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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT.

5th March 1879, No. 671 W.

General.
Establishment,

Read the following paper :—

91, From J. W. RUNDALL, Esq., Acting Superintending Engineer, Fifth
Circle, to the Chief Luﬂmoer, Public \VOI‘]\\ Department, dated l)dttukutdl
29th January 1879, No. 1,432.

I uave the honor, with reference to Major Vibart’s letter, No. 715, of the 4th
November 1878, reporting the second time on Mr, Hunter’s 11r(wula11tlos, to forward
herewith a \tatemcnt prepared by Major Vibart showing the works on which advances
were made by Mr. Hunter, the sums paid, and the mlue of the work now ascertained
to have been done by the contractors concerne d. This value has been arrived at by
measurements made by Mr. Norfor, Assistant Engineer.

2. The result is that the payments exceed the value of the work done by
Rupees 18,451-6-1.
3. Major Vibart has added a column showing what he calls ¢ the legal value ”’
of the work done. Mr, Hunter in his estimates appears to have allowed excessively
high rates. \I.1Jn1 Vibart shows the value of work done at the ordinary rates of the
district in column 5 of the statement now submitted, but in column 6 shows the sums
which the contractors might legally claim, becapse they were those of the estimates.

4. The statement is accompanied by a series of re ports on each work by Mr.

Norfor, Assistant Engineer, ,and these have been annotated by Major Vibart. Mr.
Norfor seems to have gone into each work thor oughly and (.ucmll\.

5. As regards Mr. Hunter himself, it seems unnecess: ary for me to add any-
thing to Major Vibart’s exhaustive reply to his explanation. I observe that in the
Fort St. George Gazette of the 17th December Mr. Hunter’s services were dis spensed
with ; but as ] Hunh r was assisted in his irregularities by certain subordinates who
pre pared false }111.\ and measurements, and who must have known them to be false, 1t

is necessary for me now to draw attention to the results of Mr. Norfor’s examination
of the works and measurements and obtain orders regarding these men.

6. Itappears clearly that both Ram: njulu Imh Sub-Overseer, and Kristnasamy
Pillai, Overseer, prepared fraudulent me asurements,

7. Asregards the former man, his measuremgntsgveréyeloasly fmudul('nth Road
- No. i&* om '\cnganm - V\gumluqm—
* No. 6. bay g the *V uma&m tank t

+ No. 22. supptg 8 2 .“ .\{\ w
8. Kristnasamy l’iws lﬂeasu’r_cmt‘llt‘ were evi il udtlofgaddiznghe Whrk
+ No. B » dohe on the road] from Stplaputhur to

P - Kattuputhur,
pu
9. On the receipt of Mr. Norfor’s reports now forwarded for the information of
Government, I directed Major Vibart tu suspend Kristnasamy Pillai and Ram: injulu
Iyah. In my opinion both these men shoul 1 be dismissed and (hwpulmt yd for further
(ml.lmm(m in the public service in any capacity. I think it probable that, if prose-
cuted, they might be convicted of fr: wd. I request to be favored with the orders of
Government rug‘mlmg these two men.




2 Pusuic Works Deparyent, 5t Marcr 1879, No. 671 'W.

10. With regard to the chance of recovering any portion of the sums overpaid
to the various contractors, it cannot of course be recovered without suits being brought
against them, and, though doubtless we should get decrees in our favor, it is doubtful
whether the men concerned have any property on which recovery could be made.
Major Vibart thinks it would be useless suing these men, as they would realise and
make away with any property which could be attached, and I agree with him in this
opinion.

11. T request also the orders of Government as to how the sums now shown
to be overpaid are to be adjusted in our accounts. Out of the total sum deficient
Rupees 12,420-5-7 appertain te Local Funds.

12. As regards the irrigation estimates on which there have been overpayments
~ and bad work, I have instructed the Executive Engineer to prepare bills for such
work as is admitted, and, taking the works as they stand, to make out estimates for
completing them in a thorough and substantial way.

No. 92. ORDER THEREON, 5th March 1879, No. 671 W.

Tue Government are of opinion that it will not be to their interests to prosecute
any of the parties concerned in the frauds.

9. The Superintending Engineer will direct Kristnasamy Pillai and Raman-
julu Iyah to be dismissed, with effect from the date on which these orders are received
by the Executive Officer. The future employment of these individuals in the public
service, in any capacity whatsoever, is prohibited by Government.

3. Separate orders will be issued with reference to the point raised in the
eleventh paragraph of Mr. Rundall’s letter.
(True Extract.)

(Signed) J. H. M. SHAW-STEWART, Colonel, R.E.,
: Ag. Secy. to Govt., P._W.D.

To the Superintending Engineer, Fifth Circle.

, Examiner of Public Works Accounts,

,, Examiner of Railway Accounts.
,, Chief Engineer for Irrigation.
To all Departments o, Gosmment.

Exd. J. W. Fischer.
Spare Copies




GENERAL.
* ESTABLISHMENT.

®obt, of {ﬁf;@)} i adrae,

PUBLIC WORKS

7o
Tue SUPERINTENDING ENGINEER,

FIFTH CIRCLE,
&, &c., . &oa

"Dated Marech 5th.

Tssued

Recd, Fnel

G. 0., 5th March 1879, No, 671 W.

Nos. 91-92,

Eristnasamy Pillaz, Overscer, and Roman:
sulu Tyahy Sub-Overseery of the Trichinopoly
Distriet, to be dismissed, and their future
employment in the public service prohibited.

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT.

15th March 1879, No. 787 W.

General.
Establishment.

Read the following paper :—

No. 199.  From J. W. RUNDALL, Esq., Acting Superintending Engineer, Fifth
Circle, to the Chief Engineer, Public Works Department, dated Trichinopoly,
10th March 1879, No. 2,092. '

Ix continuation of my letter, No. 1,432, of the 29th January, regarding the
frauds committed in Musiri Range during the time Mr. A. W. Hunter held charge,
I have the honor to forward, herewith, copy of a letter from Major Vibart, R.E.,
regarding Overseer Kistnasawmy Pillay, and the bill prepared by him for work in
Kottapolliem tank. I have little doubt that it would be possible to get this Overseer
criminally convicted for cheating and attempt at cheating, but have not instituted
proceedings against him as the matter is before Government, and they may be
unwilling to undertake the criminal prosecution of a subordinate when the superior
has been simply dismissed. In any case'I would venture to request the early orders
of Government with regard to.this Overseer, who is now under suspension; also
regarding Sub-Overseer Ramanjulu Iyah, whose suspension was reported in para-
graph 9 of my letter above quoted.

From Major H. M. VIBART, R.E, Executive Engineer, Trichinopoly Division, to the
gctullg3 Z?;pemntendmg Engineer, Fifth Circle, dated Trichinopoly, 18th February 1879,
0. 1,332.

I mavE the honor to inform you that in November last I called upon Overseer Kistnasawmy
Pillay to produce the measurements on which he had based the bill drawn up by him for
Kottapolliem tank. He informed me that he had made up the bill from measurements
furnished him by Mr. Hunter himself; that they were contained in one of Mr. Hunter’s
measurement books (then with Government) ; and that the book was half foolscap size, and that
the figures covered seven and-a-half pages of the bOOk At the time I did not believe the
statement of the Overseer, as I had previously looked in the said books for the measurements
required and could not find them. I made a note of the Overseer’s statement and resolved to
wait till Government returned the books.

9. T have now received the books. T have ascertained in the first place that from the
commencement of the work in July 1877 till Mr. Hunter left the district he never even once

inspected, much less measured, the work done., and th.erefore oguld not have given his measurements
to PKx:stmmmwm Pillay. Moreover, there is nothing relating to Kottapolliem tank measure-

~ ments in Mr. Hunter’s measurement books.

3. The Overseer has himself admitted that he mever measured the work, and I believe he
did not once inspect the work during %OM. although the estimate was 5,600 ru and
the tank far the most important tank in his charge. The quantity of stone revetment billed for
is precisely the same as the sums of the figures taken from the Sub-Overseer’s weekly reports,
and must have been arrived at from those statements; 1,000 cubic yards of jelly backing was
allowed for in bill which does not actually exist, and the earthwork allowed for greatly exceeds

that actually executed.



PusLic Works DEparTMENT, 15T MarcE 1879, No. 787 W.
b 4. .Undathenmmmosthmmm fromtheoonolunonthat()vm
~ Kistnasawmy negleobsdhmdutym&emmmmdmthomdﬂmhomnd
- a false bill from fic , by which Government have been :
~ defrauded of a large sum of money. The Overseer must of oonmebedtmmd,bntm on
» Wg;ﬂme Gommtmydmtopmontethemmfm&mdmd

OrpER '!EIRIOR, wu. March 1879, No. 787 W.
Bnoonnnn with reference to G.0., No. 671 W, dated 5th March 1879

(Tmenxtmt)

(Bxgned) . m M. SHAW-STEWART, Colonel, m,,
e Ag. Seorctary to Govt, PW
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Mr. Norfor’s averments of the alleged frauds. Petitioner’s Protest.

2. I will begin with the earth-work The estimate for this work w

¢ ) . N s work was framed
yaiis (;I;Ehe e'stlilma.tekprovnl‘e‘s for 18,270 cubic and submitted in the year 1875 by Over-
g efn;} l-“i?lr for widening and raising  seer Manickum Pillay now in charge of
gf e dsv:her(:e10 road é‘"]d foll\‘lthe formation  Kulithalay Taluq. After an interval of two
billed for 14' 7]80(?0 e}x_“_‘ e .d' ; Hunter has years the estimate was sanctioned in 1877.
s e N0 gl‘;,“‘jtym‘ s of earth-work, The work was commenced in April 1877, and
R hy 1sfl ﬁ'“ was all but work- by the end of the year the earth-work was
el ik a‘“:;e — “1 y measured up the completed, except a portion of 320 yards where
Salic, e Thcan S accfn?n't‘ for 5,755 the road is not formed owing to dispute with
o here m;;a };‘zevela I'aks in the the landholders. For the whole work exe-
e i o 3°“t das {'9 be raised; no cuted by contractor, three bills were made out
fhig o S, e Itna" eb?ll o t - and yetlook- by the petitioner to the aggregate amount of
T thf;t the“r((;l ;‘] 1 l;t “0“1}1 lead one to  Rs. 2,701-14-6, and Mr. Huuter, the Range
S R estimate;(h '?’shteen‘;;]':ed through-  Officer, inspected the work, passed the bills, and
et b dthelg I.IN .ere.the road certified that the amount of bill is covered by
e raisedyto theecor "0‘;% : }‘;;113}11 it has not ~ work executed up to date and that the work is
o i s of Tec he{fg . Itrequires good. Mr. Norfor, examined the work in
b el length tovf)r' = t}%: yard throngh- November, 1878, i.c., one year after comple-
proper level abov% th‘oNrm'g h Esil(lll'face to.lts tion of most part of the earth-work. 10,500
S il With el u(ﬁjald i }E:- (_)qug cubic yards of earthwork was shewn in the
a length ofabout 3.)8 a”‘li “; elzt ereisstill returnsup to June, 1877 and 4,286 cubic yards
the estimated costd fy a{ . sho road not formed, subsequently. The road was altogether a new
Rupees 3.000 Ha(()l t‘l’]’,”g amounts nearly to work. It was formed wholly across wet fields

1 h§ve e doni M ﬁs e Pa?ltlallyformed almost always under water.
ravided 0B 4} 3 hr.l unter’s bill would have (@) Mr. Norfor has altogether omitted
s ﬁe: ole quatntlty of earth-work  to make any allowance for the sinking of
S U ok i liurenéerf sa&:compqny show- earth. The road wasa perfectly new one. As al-
Bk T 5 al work performed on this road, ready brought to notice it was formed for the

1me(})1)1 afil"l::.cthof land (':onstantlzﬁunder water. Sivking has therefore been considerable.
SEth - bt Saciht tedealry rains of 1877 and 1878, have not only washed away a large portion of
The 1. acilitated the sinking of the soil to no small extent in a long period of one year.
¢ total rainfall in 1877 and 1878, is appended below :— =E &

Rainfall in 1877 Igih' ngnt"
Do. 1878 Nkt A g8

ing of the(i{oaxvrz;.yl.%rlf;: ng:f,lf’ zlfjrggzﬁzt?e}‘ to provide in his measurements for the rais-
has simply contented himself with remarking that the r he would have given the results. He
8L T sseamanke 0nl B o e raising was not done as estimated for.
the pits had almost been levelled gy :-ﬁlegge ?cma] results, but unfortunately for petitioner
Mr. Norfor could not have seen the very few Y(')t SIWhO PHE SR T e gRlintion purposes 1C
i et Bt pits left because the whole tract of the land was
?}j %II:‘ 9 ﬁﬁ. of the 503‘1 “nd?l‘ water were not af all taken into account
Grace’s petit.ionel.', who (E‘agoﬁe;f te?:evl;ls ?xammation of the work in the absence of gy
Vibart to Laulgoody Portion fl'omp Mu(;;l 2 Ttrlansfergd by the Executive Engiveer, Major
present on the occasion, he would have brgy h: lﬁ{th ad lth‘? petitioner been allowed to be
part to the notice of Mr. Norfor. ught all those glaring and ruinous omissions on his
i track((:/m)n 5 %}t] elselxrggftsmg)le tc{; cqnceive how 1'&‘[1‘. Norfor made out the dimensions of the old
B e o S (t)h Woll'd since done to it. He has not made any allowance whatever
men and cattTe in the 1 nteri:l fc?rt track by the rains, floods, heavy traffic and passages of
P St ate: 2 of two years between the dates of submission and RS 83
}Ibe t‘,}?ﬁl I::)l:ialn registered in 1875 and 1876 amounts to 40 inches,
bR T has t»hmfé f(])?'z 2:;;:39;1 ISEQV}ded ;vlith any maintenance allowance and the heavy
sion wlmtcyer was mafle in Mr. N ox-fop’slgflc?la;gisnagg 1;&:0{ wear and tear in it.
Lok s c( le{llo ;%:‘da?o ;Itl:ttm;;(l:e of&\ir. Norfor’s defective calculation, your Grace’s petitioner
Wa;;. estimated to cost Rs e7 gxgg t'l ¢ projected length of the road is 3,362 running yards and it
“« OWin S abdie wibh '1 ’dh -ldo gving a rate of Rs. 2-5-11 a yard. Mr. Norfor states that
b tg d tgf which andholders there is still a length of about 320 yards not formed, the
i ulnda 4 .SOE 9.6 : g dam}i) unts nearly to Rs. 3,000.” According to his showing each yard
wou} (]3«?5{ st. - (IanNt‘fe 'whole road above Rs. 30,000, i.e., nearly three times as much
68 Sy 3 full r. Norfor entered upon the examination witha considerable prejudice
and with a mind Iully prepossessed that every thing under the Assistant Engineer, Mr. Hunter
was wrong and with an exceptional overzeal made a very imperfect and disastrous examina-
tion, The omissions aboye pointed out fully justify this conclusion, His report was taken by

No provi-

et A

LB o F e bt e

e R A S

the Executive and Superintending Engineers as gospel truth and without testing or endea-
vouring to test its accuracy by personal inspection, the authorities at once condemned your
Grace’s petitioner and submitted a report to Government for orders. h ;

Should your Grace depute an officer of an nnbiased and free mind and high profes-
sional qualifications and the work be examined by such officer with no other feeling than that
of rendering justice to both parties, petitioner will have full justice rendered him, and his per-

fect innocence would then well develop itself.

The late District Engineer, Colonel Vertue

i“Sp(‘(‘ted the work while in progress in 1877, and was satisfied with it as far as it was complet-
ed, else he would have expressed his disapproval.

Mr. Norfor’s report.

4. Gravel is provided for in the Estimate
at very high rates as a coating to the road’s
surface. For some unknown reason, Mr.
Hunter has without authority ordered sand
to be substituted. The sand has been obtained
from the Cauvery River. It isimpossible to
check his bill on this head, as the sand and clay
have got mixed up together. 1 will, however,
remark that the rates in the bill for sand are
absurdly high ; 6 annas are allowed per cubic
vard for the lst mile, although tke average
distance for that mile is only half a mile.
According to my data herewith enclosed 2
annas 3 pies per cubic yard would have been
ample, for the 2nd mile, ¥ annas 6 pies has

Protest.

The roadway having been raised to the re-
quired height Mr. Hunter ordered the spread-
ing of stand instead of gravel as being fully
adapted to the peculiar nature of the soil and
your Grace’s Petitioner has simply obeyed his
orders. Mr. Norfor has, in his calculations
altogether omitted to give credit to the value
of sand carted to theroad. Mr. Norfor denounces
the cost of sand as being absurdly high.

Your Grace’s Petitioner experienced consi-
derable difficulty in procuring carts during the
famine year in which the work was carried out
and cattle could rarely be had and therefore
the rates entered in the bill were absolutely
needed.

been charged whereas 5 annas 3 pies would have been sufficient. A sand road is by no means
as good as a gravelled road, it is therefore not understood why sand has been substituted. 1f
the road is raised to its proper height gravel will answer admirably.

5. On enquiry, 1 find that the Contractor received no written orders to spread sand ;
Mr. Hunter having billed for it, I presume the orders were verbal.

6. As the road has not been raised to the full height yet it will be an utter waste of
money to pay for the cartage and spreading of sand. . Under these circumstances 1 feel it my

duty to exclude the san

d altogether from the bill. If Mr: Hunter allowed the Contractor to

spread it before the road was raised to its proper height, I think, he should be held personally
Tesponsible. Mr. Hunter bas valued the sand at Rupees 1,016.

7. I trust you clearly understand my reasons for objecting to the sand; I know
that sand spread on clayey soil makes a tolerably fair road; but what is the use of spreading

cand when earth has to be raised over it for half a yard in height ? If Mr. Hunter had
raised the road to its full height and then spread the sand, the objection would not be so great.

10. The next item we come to in the bill
is new rough stone 161 cubic yards ‘at
R. 1.12 a cubic yard, and 19 cubic yards at
Rs. 2 a cubic yard. The rough stone has
been obtained from a distance of 2 miles from
Kauttoopoothore. The average distance of
cartage from the 13th to the 11th culvert is
2} miles. The stones have not been quarried
neither have they been squared. It 1s there-
fore not understood how such enormous rates
{)or rough stone have been arrived at in the

ill,

11. The correct rate for the stones collect-
ed at site would have been 15 annas a cubic
yard or say 1 Rupee. There are 130 cubic
vards of new rough stone collected at site of
these culverts, the total value being Rs. 130,
aud not Rs. 319 as billed by Mr. Hunter. It
is rather a puzzle to work out how he fixed
upon the rate of Rs. 2 a cubic yard for stone
collected at No. 12 culvert, when that collect-
ed at No. 11 and 13, is R. 1-12 a cubic
yard. Itis useless my going into details to
prove the absurdity of his high rates. I will
merely add that he leaves but 8 annas a cubic
yard for burning, carting and slaking lime,
carting sand, preparing the mortar, squaring
stones and building.

The quantity of new rough stone billed
for is 180 cubic yards. Mr. Norfor states he
found 130 cubic yards collected at the site of
different culverts. His statement is incorrect
according to his own showing (Vide his
measurement of the work in which the quan-
tity of stone in question is clearly set down
by him as 185 cubic yards) as below.

Cubic yards.
Rough stone at site Nos. 13th and
12th oalverts, . cig ok e 1 hG
Deduct § for spaces between stones 26

Balance 130

Rough stone at No. 9th, 8th, 7th 5th,
and 4th culverts 87
Deduct { for spaces between stones 14
Balance 73

Deduct } for bad stones ... 18

Balance 55
The total quantity of mew rough stone
collected at sites of different culverts is
(130 + 55)=185 cubic yards.
The stones were procured from the village
of Pidaramangalem 4 miles off the work spot.
Kauttoopoothore does contain large blocks of

.
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12. Since Mr. Hunter made out his bill quarries at the vicinity and to obtain there-
for this work, stone has been collected from from the stones required for the road would
the 9th to the 3rd culverts. Many of them, be more expensive than the course actually
however, are of very inferior quality and will adopted, but taken exception to by Mr. Norfor.
have to be rejected. The quantity collected Petitioner has nothing to do with the rates,
is 73 cubic yards. I deduct } of this which but he is responsible only for measurements of
will represent the quantity of stone fit for use the work executed under him. Mr. Norfor
on the Road. Its value is Rs. 68-12. has curtailed without consideration, the rates,
sanctioned first by the District Engineer and then by the Collector. If the rates had been as
absurdly high as Mr. Norfor remarks, the District Engineer as well as the Collector would
have raised objections thereto, but they have not done so. They approved of the rates fixed
and accorded their sanction. 'I'he practice of squaring stones Wges not exist in the Districet nor
any provision is made in the Estimate for this item. ;

Bnclosures X
Copy of Mr. Norfor’s Report, No. 8§ £
» P 3 Measuremen the work. .

. 5 Bill, No. 14 of 1873-78. "%
5 5 Service Register.

13. There are 17,244 bricks and half The burnt bricks billed for by your Grace’s
bricks collected at site of No. 13 culvert and petitioner are 75,000. Mr. Norfor in his hurried
48,600 near the kiln. These latter will have inspection counted 65,844 bricks ; if he had
to be carted to the road. perfectly examined the heaps of bricks at the

workspot he would have arrived at the figures
entered in the bill.

14. T regret to state that neither specifi- The Overseers of the D. P. W., are generally
cation nor report accofnpanies the estimate, in the District not accustomed to prepare any
nor do any measurements accompany Mr. specificgtion or report to submit with their
Hunter’s hill. Estim . So neither specification nor report

accompanied the Estimate when it was sub-

mitted for sanction by Overseer Manickum

» Pillay.

With reference to the other two works particularized in the Suspension Order above
quoted, the petitioner begs to state that the bills for those works, viz., Kottappolliem Tank
and Umayapurem Groyne, were prepaved by him, as directed by Mr. Hunter from his own
measurement books. ne of the books in which the measurements for Kottappolliem Tank
work were entered by Mr. Hunter is not forthcoming when that which contains his measure-
ments of Umayapurem Groyne Works is to be found in the Office Records. Petitioner very
much suspects that it has been made to disappear for the express purpose of the working out
of petitioner’s ruin.

In conclusion the petitioner begs to solicit the favour of your Grace’s benevolent
consideration of the above circumstances and sanction your Grace’s humble petitiover’s
restoration to his post.

For this act of kindness the petitioner, in duty bound shall EVER PRAY.

B e o e
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THE RIGHT HONORABLE
THE GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL,
ForT SAINT GEORGE,

MADRAS.

Tue #oMpLe ArpEaL oF A. KrisHNasiwiy
Prurar, Lare Tanvq Overseer, TRicHINO-
POLY DIstRIOT AND NOW RESIDING IN ADAYA-
VALANJAN, SrIrANGAM, TRICHINOPOLY.

May 11 pLEAsE Your Excernexcy,

Your Excellency’s Humble Petitioner with due respect and submission begs

2. Your Excellency’s Petitioner has already presented five t Appeals to the
Government, but none of them were replied to, but the last
one, to which, your Excellency’s Petitioner has been favored
with an Endorsement* to the effect, * that his Petition has
been transferred under your Excellency's order to the Chief
Secretary for disposal.” This Endorsement has inspired in
: your Petitioner a hope of good fortune, but as he has not yet
been favored with any further orders, he hag taken the liberty to intrude on your
Excellency’s valuable time in Council with this Appeal as his last attempt in this
Government to obtain Justice.

t 1. 30th January 1879.
1. 2nd January 1881.
1. 2nd Febraary 1881.
1. 11th October 1881.
1. 8th May 1382
5

+ * Dated 11th May 1882.

3. As your Excellency’s Petitioner had stated his grievances in detail in his
former Appeals, he humbly begs to reiterate them, now, as briefly as possible, and
to add what he had unfortunately omitted in the former ones.

4. Your Excellency’s Petitioner was unjustly dismissed from the above situa.

tion, in connection with Mr. Hunter, on a Report from Mr. Norfor, the then Sub-

\ Division Officer of Musiri, to Major Vybart B. I. the then District Engineer to the
purport, that (as far as Petitioner is concerned ).

A.—Petitioner’s measurements of earth, rough stone, and sand works, on a

road from Seeplaputhur to Kattoopoothoor, were much less, than his (Mr. Norfor’s)
measurements,

B.—That high rates were allowed to contractor for the above works, and

C.—That Bills were farnished by Petitioner for works, 1. Constructing
Vaganay in Umayapuram, and 2. Repairing Cottapoliem Tank and that the quantity
of work shown in the Bills were in excess of the measurements made by Mr. Norfor,
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S,

Regarding the rate referred to by Mr. Norfor, your Petitioner he
out that the estimate for the Roag from See

framed by one Overseer, Manikam Pillai,

gs to point
plaputhur to Kattooppoothoor was
long before Petitioner succeeded him in
the Taluq charge. It was passed by the then Range and the District Officers and
afterwards on serutinization and sanction by Government, contract w
the Range Officer under the approval of the

for in the Estimate and the Petitioner had n
the rates allowed in the Estimates of T
Tank Mr, Norfor himself has admitted in h
in the respective estimatos submitt
Mausiry, and that they were subseq

very Mr. Hunter with some
Division,

as given by
District Engineer for the rates provided
othing to do with the rates. Regarding
mayapuram Vaganai, and Kottapoliem
13 report, that the rates were ordinary
ed by Mr. Hunter, as Sub-Division Officer of
uently raised with red ink corrections by that
purpose, as that Officer was, since, in charge of the

Under the above facts and reasons your Excellency in Council would not
but decide that there is nothing to blame Petitioner with regard to the rates, and

Mr. Norfor if he ever meant to impeach Petitioner also, it must be, quite ground-
lcss and unjustifiable.

6. Your Excellency in Couneil will now find that Petitioner should account

only for the correctness of the measurements, and his humble explanation thereto is
as follows :—

1st. Mr. Norfor in his report regarding the works exeCutfed on the Ri(zlz%‘ bzfr
ween Seeplaputhoor and Kattooppoothoor, states that the estimate l}))-rov’u.ds o
earth work, to 18,270 cubic yards, that bill was made for .14,/86 cub lcf);‘h e
that his measurements came only to 5,755 cubic yards a.nd in suppor ]IO ’s,Peti-
Officer has furnished a measurement, a true copy of which your .EX(’: enc‘jtzh
tioner has already submitted with his first appeal, now also submits herewith.

A reference to the measurement will at once show yox'u- Exce]lency.m
Council that the Officer (Mr. Norfor) has been entif‘ely wrong, bla.ssed. and Plt‘f?.]u‘
diced in his report, in as much as he has plainly admitted that the road .lr; qllei1 1o,
was almost a new one, passing through Nunja field and he has, notwithstanding,
confided in his sections of the made road taken after a lapse of a full year, your
Excellency will find, that the estimate for the Road was framed, as Iorlg: back as
the year 1875. The earth work referred to above was completed in 1877, and the
Officer took measurement, of the Road in November 1878. .

Under this circumstance, was it not necessary and binding on him as a pro-
fessional Officer, to make due Provisions, in his measurement of the made Road P

A. For the Wear and Te

ar, of the old bandy track between the time, the levels
were fi

rst taken in 1875, and the earth work was commenced in 1877.
B. For the settlement of th

which has passed over the Road between the time the earth work was commenced
early in 1877 and the measurement of the made Road was taken in November 1878.

C. The rain-fall of 1877 and 187

e new soil and the Wear and Tear by the traffic,

8 were unusually heavy gauging 34.57 and
36.63 inches in the respective years, against the ordinary fall of only 45 inches and

B
B

A 35 b
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AR,

o
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&

‘the soil dug from th

55
- provision for the raising

3

ob nccessary to make provision for the new

cars, Wasitn otherwise damaged ?

v ) = ay or
s0 of 1875 and previous ¥ rains must have carried away

5 inar i ;
earth which the extraordinary Road passes throughout through the Nunjah, that
oa :

: ich is liable to

D. Ttis a true fact that the sthing but an adhesive clay, W‘“cg.‘ ol
: eso fields1s 7 'oture and that water in the adjace =
nder moisture, w under this circumstance 1s

- @ year, no
tion ogosllheyacti(’m of the water, and the nature of
on

u
sink and settle, close togeﬂ;et‘or
lip the road through a gl:a fovisi
there no necessity to make p

the soil ?

E. The measuremen

1s &e. 2
Road ways over tunne 1 find that this omission is a sheer failure.
y wl

: i i i to make any
Your E Norfor says, that it would be redlculous:ved e s
. Jo g el Mr.{ lho Road‘presuming that the Road recell SR
i 5 k, so much, ¢ e
i i uld not have sunk, : |
e Sh(t);hen is it not equally rediculous, that th':t
le above facts and that he has been ql}:l e
aising of the Road, under such &

¢ had been rat
oad shewed him to be,
onsideration tl
y provision for the r

at all, and that if 1
tion'of the made roac c
Officer has not taken ml:: an
unjust to decline e lbanisi

: 20 R. yards not yet
o ther states that there was a SPacl‘: ‘;ii?; A ayRoad. The
g s (3]

G ‘Mr. Norfor fur 3.000 would be required tO. mi L oaats tofor its forma-
worked and that ROPO 0Ty yards and the o erd s R, 2-5-11. Whoreas
length of the whole hne; 080, the average rate per Yaf' By t,.his i R
tion was Ollly Rllpeésn ;Omes to a rate Of RS. .9'6'0 pei'f,‘ .th,er that the Surface Of
Mr. Norfor’s calclllat-lonv_mce your Excellency 1 Counai eld Lo gl tt St 4 coTe
18 quite enough .t,o co sired only Rupees 2-5-11 per R. ya-lt' B e s
the old track which reqn since reduced to such a low level, )1 3. 'to, avail this very
plete new Road has hes R. yard and that Mr. Norfor has fai ed’e Road, or that he
to iay out Rs. e ?er r«;vision in his measurement of th; :rn ; and tk;ab his other
fact to make ne.cej‘smg cglculabion to make up the unworked gap,
has made a prejudice 1l \

: c equally : t
caleulations should be eq the above reasons your Excellency's hl:]ml»)llflciecfxl-_
o ’s own experience and that of the ot e(; eals

xcelll‘fl&gent pranches of the administration and app
he d1

1618 itable to calcu-
ional Joginest o Wh'ether . ISI%HSZ a(;rrlxdtil%umere measure-
35 Do AROORO thwork executed, in a e 8 ubjected to extra-
late the correctness of an ear Japse of 2 years, which had been s 3 s PR
L g e r(:iad 3f(t19:');;er actions of the weather and heavy tr
ordinary rains, floods, an

e . itable to make provi-
.. and whether it is not just and e.;qui‘? t when earthwork
continually passed over 1t, al:md to suggest the improbability tha
D

e i ds, would any
sions for the wear anc tefa;, out, to the extent °_f only 5785 cubic yar
UPIO ey Lo bili for 14,786 cubic yards ?

i submit a Iy 130
e hat the rough stone collected on thfa roafi ‘;:i :rno{' &
3rd. Mr. Norfor says tha for which bill has been given in

. el W 1 to be 185 cubic
- sidanty agamswt 130t§?1b:neZsuret;xent shows the quantity of stone
contractor. His own 0€

prej udiced.

ond. Independently (;;'
tioner begs to refer to your :
able Members in Council it
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yards, after all deductions, and his statement in the report should therefore appear
in direct contrary to his own measurements, and that it is so far wrong.

4th. In the next place Mr. Norfor condemns sand having been used for gravel.
(The latter is provided for in the estimate), and complains high rates allowed for
the sand, and adds that while the earthwork was not yet complete the spreading of
sand was useless and nothing should be paid for this item. Your Excellency's peti-
tioner was nothing but a subordinate to obey the orders of his superior (the Sub-
Division Officer). However, as Mr, Norfor has admitted in his report, Mr, Huutfar
preferred sand for gravel, on a new road, in as much as it would be cheap and mix
well with the clay soil, and Petitioner can swear on his part, that this work was
executed in 1877 when owing to the famine, it was very hard to obtain labor, cattle
almost dead, people reduced to starvation and value rations raised to an extraordi-
nary high rates, and that the rate allowed in the bill was actually necessary and
reasonable at the time of Famine. Any how let Mr. Norfor say any thing for the
rate, can he disallow the whole sand collected, and spread on the road, on the futile
and groundless excuse, that earthwork was not complete P Mr, Norfor says that he
measured up brick heaps collected for the work and found them to be 65,244
while the bill has been made for 75,000 and that 9,756 are less to his measurement
of the brick heaps which cannot be so accurate, Petitioner has actually counted them
and since the bricks have been used on the work and the quantity counted has been

the same as those billed, Petitioner does not think it needful to offer any more
explanation on this point.

7. With regard to the bills submitted by Petitioner for the Umayapuram Va-
ganay and Kottapolliem tank your Excellency’s Petitioner begs to state that he has
then and there proved that those bills were prepared by Petitioner from the
measurement of the Sub-Division Officer Mr. Hunter and proved his statement to
be true with measurement book of that officer kept for the work. It was a long
custom in the Sub-Division that Overseers should prepare bills for works under
their charge whether the works were measured by Overseers themselves or by the

Sub-Division Officer and this course was followed by 'Petitioner in the case of the
above two works. 5

8. DPetitioner was suspended under an order of Major Vybart from 24th Janu-
ary 1879 and thereupon Petitioner was attending the Superintending Engineer’s
Office till the end of March in strict obedience to the order from the Executive
Engineer. But during the long period, it is quite a wonder that Petitioner was not
allowed any knowledge of the proceedings nor was he ever called upon to furnish
any explanation in his defence; if this indulgence which is not denied even to a
criminal had been shown to Petitionep he would have explained everything on the
spot and there would have been no fatal result to the Petitioner,

9. On the other hand Mr. Norfor attempted to work the same fate to another
Overseer Manikam Pillay impeaching him with an offence of fraudulent measure-
ment of earth work on the Uyakondon banks and having less measured all his works
made an unfavorable report on him and the Overseer was on the brink of ruins but
fortunately for the Overseer his appeal was listened to by Major Smalley and that
Officer having re-examined the Overseer’s works passed very severe remarks upon
thié hagty, imperfectaind.prejudiced: measurements of Mr. Norfor-dnd acquitted the

w"\:

[~
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Overseer. This has happened within only a short period of two months from the
date of report against Petitioner.

10. If the above instance only be taken into mature consideration b.Y your
Excellency in Council, it will be plain that, that Officer’s report against Petitioner
should also be equally imperfect, wrong and prejudiced.

11. Your Excellency’s Petitioner has served in the Depz‘u'tment for upwards of
28 years haviﬁg been raised from the common post of road maistry to that of a T_aluq
Overseer, 2nd Grade. During this long period he was never subjected to any stigma
in his official career while so would he be a fool to behave himself ina wrong way as
to ruin himself and to be deprived of the boon of a full pension which he was cer-
tain to obtain after very few months’ service ?

12, The summary of the Petition is—that the charges brought against Peti-
tioner are for the strong reasons above alluded to, groundless and fallacious, that
Mr. Norfor’s measurement is not at all right and his report entirely wrong both
from the facts above referred to and from the way in which his similar report
against another Overseer has been discarded by Major Smalley and that Petitioner
was forced to attend the Superintending Engineer’s Office regularly every day but
was not called upon to furnish his explanations and to defend his case; that the
report of Major Vybart although was intended to bring Mr. Hunter’s proceedings
to the notice of the Government yet it has unjustly and unreasonably subjected
Petitioner to the ruination.

13.  Your Excellency’s Humble Petitioner is very sorry that your Excellency’s
illustrious Government has not taken into consideration your Petitioner’s case
but on the contrary passed such a severe order on the mere and exparte report of
the Superintending Engineer as to deprive Petitioner and his large family of the
only means of livelihood and as to render him unfit for any public service.

14. Your Excellency’s Petitioner humbly craves to impress on your Excellen- *
cy’s benevolent consideration and that of your Excellency’s Council that it is nat
Just to deprive Petitioner of the benefits of his
report as detailed above.

15. In conclusion therefore your Ezcellency's Humble Petitioner prays your
Excellency in Council will condescend to go through his grievances set forth in de-
tail and order either of the reliefs hereunder sought for :—

long service under such groundless

1st.—To reinstate him in his former service of Taluq Overseer or

To favor him with a pension on consideration of his long service extending
over a period of 28 years and protect him and his large family who are now reduced
to starvation,

For which act of charity your Excellency’s Humble Petitioner shall, as in
duty bound, ever pray..
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