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Madras.

The humble memorial of §. Sithambarum Pilla,
late First Grade Overseer, on a salary of Rs 60 per
mensem Satur Talug, Tnnevelly District.

DO

"

»>
) Most ReSPECTFULLY SHOWETH:—
X3 \v = \ N . :

: _ ; 1. Memorialist feels aggrieved by the Proceedings of the President of District Board
\ i g ‘ ¥ BE Tinnevelly dated 18th July 1894 (copy of which is herewith enclosed), and respectfully begs to
\ stbmit the same for your Excellency’s benign consideration y

lency will be graciously pleased to accord that amount o
rs

cumstances of his unfortunate case would deserve. :
BTy L 5 : " 2. That the charges brought against the petitiorer may 1 classed\ fider three heads.
x\ X ‘ \ . | ‘ g The first charge is that the petitioner, when summoned to §Eﬁdén§,943 ‘the District Munsif's “
Mhalaalio, BEE A : I 3 Court, “loitered away his time, and did Dot return with commendable despatch to his division”,
T e Tl i ; e 2 S In the first place, memorialist 1 spectfully submits that he is accused of lack of commendable
"f‘} G : ' 3 despatch, and not lack of ordina.y despatch, Secondly the summons requiring the petitioner’s
: : 3 presence in Court directed his at.endance on the 26th February 1894, In obedience to the
ﬁ subpoena, petitioner appeared in the. District Munsif’s Court on the 26th and was detained
ttB( Ist March. Sections 173 and 174 of the Civil Procedure Cede clearly lay down, that g

witness shall not depart from the Court house without the Court’s permission and that

s if any
person so summoned and attending, departs in contravention of Section 178, the Court may

order him to be arrested. and brought before the Court. It will thas be observed that the peti-
~ tioner could not with impunity disobey the order of the Court and could not return with des-
~ patch, much less commendable despatch without rendering himself amenable to the said penal
provision. Memorialist has produced certificate of attendance from the District Munsif for the

number of days he was detained in Court which petitioner hopes, would satisty your Ex.

cellency in council that petitioner did not tarry a minute longer than was absolutely necessary .
As for the President’s suggestion that petitione? was “concerned in some private civil sits”,
~ Petitioner would respectfully submit that the insinnation is absolutely without foundation and
'g evidently based upon the concluding sentence of the Suapervisor’s letter which- embodies a
“If what I hear ig true,

‘:\\ \ :} " 5

mere hearsay on the point. The sentence is as follows the case seems
to be practically of his own *,

8. Again, the Supervisor says in his letter that petitioner should have left his sta-
tion on the morning of th~ 26th or by the evening train of the 25th. Jrhe morning train .
reaches Tinnevelly Railway Station at 11 4. x, which is two miles off from e District Munsif’s
Court house, and the patitioner would have been therefore late for the day
%3 quired his attendance at 10 A. . precisely. As for the
 train of the 25th, it is respectfully submitted th

tioner was not bound to work on the Sabbath,

the summons re-
petitioner not starting by the evening
ab, as the 25th was Sunday, and as the peti-

it is impossible to conceive how the petitioner’s
‘trarelling by the morning train of the 25th could be considered a dereliction of duty, Peti-

tioner would therefore submit  that there is no force in the Supervisor's remark, « [ see no
- necessity for the Overseer to go to Tinnevelly by the wmorning train of the 25th”.

4. The President observes  fupther
false and misleading entries in his diaries”
show that as the petitioner was guilty of
leading, much less, false entries,

- 5. Coming to the 2nd charge of making. false and misleading entrios in thaDm-y
tioner respectfully submits that the President d

068 not state what entries aro false, and

to conceal this conduct, he (petitioner) made

- Petitioner submits that the abovs explanation will

10 laches, there was no motive for making any mis-
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h;:w. ;bey afro 1_.fa.lsle. (?n thls.pom.t, he evidently endorses the view of the Supervisor who
c e:m es :.o eebmg ?f bitter animosity against the petitioner, and whose report is, petitioner
:;:n m-esﬂ;e m:a mit, full of unwa.rranted inferences, arrived at merely upon surmises and upon
we ;;Pah s htements of cef-ta.m maistrys and coolies, A perusal of the Supervisor’s letter
o i show t e fallacy of .hxs reasoning. Petitioner has submitted a detailed explanation,
“;e? ll;g Fpeclﬁca,ll): the various charges referred to in the Supervisor’s letter and showing how
]:i ::; acts wizendxstorted and twisted by him, so as to suit his own preconceived ideas. Peti-
r respectiully craves a perusal of the explanations f ded £ T v
gineer on 14th May 94. xplanations forwarded to the District Board En«

6. Asan instance of the misconstruction a.nd'8 glisrepresentation of facts by the

Supervisor, petitioner would submit that his letter No.——-dated 8—8—94 addressed to the
R. 24.

au.pernsor explaining a certain fact with reference to an entry in the Diary has been wilfall

misconstrued into an admission of guilt and an attempt to screen himself from negligence o{
duty. In the office copy of the Journal, there is only one column opened for entering the
nun.ﬂ.)er of miles travelled both by rail and by road. As there is no separate column for each
petitioner entered in the only column “21 miles” to indicate the total number of miles tra’vellod,
both by road and by train. To avoid ambiguity and misconstruction, petitioner wrote to the
Supel:visor, pointing out that the total nnmber of miles entered as ““21” is made up of 13 miles
by rail and 8 miles by road. This hoaest endeavour on the part of the petitioner to eunsure
accuracy of fact has been wilfully and maliciously construed by the Supervisor into an un-
qualified admission of guilt and a supplicant prayer for forgiveness. The Supervisor in his
letter says “ On hearing that I was taking depositions &c. on the subject, the Overseer came
to my house and begged me much not to take action in the matter and to give him back the
journal for necessary correction and return. On my refusal to do so; he quietly wrote and

asked me to correct the number of miles shown in the column” “not by rail”. Petitioner most -

emphatically repudiates this allegation. It would not look well for the petitioner to say “no”
when the Supervisor says “yes”. Beyond the “ipse dixsit” of the Supervisor between whom
and the petitioner there is no love lost, there is nothing to support the accusation. Similarly
the Supervisor would have the President believe that the petitioner did not check the roll of
coolies on the 1st mile of road No. 1 and that the entry, made by the petitioner in his jsurnal
that he did so, is false. The Supervisor bases this conclusion upon the statement of maistry
Moidinkhan Sahib. But the statement of the said maistry is perfectly consistent with the
entry in the journal. The maistry says that when the petitioner went to the 1st mile, the coolies
had dispersed, some were going and some were bathing in a well and, that they we’re called b
the petitioner and their names noted. The maistry further adds that the petitioner did noi
initial the roll. There is thus the distinct and unequivocal statement of the maistry that the
petitioner examined at least some of the coolies employed—a statement which not only dis-
proves the theory of the Supervisor but also corroborates the version of the petitioner.

7. The Supervisor accuses the petitioner also of falsely noting in his di

; : g in his di that he
inspected Road No. XXIVB on the morning of the 25th. This charge is fonnd:;.y upon an
a.!le_ged statement made by Muthu Kone (petitioner’s lascar) to the effect that the petitioner
did not inspect any road on the morning of the 25th. The correctuess of this statement is

challenged by Muthu Kone himself who says that the Supervisor did not correctly record -

what he sand and, that his alleged statement was not read out to him (Vide his statement taken
by the petitioner and forwarded along with his expianation). The said Muthu Kone was sent

for by the Engineer and examined when he made a statement supporting that recorded by -

the petitioner and contradicting that of the Supervisor. Apart from the statement of the said

Muthu Kone there is the undisputed fact namely that the 25th was Sunday and that the peti- :

tio:to.r was therefors under no obligation to do any work. What then was the motive for the
petitioner’s saying that he did work on Sunday on which he was bound to do none at all %

What had the petitioner to gain by making false entries of work alleged to have been done
on Sunday, a holiday? The argument thus founded upon the alleged statement of Muthu Kone ;

. R

$irts

i" October 95.

3

hown to be completely antenable. The other inferences and conclusions pointed out
4 f a prece with the foresaid argument and the petitioner appre-

LA rvisor’s letter are 0 § .

in f;fl,;eyour Excellency’s time will unnecessarily be wasted by eunlarging upon them. Un-

?mt,unately for the petitioner, the President has accepted the finding of the Supervisor without
or

. . the data upon which it is based. The petitioner respectfully submits that he has
exﬁmmt‘:gt the Supervisor’s report is one sided and partial, and that it is brimful of misrepre-
abo:v:;i onaand mis-statement of facts and unjustifiable inferences.

o 8. .The President says that the petitioner has “behaved in an insubordinate manner”.
o of insubordination is specified, and the petitioner is at a loss to know when and
under what circumstances he displayed ay spirit .of ins.ubordin.at'ion. But if any specified act
of disobedience be instanced, then the petitioner will be in a position to offer explanation which

the petitioner ventares to hope will be deemed satisfactory.

9. The President observes that the petitioner was degraded from the post of Acting
sﬁpervisor to that of First Grade Overseer for certain faults found by the District Board
Engineer in the petitioner’s report regarding the doors in the Vunnikonendal Chattram. The
peﬁtioner submits that these accusations were comy.)leately refu'ted by him in his explanation to
the then President Mr. Forbes. The President without entering upon the merits of the case
merely remarked that “The District Board Engineer is the proper authority to judge of peti-
tioner’s work and of his capacity”.

10. Petitioner has put in 20 year’s service and has borne throughout an unblemished
At & time when his honest labors of several years to the Board should have met with
at the hands of the President, his honesty has been unscrupulously and mali-
without earnest enquiries as to facts. The petitioner begs to submit there-
fore that under duch circumstances any one would naturally grow vexed with the state of affairs
then, and in the heat of moment the petitioner was forced to prefer his resigning his appoint-

ment to subjecting himself to such an uncharitable treatment. This resignation was only

conditional and cannot be treated as & voluntary and unqualified surrender of his appointment
(Vide G. O. No. 1063 dated 5th November 92, Pension embodied in B. P. No. 678 dated 29th |

November 92 (land revenue).

11. As regards the petitioner’s omission to present an appeal petition to the District
Board against the President’s'order, petitioner respectfully submits that immediately after his
resignation, he suffered from two very bad carbuncular abscesses and his life was dispared of.
He was under the treatment of the Apothecary in charge of the Tinnevelly Municipal Dis-
pensary and, Dr. Sanjinah, the District Surgeon, and eventually under the treatment of Dr.
PDanukodi Raju Palamcottah. The pamphlet herewith produced (Vide reports of a few impor-
tant cases of diseases, Page 3, para 1) relatingto the new
health-recruting and water-cure establishment at Palam-
cottah will show the dangerous character of the disease
and the' severe mental and physical agony to which the

0 &

No instanc

character-
suitable rewards
ciously questioned

From 1st Sepr. to 24th October

94 under Apothecary.
From 25th to 80th October 94,  petitioner was subjected fornearly 5 months as marginally
under District Surgeon. ... indicated from Sepr. 94 to January 95. He was therefore

unable to appeal to the District Board within 3 months
from the date of Presidents order. Petitioner therefore pre-
sented a review petition to the President who however
declined to reopen the matter. (Vide his endorsement

order No. 288 dated 7th September 95.
12. Prays therefore that your Excellency in council will graciously be pleased to re-’

From 3lst October 94 to 20th
January 95 under Dr. Dhanu-

kodi Raju.

i

vise the proceedings of the President for the foregoing reasons and arguments in pursuance ||
of G. 0. No. 1130 L dated §3-6-87 and after perusing the records herewith submitted and call- ||

ing for others if necessary, to order the restoration of the petitioner to his permanent post of

first grade overseer.
For which act of charity b‘enevolence, petitioner shall as in duty bound ever pray.
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The petitioner is informed that under Local Fund rule No. ;ﬁr which is

extracted below,

no appeal lies to Government in his case.

“79. Subject to the provisions of section 42 (3) of the Ac*, the President of a Local Board
shall have power to fine, suspend or dismiss any servant of ruch Board. But an appeal shall lie
to the President of the District Board in the case of all servants of Taluk Boards fined in sums
exceeding one rupee, suspenced, or dismissed by the President of the Taluk Board; an appeal
shall also lie to the District Board in the case of all servants of the District Board, and of all
servants of a Taluk Board on Rs 60 and upwards, against suspension or dismissal inflicted or
confirmed by the President of the Distr ict Board ; and a further appeal shall lie to the Governor
in Council against dismissal in the case of all servants, whose appointment requires the sanction
of Government.”







BACK PAPERS.

GO L N De | {58 |
; partment. : !
7 | ’L__“ D“teiw«m_mVGT-(—)-W No. | Departme.nt. ‘ Date.
) ’ ;. 7 :
| | | | |
FURTHER PAPERS.
60, | | |
} No. i Department. Date. G.0, ’ No. ’ Department ] Date
, ? ;
| ’ | el
i
i
| :
i
’ ' i
w
& . 2
77 o * -

e T S e s

TR UL SN SO TR Ve

When $iven for copying
W hen copied

When examined A58
R R S N e AR T
RzAp Acamx G.O., No. DATED

189 ,

Cuazexr No.

Ozrpzr or GOYERNMENT 44 e

«

Letres or GOVERNMENT.

STATEMENT WITH DITTO.

PArkms NOT FILED UP, BEING MEANT FOR DESPATCH
IN ORIGINATL.

N.B. .- ;
A =2 Oopy in fall.
§ = Not w be copied
P == Copy abstrast only,
Q == Copy heading only.

!




	Image00038
	Image00039
	Image00040
	Image00041
	Image00042
	Image00043
	Image00044
	Image00045
	Image00046
	Image00047
	Image00048
	Image00049
	Image00050
	Image00051
	Image00052
	Image00053
	Image00054
	Image00055
	Image00056
	Image00057
	Image00058
	Image00059
	Image00060
	Image00061
	Image00062

