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THE RIGHT HONORABLE W. P. ADAM,

GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL,

Fort Saint George.

Tae sumsLE Perimion or PETER MANUEL
PEDROZA, vate Districr Munsie oF
TraNQuEBAR Iv THE DistricT oF North
TANJORE.

Mosr HuMBLY SHEWETH.

That your Petitioner entered the service of the Government of Madras
in 1849, and after serving in the subordinate Revenue and Judicial Depart-
Tnents for ten years, was appointed a District Munsif of the 3rd class and posted
to Chelambaram in the South Arcot District. He was subsequently promoted
to the 2nd class and served, successively, as District Munsif of Cuddalore,
Virdachelam and Villapuram in the South Arcot District and Palmanair in the
North Arcot District. In 1878, in addition to his ordinary work as District Munsif,
petitioner performed the duties of a 2nd class Magistrate and had charge of the famine-
stricken children at Palmanair, duties involving much self-denial and unflagging
energy, and in respect of which Petitioner did good service. In May 1878 Peti-
tioner was obliged to obtain leave on half pay owing to ill-health, and after serving
in the Cuddapah District as Munsif of Nundalore for a short period, he was
compelled, having become completely prostrated by the malarious fever of the
District, to again take prolonged sick leave on half pay.

2. In October 1878, Petitioner was appointed District Munsif of Tran-
quebar, at which place he arrived, with his family, on the 9th October 1878,
after a long and expensive journey, in broken health, and suffering, with his
wife and children, from the privations they had undergone, in consequence of
his prolonged illness and the loss of one half of his pay, during several
months. Coming to Tranquebar a complete stranger, being required to furnish
a house and other necessaries, harassed by his debts and the anxieties attending
a large family, Petitioner’s position was one of great difficulty and ulistress.
Without a friend to apply to for pecuniary aid, Petitioner was obliged to borrow.
Having no one at the station of the class to which he belongs who could afferd
to advance him money, he asked the Head Gumastah of his Court Ekanatha Rau,
to procure him a loan from a money-lender out of the jurisdiction of his Court,

3. On the 1st November 1879, Ekanatha Rau brought with him a money-
lender or merchant, residing at Mayavaram, out of the jurisdiction of Petitioner’s
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Court, and this man agreed to advance Rs. 500 at 6 per cent per annum 1interest,
 the ordinary rate obtaining there, and Petitioner executed a promissory note for
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| it was admitted that he also went by the name of

2

the amount payable within six months, in favor of « Sabapati Chetti,
as Petitioner was made to understand, the lender’s name ; the entire
was conducted by Ekanatha Rau.

" that being
transaction

Pt st

' 4. Petitioner borrowed the money in the sim
farther from his thoughts than that a suitor in his C
the money, and nothing could well be more impr

" within a fortnight of his assuming charge of a Court
with, endeavour to procure money from a suitor in
one of his own subordinates,
lutely nothing of.

plest good faith - nothing was
ourt should be applied to for
obable than that he should,

he was utterly unacquainted

that Court, with the aid of
a man he had never seen previously and knew abso-

B N

5. But in the inquiries instituted by Mr. Gribble it was
have been made out that the obligee of the promissory note was t
knowledge at the time of its execution, a party to litigation iy Petitioner;
Court ; that his name was “ Namasavaya Mudali” or « Chokky Muda]i”b ;

that “Sabapati Chetti” was in fact a totally different individy
Petitioner.

attempted to
0 Petitioner’y

and
al, unknowp 5

6. Petitioner submits that every circumstance of the transaction {
1st November 1878 was in favor of its having been bong Jide. Petition ‘0 the
have known nothing of the money-lender, since the map Was not a g e; could
Tranquebar, while Petitioner had then only been a few days in the i sident of
interview when the transaction took place, which lasted for g niore t'ha At the
minutes and during which Ekanatha Rau was the spokesman ; Pogiy: n a fow
have had no reason for supposing that the man e 2 1tioner coylq

2 Was dealing
other than a mere money-lender. If his own Dame wag « N o

.With was any
apn o eys Midali»
he might well haye adopted, in ‘business relations, the furt}S}:OC];];u I\:ﬁdah,"hnd
Chetti,” the name - of his principal or partner, Instances gpe as: Sa.b apati
which native merchants thus adopt, in businesg ik N0V wanting 3
their principals or employers. The hypothesis t}t i transacst" the nameg of
leaves unexplained the fact of the occurrence being in brogg (llf;nl?vas corrup,
presence of witnesses, in a room open to the majn thoroughfare 5; lrf‘;ht" I the
and of Petitioner, having reduced the debt to Writing, an t; 5 Wh.oh ranquebay,
been the last he would have thought of, if the transactio ich w

nature.

7. Petitioner having endeavoured tosplace a full aea
saction of 1st November 1878 before youy Excellency inag(?:;l t’lof oty i
relate how that transaction became the Btbject of inac: ¢l
At the time of the occurrence, Mr. Sharpe g T
Mz, Glenny held the office afterwards and wag succeeded by My, 1y ’
Qctober 1879, Mr. J. D. B. Gribble was appointed “"‘Biiﬁing Distric:§ xss&on. ‘ I.n
cent eman was Assistant Collector at Cuddalor_e',.v whier. udge. Thig ,

L Petiti : (il
Chelambaram, and at this time Petitioner hy “Cutioner was Mungif of IM Wt g‘:”

ad been unde; :

transac

o

gt ey 1 it 3 S ’ > the ne 1 ~ ;
 threatening Mr erb.bl.e wujh Iiegal &CPIOD‘ID YeGard £0 5 lurgs ol con:::t)(; of losnt ({ J
Mr, Gribble with Petitioner B rof:her-m-la.w, Mr. Jordan, R e ed by Ctpves™ ¥ 4
lector and in official relationship with Mr. Gribble, byt Singe dZE'eased eg‘llfy :13 ﬁ o X0 3
i ' ' . 18 debt f
‘ v 4 ]
. h"“—' H‘I é
& ) “‘ :

3

1ad remained unliquidated until within a short time of Mr. Gribble’s arrival in
- had remalr -

bar. and it was then discharged only on pressure being brought to bear on
»

Tranque Jordan. At Petitioner’s first interview

Mr. Gribble, by Petitioner’s sister, Mrs.

th him, Mr. Gribble referred to past occurrences and made no secret of his
. with him, MT.

{veling of resentment. Subsequent conduct on the part of the Acting District
eeling

Judg de the fact of his dislike of, and hostility towards Petitioner, patent to :
Judee ma

‘When an uncovenanted Judicial officer comes under the ban of
oy tc?:;;a District, one result is immediate. Every petty official, suitor and
il Of the Courts ’in the District becomes eager to anticipate what he
har}ger-on ob’ tlfie wishes of the Judge. Ina very short space of time the Acting
bg lleV.eS s overwhelmed with Petitions, anonymous or otherwise, bringing
diies Juc‘lgt‘a ‘;l'xst;itioncr who up to that time had served under three successive
S .ag&mbt Dfﬂ trict “;ithout a breath against his integrity. Mr. Gribble's
.ludgt?ﬂ oAl lslist,ed in the work of secret detection ; he held secret exami-
s bcct}me % in thé office room of his house and in Chambers, subjected
|~1ati01:1s il g veillance and espionage of David Pillai, the Sherishtadar of
Petitlc')nef tOCt her: ‘-ntook depositions from Gumastahs and peons in Petitioner’s
the D Oflveci the wildest statements that were made against Petitioner
Cfml‘t’ Ao fidence. Native lying, intrigue and chicanery, in a District of
digh e Cont tor:ious for the extent to which false litigation and false
. ot]?ers a8 m.o : dn? the Courts, furnished Mr. Gribble within a few weeks of
SRTIG 18 2 < of “ evidence” criminating Petitioner on every conceivable
s aéz}?sls?ebruary 1880, he made a report to the High Court, followed
.‘;,:1'0‘;;‘1-001?(;1 ::116 tlﬂe-éfith ']E;é—l)rué.r&.' These reports, as Petitioner subsequently

y

tained, accused Petitioner of gross corruption ; purported to give repeated
?Sc::nges il; which he had received large sums as bribes, and sought to show that
ins

: is wor ir in his attendence at Court

he was incapable of conducting his w ork, and irregular in his : =5y

d even accused him of misappropriating the funds for the office contingencies
an ‘

of his Court.

8. In the mass of ““evidence” got together in su'pport .of these c-harges, the
only portion which could bear thta slifghtest exa.mmatlon W'?tl.lout be.mf_f 1?rovce;d
utterly false was placed in Mr. Gribble’s possession by Petitioner himse .f n
the 22nd February 1880, Petitioner made a full statemctn.t to the Judge of the
facts in connection with the single instance in which : Petitioner ha«} borroz;ved any
money in Tranquebar. He stated the fact of his hn.vu?g borltowed Rupees 500 from
« Sabapati Chetti” on the 1st Novemb&r 1878 ; of his having subsequently fully
liquidated the bond debt, and recovered the pro-note; and he place.d the pro-
note in Mr. Gribble’s hands. This act would have recommend.e(;l itself to atl
anbiassed mind as strong proof of Petitioner’s innocence. Petltloncir submits
it for the consideration of yeur Excellency in Council whet’lTer hl.S conduct
was that of a man conscious of guilt, whether knowing the tmrfsactum with ‘.‘Sabu-i
pati Chetti” to have been currapt, dreading detection and Wltll.l the vert.zur.xty‘ot
exposure before him, Petitioner would hz.we deliberately given Fho District
Judee the fullest information of that transaction, and even placed in his hands the
dnc\:uwnt which evidenced the payment of money. Was this not rather the con-
duet of a man knowing of nothing to fear in the disclosure of the circumstances
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attending the execution of the pro-note and unprepared for ¢, atker periury of.
the men who denied the fact on which he relied—the fyj discharge of the pro-u; ote ?
take advantage of ¢,

which had yet come to his hands, matter took jtg pla
report to the High Court ang ultimately g selected
through) by the High Court, from among the magg of
to be the subject of an Inquiry,

9. Mr. Gribble was not slow ¢,

e only tangible fact
ce in Mr. Gribble's-
(With another which fell
Mr. Gribble's accusations,

was appointed Commissioner.
conducted by some officer not acquainted wig, the fact
This qualification Mr, Woodroffa did not Possess,
Mr., Gribble, and during the Christmag vacation o
Gribble at Tranquebar ; that bein

zictively prosecuting his inquiries in
recelving complaints, Pe.atitictn.er has positive informatioy of the faet that My
Weodrfkicy of theed ity every detail, and g convinced that he 1‘ecei;'§ci
from his communications with My

: . Grib.ble, Mpressions of Petitioney which were
the reverse of being favorable, ax'xd Which went, 4, fluence 1y Judgment in the
mquiry afterwards entrusted to him,

11.  The inquiry was conducteq by My, Woodroffe at the
Tranquebar, Four charg

e 808 Were gyt
vestigation by ths High ¢
alleged the receipt by Petitioner of 5 bri

So coniused was the evidence by which |
that the prosecution were unable even tg e factg alleged, T¢ \‘ L
Sk v Shat hslhathoR Rraw np by the Higp Court, o the streng g}, of. Mr |
Gribble's statements, alleged the.tranS&CtIOP to have tayg, Place in 1875 Wwhereas /
Mr. Gribbles witnesses now desired to shift, ¢he time ¢ action tq «som’e art of :
1879.  These chargeg Were, Utterly v; ks foumIi) ! /
At the very first hearing ¢, ation. l /

er.
He was 4 personal friend of

f 1879 had resided with M.,
ich My, Gribble was

SR el g
to Petitioner’s conduct, CXamining witnegges and

District Court of

mitted for his in-

Court, The fy
be of Ry 509 i ﬁ_s\t_%&igqegnd.\

oy i Pomasundryy, Pillai.
.~ Proposed o o ort thi
4SS1gN. 3 date 4, th ok e £l

_Ap{:endix A.

Appendix B.

Counsel for prosecution ndoned by the
acquitted thereon. Thf"gll-j{gl}y}d uﬁg!ll_ﬂl_»(?,};}*a};ggs; referred to tha 1.
“ N’z;maseva.}a, Mudali” alias “ Sabapati Chett;
an account. The third charge alleged that the Payment Ofmoney to Petitione,
on the 1st November was a lcan ma.de fo;oayzil;rlg:t. bf.mrpose, and the fourth | 4
. as that the said money was given ¥ itioner g , Bribo -~ Fme |
]La],lsirgci;:;;flﬂlt@m‘C.Qmmisgioner acquitted Petitioner. On the §]3_1;51Tch 5‘% )
SRR payment of .tl.le Ist November 1878. Wag g |
"%o the knowledge of the Petitioner, a loan from a sui

oan, by
ideration for {h
ing as to the consideration or t
was a currupt understanding as to < COr i

8.2 loan, Bur et e h
tor in hig Court

|
05 that theye
e makmg of the Ioa,n 3 .
i rted into a pift |, -
loan was subsequently practically converty L gift by
%%htehai:ﬁtz by Namasevaya Mudali to Petitioner. e refused ¢
:he- prg-note had been discharged and gave no consi

the transfor
belieye that
deration to the
bore endorsements of payment in full. On these points Petitioner
o

fact that it
: Would respect.
fully beg to refer your Excellency in Council to his defence, Appendix

C.

5

s $ the facts
it bmits that the Commissioner mls-aPPT:tl:end:;lry o the
i il Ssa Ut auson is evident leaning towards the s
iti and that his evid ¥ [ evidence as to the
against the Petltu;zzrilis exact appreciation of the balz;rrme of i:;a o
tion preven t of the man “ Namase
pt‘osecu The statemen 1 on the
3 ¥ . the loan. _ - £ spayvment of the oan
liquidation of lied to Petitioner for repay g
. : ti was that he appli ; snt : but that he handed ove
Sabapati Chet g t receive payment ; bu : d
. t he did not r " mised to sen
e IVIm.Ch]?1 8t?t?(;nt;afor no other reason than that Petitioner pro
etiti
pro-note to

the amount.

' : ion of the obligor
: -note 1n the possession o :
te of the case with pro-no : secution to
13. Indthe i‘f:]ts of payment, it clearly rested with the pro
arl orse she .
s bc:;u;gﬂ‘f: endorsements were fraudulent or fictitious
prove tha

le of
: the record capab
¢ . he only evidence on :
itioner submits that t ioee had as o matter
. i Petm:l);ll tion in his favor was the fact that the. (')bhg;-eeha,d passed four |
TS pre'st )\ Pin Petitioner’s Court and that Petltu?nfti R
i : . Pk : erested,
of fact been a suito blicee in suits in which he was in : ive for
in favor of the oblige : : ith a motive fo
J udgm.c nt-i llr:' it;oe the, appearance of -supplylag thet Oiilgl?mw But Petitioner
would in itselt I k Petitioner’s pro-note - ; et
3 e r handed bac ) ; levancy it mig
having gratﬂlt:;Sl)fact of the Judgments is deprived of in}; :}‘i:;(;thyDecem%er
submits that this : tance (1) that the Judgment o ; but in
es by the ecircums bli of the pro-note ;
otherwise have, 2 t brought by the obligee 5, 1
i on a suit no ) f the Temple,
" ""3:12 5 Passedly distantly interested as one of the rll,‘;‘uStee;lSi(;) not appear in the
YT e S on ] 8¢ the oblicee
Pigen bo was ich was the actual plaintiff (2) that . . assed on
by - nts were p
m%magef ¥ V'Vhltclljmzsuit- (8) that all the other threeg‘ldinhfse Judgments could
progeediogs in tL to the transfer of the Pro'n,Ote’ 2 aid off. 'What should
dates SUbs?quen x’vay influenced by a debt, Whl(.:h SOTE Ehe Petitioner made a
o s = nc;' this matter is the fact that in Ocrllilfa:e'n not, 'one of the cases
* be conclusive 0 bli f the pro:ncte; and that 1 d by a
: igee o rees, reversed by
decrec against the e:e passed in his favor were those 1dflme:ainst The Com-
2 aes W : a -
i S decriflijounh two of the four decrees were appe;: etha,tbth ere was nothing T
superior co[}rt 1f St G investigation orally observe P titioner a leaning of |
missioner hlll:‘S; . decarees that showed on the part of the Pe
es
on the face of th

partiality towards the obligee.

o

R ) the ;
issioner’s report on §
G assed orders on the Commiss i £ihe
e Cour;(‘{)lzsjily 1880. They adopted the conch;.}s:o:xsiz "
C;mmissioner, concurring in lﬁs Vl:;med 2L
e T

; timony of payment the pro-note m:st The}; further declared
absence of oral esds of the Petitioner Withou't Pa}’nleI;j o deliberately false en-
i t¥le ha'l;ion Petitioner had been guilty 1(1)f f:llla {12:solved to remove Peti-
that in their op1 -note ; and finally they . the sever-

ts on the pro pAT ROt o put in force
dorsements (I)f Payn:eiﬁ tment not hesitating in this 1espe§t t;)t }113(\)1“01] admitting that
LR s ion 20 of Act IIT of 1873, a 5 _ kot
ribed in Section : 4 . oney from a
est penalty PreSCI}t;le he had been found guilty 1. e. })or?owlng 1’;‘ {itigner would here
the offence of wlnc_ for the extreme penalty of dismissal. Pe b e P
—was not one calling Zrk in advertance to the inferences drawn yents s sl
i s :?1 r(;;l'gh Court, from the fact that the endorsem
< f e 1

the Judges o

Appendix D.
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by the Petitioner and the interest on the loan was inadequate, that ordinarily such -
endorsements are by the custom of the country usually made by the borrower and
that the rate of interest though low as compared with what is charged at Madras
is not unusual at Tranquebar. Petitioner admits that by English law these Wi
dorsements should have been made by the obligee but in making them hirmoelf
he unfortunately followed - the eustom generally obtaining in transactions with
natives.

16.  On the 18th September 1880, Petitioner prayed the High Court: to
reconsider their order on his case and after the lapse of
not less than six months he was favored with the
endorsement from the Registrar of the High Court.. Appendix F,

17. Petitioner humbly submits that the summary action taken by the High
Court upon the report made by Mr. Woodroffe was severe, He submits that the
facts set forth in that report do nb§ bear out the finding of the Commissioner S s
that the evidence recorded at the inquiry does not avail to show that the Petition-
er’s pro-note to Namasivaya Mudali was undischarged and the endorsements thereon
fictitious. He submits that that evidence goes to show that Petitioner borrowed
a sum of money from Namasivaya Mudali, a suitor in his Court but under circum-
stances which repel the imputation that there was any corrupt consideration for the
loan ; and which show on the other hand that Petitioner was ignorant of the real
character of his creditor. He submits that there is nothing in that evidence worthy
of credit, which subvert the presumption created by the circumstances of his being
in possesion of the pro-note and of his credifor not having applied for payment for
10 months after the transfer.

Appendix E.

18. Petitioner trusts that on a dispassionate view of
cognization of the facts above stated, your Exce]lency in Cloun
conclusion that petitioner was guilty—not of 'defrauding
else—but at the very worst of an act of indiscretion in
charge like that on which he was tried, by injuéicious
man to whom he was a perfect stranger. P.etltioner Wwould again respectfully
beg to assure your Excellency in .Co.unc.ll , that in this matter he R e
without any improper motive, or intention of compromising his ey
trict Munsif. The punishment metted out to him by the High Court, nndey s
circumstances petitioner humbly submits is quite disproportionate to the ETe Rl
of his offence devoid as it was of moral delinquency ; and tha e o Y
would have been fully satisfied by a far more lenient sentence than that s

his case and in re-
cil will arrive at the
Government or any body
laying himself open to a
ly obtaining a loan from a

passed.

19. , Your Petitioner in the prime of life, at the age of 22, enters dink SR

. of Government and during a period of upwards of 30 years devoteq his whole time

and energies to the performance of the duties thfht @voljed upon him, For g
and more years he filled the responsible office of' District Munsif and received from
the officers under whom he was placed testimonials of character and qualifications
ofz;. most satisfactory nature ; but under the ciI:cuII?stances above alludeq ¢ he is
now reduced in his old age to most pitiable destltutl?q. Pe‘titioner has g large and
growing family on the one hand to provide for, Whlle. the. mfirmities of a‘dva.ncing
age on the other preclude him making a fresh start in life to eqpy a livelihood
in any new sphere. '

Y. S

7

90. Your Petitioner therefore throws Limself on t"he clcmfancy <?f your Excel-
1 5 .Council and respectfully solicits that on a merciful COIlLi‘aldel‘athI.l of: all the
e | it stances of his unfortunate case, your Excellency in Council will afford
h.CtS nip cxr]c.u;us his lone service and ‘present distressed state may be deemed to
ik T;};eulaas our Ezcellency in Council not judge it expedient to re-employ
‘i‘j::irt;:r-ler pirma};ently in the Judicial De'partment,. sji;xll he hltll.mblly pray;
that in consideration of his helpless and penniless condition, and his long an

faithful service of about 30 years, your Excellency in Council will be pleased to
aithful ser

8 wi vi I8 o the Pension Establishment on
] 1 1 i th a view trO hlb tmnsfel { th
reinstate him 1n oﬁlce

the allowance admissible by rule.

For which act of grace your Petitioner as in duty bound shall
or = R

EVER PRAY.

(V24 fopoerids -

Q’M

Verery MADRAS, }

6th April 1881.

UL
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Mr. PETER MANUEL PEDROZA
late District Munsif of Tranquc.:bar
in the Distriet of North, Tanjore

To

THE RIGHT HONORABLE
THE GOVERNOR IN
" COUNCIIL,,
- Fort Saint George,

Ootacamuxn,

Dated 6th April 1881.

Received / / #“~ }o

Enclosures A. to P,

e T N 74, 0.
(\-..— Ve LR e R .

e g

: Appealing against remoy 1
pomtmen.t of District Munsif :g !I;r:iqﬁi:f -
:lllladtp}l;zymg, under t.he circumstances stated:
™ may be reinstated with a view to

ing allowed to retire on such pension

hi :
;x:) 8 previous long and good service of above
years may entitle him to,

ENCLOSURES.
s oA
A
No. 7i2 '
Proceedings of the High Court of Judicature at Madras, 16th April 1880. o

Read letter from the Acting District Judge of North Tanjore, dated 16th and 24th Febru
1880, reporting on the conduct of Mr. Pedroza, District Munsif of Tranguebar.

— e

Read also letter dated gth March 1880, from the same officer forwarding the explanation of
Mr. Pedroza called for in the letter of the High Court dated 3_rd March, 1880, No. 416.

1. Under the provisions of Section 20 of Act III of 1873, the High Court appoint the District
Judge of North Tanjoré a Commissioner to enquire into the several articles of charge specified below,
and under the provisions of Section 4 of Act XXXVII of 1850 they further appoint the local Govern-
ment Pleader to conduet the prosecution.

1st. That you Mr. P. M. Pedroza, being District Munsif of Tranquebar, did, in or about
the months of September and October (Perattasi) 1878, obtain from one Somasundaram Pillay, who
was then concerned in a certain suit or proceeding pending before you as such Munsif, a sum of

vs. 500 by way of loan, in order that you shonld show favor to the said §3masundlag} Pillay.

2nd. That yom'?T'M”TPé}h-om‘ being District Munsif of Tranquebar, did, in or about
the month of November 1878, receive from one Somasundram Pillay who was concerned in & suit or
proceeding then pending before you as §uch Munsif, a sum of‘_f_{f;wo by W‘j‘_ydo,f‘g.iﬁ’ in order that
vou should shew favor to the said Somasundram Pillay. et
3 3pd. That you Mr. P. M. Pedroza, being District  Munsif of Tranquebar, did, in or about
the month of November 1878, obtain from one Chokka Mudaliar alias Namasivaya Mudaliar, who
was then a party to @ certain suit or suits or proceedings pending pefore you as such Munsif, » sum

of Rs. 500 as & loan, in order that you should show favor to the said Chokka Mudaliyar alics Nama-
i ——— T ap—
sivaya Mudaliar.
4¢h, That you Mr. P. AL Pedroza, being District Munsif of Tranquebar, did, in or about
the month of November 1878, obtain from one Chokka Mudaliar alias Namasivaya Mudaliar, e
was then a party to & certain suit or suits or proceedings pending before you as such Mcnste: b i
of Rs. 600 by & of gift, in order that you should _show _ fayor to the said Chokka Mudaliar alias
Namasivaya Mudaliyar-
1t is unnecessary to refer to the proceedings of the District Munsif in examining two or more
witnesses at once, 88 he acknowlédges the same to be true, nor to the sty ‘which the Nt
knowledges to be true-.
9. The District Munsif will be suspended from the date of the receipt of this order until further

e issued.
orders are 18 (True extract)

(Signed.) W. MORGAN,
Ag. Registrar, Appellate side.
70
THE ACTING DISTRICT JUDGE OF NORTH TANJORE,
'l‘()
¥. H. WOODROFFE Esq,
Ag. District Judge, Trichinopoly for lis information.

(True copy)

(Signed.) A. DAVID,
Sherishtadar.
1O
Me. P. M. PEDROZA,
District Munsif, Tranquebar.

et s /s

# /
/)4
v/

£ L e ety vl . o~

S———
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From F.5. WOODROFF, Hsg. Conmissioner, to LEWIS MeTV I Ty, Asking Bops
b Regisirar

Court of Judicature, at Madras, dated Tranquebar, 8¢k -il'ay: 1880 of the High

Srr,——I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of Hi : ; ' 5

' 3 ; pt of High Court's Proceed; AL {
16th ult}mo, communicated to me at Trichinopoly and under Sec. 21 Act. X{mgedl;x gsf 30',7.712 dated
to the Honorable Coutt the Proceedings under the Commission therein directed o 185}01}0 report

9. The extract of the High Court's Proceedings addressed to the Acting Judge of th;
1s Distriet,

was received by the Sheristadar in charge on 18th idem who on the forenoon of th,
nished eopy to Mr. P. M. Pedroza accused. ] € same date fuy.
63 »0n.17he 20th idem having assumed charge of the Court, I addressed you in lotjep N
dated 20th idem requesting transmission for reference of the record of Mr. Gribble’s e“" t?r No. 248
4. On the 22nd idem I communicated copy of the High Court’s Proceedings to tillnlry.
vernment Pleader S. A. Saminada Tyer. he Tiocal Go.
5. On 28th idem I received your letter No. 771 dated 26th idem g :
4y ; . RETENO, = m transmittin .
quested in mine of 20th. idem. il mng‘pabpem as re-
" 6. On the same date application was received from Vakil on b
: e y ; 5 rec 0 akl ehalf of the accused §
to be furnished with copies of all depositions and proceedings concerning. the charge aﬁ qmét;n i
; ' on 20§

idem T passed order therson dismissing the application. T may addhero that I hold that the ceusod

was gqﬁ .entitiefl to_obha.rin,copies as requested, considering the very general nature of the applicati

that the ;;ecp_rd referred to contained, as I was given to nnderstand, Pefitions and depositirép ?am-@ ;
nected with the articles of charge ; that I was not then aware whether the Petitions and d]m “l_‘ffolb
had been given on. any understanding that they were. not to be made public; and that t:P‘-‘Smons
contained demi-official communications between Mr. Gribble, late. Actin, V‘Dis’trict Jud i
which might be regarded as confidential. il b

T.°0 : ; 3 YL
7. On 29th idem the Prosecutor 8. A. Saminada Iyer, put in copy of charge and list of evidence

under See. 10 of the Act and in accordance with the oral direction then given, amended the listin

view of greater precision and- also put in application regarding issue of process to the witne
thereupon I passed order as endorsed on the application: ' By bk
8. On same date I sent Proceedings to the accused furnishing I;sjm, under Sec. 10 with f
the charge and list of the evidence and notifying to him when and where the enquiry wounld bzo%: );(; .
the Proceedings and enclosures were handed to the accused by a Court Peon about 7 p u qe e
day and on the same evening process for attendance of witnesses was issued. ke abitis
9. On the forenoon of 3vrd instant, T commenced the enquiry in the Courb room of the Distri
Clourt house : the accnsed appeared and was defended by Mr. Oliver, District Court Vakil, a‘;i (:
by Mr, P. M. Eaclroz,gk, Junior Articled, Clerk :gﬁdar the High Court, copy of tho articles of c:“f'e
was then exhibited by the Prosecutor which were read, and the accused was called upoﬁ to TE;
hereto. And to each of them he pleaded not guiity. &) e
- 10. The Prosecutor. then addressed me in explanation of the arficles of charge and of the evi
dence to be adduced thereupon and asked and obtained permission to bring evidence in su t,ﬂ;’
the 3rd and 4th articles in the first instance. o AR

11. On the same day were examined for Progecution :—
1st. witness : Ekanatha Row.

.+ 9nd. witness: Namasivoyam Mudaly.
3rd. witness : Sababati Chetti.
4th, witness = Muthuchidambaram Pillai.

And on the following day the 1st and 2nd witnesses were recalled and further cxnmiuc:d ; and
:)Lh “'itnesﬂ Somamlndmm Chetti &nd Gth Witncss V’iyasa RO\\’ were Gxamined 4 thﬁ "\'itnesscs' d(!—
positions were taken down from my dictation then and there.
12. The following documents were exhibited in evidence for Prosecution :—
P—mmissory Note dated 1st November 1878 and executed by accused in favowr of Thonthe
Sababathi Chetti for Rs. 500—marked and filed as Exhibit A.

Momorandum of explanation furnished by acensed and recorded b x :

S SR v Mr. Gribble under date 23r

Feb. last, marked and filed as Hxhibit B. le under date 23rd

v

.
o

Extract from accounts shewing sale of Currency Notes in the Sea Customs’ Office, Tranquebar,
marked and filed Exhibit C.

Copy of Judgment in ©.S. 101 of 1878 Tranquebar District Munsif’s Court, marked and filed
Fxhibit D. »

Decree in S. €. No. 86 of 1879 same file, marked and filed Exhibit E.

Copy of Execution order in O. S, 385 of 1876, same filg marked and filed Exhibit F.

Copy of District Court’s order in Summary appeal against said execution order £ 0
filed Exhibit G.

Copy of Judgment in O. S. 263 of 1877, same Munsif’s file, marked and filed Exhibit H.

13. On resumption of the enquiry on 4th instant, the Prosecntor in connection with certain
oral representation made by him on the previous afternoon put in application asking permission to
amend the 1st and 2nd articles of charge and suggesting that fresh charges should be framed: in
result T held to effect that i would be open to the High Court on receipt of the report to otibrad
ditional articles to be framed, but that such could not be done in the present instance, that the 2nd
article might be amended by substituting for the words ““ or about the month of November,” the
word % December” and by inserting after the word “ Proceeding” the words to wit  Execntion
Proceedings in O. S. 93 of 1864,” and passed order accordingly as will be seen from the endorsement
on the application : therenpon the Prosecutor amended the 2nd article as directed.

14. At the same time he presented application for permission to exhibit additional £% L
tary evidence : permission Wwas gra.nted and aceused did not request adjournment, but with reference
to other representations then orally made by him, I ordered also (v. my endorsement on the appli-
cation) ; to effect that he was permitted to refer to cc'zrtaix} documents of the record of Mr. Gribble’s
enguiry and to recall Prosecution witnesses examined on the previous day, for further cross-
examination.

15. T also took occasion to observe that thinking it proper that my opinion in the case should
be formed solely with reference to the evidence adduced before me, I had not veferred and would not
rofer to any part of Mr. Gribble’s proceedings, unless exhibited in evidence before me.

16. Later onin the day, the Prosecutor orally represented to offect that as mpon further
consideration of the papers he was of opinion that st and 2nd articles were intended to refer to
matters which ocenrred not in 1878, but in 1879, and as I had ruled that amendment of those arti-

clesin respech of the year, did not come within the parview of Sec. 20 and further that the aet did
‘ot contemplate adjournment of enquiry in view of seeking amended articles from the High Court

ho felt that he would not be justified in proceeding with the 2nd article as amended ; nor could he
adduee evidence on the 1st article and prayed that such representation might be received in ex-

_planation of his not proeeeding with those articles ; I then intimated to him that if he committed

such rcprcsenmtinn to writing, I would record it for the Honorable Court’s favorable consideration as

to his conduct of | the case. Written representation accordingly was subsequently put in and

recorded.
17. Upon intimation by me as montioned in last para. the Prosecutor stated that his case was

closc(i the accused then re presented that he would call no witnesses but proposed to put in a written
defence for which purpose & day's time might be allowed him: I accordingly adjourned the enqguiry
till the 6th instant; and on that day written defence was vead and recorded the Prosecutor replied
orally and L then intimated that my public enquiry was concluded. .

18. I now offer & brief sammary of the evidence adduced, as follows :—

19. 1st Witness Head Clerk, Negapatam District Munsif’s Court ; Head Gumastah in the
Tranguebar District Munsif's Court from May 1876 to 10th March 1879 ; accused came here as Dis-
trict Munstf on 21st October, 1878 ; 10 or 15 days after accused told him that he should procure b
a loan of Rs. 500 : he replied +hat 2nd witness (2 vesident of aceused’s jurisdiction) whém he knew

would give if he asked ; but that he was Trustee of Valoovoor Covil and frequently litigating in that

matter and then had
and. that bond might be executed in the name of some one belonging %o the lender; he wrote ac-

cordingly to the 9nd witness: 2 or 3 days after, 2nd witness came and handed him the money ; next
day at 10 or 11 A. a. he took 2nd witness and the Rupees 500 to accused’s house to whom he in-
iroduced 2nd witness; on accused's saying that bond should not be in 2nd witness's name as he was
itieant in his Court, 9nd witness gave the name of 3rd witness to be entered as that of Promisee in

suib in aceused’s Court, accused replied that he was much in need of money

g
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pressed anxiet that the m: .
e i te);ling b toa;t::l c;:) :1:;1 eP;'OI:nss:ory Note should be settled before he left Tranquebar ;
SN S O MR B n _W\tuess and that he would settle he sent for 2 p . St
g rch he and 2nd witness went to accused’s house when ﬂelltp,or ok e
. e Promissory Note
day or couple of days after; 2nd witness replied th
cdid that if 2nd witness trusted hi : abhe had to' go home and eonld s
R e o mighrlt:]’g::hmlght leave the Note with him and that lr::tw:?llltl’ acg;s::d
Ho settled ; Snd withess i vt tme note' and bring it with him at his next i : B.EDll‘thu
e 3 sted him and would leave the note ic;r ‘:ﬁmmg, P
) e money to he sent

to him ; on that occasion the note was with
out any ackn
wont to Negapstam, 2nd witness once asked him z) Setﬂ:wledgment of panyment thereon ; after he

90. 2nd Witness :—A consi Tiaas

Sl tnb. o oo SR c:i:::e mn:a&da.r of Peralem Village: his evidence i
sory Note he told 3rd witness of it,slﬁ'hmf: 4or 5 months after the executi m geneml'l i
e it Proilanty e amm):nt, ¥ 1:;g in his name : up to the presenf,A h‘on h:f . the .Prmms—
.. No. 101 of 1878 (institatod o T i W i
' March 1879) and execnti’on Petition iy AETHJS?B‘) S. C. No. 8.6 of 1379M'a P‘.“'tY o
s oA 202 (presented on 20th October, 1878) i (instituted on 11th
§ersm;ag15é, 8 v s 263 of 1877 (instituted on Sth ocﬁ?’;ﬁ) bt e

une 187 nb-Judge an i = & i

1878) on th ey T ﬂilfa.ccn(:e?: ;‘:‘:’;‘io'!‘mally remanded to the Districtp f;:;g‘e‘i‘nggeﬁ R
ihe date of execution of Promissory NOt;a.nd that all the decisions by th : i S
(1st November, 1878) and datedere:;Z::?d lth;I:t:T?D o
ively ecem-

ber, 1878 ; 14th April, 1879 ; 31st July, 1879 and 17th §
favor.} eptember, 1879; were in this witness’s

91. Srd Witness :— 2 i
vd Wi knows 2nd witness these 5 years and there are dealings be
ealings tween them,

he ds W i to
o does not know accused even by sight ; he never gave any mon
ey to or received payment from

accused ; about one and half g -
e year ago 2nd witness told him of -
Note in his name. of accused having executed Promissory

92. 4th Witness :—Now Clerk in th
i . e Negapatam Sub- ;
T::;:Zba:cf;::;“fmfo whe:ll accused came to it; one d(i;uﬁi‘: A S
s house : a ye
ixé:oom ; accused was writing ; :;a‘th:et(:!);i:? e found accused and 1st and 2151'(1“';:;;1:“:: t::hago' R
on seeing him told him to go upstairs; he :;da bag containing apparently about Rupees 30%) -'a.zlc‘;:e:
o bth Widnoss —Sheoft of the’Se : 50 ; and about an hour after was joined by 1st ’witn
a Customs’ Office, Tranquebar produces accounts of rss.f
sale o

Currency Notes in November, 1878, showi
; : ’ ng that
for Rupees 500 to 9nd witness. on the lst of that month he sold Currency Notes

o4, 61k Wilness —Head Clerk of the Distri
trict Munsif’ .
& suit record. c unsif's Court, Tranquebar ; simply produced

95 On behalf of accused the following doc
uments ibi
Jion of Petition to the District Court by Vithinatha Pﬂh;v:;;e:x:la:tig 1fmd filed Copy of Transla-
ond filed Exhibit I. Statements of 1. Vithinatha Pillai, and 2 Iyav:enFegmrzé:ﬂ?Sg; ma;kued
: y 8 arama Pillai

and 4. Sammaden recorded by Mr. Gribble under date 14th February, 1880, marked and filed Bxhibit

II. Statement of Bkanatha Row recorded by Mr. Gribble
. Gri und:
and filed Bxhibit TIT. er dato 14th February, 1880, marked

96. I proceed to ?ﬁer remm;ks 'on the manner in which the oral evidence was given, its charac-

ter, and that of the written defence : the demeanour of the witnesses was satisfacto ith i
exception of 2nd wifness, who was somewhat evasive and reticent in manifest '-"ndea.vOz, b\:xt partial
the parb taken by him as that of band fide money-lender accommodating accused to oblige ;:,?,sent
_ 1st witmess ; there was a complete absence of any thing suggestive of concoction or animus nfmd
accused. Then as 10 the character of the evidence intrinsically I observe that it fails to ;itllnst
oxistence of any enmity or ill-feeling on the part of the witnesses or of any other towards accuse dose
of plot against him ; on the other hand it appears to involve certain discrepancies which the defen:,:

gives prominence %o in discredit of the evidence generally ; I will briefly discuss them: while 1st

the bond, accused the i \j :

accused’s request thatlllns fn‘i:;;idh::zﬁory ‘\OED % 5 Srd witness’s namo; in accordance with

Tprea i o S Do Ot ::{c}" Notes instead of silver, he and 2nd wi}ness t,-ook“tl;e

cused ; on 24th February 1879 Order e o and ([t v
was received for his transfer to Negapatam ; thefcupon h(; :i-

was handed to ac H i hd b rang
cused ; accused said that he was short of money and that it might b
5 be ar ed next

|

5

witness says that he and 2nd witness walked to the Qea Customs’ Office, according to the 2nd witness
they drove there ; here 1 may note that the Sea Customs’ Office is about 500 yards to the south-
east and the (Jourt house about 400 to 420 yards to the east of accused’s honse; the difference of
statement in question appears to be immaterial‘ according to 1st and 2nd witnesses, 1st witness
applied to 5th witness, the Shroff for Currency Notes, whereas Exhibit C shews that the latter gave
them to 2nd witness; 5th witness's evidence however does mot exclude the possibility of 1st witness
having accompanied 2nd witness to the office; and 2nd witness states that 1st witness after
requesting the Shorft to give the notes t0 ond witness left for the Court house ; it scems quite
reasonable then that the name entered in the account asof him who obtained the mnotes, should
be that of 2nd witnesss,':1 according to 1st witness, 2nd witness handed him the Promissory note on the
morning of 10th March, but according to 9nd witness he did so on the evening of that day; the
difference seems attributable to bad memory on the part of one orother and in any case is
unimportant  1st witness says that he and the 2nd witness left accused’s house together to
get the rupees changed into notes, whereas 4th witness says that about an hour after he

gaw accused and 1st and 9nd witnesses together in a room of accused’s house and accused

writing and money on the table, 1st witness joined him upstairs, that about an hour after the
two of themswent away together nor did he see 2nd witness subsequently ; here ab first sight there
appears to be serious discrepancy, but in reality there is none in as much as 4th witness's statements
do not at all exclude the possibility of first witness having been to the Sea Customs’ Office and the
Court house and fetched the notes to the accused, in the interval between 4th witness’s seeing 1sh
witness downstairs and upstairs : a real bt unimportant difference here is that according to 1st wit-
ness he, accused and 9nd witness were together in the south Hall, whereas 4th witness states that
they were SO in a room on the east side of the house: before Mr. Gribble 1st witness stated that 2nd
witness paid the Rupees 500 in cash and Currency Notes ; his present explanation is fivstly that think-
ing that the bag might contain notes also, he stated so and secondly that he stated so through want
of recollaction, which was gubsequently refreshed by talk with 2nd witness ; neither of the explana-
tions is quite satisfactory put I cannot view the diseripancy as affecting the credibility of his evi-
dence in the main : it also appears that before Mr. Gribble, 1st witness did not relate the incident of
his and 2nd witness's taking the rupe'es to the Sea Customs’ Office ; on the other hand there is

' ing to shew that he was interrogated about occurrences subsequent to ond witness's payment of
nothing q Pay

the money. In discussing the evidence of the witnesses it remains t0 observe that in no part do I
find the prosecution story to be improbable. Lastly with regard to the written defence except in 50
far as it directs attention to discrepancies above noticed in the oral evidence, I remark that it is
vague, ansubstantial and quite inadequate and in particular fails to offer any acconnt of circum-
stances of admitted execution of Promissory Note and alleged discharge thereof, both of which facts
accused would have us to believe were bond fide transactions.

97. In such state of evidence Ibeg to submit opinion as follows on the articles of charge
committed to me for enquiry i— Oﬂ"ﬁ}ﬂi and 2nd articles. That accused should bﬂuitted as 1o
evidence was addnced in snpport't.hereof. ' OLL__t"ﬁg‘s’l'd__ﬂTt’iCle; that the accused being Dist;i;b- Munsif
of Tranquebar did on the 1st of November 1878 obtain from one Sockoo Mudali alias Namasivaya
Mndali who then was and was known to the accused to be, party to litigation pending in his Court
a sum of Rs. 500, as a loan, but with reference to the interest charged, on inadequate consideration,
and with reference to the official relation between the parties, on implied anderstanding or know-
ledge that he ghould show favor to his creditor and that the corruptuess of the {ransaction became
complete later on (on 10th March 1879) by practical conversion of theloan intod gift{and on the
4th article :—that the aceused should be acquit ted thereon in as much as the evidence does nob avail

to show that he obtained Rupees 500 by way of gift in or about the month of November, 1878.
98, The record of this enquiry and the remaining Ppapers of those received with your letter
No. 771 dated 96th April, 1880 will be submitted in & separate cover registered.

(Signed) F. H. WOODROFFE,

(ommassioner.
(True copy-)
By order.
(Signed) A, DAVID,
Sheristadar.




o T e e s B

- L

;
|
?

6

C.

DEFENCE of P. M. PEDEOZA to charges framed by the High Court at Mady, A
as & 9%
Judge of North Tanjore as Commaissioner under Act XXXVII of 1850 /i Jor trial by the Distriot

16¢h April 1880.
1. T siand charged under four Counts of having received gratification in O‘I'E;'to —f
shew favour

to certain suitors in my Court.

2. T1feel grateful to your honor for the very calm and patient hearin

case. [ anticipate with confidence that your opinion will be formed “mﬂ“iz::i?v:h given to my
Mr. Gribble late District Judge of North Tanjore to the High Court at Madrag Tho sye € reports of
been all based on statements made without the gu:u'aut_ee of an oath, in my absence witl:Pom have
of being tested by cross examination, and in the security felt in deposing in me;rativ out the fe:'a,l.
the Judge’s Chambers. Tried by the ordeal of a cross examination they will typp 7S € secrecy in
the evidence of the first witness in this case as it will hereafter be shewn to be, a8 Worthless as
3. Before commentingdon the evidence, I beg to offer a few remarks which wil explain
seeming case against me and remove any doubts your honor bain A
s ng ag ¥ by Gonhla ¥ may entertain in the consideration of thii
4. It has not yet been shewn t6 your honor how the bond marked A haq ot

gion of the prosecution. The Government Pleader will correct me if T am Wrong
it.

into the Posses-
/ In my account of
5. On the 23rd of February last under orders of the High Court. Mz. Gribble th
District Judge of North Tanjore had a conversation with me. The purport of s en
find recorded in Exhibit B. In the course of the conversation I emphatically denjed ty °‘.u Honor wil
suitors in my Court and stated that the only loan I had negotiated was on o taking loans from

o I3 ; ¢ about
arrival in Tranquebar : T assured Mr. Gribble that that transaction was a pe I'fe:ﬂ t::nddays after my
that the lender had received back his money with interest. I added that 4 Jide one and

the loan z
through my Head Gumastah and I was particularly assured that the lender Was negotiated

TN resided o o
diction of my Court and that he was unconnected with any suits in it but tha ut of the Juris-

member his name. On Mr. Gribble suggesting that if my statements wer: It:::l Id :::ul;henv r?-
possession of the Promissory note I alleged was given to the lender, I offered to search for it bed e
found to send it to him. The Sheristadar of the Court was therenpon ordered to o5 ::1 : if
house and bring the Promissory note if found. e accordingly accompanied me to my house Af:y
a short search among my papers I found Exhibit A and handed it to him, L 3

6. By your Honor's considerate kindness I have had an opportunity afforded me of reading the
1st witness Ekanatha Row’s statement to Mr. Gribble. By its aid T am able to some exteﬁt to ex
pose the means pursued by my engmies to accomplish my ruin; for, that some enemy is pursuin 4
me there cannot be a doubt. The plot that T shall expose has the impress of a master-han d pulling
the strings from behind the curtain, ’ g

7. We have no evidence as to who placed the lst witness Ekanatha Row before Mr. Gribbls on
the 14th of February last, the day on which the plot opens.

8. Your honor will not fail to see that the theory of the prosecution now set up is not that with
which my accusers started. That they had no definite information or reasonable ground at any time
upon which to base a charge or evidence to sustain it, will hereafter be seen. Fishing for evidencs
those caught in their net have proved worthless.

9. A list of twenty-nine witnesses was furnished together with a copy of the charges T was
called upon to plead to. Not less than ten witnesses were named to sustain each charge. OQut of
this host of witnesses and array of charges four witnesses only have been ecalled and one charge onl
has attempted to be sustained. Two of the other charges have been declared unsustainable in thei{
present form, and no evidence whatever has been adduced to sustain the other.

10. In my innocence of the proceedings held by Mr. Gribble and his reports based thereon T a
unable to say whether the Government Prosecutor was correct in dealing with charges I, 11, ang Il‘l;
in the manner he has done. But I think I have cause to complain of the needless anxiety :clnd ke
tress occasioned to me and my family by being furnished with the names of witnesses who wenr xts
sustain serious charges against me whilst in reality they knew nothipg of the matter an il e to
were never consulted. These names must have been furnished by my acouser, some ope ZEP Ientl'y
before, pulling the strings from behind the curtain. Surely he is responsible for this Wan,tou o :;:;]

e e =

R

o
i

Bat T am powerless in the absence of an acknowledge of his name, and he is safe, asl ong as he is un-
known, from my power to call in the aid of the law. Ican only therefore throw myself on your
honor's protection and appeal to the sympathy of their Lordships the Judges of the High Court
against such torture.

11. To one with the experience your honor has had on the judicial bench it seems almost
superfluons to remark on the evil policy of summoning together a number of men selected as probable
witnesses to the gates of the court house and then asking which, if any, could bear evidence against
the Munsif upon charges framed by the High Court on a report of the District Judge. But that
this is practically the action taken, your honor will have noticed from certain circumstances that must
have come under your observation in the proceedings of this trial. I may mention that a witness
Peroomal Rajah, though present in Court, was not examined till it could be ascertained if he knew
anything of the matter, and the permission of the Court was taken, to put him into the box the next
morning, if necessary. The following day the Court was iuformed that it was not necessary to ex-
amine Peroomal Rajah.

12. I do confess that I am surprised that the prosecution has been so unsuccessful under all
these advantages ; that only five out of twenty-nine selected men, out of a district where it is noto-
rious that truth is at a discount, dared come forward against me, is flattering to my character.

15. I will now proceed to make a few observations on the evidence that has been placed before
your honor. Ko ]

14. The case for the prosecution 1s, that I knowingly borrowed from a suitor in my Court the
sum of Rupees 500 upon a Promissory note and then frandulently deprived him of the possession of
the note. 'The alleged suitor himself in the person of the 2nd witness Namsavoya Moodelly has de-
posed to that effect. But will any Court of Justice allow him to recover the amount of the Promis.
sory note upon the story he tells ? He says that the Promissory note was left with me because he was
in urgent need of money with the request that I wm?ld remit the money to him quickly ; that more
than a year has since elapsed and he never .has applied to me for repayment of the loan ; but that he
has made frequent applications to the 1st witness Ekanatha Row. The latter admits one application
only. :

15. The 2nd witness Namasvoya Moodelly says that after paying me the money and obtaining
my Promissory note he went away and waited outside my house. That the Ist witness Ekanatha
Row soon followed him out saying that I wanted the money which was all in specie converted into
currency notes. That the two of them went in his bandy to the Custom House and the lst witness
after telling the Custom House Shroff to give the notes to the 2nd witness went to his duties in the
Court. This is distinctly contradicted by Mutu Chedumbara Pillai the witness who deposed that on
the day in question he and Ekanatha Row went from my house to the Court direct and that the 2nd
witness Namasvoya Moodelly neither accompanied them nor was seen waiting at the house when
they left for the Court. Your honor will notice this remarkable diserepancy.

16. Again Ekanatha Row the 1st witness’s account of his going to the Custom House to convert
specie into currency notes contradicts N““f““oy B MOOfleuy materially. He says that the latter went
with him walking, that he has no recollection as to Wh-lch of them carried the money bag. The idea
of & suitor in My Court with its Head Gumastah walking in and out of my house at one of the bus-
iost hours of the day carrying a heavy purse of money does not appear to have struck this witness
as preposterous. If such a transaction is not merely a creature of his own imagination surely his
account of it would be in accord with the more probable story of the 2nd witness Namasvoya
Moodelly.

17. Thus it will be seen that three witnesses, all of them intelligent men who pretend to be
able to repeat the very ‘words spoken on the occasion and describe little incidents that occured are
egregiously ab discord upon a point which could not possibly have failed to make a much stronger
impression on their minds than any other.

18. But really the story of the conversion of the notes for me seems to have suggested itself by
the happy (for the p;-osccution) coincidence of Namasvoya Moodelly the 2nd witness having obtained
notes for Rupees 500, on the day my Promissory note was execnted, from the Custom House Shroff.

19. Tt is noteworthy that Ekanatha Row the lst witness made mo mention whatever in his
earlier statement to Mr. Gribble of having gone to the Custom House to obtain currency notes. His
memory must have been fresher then and the place was more favourable to make a calm and delibe-
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: 8t visit to my house

is supported by Ekanath
A ha, Row the 1st wi 4
e 1st witness’s deposition before this Court. This d
0 ! 1s deposition how-

iy ofcon . : e he had an opporiu-
uggested to him after my admission that 'tho StO}:y t];:jlw ARl e dfulr:im
t 1t was he that negotiated a lo i

2 an for me.

21. 'The stor
. y told by Namasa
in com : o g voya Moodelly of his visi .
= Novi‘:lg v"nth Ekanatha Row is po Sitivelyy :mt; r‘: “St;}:o my house on the 10th March 1879
G er 18 Pavab]e O At Voo J e. e 7
The anxi B : nths after date and !
iety of Ekanatha Row to settle up before heo?c:tl ‘; 1olth
or N

qecomes still more so w he te
i th:{la:al;e Ste.l}s us that after going to Negapatam he neve '
i i - o t,h :e;:g, as he admits that he had incurred no l'w '?nce E ¥
esid st oetiin frequen: ¢ possessed no interest in the matter, i ‘.”‘blhty agrtny) ok
messages to Namasvoya Moodelly to ,eolliels h:lu (}11 AR
and have his account

settled up before h
e left for N
Tranquebar alon egapatam, This anxi
e f : 5 i nxiety mor :
Hegentian. or he is relieved of it and is no eover seems to have had e

ever is at utter variance wi him G
S : r-n'nce with the statements mad by hi
3 meerting with Namasvoya Moodell o pripalorieluciy
o ¥

Promiss
E, omissory note executed on ihe
arch had 50 days more to ry
ega i i 3
gapatam seems inexplicable to me ; it
3t

Ry : xistence 1
ore troubled with the feeling after his arri:ZI :::

22. Then as to A
the circumst:
retained it, and the = ances under which I :
condition it was then i got possession of th 3
en in, the Promissory note a
nd

“ note go out of his : Namasvoya iti
possession 7 ya positivel S )
by Ekanatha Row that day u]rltl:ll 1- g8.xd .Eka’na'thil Row arrived atymasfrm  that he did not let the
1t Was given to him at my door to beyt lt:nse ; that it was not seen
aken inside to me. Wkanai
. : natha

Row on the other h
a.nd sa
was given to me by Namaz-:otha; ;13 never remarked the condition of th :
ments of repayment not bei‘ng ’: '(I:Odelllly L aE e Matla s able 21'0"‘15501'5’ e
b % 1 1t as he . e spe
the variance in the two accounts is remark::iznhed the Promisso peak to the

23. It this story of my gettin
unpaid oo the l4th Februaj;fglfi'ig iimldlsf st
vellous that no mention of so i o lf““athfb R o e el
ollous that 0 e 1mportant FOE efore Mr. Gribble it is
riend, e a strong motive to expose the fr e
very time he was furnished with an opport,unitye f1
0

when it
eudorse-
ry note that morning in his h;uosle‘ri

onnection with the loan wa made then
aud practi VO e, h
practiced on Namasa oya, Moodcllyea.t: .

) e

has only too readil i : deposing all he kne
y availing himself of it. H e knew to my dis

- Here again your honor wil ¥ disadvantage and h

1 no 7 4

theory set up to account for mis
the pro = .
b o g P sory note being in my possession hastb o io e Th AT
een builg up onl
y after

24. Mutuchedambara Pi
‘ : illay the 4 i .

B i L R 5;1 : e;) 43: witness like Ekanatha Row, the 1st wi

T T e moment of his going into the Wi Witness was transferred

2nd charges only. Neither Ekanatalzn ;{,he 3rd charge. His name o SR SR o s

and my sending him upstairs to waibab ZW noxi Namasavoya have d£§:$ :S z witness for the 1st and

y , because T was p 0 his coming i -

deposed that nobody else was in the room when S’lda busy with them. On the ;z ::rmlﬂg; 1Into the room

e mo ary they have both

this witness did rea,lly e two men wi \ . : I STy note given. If
see these t g ith me it seer ] i
fact of his intrusion on eo 1V 3 o o . ll haye fo; i t
our all Ded private meeting This w nlc\ssl mo : |
y it 4 got ien the

y eover all ;
while Ekanatha Rg eges the meeting to

have take i
n place in a room on the east side of the honse
£
W states the meeti
ing was

in the southern Hall of my house.
25. With regard to the deposition of Thondy Sap
aba

note I now quite think i g ath
7 ol it possible that I may have beon mady, Chetty the obligee named in the P
s e TO-

tent of being led into borrowi made th
ving money supplied } e dupe of Eka
y Namasavo natha Row to th
ya Moodell SROES
.

find it difficult to account for N.
amasavoya M p : 4
manded 7, 8 or 10 months after it was e};ecu;?idzl];.r saying that the payment, of I:}‘llt if this were so I
- X T 1n ot : & d
notet fIf he sz,s the real obligee he ought certainly toohi]er words when it had bec:mpero nof‘e was de-
zen (;r p(;'omlssory note was not due by 50 days, It is‘:) known that on the 1 AP, D7 L
oney lender i : ; y 0
v concerned himself so little with a loan of Rupe:?&to &Zk FRn
made by hlm on
o prOmiss()ry note

MG

e

'y

B
P o

. Moodelly for five mont

9

pa,_vmcnt. of it at maturity, before it was due, Or when it had
If it is difficult to account for Thonday Sabapathy
favor by Namasavoyd
ther

as to be unable to say whether he sought
become overdue- But this is Namasavoy s case:

Chetty being kept ignorant of a promissory note having been taken in his

hs whilst in the interim they had constant business intercourse with each 0
petween them, it is still more difficult to account for no demand having been made
his constituent Namasavoy Moodelly when he found I kept frandulent posses-

asavoya Moodelly as & man of business and property must have regular ac-
t produced PALT an of rapees 500 throngh

he time of my receiving the lo
0. S. 263 of 1877 was not on the file of my Court. It was finally disposed
back remande

d only on the 13th December 1878. This appears to be
hich Namasavoyd had any personal interest.

In all the others he ap-
toes of the Covil he represents. If any payment Was made to me
and the accounts rendered

and kept accounts
by the latter in aid of
gion of the note. Nam
counts. Why are they no
Ekanatha Row, I find that
of in January 1878 and came
the only suit in my Court in W

peared as & party with other co-trus

int the interest of the covil the books
by them to the temple committee would shew it.
96, Namasavoya says & lett

ent need of i, the al

[ was in urg

money—where is the letter ? The messenger
declared to be unknown at any rate they are not called.

bt in the prosecution neb is the Hth witness Somasoondram Chetty.

hased notes for Rs. 500, the same day that

This witness and his book (exhibit)

d to make their story &

ha Row coming with

kept by the trustees of the institution

to him asking him to send the money by bearer as
him to bring the

er was written
leged ~ writer Ekanatha Row says he worte to
who carried this letter, and other subsequent messen-

gers are
97. 'The latest fish cang
But how does the fact of Namasavoya Mudali having pure

1 borrowed & gimilar su t the transactions together.

m connec
have only gserved to contradict the statements of the 1st and 2nd witness an
more complicated one:

Somasoondaram says he does not remember Ekanat
Namasavoya to obtain currency notes. Namasavoya Says Hkanatha Row carried the money, gave it
to the Shroff and requesting him to give the notes to Namasavoya went away t0 the District Munsif's
Court where he afterwards gave

the notes to him. Bkanatha Row says the two went together, got
the notes together and that he paid them fo me. In either of these two cases it is impossible to see
Jow the note could have bee

n registered in Namasavoy's name.

98. After all this maze of contradictory evidence 1 beg your honor to take into consideration

the probabilities of the case and whether my conduct from the first has been consistent with an inno-
cent intention or otherwise.

99." Your honor will perceive that the Promissory Note now before you on the face of it carries

evidence of being bond fide Payments are recorded as having been made on three occasions, mention
is made of the amonnt 0 tad by the words

£ each of the two first payments and the final payment is no

« paid up.” The ink is different in cach case and the writing is also gomewhat varied. I would res-

pectfully submit that if oral evidence, except of a most unexceptional character were allowed to

weigh against the terms of such a Promissory note there will be little security in reducing contracts
into writing-

30. The evidence by which it is attempted to shew Hxhibit A is gomething else than what it

Will any one believe that a Munsif of my experience, ac-

is of the most paltry kind.
n the subject will deliberately enter into @ negotiation for a loan from &
and conduct the transation 80 openly as to become the

stah to write openly to suitors for money,
d sottle their debts with me, that I would
roceive loans from them in conspicuous bags, display it exposed on
hich such unholy transactions are being carried on accessible to
o to read the records, that I would send my Gumastah and
5 walk the public streets t0 & public office with & heavy bag of money.
is a peculiarly difficult one. By the class to which I belong I am
y of men %o which my accuser and his witnesses belong. I
nable to command the aid of such men as can unravel the mystery of
Namasavoy's conduct. An official under the ban of his superiors in the Mofussil
ered a fit subject for human vultures to peck at, or to be

geems to be,
qun.inted with the rules 0
saitor of his Court through the Head Gumastah
talk of his Clerks. Is it likely I would anthorise my Guma

permit messages t0 be sent about calling guitors to come an

receive suitors openly in my hounse
the table, leave the hall or room in W

every casual visitor or clerk who may com

guitor from my house together ¥
31. My position in this case
sociating with that bod

precluded from as
am utterly isolated and u
kanatha Row and
as a fallen 18 viewed as carrion,
avoided as one whose proximity is contagion.

Surely your hono

is consid

r does not credit these men who have volunteered the evidence they have given

e e
e e T 2 il
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here with any high moral motives such as a desire to cleanse the springs of justice. Their object is not
to recover the Rs. 500 alleged to have been advanced to me. The Oi‘_'ﬂ courts could have been ap-
plied to for this. What then are their motives ? They are puppets in the hands of others and dance
at the will of him who holds the strings of their actions.

32. With the foregoing remarks I am content to trust my case for your honor's consideration’
and leave its final disposal in the hands of their Lordships the Judges of the High Court.

I feel confident that I shall receive all the consideration which can be accorded to anjold and
faithful servant of Government and I am sure the fact of my long service of 30 years for more than
20 of which T have been a District Munsif will weigh with you and their Lordships in my favor.

TRANQUEBAR, }

6th May 1880. (Signed) P. M. PEDROZA.

'l

No. 1,162.

Proceedings of the Hiyh Court of Judicature at Madras, dated 26th July 1880.
Read letter dated 8th March 1880, from the Acting District Judge of Tranquebar, reporting the
proceedings under the Commission issued to him in High Court Proceedings dated 16th April 1880
for the Examination of Mr. P. M. Pedroza, District Muusif of Tranquebar.

(H. E.H. C. No. 4,206 of 1880.)

On the 16th February 1880, Mr. Gribble, the officiating Distriet Judge of North Tanjore, reported
that he had good ground for suspecting Mr. Pedroza, the Distriet Munsif of Tranquebar, of corrupt
and irregular practices, and a week later he submitted a memorandum of a conversation he had had
in the interval, with the Munsif, on the subject of these suspicions, and especially on the point that
the Munsif had obtained money from suitors in his Court. The Munsif (after some hesitation)
admitted that he had in one instance taken a loan of 500 Rupees on a Promissory note. He at g
game time denied that he knew, when the loan was taken, that:, the lender was a suitor. He went on
to explain that he had repaid the loan, and that he hs.x,d the discharged note in his possession. On
being called on to produce the note, he se:nt Mr. Gribble & promissory note ‘purporting to have been
given by him (Pedroza) to one Sabapatti of Ma,ya.vz.sr.am for 500 Bupees. The note bore three
endorsements of part payment in the Munsif’s handwriting. Two of these each for Rupees 100 we
dated 6th March 1879 and 8th March 1879 the third, (and in Mr. Gribble's opinion from the
of the ink and sand appeaing to have been written immediately before the note
Lim) bore no date and comsistod only of the words “paid up P. M. Pedroza ™

9.  Muy. Gribble reported that he had reason to believe that the pérson who h
the sum of Rupees 500, to the Munsif was one Namasivaya Mud
proceedings in the Court of the Munsif.

3. Mr. Redroza further admitted that his wife and mother.
Trancguebar. : :

4. Mr. Gribble forwa?,-rded p-artlcﬂar.s of ancft,her cas‘e m which it wag asserted the Mumsif had
o e Rl e oGt faidhin Geotion 30 of 4ok I
1873) appointed the District Judge of North Tanjore (Mr, WOOdmﬁ’g) 2.0 of

. ommissioner to enquj
into the conduct of Mr. Pedroza in reference to these alleged loans gng framed 4 artic] ; :nqmm
tl articles o

re
freshness
was produced to

ad actually supplied

ali who was at the time g party to

m-law had contracted loans in

#]st. That you Mr. P. M. Pe_droza being Dis-
trict Munsif of Tranquebar did in or about the
month of September and October (Pirattasi) 1878
obtain from one Somasundram Pillay, who was
then concerned in a certain suit or proceedings
pending before you as such Munsif a sum of
Rupees 500 by way of loan in orcicr that you
should shew favor to the said Somasundram
Pillay.

for this purpose. uhargc
A o

S s fl (.a,r.]_) Stage of the enquiry thus

rdered, the Commisgigney for techinical

abandoned articles 1 § o reasons
6. At the enquiry there

- ere examin
sustain the charge, .

o the Heaq Clum
Munsif’s Court thrnugh who

been inty

asta of the
m Mr., Pedrog

: & had
oduced to Na.masivaya Mudali :

T .
y ANAmMas).
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9nd. That you Mr. P. M. Pedroza being
District Munsif of Tranquebar did in or about
the month of November 1878 receive from one
Somasundram Pillay who was concerned in a
certain suit or proceeding then pending before
you as such Munsif a sum of Rupees 500 by way
of gift in order that you should shew favor to the
said Somasundram Pillay. ;

8rd. That you Mr. P. M. Pedroza being
District Munsif of Tranquebar did in or about
the month of November 1878, obtain from one

vaya Mudali, Sabapathy Chetty and three other
witnesses of less importance.

_

7. Mr. Pedroza, while asserting that the
sum of Rupees 500 had been advanced to him as
a loan, persisted in asserting that at the time the 1 €
money was received he believed it was supplied i
to him by Sabapathy Chetty and that the note | 1,
had been discharged by payment. He examined " .

Chokka Mnudaliar alias Namasivaya Mudaliar
who was then a party to a certain suit or suits X 5 4
pending before Dyou as such Munsif a sum of testimoney of the witnesses in support of the
Rupees 6500, as a loan in order that you should
shew favor to the said Chokka Mudaliar alias
Namasivaya Mudaliar. s
4th That you Mr. P. M. Pedroza being Dis- 8. The Commissioner found as follows :—
trict Munsif of Tranquebar did in or about the , behils .
month of November 1878, obtain from one Chok- g the- accused being District Munsif of
ka Mudaliar alias Namasivaya Mudaliar who was Tranquebar did on the st of November 1878,
then a party tio ? certain suib ol: i}lits (1); proceed-f obtain from one Chokka Mudali alias Namasi-
ings pending before you as such Munsif a sum o ! g
'I[Y{l‘;b 51)300 bybway of gift, in order that youshould v2y® Mudali who then was known to the accused
shew favor to the said Chokka Mudaliar alias tobea party to litigation pending in his Court a
8 : party 188 P g
Namasivaya Mudaliar.

chargs hy suggesting discrepancies on their evi-
dence on points which were not very material.

sum of Rupees 500, asa loan : but, with reference
to the interest charged, on inadequate eonsideration, and with reference to the official relation
between the parties on an implied understanding or knowledge that he should show favor to his
creditor and that the corrnptness of the transactions became complete later on'(on 10th March
1879) by practical conversion of the loan into a gift.

9. By a rule made by the Sudder Court on the 26th December, 1836, and republished by this
Court in 1873, it was declared that Munsifs, who borrowed money from suitors in their Courts, ren-
dered themselves liable to dismissal. Although disregard of this rule might not in all cases be visited
with dismissal from the service, there are in this case, circumstances which preclude the Court from
refraining from imposing the penalty of which all District Munsifs had notice.

10. The Commissioner found and the Court concursin the opinion, that Mr, Pedroza not only |

porrowed money within his jurisdiction but borrowed it from a person who was (as he was informed
at the time) a suitor in his Court. The Promissory note represents as the payee a person who was
not the owner of the money and if as the Court believe Mr. Pedroza was aware of this circumst.a%lce
the reason for the misstatement is obvious. The note bears endorsements in Mr. Pedroza’s handwriting

hich do or do not truly represent payments.:&[v. Pedroza must have been aware that these endorse-
w

ments by the party liable are no evidence of payment and if he had made the payments as he -allegea
he would have secured acquittances from the payee and would have had other means of proving the
payments. Mr, Pedroza makes no attempt to prove them. 1?[9 does not even s.ay v.vhere or to whom
he made any of them nor does he assign a d&te' to t.he final d;rﬂxchargc of the ob.h.gatlon,.

11. In either view Mr. Pedroza’s conduct in this transaction has rendered it impossible he should

tained in the judicial service. If the Commissioner who has conducted the enquiry with great
ha B or in finding that the loan was converfed into a gift, there yet remains the fact that the
e e“fm I,d on terms more favorable than would be ordinarily obtained and which ecuntenance
loan was :de.\va,n:l;t the creditor looked for other consideration from the Munsif. Proof of the
the suggestion ,‘ 1» not forthcoming and the Court cannot but regard the endorsements made by
alleg e)d llmf;n:lt(:cti‘liqus and iutendc?l if not to defraud the creditor at least to deceive the officer to
M; ; Lt\;:) .Pcd roza was subordinate. i
W !”"‘n‘ The High Court therefore direct that Mr. Pedroza be removed from the office as District
& :‘} ooy L]“\wpm\'isiﬂlls of Section 20 Act IIT of 1873 ; and the High Court further direct that
‘]Y‘m: ler have effect from the 16th April 1880.
this orde True Extract.
(Signed) LEWIS M¢IVER,

Ayg. Registrar Appellate Side.

(True Copy.)
(Signed) SUTHERLAND ORR,
Ag. Deputy Registrar, Appellate Side.

no witnesses but endeavoured to discredit the' '

g b s
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0 THE HO,NOEABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE AND THE OTHER HONORABLE JUDGES
OF HER MAJESTY'S HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT MADRAS.

The humble Petition of Peter Manual Pedroza, lately District Munsif of Tranguebar.
Housry Smewern,—That your Petitioner has, with feelings of the utmost grief and humiliation,
received your Liordship’s orders, (dated 26th July 1880) conveying the decision arrived at on his case
and condemning your Petitioner to removal from his appointment as District Muncit of Tranquebar,

with effect from the 16th April last.

2. That your Petitioner, after thirty years’ of his life spent in the
and aftershaving for upwards of twenty years labored in the faithful dis
to him as a judicial officer, the trust which he is now declared to have f
to the cruel and ignominious position in which he has been placed, witho
mitigation of the crushing sentence passed upon him.

3. Your Petitioner feels that it would be almost useless to ask

9. By a rule made by the Sudder Court on
the 26th December 1836 and republished by this
Court in 1873, it was declared that Munsifs who

borrowed money from suitors in their Courts,

rendered themselves lable to dismissal. Although
disregard of this rule might not in all cases be
visited with dismissal from the service, there are
in this case, circumstances which preclude the
Court from refraining from imposing the penalty
of which all District Munsifs had notice.— Pro.
ceedings, of the High Court, dated 26th July 1880,

service of the Government,
charge of the trust confided
orfeited, cannot resign himself
ut seeking to obtain some

your Lordships to re-examine
the facts upon which a finding has been recorded
against him.  Your Petitioner’s only prayer now
is that your Lordships will, in Jjustice to an old
servant of Ggirernment, reconsider your Lord-
ships’ decision, so far as it has been influenced by
the adverse inferences which your Lordships have
drawn as to his conduct in the matters charged
against him.

4. Your Petitioner humbly submits that the finding against him by the Court of inquiry esta-

blished only the fact that he had disobeyed the orders
a person who at the time was a suitor in his Court. Your Petitioner has neve
facts upon which this charge is based. He has admitted that he borrowed mone
whom he knew nothing. He has solemnly asserted his ignorance of the act

of the department, by borrowing money from
r sought to deny the
¥> but from a person of
ual lender being a suitor

in his Court ; and he urges in proof of this, the fact that he Wwas a stranger to the district, having

only arrived there a fortnight previous to the transaction which is made the
against him ; and in extenuation of his having borrowed at all, the fact that he

subject of accusation
had for some months

previous been on half pay, owing to sickness, at Madras.
5. Your Lordships declare that there "are circumstances connected with the case which

1. Mr. Pedroza not only borrowed money
within his jurisdiction but borrowed it from a

| . person who was (as he was informed at the time)

a suitor in his Court. (2) The Promissory Note
represented as the payee a person who was not
the owner of the money. (3) If he had made
the payments as he alleges he would have secured
acquittances and would have had other means
of proving the payments. (4) Proof of the
alleged payments is not forthcoming and the
Court cannot but regard the endorsements made
by Mr. Pedroza as fictitious Idem, paras 10
and 11

that the endorsements on the Promissory note w
from the mere absence of proof as to the payments

6. Your Petitioner would respectfully urge that the absen
by him, upon which stress is laid, was not proof that those pay
endorsements on the Promissory note went to show that it
three different occasions. If, as has been your Petitioner’s

preclude any’ lighter penality than that of dis.
missal being inflicted. Your Petitioner Jumbly
submits that his condemnation on these grounds
is based upon matters purely of inference, and not
upon facts proved. Tt is said that Petitioner
signed a Promissory note which represented as
the payee a person who was not the real owner
of the money; but the circumstances upon
which the assumption is made are more consis-
tent with the supposition that your Petitioner
was in the transaction not so much deceiving as

d to him by his creditor withont payment and

ere fictitious and fraudulent, have been assumed
endorsed.

ce of proof as to the payments made
ments were not actually made. The

had been discharged by payments on
case, these payments were made on each

occasion personally and directly to the creditor, it is obvious that no proof of the payments so made
could possibly bave been adduced, other than that contained in the endorsements themselves and

the evidence of the creditor.

13
: i ally applied for the money,
..~ admitted that he had persona :
o Credlf:.:g your Petitioner submits that that denial should have

b he denied having received it. ¢ was to the interest of the creditor to deny the receipt

b he greatest caution, as i

peen received with t
»f the money- ‘ ‘
g = Your Pefitioner humbly submits that his

‘- 3 . he receip
interested in denying th
of a man deeply inter for move than twenty years.

office of Distriet Munsif honored by the friendship and consi

whole of this period ; he has been t in the department in which he has served ; 2

- g = who w him incapable of
jovenanted officer Oft thit : sed away, there were many who ould have declared hi p
tion now for the most part pas

; : . ailty.
F Isification of which Your Lordships believe hu? to have b?er‘ltghiniy S oD abviis
the deliberate fa s? " humbly submits that in the absense of proof agm'ns ,h it N
i Peh:onhoars borne should have entitled him to the presumption that he
. haracter he y pRe inst him.
and the. c . the transaction which is the subject of the c}ftu‘gt? agains s exorciss of  tho, prezcs
sy tP earnestly prays that your Lordships, in the gracion tter destitution, at
g, Lo Felpeser ity of ntence which reduces him to utter g
-, will mitigate the severity ol a se ’ : ; and that your
b et mllll mltl‘i%bdl:hope of making a new start, in thestruggle fol‘l‘:fm?encjl:ulier g’rage it
3 he can have Ltbie B0} M SR S ‘pent his life, in wht
an age when im to the service in which ‘he has spen :
% R o e him e , uld have given
BB Wluhelft:l;er rizt::mmend him for the pension which his last appointment wo gr
’ t g, or
may be thoug

. Iready been
king this appeal, your Petitioner would humbly submit that he has a =
cing ;s

i : dy and mind.
R e for above five months, and has nndergone much distress ot
without any 1nco

And your Lordship’s Petitioneras in duty bound,
n

good character shounld have outweighed the den:.l
t of the money. Your Petitioner has he.ld the
He has borne a good character during the
deration of more than omne
nd in a genera-

Wit EveEr Pray.
(Signed) P. M. PEDROZA.
18th September 1880.

APPENDAIX.

————eee U Y

in the year 1878, Mr. P. M. Ped-
Powers of a 2nd Class
e so employed worked

‘ hefehy (:e!'tify t«hat f()l' sevelﬂ;l lllonths Llll i g I‘ i s

jigiit tl'le famine

W ‘l Diﬂtrict Mu]lsif of Palmaﬂla-n, e.ﬂel’cisull under my Orders the
hl e

: istr if ; and whil
rozZa, f : : duties of District Munsif; an 3
2 . i his ordinary du A s
Ms,gmtra.te-,lm aidlu;zut;y 3 i of a large number of Magisterial cases, although suffering
very steadily and ze ;
time to time severely from fever. (Signed) W. S,V VHITESIDE,
Magistrate.

PALMANAIR, |
Augt. 9, 1880. )

I have known Mr. P. M. Pedroza in th

. . . .11
to b 0 ﬂla‘r ﬂund Well hked, and nOt a breﬂth agalﬂst hlS lntﬁgll
e p P

1 also knew him persona

ty ever reached my ears.

s work.

him to be steady enC s vl hJthis testimonial as he is about to apply for Pensic?n, and although
I have written somewhat at length, in the hope that
Hodgson and Swinton are beyond his reach in Europ.e, a:nd
ges under whom he served in my then district,

I have at his request written .
he has not been in my branch of the
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South Arcot. - (Signed) C. KOUGH,
Ag. Sub.Collector of Madura.

ervice,

Canp, Patawy, )
16th Augt. 1880, )

o South Arcot District from 1871 to 1876. He w’as ;
which was in my division, and T therefore knew him

11 d found him most courteous and kind, and I always believed
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No. 411.

MEMORANDUM.

With reference to the Petition of Mr. P. M. Pedroza, lately District Munsif of Tranguebar
dated 18th September 1880, the undersigned is directed to say that having regard to the facts of
the case which led to Mr. Pedroza's removal, the High Court cannot interfere on his behalf.

(Signed) LEWIS McIVER,
Acting Registrar,

Hices CourT OF JUDICATURE, ) Appellate Side.
Mavras, 3rd March 1881. §
To

Mz. P. M. PEDROZA,
with reference to his Petition dated 18¢h September 1880.
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