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tioned above Hig Fixcellency the Governor-in-Council Says. “In view of the above
Juacts and of the intimacy existing between the accused and the complainant which
would render the commital of any such offence as that alleged highly improbable.

(Vide para 6 of the proceedings of the Madrag Government J, P, No. 849, dated
16th May 1890),

4. With the greatest respect to the findings of the Courts,
absolute innocence. I would beg leave to state that there has heen
grievous miscarriage of justice in my case, apparent on the Jace of th
trial. My conviction admlttedly rests on tainted ang suspicious evyi
of supposed corroboration from certain admissiong of mine.

I reiterate my
a palpable and
¢ record of my
dence, because

5 Tam well aware that every convicted prisoner,
Government and, urging pleas equally with myself, pray for g;
respectfully state that the benign British Goyern
secured and conserved tq itself the power to inte

might appeal to the
scharge. But I would
ment having by law and precedent
rfere, if need be, in eriminal con-
ised in each case as it

whose fair name T have not tarnished.

8. A mere perusal of the Judgments of the Sessions Court ang High Court
(Appendiecs A and B) will convinee Your Excellency-in-Council that m gtrial dis-
closes a special Procedure, if not, 5 departure from the ordinary pr,ocedure ghe right of
the meanest British subject. Both the Courts agree i condemning the evflence
for the prosecution anq yet find theip way to conviet me upon the %und that my
expla.nation is false ; in othey words conviction was the result not ile;cause the pro-
secution evidence was reliahle but because the defence evidence is false!! I beg to

submit that this is a Somewhat];staming and dangerous doctrine in the sdministea:
tion of criminal justice. His Honoup the Sessiong J udge says, (para 7 App, A) “On

this point”, that is as to the Proof that the bribhe ‘Was paid to me, *there is great

contradiction as to details, becauge each of the Persons concerned seeks to evade res-

pousibility himself and saddle it op another”, Again His Honour admits that the
evidence for the prosecution is tainteq because the witnesses are accomplicesw

that their statements are false (para 14 App. A)« There is no doubt that the WiEArkns
who took part in the transaction in Fespect of which the aceused 1 charged stand
in the position of accomplices and that their evidence 45 tainted mot ouly by this

@

Appendix B,

Vide page 5
lines 25 to 32
ot the copy of
printed papers
hereto annex-
ed as Appen-

Vide Appcndix
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HighCourt thinks such admission the 7eal strength of the case for the prosecution. It
says ““The differences in their respective stories as to how the money passed to the
Appellant do not alter the fact that the notes into which the . RaJ.ah’s prfesent was
exchanged are traced to the possession of the Appellant and 4n this Jact is the real

strength of the case for the prosecution”.

10. My case therefore liesin a nutshell. The courts hold me guilty not because
of the evidence for the prosecution which is condemned as tainted and false but because
of the admitted possession on my part of some of the currency notes into which the
Rs.2,000 of the Rajah of Ramnad were alleged to be converted. This as the real
strength of the case for the prosecution needs examination. I will crave Your
Excellency’s permission to state at some length what this admission is and what it
amounts to. I will also respectfully invite Your Excellency’s attention to the fact
that both the courts necessarily got prejudiced by reason of this socalled admis-
sion and that in consequence they did not readily reject the evidence for the prose-
cution which is admitted to be tainted and false in details, while they also attached
undue importance to one or two other circumstances in the case. The alleged admis-
sion has thus done me immense harm and it becomes necessary therefore to ex-
amine the evidence for the prosecution apart from the admission. I shall be brief
since the courts do not say that that evidence is reliable but rest their finding of
guilty on my admission “the real strength of the case for the prosecution”,

11. The most important, if not the only important, part of the case against
me is the giving or delivering of the alleged bribe to me, On this point the
judgment of the Sessions J udge is remarkably vague and misleading. While the
Sessions J udge admits that the evidence to prove this important matter 18 tainted
and contradictory, yet His Honour some how finds that N agalingam Pillai was the
man that delivered the bribe. There s no evidence to support this Jinding. The
witnesses to prove delivery of the bribe to me are Ayya Tyengar, Muthy Kumara-
Pillai, N, agalingam Pillai, and Soundararaja Iyengar, the 2nd, 3rd, 5th and 6th
Witnesses for the prosecution. All the four contradict one another. The second
witness, Ayya Iyengar, says “I said to my clerk, Muthu Komara Pillai, the
Sub-Magistrate wanted the amount for a marriage, give the amount to Sundararaja
Tyengar and N agalingam Pillai who asked for it on his behalf. T told him to tell
them to give the money on their own responsibility as they had come and asked for
the money and as they frequented the Sub-Magistrate’s house. I expected them to
return the money to me. Asg they had asked me I gave the amount to them ag g
loan”. The clerk, Muthu Komara Pillai, the 3rd witness, denies this. Curiously enough
the prosecution did not ask this witness if he paid the money to Nagalingam Pi]la;
and Sundararaja Iyengar as orded by his master. The defence asked him and he

~ denies having done so. Says he, «T gave the money to the Amein (2nd Wwitness) the

same day”. Again. © The Ameen did nof te]] me to take the money to the Pogt,
Master (5th witness) and Vakil Sundararaja Iyengar (6th witness). T swear je did
not. The Ameen did not ask me that evening if I had given the money to the Pogt

Jact but by falsehood in details,
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Appendix C,
page 16, lines

Appendix C,
page 90, lines

Appendix C,

lines 4 to 10.
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Iyencar. 11 1 ' ,
. 1 S ’ e ¥
Syub tlj\{ L :d gone there first. I saw him there at 7 or 7-30 b, . I
- A01StIre ¢ " o Syt 8 % e Mo

: agistrate alone were in the house when Ayya Iy and the

yengar had some papers in his 1 yengar came there. Ayy.
pers in his hand. e came and sat by me o ey yya

n a bench. He

took some p:
: Apers ' 1
papers and placed them in my hand. They were
. curre
ency notes, 4

notes for 500 Rs. each. T i
7 g nOtei{;r ;:fl;l lfheISub-Magmtrate asked what they were. Ayya Iyengar
rpM g S 5; u}iLj\(I . aed gave them to the Sub-Magistrate anddsaid ‘?Tliql
AT BB S ek argir‘llstmte ’eook them and looked at them and said lse
e ot B T Co;tr.{d' : le;l I said I would go and I went away”. This‘ b
i ARy differelct u:: s. : yya Lyengar and his clerk Muthu Kumara Pniim
ey Gonect(.) : 1T 181 ory—some what allied to this story no doubt—t; e
bl 1 : ere he s.ald “ Muthu Kumara Pillai got the not (;f %
bt i Xway. 'lhe night or the next night I was in the Subesl\i s
vied op il mfen and c%notheo' man came into the house. I did- i
Wi iy is(t 1.. czs 1e stood m.tl%e dark and 1t was after dusk. Th Ij:t o
sl thg; \:e le Z\lfho was sitting on an easy chair four notes f01Ej R mfen
W0 s ):Vh | (i 1e same netes as I had seen before in the Treast o
e o 2o eu; fl;) %ave the Sub-.Megistrate the notes. The Sub-Mz:?ir:t {?’w
b 1 thiix(;nnndl 1\'er_1t msule h'is house. I went away Dtixfmg
AT b PR :,t an has improved his earliest story in three im -Jil-
i R ndte nﬁow ;)rlgm:a.lly say that the Ameen took him into cox?f;) ;t"‘nt
bR et Amo.e 1sd to him before delivering them to me, that he 1_‘19nce
IR | accomlﬂnied’mb ma: e a speech saying “these are for you”, nor t]( 1d not
g T e d; 5 le another man. who kept out of his re,corrnit' i
o Amegn .t COl;u;;t\l 1e only other witness who according to A 'O"L io'll i
e i u; : t\\ 1t}1 the delivery to me of the money is the \)f):;kil %engm‘
Améen Sa‘: l,le Ol‘del}ez 1l 11@bS for the prosecution. It will be rememberellmdu-
3 mastél,, A2 deliverel(llbtelerk to entr.ust the 2,000 Rs. to this Vakil and (to tllm
Y facte Says . Wo 1‘11e on their own resposibility. This the said Vw£§
iy Kmn(:m P.e oRmo back from Rajasingamangalam the d o ;
. _ ¢ illai brought 4 be S 1 ko
ey SO S A g ags et money. He said there were
R . 1 aki RamasTvann Pillai’s house in Tiruvadanai and
s e e, t/w- .nwljlt(,jt,l’ Kozmm Pllla% drove on. [ dun't know what Muthw
. » AR knowlej;{o.i nd the\1:e‘ 18 net ’.Lhro.ughout- the whole depo-
s S ge,much. less participation, on his part i
X s s part in the
12. Thus the four witness
Vi msdaicn, o4 ‘lvlho\sv;ttnee‘s;es namely the 2nd, 3rd, 5th, and 6th witnesses
contrfldict each other so comple:ellmfl?); 11119 'pI’OOf N
s tlue RO hiE 1T uyI :1 ‘these four persons give five different stories.
iy e s this only “falsehood in details”? I humbly
.If MK i i v oef E..unnecessnr)'f and space and time thrown away.
Skl ik ¥ sty G fnbe-gmng,' innocence cannot any longer defend
y of public officials would be in the hands of small

men and conspi

pll’&tOI‘S who a 1 mo

Wi 1 gree 1n nothing e: t1 ir 1 1

; g except 1m their common intention to

13. Before I pr :
YR e Ongla c;ceteld to 'dlSCUSS the nature and effect of my socalled admission
tance. 1t is said th z ler circumstance to which both the courts attach i1;1 or,
at a present of Rs.2,000 to the Ameen Ayya Iyengar En a

- el il B B -

Appendix C,
piges 69 & 70.
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monthly pay of Rs.20 was too large a sum and that therefore the real object was

concealed by the apparant transaction. Supposing this circumstance needs explana-

tion, if T am innocent, 1 could no more be competent to explain this than any body

olso.  But it does seem to me that there really 18 no difficulty in understanding

this matter. I do not admit that the present is too large a sum merely because the
py of the Ameen is small.. He mus

t be a bold man indeed who would attempt to
vxpound the principles of expenditure in a decayed nativ

¢ Rajah’s Court. Indeed
the low opinion which the Sessions Judge of Madura evidently entertains of the
character of the Raj

ah of Ramnad as may be seen from his judgment Appendix A
and from the fact that since this case he issued a warrant of arrest for his attendance
as a witness which was only converted

into a summons subsequently on the motion of
¢the Honourable Mr. Rama Subbier, has also prejudiced me in my defence. But the

Hossions Judge with or without his bad opinion of the Rajah’s character might have

come to other conclusions about the principles of the Rajah’s distribution of presents
than that one item oub of many such was 2a bribe to me, sent in this roundaboub
and clumsy way, sure of detection and easy of proof. Why, if the Rajah wished to
destroy me, he could mot have adopted a surer method. If the Rajah and his
Dewan, the Seima Peshkar, really wished to give me a present, they could have done
way. The Seima Peshkar or a Tahsildar might have
with the present. Tt is impossible to believe that the Rajah and the

seen me
Dewan would have sent so large a temptation n the way of the Amin and call it a

present to him whereby he could effectually cheat me and the Rajah of it. It is clear

that the present was a present to him (Ameen). As to the motives, for awarding such

resents, those versed with the ntrigues of such a Rajah’s court must summon up the

owers of their imagination. 1f we have a look ab the list of presents for 1891—

1892, Exhibits W and Y, in this case and inquire why the donees should have had

them, one shall be puzzled to find a reason. There are 28 items of which the reci-
o donees under Nos. 11 and 12 and 14 again appear under Nos.
90, 13 and 28 respectively. The total sum spent in this way is over Rs. 43,009 for
the year 1£91-1892. Is it possible to recognise any principle in this distribu-
tion? I submit not. The lowest figure is item No.4. We gnd one Komariah
419-¢-0. His office is Adaipam. .. gervant who prepaves
His pay must be from Re.3 to 9 2 month. Here
twelve to seven years’ pay- Another man filling the
Qervai. He gets (Item No.11) Rs.500 on the 28th

September and again on €th December - (Item No. 20) Rs. 477-5-0.. That i3
he gets Rs. 077-5-0 as a present in one year. If we take his pay to be not
Jess than Rs. b it is 16 years’ pay- It we take it to be Rs.7 the highest pay allowed
by the Rajah for the servants of the palace, it 1s nearly twelve years’ pay- Ttem
No. 2 shows that an Attender on Rs. 7 a month gets Rs.700, i. e. over 8 years’ pay.
There are two Mahouts or elephant drivers on pay from 3.to 5 Rs. a month, 1tems
Nog. 16 and 17. They get Rs. 606-15-0 and 666-1 5.0,—why 15 annas as well it 18
impossible to conceive. The former is from 17 to 10 years’ pay- The latter from 18
to 11 years' pay- There are several fortunate men who get large sums but who are

ed with the Rajah or with the administration of his territory.

altogether unconnect
Of Kangayan Servai No. 5, who gets Rs. 1,000 no higher merit is recorded than that

he < Resides in the North Street Ramnad”. Krishna Rao, No. 6 stands without a
deseription. All the same he gets Rs. 5,500. So do the persons ander Nos. 7, 8,
10, 15, 19, 91, 23 and 23. There are some Vakils—¢ Private Vakils”-who get large

so in a very simple and secret

jents are £D, sinc

Servai getting Rs.
betel nut in the palace.
this present 18 from
same. office 13 Subbiah



Vide the
Rajah’s evi--
dence Appen-
dix C, page 29.

Vide Appen-
dix C, page 8,
lines 8 to 18.
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sums, items Nos. 9, 14, 13 and 18, Malana (Vide items 12 and 13) private Vakil

practising before the Head Assistant Magistrate, Madura, gets Rs. 4,625, a fabulous

sum. This must certainly move the envy of many a High Court Vakil who all their
life through cannot put by so much. There are six Taluks in the Zemindary
(Appendix A, page 9, line 1) and six Tahsildars. But only two Tahsildars geb
presents and they are Krishna Iyengar and Chinniah Naidu. The former gets (Item

26) Rs. 3,000, the latter Rs. 6,000 (Items 14 and 28). I need not detain Your Execl”

lency-in-Council any longer on this matter. It is but too clear that it is impossible

to find out the principle if any that governs the distribution of these presents
peyond the likes and dislikes of the young Rajah and of his favourites.

14. Under the circumstances set out in the preceeding para there is absolutely
no need for surprise at the fact that the AmeenAyya Iyengar on Rs.20 a month got
Rs. 2,000. The two favourite Tahsildars Krishna Tyengar and Chinniah Naidu who
alone among six Tahsildars get large presents, recommended this man, evidently
their favourite. We also find that this man is a relative and protege of Streenivasa”
murti Iyengar the Zemindar's Guardian. I respectfully submit that if the prosecu-
tion meant to make a point of the smallness of theAmeen’s pay and the largeness of
his present, it ought to have thoroughly examined the principles of the list Exhibit
Y and examined the Rajah about it. The prosecution with an insight into the
palace administration made nothing of this and the Session’s Judge m::de this point
for himself and the High Court follows him. In the light of m; humble observa-
tions on the list of the presents, I submit the courts were in error in_ attaching any
importance to the proportion between the Ameen’s pay and present. :

15. Thus there is no proof that the present of Rs.2,000 to the Ameen Ayya
Iyenga;r was other than a present. And admittedly the proof of the delivery thereof
to me is tainted, contradictory and false, rot false in details alone bub false

t-hOl‘Ol‘lg}.lly. There remains only my admission and I shall now proceed to state
what it 18 and its legal effect.

16. T now turn therefore to the o called admission, *the real strength of the
case fo.r the prosecution”. This consists of the fact that during the Easter of 1892.
1 was in possession of currency notes for Rs. 800—one for Rs. 500 and three for
Rs..100 each-and it was found that the Rs. 500 note was one of the four notes it
?vluch the present of Rs. 2,000 to the Ameen”Ayya Iyengar was converted 0

n the
9]
29th February 1892 and that one of the three notes for Rs.100 was one of the notes

into which another of the four Rs. 500 notes was exchanged on the 31st March 1802

while the remaining two notes of Rs. 100 were issued to Nagalinga Pillal, the Posb

Master, on the 25th March 1892 by the Tiruvadanai Treasury in connection wi

money order transaetions. These notes for Rs. 800 were sent to my nephew ab e

native place Mohanur in the Salem District by an insured parcel ab Madura on the
16th April 1892.

17. T explained under what eircumstances I so sent the sum of Rs.800 which
explanation the courts reject as false. I humbly contend that firstly the courts
reject the explanation on mere surmise and secondly that, if my explanation 18 false,
it does not follow that the present of Rs. 2,000 to the Ameen was a bribe to me-

18. My explanation was ¢his. A relative of mine had the money Rs. 800 for
his marriage and came to Madura in quest of a bride. The High Court says he 15 @

St oS LT ﬁ"_ e

s

Vide his evi-
dence Appen-
“aix C page 44

dix G,
ooyt 3y 106
28 tu 36.
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1d then. This fact cannot alter the other fact that
man of 35- Yeé’ h;.;;:i% };;?;stl; after he was married. Those that know of rather
g Wa? ul?a.chelors do know that they wander in quest of girls. This man had
e Bmhmuflhi at Devacotta. This fact and the fact I was employed near Deva-
a brother 0 ,; {ly inducements to him to come there for the purpose. There 18
s ev‘}:':n innatural in this. He then went to Rameswaram where anotlfer
absolutely n(?t h§§ 16 and not willing to carry the money with him left it w1't.h
bmth?r o'f i t'mio to send it on t0 Madura to one Kuppusamy Mudellhar 9th. wit-
e 111553“: 1 where he would get it from him on his way back. I accordingly
ness for the ae encem Viakil Youndararajiengar with instructions to send it on to my
entrustefl 7 Su;ni:'ve was mot with the said Kuppusamy Mudelliar at Madura.
nephew if o Te a;:abive of the same place as myself and as he was wandering then
This relatlonfli',a S thought it best to send it on to my nephew in case he
on ascount © & u: Madura. As this man had passed Madura, the Vakil sent the
was not found & o .The et that my YOung nephew Was not called to
?,upport me “ast AppendixB 58 it was pointed oub by my Counsel .that it
“F the‘ Juiir:eﬁiahgge degree unlikely that my nephew should contradict me.
was m o)

v elative, the 7th witness
i bornle Igstplgils; erl‘dlg(leiI:i'e ofOfoIl?\rlr; elhe oth witness for the
i ant(full Isiubmit that their evidence is far more trustworthy than
Gt res}:f Souidararajiengar and Post Master Nagalingam Pillai who swear
g Of e 1 ‘tude and who, a8 the Sessions Court finds, contradict each other
& 31‘:“' Oc::l?e:;nilld \\'11; have not spoken the whole truth”. 1f this was not the
and two ¢

1 should have sent the money in an insured parcel
it ] atural to supposeé that \
fact, 1018 annatural

and thereby perpemumd testimony to prove connection between me and the notes of
- rencal’. » .
A)-yali))en;‘; supposing for & moment that the 300 Rs. is not my relative’s, dloesfl:
: it must have been corruptly obtained by me? Is 800 R.s. too much 10
follow that 1 sildar and Sub-Magistrate of 50 many years standing ? Have I no
a Deputy . 1s1t at Mohanur ? Has the prosecution suggested or proved that I
anc(.astral prope;&ldinc <o small a sum comparatively ? It is not suggested that I am
am incapable 0 ; nth:bits and that I do not save money. If the money were my OWI,
a man of ext}' avaaii) answered 18 that I sent it from Madura and not from Tiruvada-
the only poixt *0 ents T have advanced in the preceding pard clearly shew that
nai. But the a_rg‘lm_ the notes have added to the recorded history of the prese;nt
Ifc;){ulgox(x)%t blz’dlgi‘ilglﬁnversion into notes, if my object was to conceal and that easier
of hs. a

a 4] methods of forwarding the sum were open to me if T had any thing
and more us -
: i ith it. ‘
nceal in connection Wi _ ‘ :
to co b i is abs olutely unnecessary for me, I am ent-ltle(.l to take %}nothex
20, . Thove i that I received the 2,000 Rs. does 1t necessarily follow 1t was a
iti wmin - ! 15 v
poiutxon.l A’:;it thi transaction is consistent with my having taken .1t as a 1Oin
bribe 3 su T secution pub it forward as a loan. The 21}'(1.\?'&11688 says “1
tThe m’tnes,ses toll them to wive the money on their own responsibility as they had
) o o . ’
i hm(; ::ked for the money and as they frequented the Sub-Magistrate's house.
n - o
;ome a 3 hecil 0.4 the money to me. As they had asked .me I gave the
?:f:: to them as a loan- 1 did not make any arrangement as to interest. Itwas®
aﬂ 5 P o] a = -
arranged that the money was to be repaid o Jemand”. The recorded history of the
t;'zmsl‘nission of the present and its exchange into four notes 1 could not but be




Appendix C,
page 15, lines
21 to 23.

Vide para 6,
Appendix A.

Appendix D.

Appondix A,
para 4,

Vide
Appendix D.
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aware of, if the present was a concealed bribe to me.
such notes by an insured parcel ? Mohanur is ncl): fa:‘::i; il'olirex ;(; I(Yad o
not have sent it on by a special man of my own ? Could I not h“Vea ura. - Could 1
my father-in-law? Could I not have sent it in two Separatet b S,ent = thise oy
dates by falf notes, which is every day done by all, if T had corru t‘;elsk()m .dlffel‘ent
money ? What became of the remaining Rs.1,200? Could I II: t-:y }(: e
disposed of the 800 Rs. exactly in the same way. Do not all th? ave .kept or
one argumen.t that themoney was sent in Madura and not from Wherel; OUt“'elgh e
do not all this make it highly probable that my account is correct ? V;as a;nd indeed
th.at two Rs. 100 notes of the 800 Rs. I sent was obtained from t.h t%vlll be seen
Tiruvadanai by Nagalingam Pillai in connection with money ord . ; reasury ab
How came I to possess them. If I had received Rs.2,000 in fmblrr note i rans{actlons.
exchanged one of these into four Rs.100 notes and 100 Rs. cash 5 i;l o I‘had
Judge says, why should I take only one of these 100 Rs. curre.ncy noiZs ‘lfdsrfxssmns
‘ anage

to get two other 100 Rs. currency notes from the Post Master Nagalingam Pillaj ?
g Ulai? -

The pr9secution has not solved all these questions and a solution on t} i

theory is, I humbly submit, impossible. The third witness says, “ The S liprose‘cutlon
had ?sked for it as @ loan and I asked Ayya Iyengar to give, it a: § Z-Mi?,g 1str‘a 52
Se.ssxons Judge easily gets rid of this argument on the ground thalz t(;afb hx s
evidence to support it and that it is inconsistent with the principal defen 1LreB]S i
one can be eriminally convicted, the story for the prosecution must b e -'efore
w1.th any other hypothesis than the penal guilt of the accuéed ‘\nld ite'TnCO]MStelf :
this case. Besides, throughout the whole record there is absol:ltel 7 no; i e
that the Rajah had any immediate or remote object in bribing me ind n ”}]g o Sll_eW
as to any. If, as the Sessions Judge says, the Zemindary D:vag‘t-mamo ; flg‘igestlon
out of his management into the hands of the lessees, some montlz; befor h; e
1892 the Rajah had no motive whatever to give me a bribe of Rs’2 00(:: g

" 2?1.13 | wm;}dqnext beg leave to invite'the attention of Your Excellency-in-
: cil to another aspect of the case to which the courts have attached no impor
tanc.e. In my explanation to the Collector and before courts I pleaded ¢ ; [-)‘m-
against me ‘and gave my reasons. The prosecution did not attack thi Onz)l)lldcy
other hin.d .1t con(‘jeded that there are men behind the screen. Savs t}l]s' S 5 .the
i;lsdge, 5 lt‘vlls ftdnntted by the prosecution that the complainant Whjc; is ’d?e Qrelzsm'ri
es8 and whose attendance had to be secured by a warrant and by attach i
Eztptlfiei‘lty 1s’nothin{) but L namelender”.  With this admission ity 18 aa:er;zerit bcl)f
s 20 \‘V}EOI:;();@?II?;)I{ dl(} not tell the'court or the accused who are the realprzs:
gt e oo 0 L 18 :.t. 1 witness lent his name. This part of the case for the pr
: oped in dense darkness. I made therefore m 1€ pro-
given facts and named the Police Inspector and the Vakil g own guesses from
the 6th witn?ss for the prosecution as the chief Conspil’ato:-S fo‘?lﬂiaral'a]a Iyengflr
izisjféasatxfg to.the Collector. If there is any doubt on the subjzz?nsit Sf: t:jsilln
¥ the circumstance of Exhibit J, a most remarkable d : .
mere perusal of it would convince Your EXcellency-in-Coun i cias -~
conspriracy. Exhibit J reads thus. cil that there was a

9
Exhibit J.
Exhibit B.
111392,

[ Initialled] W. F.
98th August 1892.

To.
NAGALINGAM PILLAIL
Post Master, Tiruvadanal.

Receipt executed by Ayyavaiengar, Amin of Tiruvadanai Devastanam.

Office Deputy Clerk Muttukumaru Pillay had been sent to the Rajasinga~
mangalam Taluk with a yadast to obtain and bring rupees 2,000, the present
referred to in order No. 9 dated the 1st February of the current year of the Seemai
Peshkar of the Ramanadhapuram Samastanam; Sundararaja Aiyengar Vakil of
the Tiruvadanai Sub-Magistrate’s Office had also been sent with him [Muttukumara
Pillay] for help. The said sum of rupees 2,000 was received and brought and was
given to you to be paid to the said Sub-Magistrate Sreenivasachariar and you
accordingly paid it. The amount of income tax imposed on me for the said
amount and for my pay also 18 rupees 58-5-4, which with one anna for this receipt
comes to rupees 58-6-4. This is the receipt for my having received the said sum
of rupees fifty eight, annas six and pies four from you according to the verbal
transfer, made by the said Sub-Magistrate Streenivasa Chariar Avergal's father-

in-law Kuppan Aiyangar.
(Signed) AYYAVIENGAR,
(On one anna receipt stamp). Amin.

The document purports to be a receipt from Ayavayangar the Ameen to Naga-

lingam Pillai the Post Master for Rs. 58-6-4 which the prosecution alleges my
father-in-law through Nagalingam Pillai paid to him (Ameen) as Income tax on
9,000 Rs. he got from the Rajah. But a few observations would show that this docu-
ment was a fabrication between the Ameen and the Post Master and clearly
supporting as it does the whole theory for the prosecution smacks also of the
manufacture by the Police Inspector and the Vakil. Ttcontains needless and dangerous
details, of no use to the Ameen or the Post Master and of the utmost importance to
the prosecution. Tt gives the whole history of the bribe giving. Why are all these
entered ? If Nagalingam Pillai was doing dirty work for me is it likely that he
would have secured a written receipt and why ? And why such a receipt ? And woul
he keep it in existance after a case was started against me ? It is very difficulés :
. mpgue what 1s too appar nb“?\é'l‘he document speaks for itself. The erastwes, the s
6 r"gct’nﬁly&c.; on ;obe,;ce it shew the work of the Policeman and the Vakil
who know that courts would consider such to be the appearances of genuineness.
Why was not a clean receipt written ? I would beg of Your Excellency-in-Council
to send for the original and inspect it. Irepeat that this is overwhelming proof

that 1 was the victim of a conspiracy.
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99. There is one other circumstance to which I would respectfully call Your
Ixcellency’s attention. The Collector of the District, a very careful man and one
who has great experience of the District, its people and his subordinates, declined to s
proceed against me criminally after considering the whole of the evidence recorded N e
by the Head Assistant Collector. FOR ORDERS.

APPlication for remission of sentence from sonviot.. - in the VAV TS %2

93. The story for the prosecution is easily shewn to be false not only by the 0
ahove considerations but a number of others which I do not purpose to mention Nume of the Convict ( .
here as it would make my petition unnecessarily long and as they would easily 1/.S8 1erreq wra C/L/c:« ‘
suggest themselves to your Excellency-in-Council. For instance, the introduction of 021_“/

the Post master Nagalingam Pillai and the Vakil Soundararaja Iyengar on the stage Se e 2 ;»nL/d_\
is remarkable. To believe their story is to assert that the Rajah and his chief - : ,
advisers arranged a bribe to be given to me by the Ameen Ayya Iyengar but that Lt (/‘%cqq_ ‘
they did net tell him so, that they did not provide for its delivery to me; that I - P IEY ot 43

without being told of its nature knew it to be a bribe for me, that 1 took the %/ Offence commatied. F\l.,x & JOI A

perilous step of reposing confidence in two strangers, the Vakil and Post master, . : ‘\_ (o senrun Lot ;—a—f
that the Ame2n was hesitating to carry out the order of the Rajah and his advisers B 7/?/7f e [ ol e P G
and that these two men mounted guard and put pressure upon the Ameen. This ' ‘ it S i 2t “%
aspeet of the case is unnatural and in the highest degree improbable. One would k
think if a Rajah, or for the matter of that, any body else voluntarily arranged a ;

bribe to be given to me, he could and would have seen it 18 paid to me promptly Adjudicating Court. L dare I (‘“"T"Z/ /'142;/%
and secretly. One would also think that the man entrusted with it would not hesitate
to pay it to me unless he meant to misappropriate it himslf which is not
‘hsinuated in the case of the Ameen, and above all if there is any hesitation on
his part, nothing could be easier for me than to have sent for the man

“ myself and told him secretely that I expect him to obey his masters at once
| It is absolutely unnatural to suppose that this most natural method & it e
' : 2 . ] g 1 08 { y TP I B k ) L7
d would not be efficacious. But if this would not induce the Ameen to obey his Sentence impused. O jue Y car” , iy i : 7 k“'-.
masters what is there in the Post Master and the Vakil to make him change his o7 ppg—T 5 bt » PE v://‘m,(, 4
4% It is thus clear that these two men are als ave hs ( - ,
| mind i \t these two men are also eonspirators and have had to /] oo it 6 ol % dz’”(

play as witnesses as well in the furtherance of the conspiracy. I would not swell
the petition with further details and observations. I trust however that I have

Lty ’ i3

catisfactorily shewn that the evidence against me is nothing and that the courts 5
2 L ie . : Eait Sr Vi . !
acting upon mere Suspicion arising from my possession of some of the currency notes Result of appeal to High Conrt. Celiial bro '71«/»;4.‘(

two months after the present was converted into notes, did not reject the prosecution |

- story notwithstanding the admission that the evidence in support of that story is
z tainted, contradictory and false.
b Tnder s B Ire s o .
| 94. Under all these circumstances I humbly pray that your Excellency-in-
(‘,()u - 3 . RALINYLS L xr A O( - . 15 s 3 » 5 S G T -
3 el w1]1. be graciously pleased to set aside my conviction and senfence and . e . el A\
‘ direct my discharge. Previous Convictions. 2 S
i ntppl Jail, Tanjore ) ‘_—
i : o] 8! " R
! i ’5 5 Petitioner. e
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From the Inspector-General of Jails, dated

ReAp the following endorsement :—

=2 ) >
OrpEr s ﬂ ,No.z.f/ y i

Tue Inspector-General of Jails will cause convict No. 5 ¢ ;7' S R e g/ /, o

; - -2 ,
confined in the Ao e’ Jail at Lt p R to

be informed that the Government declines to interfere with the sentence passed
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