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‘canal division, without

2

3. That when Mannaru south flood-gate work was sanctioned, the Petitioner

*sent for by Executive Engincer. Mr. C. Vincent, who

*Vide Exhibit B and . X ; ;
well knew his merit as a Contractor, and was asked to t
work. As this work was one. which involved eonsiderable difficalty and |
which it would be impossible to realise any profit, the Petitioner consented ¢

iti his giving him the Mann:
*Vide “works” in ploral in WO?‘k on condition of his g‘vmg_ : M agu
fixhibit € which would have earth. work also.  On the gentleman orally pro
been “work” if Mr. Vincent ™ f "

hadintended to give Petitioner  L€titioner ~thonght “an oral promise sufficien
only the flood-gate work. . gentleman) to give that *work also to the I
tion"é"ii’, the Petitioner undertook the flood-gate wor
the work was progressing. ‘

was
also very
ake up the
abour and from
o undertake tl o
sonth diversion
mising (and the
t from such g
etitioner when sane-
k, the agreement was executel for it and
4. That the chief point to be noted here is this

provision in the first sanctioned
Estimate for the work, i.e., the work up to low-

tide level was to be done in sur
above that, cement. ' This provision in the Estim
quently *ultered by Mr. J. C. Larmini,
Buckingham Canal division, who directed to use only surki mortar thy
tion, and it is only on this alteration of the condition in the Estim
Petitioner’s case centres, which will be explained presently.

ki mortar and
ate was subse-
execufive Engireer,
oughout the construc-
ate, the whole of the

*Vide Exhibit D.

5. That the explanation mentioned towards the close of
stated there that the Kxecutive Engineer directed to use surki mor

straction. Now, every experienced man knows that

would be set in after 24 hours, but in the case of surki mortar, it would take not Jegs
than a week to set in well. It is therefore pretty clear that the time
the work with surki mortar will be more than 7 times that required fo

cement. Moreover, good lime was not obtainable there ready pre

be made by the Petitioner from materi‘g)ls got from distant eorners with

Your Excellency will thus see that a

para. 4 is this, g was

tar throughout the cor.
a layer if constructed with cement,

required for executing
r doing the same with
pared, but was only to
the greatest difficulty,

E'r?ylﬁjn that the PN; r%' asnot’, Tesébnafiblé-for

hﬁ éx.e‘cnti’onqgfu.'l;gg'f TR according to the cq&:ﬁtion
has given cause to Sub-divisional Officer. Vv n

viicer, Ml‘.Bond,
sakee B L who was a greatly prejudiced T R
*Q & Explanation Exhi ont ¥ m 9  Petitioner (V’f';;
) i : & 1% :M ?gf«,\\,“ n t ©
I AL P %
‘ e iy : Fetnmqet,f «
ﬁ’wy o ?91?095&6 of his :cyn-(}ohgrac.
tari G ment of the Petitioner’s
Contract for the fl AR i

bive T‘Eﬂgivpeer.;_Bnc;ﬁnghamr
#tﬁﬁ@qt on the alteration

 *Vide Exhibit B &

: | one-sided
recommendation of Mr. Bond. 1t ould ha e
least considered the fact that more time has b &

8

tioner may state here that in order to give

maller dimensions than the present one, W

' for 8 or 9 years and duri

* without the least cons

verseer to fegqrt badly of the progress iz

ment of the Gu'litracﬁ; Mr. Bo“‘gﬁhad caused othet sub-divi and he was questioned

the work. If this Ogerseer be tran Eemdto

on the :

*Vide ExhibitT.

e been in charge
while the present flood-gate ' '

te of Peti- .
% Gopare. G842 o,

Bond’s letter

d Mr.
gf ffem::uncelment of the s
contraet. ‘ i th,
ﬁérefore quite sufficient to say he

ideration.

8. Thatat the L’timtef‘of the Qancel

_ 8 -
most part of the Work,
2 s g ‘

7




4

rates given by Mr. Bond and returned the Bill. The Bl Was re-submitted by the

Petitioner
* Vide Exhibit O, for xizconsideratiqn, with further *exp]anations, but with no better
result.

Excellency can see
that in order to preserve a semblance of justice, Mr., most correct rateg in
small items ; but where he comes to big details, his rates have been Tuinous. Fop instance,
the sanctioned amount for the earth work in connection with the flood-gate ig about Rs.4,200
whereas it will be seen that Mr. Bong has allowed the Petitioner

only about R, 1,700,
although most part of the work had been done at the time of the cancelment, of ¢ Contract,

respectfully begs that your
Excellency’s benign conside
grievances by di

done;
and he most respectfully begs an early adjustment of his case ag he has to angwep his severaj
creditors for the money he has laid oy on the work,

cement has been charged Rs. 6.8.0 per b

Rs. 6-15-4 per bag of cement supplied
been for any other work,

12, Tbat. your Petiti.one.r ef Engineer fop Irrigation with.
out success, ‘ S of his departmenta) officers, and ig

prejudiced against him, h ic Works D)
A | g 1 p ‘or In epartment hag
been throughout blameles P€ar the strictegt enquiry from the Public
Works Department itselt. G . ik

That for this act of kfhdnesg_ your Excellen

¢y’s humble Pétibioner,"ai
shall ever pray. : : :

Mapras, } ;
4th August, 1895, .
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