, after much trouble, was caught
comes to his knowledge, subject to certain excep- at the Raﬂway station, just as lie was a,bont to
tions, and issue a warrant of arvest against the start in the train for Madras.
offender ; butin the present instance a complaint -
having been made, the complainant should have
been examined, and his examination reduced to
writing before the warrant was issued. This
course was the more necessary because the offence
was said to have been committed a year before
the date of the complaint. No exception to the
rule is made in Section 248 or 257. These See-
tions merely prescribe the course to be taken for
bringing the offenders to trial, on complaints of
- eriminal offences being made to the Magistrate.
- Section 66 points out the manner in which all
guch complaints are to be recorded. The first
witness in this case shouldluwe been designateds -
.nd treated as ﬁm complainant. He was tho y 2oy
injured party, and in Section 250 such party is

d callod the complainant. It is only ) where the

prosecution is strictly a public proaecutmn, agin

the case of certain offences against public justice

criable by the Magistrate, that it should be in the -

name of the Queen. The first witness in this case

being, in fact, the complainant, his evidence

requires corroboration on every material point ;

and on the most material point of all, namely,

the intimidation, there isno confirmatory evi-

dence whatever In my Jjudgment, tha charge. ol &

-
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; extortion is not proved agamst
' and the contemporaneous wrift
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: T—-,,

‘the persumption that uosucb :
mtted ;
“.. 4 Finding and Seueﬁwc. I - ) -
' The Appellate Court, aﬁw m‘,s tho T e
prodeedmgs of the lower Cqurl',, ‘and after hm— P > ? e : i
ing M;r John Miller, Advocu,ufor ;heAp § A v:‘f‘.‘ A 0y d \
finds that Teyagaraja Pillay is not gmltybf;hof e o]
offencd specified in the charge; MY& that he oot ey b
has commltted extortion, and that hq&m‘lherehy .
commithed an offence pumhhuﬂe under Section i
mofthelndlmPLnulCoda “and the Appel- Phr a2 5=
late Court, therefore, rqterges the finding B g 3,
the Lower Court, and direc M ‘the m;i ;.;*.
Teyagaraja Pillay be discharge e R AL
 (Signed) O T BHNEIER, oo e
T Besgion Judge. -
/ ' 5 (Signed)  D.ARBUTHNOTT,
] : Magistrate.
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IN THE COURT OF sxcsdxor‘s AT sau«:u P
281w honunnl 1366, e ;,

Criminal Petitions No& 2&-—30 of 1865, I

B. Teyagaraja lelay.f Pehhoner :

Appealangamstthesenﬁum of the Digtrict i . 0
Magistrate of Salem in Cages Nos. 48, 46, 53, i ! &
55 and 57. TERL AT e s

Judgment.—‘l'heﬁmt : ' B '
my attention in these
which the eomplalnts
Thus &e’oﬁ’ence in case
have been committed in 18
with which it is conneo 50
occurred in 1862, and the complaint is ne
h'll 1866. There has &lsoféﬁem more orlux‘
.-éahb in the other en.sos."l‘herc

A ds that the facts con-
*es were not made known “

t ogeurrence.

lay which oceurred in prefer-
s, and whilst admitting that
ncsses who have long with.

the
_‘hkw been committed some

: t giving due consideration to the &
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mmxtﬁed some years before, and it appear that
no mform@tmn was given of such offence at the
* time of its alleged commission, it is, I believe, the

/ “universal practice to refuse to subject the ac-
cused to eriminal proceedings. -

If this protec-

tion- is afforded to private individuals, much
moné m my oplmon should it be thrown around

' &pnbhc servant, every one of whose official acts
muit necessnrﬂybe @re;udxcml to the interests

of one or more: persons appearing before him as
litigants, and thus tend to engender foelings of

: ammosxt»f ngmns}, him. The reasons for refus-
~ing a summons in the case of antiquated charges
are certainly very ecogent and important : first,

the long reticence of the party complaining ren-
ders it highly improbable that any offence has
been committed ; secondly, facilities are afforded
for fabricating false evidence and tubormg

 witnesses which do - not exist where | infarmation
is immediately given ‘and an’ mveﬂhgatxon atf_-
once held ; thirdly, the accnsed ~whose position

the law always regards’ with anxious solicitude,
is placed at a great ( disadvantage if required to
prove his innocénce under such cucgmsta.nces
Of course, the case is tsta.lly different where an
offence is directly reported aﬂmdenoe of the
corpus delicti obtained, but bhé offender is axther

unknown or mdqa justice for a series of years .
All doubt a3 to the actual commission-of the -

o e e e e by e R o it

tion, unless the complaints were made immedi-
ately after the oceurrence of such alleged extor-
tion. - It is surely comprehensible that a pub-
lic officer of such weight as the defendant, who
had enjoyed a long course of uninterrupted
success in his Talug, would be too much an object
of fear to those whom he had defrauded to be
made the subject of a criminal charge, whilst in
power. ‘
@

oﬂ'ence is ijlmx entirely reraoved;” aﬁtﬂh&evv & 13 |

dence aga&hﬁthe aceused is- sneh auras made
.

with the :

known at the time, or new ¢ e\nden
stantial patnre tendmg to oomgdt
offence.” Upon gxonndsof publﬁ"pohéy it seems
to me. Iughzfy Q nt that ‘encouragement
should be gm»,u ) m;gplunts of offences by
public am‘mjﬁs bexﬂg ﬁfefc,rred against them
after they havs retu'ed from office, - It is
bvxpusﬁhst under such a system, areﬁf%ender
xnaW Jof being arrested in, WO?
to;mmé ‘his career “of oppressio

beallowed i
: and his

‘No encouragement was giveg, but the Mag-
istrate would have failed in his duty had he
tumea a deaf ear to all these eomplamts against
defendtnt

ven tual pumshnfbnt would, after all become

exceedingly problemgmal from the general re
lnetn.ueé of' par ies to complain when time ha

the offender’s &“’  extreme improb-
ability of the i’lmﬂ%' story, and that of
his witnesses, bemg WM ‘Such prosecutions

are, morcover, calex to create necdless

‘ ’tmn produced by

dismay and disaffection Smong a large class of.-:'f‘-,: : :
pnbhc aerva.ntsmbo are placed in a very helpless g

ey

o e
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and invidious position. No Na&xve would, indeed,
retire from the Service without being exposed to
the risk of having his character blasted by
- groundless accusations from persons who were
under his authority, and whom he had offended
in the cdurse of his official duties. The sound-
ness of the general rule is strongly exemplified
by the result of these exceptional prosecutions.
Here eriminal charges have been freely enter-
tained against the defendant, and the whole
machinery of the State has been put in operation
against him, the (c) Police having been directed
to make preliminary inquiries into the com-
plaints and the public pyosecutor employed to
_conduct the prosecutions ; but the result is that
in 14 cases out of 20 brought before the Magis-
trate, the accused has been discharged and in
the sixin which he has been convicted, the con-
victions will not have been upheld in appeal.
(d). The Magistrate describes the petitioner's
career as one of tyramny and corguption ; but
there is no evidence on the record to show that
ke was ever degraded or punished, or even that
any charge of oppression or corruption was ever
preferred against him. In the absence of such

‘evidence, it may be reasonably inferred, from [The

the fact of his having been permitted to remain
in employ for 34 years, that his character was
unblemished so far as any actual proof of delin-
quency is concerned. Such considerations, how-
- ever, can have no weight in eriminal cases, except
* to enhance or diminish the punishment after con-
viction. Now whether the time at which the
- present complaints have been made, or the man-
mhwmoh@ynmwbmwunm or
mmmmmw onnect
some official act of the petitioner, bo tahn into
~¢mdewﬁm ‘they ean, I think, leave no other
impression on the mind, than that the accnsa-

tions are without any reasonable or probable founs
- dation, and that the witnesses are utterly un- =

worthy of credit. The only way in which a Court

mwwﬂhndh complnmtu, thh any hope of

i mb&h'lity, from the whole circum--

plmnmhiﬂt

’wughuhatisgim he |
narrating maiters of recont
%Wonlytom cit

sense. It stands to reason, that the credit

S el

saso, of the offencehaving really been
”ﬂlﬂ"htbeendmooofc com- T
s, deposing tofmmeg«-:-

Proceeda;né: of the Madras Government, Judicial Department, .
30tla January 18n1

(¢). There is no error in the Magistrate re-
ferring the cases for inquiry to the Police. It
must be borne in mind that he had already in-
quired into four charges of corruption against
the defendant without the assistance of the
Police, and it was ouly after being accused by
the defendant, in his' defence in two former
cases, of being prejudiced, and that his Cutcherry

servants had got up the charges against defen-

dant, that the Magistrute asked the Superinten-
dent of Police to inquire into the cases. The
Superintendent was new to the District, could
have no possible bias against the defendant, and
was the properest person the Magistrate could
“have selected to make the inquiry. If the Ma-
gistrate is to be debarred from the use of bis
Exceutive Police Officer in such cases as these,
the latter's usefuluess is much marred.

(d). - Exception is taken to the Magistrate's
deseribing the defendant’s career as one of tyran-
ny and corruption. Thenumcrons petitions aguw
him, and the result ‘of the Magistrate’s examin-
ation of some of them, warranted the Magistrate
using such Jangnage in his Magisterial capacity-
result of many days of patient inquiry, after
hbearing everything that could be advanced by
dofondnta Vakeel in his favor, after observing
the way in which the several witnesses gave their
evidence (a fow evidently in favor of the defen-
dant) brought the Magistrate but to one conclu-

gion, viz., an irresistible feeling of iho tnlk of
the charges preferred. v 7_’;‘
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most of the cases said to have been taken! It

should receive s bribe from a rich suitor ; but
it seems in the last degree improbable that he
“should exact money from his own subordinates.
A further cireumstance which tends to deprive
the story of the complainants of the least shadow
ofprobabtlity is the absurd disproportion between -
the sums alleged to have been exacted, and the
service which was to be rendeml%»f Thus, in
“case No. 46, the complaimant had had simply been
fined two Rupees for carelessness i in keeping his
‘accounts, and yet he now asserts that, while the
inquiry was pending, the defendant extorted
from him. the sum ofthraehnndl‘edlhpm
The complaints against the defendant were not
~only not made st the timo at which the offonces
are said to have been committed ; they were not
even preferred when it was kuown that the de-
- fendant was shortly to be pensioned, nor for some
: time after he had quitted office. Tt was only after
~he had petitioned the Boardofnemuewbe al-
- lowed to defer taking his pension thatefforts were

R *mm«tﬁwmwmﬁdm for pre-
e , WWWaWMhm—
-’Mh@ﬁmtheww but rather
- M;ﬁhm hn been MM “but is
‘aiA o muwmu. nhdw: decision of

from auy other
,wmmﬂﬂmu

before the accused is o fho
o dis ,_ﬁm‘&m,mw

oo AT

e R S S SO R e

~ first made to effect his ruin (), 1 consider that

s satisfed

™ J!r .

class of persons from whom the udﬁey ds in -

is quite intelligible that a corrupt public servant -

{f). Now with the records before him, the
Session Judge should have been more careful
in penning these remarks.  On turning to them,
it will be seen at once that the cause for fear
was that the defendant having got complainant
into a difficuliy about his revenue accounts, held
over him ** in terrorem’’ aMagisterial prosecution,
unless he paid the sum demanded. This ordeal
was what he was willing to eseape from by pay-
ing the sum demanded, and thongh he admits,

-on cross-examination, hewas fined twe Rupees, by
Collector’s orders, for carclessnessin keeping bis

~accounts, surely no onc will pretend to say ﬂut
the fine had auy thing to do with the payment of

the bribe. In all the other cases, too, it will be

seen that the payment of ghe money was not for
nothing, or for trifling servies. In no case does it

appear that the money was given at any rate with- *
““h“WMoﬁebeivins ln.dequmgﬁ“d .
pro quo.
(@)- It is true that the mphm” KB" :

not made till the defendant had qth th'.l'qm,

-and. not before, as mw-tp@m
the defendant " had p ~the :
dal‘uhkinghispenmi" 'l'heSeamn W"

mmm‘ﬁtmuomu then _that steps
wore taken to effect hisruin.” It may be asked,

e insuff why then were tbecomphmhmﬂlg;tﬂrl'hﬁp : |
mmlppn “answer i8 to be found on the records of the case,

#< because it became wm&wm l‘
Wﬂ : .,1‘:

‘_-l_-"fn T

had refused the offer.
petitioned the Board tob(,,aﬂom&'to
to Mdtfy."‘ e < R ARy e gt ; :

Swhampmmd: enongh { fqm-o*
'll' m

accounts for the combination which in all
Imnm prohblhty would never have beanvn.b
badnot tha defendnnt exproned his int ation of

feclings of the whole Talug, and ot
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Tt | quxte mteﬂng»ble," Wl the Ssminn,
; “Judge, thakaconupt pubhmmmt skanld' T

t;.amfors lmsa. Tahslldnr to prey upouﬂ‘? He wmld, &
-,‘ii mnhned to cmpt pmctwes, mn(ke moﬁ the

1T this course had ‘been adopted, (£) I ihink - ( ‘Superintendent
thac ﬁxex*e wonld have beeti fewer complamts and dxd not mqun'e mtohalf the oomplaatg wﬁioh ,
: - as to the truth the Magistrate ordered him to inquire into, and
'dﬁﬁﬂa’ Wﬁeﬂh’@ﬁd& of inquiry to those com-
‘plaints.  The records show that the Ha.huma~
maﬂmmﬁnmaaf uﬁwardaoi’éo ompl.

¢ records show “the’ ﬁupermtemhm r

5 hahad no :menmﬂﬁmpj iing,
camp}am cither to the District Mag!atra.ts or @
‘any one else ; that he 'merely Mﬁoned ﬂle 3
matter mh;i dagmutmn in ambéfm ﬂmbhe
diﬂ | not eom”p‘lun.dfhm own accord before the Su-
mtendenb of Pdhce, buﬁ that the lat.tef sent /e
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other witness. Thus the complainant states
that he took the third and fourth witnesses with
him, in order that they might intercede for him
if the defendant should not be satisfied with the
250 Rupees ; but the third witness deposes that
the complainant merely told hLim that he had
been summoned in a case, and had some money
to give to the defendant, and wanted him to go
with him ; and the fourth witness declares that
he went for no other reason than to borrow
money for the complainant in case the defendant
was not satisfied. The second and fourth wit-
nesscs assert that the bag or bundle supposed to
contain the money was dipped in water by the

_#econd witness before being given to the com-

plainant, but the complainant does not say (¢)

‘that any such ceremony was gone thmugh. nor

does the third witness, though the second and
fourth both assert that the complainant told the
second witness to wet the bundle. The second

witness states that this was done near the Cutch-
erry, and the fourth near the Police station (r).

'ﬂemrdmm&pomt_hﬂ, immediately the
wuhldh'l z:m,thay aﬂmoont the

gqu inmh two

1t may also bo added that the complainant
is & Malayalee (a Hill tribe) living on the Py.
thoor Hills without any edueation, and it is not,
therefore, a wonder that he contradicted himself,
though such contradictions were only on imma-
terial points. The complainant was not
Monegar at the time—indecd be ceased to be 80
years ago, and he could not have, therefore, ny
influenco over the Toty. There is nothing in
the records to show that the evidence of each
witness is inconsistent with that of complainant
and the other witnesses. Any thing carried by
a Pariah is always dipped in water before it is
given to a man of caste. The difference is 80
slight that I am surprised that it is commented
on. ' =3 3 ‘
(g). This is after all only an omission
which the complainants and their witnesses were
not agked to supply—certainly this is no contra-
diction.

(). The two buildings are not far apart,
and an error of this kind rather shows waat of
collusion than any thing else.

() The third witness is misquoted here,

eposi 'ﬁm&qmmlmhdofmdmtsmu

He only says that shey waited till defendant

o ~ went to his house, but he says nowhere that the

mmhomodu,hm&omhm
the coin was silver or copper. It is quite

clear, theefora.tht the conviction cannot stand.
M ‘no evidence (u) that the sum of Ru-
35_0 x& to the defendant, and the
hwxmony delmudmﬂfuom
;wmdwmmhdum

L wdﬁm'

defendant had left the Cutcherry befm they
arrived.

(t) NoL wrth mmﬁmh‘

(u). ﬁmhthcmdmeofhtwimwﬂ
to the exnct sum paid, and the evidence of the
second, third, and fourth, that a certain sum in &
‘bag was paid. If the story had been a made
npne.uitm probable that the exact sum
paid would have been settled before-hand
amongst the witnesses. Again, mbmm-

dence of the third and fourth W who
state that complainant in their presenct told
defendant that he brought nopoeo 250 when
banding over the bundle.
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- the procession to t&k&plaeo unless the com-- ey

"7 states that k¢ madea i-a‘hal Mmplmnttothé Jomt
* Mwstraﬁe “at the J mmma%uﬁdy, nd - '

~ examination was taken in this eaee 4 Tks%tm
. cannot bea paﬂwlaoftruth in the pnesent eharge St LT o i
- is perfectly plain from a perusal of the petition o L RO
) prasented to the Magistrate by the domplainant =~ © o0 e
~ on the 24th January [865. In that, heexpressly
~ charges the defendant with being in the interest <

~ states that he was driven out of the Cutcherry,

?}_{g\é-v 14%}3‘-‘1;«4‘;’7

,“mp f
- present when
* admits that ho mercha
deM, tﬁdﬂl& m)t Oﬁhr &9 fmaachon in his

I = e A

ORI SN

; nguy" tize Madrax Govemmmt Jadsmaf B wen ﬁ;
S 4 D .f nuar 43&7, gl el o

;baut. two yearg ago, he aﬁtempted to cm'xout» s i T
marriage procession, under authority obtaimed
from the Magistrate, but was from time to time i
ymvmwdby the defendant, ‘who refused to allow =

plammt pmd him mnupaesv Tha-eomplam&n# .

farreﬂtothﬂﬂhgm %mtmimﬁ, :
_no written cﬂmphmt to the Magistr

of his oppohgnss,m ‘wilfully disobeying Ma
trate’s orders and ‘submitting false reports ; ¢

_and that the defendant had entertained strong R T
ill-will against him for a long time. Wow idns Geeve ot A
alleged that it was before the pmaentatwn 5 Skl 4
this petition that the money was " demanded.
(v) Ts it eredible that a person vmtmg 50 bitterly
and so boldly against the defendant, and con-
fessedly at enmity with him, would have omztted for money ; he h
to mention this demand, and the threats wh:ch  surely : uden
the complainant asserts accompanied it, or that g Lis tongue
he would have hesitated an instant to profer a2 Whic

charge of extortion against tho defendant if any mig
‘money had been afterwards paid ? T think that crimin

‘the fact of no allusion being made to any corrupt - § o

practices in such a petition tells greatly in favor  tl
of the defendant, and ghows, not only that he stan
uwﬁed no money on that occasion, but also that,
whatever his faults, if any, may have been,

"f,'r‘agas pa!d.

It s fmﬂx é. gratmqu
there emﬂd not have been

‘ wm?'ﬂm Was not one of them. The Znd  plai ct

mtnoss states that &a:lm‘;
to the

a.ﬂ;er e ga‘re np'h“ : 3

‘money was delivered, (w)Ho al
) regnlar scoounts

e

took no bond or scourity for the andi

5 W ‘an fhat complammt

xﬁmum o complainant, ff‘.__f, - ‘
) . v s ‘eiiﬁumstances he mh‘

: , Here these mmmm agmn
'i:voted thew:i" nes u"
el - mong bﬁeauae he' says,
thé artieles he Iﬂed to zmrehase at Salem
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'hiﬁ. !onthls mmlity notlnng h do with dil
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m m&i mmmmﬂ

Y »m&m m
;mﬂm“’w&m defendant hmr hm or




elght mnth. Bw thﬂ ohéet bad defwhn‘ in

il

lkmooiﬁm:ﬁdothéuﬂmofmxm“!f,
~ Ttis said for him that he feared a diseurbance if

t&epommdhui If this judeed |
> ’Q,.M ﬂqvﬁo' means at his dis] of ;-.'
R - ey AR sy ) d mli l: : 'ﬂ"ﬂ‘

'!ouhlhm dcne ﬁn.tbmg ‘l‘ﬁ'
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o much money,
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defendant’s house. The charge in this case,
far from being proved by credible witnessos, is
in my Judgment palpably false and malicious.

w3 frnede i sl =

does not sa.v that he eamed the money Mmcel/‘.' {
and that the thitd withess merely* accompanieds -
him, and that ke only delivered it into his custudy
when he was himself going to defendant’s houss, -

Tbis mpoasxble to ascertam from what source the '

iy L

The oamj)laz'nl:id Case No. QQ a9 of
oompa.ra'hvely recent date, and is & little varied
_ in its details, The nioney, amguqhng to twenty =

Session Judge has got these facts for the records
do not show. The words ‘underlined* do not '
appea.r at al’l in the compfamant’s etatemenl‘..

(

Y s i et o et

&vemsgns, is alloged to have been paid to the D
defendant “merely upon threatening Teessages -

(sent by him to the complainant, and without 7

the \:omphmant even’ making the sl'ght%t
remonatranes (e2). e admits that the defon-

~ dant on soveral o¢easions had his carts stopped,

on the graugd.::thab they contained timber felled
in Govmmm forests, and that he eon;

B

ayment (72).
tbaﬁ‘ ehasguren eyidence against the dafen-

‘ «da.nt in ﬁevexal other cases; (92) that he was
dismissed from his - Dharmakurthaship hy the

Collector, upon an investigation held by the

defendant, and compelled to make good 300 or

400 Rupees ; and that he was fined with others
for removing a hedge. ;
smith who put up the hedge was working in
the defendant’s house, and that, though he was
himself absent from the village, the defendant
ineluded khim in the case, and forwarded him to
the Joint Magistrate. The complainant takes

~special care to state that, even after these trans-

~actiops, ke still continued on frfiéhdl-‘y terms with
the defendant. ' He declares that he never

intended to complain against the defendant for

hmang extorted the twenty Sovereigns from him,

‘and mmly mentioned the fack when- asked in

their evidence existed bofore, together with that .

7 of the4th mtneés, who says that he was present
“at the pmymeﬁt,"*ther& can be no douhbt, looking
"ﬁtharelaﬁonq of the parties, that the com-

plamant weulﬂ imme&iately have prosecuted the
dafendant. The 5th witness in” this easo was

! f tness in case No. 98,4\&%11; is unne-
epe t bere ﬁw mxeuwtuncqamub

1

"P‘L “4

'&ftemths “date of ‘the sﬂagéd
Tho eonxplama.nt also admits
Tnot pay, he said it is not much for ; you to pay.”

He states that the gold--

‘i85t ’ﬁh}y f.hht eomplam‘ant W

eoheocﬂed fari&rufe main]j on’ the endence
of ﬂwﬁmi Mﬂﬁﬂl witnesses, who say that they
~earriod the ﬂikték&emng messages ; and had

B ) Was L sy -

( 62\ This is not the case._ Accordmg to
the avxdence complmna.nt remonstrates twice, for
hesa.ys i | toldseccmd thness,Keechlﬂhetty, that
’ wg‘ém oecwox; for me to give any thmg to
demjdaat--’!ethxmdo as he pleascs" -and. ngam
he mys “ivhen I told second witness [ would .

(£2). He doos 58y “so, and ‘his words are
'no*kﬁ“%rthy—“ ai‘ter I pm& the money, “defen-
dant still stopped my bandies, T Was very much

annoyed at my bandies being stopped after ; pay-
mg the 1 money About elgﬁb dms after payment.
of 1ﬁbney, Ks;echz Chetl;y came. to Ahtoor to my
house.,: 1 wd it Was upon. your memgé tha.t,

"I gave.£20 defqn ant xs still annoyxgg me,A

you imcl beéter ask him Keechx Chetty said’
“he would mgmre,-_and Iet me know N

f‘moi'nmgl met Keechi Chetty, AL and asked hm 1f‘

he' haa‘ sp&ken to defendmiﬁ ho,sm& he !ud

ut that do{enaaqt h;wspoke;i a&hﬂi‘otg," N,ow
%’ gneum- 1
@:ﬂm—-

l&et’eﬁ lns sfory mth ‘all %m e;gtm‘

; '~ animadverted on to Arove is|
uﬁfru% (gﬁvj Ee does hot udnnt th'gt ke fwf 7
dismissed from iﬁa D}fmrﬁak ﬂi&alnp by tho*
Colleetor upon ammvest:gatwn held by defen~'
dan‘t 3 on the ‘othe: - hand, ‘he dxstmetlx s@yﬂhat
hauwns ﬂot dm&nissgd on the J:epm' thn
aMdant Bat there a,m tter od in’
v&&&w showing that a :
éﬁmd befwacn the def '

IR vm#» a&ﬁm—r» o il R
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show that he must necessarily be strongly
prejudiced against the defendant. At the very
timo that the defendant is now charged with
having extorted money from his **friend,” the
complainant, he was writing Urzees against him
to the Collector, accusing him of instigating
people to ‘make false complaints against the
defendant, which renders it evident that they
were, in fact, enemies instead of friends. 1 look
upon the whole of the evidence as puerile in the
extreme, and do not believe that there i® a
syllable of truth in it from beginning to end.

Incase No.30,the complainant affirms that,
about two years and half ago, he lent the

defendant a hundred Rupees, and that, about ten -
or twelve days afterwards, he was lummoned on

a complaint preferred by one Atchammal ; that
after waiting at the Cutcherry six or seven
days he begged the defendant to commmo the
inquiry, upon which the defendant said that
if the complainant would give up his claims to
the hundred Rupees he would let him go; that he
consented to this, and that the next day the de-
fendant inquired into the case and dismissed the
complaint. The 2nd witness deposos that he was
with the complainant about two years ago
when he gave the hundred Rupces to the 3rd
witness to take to the defendant, and that he was
also present when the complainant consented to
smup his claim to that sum. The 3ed wit-
ness deposes that he received the ‘money . from
the complainant two or three years ago, and deli-
vered it to the defendant. The 4th witness de-
poses that, two or three years ago, the defendant
asked lum:f the complainant had any enemy
that be tald him that the 5th witness was com.
o ..‘W.s, that tho defendant then
tell the 5th witness to bring &

e

The Seesion Judge winds up by saying that
he does not believe there is a sgyllable of truth
in the whole story. Of course, one cannot belp
the Session Judge's belief, but what does the
evidence say?

The eomplainant and Srd and 4th witnesses
speak to the fact of the 20 Sovereigns being
paid to defendant by complainant ; 2nd witness
speaks to having accompanied the above as far
as defendant’s house, and, though all these
witnesses have been subjected to a long and
harassing cross-examination, their testimony
remains unshaken. It is noteo‘wortby that
complainant says in his evidence that, as
Keechi Chetty was a friend of defendant's, he
asked him to take the £20, and give to
defendant, but that Keechi Chetty gave him
back the money, and told him to take it
kimself. Keechi Chetty corroborates this. This
is rather an unlikely thing to be invented.

»
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The 6th witness deposes that, about three years
ago, the defendant asked him to be a Vakeel for
a-woman who had preferred a charge against
the complainant and the 2nd witness, but
“that he did not agree. The 7th witness
}merely produced the record of the former case.
The ' 8th witness deposes that he was first
agked by the 5th witness to act for her, but re-
fused ; that she then took him to the defendant,

- who induced him to put in' a Vakalutnamah.

Great ingenuity has been displayed ‘in putting
this case in so elaborate a form ; but it will not

“bear & moment’s examination. (%2) In thefirst
_place, the evidence wholly fails to connect the

alleged relinquishment of the complainant’s
claim with the charge preferred by the 5th witness
against - the complainant, the 2nd witness,

" and another. This case was tried on the 26th
. May 1862, that is four years and a half ago,

but the complainant and his w;tngsises all affirm
that the money was lent to the defendant and

' the debt released less than three years ago (i2.)

‘The 3rd witness, who says that he carried the

- money to the defendant, states that he is sure

that it was not four or five years ago. The
allegation that the claim was given up to avoid
punishment in the 5th witness' case can only,
therefore, be looked upon as an unscrupulous
attempt to convert an ordinary official act of
the defendant into a foundation for a charge of
oppression. In the second place, the facts of the
original case have been wilfully perverted. (72.)
The record shows that the fifth witness named
in her complaint the person to whom she had
given a Vakalutnamah, that is, the Sth
witness ; and the power itself is dated the day
before complaint.  Yet oral evidence is adduced
to show that .the defendant asked the 6th

 witness to conduct the case after the complaint

~had been filed, and on his declining, induced
“the 8th mﬁiﬂnﬂ to accept mw Hﬂthlng ;
can be more clear than that some unscrupu-

lous hand ‘has been at work in preparing the

* case for the prosecution.  The documentary
‘evidence proves beyond all question that the
evidence of the sixth and eighth witnesses must -

of mcm&ybe false. The sixth witness has been
called %@rbvq that the defendant asked him to

*;Moept a Vakﬂummah in the case, but his

‘name does not appear upon- the records and no
dlﬁswr is mado to hm by any of ﬁhe wit=

W -

5 ¥ ©
»_‘s ?:,‘v

(h2.) There is the evidenee of the 1st and
2nd witnesses to the point.

E S5

~ (i2.) Though the witnesses all differ as to
the number of years that had passed, yet all the
witnesses affirmed the transastion took place
xmmadia.tely after Atchammal’s complaint. This
is a land mark to them - a.ll, and the date
of that compl&mt is on record,

P

G2) One would have thought that some
care at any rate would have been taken in com-
paring the records, before such charges as this
were made. On turning to them, it will be seen
that oral evidence is not adduced to show that
defendant wsked the 6th witness to conduct the
case after the complmnt had been filed. Tbe
6th witness says, * ** about three years ago’
defendant asked me to be a Vakeel for g
‘mﬁ@wh pﬁﬂjﬁd a complaint against first.
wxm" ‘The pa.st tense of the verh “ pre~
for” is used it is true, but surely his words
cﬂnnet be taken to mean more than that he was
asked to bea Vakeelin the woman’s case. He is
speaking of an event which occurred some time -
before, and he would naturally yse the past time _
in referring - t:i::h On Cross-cxamination he
does mot say whether the '“made |
‘before or after, though if an W%!‘:ﬂeﬂ“
rather favors thefomes osis, for ho

.A-fﬁ e

e s e e

e g gl i A . o,

Lo > ~ X
A o e A o &
w A - o
- PR,

S




O —— Ty

———— I T T

il -y " B o 0.
- e - - apnad it BT

76

=Y

- ——

nesses ‘'who speak o the facts of that case.
How then was he brought in as & witness ?
The complaint, moreoves, was one of assault
equally 'against three persons, and yet the
fourth and’ fith witnesses are called to prove
that the defendant instigated the charge, though
it is evident that had he really done so, it would
have been agninst the complainant alotie.  Tn
the third place, the story of the loan and release
is palpably a fabrication. e e M

The complainant admits that he never lent
‘any money .to the defendant either before or
after this alleged transaction, and does not assign
any reason for his doing so on this occasion.

-
L.

He states that it was an ordinary loan, but
that he took no bond or acknowledgment for
the money, not even a receipt from the Peon,
the third witness, who he_says came to fetch it ;
that he entered the payment in his accounts, but
tore it up after he had relinguished his clatm fo
the money. He admits that he never made any
writien complaint to the Magistrate, even  after
the defendant had heen removed from Office.
The complainant is a Curnum. The sccond wit-
ness is also & Curnum and relative of the eom-
plainant, The third witness is a Talug Peon..
These three speak to the alleged delivery of the
money o the third witnzss. The third witness is

P E———

Proceedings of the ‘Mdrlras Government, Judicial Depariment,
30th Janvary 1867. g
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says “1 dom'd know tha any complaint was
made to defendant by the woman at that time,
meaning the time he was asked to be a Vakeel.
Surely then the doenmentary evidenee docs mot
prove beyond all question that the evidence of
the 6th and 8th witnesscs taust bo false,

b4
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,ﬁplainaht wierely says defendant asked
him tolend the mougy, and ho did 80.; There are
plain and soundireadons for' his not lending
defond*nﬁt%g . decond time—onca
been sufficient for most/persons. - He also ,
that b was . the habit of seqding him paddy,
tobacco, &e., withoit fayment. - e

It would have been very odd if he had taken a
bond from deéfendant, and he particularly states in
his evidence that ho entrusted the maney to the
Peon, because defondant said he would send the
Peon for the money. Tho Vst and 20d witnesses
are closcly related, unelo and nephow ; why
should he have been asked ? Surely 100 Rupécs
from one was enough. The charge against them
was nothing, beiug of a trifling nature, but the
dotention af the Cutcherry for several days was
. hnnymg. and that isbpro}mbly what com-
plainant iu willing to eseape. 4

T0th May 1862, one Atchammal

On the
preforred a complaint against Soobroy Moodplb

L
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‘the_only person who deposes ito the alleged (complainant in Tabsildar'sease) and two.othors;
payment to ﬁh dafendan& mmﬂﬁnuﬁ and  before the defendant, then Tahsildar of Alitoor ;
WWW‘WJWIM affirm that, gertain depositions were taken by defendant, and
the defondant indu the complainant to relin- Vakalut for the prasecution, signed by defen-
qﬁi&ﬁﬁ}%ﬂéﬁg}b-gbb_hﬁﬁtg‘& Rapees, The dant, is also produced from the records. No
first MMMWWGM sentence of any kind is recorded, but the . case
admits that he has been frequently fi ad by the appears to have boen dhnhegby f‘i o ‘s

d"w-ﬂ“"‘a‘;‘hdwmwm de- - Complainant’s story is .Q& : : f'?", :

fendant's house before this occasion, but states before he was summoned on the chapge of Alch- 3

that the - defendant navertheless “ spoké froely ammal’s, he was asked by defes atto lend him - ?‘

1o th complunant abas i it of 100 Ropse,and h o v S » Ty,

ed Rapees in his_presenc n was sent o roceivo th e 7
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were ‘pa.ssed by the Chief Magxstrate of tha'
District, I have deyoted two days to the hear-
ing of these appeals, ‘and careful consideration
of the voluminous records; but the more I lmve :
scrutinized the evidence, the more reason have I
found to adhere to the opinion formed at the
time that I first pernaed the Calendars, namely
that the cha.rges are, on the face of them, thh- e
out the shghtestfoundatmn

:z‘

2L ki

o

TheA@pwm Gty “after. e

: orusing th»

_pmeedmgs of the lower Court, anif' after hear-
ing A. Davasagayum Pﬂlay for the appellant, 7

 reverses the findings and sentences appealed
_ against, and directs that the Appellant be dis-

,charged. A
"(Sisﬂe,d) CF CHAMIEB,
RS m" 7 “
The Governor in Councnl conmders that the M \gistra '_ﬁfﬁnlem was notjush- ' | 3!

ﬁe& in submxtinngfo Government the appeal contalﬂed th ‘Lsecond of the letters

have ‘been aware that the Government have no &ppellaté‘ auf,hon |
Judge, nor power to review his proceedmg,w B b it d
2 Thﬁ %?Vernment cannot comply {

Exd. J. H, Bumns.
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