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ENCLOSURE A.

Service of A. Ramaswami Aiyar.

i Date of
SO THT Appuintment. Termination.
Ag. Dufterbund Tanjore Taluk. 3-8 |13th August 1868 |12th October 68
2nd Clerk, L. F. Dept. Collector’s N
Office Tanjore. 20 |lst June 69 30th November 71 ~
Clerk L. F, Board’s Office Tanjore. 25 |lst December 71 [31st January 74
Do. ...| 40 |lst February 74 [31st October 75
Ag. Eng. 2nd Clerk Collectors Office
Tanjore. 50 |lst November 75 |4th January 76
Clerk L. F. Board Tanjore. 40 [5th Jannary 76  13rd June 77
Ag. Eng. 8rd Clerk Collector’s Office....| 45 |4th June 77 5th August 77
Clerk L. F. Board Tanjore. 40 6th August 77 12th September 77
Accountant for famine duties Collector 8
Office Tanjore. 60 1i3th September 77|3[st Qctober 77
Clerk L. F. Board’s Office 40 |lst November 77 [31st March 80
Head Clerk Do. 50 st April 80 12th May 81
Manager Gandharvacotta Hstate. 70 113th May 81 14th November 83 |[Substantive..F,
Board clerk on
Rs. 50.
Do. 70 |15th November 83 [15th January 85 | Do. Ver. 2nd
clerk Collector’s
|Office Rs. 60.
Do. | 93-5-4{16th January 85 |13th February 86 | Do. do.
Do. Vadapadimangalam Estate. 80 [14th February 86 {8th August 86 Do. do.
Do. 80 |9th August 86 2nd December 86 |Do. Taluq She-
ristadar Pattu-
cotta Rs. 6().
Do. Ramasetuswami Estate. 85 |8rd December 86 |17th December 86 Do ey
Do. 85 |18th December 86 [7th March 88 go. 6((1)0. Shially
3 s, 60.
Dy. Tahsildar & Sub-Magistrate Vallam.| 70 |8th March 88 20th October 90
Vedaraniam. 70 |21st October 90  |30th September 92
Do. ..| 100 )1st Qctober 92 18th November 92
Ag. Do. & Stationary Sub- Mdglstra.te
Tiruturaipundi 100 |[19th November 92 I25th August 93
Dy. Tahsildar & Sub-Magistrate
Vedaraniam, 100 |26th August 93 IOth June 96
Do. Do. Tranquebar, 100 |11th June 96 22 fe A 40/
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ENCILOSURE . “] :
T0

PETITION OF

A, RAMASWAMY IYER,
Late Taluq Head Accountant

Shiyali, Tanjore Distriet,

TESTIMONIALS.

I. A Ramasamy Aiyar Local Fund Clerk—a very careful and hard working servant
and performed the duties entrusted to him to my entire satisfaction.

March 1873. (Signed) W. M. CADELL.
Collector.
II. Good character, knows his work well, hard working and useful, good accountant.
Tanjore (Signed) D. ARBUTHNOTT,
24th Septemper 1874} Collector.

"’ 1II. 1 exactly endorse every particular of Mr. Arbuthnott’s aceurate description.
1st December 1875 (Signed) H. 8. THOMAS,
Collector.
1V. A Ramasamy Aiyar, Local Fund Head Clerk, gerved under me while I had charge
of the Treasury for a year and half. He knew his work remarkably well and gave me satis-
faction. He is a well behaved young man.
6th December 1876 (Signed) P. SESHAGIRY,
Dy. Collector.
V. Extract from a letter from C. A. Bird Esq. Ag. Collector of Tanjore to the secre-
tary to the Court of Wards Madras dated 19th July 1881 No. 41.

As the Ganderkotta Zemindary committed to the Management of the Court of wards
in G. 0. No. 493 dated 9th March 1881. J. D. was, and is, in a most disorganised state, it
was found necessary to place it under a competent Manager and Mr. Webster had accordingly
appointed one A Ramasamy Aiyar, Head Clerk L. F. Board Tanjore Circle, on a monthly
galary of Rs. 60 plus Rs. 15 contribution towards pension.

(2) Ibeg to golicit Court’s sanction for this appointment and request Government
may be moved to sanction the transfer of A. Ramasamy Aiyar ;o the service of the Court of
wards in view to enable him to count his service for pension.

(Signed) C. A. BIRD,
Ag. Collector-
VI. Extract from a letter from J. B. Pennington Esq. Collector of Tanjore to the
gecretary to the Court of wards Madras dated 2nd January 1885 No. 1
" The Court are already aware of the arduous and complicated nature of the work
connected with the management of the Gandercotta Estate. The manager is quite equal to
the work and is doing well, but is under paid considering his service. Heis the 2nd Verna-
cular Clerk in the Collectors Office and his pay is Rs. 60. His net pay as manager is also
Rs. 60. Since the assumption of the management a considerable number of Civil and sum-
mary suits have been filed and there has been an enormous correspondence about the settle-
ment of debts and the conduct of suits. He is now thoroughly familiar with the business of

the Estate and it would be difficalt to find any one on the same pay who will be equally use-

~Augitor some time at least.
(2) I think therefore that it is desirable to raise his 'pay (net) to Rs. 80 notwith-

standing the very desperate condition of the Estate. The amount now debited to the Estate
is Rs. 70. A further sum of Bs. 23} will be required to pay the Manager Rs. 80 net. For the
past six months or more the question of increasing his salary has been engaging my attention,
but for want of funds I have desisted from making any proposals on the subject.
* * ES
(Signed) J. B. PENNINGTON,
Collector.

VII. The bearer Ramasamy Aiyafr was Manager of the Vadapadimangalam Estate under
the Court of Wards. He gave satisfaction and was regarded as honest by the Estate family
who feel sorry for his removal to another Estate. He knows his work well and has passed his
Examinations and is fit for higher posts than that of an Estate Clerk or Manager.

2—3—87. (Signed) N. GOPALAKRISHNAMA CHETTY,

Dy. Collector.
VIIL. A man of very good character deserving of promotion as opportunity offers.
(Signed) J. B. PENNINGTON,

Collector.

IX. A Ramasami Aiyar, Manager Ramasetuswamiar’s Estate, served me during the past
one year since the Estate came under my charge. I always found him very hard working, honest
and zealous in the discharge of his duties. I will always be glad to hear of his success in life.

(Signed) SYED KHADER PADSHAH,

[ PO TR 5 PRy o e,




ENCLOSURE C:

CHARGE 1. “He allowed the sasd woman or her relatives to cut down and remove g POY G-
boke tamarind iree worth Rs, 50 and when the matter was reported to him shelved the papers.”

E

5
|

I COLLECTOR’S OBSERVATIONS. REV. BOARD’S FINDING.
{fs {In his Memo accompanying his report to Board No. 1301 (In their Proceedings No
! *, \ -
s, al Dated) \31—3-—1897.) 1597 Mis. (Confl. No, 62) dated

- o e m— 14—9—97)

(Para 6 n extenso). )\Balasubramanian, Velamuthu’s il
brother, cut a tree s the village, and the question was :
whether it belonged to him, or to the temple, or to Govern-
ment. Some how or other, the. Deputy Tahsildar (perhaps
because he had received a report, perhaps with an honest
intention of deciding rightly) directed the Karnam (inimical
to him) to enquire as to the owrnership of the tree. The
Deputy Tahsildar examined the Temple Paimash accounts,
but not being satisfied, he addressead the Tahsildar for Taluq
Paimash accounts. The Tahsildar réplied on the 13th April
[ S 92 that they were missing for that| village. This report,

the Deputy Tahsildar “Recorded and t¢ok no further action
and let Velamuthu’s brother keep the tréie. The tree accord-
[l ing to the Temple accounts stood in a poramboke lane thro-
‘ ugh which the temple car ropes were draggred. Up to the close
; N\ of Fusli 1805, Vedaraniam was treated as ‘*minor Inam” and
‘ included in a Government village. In Fusli\1306, it was for o
Yoot A\ the first time treated as a whole Inam villaglp. I here refer o
ENCLOSURE -_ D A\ to the Deputy Tahsildar’s statement te me ¢n the 16th Ins-

. W tant as well as to his printed explanation. Eé: urges that as

TO the tree stood on Poramboke and as the villgge was a whole

4\ Inam village, and as trees in such villages d.) not belong to

\, Government and as it has been proved that B'alasubramanian

e was in long enjoyment of the tree, there was no donbt that

i

sne tree was not Government property and th st he therefore

T

Nil.

PETITION OF

LS VIR ’ | took no further action. But as for the long en joyment which

A, RAMASW. (MY IYER, he now alleges, that has only been elici%;ed {rgm witnesses '
(4 . examined during the course of the present enqutiry, a=d that \
Late Talug H ead Accountont evidence, whether true or false, was not before the Deputy .
ate L - | Tahsildar when he “recorded” the Tahsildar s arzi. The
important question is not whether an examination, of evidence,
oral and documentary, would now shew that the tree was
Government or not, but whether on the evidence' then before
the Deputy Tahsildar he was justified in allowing _Balasubara-
manian to keep the tree and in recording the Tahjsildar’s re- ‘
poggg. The Deputy Tahsildar says he knew it wias a whole £
<Jzgm village because the Temple people had shevyn him the
zile Deed, though he does not remember the cont‘kents. But

as a fact, Vedaraniam, as above stated, was tregited in the
accounts as a minor Inam until Fusli 1806 and i 5 is ridicu-
lous for the Deputy Tahsildar to pretend ignor: 'nce of the ht
fact, Vedaraniam being his own head quarters. T'he fact of s
his having in the first instance referred the ma!tter to the B
Tahsildar shewed he had his doubts and when the» Tahsildar
replied, instead of making further enquiries inste:d of refer-
ring to the Tahsildar and askiny him if the trec» should be
considered as belonging to the Temple, he quietly “recorded”
the Tahsildar’s report and allowed the cut tree to rlemain with §
Balasubramanian without even passing any form¢al order to : {

P . )4,y daf “pt
Shiyali, Tanjore District,

the effect that he had established his claim—whicl 1 in fact he
had not. The Deputy Tahsildar, no doubt, beg:n the pro-
ceedings honestly when he wrote to the Tahsildz sr but I am
satisfied that dishouest motives began to operate |at a latter
stage, and this conviction is strengthened by the co nsideration
that the man in whose possession he allowed #res to remain
was Velamuthu’s brother. L i




=‘v-rw-—-‘%_~.?_j_ -

T —————

e

2
PETITIONER’S EXPLANATION,

The words of the Collector “perhaps because he (Petitioner) had received a report’’
wonld make the reader suppose that the case was taken ap by Petitioner on a report from the
Karnam or other persons. Such Was not the case. Petitioner start{éd the enquiry suo-moto,
Having accidentally noticed the cutting of some branches of the treg (an old and stunted tree
worth about Rs. 15) in the course of his street inspection in December 1891, Petitioner wished
to ascertain whether the Government or the Union had any interegt in the tree ang called on
the cutter to prove his title to it, Petitioner ascertaineq that neithjf' the Government n¢Q the
Union had any interest in the tree and dropped the matter, [ ]

right up to the stage when he wrote to the Tahshildar for Talfiq Paimash account but that
dishonest motive began o operate when Petitioner recorded ghe reply of the Tahsildar in
which it was stated that Paimash account for that Village WZ[ not available in the Talug.
Petitioner begs to submit that, in recording the Tahsildar’s eply, Petitioner was not actuated
by any dishonest motive. After Petitioner wrote to the ,/ Tahsildar but before he received
his reply, the pagoda authorities produced the Inam Comrﬁissioner’s Title Deed, which confer-

Deputy Tahsildar or that of Sub-Magistrate,

3. The question whether the grant was treatgd in the Revenue accounts as a “whole Inam
Village” or as a “minor Inam” was not material/ for the purposes of Petitioner’s enquiry ag
observed by the Collector. The point which appeared to the Petitioner to be material wag
whether, under the terms of the Inam Commissioners Title Deed, Government, could assert 5
claim to the land on which the tree stood, but Petitioner found that the Title Deeq which
the Pagoda authorities produced to Petitioner did not vest such right in Government,

4. Had Petitioner seen the Inam Title Deied before he wrote to the Tahsildar he woulg
not have written to him at all,

5. There was thus nothing for Petitione:r to do in the matter after the Tahsildar’s Arzi
was received nor was there any necessity to make a reference to the Tahsildar again on the
subject. Petitioner therefore recorded that pa'per.

6. The Collector, however, seriously finds fault with Petitioner for recording no final
order on the merits of the case, The Collect >r questioned Petitioner on this very point at the
time of his enquiry and the Petitioner’s repl  to his question was as follows:

“As there was no complaint and a no one asked me for an order I considered none
necessary.” As this answer does not app war to have satisfied the Collector, Petitioner begs
leave to explain himself further on the subjeict: There was in fact, no petition nor call for » re-

port pending before Petitioner about the tre e, nor did Petitioner’s enquiry establish any nécw

ssity for Petitioner’s interference in the mat ter either on behalf of Government op the Union.
7. Under such circumstances nothingvould havs been gained by Petitioner’s recording a

| formal order on the subject.

8. An itenerating official meets with1 several cases of this kind in which some enquiry
becomes necessary to remove a suspicion theut strikes him. The suspicion is removed and i is
found that no further action is necessary.  Petitioner thgugkt that, to record a formal order
invariably in every such case setting out all that had been done, would be a mere waste of time.
For instance, a Revenue Inspector or Der mty Tahsildar or a Tahsildar checks several fields
with the Paimash account on suspicion th at there is excess, but he finds there is no excess,
Iz he expected to record his conclusion with details in every such cage ?

9. With reference to the last sentence of the Collector’s observations, Petitioner submits
that Petitioner fails to see in what way ithe nounwrecording of a formal order in this case
eonld have benefited Velamuthu’s divided b; cother. If Petitioner had, in the face of the docu-
ments produced by her brother and the pagoda authorities, recorded an order declaring the
tree as belonging to Government or Union, 1she result might have been a Civil Suit,

4 *

TR s

:

1
i)
)

Union Chairman,) received a report from ma.isltry .a,bogt; this
. 3 encroachment but instéad of promptly enquiring into it, he
» allowed the matter to drag on till May 1896 and then mana-

ged to get it mixed up witk a large numper of other cases so that

it may easily escape a.ttenfgion. He did not take steps to get

the Karnam punished fqr sending fa.lse.a reports about 2

other encroachments till he,i-} eft the Taluq in June 1896.

\

3

CHARGE?. “In lLike manner he connived at an encroachment on the public street made by
the said Velamuthu in front of her house.”

e,

1

(4 -
(Para 7 Substance) In Angust 1895 the Depty Tahsildar (as
Nil.

PETITIONER’S EXPLANATION.
\

\

\.

In this case, Petitioner} action in having ordered the encroachment to be included in
a list to be submitted to the Taluy Board President was not favorable to Velamuthu, but the
Collector finds fault with the Petitioner for not having disposed of it immediately, No bad
motive prompted the delay, The IRela,y occurred in the usnal covrse of business and from
causes beyond Petitioner’s control. 'I“;,Ee delay occurred not only in this ease but also in a few
other cases in which Velamuthu was not,\lconcerned. If Petitioner had really wished to favor
the woman, he would have passed a LGa.l order in her favor as soon as the Union Maistry’s
report was received. There would hay «tbeen no reference to the Kart}a.m on receipt of the
Maistry’s report. Ihe Karnam never ma“'l;ie any report to Petitioner on any such encroachmentgs

at Vedaraniam of his own motion. ¢l

2. In disposing of the above charé}e, the Collector casually refers to two other cases

A ’ ‘..
of encroachments about which there was ' a difference of opinion between Petitioner and the
Karnam, Petitioner holding that they were!vew and removable and the Karnam holding that
they were old and not removable, In reg t}‘to these two 0889;8, the Collector takes Petftl:one;'
to task for not taking steps to punish t}:i¢ Karnam for making a false report. Petitioner

eonsidered it inadvisable to hand up the am for making a false report until it was known

that the Tq. Bd. President, who inspected th::e spot in company with Petitioner on a petiﬁonv i,

sent by Gnanambal Ammal, concurred wit";:h Petitioner in holding that the encroachments
were new The I'q. Bd. President then se/1t an order to Petitioner calling for a detailed

report on all encroachments made by the said woman, which Petitioner duly submitted % X

with a clear sketch, sometime before he wa 8 transferred from that Range to Tranquebar.

8. Collector says that Petitiouer was# afraid to punish the Karnam lest the latter

might turn round and report all about Velssmuthu’s encroachments. ~ Petitioner was not in
the least afraid to punish the Karnam. ‘He; took every necessary step to have him punish-
ed or removed as will be seen from what forllows. (Vide remarks against charge 5.)

4. Government will please note that t) he Karnam suffered no punishment for the faults

for which Petitioner handed him up, while tkie poor Petitioner became a vietim to vindictive g
accusation which the Karnam and others at Yp.’eda.rania.m conspired to bring against Petitioner,

s g
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CH ARgﬁ 3. %In like manner he eonnived at the removal and appropl. riation by the ,a,'g
Velamuthu or her relatives, of the bricks that formed the supply channel \ cof Theradikulam at

v 2
Vedaramaim.= .+ 5OTOR’S OBSERVATIONS.

(Para 8 Substance). There is no evidenco that he gave per-
mission to any one to remove the bricks from the Tank. Though
the occurrence took place in the time of his predecessor, it was
his duty to refer to the registers to see what papers relating
to the subject were pending. Bearing in mind his intimacy

REV. BO®/ARD’S FINDING.

T

(Para 1) (b) This charge ig
not very: clearly proved as M. R.
Ry. A. R”amasamy Iver was not

inchargeDof the Sub-Magistrate’s

place ug il the final stage of this

with Velamuthu, it is not likely thas she would have kept case.

him in ignorance of the charge against her sister, even if the
Clerk had failed to bring the pendency of the paper to his
notice. The Deputy Tashildar adduced evidence to prove
that there was no drainage channel as alleged but the Head
Assistant Collector says he himself in 1896 saw traces of the

it

d
e

1
i PETITIONER’S EXPLANATION. /

This is a case in which the Board acquit Petitionep; but as the Collestor’s remarks are
likely to create an unfavorable impression against Petitiong}, Petitioner considers it necessary

to offer the following further explanation. rigl

9. In this case, the petitions referred to by the Colle: PT velating to the removal of the
bricks were received and disposed of by Petitioner’sjpredectssor, Mr.Reghunandana Sastry, but,
the Collector, nevertheless, charges Petitioner with connvance at the removal of the bricks on
the ground that the person who removed them was a s;.te'r fff Velamuthu. The Collector re-
marks that “bearing in mind his intimacy with Velamvﬂ",l 1t 1s .no.t likely that she would have
kept him in ignorance of the charge against her sister¥® - This is a far-fetched presumption.
Petitioner had no knowledge of what had taken place txll the present charges were framed
against him. The matter did not crop up again in ptitioner’s time and there was therefore

no occasion for Petitioner knowing anything about i

3. Velamuthu’s sister, Ammalu, who is gaid to he® removed the bricks(5 or 6 basket loads
of Jellies) does not live in the same house with V'“fl“thlf but far away from her in a diffe-
ront street. It does not follow that because Amm! IS 3 sister of Velamuthu the latter must
be taking an interest in every thing that concerns e for o a.n.d be talking about it to others.
From the evidence taken by the Head Assistant Mlector, it will be seen that Mr. Raghunan-
dana Sastry inspected the locality and came ‘the conclusion that the site from which the

bricks were removed belonged to private indiviéls and that no interference on the part of

¢ < win : .
Government or the Union was necessary ; Su.il g been the case, it was the interest of

neither Velamuthu nor her sister to have bx'oug?‘he fact to Petitioner’s notice.
4. The Collector further observes that tpissing of the petitions on the subject from

the records of the office is not without suspic’ He does not say whom he suspects. Peti- %

tioner hopes that he does not suspect Petitic Who had no motive to cause the petitions to

disappear.

5. The tank in guestion did not vest in tUnion or the Talug Board in 1893, the year

in which the bricks ars said to have been recd. The 'I:BMP.I@ authorities had the right to
it at that time under the terms of the Inam EshaneLs _T‘ﬂ? Deed, as already explained
by Petitioner in para 2 of his explanation u" Charge I in this enclosure. It was only in
1895 that the Taluq Board prop osed to takever from the Temp‘le authorities. (Vide Talug
Board President’s order to chairman No. 457°d 23-9-95). It will thus be seen that even
if Petitioner had known any thing abo’hat Mr. Reghunand.a,na. Sastry had done,
Potitioner would have been powerless to @y thing towards claiming the bricks on be-

on.
o gf U\?;ith regard to the channel referr? by ’the Head Assistant Collector, Petitioner
w its where abouts, but, within 100€r'S knowledge, no chanuel existed in the

does not kno : ;
The Head Assistant ‘ctor did not inspect the locality in company

locality in question.
with Petitioner. B

e ————

W e

CHARGR 4. “He abused his powers,

In convicting (a) One K. Ramasamy Pillay wn C. C. No. 292, 1894 on his file.
(b) One Nagammal and her son in C. C. No. 425 of 1895 on has file.
(c) And also one Veerabhadra Pillay ; and ;
In acquitting \ (d) the elder brother of the said Velamuthu in C.C. No. 312 of 1895

on his file.”

\

COLLECTOR’S OBSERVATIONS.

Y (a) (Para 9 Substancd). In C.C.No. 292 of 1894, the
Sub-Magistrate sentenced K. Ramasamy Pillay to 7 days
imprisonment without the option of a fine under the Towns
Nuisance Act and in a departmental enquiry, ordered he
stated he was unjustly convicted because he had refused
to oblige Velamuthu in a civil suit. The Sub-Magistrate
acted with great irregularity in \the trial convicting him on
a charge not mentioned in the chrarge sheet. e e A
the 17th January 1895, Mr. Thorg a recorded his “belief
that the Sub-Magistrate had acted onestly in the matter”
and that “if the facts were somewha® s obscure” he “would
give effect to this opinion”. I quite ag} e with that view and
add that greater probability is now len; to the charge of dis-

REV. BOARD’S FINDING.

(Para4) The Sub-Magistrate
sentenced & man to a substan-
tial period of imprisonment with-
out option, for a nuisance under
the Towns Nuisance Act, The
Sub-Magistrate’s action was ir-
regular but not illegal. Tho
then District Magistrate, Mr,
Thomson, remarked unfavorably
on the case which was reversed
on appeal and Mr. Audrew now
“ entertains no deubt that the
Magistrate acted maliciously

P

honesty by what has since come to light ofitheSub-Magistrate’s and with a view to please Vela-
dealings with Velamuthu. It is to be obsekved that for the muthu.”

first and last time the Sub-Magistrate inflicted substantive * * ¥t
sentence of imprisonment, and though that was a legal sen- The first two cases ‘this is
tence and though other Sub-Magistrates‘have, passed substan- one of them ) are doubtless
tive sentence of imprisonment, the fact rem i1 s that this is suspicious but there is no abso--
the only time he ever did so himself and I exq.tz rtain no doubt lute proof of “ mala-fides”

that he acted maliciously and with a view 1o please Vela-

muthu in passing such a sentence. * e o i

T

PETITIONER’S| EXPLANATION.

In this case, the Board acquif Petibioﬁﬁer of mala fides and yet observe that the case

1

is “doubtless suspicious.”

2, Petitioner did not abuse his powers ay ‘sall in this case. It was justice and not malice,

that dictated the sentence, The criminal proceeé{fings were instituted in this case by the Police
ad not by Velamuthu or her relatives. It is ‘true that the Police charge sheet specified a
hght offence, viz, laying down rubbish in a pul olic street under section 3, clause 9 of Towns
Nuisance Act IIT of 1889 ; but, when the trial lpegan, the Police constable who got into the
witness box to give evidence for the prosecutic'n deposed not only to the fact of the laying
down of the rubbish but added a graver charyge, viz, that, subsequent to the date of the
Police charge sheet, the accused (Kuppamuthu’,ﬂ Ramasamy Pillay) blocked up the street
completely by erecting a temporary barrier ad:ross it in the same place (not in a different
locality) which obstructed passengers in the streiet. The Union street maistry, who was one
of the witnesses examined in the case, corroborzited the constable’s statement regarding the
obstruction. The obstruction was inspected by Petitioner and found to be a source of serious
inconvenience to the public who used the strect. In dispo.ing of the case, Petitioner folt it

his duty to award imprisonment.

3. It istrue that the punishment generally ’ imposed in petty nuisance cases is fine, but
this was a case in which the accused had the ai idacity of wilfully causing a serious obstrye-
tion to passengers in addition to committing ay, petty nuisance. Nothing short of infliction
of imprisonment was therefore, in Pebitioner’sh opinion, likely to induce the accused to
remove the obstruction, and Petitioner therefor te inflicted imprisonment,
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4. The law empowered Petitioner to im i 1 i
pose simple or rigorous if.: m ]
did not choose to impose rigorous. f s LubLhe
y

J
f

5. The Revenue Board’s remark on this casge is that Petitioner’g"acbion e
S

but not ¢ illegal.” Petitioner fails to see how his action was irregular, fresniar
f

’

6. No doubt the Collector chserves that Petitioner acted Wlth . ;
the trial in convicting the accused on a charge which had no{; b e zﬁregulaf'zty "
Police charge sheet, but Petitioner submits that he had the pa’)W e T
C. C. P, gave Petitioner the power to convict the accused not onf ;
in the charge sheet, viz, laying down rubbish in a public str%ty
8 of act IIT of 1889, but alsoof the other offence, viat, cagiin b .
passage of a thorough fare etc. under clause o of the same’ Se:t.o stf'uc(non A
proved in the trial of the case, the accused appeared to "pem-mn’ it O .fa.ct;s
that offence also, Both the offences were punishable undey ¢, g h.a,ve Vst e
and with the same amount of punishment, Petitioner wag tﬂerefo s 50T 0f Uio TRk
234 C. C. P. to call upon the accused to plead to both the -’éha.r ere c,;mpegent undez" sk
that Petitioner did not only call on accused to plead to ‘.bothgt}ia hhe S e
the accused did plead to both and examined witnesses. Tt will tha ; SEReey Uup 8lo thit
no irregularity of procedure at all in the trial of this casg, T et wila

r to do s0. Section 246

; etll}louel‘ v

bonafide action in the matter.

’

8. Itis also a question whether the accused IS . .
sentence passed. The thonght of appealing agaiqét :;Hgiaelxzol:l;mc?ﬁ r::l i;y aggrifaved with the
Sub-Jail, nor immediately after his release, but dnly 14 days after releas 1m 'thle he 'wa.s in
it was at the instigation of others (who were richAand influential at Ve da.:‘ 'I‘he fact is t.hat
whom Petitioner was then taking action for remdyal of an eucroachmenc)&’:rm and against
the appeal, and ever since he presented it, he wig 3 puppet in their hang at he presented

9. Unfortunately, the appellate court did not give the cage such careful cong; :
as it deserved and quashed the sentence withouf,- giving notice to the o3 ll consideration
dents in the appeal. The result was that the obstructon continued 'Pto : w; i res;?on-
inconvenience to the public. Xist to the serious

10. Again the appellate judgment did wot sef forth  the facts of o
and it also contained some unfavorable remark against Petitioner, The re ft; “ase correctly
the appeal calendar went up to the District.’MagiBtl‘ate, He ol ;)‘1 lvilas that thzn
report. He also directed farther enquiry into the matter, Petigoner ct; fOrgSPfClal
an explanation pointing out certain errors and mis-conceptions which .¢ .011 submitted
judgment. rept into theappeal

€

11. There is one more point in this case whic i :
Petitioner adjudged imprisonment in the case beca:szegl;l;::fswf: 2:1;8,;“1"!) Collector says that
and Velamuthu, No plea of enmity with Velamuthn wag urged b i }; o etween the 'accused
trial of the case by the Petitioner. If any such enmity had really ei,' ¢ ZaCCus.ed during the
had been atraid that there would be a mis-carrfage of Justice in :he afld if the accused
Petitioner, the accused would have applied for g tra.nsfel: of the cag e&tnal % .ﬂ.]e gase. by
while he was being tried by Petitioner, but this he did not do. The om Petxtxone.)r’s file
him to do this as the pendency of the case was so long as 90 e elzsvms ample time for
there was no bad feeling whatever between Petitioner and the accu.s@,d a matter of ffzct,
of the trial of this case Vide para 15 of the printed Explanation at or before th.e'hme
to Head Assistant Collector under date 8th."Ja.nuary 1897. (Annexnrzl‘esented 'by Petitioner
(a) to this enclosure),

12. The plea of enmity was a pure concoction, The appeal judgmet g LAk th
oes not shew that

any plea of enmity was alleged in appeal. lv'
} :

|

~this Sub Magistrate on the ground that he' was prejudiced

v .

COLLECTOR’S OBSERVATIONS. REV. BOARD’S FINDING.

R
e

(b) (Para 11) » % % “InC.C.No. 425 of 1895 the  (Para 4). The case is not ex
Sub-Magisirate convicted Nagammal and her son unnder plained in detail; there seems to
Section 352 I. P, 0. Before Head Assistant Collector she sia- be no definite charge against
ted that Vela.muthu,l.\hel‘ niece, was at the bottom of the case: the Sub-Magistrate. It was al-
afterwards she retrapted. * * * This is another instance leged that Velamnthu had got
of relatives of Velamuthu appearing before the Sub-Magis- up the case; but there is noth-

trate or Deputy Thasildar as accused of something or other. ' ing to shew that it was wrongly

The case is open to sufpicion.” tried.

PETITIONER’S EXPLANATION.

There was no abhse of power whatever in this case, which was one of petty
assault. It is true that the sp'cused, Nagammal and her son, were relations of Velamuthu, but
they were convicted, not acq itted, by Pebitioner. Collector remarks that Velamutha was at
the bottom of the case, but he &0es not say in what way she interfered or is believed to have

mntertered in the matter.

2. The cﬂs e could not havd Peen a concoction as it arose out of a quarrel between her
and others, which took place pubsgly it the Temple. Neither of the accused pleaded at the
trial that the case was concocted ag inst them by any body, nor did they prefer any appeal

againsg the conviction.

3. Nagammal’s deposition befor the Head Assistant Collector at the recent enqniry
impuated no bad motive to Petitioner in \disposing of the case.

4. The Collector says that, before ‘?he Head Assistant Collector, she stated that Vela-
muthu was at the bottom of the easo bu_"; afterwards she retracted. There is no deposition of
Nagammal on record in which she al]eg‘_ad that Velamuthn was at the bottom of the case,

5. The Collector remarks that the ciase is open to suspicion, but Petitioner does not see

what grounds there were even for a suspision.

COLLECTOR’S OBSERVAE\TIONS.

REV. BOARD’S FINDING.

(d) ( Para 10 substance). In C.C., No. 312 of 1895, the Sub (Para 4). The Sub Magis-
Magistrate acquitted another brother of Welamnthu and 9 trate acquitted 10 persons of -
others on a charge of hnnting or trespass in & Forest Reserve. whom one was a brother of
It cannot be said that the order was improper as it was a  Velamuthu. The ovidence
matter of appreciation of evidence and if he  disbelieved the against the accused seems to
prosecution witnesses and believed the azlibe;~ set up by the have been good but theacquit-
accused, it is difficult to say that he was wiong. I regard  tal can only be looked on with
the alibe witnesses with great suspicion. If the charge was suspicion. . _
atterly false, all I can say is that it is extraoirdinary how the 67T T TR e
Forest watchers should have been so  intensly stupid as to The first two cases (this is
select a time and place for the alleged trespass when the one of them) are doubtless
trespassers could prove an alibe. In another similar case, the  suspicious, but there isno ab,
Forest Department got the case transferred from the file of  solute proof of “mala-fides™.

“‘and the Court to which it v7as transferred convicted the ac-

B

cused. The Sub Magistrate says in his explanation that there
was absolutely no evidence of “hunting”. There was about
as strong evidence of hunting (whether trne or not is another
matter) as one could expect. Bearing in mincl that one of the
accused was Velamuthu’s brother, I cannot Fut look on the

Judgment with the greatest suspicion. ﬂ
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PETITIONER’S EXPLANATION OR PLEADINGS.

This is a case in which Petitioner, as usual, recorded a full Judgment. In case the Divi-
sional Magistrate or the District Magistrate saw grounds (in reviewing the calendar) to set
asidetheacquittal he'was at liberty to take steps to do so. But neither of themdid so; nor did they
record any remark against Petitioner in reviewing the calendar, nor did the Forest Dept. take®
any steps to get the acquittal set aside. The acquittal took place 8 months before the Head
Assistant Collector’s enquiry beganand all this time there was not one whisper against Petitioner
to the best of his knowledge, but the moment the Head Assistant Collector began his enquiry @
Petitioner’s action in the case became a subject of serious comment against him and imagina- €
tion was carried to the fullest pitch for the purpose of imputing to Pelitioner a bad motive.

2. From a perusal of the Judgmeut, it will be seen that, in this case, Petitioner did his
utmost to help the Forest Department. On seeing that the charge of hunting specified
in the Forest charge sheet fell through, Petitioner took upon himself to charge the accused
for trespass, but even this charge fell through. The plea of the, accnsed (only 4 in number,
not 10, as stated by Collector) was alibe and they prcved it by reliable evidence.
Petitioner had therefore no alternative but to acquit the accused.

3. Withreference tothe Collector’s remark — it is extraordinary how the Forest watch-
ers should have been so intensely stupid as to select a time av;‘xd place for the alleged trespass
when the trespassers could prove that they were at widely diff¢rent and distant places,” Petitioner
begs to state that, in this case, the Forest Department did*not arrest the accused on the spot,
If they had done so, the case would have been clear agaiust the accused, As the Forest
officers did not do so, the identity of the accused became a point in issue and Petitioner had
to give consideration to the evidence adduced by the accused to prove an alibe.

4. 'The Collector says ‘“‘there was about as strong evidence of hunting (whether true
or not is another matter) as one could expect, being the presence of the accused with a kn ife
the presence of three dogs, and the presence of a de \d pig.” 1f such had been the case, the
Forest Department would not have let the acquittal 'drop. Petitioner submits that, 5

() The oral evidence adduced in the case was grossly discrepant on material points.

(b) Neither was the knife nor the dead pig produced before the Court,

(¢) It may be that the pig was perishablc’.‘ property and had to be disposed of imme.-
diately after it was found, but there was nothing to prevent the Forest watchers
producing the dead pig for the inspection of the Petitioner whose residence was
only about 3 or 4 miles from the placlv,e where the dead pig was found. Petitioner
had, owing to the non-production of the pig, no opportunity to note what injuries
the body of the animal bore and what they indicated as the canse of its death.
Under Section 46 of the Forest Act, it was incumbent on the Forest watchers
to have obtained Petitioner’s orders for its sale. This they omitted to do,

(d) The Prosecution witnesses (Forest watchers) said they did not actually see
the accused in the actef hunting nor could they say by whom and by what
means the animal was killed. ‘

(e) Nor could they say to whom the dogs which were present near the scene belon -
ged. There was no attempt on their part to secure the dogs for the purpose of
ascertaining to whom they belonged or to sieze the knife from the accused

(f) The prosecution did not allege tnlat the accused were in possession of :
usually employed in killing wild pigs, viz. a gun or a spear.

5. The Collector says that “in anothersimilar case, the Forest Department got the case
transferred from the file of this Sub-Magistrate (Petitiener) on the ground that he was pre-
judiced, and the Court to which it was tra.nsfer{red convicted the accused” DB o begf b
state that such a case was mever on his file aind that the Collector was misinformed on the
subject. Further more, it cannot be argued that, because the other Court convicted the
accused in that case, Petitioner should have done the same thing in the case which he tried
The said two cases did not arise in one and the! same transaction, :

6. In this case, the Board acquit Petitionier of malafides and yet observe that the “case

is doubtless suspicious.” This is very hard onf poor Petitioner,

e ——
)

any arm

g

CHARGE 5. “That, while it was | his duty as Chasrman to repress all encroachments vy
atreets and public ways in the Town, he took no action in this direction eacept on paper in spite
of the orders of the President Talug Board and although lists of encroachments were from time fo
time sent him by the Karnam of the Vattam, and that, further, he himself encroached on the pub-
lic street un front of the house he occupsed at Vedaraniam.”

COLLECTOR’S OBSERVATIONS. REV. BOARD’S FINDING.
(Para 12 Batract) '.,]‘here were numerous encroachments in Nil.

" Vedaraniam (Deputy Tahsildar’s Head quarters) and the charge

is that he did practically nothing to have them removed. The (Para6). The Sub-Magis-
matter attracted the attention of President T. B. so far back trate was also charged with
as 1893 and the Karnam was ordered to prepare a list of en- encroaching on the public

croachments. Thishe did ri\ot do until January 1895 (should street but the Head Assistant

be 1896) when he sent in wha\ig,the Deputy Tahsildar calls “a Collector on inspection was
small shabby list” of 11 cases; The Deputy Tahsildar says not sure that the encroach.
he does not remember having thaken any steps to punish the ment was a new one.

Karnam for his persistent disobledience between Aungust 1893

and November1895, when the Tahsildar fined the Karnam

8 annas. This winking at the ‘Karnam’s disobedience was

probably due to the fact that the D\quty Tahsildar was afraid

to seriously bring the Karnam to task: The Deputy Tahsildar

says he did get a number of encroachments removed, but the

Head Assistant: Collector says the Union and Deputy Tahsildar’s

Office records do not shew this, and the whole records pro-

duced and his (Deputy Tahsildar’s) reference to the Karnam’s

small shabby list shews how he—Deputl; Tahsildar—utterly

neglected his duty. .

\

PETI’I‘ION}EJR’S EXPLANATION.
Iy

{
On this subject, Petitioner begs to' refer Government to paras 17 & I8 of the printed
explanaticn which he gave to the Head Assistant Collector under date Sth January 1897,
a copy of which is hereto attached. (Annexure (a) to this enclosure).

2. The Collector’s remark that Petition er “atterly neglected his duty” in the ma.tter. of
removing encroachments is a great deal tocr) sweeping. There was no neglect at all of that
duty, but, on the contrary, there was a zealo.us performance of it.

3. The misfortune is that the records o.-;f the case 'and the oral evidence adduced by
Petitioner to prove what he had done did not "receive as much attention and consideration as
they deserved. The matter of removing encr’oachments received Petitioner’s best possible
attention during his tenure of the office of Chslirman. A considerable number of encroach-
ments was removed by Petitioner and he hasi not left behind, for his successor, any heavy
arrears of work under this head. i

4. The Head Assista“nt Collector conclu('_'led that the town was overrun with encroach-
ments without satisfying himself whether the encroahments which met his eye in the course
of his inspection of the 13th June 1896 were ‘such as could be dealt with under the Act. Tt
is true there were projections here and there Lieyond the average regular line of the sides of
some of the streets; but it is a question wheth'er Petitioner had authority to proceed against
every one of them. :

Under orders issued by Taluq Board Prusident for the guiﬂan‘ce of all the Union
Chairmen in the division, encroachments whicza exis 4 from before the date of the establish-
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107 aric
ose of a subsequent date alone were $o be

1, r¢

1a
. q : S
aluq Board Presiden o

> do ¢ub, during his inspection or during his sub-

ment of the Union were to
proceeded against. Vide T
No. 809. |
5. Had the Head Assistant Collector made g th® which, nnder the above circular, were re-
. a pending list of encroachmentzquitbhave shewn very few cases as pending and

s St enquiry : : : e
seq q ? aathorities, the list would ie th¢Veeping remark against Petition er.

movable by the Union
he W :

0 o E the
" *Petitioner’s work in the matter of removing

eisjofe. (=
during their tours, were generally satisfied with | (?WD was overrun with encroachments.

encroachments. They never remarked that the t(a

6. The Taluq Board Presidents, who inspe

eingnot take steps to gecure Petitioner’s presence.
the Head Assistant Collector did et tic '131511 June 1896;,_/N0r did he make a further

on on the Thdioner subsequenitly appeared before him for
LR oy S R .Petian.duzzs that ]lelh&d removed a large number of
s iy it kspactabla Wltnegmtl ’e re.mc'ava. of each encrc‘)a.chm.ent should
B e ot record to prove— TS omitting -to see the localities in company

have been no bar to the Head Assistant Collects

7. Again, : :
when he inspected the streets 1n the Uni

ect
: twic g
e Dot H:m‘em persons who had seen the encroachments
3. The witnesses examined by Petitioner w| c};AOf Pa:'tl :ulgr value for _the i3l thﬂ:“ they
L ke evidence wad,  ASSis g ollfactor rejected their evidence
aracterized their evidence as “indefinite and

i but the Head
were eye witnesses of the removal, ‘ S iagy . .
without assigning proper grounds. He simply ehj "™ extracts from the sworn statements of

worthless.” Annexure (b) to this enclosure coy,, 4
these witnesses, which speak for themselves. it thiie e Bt B e i
teoner: did remove encroachments, is not quite
or the Deputy Tahsildar’s to shew that Petiti fé‘d wainection with encroachments which Peti-

¢d8 Pere were some records to prove what Peti-

i w ords in
correct. It is true that there were no recor ; ’ .

j 3 gl prants. Vide Annexure (¢) to this enclosure
tioner had removed by amicable arr angements, buff : :

i done in connection with other encroach® 2
S tioner will now proceed to give a brief

]’etiﬁif’ 1 Town.
),ha'th East-corner of

9. The Head Assistant Collector’s remark,

10. With these preliminary remarks, description of the

1. The 4 Main streets of Vadaranian work actually done
Lane leading towards East from the N . : 'by him. Tt consisted
the Main streets. ‘ 0 removing a very
3. Sannadi Road leading to the sea. fs Tank. ; large number of en.
4. Lane from Do. along the Muda iar’ *waran coil. croachments for wid-
5. Do. leading towards East from Mnni#f _ ening and straight-
6. The Southern Madavilagam stre rn. Main street. ening the 16, out of
7
8
9

o

Lane from the above to the Sonthe%m" street. about 25, streets of
Do. from Southern main street fo J afiids West. Vedaraniam, named

Do. from Southern main street towar ywards West. in the margin, and
L in removing or tak-

Street in front of Belly God temple t £oE
b R ing steps to remove

11. Madavadial street.
Portion of road leading to Toputl ]
chments as per An-

cocoanuts on its sides. :
Lane from Western Madavilagam te ‘thern main street nexure (o) already
noticed in para 9,

14, Street from Western end of No: .
towards the Yéri Tank. North main street  supra.
Lane leading from the middle of
towards the Yéri Tank.

16. Lane leading to the Sea Customs

from Toputhurai Road.

North main street,.

office at Toputhurai

be left nnsonched. Th . ‘circular order dated 12th November 1899

ke the above se H .
ould not have seen caus e © Hied the streets of the Union several times .°

11

11. Petitioner assumed charge of the office of Chairman at the end of 1890. There was
at that time no call from Tq. Bd. President for any list of encroachments bat Petitioner, of
his own move, and prompted by a keen sense of duty, began to enquire aboub encroachme’nts
with a view to take such steps as he thonght were necessary for their early “removal. The
Karnam produced no list of pending cases. A search was made by Petitioner in the old
records and it shewed that on the 13th April 89 a predecessor of his had addressed an Arzi
No. 53 to Tq. Bd. President submitting a list of encroachments in . e Union, but no office
copy there of was forthcoming for Petitioner’s reference. Petitioner at once wrote to Tq. Bd.
F osident his Arzi dated 10th April 91 No. 98, requesting him to return the list, but the
President replied in his order No. 708 dated 20th October 91 that the list was not fortheoming
in his office. The disappearance of this list deprived Petitioner of the help of a most valuu.bl:
guide:

12. Tt was no easy maftterfor Petitioner to replace the missing list, because it involved
the re-inspection of a considerable number of houses (over 2,000). There was not only a good
deal of measurement work to be done but there was also an irnmense lot of evidence to be

taken as to the duration &c o each encroachment.
\

13. Petitioner could find no lek_sqre for the preparation of a new list as he had revenue
& magisterial work to do in addition ! S\that of Chairman. He had also under the tour rales to
keep out of head quarters for 15 day® 'in every month. Seeing that the work of removing
encro:.mhments would be considerably cb]‘layed if Petitioner were to await the preparation of
such list, he at once adopted the plar of 1emoving encroachments by making amicable arrange-
ments with the residents who were the‘ze well disposed towards the Union authorities and
were willing to help them as far as practicable.

14. The non-official members of the Uniion, who had considerable influence with the in
habitants, helped Petitioner greatly in the ms btor and, in the course of a year and a half, P t,'-
tioner was able to widen and straighten 16 si] sets in this way, but this work came to a ’st:n:;l-
still in November 92 when Petitioner was tiampora.rily transferred to Tiruturaipundy f 10
months, X o)

15. Petitioner, however, kept no detailed register of the encroachments removed b
amicable means, as he thought it was unnecessary. At that time he cared more for the resuiyt
than for a record of the cases. He never sxpected that the fact of his having done the work
would ever be called in question, as the Tq. Bd. ¢ 2residents were inspecting the town frequent-
ly during their tours. The streets themselves wp ich have been widened and straighbengd
a standing monument of Petitioner’s labours. oo

16. In one of the streets Petitioner has plarited an avenue of cocoanuts on both side
which serve as a sort of boundary mark to prevent future encroachments, There 1s record ts
p.vve this fact as the trees were planted with the sanction of the Panchayet contained iy 0
of their xjesolutions and the charges incurred in c(nnection with the planting &c. were pa 0::;
by Tq. Bd. President on bills, copies of which must be available for reference. passe

17. Previous to April 1896 there was no call from Tq. Bd. President for the submissi

to him of any list of encroachments from the Chairman. The list, which the Collecl:o,.l ssion
the Karnam was delaying from August 1893 to MNovember 1895, was not the ome whi h“:i]:
Tq. Bd. President had called for as supposed by the Collector, but one which Petitionacr h ;
called for for the purpose of maintaining a register ordered by the Tq. Bd. Preside ta"
his general Circular to all chairmen, No. 809 dated 12th November 1892. Para o Ofnth::

circular is extracted below, from which it will be seen that the Tq. Bd. President called £
list: there. or no
“2, Steps should be taken to remove encroachments. More energy should be sh
“in this respect and a complete register of all existing encroachments prepared at once s: :hw:
a

“no future one should be excused on the ground that they existed before the eatablish
«the Union. The Karnams will assist them in this matter,” ?ﬂt of
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18. While commenting on the persisting disobedience and delay of {

mitting a complete list of encroachments called for, Collector finds fault
well as the Karnam and observes that “this winking at the Karnam’s dise Karnam in sub-
due to the fact that the Deputy Tahsildar (Petitioner) was afraid to seriorith the Petitioner as
to task.” With reference to this observation, Petitioner begs to state tbedience is probably
1./ afraid of the Karnam, for, sooner or later, Petitioner did hand ysly bring the Karnam
superiors, not merely for a fine but for a transfer or other severer pm}-'?‘haﬁ he was not in the

from the following paragraphs. hp the Karnam to his
1shments, as will be seen

19. « In a communication+No. 438 of 18—11—1895, Petitioner d

the Karnam from the place on the ground that it was impossible to : o
that public business suffered in consequence of his frequent absen-esired Tahsildar to transf(s
¥ business and that, further, Petitioner failed to get from him a cofget any work out of him and
g5 The Tahsildar sent Petitioner no reply. Pefitioner then addrelce from the station on private
communication No. 420 dated 29-11-95 pointing out that the K mplete list of encroachments
paration of the list of encroachments. On receipt of this commu'ssed the Tahsildar a further
nam 8 annas. Subsequently the Karnam was found guilty of @rnam was still delaying the pre-
e statement &c and on the 3rd April 96, Petitioner addressed nication, Tahsildar fined the Kar-
e . tor himself pointing out all his short comings and recc u’ather irregularities making a false
enc tioner did not receive any order till he left Vedaraniar  an Arzi No. 117 to Deputy Collec-
b 1896. nending severe punishment. Peti-
" ‘or Tranquebar on transfer in June
20. Petitioner had also commented unfavorably ¢. :

in a Criminal Case, C. C. No. 520 of 1893.

v g
i in the Karnam’s conductin his judgment
91. The aboveacts of the Petitioner will clear

of complaining against the Karnam. )

/ . .
——t

s

Y. P.K

ﬁ/y shew that he was not in the least afraid -

@
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MARJORIBANKS Esq.

HEAD ASSISTANT GOLLEGTOR,
NEGAPATAM.

m Y

The humble explanation of A, Bawma swams
Awyar, Sub-Magistrate & Dy. Tahsildar of
| A ' .
Tranguebar (now under suspension).

Respectfully showeth as follows—

)
I have 1 3 11 Distriet C ‘ i
we been suspended by the District Collector in consequence of your Honor's

Report to him dated 15 st 1896. gil'he repor :

xf I\),rujd, ‘t'w 1vnn dated 1 )th. 1‘\ugu?r, 189b.5° "he .xep.uxt was based on your honor’s inquiry held
at Vedaraniam on the petition of one Bf"aa Pillai. I had no notice of that inquiry which wa,

held Ao : o s ' : £
»1e'ld entlrel:\' heh‘md my'bad&.‘ 1L ouly,a state these facts for the purpose of observing that the
evxd.ence elicited in that inquiry canng. be used against me, and that, if I had been“ called in
during that inquiry, I could have.at once explained the facts which are the subject matter of
the charges now framed against me. 3

] Al S T . . - ”
2. The petition of Ponna Pillai is yot-dated, nor is any description of the writer there-

of given for purposes of identification. 'y eq persons bearing the name of Ponna Pillai }

been examined by your Honor and they all dény any knowledge of the petition; Itm' 0
shown who wrote the petition. The writes ¢ it, whoever he may be, has not chose; t Phea
forward publicly to substantiate his stateménts. Under such circtlm;tances ;vilen o com'e
prepare.z(? to accept respousibility for the allegationé in the petition, it goes %thout q:Oi On:h "
tihe petition cannot be given any weight, and that the charges in the petition muqt“}-y ayli
falsely and maliciously made. : it s

. 3. An official in my position has to deal severely with many persons in the course of
his official duty. I have to deal with offggders and punish them. I have to look aft
R.evenue business and the work of the Unin. If any person whom I have convicted 2:
dismissed or reported for neglect of his'duty, is to be allowed to bring charges against me
and have his statement believed, thelot of an official like myself must be very hard i;deed a d,
we must live in permanent fear of the parties who appear before us. It would be most e’\—f,'n
ordinary that a conviction ¢f an offender by me asa Magistrate, though not appealed a i la‘t‘
should afterwards become the subject of a departmental ‘inquiry as to Dthe soungzess or ga:l?s :
wise of the conviction. And even if a conviction is appealed against and reversed tfh g
fact that the appellate tribunal takes a different view from the Ijower Court ca.nnot’b etmkere
e certain indication that the Lower Court must,have been perverse or absurd in i:s :; -
sion.  Hven the judgments of the highest Courts ix; the land are reversed on appeal. 2

' 4. The official acts and omissions which form the subject-matter of the ch
against me are alleged to have taken place long before the petition of “Ponna Pillaj” c*lalrges
alluded to. No complaints were made at the time. It is not till I was t alf i
Tranquebar that all the persons who had in any manner suffered by my ;Jﬁicial mtr'ls ‘"'1_‘9(1 %
discharge of my official duty put their heads together, and concocted a petitior il
unknown person for the purpose of injuring e P 1 signed by an

&
5. Ganambal Ammal, widow of one Naray%aswami Aiyar, who is in possession of }
h L i O a

I had ocea- | :

]dlge S L] p i b or oe !;’ 3
thate [OI hfl minon §0on, 18 a elson] Lv]ng & %h‘ong udb > & alnbt me
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At | : . ; inst
' : vidence agains me,
e $ : m r 3" he respectable residents of Vedaraniam has given c
N . "
Which beei o e 3gaingy = S0 B 3 believed. None of & ' e; epvidence in my favour.
- o % ) -
tor 371 f 15 bhse b ~e8sion of he:r o hag i Tl Iam inthe first instance charged with having kept b
bo.n 3 : ; ; m ! -
mxsmanag Went of 1 b Pétitiy,, t;‘band f B to p; _ A 7. Charge I. (dee.; mar,‘i;n()la 1: niam. (I am now at Tranquebar); that such connecfmn
FubiLs, iy d Pangy Propey; s %megw PRiivn J"bilee f aaPPropriate e ' ith a Dancing woman while at Ve he authority of my office and ; brought it into
Ported thgat th ig ” T wag ang Goy, U0d.  (Arg to Dy. Collec~ wi lowelzed the au & alio. ol B b R e
€ remoyeq from ::sg by tho d be p(;onclnai% thuto e :‘:m?n “OMplaining of her chargTe hIgindar and Sub-Magis.  public con’nemIP:"1 any i"’r‘l bt e W very large
: ¥ 1 ¥ L "~ Dy. Ta " he was his charce en ¥ a
above 1nqu;g esﬂlon (Lette &eed u ~ ,‘h& qmr” ’ tberenpon held & s t“}':‘le at. Vedaraniam where A This g : ts and several child-
- >~ Simmopeg h *to Ta]ls- gy thig PPopen’ : trate, while at n, kept company with a . sisting of my wife, paren .
thel’eupon Sanct: er to 4 l]d‘l, 00nrg Was lmumnnlg‘ad, re- Iso Union Chairman, ke thu; that such family con ; ce and
ctmned her P, Cap anq ang D of 'Ql'da d Qa e oman called Vélamuthu; ¥ g r 51. I am also no a novi
E hould dancing w! lowered the anthority my age bemg ove § .
encroacﬁlnents. PPOSecutl : g 2 c°u0cto and that she s ®connection not only E:’_ into public con-  ren, my ) md not likely to do things likely
instigation s € Womay therefore ch h.““ alg, dop .°°0nnh Sl the course of the e oﬁieat;;d 123035(; S::b~uagist';x:ate info e experiened oiﬁce?' an T YE R ooz
(e R a%dcase hag been set up, e“ﬂhed 3 b'::d to but ghe did not do S0, and I w:ghsb;is-deeds as stated below.”— to lower the authority of my (;1' g S S e R
© ovj ence of t ag‘&inst 1 v h" ™t aon: t ious A > d and unsullie servie
Dature that was Secureg for fzgethness Sub,.%nf“s She hag vy ‘o'""‘d? ::: s::::t f‘:: ::" ‘::r rvice, having put in no less than 28 byea:i&‘,g:zloby the number of cases I disposed of,
: - Detitj : i . se ’ Py, ity can be ag y
;:::Hned in supPort of the etitiop a::’s tbongh b::-:‘r. ant named Poypa Pillai capacities. My magister 131_ ce:;pa:rll g g numl?er quashed, during the past 9 yea;s : ;va:el:
money dealmgs with hou ‘”'Vanta o 3 Wd% It is Probably hig sig- the " aamber a,pp_ealed agains to believe that I would have stooped to miscon ‘1_0 g’ S
6. The | Wy Pen, most all the Witnesses magistrate. It is prepostf%rous harge. The fact is that I had stayed at Vedaranjam =0
Dbl ot ow1-ng are the 8etera] 1o 18 Ganambg) Ammal op in such a way as set forth in the. charge. i St S ok acquainted
charges which T shaj dea] With Ia.l;,mrks hicl, I % number of years in course of which I ca;] ebut also other dancing women, songsters, pipers
\ er : 3 ) . : = .
i (a) :S'ubmmam'a Ail‘/“"i\Thi Coneg - ma 1 Spe © of the not only with the dancing woman Da'm:t, WSS s by the practice of tl'lelr
I Ifad Sanctioneqd hig Prosecutioy, for i: I;)ers?u is admltted] o : w examineg, and others of the place by the pTOx"“e lf; lemen of the place for small presents on festival
DWisance cage, (This jg admitteq in h"'° 'edJBIICQ 0 gy, 7 -h® ageng | of Ganampa; Aniﬁnl. - constant visits to officials and O_th,“”' R m is shown by the evidence of the kifnam and
A ewdence) . 4d couvicreq him a 5 . That this is nsual.in Vedaraniam i
(%) Kuppamuth, Llamaswqum; Pilly; i - . occasions.
; = :
Ammag] (as admitteq by himge)g and by th m.zs 4 prson Who oweg
been convieted by me in C. o ® Witneg

by Ly
ined on my side who have .also deposed to my good character i
1 n
of the witnesses exami

; , ¥ any” to give colour to the
: liostile party to be “comp &0 g
Ay i i srepresented by my b iors. The dancine woman named is ngeniously
ST jadice the mind of superiors. e S ly b

| i : ' i eg to
szs. thess by representations and Pre]f;dl]‘izr with certain public tra.nsactlol_ns. L therefore dh;:b yutIh ugis ;

1896. 1y, * 15 a person Who hag plbs i : ~ selected so as to conne(,h o B Loy ibh ths Gt et

€ conviction has beey Confirmeq i, Appeal C's 1 ;onfv;c;;g by ;ne Ol No, 106 o¢ submit the charge of my having } ‘ o
.' g on 4—g._ 1896, )
(d) Kamalappa Bamasam; Pilla;
Person conyjeteq by me in )

: . a hall now proceed to
tterly unworthy of notice—much less credence. I s ow p
1 du w
pure fiection an y
(e) Sadaya Pilla;

e . ded.
that all the charges against me are trivial and quite unfoun
a
show 1)—As to this charge, T did not allow any body to cfu:h av]:ay ::]e
= . t1 o € Karnam,
% has beep Convicteq - fo e 1 This charge is based upon the misrepresenta On- 3 first ins-
admissjon of guilt, Thep, was no appeal £ ol ¥ e e C. C. No. 119 of gg on his owy tamarind tree referred to. The Karnam did not at all report in the first ins
: al from g conviet; I8 wi
vator undep Ganambalammal and oweg Money ¢, J,, e adlzﬁlt:;i bTbll:;.w;bness 15 also a cpt;
Y him
() Karnam Srinivasq Lagh,
Ganambg,] S

i ual inspection of
il ing EREbgE s tayce. The fact is that on my cas P
“He allowed the said woman x‘e- .
latives to cut down and remove a Poram

i i d that a
h Bs 80 and when  theWifvets on a certain day in 1891,. I foun 2
s a:in:::e::l::::"d ks pas Rt tamarind tree worth Rs. 15 or so was being cut. I then
::: ;:)e:s" t an order No. 453 dated 2nd December 1891 to the
sen

35 i i i it was
ing his attention to the fact and directing him to submit a report whether i
karnam drawing his a

Letter to Tahgjlga, 138 of I8.11.95 (. I and got hi g,
- 0. 112 of 29.9. . and .

Arzi to Dy. CI{HeOtor 117 of 3. 4.96 ((gxx. IIII)) throvm.

Letter ¢ Tahsildar 183 of 2-4.9¢ (Ex V) work and h

Letter to Dy Collector 3750f 1 :

c 8-11. s L
Letter to Dy. Collocror 280f 24.1. 695((;;2-711) su_spzcxous in

’ t the tree. It was upon this order
! f the person who cu : :
: et with the name o 1 'stat that the tree
°0 remarkeq as beip s el : I;56911t his report No. 67, déhed .22nd Deceml.)'er (118(31,,,1;80: ;nig?,alasnbramania
xVII " Judgment i C. C. N, 520 of 1893 Shas ke eima i Narasam measured as' Paimash No. 755 an X TRt
'8 brothe, why, was g copyist in my offigs . : ; stood in the Vadamboki Nar rtion of it, feaving the trunk- I thep examined Balasubra-
s S on m;m g 3 er po > 2 1 5
case of anothep brother of his, who wa, Pect):nmenlat;on s il it i th: oot s lc uttmdgtillet:f: a8 :tanding in his own manaikat land and lproducededmt!;;l:f;):e
} 5 9 2 stamp.-ep orin my o ; ian who claime ‘ et d to have absolute y convey
should he Withdrawny }, . ¥ oflice, eported tha p,; li AR : : deed which 'purported to el
J Teason of b miscondut. Thjg Witne, £ & i in olai tain cadjan sale dee . rforming service to the
. . . , 3 ss 8 , . f his claim a cer i 2l Ambujam for perform g
thereforg cherisheg 1H~fee11ng towards me i Raghavmy angar, I :ith the manaikat to one of his re]a'tw:s *b:l; (:;1: Pa.ima]sh account then produced by the
, d the spot wi 57 A
' le, Thereupon I measure i kat land and partly on the saj
3 oL (591) .Gopala .Iifow s the clerk whom ¢ dismigseq from the Union g H :::1::: and found that the tree lstoc_:dt ;:ai':‘liy c;zrhlgaﬁzrém b el Tamlo: s
e PR 1; 1,:7 I the private ®nquiry held by Yo Honor ang pyy ROW abstaineq ;:O © gave Vadamboki narasam—a lane ?ezlalti lz;tql’m main street from the northern street
= - © Present enquiry to giye evidence when I v, 1d i bt to be turned to the ks in ¢
£ ini they are to b As 1 doubted the remarks in
B “Xamining pip, ) uld have ay OPportunity .r , when 3 e : Inam village. :
& iy 8 him, T, evidence of 5 dismissed seprant 48ainst his mag o is obivously{mwg(:;sf Vedaraniam, wh.w11 is ent“;;:y ;;: which were favourable to the claimant, T askeji the
& 2 el U il ' 1892 to send me an extractfrom the Paimash
Y hsildar in my Yadast No. 19 dated 6th January Fiod i i e 941 0. fasan 13th April
- : ar - is No. :
E;" Thege a,re(tli K.a'malappan "ho has boen oxanined hag noy g1ven any evidence against Tacm:nb maintained in the Taluq Office, to WlTwhlh? rizeeoﬂil:e the leaf which contained the
3 o o0 u1e Witnesgeg iy have beep, exammed againgt ., and the evidence of o 3 t the particular number was not available in e taratpand; cnd the pra.
E > very limited megy, heing incongjst ; o b persons i din tha ths after, I was transferred to Tiruturaipundi, =
: Byt g nsistent with, anq contradlcbory to, each otherang bein b . ber being torn away. A few mon
; Mpeachable testlmony of the respectable Witnessss oy my side, i o g'r: tutzt;d num
e Y not to e
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‘app‘ears to have been cut and carried away by Balasubramanian who was in the enjoyment of in the ta.bula',r hi atbove encroachments, including the encroachment of
- - g . - r
Wl perm{ssmn 4 the temple. sathorities under rules governing R iy ; a fament sent by me as Chairman of the Uni ut of Velamuttu, were included
trees, conveyed in _th_e Collector’s circular No. 5 of 1896 published in standing circular sheet as the ext S with my No. 73 with request that the K on o the Deputy Tahsildar on
supplement to Tanjore District Gazette dated 11th March 1896 th : }; Al of enfriadlneny FLIch sifeinihn Seln tam;ﬁl Y P Himend e
. at I never connived at the e 3, @ above facts wi 3
9. The Karnam has stated in the present enquiry that the village of Vedarani ! steps on the subject. ncroachment by Velamuthu, but, on the co:i clearly show
o Kattukuthagai village, is assessed in a lump sum for the whole village (which B e ‘ 13 i
A assessment in- ' . Ch
cludes assessment on t-areas als'o), that each tree is not separately taxed, that the temple ) W @ Tiraturai .arge I (3)—As regards this Charge, I know :
¢ eo-tax for the trees in the villags (inoluding this tree). Even Sty {?Ot Pars. p raipundi Range at the time that this is a.lleged} to h nothing as I was in charge of
- - ) £ w. 6
vdl'a.ge Fhe person paying tree-tax for"a. tree is entitled, according to_rpl~” “© cix: it do::yg body to remove the a}:e- liappened. I did not allow any
7. /0- 89 This being an Inam village, G. O/No031335 dated 14th June 181‘1 tLoecal and Municipal ) ‘ “In like zmamn(gx§1 ' %oenfiv(fi) b oy witnesses, there was nol'lc S~l As proved by the defence
’ : . J r moval and fape . 6- e, su
he 2324 af’d Board’s PrOceedlngs No. 6'37 dateq 14th November 1887 'e:m maintain the rights of T He raires ot e belors 0% any irrigation or dra,ina,g-c.raJ slgizhannel at all nor wasthere
bor l v villagers to trees standing on village sites &c., in Inam villages), to apply to this case. : fv‘,’e’é’;:::i::f’,f,’ly channel of Theradiko?a,:’lhi: Vedaraniam, which is supportisdtobthe Theradikolam at
o T'he Mana.ger 'of .Veda.ra.ma.m Temple, Swami Aiyar and the T¢ haveatinnm Samun Pillai and b , 8 : ;alls in the Bast and South. The éutasonry parapet,
Appakuttia Pillai, Head Clerk of Vedaraniam Devastansmn Offcs eposed that the Tem- SIS tank to the Taluq Board a emple the Trustee of which was asked t elongs to the -
s suthorities 8coOr ded poemission & Balsubramanianiaits n the tree. Balasubra- oy 1895. He at last consented s per Taluq Board’s President’s order No. 457 dated o hand over the
» * . : 2 y e y . . . . 1
manian has also produced a cudjan sale deed (Exhibit X It ha:iltheb Tamarind tree) in o4 Taluq Board. The _1; ef to it su?]ect to his right vo use it and the matter w e 231_~d September
the name of his grandmother Marimuthu by one Ambuje was in ths: e amply shown oo the Karnam, a drai N o which the bricks are said to have been remas p(;n'dmg Ll
by the evidence of the witnesses on my side that thstances, it wif]njgyment of Bala- s | Lpdes Aiy’an al lna.gz sluice 1n the South-east corner of the tank clos O‘Le 18, according to
] : ; s ; ‘ r : e :
<ubramanien for a long time. Under all the above ¢ any offence or to e seen t!:nat it ‘ et e ,f)w bo w (;)m a rent deed has been executed by one Ammal Otliihe private land
P impossible i prmednte 5 b RO proceed in any | i e een deposed to by the Temple Karnam Samu Pillai u, 'e present occu-
S o = ] o ya .attuvan,‘ that M.R.Ry Raghunandana Sastrial illai, Krishna Pillai and
1 report dated “3—15—95" (beari . | ; pected the locality and, finding that it belonged t ] rial who was then Sub-Magistrate
10. The Karnam’s statement that he sent TéPOT he has filed a supposed s I interference on the part of Government necessa ; private persons, did not consider an
no number) about the cutting of the trunk ( of {ation of the records of the Vedarac?p ‘ \ mission to any body to remove the bricks. This u;y tt here is no evidence that I gave pery
X s 3 n s ' ; B .
Exhibit B) is entirely false, a8 18 shown by an ex"éPort. There is nothing to show tl:m ¢ ' by Mr. Regunandana Sastri to whom a petition is ca'f]r,t Ilpresume, must have been disposed of
y i e v = . sal
Office, which does not disclose the receipt of any '° has been cut away long before, whi b ;f | Vedaraniam. The statements of the Karnam are th o have been sent before I returned to
the tree was in existence in 1895. Asa matter g ] * I : .Should be made responsible for something which h erefore entirely false. 1t is hard that
:s shown by my witnesses. , | it 3 of another Sub-Magistrate. 3 0 happened uok iu iy bime, but 4 i
S y my 1 shed with a floaring and U, , but in the time
: . i screen (Banms oy |
11. Charge I (2)—There1s 2 coveregst: proved by the witnesses on bot(h si§ . J/( 14 ChargeI (4)—1I cannot understand how I abused
] n . ' i G i
#e) in front of the Dancing woman’s housr e ;Zaf;:' a long time. The icikg i‘zs persons in some cases and acquitting some in other cases ::fe mg powers in convicting certain
/ rement s ; erred to 1 :
. ) to D¢ Karnam and G ‘o m_ade by me in com- ' trate I had to deal wi virs SN A Magis-
« In like manner, he connived atanen- accony : opala Aiyangar I, ) i Charge I (4) with Criminal Cases y
eroachment on the public street made by others in connectio kg . F. Road o ‘ He abused his powers in convectin me ‘one way or th b
tbe said Velamuthu in front of her house:” Puny et whil n with the repair and < f %9: fzi;zpp?munhu Ramaswami Pillai in C. Cg. th : o e other according to their merit
M i;.Iterf . ; e a gap to a width of a faot o { f;‘ mni and}?erlsst?:izuch(l}s}?]e;:;d one Nagam- : gapuceuce B9 record ; and the grounds f e
sectioning of the gtreet, found to be no hich ere with the street measurement T}?o \- v ﬁ:]:e a-t;d_also one Veérébl?édr; CI"fﬂ}S? 2511:’; hxl: tions or acquittals are clearly stated i eSSl
‘# . . al . .
between the flooring and the screen | o was covered with earth and brick s : Velamutis i??) S'dﬁf, grl‘;ﬂ;?rﬁfg-the said  COP1€S of which have then an(; ke damants
encroachment referred to i8 only this}r w?':mugam Pillai who reported the i e o b mitted to higher authorities. Th there been sub-
. M 1 » y gt * e .
proved by the ovidence of the Unior, g i I did not at all eo e e Police ch ¥ muthw Lemaswami Pillai and Ve AT g fpds
b matter till the receipt of the [I;mve e al(‘iges. The conviction of the former was set aside by th eerabadra Pillai are on
. n . s . .
o I'eco:;mgu i Mr. Kadir Badshaw, for some reason or other u Zn e late Dy. Magistrate of
s as will be seen from my explanation already submittedl? y grounds not borne out by
in the case (vide my explana-

and Gopala Aiyangar L. F. Maistry .
I ing that three persons—of whom Balasub
sSubra-

at this encroachment nor Wwas a“hments )
Maistry’s report dated 10th August G mto the street. This report

manian, her brother, was ome—made t;‘ :l;e enCr(?achments_ e vor fWas .
TS Faeh & osved vat 't encroac}{me::x(;t

od to the Karnam himself to meas \he
tter to him dispr(" A n:;%chme.nt made by Ganambal A

his report (Exhi‘rvere . 1 e Dancmg woman was only n mmal
PYY very recent and the K:rn:.:]' I

' tion dated 15 p
ed 15th October 94 No. 786 to be found in the bundle of records relati
relating to the case).

The conviction of Veerabhadra Pillai i )
i ot . in C. C. No. 106 of 1896
e :muthu’ Wir:{:};g:tr:;ebon igpeal. In C. C. No. 312 of 1895, 4 men, i:gigf: ; t;onlfirmed .
O Igl'o év).vd e Korest pepartment for hunting under Che go T
i g idence of hunting they were put upon their d bt i
arge too fell to the ground by the evidence for the def St to
ence. I had there-

referr
that I referred the ma

The Karnam stafes in

and one Muttu Josier were old ones; & . .
knew full well that the first two encrot, . . h'ey st old ones as existing pri Hin
emboldened hi imself with Ganambal A AR fore no other alternati )
b & mmal, Tt iy rnative than to acquit the case.
The case against
g Nagammal and her son has been taken as an inst $
ance for abuse of

spite of my knowledge,

] lace i -
Cacrnanin 1884 oy place in the list of encroachments of

me (th o
& list(ofe:'hordex' 18 an endorsement on th
e e existing encroachments in the
i :huq Board President about which ;
_ e gen
general Encroachment). 1

§

my powers. Nagammal and her so
2 $ n who were convi
complain against m victed for assault have
L5 Rami e o ;;lllzli' 11::: 1:;Ihey appeluled against the conviction 3'1‘; isn:: tc‘zlme forward to
o : agammal’s refusal to . ated by Ku
convietion. This i - : wash Velamuttu’ Ppa-
n is is a daring falsehood on the face of the sta.te:;?ubs C?C;hs brought about her
nt of Nagammal. She |
2 e has

his appointment as
also be noted that Muttu J osier’s she

1884. All these cases were, however
Karnam’s report) %0 be included in

town called for from the Karnam for
am going to speak while dealing wit}
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stated that Velamuttu is her brother’s daughter and that the latter never asked her to wash her
cloths. This witness thus falsifies altogether the statement of Ramaswami Pillai, I emphati-
cally say that I was not in the least actuated by any motive in the disposal of these cases which
are taken up under the category of charges against me only ou the bare mis-representations of
Kuppumuthu Ramasami Pillai and others who, in their Cross-examination, ignore the nature and
merits of the cases and also say that what they stated in the chief examination was only from
hearsay.

15. Kuppamuthu Ramaswami Pillai who has given evidence against me has stated that I *
convicted him because he did not comply with my request not to give evidence against. Vela-
muthu in a certain Civil Suit. The witness does not state the No. of the suit op the year.
According to him it was about 5 or 6 years ago. Therefore it should have been in the end of
1890. I was appointed to the Vedaraniam Office only in 21st October 1890. It is impossible that,
immediately after my arrival I should have asked any body to give evidence in favour of a
dancing woman with whom I could not have been previously acquainted. Ag a matter of fact,

I know nothing whatever about the suit. Ramaswami Pillai says that I asked him to give evi-
dence in favour of the woman which he declined to do and that he gave evidence against her
in the suit which, he says, ended in her favor. 1f this is true, I should have disliked him
and borne bad feelings towards him from that date. But as admitted by himself I
have been granting him, in my capacity as the Chairman of the Union, the lease
of the right of fishing in certain localities successively up ,to 1895 after which it
was cancelled at his own request. The reason assigned by him in his petition as
the ground for his prayer of cancellation of fishery lease was that he was put to loss
by the Salt Inspector having caused a bund to be thrown across the swamp near the Salt
quarters, whereas in his statement before your Honor he mentions the name of the dancing
woman as having built a fence across the swamp. A reference to his petition to the Chairman
for cancellation of his fishery lease will show the falsity of his evidence and that the name
of this woman has been thrusted in every transaction simply to insult me. Thus it appears that
the evidence of Ramaswami Pillai who is a man of very litigious and bad character and who has
once been convicted of theft though reversed oa appeal is not at all reliable. Similarly the
motive which Verabhadra Pillai was tutored to allege in his ‘deposition as a ground for his
Conviction has been disproved by the evidence of Appakutti Pillay, Sami Tevan, Village Mun-
siff of Kudumavayal, and Nagamuthu Pillai and no such motive was alleged in his appeal by
which the conviction was confirmed. I may state here generally on this charge what I have
already stated in Para 8 that the position of an official is nO'b safe if a conviction by him as
a Magistrate is afterwards questioned in a departmental enquiry and on the very evid‘ence of
the persons convited. If the statement of a convicted person 1s .to be acc.epted against the
Magistrate or Judge who convicted him there is not a single Magistrate 'or judge who can es-
cape unscathed from the ordeal. A party who has lost a case always t,hm]e.:s that the judge ia‘,
in the wrong and has acted from some improper or unworthy motiv.e. A _]ud%cial oiﬁqeé.ah:,;
not exercise his judicial discretion properly, lf‘ the soundness o'f his cilemsum‘ :g .gg %stion-
ed not in appeal, but in a departmental enquiry. An(% even if ‘a. ]‘uﬁgg!;; - N
shows only that the Lower and appellate C.ourts take different views, , L S
that the Lower Court has abused its anthority.

17. charge I1.—During the course of 91—92 I h.aYe;ﬁy own exertions removed all
encroachments excepting ‘sarpus’ ‘#riy or short pandalsivets at Vedaraniam (6 adiaittod

rosecuti i
in gome Of, gicabl 10n witnesses and proved by my
“That, while it was his duty as Othairrgan go wiedy ;:th ¢ Y al'l‘angemenf,s with the parties
’ in streets and pub- ST © '8 g .
lripfff;: llln :ﬁ:t:::ﬁ:ntt:o;:nno action in this W1th§ Thad t3 ahrpu.s » 88 the owners were unwilling
direction - except on paper in sp:tg ofd thle to rem peridete i legal process. As
orders of the President Talng Board and al- ' Was available in the office I

though lists of encroachments were grzl;n tunto no aon-dent in my Upgi » 1 asked the Ta.luq
to time sent him by the Karnam of tho ?fi Boarg .y rzi No.98 dated 10th April 1891
tam; and that, further, ho himself encroac g Jburn of lists which a :
on the public street in ijronb of the house he for t,w him with e Ppeared to have been
ocoupied at Vedaraniam. Bmeéive d ki ;n Urzi No. 53 dated 13th April
: 18 office. Thereuno i
: h n the mar,
1889 to which he replied that no snch list w P ginally

e
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L
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noted orders and reminders (to be found in the bundle of papers received from Vedaraniam office,)

were issued to the karnam to prepare a list of encroach-
Order to Karanam 16 of 22-1.92,

B ie 30 6f 5400 i bk BB OE ments togetl:;)r wlzth those which I noticed during my
Order 5 of 17-2.92. inspections. The karnam in spite of the above o

Reminders 6 of 2-3-92, 10 of 5-4-92 ané 59 of P. . P 4 rders was
29.6.92. passive. While I was so arranging for removing other en-

der 206 of 24-1.93. ! ) A
g;nfirndam"s of 17.5-93, 22 of 27.5.98 and 56 _ CcToachments, I was transferred to Tiruturaipundi where

%frczlg;g-zi A o BT Btk I re'mamed for about a year. After I returned to Veda-
¢ On his impertinent reply Tahsildar's order raniam, I sent an order No. 437 of 13th November 95 to
¢ .fi’;f ﬁ)};icl:nsz:;. ;;‘,d‘,%i;chﬁlnsg_ fg_;e;d it within 41 Karnam to send a complete list of all the existing en-

Order again 75 of 22-5-96. croachments which then remained unremoved. He sent

Reminder 168 of 24-7-96. 3 .

His last reply that he could not prepare a e an impertinent report No. 8 of 18th November 95

izu;}’?;f’,,]f;g_f‘” want of Paimash account &. 1, ¢av that it would take 6 months at least before the

list could be prepared, whereupon I addressed the Thasil-
dar in my No. 460 of 29th November 95 reporting the impertinent conduct of the Karnam
and asking him to call upon the Karnam to furnish me with the list with reference to the one
which, T learned, had been submitted to my office some years back during Mr. Kalianarama

Aiyar’s time (and which was missing inmy office). The Tahsildar fined the Karnam 8 Annas for

his impertinence and directed him to submit the list to me within 31st December 1895 on pain

of suspension. Then he submitted a list perfunctorily showing a very few items with his
report dated 2nd January 1896 No. 16. This was the only list that he ever sent to me
and there were no other lists whatever sent by the Karnam from time to cime as stated in the

charge which seems to have been framed against me on his mis-representation.

18. The accounts marked D D,, D; filed by the Karnam before your Honor on the 14th
June 96 are said to be the copies of the accounts sent to me from time to time. Of these, Exhibits
Marked D, and D; ave styled as poramboke cultivation accounts said to have been sent in1891 and
1893 which, from the informations given ijnthe headings, must have been submitted to the Tahsil-
dar through Rev. Inspector for Jamabani purposes and not to me and the list of 1884 (Exhibit-
D) appears the one received in the office during Mr. Kalianaramaiyar’s time bearing his initial
and date in each page. Hvidently this is the list which I learned was missing in the office.
I cannot understand how the Karnam came by this list which the Pattamanigar (Defence
witness) swears was the fair copy submitted by him to the Dy. Tahsilda.xj’s office. This is evident
from the fact that it bears the initial and date of 3rd September 84 by the then Dy. Tahsildar
Kalianaramaiyar. The statement of the Karnam in explanation of this that it had
been dated and initialled at the time of inspection invariably in every page without exception
is anything but true. While as he «ays he had this list with him it is unaccountable why he
should have abstained from furnishing me with a complete list of sarpus &c. in spite of the
orders issued to him. Meanwhile, I received an order from the Taluk Board President No. 9 of

© 13th April 96 requesting me to send him a complete list of all the existing encroachments in the

town with my remarks against each case to enable him to take steps either for removing or
renting them as the urgency of the case may|be. On receipt of this order the Karnam was again
asked in my order No. 75 of 22nd May 96 to send the complete list called for (excepting encro-
achments already removed), but no such list was sent upto me up to the moment I left
Vedaraniam for Tranqubar on transfer in June last. As I was not authorised by the President
Taluk Board under the provisions of the Local Board’s Act to finally deal with encroachment
cases and as the President required from me only a complete list for his own dacision, I had
to do no more than to prepare and submit the list called for, which I was unable to do for
want of information from the Karnam wko in his last report No. I4 dated 25th July 96 (to be
found in bundle of records filed before your Honor in connection with this case) flatly said
that no complete list could be furnished in the absence of Paimash accounts &c, and the three
encroachment cases referred to in para 11 as well as some other petty cases reported by the
maistry were pending only to be included in the complete list. Under these circumstances,
I humbly beg to state that I had no other course to adopt than what I had done. As for the
encroachment alleged to have been made by me in front of the house I oceupied in Vedara-
niam, I beg to state that I occupied the hous> of one Gopalasastri in the Bast Mada.vilagam

A A
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nly on rent as adm.ltted by the Karnam and proved by my witnesses. There was a
ence in front of the house as is the case with regard to every other
house in the otreets. This sarpu was converted into Kottagai, by the owner for my conveni-
ence within the space occupied by the sarpu which finds a place under Paimash -No. 502
in the list of encroachments prepared in 1884 and produced by the Karnam at this enquir

That this sarpi has been in existence for a long time has been also testified to by rzy

witnesses.

19. (Cha

aming this charge against me and 1

Street 0
sarpu already in exist

ERERLE] S=The peution under inqu.iry does n?t set forth any allegation for ,
t seems that this charge is framed on the mi A
tation of the Union Clerk Gopal et
«phat he, while Chairman of the Union,  bottom of this petition and 011,)3 ¥ ROW. Wh,O MRS s
allowed the records and accounts to fall into v who was dismissed by me
the greatest confusion and dig-order and on 10th May 96 (a month before the date of hisd e
that to absolve himself, be dismissed the before yo H for d ) eposition
Union Clerk, Gopala Row" - ) your 01101‘) or defalcation of money collected
by him and also for concealing certain accounts to
cover his fraud. : He was dismissed u'nder my preceedings dated 10th May 96 and reported
on to the President Taluk Board in my No. 65 of 14th May 96. Under the provisions
of Section 134 clause (3) of the Local Board Act, I had the powers to appoint and
dismiss servants of the Union, subject of course to an appeal to the President whose
orders are final. So far as my knowledge goes, no accounts or records were allowed
to fall into disorder. The clerk Gopala Row was entrusted with the proper keeping of the
records and accounts of the office and was paid for it. Ican hardly be expected to do the
clerical business and pay my attention to the proper keeping of the records very minutely since

I, as a Dy. Tahsildar and sub. Magistrate, had to move constantly from head quarters for not
loss than 15 daysin & month, The clerk was therefore responsible for the accounts and re-
cords. 1 therefore submit that I dismissed Gopala Row not t0 absolve myself of allowing any
rds to fall into confusion and disorder but for valid causes mentioned in my proceedings.
Gopala Row were passed after communication with the President
sioned Tahsildar, who was for some time delegate chairman

of the Vedaraniam Union has remarked that Gopala Row should be dismissed. Mr. Venkata-
ramaiyar Who was also in the same capacity for some time as Mr. Pichai Pillai has made very
unfavourable remarks about Gopala Row. He was once a ¢clerk in the Tiruturaipundi Union
and Mr. Reghunandana Qastri B. A., B L. who was Chairman of the Union suspended him and
got him transferred as there were serious charges against him. This witness Gopala Row has
not turned up for cross examination. The evidence of this witness therefore cannot be given

any weight against me.

fr

reco
My proceedings dismissing
Taluk Board. Mr. Pichai Pillai, a pen

o that I did not order the confiscation
rom the correspondence between me
and the salt Inspector of Vedaraniam who seems to
454—457 inclusive of  haye acted under misconception. The facts of th¢

his file he passed an order confisca- ; 3
g gattal 3 case are these: — certain salt bags (240 I believ¢

ds this charge I beg to stab

90. Charge IV—Asregar
ferred to as will be seen

of the boats in the salt cases re

«phat in C. C. No.

ting certain boa;;ls ibn :Jf}}. z%k(:‘;i Itzl::pei‘
25 form, charge 8 eet of the - . . : ¥ .
tor and also orally informed the Inspector belonging t0 mrgaggi;rs . Vedara.ma:m galt factq.'
hereas in his judgments he WAabh -~< 1889 or tHg"tg belonging to siarshs/
and t . Oﬂ‘e[_ favpe podar’

of such order; W

did not order guch confiseation.”

n e €8a
them Propey;, . 2CCuseq ° °f poss.

jssued by the <alt Inspector. On the " I gig D:t Prodyeeq :
<mall quantities of2 prege,, ° to the Basi : ore the couland Salg

have carried away
B m

arrested on their Way home by the fo‘ats Which, X :ng.-sc & it ¥ DOWIG;.L"-, B
ession of contraband salb .under St 1n gg) e taingq the Crowq ¢ % ang
victed by me for 3 weeks ngorou.s), ] Inspecgo es;c,.l-ml.on Cit gq) 8alt
and the cloth &o. used for conveyi r) Withoy f bro i 28 ey,
ordered to be confiscated under 8 iting ¢, dergg

1 the Insp€ e deSCl"ip_

recollection, orally tel
s at a distance from 1t

The bare word “ef
4” of D Form of

and partie
confiscated.
to be confiscate

& -
on current No. 76 of 96 dated 17 March 1896 that the Karanam’s stat
ement u

9

tion of the articles wa
s an error of the clerk i
e e ; erk who meant it
i cm'n't as con.cerned in the offence. The Ins tac!;oto 3t o yry
e Te; 'mlsconceptxon by this bare word “conﬁscate(;’ ety e
: is I have pointed out to him in my letter No. 4

- b°u >

in the duplicate ch abouring
ar

4 of 26th January 96. ge sheet sent

21. The Ins . !
: pector writes in his lett

sanction for th . etter No. 184 of 27—1—
e ,el ;:vtnfli.zzai;;ontof tl(lla boats by my unaccountable uyesgﬁlt:; _Sa-li ';:mt I accorded
0llec : 1 1d ¢« 3
{jkays 2R hciariae aSke:im erif what circumstances I might have saidg it af'[‘!,e P T
L s e s me t.he boats were to be confiscated. I d'd‘ he Inspector
bustle of a great crowd un ersto.od it and I might not have heard. . i not.say “ves” in
owd and at a distance from me. Perhaps I might h: at he said amidst the
ve uttered “yes” with-

¢

might have responded to
some other person b “vag’.
1% » . on m -
yes” to his case he s y my “yes”—Applying this i
S fad vwel.eems ‘to have taken steps under misconception—gHe fu l:;,advertent.l y dropped
e quiet for over a month. I beg here to submit thrt i‘;:tates ol
a e boat men wer
©

only waiting for th iry of the a
%, e expiry ppeal time as is tl
criminal cases. T O s B SRR e WIS parties in all
y S 1n all the

22. It should be b in mi
license and w ke S mind that the 2 boats were
e ]E)il:; :arrt.Yu;; 240 bags of salt covered by a passpolim::cﬁd 1;}’ the Inspector’s
ot a egapatam to be bond g e lnspector t
What was stolen b s e bonded and excised th o the
y coolies of the boat ere before removal for
toll - 58 $he ofths ba was one or two measures of salt sale.
gs by making a hole in i : alt each probably ext
absurd to have confis g a hole in it—surely it would h : it
cated the boats if such ave been quite illegal
takoi o1 by the 1 g if such was the meaning of it. T i gal and
Ed considzred thr;s:]eitor and then delivered into the Government deh:tﬂalt in the boat was
should have realized :;‘1 :il'thfoxl; a moment with reference to the provisizns- o: iihﬁ IIDSpecto,-
they! aoutd it . e boats were not used for the trans e salt Act he
possibly be confiscat port of contraband salt and
could b . ated,  If the Inspector h and that
A % ::Zlfls'c::ed, there is no reason why he should iave :s;e‘?if:: 11; doupt that the boats
carried the stoleni:;c;::lerfvessq or vehicle of any kind to be conﬁsc:teo; t l';h
B Rt of salt in their cloths. I submit that I should b e men charged
seems to rest solel lelga.lly do and what is also embodied in the jud e presumed to have
tunity of exa.mininyg :: : v;t(:xorrespo'l‘r;dence of the Inspector whom I ixivin;:t.h d
CLER this ch & o3 ad an o #
be the ; us this charge is ciearl : ppor
outcome of a pure misapprehension of the matter by fhzo:al:;l}bstam:ated and appear to
nspector.

There was in

This charge

23. I wish to dwell speci
, pecially on the part which
gar has played in thi : ich the Karnam Srini ¢
e :ndy ;v in .t,lns matter. This person has admittedly borrowed rinivasa Ragava Aiyan-
B oo e Podiwiidng oF Teratbeesy iy -Fus ozloneydfrom Gansmbal
. served in his refe
was false. I : P
against his cﬁzg 31:° _"ccas‘gnﬂ to report about the falsity of his stat At
. uct in a Criminal Case C. C atement and  to
him 8 as. for not givi » C. No. 520 of 1893. T : i
. f Giving s & domplets lat of - Tke Tahsildar has fi
your honor is 3 encroachments. Th . med
il ;ﬂon t'he .fa.ce. of it clearly false. He says he has no e K:;rnax.n’s evidence before
y within his recollection—I had had to report agains:e;? lection of facts which
) im on se :
(mfxfuﬁzd%l} ‘;;o 8 H O 644 of 12—11—1895 about hl.s absence from the Vattam. Io:;:""'ll1 occasions
the station house officer of Vedaraniam t:) ad to ask
RE R LD T office as I feared that the Karnam and his b b
That the Karnam is at th e SORT SRR e ST 1 e,
b et eVidee bobtfom of the conspiracy against me will ;:—';e Wxt:r the records.
: nce of my witnesses especiall ar from the f
mugam Pillai. Under such cir POt e aaR uThe el i
_ cumstances the evid uion Mastri Sh
h 3 evidence of th et
is conduct deserves to be noticed in the interests of the publ‘;clizm?m cannot be believed ang
rvice.

9

24. I havenotb g
R Yoo, eefhfa;Ored. (;nth a copy of your honor’s report to the C
it s ity d: ad no idea even o what matters had been all 5 _Ollecmr or,
ceedings dated 14th Septem yer 96 in which it is inti ef‘;d against me tj]]
1mate to me that th
e
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d Assistant Collector’s letter (““ 15th August 1896 No. 1310 ”) was a very full and care-
Hea ked out report, that on its face, it shows that the Sub-Magistrate A, Ramaswamy
fu’Hy Yor e‘te anfit to e’xercise Magisterial functions and should not be allowed any longer
Aiyar is quy office unless he can clear himself and the Sub-Magistrate is therofore suspended
s co‘.lmn]:]j:tirawing up against him of definite charges on which hig eXplanation should be
Pendmi hen he could be finally dealt with, T applied personally to My, Andrew, Acting
téa;f;tor, who had succeeded Mr. Stokes for the reasons for which I wag sus

aper showing thi,
December 96 ang
D causes. It wounld
Prejudiced. Hag I
instance, I should

malicious were the
@ of a suspension.

be seen thus, that I had the misfortum? of being in a.’ 3o Pl'el:lldged s
been allowed a perusal of the Head Assitant Collector’s report in the first
have had an opportunity of showing from the mere records how trivial ang
imputations made and might have been spared the disgrac

25. I am however thankful that an Open enquiry hag been accorded to me and i

opportunity given me of cross-examining the witnesses and citing records in support of my
defence.

26. I trust that my explanations on each cha.rgt? against me will b? foun
satisfactory. It will be seen that every one of the.: parties .Who had anythin
had a grudge against me for acts done in my official capacity a..nd t‘hat,
conspiracy among them all to ruin me a.t any cost‘and that their evidene
worthy. They were all more or less W]t.bln the mﬂuenc? of Ganamb
suffered by the strictness with which I discharged my duties.

d complete ang
g to say against me
there was a regular
€ was totally untrust.

al whose interest had
The Karnam wag reported by
e often and often and was punished. The late Union Clerk Gopala Rao was dismisseq by me
m

f ss neglect. The others had been all parties punished by me magisterially ipn various
S Theixa,bters themselves were mostly trivial, such as encroachments on village streets &,
cases.

As to the last of the charges which was the only one of any consequence, tlfe facts' as

now explained by me will convineingly show that it would haye l‘)een abs:urd as well as illegal if |

d the boats carrying unexcised Government Salts in transit from factory to Depot,

. c‘mﬁ“}‘:‘e dful of salt was extracted from the bags by the labourers in the boats and syr.

bec:’ ‘:“9 3'1 a;'I:mmved while the boats were moored alongside the canal near their home

:Zg lS:l)t:l ;x;:pector could not have expected or understood me to say by the uge of
“Yes’” that I had ordered the confiiscation of the boats.

S. Surely
the word

against me.

I pray therefore that I may be honorably acquitted of al]
have been placed on my trial departmentally and restored to
the period of suspension. I am a Government servant of 28 years of eligible service with an

unspotted character for ability and honesty and efficient discharge of my duties to all of whick
successive Collectors have borne testimony of which Copies are annexed,

the charges on which I
my office without logs of pay for

S. V. Prgss,

6/ Kot f""f”j 'LVL
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ANNEXURE (b) TO EHGLOSUB.E (0)_‘_““‘}“ l.&

EXTRACTS FROM STATEMENTS GIVEN BY WITNESSES BEFORE THE I
ASSISTANT COLLECTOR, NEGAPATAM DIVISION, IN THE ENQUIRY AGMN'
_ A. RAMASWAMI IYER, W S

= ' 5 S

v
1.  Ramaswamy Sastry Village Munsiff and a 'member nf Vedwrmtmm Um,"
“ As Chairman, the Sub. Magistrate was putting the streets in @dir'
ing encroachments by fences; but enwoao‘hmantﬁ by build* = h ‘
moved. The Kottagaiand Vi e ,,,‘,.uachmuntsmstreets.w‘

2 After»Sub. Ma
from the 'I‘own.

3. Gopala Iyengar, Mamgar Local Fund Chattram.— »

: « T have been six months Manigar. Before that, I was i, F Mninbry :
under L. F. Engineer in Vedaraniam. 1 attended to the repairs of xaaﬁs,

&c. in the Union. The encroachments in the streets in U‘mma Wt

thedate Sub. Magistrate,\Ramasamy Iyer. The Sarpus only@m i

@ % % Theothere ncroachments were removed bi ber 0

free will and the Sarpu owiuers pehtmne& P

8 Kﬂchuacumy Pdlay. , \\ T hest Gy
“ T know of the clearance cf ‘X:eroachments in Sannadi Rashv (Bmal Tha { il
B

was measured according to th Paimash account and secti

ments removed O T\ After the Sab. M»

came to Vedaraniam all bnm'oac‘hx neuts were remove
were not removed as the people ol P]eﬁtﬁ& Penﬂl' eferenca‘ﬁa hxgher mfth.on

ties, mptier was pén&mg A ot ‘ : Y et ".:'F

5 ~ Samy Iyer, Tamgu Manager.— o
“The Sub. Magistrate removed tlm enoms»-hmenﬁs mﬁw &M.and maas Wh >
he came to Vedaraniam. In the | Sgrabina, f.hose yho M ereclfed Savp\;s_,

objected to remove them. 1 live i, ™ the agraharam S S

6. Nagamutha Pillay, a respectable and mh u\mrmﬁar paying I’“’"”“*-T E" "128* % e
“ After the Sub. Magistrate came ﬂ] Vedaraniam, all ¢ho stra s were cleared anﬂ_

all obstructions and encroaehment,n B femmred. 'l‘ha Sarpun m ”J&aze v:m
) » -

not removed as there were dmputeé i .
Pmlm Iyer, Btamy Vendor. : ’ it -

© “Since the Sub. Magistrate came, the la.nen and sbreets mme mmsh

= uunhiments, They TN been [l‘ noaﬁy removed The!:e ara Sﬂmm

: nféw houses”. | ” AT SRR i

8 ‘ Sam Pillay, Devastanam Km-mzm —

“Veduraniam is in my Vattam. 'I”p. he Sab. Magmh-aﬁe Wy,‘m fe!
 the streets of all encronuhmegts wh 5 en he cme, and maﬂe (’m “lm’“»#

! .v‘v-wv Crs

e \-
e
Pl 4
gt

d -\'rufv'.ﬁ ';‘f."’.

9. S'hamnuyd/m Pillay, Um«m Maistry, Ved.~ araniam Town.— Aoty Smas gy b
~ “Since the Sub. Magistrato oametcn » Vedaraniam, themmhmhntainthe, bree
- and lanes were removed. The Sar” ous alone remained. The PWPIO ‘commute
to themselves all encroachments d exeept th@te- The Km»m was ‘o :’w e
hstofﬂxese Sa.rpnn No hstca,me .; ’ y » 45 o e

: 10 quramuthu, ion Maistry Topu#kum' i
- “The late Sub. Magistrate has ope -
in all the streets since he came. Chig, aﬂlﬁfﬁeﬁs and *
to Nagapam This was done lm,e ocoants ! have. "”‘

’l
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TO
pETITION OF

A, RAMASWAMY IYER, ‘
Late Taluq Head Accountant :

Shiyali, Tanjore Distriet,

OFe

@o ,
s Exoellency
THE GOVERNOR IN GOUNCIL

OF FORT - ST. GEORGE
IN THE REV. DEPT. MADRAS.

Wiy

The humble petition of A, Ram necessary for
a refired Talug Head Accountcs duly observed

now residing in Kamakhsijosyar otreet,
Kumbakonam. Dgpy fre 3?‘
Most respectfully sheweth:—

That Your Petitioner, who was a servant of the Revenue Department in
the District of Tanjore and held various appointments as per table enclosed, marked

A, retired from service in 1897 in consequence of bodily infirmity and was granted b
-an invalid pension of Rs. 25 in G. O. dated 25th February 1898 No. 151 Pension

Department.

2. The full pension admissible “to Petitioner under the rules was Rs.ﬁand
odd; but Government, in the exercise of the discretion vested in them by Art. 514
Civil Service Regulations, ordered it to be reduced by Rs. 22 on the ground that
Petitioner’s conduct and character were not thoroughly satisfactory.

3. Petitioner begs to submit that the reduction ordered is a great deal too
large, being no less than 47 per cent. of the amount admissible. Tt is, in fact, tanta-
mount to reducing the rate of pension applicable to Petitioner from one half to one
fourth of the average emoluments. Such severity is,so far as Petitioner knows,
quite unprecedented, and Petitioner submits that the circumstances of Petitioner’s
case did not call for it. 4

5>

uf

0

Ko

M ,
4. It is true that, shortly before his retirement, Petitioner had been punished 'L A'-':
with degradation from a post of Rs. 100 (a Deputy Tahsildar ship) to one of Bs, 50 /%9 L

- (a Taluq Head Accountantship), but the degradation was, in itself, an unmerited

punishment, based on presumptions of a far-fetched character instead of on proved
fal’s. It was Petitioner’s intention to appeal to Government against this punishment,

but, kafore he could do so, he was obliged to retire on medical certificate owing toa

gerious failure of his health.

5. Now that the said degradation has been made a reason for effecting a large ,
reduction sin his pension, Petitioner has no alternative but to trouble Government
regarding the propriety of the infliction of the said punishment. Petitioner accord-
ingly’submits this petition in the hope that Government will, after a perusal thereof,
see strong reasons for restoring his pension to its full amount, : ‘

6. Government is aware that it is the prospect of earning a pension at the rafes
mentioned in the C. 8. R. that stimulates its offici~ls to an earnest and faithful dis-
charge of their duty. With such prospect, Petitio..er has worked exceedingly hard

‘and placed his whole time at the disposal of “overnment sacrificing his health and

comforts to meet the calls of his duty. In addition to his duties as Deputy Tahsil-
dar and Sub-Magistrate of Vedaranium, Petitioner was forced to accept the office of
Chairman of the Union at that place—an office which did not devolve on the Deputy
Tahsildar FHz-officio and which was previously held by other officiais such as the

Jlocal Hospital Assistant or by norofficials. Petitioner was asked by his official



brought against him.

4

29, Petitioner sub-jcins a list shewing the number and nature of the charges

Bl
e

The office
to which Whether the dancing
Substance of each | the re- e woman Velamuthu or
; Charge. cords of Petitioner’s plea. any of her relations
the case were concerned in the
belong. case.
¥ 1. Allowing a poram-| & The cutter had due autho-{The cutter was a bro-
boke tree to be cut g rity to cut the tree which| ther of the woman.
in 1891. e belonged to Vedaraniam
&5  [|temple & not to Governwent.
2. Connivance ab an & There was no conniving| The encroacher was
encroachment in g [at all. Petitioner has record-| the woman herself,
1895. -2 led an order directing the
& projection to be dealt with
as an encroachment.
g
3. Do. at removal of ‘é’ Petitioner’s predecessor &| Her elder-gsister was
bricks from a tank| = not Petitioner was responsi-| the remover of the
in 1893. = ble for what was done in bricks.
‘ ©  lthis case. The tank belonged
g0l to the temple at the time,
4. Abuse of Magisterial
powers by,

# () Convicting one The sentence was neither il-No relation of the wo-
2 Ramasamy Pillay legal nor too severe. It was man was concerned.
and sentencing him a case in which a fine ap-

(F: to imprisonment] peared to Petitioner to be
} for 7 days instead inadequate. The accused
of fine in a public caused obstruction to traffic
nuisance case in in a public street.
1894,

(6) Do.one Nagam- g There was no appeal nor| The accused was an
mal in an assault| &  [miscellaneous petitionagainst| aunt of the woman.
case in 1895. Rz the conviction and sentence

§° in this case.
: g
) Do. one Veera| -2 |Theconvictionand sentencel No relation of the ©
bhadran in an as{ @  |were affirmed in appeal inlwoman was concerned.
sault case in 1896. this case.
ik
: (d) Acquittal of the _There was no alternative] One of the accused
accused in a case in this case but to acquit the| was a brother of the
. charged by the laccused. The Forest Dept. woman.
B ; Forest Department would have attempted to get;
: in 1895, the acquittal set aside if it|
had been unjust; but this
N they did not do.
neral neglect to] g There was no general neg-
3 5 (f':press efcroach- g lect. Th-svidence taken by
ments on the streets| £ the Head Assistant Collector
of Vedaraniam & |& the records shewed that
ol Union. ©  |Petitioner had done all he

could.

f.

which Petitioner has now prepared for the information of Government.

Note:—The above charges are dealt with in full in Enclosure (C) Y detasled ¢ ;

5

23. It will be seen from the above that the cases in which Petitioner wag
supposed to have acted under the influence of the said woman were of a petty
character and too few to base any fair judgment on, that they are scattered over six
years with considerably long intervals between them, and that Petitioner acted
without any bad motive and with due regard to the interests of justice in every one
of those cases.

24. The main charge against Petitioner, which was the basis of all the other
charges, was that of keeping company with the woman in question, and Petitioner
will first proceed to discuss the truth and merits thereof.

25. 1In the first place, the act in question, viz., keeping company with a dancing
woman, was no offence at all under any law or rule applicable to public servants.
Nor was the fact that Petitioner kept company with her, relevant for the purposes of
the enquiry against Petitioner, as the main question for consideration was whether he
disposed of any case contrary to law or rule, it being of little consequence at whase
tnstance he did so, whether at the instance of a concubine, a wife, or other relation,
or a stranger,

26. Hven supposing that the said fact was relevant, the evidence on record
proved nothing more than the existence of a temporary familiarity between
Petitioner and Velamuthu—a familiarity which did not last during the whole time

Petitioner was Sub-Magistrate at Vedaraniam, but only for an indefinite part
of it. . ‘

27. Asto any mala-fides on Petitioner’s part in disposing of the few cases
in question, Petitioner would beg Government to note that the Colleetor is not
positive abont the existence of any bad faith. He only says that Petitioner
acted in a manner such as to swuggest dishonesty of intention. The good
faith of the official acts of Petitioner to which Collector now takes -exception
passed unquestioned by his .superiors or the public for considerably long
periods, and it would have remained unquestioned for ever, had not Petitioner’s
enemies now given to the said acts a false colour and prejudiced the Collector
by connecting them wrongly with the fact that Petitioner was on friendly terms
with the dancing woman named. |

28. The number of cases from which such inference was drawn was, after all,

only an infinitesimal part of a large number (some thousands) of cases disposed of by
Petitioner both in his capacity of Magistrate and Chairman.

29. Petitioner would respectfully ask Government to consider whether it is at
all likely that Petitioner who maintained his principle in disposing of thousands o
cases would have given it up in disposing of the above few petty cases. '

30. Of the six cases (AB CDE F, in the table below) in which Velamuthu

or her relations were concerned, five (A B D E F) were disposed of by Petitioner and

one (C) by another officer, Mr. Reghunandana Sastry, B. A., B. L.

(F) is a case not mentioned in the Head Assistent Collector’s charge
sheet, but Petitioner includes it here as it is also a case in which a relation of Vela-
muthu (ber nephew) was concerned.
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) towards their relations. Their profession, by its nature, isolates them from their
Out of thousands of cases disposed of by Petitioner there were no relations.
other cases besides these six in which Velamuthu or her relations were coneerned. 35. In his memorandum, the Collector remarks that the public must have

been led to believe that, in cases in which Velamuthu and her relations were

W hether Vela|Whether dis- . .
concerned, impartiality and justice could not be expected from Petitioner.

Union|muthu or her| posal favor-
Cases. or [relations werejable or unfa-{ Board’s finding.
Magl. | concerned & !vorable to the
how related. | said person.

36. This, however, is a presumption and the Collector had not the least reason
for arriving at it. None of the parties concerned in any of the criminal cases
Juoted in the charge sheet moved Petitioner’s superiors for a transfer of any of those
cases fromhis file—a step which they would have taken if they had reason to expect /
injustice from him.

(A) Tree cutting case in [Union.| Yes. elder | Favorable. | No remark. W
1891... brother.

37. The respectable witnesses cited by Petitioner, moreover, proved that the

(B) Connivance at an en-| Do. | Yes. herself. | Unfavorable.| No rvemark.
public of Vedaraniam were satisfied with Petitioner.

croachment in front of

Velamuthu's Bongg 000 38. The charge sheet, as framed by the Head Assistant Collector, mentioed 10
(C) Do. at removal of Do. | Yes. elder Petitioner was not in cases in all against Petitioner. Of these, the Collector struck out three. Of the
bricks 1893 sister. charge of the gtation remaining seven cases, the Board held Petitioner to be more or less innocent in
zit!ltg;ecaggal stage of every one but laid great stress on a sweeping incidental remark made by the

Collector regarding certain answers given by Petitioner as an accused person in his
defence, Vide para 4 of Collector’'s memo in which he remarked that Petitioner
deliberately told lies in answering questions about his intimacy with the dancing
woman in question.

(D) Conviction of Nagam- Magl. | Yes. aunt. |Unfavorable. | The case was not
mal 1895. wrongly tried.

(E) Acquittal of Muthu- | Do. | Yes. another | Favorable, | Acquittal can only be

& ranian: 1885, brother. looked upon with sus-
picion but there is no
absolute proof of maln
fides,

39. Petitioner had no opportunity of explaining himself on the last
mentioned imputation, viz, making a false statement, during his trial as he
became aware of the fact that the Collector had made such remark against
him only after it was too late to seek a remedy, that is, after Petitioner
retired. It 1s to be regretted that the Collector had not taken Petitioner’s explanation
on the subject before he made his report to the Board. ;

(F) Conviction of Nara-| Do. | Yes. nephew.| Unfavorable.

yanan in a nuisance

case 1895. 40. Petitioner has therefore no alternative now but to trouble Government with

the following long explanation regarding his conduct in the matter. *

41. The particular passages which contained the deliberately false statements are
not quoted by the Collector, but the above conclusion was evidently arrived at by
a combined consideration of the answers recorded on the subject of Petitioner
keeping Velamuthu in the statement which the Head Assistant Collector took from
him on the 13th October 1896, (the day on which Petitioner first appeared before him
for the enquiry ) with the answers which Petitioner gave in reply to the ques-
tions asked by the Collector on the 16th March 1897 with Exhibit X in his hand.

42. The answers in question were given in reply to questions, the object of veltioh
was to drive Petitioner (an accused person) to make statements criminatory of him-
self. The statement which the Head Assistant Collector took from Petitioner in
respect of the said charge on the 13th October 1896 was taken by him in his capa-
city of “The Court of the 1st class Sub Divisional Magistrate of Negapatam. Dn.”

43. The practice of questioning accused persons so as to drive them to make
statements criminatory of themselves isa proceeding strongly condemned in the
following ruling of the High Court which was based on Sec. 342 C. (. p. in Cri-
minal Petition No. 101 of 1892, Weir's Law 3rd Edition page 955.

«“« We are constrained to observe that in the severe Cross-examination

which the prisoner has undergone before the Sessions court, the proper limitg
for holding an examination of him have been greatly exceeded. The discretion given

31. Nor did Petitioner dispose of all the above cases in favor of Velamuthu or
her relatives. Three (B D & F) went against them & two (A & E) in their favor.

32. It is strange that the Collector chose to use the word * considerable” in
para 15 of his memo to denote such a ridiculously small number of cases in which
Velamuthu or her relations were concerned. The Collector would certainly not
have used the_ word knowingly, and did so evidently under some misrepresentation by »
others. At any rate, the use of that word by the Collector has greatly prejudiced
Petitioner as the Board and Government have acted on his report.

33. Nor was there a deliberate screening and helpieg of Velamuthy and her
relations on Petitioner’s part as observed by the Collector in the same paragraph.
There were only 2 cases which happened to go in their favor & Government will
perceive that those cases were not at all so serious as to call for any deliberate scree-
ning or helping.

34. There was only one case (a Union case) in whichVelamuthy was personally
-eoncerned and Petitioner concluded .it agaix;st her. None of Velamuthu’s relations

. concerned in the other cases were living with her. This is a fact admitted by the
s prosecution, but the Collector att,a?ched no :importance toit- He was apparently
under the impression that a dancing woman would take the same warm interest in

the welfare of her relations that a family wfxm'an usually does in the welfare of hers,
but such is not ordinarily the case. Dahcing women are generally ingifferent
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- 1896, the day on which the Head Assistant Magistrate
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paper containing geries of charges against him and

ay what he had to say in respect of them. Petitioner Was not

or 0 any Of the charges, because the confidential enquiry pre-
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boub each charge:
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troubled at all about 1t.

48, The Collector js com
to deceive the Head Asgxﬂé‘]amUth

best
with Velamuthu and d;

I;z:xyat all. He concealed ,:;Pawa-s Petitioner B d iy s
disclose 0 the 1t 18 0B, tialnst Petitioner substo admit Enclosolfe.
any facts concerning his on 6 45: eXamining the ne equently, ag it o ;’e
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cedure which the C
5 ollector di
SRR ;3(; Zx(; did not follow before filing the said d
to depart from the establ; gI'Sband what urgent necessity th ocument in the records
ished procedure in the filing of {b' e;e was for the Co"ectm:
18 docvment.

49. In
para 4 of the Collector’
statement shews the reluctan ctor’s memo, he observes that a
admission only made under ce with which he made one adP‘?l‘ﬂSﬂ-l of Petitioner’s
compulsion when h mission aft
& fid ik hars er another
was no escape :

50. There was

D et A l:l(])ere(l)ucl:tance at all on Petitioner’s partin .
Petitioner small portions fo_lecbor kept Exhibit X in his making the admission.
each bit as to A ibo it here and there, bit by bit, aski,;)wn hand and shewed
give a positive answer at ?I?S in his hand writing. Petitiouef afunSt{on regarding
b?dhim at once and he had f:rzzz;set TT the whole of the documgrl:;1 el
old, The writin en all about the ¢ was not shewn
e beco:_neg nfil(:rt;he paper “{as,. S pen((:)ixi rssll?i%l;\)‘liel_lce which was very
replied at first that the or l_eSS indistinet by lapse of time. ell)nd}fferent]y wribbah
SN Hen LW et Phomon shewn bim appeared to be in hi Fi‘]tltxoner, therefore,
S ot A addied s ‘totwever, Pfat:itioner had seen all parts 1sf .and writing. He
PR it to be Pomtlvely in his hand writi ot 1t and. grown more
identifying old and ind? I')I'ecaut,;oﬂ which every person i ng. In doing so, Peti-
i Oollostis” i istinet documents shewn to him ‘§ expected to take before
documents were eXhibi::é)(:; h(‘;llia;'lypdescribes the manngi-eci;m;a};l- z;;s in this case.

o Petitioner one after another ich parts of the

51. Petiti
oner, m
“there was no escap’e,, 0;'90ver, submits that he admitted the d
tioner had chosen to denut.l:e(':ausehe did not wish to make e document not because
3 a 2
b.een successful in bringiny 11’ it is very doubtful whether the ol Stab‘emenb. If Peti-
tion of the paper did not g bR & Petitio,]erpfsec""“’“ would have
G ear Petitioner’s signat , because the repl
as a reply’ SRR e ure nor was the lette J Pely
: : : r of Vel
document resemble his usual hand any body, nor did Petitioner’s scrawl veld}:n At
; on the said

52. Petition
: er now
Union, Petitioner neglecte;()iazsjes ((i)n to the Collector’s remark that, as Chai
is duty of repressing encroachment:dSE haivman of the
; Enclosure Ce
on-

tain iti
s Petitioner’s full explanation on the subject
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as done as much ¢
proved the fact b uch as he could hay 2
r y : o do i :
had done, and o}f’ v:}??:: table witnesses who were eve witn:: in that direction. Ho
s U = 8e : 34

Galnt st some were members of the Uni s of what Petitiener

matter of repressing encroachments. nion who co-operated with

54. Petition

: er to y .

strictness, especially inofh pax.'mcula.r interest in his work as Chai

caused some of the infl 3 filscharge of his duty in reprassinm“rmﬂu v,

annoy Petitioner’s Supe:f:mal .plclaople at Vedarniam to be Oﬁegn ;n;:roachments, that

. rs wil ed wi S

him and concoct stories. th anonymous or psuedonymous pet'l(?l him and to

1tions  agaiust

55, That an officer of lon :

was, should ev g experience with good
(s prejlxdiceesf Sir:ar:'noof allowing a dancing gomaznﬁ %‘;‘::S, suc}: as Petitioner
bility, but it was Petitign S,P;ect's of promnotion and pension, was nce his official acts
the Collector did not tak:‘;g‘ mleortllne thgt hoth the He;d 52 :}1 extreme improha-
tradictory statements mad at view Tt iolioved the Vag: lSPant C?llect.ol. and
ade by Petitionor’s enemies and the %alti; ";lde%mm o i
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up to the Board with a recommendation that Petitio
non-magisterial office with a salary of Rs 70 or 80 per
to the post of Talug Head Accountant on Rs. 50 which
(Tanjore) District.

ner shoul.d be transferred to a
mensem in anothep District or
alone wag then available in his

56, In fact,;the Collector allowed Petitioner to become a
accusation instead of giving Petitioner a helping hand in consider
and integrity which had characterized Petitioner’'s long career
Assistant Collector’s enquiry did not dis-establish.

Zc‘tim of vindictive
ation of the honesty
and which the Heg

57. Petitioner takes this opportunity to subjoin for the ; :
ment an extract from G. O. dated 10th Ly&ay 182’»5 No. 522,111;?15 az:;:’:dG?vern.
Dalyell’s 2nd Edition, No. 391 of B. 8. 0. book and also an extract from B. § (];1 ]l‘qd“.
262, Mr, Maclean’s edition, in which native Public servants who have b.ee[.n hc;ue:t:
and faithful in the discharge of their duty are directed to be treated with great
sideration.

con-

“It must never be forgotten that a Tahsildar and Sub-Magistrate is ex-
posed to more obloquy and to more vindictive accusation than any other class of
public officers and that the only security he has for keeping his place in defiance of
it all is the conviction that he will not be the victim of frivolous complaint or of
those secret confederacies which in every District ave at work for the overthrow of
those who really peiform their duty.”

“S. 0. No. 262. The RBoard impress upon all officers under their control,
the necessity of careful and close examination of charges brought against native
public servants. If those servauts are to be held strictly responsible. for the due
exercise of the powers entrusted to them, and if any abuse of these powers is to en-
tail severe punishment, it is necessary that they should not be convicted on light or
insufficient grounds; care should be taken that they are not sacrificed to mere clamour
and that they are not caught by plots concocted to entrap them.”

58. The Board to whom Petitioner was handed up by the Collectop exone
Petitioner on several of the charges, but still supported the (olle
dation and submitted the papers to Government with their Proce
May 97 No. 1597 Mis, confidenti! No. 62

rated
ctor’s recommen-
edings dated 5th

59. Government, in their order dated 30th July 97, No. 1079
that Petitioner should be reduced to the post of Taluq Head A
Rs. 50 per mensem in the District although the Colleetor o
to posts of Rs. 70 or 80 in other Districts,

ccountant on
Proposed i3 transfer

60. This order was carried out by the Collector and
Sheally as Talug Head Accountant. Petitioner was unab]o ¢
extreme severity which was operating on him ag somethin
His health began to fail rapidly and seriously, anq scare
since he took charge of the appointment of Talug
felt himself physically unfit to continue in seivice,

Petitioner wae posted to
o_endure the shock of this
g like a sentence of death.
ely had two monghs passed
Head Accounts nt there, he
61,. With the permission of the Sub Collector, Petitionep
District Surgeon, Tanjore, who examined and invalided him ¢ etlh bl
In due course, Petitioner’s pension appiication wag subm::: Wi

Government with - jrecommendation, the particulapg of which P:t.}(:iolz t-he Collector t;)
' r 18 not aware of.

b

Mis, directed B
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Government disposed of the application in their order dated 25th February 1898

No. 151, Pension department, reducing his Pension by Rs 22. 'This is the order, of /

which Petitioner now seeks a reconsideration.
62. Petitioner begs Government to consider the following pecuniary hardshsip
which Petitioner had suffered previous to his retirement.

(a) First of all, he was suspended from an office of high responsibility for
rpthing more than a presumed connection with a dancing woman, a fact which was
altogether beneath official notice.

(b) This suspension entailed on him a heavy pecuniary loss of Bs 930, to
say nothing of the cost of several journeys which he had to perform in order to
appear before the Head Assistant Collector and the Collector for the enquiry.

(¢) Petitioner’s degradation which then followed entailed on him a further
loss of Rs. 50 per mensem.
63. Having been honest and conscientious in the discharge of his duties,

Petitioner had saved but little in the course of his long service, The above losses
have therefore told on his purse very heavily and he is now at a loss to find sufficient

means for maintenance of his large family.

64. In view of the fact that nothing serious has been established against -

Pettioner in the enquiry and that he had simply become a victim of vindictive ac-
cusation, Petitioner submits that his claims to pension should be considered as if no
suspension and degradation had taken place and that he should be granted full
pension at the rate authorized by the C. - Ak

65. Should, however, Government still consider that the service rendered by
Petitioner was not thoroughly satisfactory and that it is absolutely necessary
to make a reduction in his pension under Art 514 C. 8. R., Petitioner
begs that they will be pleased to give sufficient consideration to the fact
that Pettioner was giving entire satisfaction to his superiors during the greater
part' of his long service of 28 years. It is but reasonable that the amount
of penson granted should be proportionate to the length of the period of

Petitioner’s approved service, and should Petitioner’s counting service be classed as

approved. and disapproved, it would be found that no less than 95 per cent. of it
comes under the former class. It is very hard that with 95 per cent. of counting
approved service in his favor, Petitioner should only get 53 per cent. of his ad-
missible pension. Petitioner arrives at the figare, 95, by the following calculation.

66. The first unfavorable remark of any consequence which was passed by the
District Magistrate (Mr. Thomson) against Petitioner after Petitioner had become a
Sub-Magistrate and on which the Collector (Mr. Andrew) lays much stress in his
report to the Board on the present cuse, was in January 1895 (Vice charge No. 4 (a)
ju the list appended to part (22) Supra.

67. Reckoning the period of Petitioner’s disapprov " =~~~ ‘ce from the date of
the said remark, it would terminate in June 1896, and would amount to 1} years
only or 5 per cent. of his counting service of 28 years. There was nothing against
Petitioner in the period of his service which was suusequent to June 1896,

68. Petitioner takes this opportunity to solicit of Government another favor. He
has, for the period of his suspension “pending enquiry,” viz, one year, from 23rd Sep-

-
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tember 1896 to August 1897, drawn only 1 allowance; 3

. thereof :
now prays that under the explanation now tendered, Government, 2:318221 c:ue. d]i:
sanction the payment of the remaining 2 salary for the said e :dea:lzo %

direct the said period to be treated as counting service, a favor which they are

competent to grant under the authority vested in them by A e :
runs as follows: et 45? C.S.R. which

“If an officer who has been suspended pendin

. g enquiry i i 1
reinstated but with forfieture of any part of his allowance f;lr thye l;?ﬁg:: :: [:i:c -
sion, this period shall not count, unless the auishority who reinstates the of‘i)‘z;r

expressly declares at the time that the period shall count *.

69. The office in which Petitioner was reinstated was, howe i

'y ver, d
that from which he had been suspended, but this is no bar to the o o
counting for pension, because under Art. 463 (c), it is not n

ecessary th
reinstatement should be to the same office. o the

70, Should Government be graciously pleased to'gra.nt this prayer, Petitioner’s
average emoluments would be Rs. 100, instead of Rs. 94 and odd, and the amount
of pension admissible to him, Rs. 50, instead of Rs 46 and odd.

71. Inconclusion, Petitioner prays that Government will be graciously pleased
to sanction the full amount of pensiox}Jr admissible, viz, Bs 50, and that in cage tkey
consider a reduction in its amount un];ioidable, they will be pleased to restrict the
reduction to 5 per cent. thereof with reference to the humble representation contain-
ed in para (65) supra,

For which act of justice and benevolence Petitioner shall as in duty
bound ever pray.

Kuusagonanm. % / ﬂ: Py ,,.,4,/ ug/u

s&
3/ December 1898.

ey at
A A A =

suspension period
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PEL T ; 0 memerial of A. Ramaswami Aiyar,late Taluk lead Acconntant,Shiyali,
; : = < -. E v ‘ .‘_; Tanjore Dlstrict,praying for an increased rension.The order f;r'ant-;
A : Tt | “;, ing the pension has not been commnicated to the Board,but the ~---
il December 1598. remorialist states that @overnment has reduced the amount of pen--
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o BUBJEOT. - . i nd o e B L
3 PO against him.0n his case being reported ty the ngard & o airected
: ' me}xtthe latter in G.0.No.I079 Judl.,dat gq *B0th qudy 162 e ki ang=s
;‘. XN ; n:les *Pjuf:tion to the nost of Taluk Head f{a_ccountantoi‘% on -=- g’
 Prays that the é'edg"e‘; tl’;";?t: took effect on 27th August I897 and the f?E]‘GIﬂOfialist‘ piiag i
itioner in G. 0. date ' (A58
6‘;;" .Isz.u?;f;mwion Department, he f I7th October I897. | e or ponsion;on :
twl“@i“"t admigsiblo under the : o ' 5. Two months later when the ‘iafiio / r preferred
L T B ’ 5."'j his behalf was submitted by the Collectd R
By oo . . il . suspension

g request that the period during which h . (j.,eclined
mip*ht be allowed to count towards pensio ‘

make the desiread declaration,
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W iy Exqellency
k- THE GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL
b, OF FORT ST. GEORGE
] C - IN THE REV. DEPT. MADRAS.

The humble petition of A, Ramasamy Iyer
a retived Talug Head Accountant, Sheally,
now  residing i Kamakhsijosyar Street,
Kumbakonam. Daoy o L { L

FURTHER PAPERS.

Most respectfully sheweth:—

That Your Petitioner, who was a servant of the Revenue Department in
the District of Tanjore and held various appointments as per table enclosed, marked
A, retired from service in 1897 in consequence of bodily infirmity and was granted
an invalid pension of Rs. 25 in G. 0. dated 25th February 1898 No. 151 Pension
Department.

2. The full pension admissible to Petitioner under the rules was Rs. 46 and
odd; but Government, in the exercise of the discretion vested in them by Art. 514
Civil Service Regulations, ordered it to be reduced by Rs. 22 on the ground that
Petitioner’s conduct and character were not thoroughly satisfactory.

: 3. Petitioner begs to submit that the reduction ordered is a great deal too
large, being no less than 47 per cent. of the amount admissible. Tt is, in fact, tanta-
mount to reducing the rate of pension applicable to Petitioner from one half to one
fourth of the average emoluments. Such severity is,s0 far as Petitioner knows,
quite unprecedented, and Petitioner submits that the circumstances of Petitioner’s
case did not call for it.

4. It is true that, shortly before his retirement, Petitioner had been punished
with degradation from a post of Rs. 100 (a Neputy Tahsildar ship) to one of Rs. 50
(a Taluq Head Ac‘countantship), but the degradation was, in itself, an unmerited
punishment, based on presumptions of a far-fetched character instead of on proved
facts. It was Petitioner’s intention to appeal to Government against this punishment,
but, before he could do so, he was obliged to retire on medical certificate owing to a
serious failure of his health.

5. Now that the said degradation has been made a reason for effecting a large
reduction in his pension, Petitioner has no alternative but to trouble Government
regarding the propriety of the infliction of the said punishment. Petitioner accord-
ingly submits this petition in the hope that Government will, after a perusal thereof,
See strong reasons for restoring his pension to its full amount, ‘

6. Government is aware that it is the prospect of earning a pension at the rates
mentioned in the C. 8. R. that stimulates its officials to an earnest and faithfy] dis-
charge of their duty, With such prospect, Petitioner has worked exceedingly hard
and placed his whole time at the disposal of Government sacrificing his health ang
comforts to meet the calls of his duty. In addition to his duties as Deputy Tahsil-
dar and Sub-Magistrate of Vedaraniam, Petitioner was forced to accept the office of
Chairman of the Union at that place—an office which did not devolve on the Deputy
Tahsildar Ez-officio and which was previously held by other officiais such as the
local Hospital Assistadt or by non-officials. Petitioner was asked by his officia]

r G.0. / No. [Dopartment. Date.
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superiors to take 1t up for special reagons, and ever since he took it up, he dischar-
ged the duties of all the three offices to the best of his ability, without minding his
health and comforts. Such being the case, he naturally hoped to get his full pension
at the authorized rates, but in this hope he was sorely disappointed.

. Ttis true that Art. 514 C. 8. R. vests in Government a discretion to
reduce the amount of pension when any portion of the applicant’s service is consi-
dered not thoroughly satisfactory, but the exercise of the discretion should, Petitioner
gubmits, be as lenient as practicable in the case of officials who are compelled to re-
tire on medical certificate, as they are not in a position to work for themselves again
and earn anything more than their pension for their livelihood.

8. The following is Petitioner’s past history. He entered Government service
in 1869 and served without any stain on his character and conduct till 1888, in
which year he was given a promotion to the grade of Deputy Tabsildar and Sub-
Magistrate as a reward for the specially good work done by him. Enclosure B, which
contains copies of testimonials obtained by Petitioner from 1869 to 1887, will shew
that, during that period, he bore an excellent character and gave entire satisfaction
to his superiors.

9. Even after Petitioner became Deputy Tahsildar and Sub-Magistrate, he
continued to give fair satisfaction to his superiors. In his capacity of Sub-Magistrate
he committed several cases to the Sessions Court and in no case was any remark
passed by that court against him.

10. In 1896, however, Petitioner came under a bad star. In that year, a mali-
cious psuedonymous petition was addressed to the Collector by some discontented
persons ab Vedaraniam. and 1t was referred by the Collector to the Head Assistant
Collector, Negapatam Dn. forlocal enquiry and report. Petitioner is not aware why
it was not referred to his own divisional officer, Mannargudi Deputy Collector.

11. The Head Assistant Collector proceeded to Vedaraniam at a time when
Petitioner had been transferred from Vedaraniam to Tranquebar. Petitioner received
no order to be present at the enquiry conducted by him there. No body at Veda-
raniam bearing the psuedonymous names admitted the petition but the Head Assis-
tant Collector, nevertheless, examined some of the persons named in the petition who
were inimical to Petitioner and submitted a confidential report to the Collector. On
receipt of this report, the Collector suspended Petitioner pending further orders.

19. No copy of the Head Assistant Collector’s confidential report was fur-
nished to the Petitioner nor did the order of suspension issued by the Collector set
forth any definite charges. The Collector before whom Petitioner appeared referred
Petitioner to Head Assistant Collector who then framed certain definite charges
against Petitioner, oxamined Petitioner’s witnesses, took Petitioner’s explanation and
submitted a report to the Collector together with the records of the case.

13. The enquiry partook of a judicial character, as all the witnesses were
examined on oath and Petitioner was examined without oath. The particular enact-
ment under which it was instituted was not notified to Petitioner, but he presumes
that the procedure was based on the provisions of Act XXXVII of 1850 which is
applicable to all public servants not removable from office without the sanction of
Government, such as Petitioner then was. The first statement which the Head
Assistant Collector took from Petitioner was, however, taken by him in his capacity
of 1st Class Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Negapatam.

14, Whatever be the enactment under which the enquiry proceeded, Petitioner
was not allowed the full benefit of the rules which |govern a judicial enquiry. He
was not allowed to conduct his case with the aid of a pleader. When the witnesses,
who had been examined by the Head Assistant Collector at Vedaraniam in the con~
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fidential enquiry condncted without Petitioner, were put up again in the enquiry since
conducted in Petitioner’s presence, they were not examined denouo as to all they
knew in the matter. What they had deposed in Petitioner’s absence at Vedaraniam
was treated as their examination-in-chief and Petitioner was simply asked to cross-
examine them with reference to the matters contained in their original depositions,
a procedure which was not only contrary to the rules (Vide Section 13 Act 37 of
1850) of evidence but which prejudiced Petitioner seriously.

5 15. 1In the enquiry conducted by the Head Assistant Collector at Vedaraniam,
he was not acting judicially but as one engaged in procuring evidence against Peti-
tioner. 1t is doubtful whether, in that enquiry, all the precautions necessary for
preventing communication between witnesses under examination were duly observed
g0 that no witness might know what his predecessor had stated.

16. Another circumstance which prejudiced Petitioner in this enquiry was
the entrusting of the enquiry, which took place after Petitioner’s appearance, to the
game officer that made the preliminary confidential enquiry without Petitioner. The
Head Assistant Collector should have been Petitioner’s prosecutor and not his judge.
Had Petitioner been tried by an officer other than the Head Assistant Collector, Peti-
tioner would have had the benefit of examining the Head Assistant Collector as a wit-
pess in the case bubt this benefit was lost to him as the Head Assistant Collector
himself was trying him. There were several matters in which the Head Assistant
Collector had to give his own evidence as he had made some personal inspection at
Vedaraniam, the result of which went against Petitioner. The Head Assistant Collec-
tor, had moreover, made up his mind more and less on the subject of each charge and
was therefore not the proper officer to preside over Petitioner’s trial,

17. When Petitioner first appeared before the Collector after his suspension,
he entreated the Collector to transfer his case to an officer other than the Head
Assistant Collector but this prayer was not complied with. This prayer was made
orally but the fact that such a prayer was made and was not granted is alluded to
in the further explanation presented by Petitioner to Collector under date 20th
March 97. Had an officer different from the Head Assistant Collector tried Peti-
tioner, it is very unlikely that the findings on the various charges would have been
what they are.

18. The enquiry, however, established nothing of any consequence against
Petitioner, but the whole thing looked black in the eyes of the Head Assistant
Collector, because he was laboring under an erroneous impression (most fatal to
Petitioner’s interests) that a dancing woman of the place exercised some influ-
ence over Petitioner in certain official matters. There was no proof whatever of
the actual interference of the woman in any case disposed of by Petitioner, but in
every case in Which a relation of the woman happened to be concerned, the exis-
tence of the relationship was considered sufficient proof that she interfered.

19. Even in cases in which Petitioner convicted a relation of hers, it was sup-
posed that the conviction was the result of some mis-understanding between the ac-
cused and the said woman.

20. Whether. Petitioner convicted or acquitted a relation of the woman, the
presumptions ran against Petitioner-

21. The question whether Petitioner was right or wrong in acting as he did
was not considered. The evil which Petitioner had anticipated from the sam:)
officer who conducted the preliminary confidential enquiry, trying him subsequently
thus came to pass. :
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92. Petitioner sub-joins a list shewing the number and nature of the charges
brought against him.
The office| .
to which Whether the dancing

¢ Substance of each the re- woman Velamuthu or

Petitioner’s plea.

Charge. cords of any of her relations
the case were concerned in the
belong. case.

1. Allowing a poram-
boke tree to be cut
in 1891,

The cutter had due autho-The cutter was a bro-
rity to cut the tree which| ther of the woman.
belonged to Vedaraniam
temple & not to Governwent.

2. Connivance at ani
encroachment in
1895,

There was no conniving| The encroacher was
at all. Petitioner has record-| the woman herself,
ed an order directing the

projection to be dealt with
as an encroachment.

3. Do. at removal 'ot%
bricks from a tan
in 1893,

Petitioner’s predecessor &| Her elder-gister was
not Petitioner was responsi-| the remover of the
ble for what was done in bricks.

this case. The tank belonged
to the temple at the time,

Chairman Chairman Chairman

4. Abuse of Magisterial
powers by,

(a) Convicting one

Ramasamy Pillay
and sentencing hi

to imprisonment

for 7 days instead

of fine in a public

nuisance case in

1894,

(5) Do.one Nagam-
mal in an assault
case in 1895.

The sentence was neither il-No relation of the wo-
legal nor too severo. It was man was concerned-
@ case in which a fine ap-
peared to Petitioner to be
inadequate. The accused
caused obstruction to traffic
in a public street,

There was no appeal nor| The dccused was an
miscellaneous petition against) aunt of the woman.

the conviction and sentence
in this case.

(¢) Do. one Veera- The conviction and sentence] No relation of the

bhadran in an_as- were affirmed in appeal inlwoman was concerned.
sault case in 1896. this case.

(d) Acquittal of the
accused in a case

Sub-magistrate

_There was no alternativel One of the accused
in this case but to acquit the| was a brother of the

charged by the faccused. The Forest Dept. woman.

Forest Department would have attempted to get
in 1895. the acquittal set aside if it
had been unjust; but thig

they did not do.
5. General neglect to] o There was no general neg-
repress encroach-| §  [lect. The evidence taken by
ments onthe streets] &  |the Head Assistant Collector
of Vedaraniam S |& the records shewed that
Union. ©  |Petitioner had done all he

could.

Note:~The above charges are dealt with in full in Enclosure (C) a detasled statoment
which Petitioner has now prepared for the information of Government.

J
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93. It will be seen from the above that the cases in which Pelitioner wag
supposed to have acted under the influence of the said woman were of a petty
character and too few to base any fair judgment on, that they are scattered over six
years with considerably long intervals between them, and that Petitioner acted
without any bad motive and with due regard to the interests of justice in every one
of those cases.

( 24. The main cha,x:ge against Petitioner, which was the basis of all the other
charges, was that of keeping company with the woman in question, and Petitioner
will first proceed to discuss the truth and merits thereof.

95. In the first place, the act in question, viz., keeping company with a dancing
woman, was no offence at all under any law or rule applicable to public servants.
Nor was the fact that Petitioner kept company with her, relevant for the purposes of
the enquiry against Petitioner, as the main guestion for consideration was whether he
disposed of any case contrary to law or rule, it being of little consequence af whose
instance he did so, whether at the instance of a concubine, a wife, or other relation,
or a stranger.

26. Hven supposing that the said fact was relevant, the evidence on record
proved nothing more than the existence of a temporary familiarity between
Petitioner and Velamuthu—a familiarity which did not last during the whole time
Petitioner was Sub-Magistrate at Vedaraniam, but only for an indefinite part
of it.

27. As to any mala-fides on Petitioner’s part in disposing of the few cases
in question, Petitioner would beg Government to note that the Collector is not
positive about the existence of any bad faith. He only says that Petitioner
acted in a manner such as to suggest dishonesty of intention. The good
faith of the official acts of Petitioner to which Collector now takes exception
passed unquestioned by his superiors or the public for considerably long
periods, and it would have remained unquestioned for ever, had not Petitioner’s
enemies now given to the said acts a false colour and prejudiced the Collector
by connecting them wrongly with the fact that Petitioner was on friendly terms
with the dancing woman named.

98. The number of cases from which such inference was drawn was, after all,
only an infinitesimal part of a large number (some thousands) of cases disposed of by
Petitioner both in his capacity of Magistrate and Chairman.

29. Petitioner would respectfully ask Government to consider whether it is at
all likely that Petitioner who maintained his principle in disposing of thousands of
cases would bave given it up in disposing of the above few petty cases.

30. Of the six cases (AB C D E F, in the table below) in which Velamuthu
or her relations were concerned, five (A B D E F) were disposed of by Petitioner and
one (C) by another officer, Mr. Reghunandana Sastry, B. A, B. L.

(F) is a case not mentioned in the Head Assistent Collector’s charge
sheet, but Petitioner includes it here as it 18 also « case in whi(_:h a relation of Vela-
muthu (her nephew) was concerned. '
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Out of thousands of cases disposed of by Petitioner there were no

other cases besides these six in which Velamuthu or her relations were concerned.

W hether VelalWhether dis-

Union jmuthu or her| posal favor-
Cases. or [relations werelable or unfa-| Board’s finding.
Magl. | concerned & !'vorable to the
b how related. | said person.
£)
(A) Tree cutting case in {Union.| Yes. elder | Favorable. | No remark.
1891... brother.

(B) Connivance at an en-{ Do. | Yes. herself. | Unfavorable.| No remark.
croachment in front of
Velamuthu’s house 1895

Petitioner was not in
charge of the station
till the final stage of
of the case.

(C) Do. at removal off Do. | Yes. elder
bricks 1893 sister.

Yes. aunt. | Unfavorable. | The case was not

(D) Conviction of Nagam- Magl.
wrongly tried.

mal 1895.

Acquittal can only be

looked upon with sus-

picion but there is no

] absolute proof of mala
fides,

(E) Acquittal of Muthu- | Do. | Yes. another | Favorable,
kumaran 1895. brother.

(F) Conviction of Nara{ Do. | Yes. nephew. | Unfavorable.
yanan 1n a nuisance
case 1895,

31. : Nor did Petitioner dispose of all the above cases in favor of Velamuthu or
Eetaniatives, - Tires (B D & F) went against them & two (A & E) in their favor-

32. It is strange that the Collector chose to use the word * considerable™ in
para 15 of his memo to denote such a ridiculously small number of cases in which
Velamuthu or her relations were concerned. The Collector would certainly not
have used the word knowingly, and did so evidently under some misrepresen tation by
vothfar.s. At any rate, tho use of that word by the Collector has greatly prejudiced
Petitioner as the Board and Government have acted on his report.

33. Nor was there a déliberate sereening and helping of Velamuthu and her
relations on Petitioner’s part ag observed by the Collector in the same paragraph.
There were only 2 cases which happened to go in their favor & Government will
perceive that those cases were not at g) so serious as to call for any deliberate scree-
ning or helping.

34. There was only one case (a Union ¢ase) in whichVelamuthu was personally
concerned and Petitioner concluded it against her, None of Velamuthu’s relations
concerned in the other cases were living with her. This is a fact admitted by the
prosecution, but the Collector attached ne importance to it. He was apparently
under the impression that a dancing woman would take the same warm interest in
the welfare of her re!atictns that a family woman usually does in the welfare of hers,
put such is not ordinarily the cage. Dancing women are generally indifferent
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towards their relations. Their profession, by its nature, isolates them from their
relations.
35. In his memorandum, the Collector remarks that the public must have

been led to believe that, in cases in which Velamuthu and her relations were
concerned, impartiality and justice could not be expected from Petitioner-

36. This, however, is a presumption and the Collector had not the least reason
for arriving at it. None of the parties concerned in any of the criminal cases
:]uoted in the charge sheet moved Petitioner’s superiors for a transfer of any of those
cases fromhis file—a step which they would have taken if they bad reason to expect
injustice from him.

37. The respectable witnesses cited by Petitioner, moreover, proved that the
public of Vedaraniam were satisfied with Petitioner.

38. The charge sheet, as framed by the Head Assistant Collector, mentioed 10
cases in all against Petitioner. Of these, the Collector struck out three. Of the
remaining seven cases, the Board held Petitioner to be more or less innocent in
every one but laid great stress on a sweeping incidental remark made by the
Collector regarding certain answers given by Petitioner as an accused person in his
defence, Vide para 4 of Collector’s memo in which he remarked that Petitioner
deliberately told lies in answering questions about his intimacy with the dancing
woman in question.

39. Petitioner had no opportunity of explaining himself on the last
mentioned imputation, viz, making a false statement, during his trial as he
became aware of the fact that the Collector had made sueh remark against
him only after it was too late to seek a remedy, that is, after Petitioner
retired. It 18 to be regretted that the Collector had not taken Petitioner’s explanation
on the subject before he made his report to the Board.

40. Petitioner has therefore no alternative now but to trouble Government with
the following long explanation regarding his conduct in the matter.

41. The particular passages which contained the deliberately false statements are
not quoted by the Collector, but the above conclusion was evidently arrived at by
a combined consideration of the answers recorded on the subject of Petitioner
keeping Velamuthu in the statement which the Head Assistant Collector took from
him on the 13th October 1896, (the day on which Petitioner first appeared before him
for the enquiry ) with the answers which Petitioner gave in reply to the ques-
tions asked by the Collector on the 16th March 1897 with Exhibit X in his hand.

42. The answers in question were given in reply to questions, the object of which
was to drive Petitioner (an accused person) to make statements criminatory of him-
self. The statement which the Head Assistant Collector took from Petitioner in
respect of the said charge on the 13th Octope?r 1896 was taken by him in his capa~
city of “The Court of the 1st class Sub Divisional Magistrate of Negapatam. Dn.”

43. The practice of questioning accused persons so as to drive them to make
statements criminatory of themselves is a proceeding sirongly condemned in the
following ruling of the High Court which was based on Sec. 842 C.C. P. in Cri-
minal Petition No. 101 of 1892, Weir's Law 3rd Edition page 955.

« We are constrained to observe that in the severe cross-examination
which the prisoner has undergone before the Sessions court, the proper limitg
for holding an examiuation of him have been greatly exceeded. The discretion given

.
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by the law for questioning a prisoner has not been allowed for the purpose of dri-
ving him to make statements criminatory of himself”’.

«This discretion can, we think, only be properly used for ascertaining from a
prisoner how he may be able to meet facts in evidence appearing against him, so
that these facts should not stand against him unexplained. It is declaredly within
the competency of the accused to decline answering any question while of course the
court is at liberty to weigh his answers whether they tell for him or against him.” )

44, On the 13th October 1896, the day on which the Head Assistant Magistrate
commenced his enquiry against Petitioner, the Head Assistant Magistrate suddenly
put into Petitioner’s hands a paper containing a series of charges against him and
agked Petitioner to say what he had to say in respect of them. Petitioner was not
in a position to answer to any of the charges, because the confidential enquiry pre-
viously held by the Head Assitant Collector had been conducted without Petitioner
and no copies of the depositions of the witnesses examined in that enquiry and other
papers connected with i had been given to Petitioner; nor had the prosecution
witnesses been re-examined in Petitioner’s presence. The charges read against Peti-
tioner, moreover, quoted no provision of the law which created the offence (Vide Sec.
921 Cr. P. C.),and Petitioner therefore did not know exactly what he was to plead to.

45. Petitioner respectfully represented that he was not prepared to enter on
his defence until he had copies of the papers on record, but the Head Assistant Magis-
trate insisted on Petitioner giving some answers on the spot to each charge in antici-
pation of his being furnished with copies of the necessary records for the grant of
which he ( Head Assistant Magistrate) said he had to obtain Collector’s orders,

46. The Head Assistant Magistrate then began to ask Petitioner questions
about each charge.  Not wishing to incur the Magistrate’s displeasure, Petitioner
chose to give some answers to every question put. The Head Assistant Magistrate
recorded the answers in the form of a narrative.

47. Tn answering the questions put to bim by the Head Assistant Magistrate
in respect of the charge of keeping company with Velamuthu, Petitioner denied his
intimacy with her in tofo. This answer was no doubt inconsistent with the answers
gubsequently given by Petitioner in the inquiry held by the Collector, but the above
inconsistency was of little conseqnence in asmuch as the questions asked related to
no official matter but to certain acts of Petitioner in his private life about which there
was no real necessity for the Magistrate to question Petitioner. The fact was one
which it was for the prosecution to establish, and Petitioner need not have been
troubled at all about it.

48, The Collector is completely mistaken in supposing that Petitioner did his
best to deceive the Head Assistant Collector and himself as to his (Petitioner’s) inti-
macy with Velamuthu and deliberately told lies about it. Petitioner practised no decep-
tion at all. He concealed from those authorities no facts which he was bound to
disclose to them. It is obvious that Petitioner was not bound to disclose to them
any facts concerning his intimacy with Velamuthu as he was being judicially prose-
cuted on a formal charge respecting it, nor was Petitioner bound to admit Enclosure
X in the enquiry which the Collector held against Petitioner subsequently, as it was
for,the prosecution to prove that document by examining the necessary witnesses in
Petitioner’s presence as required by Section 64 of the Indian Evidence Act— a pro-
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cedure which the Collector did not follow before filing the said document in the records.
Petitioner is unable to understand what urgent necessity there was for the Collector
to depart from the established procedure in the filing of this docvment.

49. Tn para 4 of the Collector’s memo, he observes that a perasal of Petitioner’s
statement shews the reluctance with which he made one admission after another,
admission only made under compulsion when he found there was no eseape.

50. There was no reluctance at all on Petitioner’s partin making the admission.,
The facts are that the Collector kept Exbibib X in his own hand and shewed
Petitioner small portions of it here and there, bit by bit, asking a question regarding
each bit as to whether it was in his hand writing. Petitioner found it difficult to
give a positive answer at the out-set as the whole of the document was not shewn
to him at once and he had forgotten all about the correspondence which was very
old, The writing on the paper was, moreover, a pencil scribble indifferently written
and had become more or less indistinet by lapse of time- Petitioner, therefore,
replied at first that the portion shewn him appeared to be in his hand writing. He
made no denial. When, however, Petitioner had seen all parts of it and grown more
confident, he admitted it to be positively in his hand writing. In doing so, Peti- *
tioner simply exercised a precaution which every persoun is expected to take before
identifying old and indistinct documents shewn to him piece-meal as in this case.
The Collector’s own report clearly describes the manner in which parts of the
documents were exhibited by him to Petitioner one after another.

51. Petitioner, moreover, submits that he admitted the document not because
sthere was no escape’”’ but because he did not wish to make a false statement. If Peti-
tioner had chosen to deny it, it is very doubtful whether the prosecution would have
",een successful in bringing home the hand-writing to Petitioner, because the reply por-
tion of the paper did not bear Petitioner’s signature nor was the letter of Velamuthu
to which it was a reply, addressed to any body, nor did Petitioner’s scrawl on the said

document resemble his usual hand.

52, Petitioner now passes on to the Collector’s remark that, as Chaiv.nan of the
Union, Petitioner neglected his duty of repressing encroachment ; Enclosure C con-

tains Petitioner’s full explanation on the subject.

53. Petitioner has done as much as he could have done in that direction. He
proved the fact by respectable witnesses who were eye witnesses of what Petitiener
had done, and of whom some were members of the Union who co-operated with
Petitioner in the matter of repressing encroachments.

54. Petitioner took particular interest in his work as Chairman and it was his
strictness, especially in the discharge of his duty in repressing encroachments, that
caused some of the influential people at Vedarniam to be offended with him and to
annoy Petitioner’s superiors with anonymous or psuedony.nous petitions ageinst
him and concoct stories.

55. That an officer of long experience with good antecedents, such as Petitioner
was, should ever dream of 2ilowing a dancing woman to influence his official acts
to the prejudice of his prospects of promotion and pension, was an extreme improba-
bility, but it was Petitioner’s misfortune that hoth the Head Assistant Collector and
the Collector did not take that view. They believed the vague, indefinite and con-
tradictory statements 1 ade by Petitioner’s enemies and the latter banded Petitioner
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up to th : .

ngn-ma fs t]:’:_mid ‘f;filth B recommendation that Petitioner should be transferred to a

e p% & 0{15’1.1‘ a(;uqc; Wl:alb : salary of Rs 70 or 80 per mensem in another District o;'
g ead Accountant S . o v e

(Tanjore) District. on Rs. 50 which alone was then available in his

56, In fa iti
st inste(;t(,l tl;e (‘lo‘llector .al'lowed Petitioner to become a victim of vindietive
P lcl) 1g:;r";1g Petitioner a helping hand in consideration of the honesty
: jad characterized ‘Petitioner’s lon ' }
: ; career : » He:
Assistant Collector’s enquiry did not dis-establish 1 e 11

57. Petiti : X
ment an extraclto?fcf;a(l}(es()mc;:; l()lpoll;mlmty ke aabjoin ghur-ihe IstoruRtR L SOLE
- i e )th Ma 1835 N FEE 4 ¥
Dalyell’s 2nd Editi s 0. 555, R. D. printed in Mr.
262, Mr, Macle:xl::;otd?j-o' 39? 4 B.' 8. 0. book and also an extract frolr)n B. 8. z) N:;.
and faithful in the disch::‘n,e (‘)‘f] :;J,h!(:h native Public servants who have been honest
i ge. eiv duty are directed to be treated with great con-

“It must never
 posed to more iy andbltao fOPgOtbeI{ th.at a Tahsildar and Sub-Magistrate is ex-
Dl i it i lmox‘e \flndlctive accusation than any other class of
£ 11 ettt e e thac(mhy Be'cumty he has, for keeping his place in defiance of
those secret confederacies Whicﬁ ‘Yl‘l not be the victim of frivolous complaint or of
L e
those who really peiform their duty ”el'y District ave at work for the overthrow of

*8. 0. No. 262. * :
i oA carefuf am;l‘hzl Board impress upon all officers under their control,
R i i Ao servise examination of charges brought against native
b T s it t!;ts are to be held strictly responsible for the due
eee N de i them, and if any abuse of these powers is to en-
B R 8hOUk(l:els)sary that they should not be convicted on light or
A e 2o e taken that they are not sacrificed to mere clamour
 caught by plots concocted to entrap them.”

58. The Board to wh -+
S B t,heO:,I}ll Petitioner was handed up by the Collector exonerated
dation and submitted the Papezgi: (;)“t sl e Sl v
May 97 No. 1597 Mis, confidentie! Nom(,i;mment R RN

59. Government, j :
Sl et u;) ethe:;' order dated 30th July 97, No. 1079 Mis, dirvected
Rs. 50 per mensem in the Dli.:trlil::dl tl,lo the post of Talug Head Accountant on
to posts of Rs. 70 or 80 in other D;::I 'i::sgh the CoVlector bad proposed bis transfer

60. This order wa .-
Sheally as Talug Head Asc c‘;‘;‘ K'tl;d out b.y the CoVector and Petitioner was posted to
extreme severity which was On nt: Petitioner was unable to endure the shock of this
T it Dt o ol il();:ratmg on.him as something Jike a sentence of death.
o ket o :;e ); s.n:: stenously. and scarcely had two months passed
: ) j S
felt himself physically unfit to coﬂgm?e?sﬂ:elziceﬂ luq Head Accountant there, he

61. With the permissi
b Taﬁjorelsj:ﬁz :::hf’ Sub Collector, Petitioner appeared before the
A Petitioner"s @ mined a‘nd invalided him on the 18th October 1897.
L Jroppomeiey o p: sion application was submitted by the Collector to
mmendation, the particulers of which Petitioner is not aware of

11

Government disposed of the application in their order dated 25th February 1898
No. 151, Pension department, reducing his Pension by Rs 22.  This is the order, of

which Petitioner now seeks a reconsideration.
; 62. _P.etitioner begs Governmgnt to cox.lsider the following pecuniary hardshsip
which Petitioner had suffered previous to his retirement.
(a) First of all, he was suspe.nded .from an office of high responsibility for
a presumed connection with a dancing woman, a fact which was

yothing more than
official notice.

altogether beneath
(b) This suspension entailed on him a heavy pecuniary loss of Rs 930, to

say nothing of the cost of geveral journeys which he had to perform in order to
appear before the Head Assistant Collector and the Collector for the enquiry.

(¢) Petitioner’s degradation which then followed entailed on him a further

¢ Rs. 50 per mensen.

63. Having been honest and conscientious in the discharge of his duties
Petitioner had gaved but little in the course of his long service, The above losse;
have therefore told on his purse very heavily and he is now at a loss to find sufficient

means for maintenance of his large family.

64. In view of the fact that nothing serious has been established against
Pettioner in the enquiry and that he had simply become a victim of Vindict'gams
Petitioner submits that his claims to pension should be considered alsv?fac-
degradation had taken place and that he should be grant dl no
authorized by the i it e granted full

loss 0

cusations
guspension and
pension at the rate
65. Should, however, Government still consider that the service rendered b
Petitioner wWas not thoroughly satisfactory and that it is absolutely necessa :
to make 2 reduction in his pension under Art 514 C. 'SR Petitioxjg
begs that they will be pleased to give sufficient consideration ;o the fact
that Pettioner was giving entire satisfaction to his superiors during the greater
part of his long gervice of 28 years. It is but reasonable that the amount
of penson granted should be proportionate to the length of the period of
Petitioner’s approved service, and should Petitioner’s counting service be classed as
approved and disapproved, it would be found that no less than 95 per cent. of it
der the former class. It is very hard that with 95 per cent. of countin
n his favor, Petitioner should only get 53 per cent. of his adg-
Petitioner arrives at the figure, 95, by the following calculation.

comes un
app'rovad gervice 1

missible pension.

66. The first unfavorable remark of any consequence which was passed by the
District Magistrate (Mr. Thomson) against Petitioner after Petitioner had become a
gub-Magistrate and on which the Collector (Mr. Andrew) lays much stress in his
report t0 the Board on the present; c:se, Was in January 1895 (Vide charge No. 4 (a)

in the list appended to parb (22) Supra.

67. Reckoning the period of Petitioner’s disapproved service from the date of
the said remark, it would terminate in June 1896, and would amount to 1} years
only or d per cend. of his counting service of 98 years. There was nothing against
Petitioner in the period of his service which ‘was subsequent to June 1896.

¢8. Petitioner takes this opportunity to solicit of Government another favor. He

has, for the period of his suspension ““pending enquiry,” viz, one year, from23rd Sep-
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tember 1896 to August 1897, drawn only } allowance; $ thereof are still due. He
now prays that under the explanation now tendered, Government will be pleased to
sanction the payment of the remaining § salary for the said period and also to
direct the said period to be troated as counting service, a favor which they are
competent to grant under the authority vested in them by Art. 459 ¢. 8. R. which ‘
runs as follows-

«]f an officer who has been suspended pending enquiry into his conduct AS
reinstated but with forfieture of any part of his allowance for the period of suspen-
gion, this period shall nob count, unless the authority who reinstates the officer
expressly declares ab the time that the period shall count eyt

69. The office in which Petitioner was reinstated was, however, different from
that from which he had been suspended, but this is no bar to the suspension period

counting for pension, because under Art. 463 (¢), it 18 not necessary that the .
reinstatement should be to the same office. /

B e e

70. Should Government be graciously pleased to grant this prayer, Petitioner’s
average emoluments would be Rs. 100, instead of Rs. 94 and odd, and the amount
of pension admissible to him, Rs. 50, instead of RBs 46 and odd.

71. TInconclusion, Petitioner prays that Government will be graciously pleased
to sanction the full amount of pension admissible, viz, Rs 50, and that in case Lkey
consider a reduction in its amount un.v[oida-ble, they will be pleased to restrict the

reduction to 5 per cent. thereof with reference to the humble representation contain-
ed in para (65) supra. ‘y

For which act of justice and benevolence Petitioner shall as in duty
bound ever pray.
/&
Zdyr L .‘;‘ L S z

K UMBARONAM:
/ ,' AL Qf O

quf : December 1898.

-




. - & - =l e, ¢ ‘ b == P o - S i TR A
& 3 B : 4 e L,"J‘ FNh -Au_}u : 3 :
i ' Shte. 7 LRl

. ‘
fb 2&¥ BECREY
e | Qg}"%' %
- AN N <
= Qe
ey g8 ¥
WENT OF Y
i ) | |
| ~ ENCLOSURE &
y ~
Service of A. Ramaswami Aiyar. '
| Date of
Appointments. Pay. | Afbutishont: Teriminntion,
Ag. Dufterbund Tanjore Taluk. .| 3-8 |13th August 1868 |12th October 68
2nd Clerk, L. F. Dept. Collector’s
Office Tanjore. ...| 20 |lst June 69 0th November 71
Clerk L. F. Board’s Office Tanjore. ...| 25 |lst December 71 [31st January 74
Do. .| 40 |lst Febrnary 74 [31st October 75
Ag. Eng. 2nd Clerk Collectors Office
Tanjore. ... 50 st November 75 [4th January 76
Clerk L. F.Board Tanjore. 40 [5th January 76 rd June 77
Ag. Eng. 3rd Clerk Collector’s Office....| 45 |4th June 77 5th August 77
Clerk L. F. Board Tanjore. 40 I6th August 77 12th September 77
' Accountant for famine dutxes Collector’s ‘
Office Tanjore. ... 60 |i3th September 77|31st October 77 .
Clere 1 F. Board’s Office ... 40 l1st November 77 |31st March 80 R |
Head Clerk  Do. .| 50 HMst April 80 12th May 81 ' ¥
Manager Gandharvacotta Estate. O R (o It 1T May 81 * l14th November 83 [SubstantiveL.F. i
LA L BT e e defki
Do. | .| 70 |i5th November 83 |15th January 8 . Ver
lerk Collector’
)ffice Rs. 60.
Do. .| 98-5-4]16th Jannary 85 |I3th February 86 | Do. do.
Do. Vadapadimangalam Estate. -«| 80 114th February 86 |8th August 86 Do. do. i
Do. i .| 80 19th August 86 2nd December 86 |Do. Taluq Sha? 3
) istadar Pattu-
cotta Rs. 60).
Do. Ramasetuswami Estate. .../ 85 [3rd December 86 |[17th December 86 | Do. do.
Do. ..| 85 [18th Dgcember 86 [7th March 88 gO, 6((1)0. Shiall
8 60. =i
Dy. Tahsildar & Sub-Magistrate Va.llam | 70 |8th March 88 20th October 90 ' Bt
Do.  Vedaraniam. | 70 [21st October 90  [30th September 9 :
Do 14 ...| 100 )ist October 92 18th November 92
Ag. Do. & Stationary Sub-Magistrate * .
Tiraturaipundi ...| 100 |19th November 92 125th August 93
Dy. Tahsildar & Sub-Magistrate ' ‘
Vedaraniam, ...| 100 @6&11 August 93 110th June 96
Do. Do. Tranquebar., ...| 100 J11th June 96 ‘ “‘&/ﬁ

’“‘/W“”iw bofory. - 2";"‘/ 9% 250egt9y. ‘
Takict, M Qeel Sy ali 80 0 Qugllyy. 17708 §)-
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) TESTIMONIALS. Mgy or W
I. A Ramasamy Aiyar Local Fund Clerk—a very careful and hard working servant

and performed the duties entrusted to him to my entire satisfaction.
March 1873. (Signed) W. M. CADELL.
Collector.

1I. Good character, knows his work well, hard working and useful, good accountant.

(Signed) D. ARBUTHNOTT,
Collector.

ENCLOSURE B

Mg

Ak

Q)

Tanjore
24th Septemper 1874
i III. I exactly endorse every particular of Mr. Arbuthnott’s accurate description.
1st December 1875 (Signed) H. 8. THOMAS,
; Collector.

IV. A Ramasamy Aiyar, Local Fund Head Clerk, served under me while I had charge

of the Treasury for a year and half. He knew his work remarkably well and gave me satis-

faction. He is a well behaved young man.

6th December 1576 {Signed) P. SESHAGIRY,

Dy. Collector.

V. Extract from a letter from C. A. Bird Esq. Ag. Collector of Tanjore to the secre-
tary to the Court of Wards Madras dated 19th July 1881 No. 41.

As the Ganderkotta Zemindary committed to the Management of the Court of wards
in G. O. No. 493 dated 9th March 1881.J. D. was, and is, in a most disorganised state, it
was found necessary to place it under a competent Manager and Mr. Webster had accordingly
appointed one A Ramasamy Aiyar, Heagl Clerk L. F. Board Tanjore Circle, on a monthly
salary of Rs. 60 plus Rs. 15 contribution towards pension.

(2) I beg to solicit Court’s sanction for this appointment and request Government
may be moved to sanction the transfer of A. Ramasamy Aiyar 5o the service of the Court of

wards in view to enable him to count his service for pension.
(Signed) C. A. BIRD,

; Ag. Collector.

VI. Extract from a letter from J. B. Pennington Esq. Collector of Tanjore to the

secretary to the Court of wards Madras dated 2nd January 1885 No. 1

The Court are already aware of the arduous and complicated nature of the work
connected with the management of the Gandercotta Estate. The manager is quite equal to
the work and is doing well, but is under paid considering his service. He is the 2nd Verna-
. cular Clerk in the Collectors Office and his pay is Rs. 60. His net pay as manager is also
,- Rs. 60. Since the assumption of the management a considerable number of Civil and sum-
mary suits have been filed and there has been an enormous correspondence about the settle-
ment of debts and the conduct of suits. He is now thoroughly familiar with the business of
the Hstate and it would be difficult to find any one on the same pay who will be equally use-
ful for some time at least.

(2) I think therefore that it is desirable to raise his'pay (net) to Rs. 80 notwith-
standing the very desperate condition of the Estate. The amount now debited to the Estate
is Rs. 70. A further sum of Bs. 23} will be required to pay the Manager Rs. 80 net. For the
past six months or more the question of increasing his salary has been engaging my attention,
but for want of funds I have desisted from making any proposals on the subject.

* * *
(Signed) J. B. PENNINGTON,
Collector.

VII. The bearer Ramasamy Aiyar was Manager of the Vadapadimangalam Estate under
the Gourt of Wards. He gave satisfaction and was regarded as honest by the Estate family
who feel sorry for his removal to another Estate. He knows his work well and has passed his
Examinations and is fit for higher posts than that of an Estate Clerk or Manager.

2—3—87. (Signed) N. GOPALAKRISHNAMA CHETTY,

Dy. Collector.
VIII. A man of very good character deserving of promotion as opportunity offers.
. (Signed) J. B. PENNINGTON,

Collector.

IX. A Ramasami Aiyar, Manager Ramasetuswamiar’s Estate, served me during the past
one year since the Estate came under my charge. I always found him very hard working, honest
and zealous in the discharge of his duties. I will always be glad to hear of his success in life,

(Signed) SYED KHADER PADSHAH,
30—11—87. Temp. Dy. Collector.
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ENCLOSURE . 5
10
PETITION OF
A. BAMASWAMY IYER,
Late Taluq Head Accountant

Shiyali, Tanjore District,

ENCLOSURE C:

Sntm————"

CHARGE I. “He allowed the said woman or her relatives to cut down and remove o poram-
boke tamarind tree worth Rs. 50 and when the matter was veported to him shelved the papers.”

COLLECTOR’S OBSERVATIONS.
8 (In his Memo accompanying his report to Board No. 1301
Dated 31—3—1897.) :

(Para 6 1in extenso). Balasubramanian, Velamuthu’s
 brother, cut a tree in the village, and the question was
whether it belonged to him, or to the temple, or to Govern-
ment. Some how or other, the Deputy Tahsildar (perhaps
because he had received® report, perhaps with an honest
intention of deciding rightly) directed .the Karnam (inimical
to him) to enquire as to the ownership of the tree. The
Deputy Tahsildar examined the Temple Paimash accounts,
but not being satisfied, he addressed the Tahsildar for Talug
Paimash accounts. The Tahsildar replied on the 13th April
92 that they were missing for that village. This report,
the Deputy Tahsildar “Recorded and took no further action
and let Velamuthu’s brother keep the tree. The tree accord-
ing to the Temple accounts stood in a poramboke lane thro-
ugh which the temple car ropes were dragged. Up to the close
of Fusli 1305, Vedaraniam was treated as “minor Inam” and
included in a Government village. In Fusli 1306, it was for
tho first time treated as a whole Inam village. I here refer
to the Deputy Tahsildar’s statement te me on the 16th Ins-
tant as well as to his printed explanation. He urges that as
the tree stood on Poramboke and as the village was a whole
Inam village, and as trees in such villages do not belong to
Government and as it has been proved that Balasubramanian
was in long enjoyment of the tree, there was no donbt that
sne tree was not Government property and that he therefore
took no further action. But as for the long enjoyment which
he now alleges, that has only been elicited from witnesses
examined during the course of the present enquiry, and that
evidence, whether true or false, was not before the Deputy
Tahsildar when he “recorded” the Tahsildar’s arzi. The
important question is not whether an examination of evidence,
oral and documentary, would now shew that the tree was
Government or not, but whether on the evidence then before
the Deputy Tahsildar he was justified in allowing Balasubara-~
manian to keep the tree and in recording the Tahsildar’s re-
ort. The Deputy Tahsildar says he knew it was a whole
fnm village because the Temple people had shewn him the
Title Deed, though he does not remember the contents. But
as a fact, Vedaraniam, as above stated, was treated in the
accounts as a minor Inam® until Fusli 1306 and it is ridicu-
lous for the Deputy Tahsildar to pretend ignorance of the
fact, Vedaraniam being his own head quarters. The fact of
his having in the first instance referred the matter to the
‘Tahsildar shewed he had his doubts and when the Tahsildar
replied, instead of making further enquiries instead of refer-
ring to the Tahsildar and asking him if the tree should be
considered as belonging to the Temple, he quietly “recorded”
the Tahsildar’s report and allowed the cut tree to remain with
Balasubramanian without even passing any formal order to
the effect that he had established his claim—which in fact he
had not. The Deputy Tahsildar, no doabt, began the pro-
ceedings honestly when he wrote to the Tahsildar but I am
satisfied that dishonest motives began to operate at a latter
stage, and this conviction is strengthened by the consideration

that the man in whose possession he allowed treg to remain
* *

was Velamuthu’s brother.

-

A AN kL ©
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YENT oF VL\‘S%

REY. BOARD’S FINDING.
(In their Proceedings No

1597 Mis. (Confl. No. 62) dated
14—9-—97)

—— e

Nil.
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PETITIONER’S EXPLANATION.

The words of the Collector “perhaps because he (Petitioner) had received a report”’
wonld make the reader suppose that the case was taken up by Petitioner on a report from the
Karnam or other persoms. Such was not the case. Petitioner started the enquiry suo-moto.
Having accidentally noticed the cutting of some branches of the tree (an old and stunted tree
worth about Rs. 15) in the course of his street inspection in December 1891, Petitioner wished
to ascertain whether the Government or the Union had any interest in the tree and called on
the cutter to prove his title to it. Petitioner ascertained that neither the Government nor the
Union had any interest in the tree and dropped the matter.

2. The Collector remarks that he is satisfied that Petitioner’s action in the matter was
right up to the stage when he wrote to the Tahshildar for Taluq Paimash account but that
dishonest motive began to operate when Petitioner recorded the reply of the Tahsildar in
which it was stated that Paimash account for that Village was not available in the Talug.
Petitioner begs to submit that, in recording the Tahsildar’s reply®Petitioner was not actlull,ted
by any dishonest motive. After Petitioner wrote to the Tahsildar but before hc;: received
his reply, the pagoda authorities produced the Inam Commissioner’s Title Deed, which confer-
red on vhe pagoda the right to all Poramboke which lay with in the limits of the Inam. The
cutter proved by a sale deed that he derived his right to the enjoym(?nt» of tl?e Tree from the
pagoda authorities. They both appeared before Petitioner and §atlsﬁod hxlm that there was
no case for Petitioner to interfere in the matter either in his capacity of Chairman or that of
Deputy Tahsildar or that of Sub-Magistrate.

3. The question whether the grant was treated in the Revenue account's asa “whole ‘I nam
Village” or as a “minor Inam” was not material for the purposes. ?f Petitioner’s enquiry as
observed by the Collector. The point which appeared tf) the Petitioner to be material was
whether, under the terms of the Imam Commissioners '.!.‘mle Deed, Governmen.t could aaser't a
claim to the land on which the free stood, but Petitioner fou'nd tl.mt the Title Deed which
the Pagoda authorities produced to Petitioner did not vest such right in Government.

4. Had Petiticner seen the Inam Title Deed before he wrote to the Tahsildar he would
not have written to him at all.

5. There was thus nothing for Petitioner to do in the matter after th.e Tahsildlar’s Arzi
was received nor was there any necessity to make a reference to the Tahsildar again on the
j it refore recorded that paper.
mb]i;t. ’;‘):zlg:;:;i? however, seriously I;ifds fault with Petitioner foz.' recording no final
order on the merits of the case. The Collector questioned Petitioner on this very point at the
time of his enquiry and the Petitioner’s reply to his question was as follows: ;

“As there was no complaint and as no one asked me for an order I considered none
necessary.” As this answer does not appear to have satis‘ﬁed the Collef:t:or, Petitioner begs
leave to explain himself further on the subject: There was in fact, no p?tmou nor call fora re-
port pending before Petitioner about the tree, nor did Petitioner’s enquiry establish any nece-
asity for Petitioner’s interference in the matter either on behalf of Government or the Union.

7. Under such cirecumstances nothingwould havs been gained by Petitioner’s recording a
formal order on the subject.

8. Anitenerating official meets with several cases of this kind in which some enquiry
becomes necessary to remove a suspicion that strikes him. The suspicion is removed and it is
found that no further action is necessary. Petitioner thaugkt that, to record a formal order
invariably in every such case setting out all that had been done, would be a mere waste of time.
For instance, a Revenue Inspector or Deputy Tahsildar or a Tahsildar checks several fields
with the Paimash account on suspicion that there is excess, but he finds there is no excess.
Is he expected to record his conclusion with details in every such case ?

9. With reference to the last sentence of the Collector’s observations, Petitioner submits
that Petitioner fails to see in what way the nonsrecording of a formal order in this case
conld have benefited Velamuthu’s divided brother. If Petitioner had, in the face of the docu-
ments produced by her brother and the pagoda authorities, recorded an order declaring the
tree as belonging to Government or Union, the result might have been a Civil Suit.

1 Te————
o -
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CHARGEZ. “In like manner he conmived at an encroachment

on the public street made by
the said Velamuthu in front of her house.”

COLLECTOR’s OBSERVATIONS. REV. BOARD’S FINDING.

R S N

(Para 7 Substance) In August 1895 the Depty Tahsildar (as
Union Chairman,) received a report from maistry about this
encroachment but instead of promptly enquiring into it, he Nil.
allowed the matter to drag on till May 1896 and then mana-
ged to geti it mixed up with a large number of other cases so that
it may easily escape attention. He did not take steps to get
the Karnam punished for sending false reports about 2
other encroachments till he left the Talug in June 1896,

PETITIONER’S EXPLAN ATION.

In this case, Petitioner’s action in having ordered the encroach

ment to be included in
a list to be submitted to the

Taluq Board President was not fayorable to Velamuthu, but the
Collector finds fault with the Petitioner for not having disposed of it
motive prompted the delay. The delay occurred in the usual cours
causes beyond Petitioner’s control.

immediately. No bad
e of business and from
The delay oceurred not only in this case but also in a few
other cases in which Velamuthu was not concerned. If Petitioner had really wished to favor

the woman, he would have passed a final order in her favor as 800

n as the Union Maistry’s
report was received.

There would have been no reference to the Karnam on receipt of the

Maistry’s report. I'he Karnam never made any report to Petitioner o

n any such encroachments
at Vedaraniam of his own motion,

2. In disposing of the above charge,
of encroachments about which there was a

Karnam, Petitioner holding that they were n

the Collector casually refers to two other cases
difference of opinion between Petitioner and the

ew and removable and the Karnam holding that
they were old and not removable. In regard to these two cases, the Collector takeg Petitioner

to task for not taking steps to punish the Karnam for making a false report.

Petitioner
considered it inadvisable to hand up the Karnam for waking a false report until it

was known
that the Tq. Bd. President, who inspected the spot in company with Petitioner on

sent by Gnanambal Ammal, concurred with Petitioner in holding that the ene
were new The Tq. Bd. President then sent an order to Petition
report on all encroachments made by the said woman,

a petition

er calling for a detailed
which Petitioner duly submitted
from that Range to Tranquebar.
Petitioner was afraid to punish the Karnam lest the latter
might turn round and report all about Velamuthu’s encroachments, Petitioner Wwas nof in
the least afraid to punish the Karnam. He took évery necessary step to have him punish-
ed or removed as will be seen from what follows. (Vide remarks against charge 5.)

4. Government will please note that the Karnam suff

ered no punishment for the faults
for which Petitioner handed him up, while the poor Petitioner became a victim to vindictive

ers at Vedaraniam conspired to bring against Petitioner,

with a clear sketch, sometime before he was transferred

3. Collector says that

S
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CHARGE 3. “In like manner he eonnived at the removal and appropriation by the sasd
Velamuthu or her relatives, of the bricks that Jormed the supply channel of Theradikulam at
Vedaraniam.”

COLLECTOR’S OBSERVATIONS. REV. BOARD’S FINDING.

(Para 8 Substance). There is no evidenceo that he gave per- (Para 3) () This charge is
mission t0 any oneto remove the bricks from the Tank. Though not very clearly proved as M. R.
the occurrence took place in the time of his predecessor, it was  Ry. A. Ramasamy Iyer was not
his duty to refer to the registers to see what papers relating in chargeof the Sub-Magistrate’s
to the subject were pending. Bearing in mind his intimacy place until the final stage of this
with Velamuthn, it is not likely tha% she would have kept case.

Lim in ignorance of the charge against her sister, even if the
Clerk had failed to bring the pendency of the paper to his
notice. The Deputy Tashildar adduced evidence to prove
that there was no drainage channel as alleged but the Head
Assistant Collector says he himself in 1896 saw traces of the

channel.
PETITIONER’S EXPLANATION.

This is a case in which the Board acquit Petitioner, but as the Collestor’s remarks are
likely to create an unfavorable impression against Petitioner, Petitioner considers it necessary
to offer the following further explanation. *

2. In this case, the petitions referred to by the Collector velating to the removal of the
bricks were received and disposed of by Petitioner’s}predecessor, Mr.Reghunandana Sastry, but
the Collector, nevertheless, charges Petitioner with connivance at the removal of the bricks on
the ground that the person who removed them was u sister of Velamuthu, The Collector re-
marks that “bearing in mind his intimacy with Velamuthu it is not likely that she would have
kept him in ignorance of the charge against her sister &c”. This is a far-fetched presumption.
Petitioner had no knowledge of what had taken place till the present charges were framed
against him, The matter did not crop up again in Petitioner’s time and there was therefore
no occasion for Petitioner knowing anything about it.

3.  Velamuthu’s sister, Ammalu, who is said to have removed the bricks(5 or 6 basket loads
of Jellies) does not live in the same house with Velamuthu but far away from her in a diffe-
rent street. It does not follow that because Ammalu is a sister of Velamuthu the latter must

*be taking an interest in every thing that concerns the former and be talking about it to others.
From the evidence taken by the Head Assistant Collector, it will be seen that Mr, Raghunan-
dana Sastry inspected the locality and came to the conclusion that the site from which the
bricks were removed belonged to private individuals and that no interference on the part of
Government or the Union was necessary ; such having been the case, it was the interest of
neither Velamuthun nor her sister to have brought the fact to Petitioner’s notice.

4. The Collector further observes that the missing of the petitions on the subject from
the records of the office is not without suspicion. He does not say whom he suspects. Peti-
tioner hopes that he does not suspect Petitioner who had no motive to cause the petitions to
disappear.

5. The tank in question did not vest in the Union or the Taluq Board in 1893, the year
in which the bricks are said to have been removed. The Temple anthorities had the right to
it at that time under the terms of the Inam Commissioner’s Title Deed, as already explained
by Petitioner in para 2 of his explanation under Charge I in this enclosure. Tt was only in
1895 that the Taluq Board proposed to take it over from the Temple authorities. (Vide Talug
Board President’s order to chairman No, 457 dated 23-9-95). It will thus be seen that even
if Petitioner had known any thing abont what Mr. Reghunandana Sastry had done,
Petitioner would have been powerless to do any thing towards claiming the bricks on be-
half of Union.

6. With regard to the channel referred to by the Head Assistant Collector, Petitioner
does not know its where abouts, but, within Petitioner’s knowledge, no channel existed in the
Jocality in question. The Head Assistant Collector did not inspect the locality in company

with Petitioner.

&HARGE 4. “He abused his powers,

In convicting (a) One K. Ramasamy Pz'llay wm C. C. No. 292, 1894 on his  file.
(b) One Nagammal and her son in C. C. No. 495 of 1895 on his file.
(¢) And also one Veerabhadra Pillay ; and

In acquitting (d) the elder brother of the said Velamuthw in C. C. No. 312 of 1895

on has file.”
—
COLLECTOR’S OBSERVATIONS. REV. BOARD’S FINDING.

(2) (Para 9 Substance). In C.C.No. 292 of 1894, the (Para 4) The Sub-Magistrate
Sub-Magistrate sentenced K. Ramasamy Pillay to 7 days senteaced a man to a substan-
imprisonment without the option of a fine under the Towns tial period of imprisonment with-
Nuisance Act and in a departmental enquiry, ordered he out option, for a nuisance under
stated he was unnjustly convicted because he had refused the Towns Nuisance Act, The
to oblige Velamuthu in a civil suit. The Sub-Magistrate Sub-Magistrate’s action was ir-
acted with great irregularity #h the trial convicting him on regular but not illegal. The
a, charge not'mentioned'in thecharge sheet. * * % Op then District Magistrate, Mr,
the 17th January 1895, Mr. Thomson recorded his “belief Thomson, remarked unfavorably
that the Sub.Magistrate had acted dishonestly in the matter” -orm the case which was reversed
and that “if the facts were somewhat less obscure” he “would on appeal and Mr. Andrew now
give effect to this opinion”. I quite agree with that viewand “entertains no deubt that the
add that greater probability is now lent to the charge of dis- Magistrate acted maliciounsly
honesty by what has since come to light of theSub-Magistrate’s and with a view to please Vela-
dealings with Velamuthu, It is to be observed that for the muthu.”
first and last time the Sub-Magistrate inflicted substantive * » * *
sentence of imprisonment, and though that was a legal sen- The first two cases ‘this is
tence and though other Sub-Magistrates have passed substan- one of them ) are doubtless
tive sentence of imprisonment, the fact remains that this is suspicious but there is no abgg-.
the only time he ever did so himself and I entertain no doubt lute proof of « mala-fides”
that he actwd maliciously and with a view to please Vela-

muthu in passing such a sentence. t: * * *

’ PETITIONER’S EXPLANATION.

In this case, the Board acquit Petitioner of mala fides and yet observe that the ease
18 “dounbtless suspicious.”

2. Petitioner did not abuse his powers at all in this case. It was justice and not malice,
that dictated the sentence. The criminal proceedings were instituted in this cage by the Police
and not by Velamuthu or her relatives. It is true that the Police charge sheet specified g
light offence, viz, laying down rubbish in a public street under section 3, clause 9 of Towns
Nuisance Act III of 1889 ; but, when the trial began, the Police constable who got into the
witness box to give evidence for the prosecution deposed not only to the fact of the laying
down of the rubbish but added a graver charge, viz, that, subsequent to the date of the
Police charge sheet, the accused (Kuppamuthu Ramasamy Pillay) blocked up the street
completely by erecting a temporary barrier across it in the same Place (not in a differont
locality) which obstructed passengers in the street. The Union street maistry, who was one
of the witnesses examined in the case, corroborated the constable’s statement regarding the
obstruction. The obstruction was inspected by Petitioner and found to be a source of seriong
inconvenience to the public who used the street. In disposing of the case, Petitioner folt ig
his duty to award imprisonment.

3. It istrue that the punishment generally imposed in petty nuisance cases is fine, bug
this was a case in which the accused had the audacity of wilfully causing a serious obstruc-
tion to passengers in addition to committing a petty nuisance. Nothing short of infliction
of imprisonment was therefore, in Petitioner’s opinion, likely to induce the accased to
remove the obstruction, and Petitioner therefore inflicted imprisonment,
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A. The law empowered Petitioner to impose simple or rigorons imprisonment but Le
did not choose to 1mpose rigorous.

5. The Revenue Board’s remark on this case is that Petitioner's action was ‘irregular’

but not ¢ illegal.’ Petitioner fails to see how his action was irregular,

6. No doubt the Collector cbserves that Petitioner acted with great irregularity in
the trial in convicting the accused on a charge which had not been mentioned in the
Police charge sheet, but Petitioner submits that he had the power to do so. Section 246
C. C. P. gave Petitioner the power to convict the accused not only of the offence nwnLirml,"l
in the charge sheet, viz, laying down rubbish in a public street under clause 9 of section
3 of act III of 1889, but alsoof the other offence, vizt, causing obstruction to the free
passage of a thorough fare ete. lln'llCX‘ clause 5 of the same sc-ctiun, as, from the facts
proved in the trial of the case, the accused appeared to Petitioner $0°BAVS comiitted

that offence also, Both the offences were punishable under the same section of the Act
and with the same amount of punishment. Petitioner was therefors competent under section
934 C. C. P. to call upon the accused to plead to both the oharges. The records will shew
that Petitioner did not only call on accused to plead to both the charges, but also that
the accused did plead to both and examined witnesses. It will thus be seen that there was
no irregularity of procedure at all in the trial of this case.

7. Petitioner does not see why any suspicion should attach to him in connection with his
bonafide action in the matter.

8. ltis also a question whether the accused really felt himself really aggrieved with the
sentence passed. The thought of appealing against it did not occur to him ,‘kaj he Was in
Sub-Jail, nor immediately after his reiease, byt only l:l days ‘ufter release, .lho fact is Flmt
it was at the instigation of others (who were rich and 11-1ﬂuent1ul at Vedaraniam and against
whom Petitioner was then taking action for removal of an encroachment) that he presented

the appeal, and ever since he presented it, he was a puppet in their hands,
the appeal,
il appellate court did not give the case such careful consideration
9. Unfortunately, the appellate LOH[L, did ;, ‘ : £ 1
t d ed and quashed the sentence without giving notice to the police w0 were respon-
as 1t deserved ¢ i

ients in the appeal The result was that the obstructon continued to exist to the serious
dents 1n the ¢ .

inconvenience to the public.

10. Again the appellate judgment did not set forth the facts of the case correctly

- sontained some unfavorable remark against Petitioner. The result was that when
Y rl]SOI wl.l] ymndar went up to the District Magistrate, he was obliged to call for a special
:2;011?1)01‘10 (;‘;:) directed further enquiry into _thc matt'er. l’et.itioncr th‘éu submitted
an explanation pointing ouf certain errors and mis-conceptions which crept into the appeal
judgment.

11. There is one more point in this case which requires c]earing up. Collector says that
Petitioner adjudged imprisonment in the case because there was enmity between the .accused
and Velamuthu. No plea of enmity with Velmmxt}‘m was urged l:y. the uccus-ed duoring the
trial of the case by the Petitioner. If any such enmity hadi really ‘emstcd and if the accused
had been afraid that there would be- a mis-carriage of justice in the trial uf't).m ase by
Petitioner, the accused would have applied for' a tr'nr?sfer of the 'Casc from l’utxtmnér’s file
while he was being tried by Petitioner, but this he did not do. There was ample time for
him to do this as the pendency of the case WA 0 long as 20 days. As a matter of fflct-,
there was no bad feeling whatever between [’etltfoner and the a.ccused at or before th.e.tmm.
of the trial of this case Vide para 15 of the printed Explanation presented 'hy Petitioner
to Head Assistant Collector under date 8th Janunary 1897. (Aumexure (a) to this enclosure).

12. The plea of enmity was a pure concoction. The appeal judgmet does not shew that

any plea of enmity was alleged in appeal.

R ! '

.

COLLECTOR’S OBSERVATIONS. REV. BOARD’S FINDING.

(b) (Para 11) ¥ % « “In C, C. No. 425 of 1895 the (Para 4). The case is not ex
Sub-Magistrate convicted Nagammal and her son under plained in detail; there seems to”
Section 352 I. P. (. Before Head Assistant Collector she sta- be no definite charge against
ted that Velamuthy, her niece, was at the bottom of the case: the Sub-Magistrate. It was al-
afterwards she retracted. * * * This is another instance leged that Velamnthn had got
of relatives of Velamuthu appearing before the Sub-Magis- up the case; but there is noth-
trate or Deputy Thasildar as accused of something or other.  ing to shew that it was wrongly
The case is open to suspicion.” tried.

PETITIONER’S EXPLANATION.

There was no abuse of power whatever in this case, which was one of petty
assanlt. It is true that the accused, Nagammal and her son, were relations of Velamuthu, but
they were convicted, not acquitted, by Petitioner. Collector remarks that Velamuthu was at
the bottom of the case, bt he does not say in what way she interfered or is believed to have
interfered in the matten

2. The Case could not have been a concoction as it arose out of a quarrel between hep
and others, which took place publicly in the Temple. Neither of the accused pleaded at the
trial that the case was concocted against them by any body, nor did they prefer any appeal
againsc the conviction. *

3. Nagammal’s depoition before the Head Assistant Collector at the recent enquiry
imputed no bad motive to Petitioner in disposing of the case.

4. The Collector gays that, before the Head Assistant Collector, she stated that Vela-
muthu was at the bottom of the case but afterwards she retracted. There is no deposition of
Nagammal on record in which she alleged that Velamuthu was at the bottom of the case,

9. The Collector remarks that the case is Open to suspicion, but Petitioner does not see
what grounds there were even for a SUSPLSVON.

COLLECTOR’S OBSERVATIONS. REV. BOARD’S FINDING,

(d) ( Para 10 substance). In C.C. No. 312 of 1895, the Sub
Magistrate acquitted another brother of Velamuthu and 9
others on a charge of hnnting or trespass in a Forest Reserve,
It cannot be said that the order was improper as it was a
matter of appreciation of evidence and if he disbelieved the
prosecution witnesses and believed the alibe set up by the
accused, it is difficult to say that he was wrong. I regard tal can only be looked on with
the alibe witnesses with great suspicion. If the charge was suspicion.
utterly false, all I can say is that it is extraordinary how the * * * * *
Forest watchers should have been so intensly stupid as to
select a time and place for the allered trespass when the
trespassers could prove an alibe. In another similar case, the
Forest Department got the case transferred from the file of
this Sub Magistrate on the ground that he was prejudiced
and the Court to which it was transferred convicted the ac-
cused. The Sub Magistrate says in his explanation that there
was absolately no evidence of “hunting”. There was about
as strong evidence of hunting (whether true or not is another

matter) as one could expect. Bearing in mind that one of the
accused was Velamuthu’s brother, I cannot but look on the
Judgment with the greatest suspicion.

(Para 4). " The Sub Magis-
trate acquitted 10 persons of
whom one was a brother of
Velamuthu. The evidence
against the accused seems to
have been good but the acquit-

The first two cases (this is
one of tHem) are doubtless
suspicious, but there is no ab,
solute proof of “mala-fides”,
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PETITIONER’S EXPLAN ATION OR PLEADINGS.

This is a case in which Petitioner, as usual, recorded a ful Judgment. In case the Divi-

. ::;:1:3; t;hz:;q:‘:z::i:qwafx at libet:b:y to ta.ke ste.ps t:o do so. Bat neither of them did 80; nor did they'.
Sy theafcamsfz Pletmonejr In reviewing .the calendar, nor did the Forest Dept. take®
PR q;ilr t:;) set aside. _Tl?e ?cc;uxttal took place 8 morths before the Head
N = knowaed v 1gan and all this time there wasinot one whisper against Petitioner
et e : ge, but the momen.t; the Head Assist
i ;on in the case b.ecame a subject of serious comment against him and¥imagina-

arried to the fullest pitch for the Purposg of imputing to Petitioner bad motive.

2. From a perasal of the Jud it wi
Judgment, it will be seen that, in this cas Petiti i i
fxtmostto help the  Forest Department. Op seeing that the char e e

e

ant Collector began his enquiry,

;ot;. '10, as stated by Collector) was alshe and they proved ‘it b

etxtgone‘l)'v l‘md therefore no alternative but to acquit the accused., 4
7 ithreference tothe Collector’s remark — G jg extraordinary how the F

ers should have been so intensely stupid aa to select a time and Iace.i"'y th "

when the trespassers‘ could prove that they were at widely diﬁerentpand d;;:ante i Wt

begs to state that, in this case, the Forest Department didenot, areést the ;

If they had done so, the case would have been ¢

officers did not do so, the identity of the accused b

reliable evidence.
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. accused on the spot.
lear agaiust the accused. As the Forest

4. The Collector says “there was about i ;
or not is another matter) as one could expect, al?ei;:i]:lge per:;:zzzeo(f)fth hunhng (Wlfether Shus
the preseace of three dogs, and the presence of a dead pig.” 1t such': Zc:)uﬂed il iy
Forest Department would not have let the acquittal drop. Petitioner sab ?en " 'caae, i
(@) The oral evidence adduced in the case was grossly di e
(5) Neither was the knife nor the dead pig produced before the C
(¢) IF may be that the pig was perishable property and had to Ee (:;Pt. :
dxately'after it was found, but there was nothing to P t;hel;‘Posed of imme-
producing the dead pig for the inspection of the ‘Petitioner who ores‘t iy
only about 3 or 4 miles from the place where the deaq pig was fse Semd)en(‘;e iy
hdd, owing to the non-production of the pig, no opportunity to ‘nol:,: -hl e_t"t.ib'fer
§ the body of the animal bore and what they indicateq as, the ca Wf !'lt e
Under Section 46 of the Forest Act, it was incumbent op the :‘?Otlts =
to have obtained Petitioner’s orders for its sale. This they omitt :lez Mg e
(2) The Prosecution witnesses (Forest watchers) said they did nol:3 g
the acoused inthe act of hanting nor could they say. by wh o e
means the animal was killed. . TACRL A by ket
(¢) Nor could they say to whom the dogs whi
ged. There was no attempt on theif part(t:: ;i‘:rep‘:;r’;in@’ iy

(f) The prosecution did not allege tnat the accused were in possessj
l}sually employed in killing wild pigs, viz. a gun or g szar Sk
9. The Collector says that “‘in another similar case, the Forest De. : ¢
transferred from the file of this Sub-Magistrate (Petitioner) on the par ;nent got the case
judiced, and the Court to which it was transferred convicted the accusf(;?’nnP tlfa.t he was pre-
state that such a case was never on bis file and that the Collector was mj ‘?tlhoner begs to
subject. .Further more, it cannot he argued that, because ik glmnforme.d on the
accused in that case, Petitioner should have done the same thing in th ourt c?nwcted .tha
The said two cases did not arise in one and the same transaction é %O Mhic e tried,
6. In this case, the Board acquit Petitioner of malafides ar;d b
is doubtless suspicions.” This is very hard on poor Petitioner, i
S ———

rve that the “case
L]

8io i istri i
nal Magistrate or the District Magistrate saw grounds (in reviewing the calendar) to set *

only 4 in number,

.

[}
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CHARGE 5. “That, while it was | his duty as Chasrman to repress all encroachments in
streets and public ways in the Town, he took no action sn this direction eacept on paper in spite
of the orders of the President Taluq Board and although lists of encroachments were from time to
time sent him by the Karnam of the Vattam, and that, further, he himself encroached on the Ppub-
lic street in front of the house he occupsed at Vedaraniam.”

REV. BOARD’S FINDING.

.

COLLECTOR’S OBSERVATIONS.

(Para 12 Batract) There were numerous encroachments in Nil.
Vedaraniam (Deputy Tahsildar’s Head quarters) and the charge
is that he did practically nothing to have them removed. The (Para 6). The Sub-Magis-
matber attracted the attention of President T. B. so far back trate was also charged with
as 1893 and the Karnam was ordered to prepare a list of en- encroaching on the public
croachments. Thishe did not do until January 1895 (should street but the Head Assistant
be 1896) when he sent in what the Deputy Tahsildar calls “a Collector on inspection was
small shabby list” of 11 cases. The Deputy Tahsildar says not sure that the encroach.
he does not remember having taken any steps to punish the ment was a new one.
Karnam for his persistent disobedience between August 1893
and November1895, when the Tahsildar fined the Karnam
8 annas. This winking at the Karnam’s disobedience was
probably due to the fact that the Deputy Tahsildar was afraid
to seriously bring the Karnam to task. The Deputy Tahsildar
says he did get a number of encroachments removed, but the
Head Assistant Collector says the Union and Deputy Tahsildar’s
Office records do not shew this, and the whole records pro-
duced and his (Deputy Tahsildar’s) reference to the Karnam’s
small shabby list shews how he—Deputy Tahsildar—autterly
neglected his duty.

PETITIONER’S EXPLANATION.

On this subject, Petitioner begs to refer Government to paras 17 & I8 of the printed
explanaticn which he gave to the Head Assistant Collector under date 8th January 1897,
a copy of which is hereto attached. (Annexure (a) to this enclosure).

2, Tke Collector’s remark that Petitioner “utterly neglected his daty” in the matter of
removing encroachments is a great deal too sweeping. There was no neglect at all of that
duty, but, on the contrary, there was a zealous performance of it.

3. The misfortune is that the records of the case and the oral evidence adduced by
Petitioner to prove what he had done did not receive as mnch attention and consideration as
they deserved. The matter of removing encroachments received Petitioner’s best possible
attention during his tenure of the office of Chairman. A considerable number of encroach-
ments was removed by Petitioner and he has not left behind, for his successor, any heavy
arrears of work under this head.

4. The Head Assistant Collector concluded that the town was overrun with encroach-
ments without satisfying himself whether the encroahments which met his eye in the course
of Iris inspection of the 13th June 1896 were such as could be dealt with under the Act, It
is true there were projections here and there beyond the average regular line of the sides of
some of the streets; but it is a question whether Petitioner had authority to proceed against
every one of them, : {

Under orders issued by Taluq Board President for the guidance of all the Unign
Chairmen in the division, encroachments which existed from before the date of the establish-
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ment of the Union were to be left unonched. Those of a subsequent date alone were to be
procee&ed against. Vide Taluq Board President’s circular order dated 12th November 1892

No. 809.

5. Had the Head Assistant Collector made out, during his inspection or during his sub-
sequent enquiry, a pending list of encroachments which, under the above circular, were re-
movable by the Union authorities, the list would have shewn very few cases as pending and
he would not have seen cause to make the above sweeping remark against Petition er.

6. The Taluq Board Presidents, who inspected the streets of the Union several times
during their tours, were generally satisfied with Petitioner’s work in the matter of removing
encroachments. They never remarked that the town was overrun with encroachments.

7. Again, the Head Assistant Collector did not take steps to secure Petitioner’s presence
when he inspected the streets in the Union on the 13th June 1896; Nor did he make a further
inspection in company with Petitioner when Petitioner subsequently appeared before him for
enquiry and proved by several respectable witnesses that he had removed a large number of
encroachments. The absence of record to prove the removal of each encroachment should
have been no bar to the Head Assistant Collector’s omitting to see the localities in company
with Petitioner.

8. The witnesses examined by Petitioner were persons who had seen the encroachments
before they were removed and their evidence was of particular value for the reason that they
were eye witnesses of the removal, but the Head Assistant Collector rejected their evidence
without assigning proper grounds. He simply characterized their evidence as “indefinite and
worthless.” Annexure (b) to- this enclosure contains extracts from the sworn statements of
these witnesses, which speak for themselves.

9. The Head Assistant Collector’s remark, that there were no recordsin the Union Office
or the Deputy Tahsildar’s to shew that Petitioner did remove encroachments, is not quite
correct. It is true that there were no records in connection with encroachments which Peti-

tioner had removed by amicable arrangements, but there were some records to prove what Peti-

tioner had done in connection with other encroachments. Vide Annexure (¢) to this enclosure.

10. With these preliminary remarks, Petitioner will now proceed to give a brief

The 4 Main streets of Vadaraniam Town.
Lane leading towards East from the North Bast-corner of
the Main streets.

description of the
work actually done
by him. It consisted

3. Sannadi Road leading to the sea. in removing a very’
4. Lane from Do. along the Mudaliar’s Tank. large mumber of en-
5. Do. leading towards East from Muniswaran coil. croachments for wid-
6. The Southern Madavilagam street. ening and straight-
7. Lane from the above to the Southern Main street. ening the 16, out of
8. Do. from Southern main street to Jaffna street. about 25, streets of
9. Do. from Southern main street towards West. Vedaraniam, named
10. Street in front of Belly God temple towards West. in the margin, and
11. Madavadial street. ' in removing or fak-
12. Portion of road leading to Toputhorai and planting ing steps to remove

cocoanuts on its sides.

certain other encroa-

13. Lane from Western Madavilagam te North main street. chments as per An-
14. Street from Western end of Northern main street  mexure (o) already
towards the Yéri Tank, noticed in para 9,
15. Lane leading from the middle of North main street  supra.
towards the Yéri Tank. -
16. Lane leading to the Sea Customs office at Toputhurai

from Toputhurai Read.

11

a 11. Petitioner assumed charge of the office of Chairman at the end of 1890. Thers was

at that time no call from Tq. Bd. President for any list of encroachments but Petitioner, of
his own move, and prompted by a keen sense of duty, began to enquire about encroachments
with a view to take such steps as he thought were necessary for their early Jremoval. The
Karnam produced no list of pending cases. A search was made by Petitioner in the old
records and it shewed that on the 13th April 89 a predecessor of his had addressed an Arzi
No. 53 to Tq. Bd. President submitting 2 list of encroachments in the Union, but no office
copy there of was forthcoming for Petitioner’s reference. Petitioner at once wrote to Tq. Bd.
President his Arzi dated 10th April 91 No. 98, requesting him to return the list, but the
President replied in his order No. 708 dated 20th October 91 that the list was not forthcoming
in his office. The disappearance of thislist deprived Petitioner of the help of a most valuable
guide. 2.

12. It was no easy matter for Pefitioner to replace the missing list, because it involved
the re-inspection of a considerable number of houses (over 2,000). There was not only a good
deal of measurement work to be done but there was also an immense lot of evidence to be
taken as to the duration &c of each encroachment.

13. Petitioner could find no leisure for the preparation of a new list as he had revenue
& magisterial work to do in addition to that of Chairman. He had also under the tour rules to
keep out of head quarters for 15 days in every month. Seeing that the work of removing
encroachments would be considerably delayed if Petitioner were to await the preparation of
such list, he at once adopted the plar. of removing encroachments by making amicable arrange-
ments with the residents who were then well disposed towards the Union authorities and
were willing to help them as far as practicable.

14. The non-official members of the Union, who had considerable influence with the in-
habitants, helped Petitioner greatly in the matter and, in the course of a year and a half, Peti-
tioner was able to widen and straighten 16 streets in this way, but this work came to a stand
still in November 92 when Petitioner was temporarily transferred to Tiruturaipundy for 10

months. -

'15. Petitioner, however, Tfe’ﬁt‘:'i‘b detailed register of the encroachments removed by
amicable means, as he thought it was unnecessary. At that time he cared more for the result
than for a record of the cases. He never sxpected that the fact of his having done the work
would ever be called in question, as the Tq. Bd. Presidents were inspecting the town frequent-
ly during their tours. The streets themselves which have been widened and straightened are
a standing monument of Petitioner’s labours.

16. In one of the streets Petitioner has planted an avenue of cocoanuts on both sides
which serve as a sort of boundary mark to prevent future encroachments. There is record to
prove this fact as the trees were planted with the sanction of the Panchayet contained in ore
of their resolutions and the charges incurred in connection with the planting &c. were passed
by Tq. Bd. President on bills, copies of which must be available for reference.

17. Previous to April 1896 there was no call from Tq. Bd. President for the submission
to him of any list of encroachments from the Chairman. The list, which the Collector says
the Karnam was delaying from August 1893 to November 1895, was not the one which the
Tq. Bd. President had called for as supposed by the Collector, but one which Petitioner had
called for for the purpose of maintaining a register ordered by the Tq. Bd. President in
his general Circular to all chairmen, No. 809 dated 12th November 1892. Para 2 of that
circular is extracted below, from which it will be seen that the Tq. Bd. President called for no
list there.

«9, Steps should be taken to remove encroachments. More energy should be shown
“in this respect and a complete register of all existing encroachments prepared at once so that
“no future one should be excused on the ground that they existed before the establishment of
«the Union. The Karnams will assist them in this matter.”
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18, While commenting on the persisting disobedience and delay of the Karnam in sub- &
«ttin0 o complete list of encroachments called for, Collector finds fanlt with the Petitioner as
.woll as the Karnam and observes that “this winking at the Karnam’s disobedience is probably
due to the fact that the Deputy Tahsildar (Petitioner) was afraid to seriously bring the Karnam
task.” With reference to this observation, Petitioner begs to state that he was not in the
least afraid of the Karnam, for, sooner or later, Petitioner did hand up the Karnam to his
superiors, nob merely for a fine but for a transfer or other severer punishments, as will be seen

from the following paragraphs. ,

19. TIn a communication No. 438 of 18—11—1895, Petitioner desired Tahsildar to transfer
the Karnam from the place on the ground that it was impossible to get any work out of him and
that public business suffered in consequence of his frequent absence from the station on private
business and that, further, Petitioner failed to get from him a complete list of encroachments
The Tahsildar sent Petitioner no reply. Petitioner then addressed the Tahsildar a further
communication No. 420 dated 99-11-95 pointing out that the Karnam was still delaying the pre-
paration of the list of encroachments. On receipt of this communication, Tahsildar fined the Kar-
nam 8 annas. Subsequently the Karnam was found guilty of other irregularities making a false
statement &c and on the 8rd April 96, Petitioner addressed an Arzi No, 117 to Deputy Collec-
_ tor himself pointing out all his short comings and recommending severe punishment. Peti-
tioner did not receive any order till he left Vedaraniam for Tranquebar on transfer in June
1896. | :

* 90, Petitioner had also commented unfavorably on the Karnam’s conduct in his judgment
in a Criminal Case, C. C. No. 520 of 1893. ' -

91. The aboveacts of the Petitioner will clearly shew that he was not in the least afraid
of complaining against the Karnam. ‘ : :

—

A lomnirorey e

Stk s e ol = ke e WP L St WY T Ty LS L iy it

‘-l.a » o i o s S T~ "'. !,‘.‘.,,_!

’

S i

R e T .. et 3

to

N. E. MARJORIBANKS Ese.

HEAD ASSISTANT GOLLEGTOR,
NEGAPATAM.

The humble explanation of A. Bamaswama
Aiyar, Sub-Magistrate & Dy Tahsildar of
Tranquebar (now under SUSPeNsLOnN).

Respectfully showeth as follows:—

I have been suspended by the District Collector in consequence of your Honor’s
Report to him dated 15th August 1896. The report was based on your honor’s inquiry held
at Vedaraniam on the petition of one Ponna Pillai. I had no notice of that inquiry which was
held entirely behind my back. Ionly state these facts for the purpose of observing that the
evidence elicited in that inquiry cannot be used against me, and that, if I had been called in
during that inquiry, I could have at once explained the facts which are the subject matter of

the charges now framed against me.

2. The petition of Ponna Pillai is nof dated, nor is any description of the writer there-
of given for purposes of identification. . Three persons bearing the name of Ponna Pillai have
been examined by your Honor and they all deny any knowledge of the pefition; It is not
shown who wrote the petition. The writer of it, whoever he may be, has not chosen to come
forward publicly to substantiate his statements. Under such circumstances, when no one is
prepared to accept respousibility for the allegations in the petition, it goes without saying that
the petition cannot be given any weight, and that the charges in the petition must have been

falsely and maliciously made.

3. An official in my position has to deal severely with many persons in the course of
his official duty. 1 have to deal with offenders and punish them. I have to look after
Revenue business and the work of the Union. If any person whom I have convicted or
dismissed or reported for neglect of his duty, is to be allowed to bring charges against me,
and have his statement believed, thelot of an official like myself must be very hard indeed, and
we must live in permanent fear of the parties who appear before us. It would be most extra-
ordinary that a conviction cf an offender by me as a Magistrate, though not appealed against,
should afterwards becowe the subject of a departmental inquiry as to the soundness or other-
wise of the conviction. And even if a conviction is appealed against and reversed, the mere
fact that the appellate tribunal takes a different view from the Lower Court cannot be taken
as a certain indication that the Lower Court must have been perverse or absurd in its deci-
sion. Even the judgments of the highest Courts in the land are reversed on appeal. .

4. The official acts and omissions which form the subject-matter of the charges
against me are alleged to have taken place long before the petition of “Ponna Pillai” already
alluded to. No complaints were made at the time. It is mot till I was transferred to
Tranquebar that all the persons who had in any manner suffered by my official action in the
discharge of my official duty put their heads together, and concocted a petition signed by an
unknown person for the purpose of injuring me.

5. (fanambal Ammal, widow of one Narayanaswami Aiyar, who is in possession of a
Jarge estate for her minor son, is a person having a strong grudge against me. I had ocea-
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sions to make several reports against her as she had been trying to misappropriate the money
which had been in the possession of her husband for a local Jubilee fund. (Arzi to Dy. Collec-
tor 371 of 15—11—95). A petition to the Collector and Government complaining of her
mismanagement of her husband’s pr0per.ty was referred to me for enquiry. I thereupon held a
public inquiry, and coming to the conclusion that the property was mismanaged, re-
ported that the management should be placed under the Court of wards and that she should
be removed from possession. (Letter to Tahsildar and Dy. Collector.)— In the course of the
above inquiry, I summoned her to appear and produce her accounts but she did not do so, and 1
thereupon sanctioned her prosecution. I have also had to report against her for various
encroachments. The woman therefore cherished a bitter hatred towards me andit is at her
instigation that a case has been set up against me. She has a servant named Poina Pillai
(shown by the evidence of the witness Subramania Aiyar, her agent). It is probably his sig-
nature that was secured for the petition, though he now denies it. % P MR Y
examined in support of the petition are servants or dependants of this Ganambal Ammal or
have money dealings with her.

6. The following are the general [remarks which I shall make (irrespective of the
particular charges which T shall deal with later on) concerning the witnesses now examined.

(@) Subramania Aiyar-—This person is admittedly the agent of Ganambal Ammal.
I had sanctioned his prosecution for dis-obedience to summons and had convicted him in a
nuisance case. (This is admitted in his evidence).

(b) Kuppamuthu Ramaswams Pillar is a person who owes money to Ganambal
Ammal (as admitted by himself and by the witness Subramania Aiyar). This witness has
been convicted by me in C. C. No. 292 of 1894,

(¢) Veerabadhra Pillai is a person who has been convicted by me in C. C. No. 106 of
1896. The conviction has been confirmed in Appeal Case 18 of 1896 on 4—6—1896.

(d) Kamalappa Ramasami Pillai, a relative of Kuppamuthu Ramasami Pillai, is a
person convicted by me in C. C. No. 171 of 95.

(e) Sadaya Pillai has been convicted by me in C. C. No. 119 of 96 on his own
admission of guilt. There was no appeal from the conviction. This witness is also a culti-
- vator under Ganambalammal and owes money to her (as admitted by him).

(1) Karnam Srinivase Raghava Aiyangar—This witness lives in the house of
Ganambalammal and has executed bonds for money to her. I have written reports against him
and got him fined for misconduct and neglect of duty
Letter to Tahsildar 438 of 18-11.95 (Ex. I)
Do.

A o 23.2.08 (Bx. IT) and throwing obstacles in the disckarge cf my cfficial

Arzi to Dy. Collector8117 of 3-4.&9%1::#;11) work and his conduct has been remarked as being
gildar 188 of 2-4-9 |- o . .
k:::z;;«g g;?(;ou::tor 75 of 18.11-05(Ex.VII) Suspicious in my Judgment in C. C. No. 520 of 1893.

Letter to Dy. Collector 28 of 24-1-96 (ExVIID) His brother, who was a copyist in my office was on my

recommendation thrown out for misconduct. In the
case of another brother of his, who was a stamp-vendor in my office, I reported that his license
should be withdrawn by reason of his misconduct. This witness Srinivasa Raghavaiyangar,
therefore cherishes ill-feeling towards me.

(g9) Gopala Row is the clerk whom I dismissed from the Union Office. He gave
evidence only in the private enquiry held by Your Honor and has now abstained from coming
forward in the present enquiry to give evidence, when I would have an opportunity of cross-
examining him. The evidence of a dismissed servant against his master is obivously nnworthy
of credit.

(h) Kamalappan who has been examined has not given any evidence against me.
These are the witnesses Who have been examined against me and the evidence of such persons
of very limited means, being inconsistent with, and contradictory to, each otherand being rebutted
by the unimpeachable testimony of the respectable witnesses on my side, is clearly not to be

-
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Qéved. None of the respectable residents of Vedaraniam has given evilence against me,
while several have given evidence in my favour.

7. Charge L. (Vide margin)Iam inthe first instance charged with having kept company
with a Dancing woman while at Vedaraniam. (I am now at Tranquebar); that such connection

lowered the authority of my office and  brought it into
public contempt and also led me into various misdeeds.
This charge I deny in toto. I am a man of very large
family consisting of my wife, parents and several child-
ren, my age being over 51. I am also not a novice and
in experiened officer and not likely to do things likely
to lower the aunthority of my office at the close of a long
service, having put in no less than 28 years’ good and unsullied service in different
capacities. My magisterial capacity can be guaged by the number of cases I disposed of,
the number appealed against and the number quashed, during the past 9 years I was a
magistrate. It is preposterous to believe that I would have stooped to misconduet myself
in such a way as set forth in the charge. The factis that I had stayed at Vedaraniam for a
number of years in course of which [ came in contact with all persons and became acquainted
not only with the dancing woman named but also other dancing women, songsters, pipers
and others of the place by the proximity of their residences and by the practice of their
constant visits to officials and other gentlemen of the place for small preseuts on festival
occasions. That this is usnal in Vedaraniam is shown by the evidence of the karnam and
of the witnesses examined on my side who have also deposed to my good character. This
acquaintance is misrepresented by my hostile party to be “company” to give colour to the
representations and prejadice the mind of superiors. The dancing woman named is ingeniously
selected so as to connect her with certain public ftransactions. I therefore humbly beg to
submit the charge of my having kept company with the dancing woman named Velamuthu is a
pure fiction and utterly unworthy of notice—much less credence. I shall now proceed to
show that all the charges against me are trivial and quite unfounded.

Charge I

«Phat the Dy. Tahsildar and Sub-Magis-
¢rate, while at Vedaraniam where he was
also Union Chairman, kept company with a
daficing woman called Vélamuthus that such
‘connection not only lowered the aurhority
of his office and brought it into public con-
tempt but also led the Sub-Magistrate into
varions mis-deeds as stated below.”—

8. Charge I (1)—As to this charge, ‘I did not allow any body to cut away the
tamarind tree referred to. This charge is based upon the misrepresentation of the karnam

The Karnam did not at all report i :

n
“He allowed the said woman or her re- P the first ins-
latives to cut down and remove a Poram-
boke tamarind tree worth Bs 50 and when
the matter was reported to him, shelved
the papers”

tance. The fact is that on my casual inspection of
the streets on a certain day in 1891, I found that a
tamarind tree worth Rs. 15 or so was being cut. I then
sent an order No. 453 dated 2nd December 1891 to the
karnam drawing his attention to the fact and directing him to submit a report whether it was
in a poramboke street with the name of the person who cut the tree. It was upon this order
that the karnam sent his report No. 67, dated 22nd December 1891 stating that the tree
stood in the Vadamboki Narasam measured as Paimash No. 755 and that one Balasubramania
Nattuvan was cutting the upper portion of it, leaving the trunk. I then examined Balasubra-
manian who claimed the tree s standing in his own manaikat land and produced in support
of his claim a certain cadjan sale deed which purported to have absolutely conveyed the tree
with the manaikat to one of his relatives by one Ambujam for performing service to the
Temple. Thereupon I measured the spot with the Paimash account then produced by the

karnam and found that the tree stood partly on his manaikat land E
Vadamboki narasam—a lane specially intended for taking the arltl)pe:n:)if gﬁ:ﬂ)i‘:;;}l: ::::

when they are to be turned to the eastern main street from the northern street of
Vedaraniam, which is entirely an Inam village. As 1 doubted the remarks in the
Paimash account in regard to the tree which were favourable to the claimant, I asked the
Tahsildar in my Yadast No. 19 dated 6th January 1892 to send me an extractfrom the Paimash
account maintained in the Taluq Office, to which he replied in his No. 941 G. dated 13th April
1892 that the particular number was not available in the office, the leaf which containadli»,h

number being torn away. A few months after, I was transferred to Tiraturaipundi, and the tre:

-
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appears to have been cut and carried away by Balasubramanian who was in the enjoyment of
it with the permission of the temple authorities under rules governing rights of Inamdars to
trees, conveyed in the Collector’s circular No. 5 of 1896 published in standing circular sheet as
)
supplement to Tanjore District Gazette dated 11th March 1896.

9. The Karnam has stated in the present enquiry that the village of Vedaraniam being
a Kattukuthagai village, 18 assessed in a lump sum for the whole village (which assessment in-
cludes assessment on trees also), that each treeis not separately taxed, that the temple pays
tree-tax for the trees in the village (including this tree). Even if the village were a Ryotwary
village the person paying tree-tax for a tree is entitled, according to rules to cut it down.
This being an Inam village, G. 0. No. 1335 dated 14th June 1889 (Local and Municipal)
and Board’s Proceedings No. 637 dated 14th November 1887 which maintain the rights of
villagers to trees standing on village sites &c., in Inam villages, seem to apply to this case.
The Manager of Vedaraniam Temple, Swami Aiyar and the Temple Karnam Samn Pillai and
Appakut.tia Pillai, Head Clerk of Vedaraniam Devastanam Office have deposed that the Tem-
ple authorities accorded permission to Balasubramanian to cut down the tree. Balasubra-
manian has also produced a cudjan sale deed (Exhibit XI comprising the Tamarind tree) in
the name of his grandmother Marimutha by one Ambujam. It has also been amply gshown
by the evidence of the witnesses on my side that the tree was in the enjoyment of Bala-
subramanien for a long time. Under all the above circanmstances, it will be seen that it
was impossible to prosecute the person who cut the tree for any offence or to proceed in any

other manner.

10. The Karnam’s statement that he sent me a report dated “ 3—15—95 "’ (bearing
no number) about the cutting of the trunk (of which report he has filed a supposed copy
Exhibit B) is entirely false, as is shown by an examination of the records of the Vedaraniam
Office, which does nob disclose the receipt of any such report. There is nothing to show that
the tree was in existence in 1895. Asa matter of fact, it has been cut away long before, which

is shown by my witnesses.

11. ChargeI (2)—There is a covered thatch shed with a flouring and screen (fevp#
o Dancing woman’s house; and it is proved by the witnesses on both sides

to be in existence for along time. The flooring is,

« In like manuner, he ‘connived at an en- aCCOrding RO v Pty 00 by sy
croachment on the public street made by

the said Velamuthu in front of her house™”  Pany with the Karnar.n and Gopala Aiyangar L. F. Road

Maistry and others in connection with the repair and
t, found to be no encroachment, while a gap to a width of a foot or s0
between the flooring and the screen came to interfere with the street measurement. The
encroachment referred to is only this gap which was covered with earth and bricks, as
proved by the evidence of the Union maistry Shanmugam Pillai who reported the case
and Gopala Aiyangar L. F. Maistry and other witnesses. I did not at all connive
at this encroachment nor Was I aware of the matter till the receipt of the Union
Maistry’s report dated 10th August 1895 stating that three persons—of whom Balasubra-
manian, her brother, was one—made encroachments into the street. This report was
referred to the Karnam himself to measure and report on the encroachments. The very fact
that T referred the matter to him disproves the charge that I connived at the encroachment.
The Karnam states in his report (Exhibit C) that the encroachment made by Ganambal Ammal
and one Muttu Josier were old ones; and that made by the Dancing woman was only new. I
knew full well that the first two encroachments were only very recent and the Karnam, in
spite of my knowledge, emboldened himself to say that they were old ones as existing prior to
his a.ppointment as Karnam in 1884 only to ingratitiate himself with Ganambal Ammal, It may
also be noted that Muttu Josier's shed does not find a place in the list of encroachments of
1884. All these cases were, however, ordered by me (the order is an endorsement om the
Karnam’s report) to be included in the exhaustive list of the existing encroachments in the
town called for from the Karnam for submission to the Taluq Board President about which 1
g to speak while dealing with Charge II (about the general Encroachment).

#&) in front of th

sectioning of the stree
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a 12. The above encroachments, including the encroachment of Velamuttu, were included

in the tabular statement sent by me as Chairman of the Union to the Deputy Tahsildar on
91st May 1896 with my No. 73 with request that the Karnam may be directed to ascertain
the extent of encroachment in each case in the statement. The above facts will clearly show
that I never connived at the encroachment by Velamuthu, but, on the contrary, took due
steps on the subject.

13. Charge I (3)—As regards this Charge, I know nothing as I was in charge of
» Tirnturaipundi Range ab the time that this is alleged to have happened. I did not allow any

body to remove the bricks. As proved by th
Charge I (3) P y the defence

witnesses, th
in like manner he connived at the re- ,there was no Supply channel at all nor wasthere

moval and appropriation by the said Vela- any irrigation or drainage sluices to the Theradikolam at

mnthu or her relatives of the bricks that Vedaraniam, whi z
form the supply channel of Theradikolam at . A h ki Supported by masonry parapet
VaRktaintn walls in the East and South. The tank belongs to the

Temple the Trustee of which was asked to hand over the
tank to the Taluq Board as per Talug Board’s President’s order No. 457 dated 23rd September
1895. He at last consented to it subject to his right tb use it and the matter was pending before the
Taluq Board. The site from which the bricks are said to have been removed is, according to
the Karnam, a drainage sluice 1n the South-east corner of the tank close to the private lant.i
of Auna Aiyangar to whom a rent deed has been executed by one Ammalu, the present occu-
pant. It has now been deposed to by the Temple Karnam Samu Pillai, Krishna Pillai and
Balasubramanya Nattuvan, that M.R. Ry Raghunandana Sastrial who was then Sub-Magistrate
inspected the locality and, finding that it belonged to private persons, did not consider anj
interference on the part of Government necessary. There isno evidence that I gave per-
mission to any body to remove the bricks. This matter, I presume, must have been disposed of
by Mr. Regunandana Sastri to whom a petition is said to have been sent before I returned to
Vedaraniam. The statements of the Karnam are therefore entirely false. 1t is hard that
1 should be made responsible for something which happened not in my time, but in the time
of another Sub-Magistrate.

14, Charge I (4)—I cannot understand how I abused my powers in convicting certain
persons in some cases and acquitting some in other cases referred to in this charge. As a Magis-

trate I had to deal with Criminal Cases coming before

Charge I (4) g . 3 .
4¢He abused his powers in convecting me one way or the other according to their merits and
one Kuppamuthu Ramaswami Pillai in C. C. the evidence on record ; 4

No. 292 of 1894 on his file; and one Nagam- Z ) cord ; and the grounds for convie-
mal and her son in 0.C.No, 425 of 1895 on his  tions or acquittals are clearly stated in the judgments

file and also one Feerabhadra Pillai and in 4 £ 1
acquitting the elder brother of the said ~ COP1e8 OL W ch have then and there been sub-

Z;lgputhu in C, O, No. 812 of 1895 on his  mitted to higher authorities. The cases against Kuppa-

muthu Ramaswami Pillai and Veerabadra Pillai are on
Police charges. The conviction of the former was set aside by the late Dy. Magistrate of
Mannargudi, Mr. Kadir Badshaw, for some reason or other upon grounds not borne out by

records as will be seen from my explanation already submitted in the case (vide my explana-

tion dated 15th October 94 No. 786 to be found in the bundle of records relating to the case). .

The conviction of Veerabhadra Pillai in C. C. No. 106 of 1896 has been confirmed by
the present Dy. Magistrate on appeal. In C. C. No. 312 of 1895, 4 men, including the brother of
Velamuthu, were charged by the Forest Department for hunting under the Forest Act. As
there was absolutely no evidence of hunting they were put upon their defence at least for
trespass and this charge too fell to the ground by the evidence for the defence. I had there-
fore no other alternative than to acquit the case.

The case against Nagammal and her son has been taken as an instance for abuse of
my powers. Nagammal and her son who were convicted for assault have not come forward to
complain against me nor have they appealed against the conviction. It is stated by Kuppa-
muttu Ramaswami Pillai that Nagammal’s refusal to wash Velamuttu’s cloths brought about her
conviction. This is a daring falsehood on the face of the statement of Nagammal. She has
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stated that Velamuttu is ?

cloths. This witness thu};e;a.::;;ther g s pacta

cally say that I was not in the lee:s: R R R;:;ever as?ed .7 wglid

are taken up under the category of :l‘imated ST S TE d?swam‘ Aol

Kuppumuthu Ramasami Pillai and oth STty fom s e ;posal ?f ol

merits of the cases and also say that T T a0 R N ol f“e ?ls'repreaenmtiom Y

hearsay. what they stated in the chie?aetion’.lguom the nature and
amination was only from

15. Kuppamuthu Ramaswami Pillai

convicted him because he di s i

muthu in a certain Civil eS::::l. m')lf’hcom'ply R Z‘:;detz :

According to him it was about 5 o: : e nge e i

1890. I was appointed to the Veda iy el le.n 0.1 RGNS e st

immediately after my arrival I sho Tlmam Tt ch(;’u S

dancing woman with whom I couldu st vk 2 o . e’ e

é know nothing whatever about the :::itth“;: e s M’:‘::in:?ence ok % ;

ence in favour of the woman which he; decali'maswami Sy bl ko i 10 iy o7

wr at I asked him to give evi:

in th i ;
e suit which, he says, ended in her favor I:O :io and that he gave evid
y 18 is tru ence against her

and borne bad feelin
gs towards hi o, I
h;ve been granting him, in my ca;::citfmm that date. Bug ﬂ‘l:!:mlr(li l?ave disliked  bim
:va.sthe ngl?td of fishing in certain loca,lyit,i;s the Chairman of tzemgted i Pomerci
cancelled at his successi nion, tk

the ground for his : raOV:n :eque“' The reason as:iely up to 1895 after :h. ]:“.e
by the Salt T o e cancellation of fish gued by him in b oo it
nspector having caused ab ery lease was ¢ is petition a8
quarters, whereas in his statement bef und to be thrown ac hat he was put to loss
woman as having built a fence acrosset;re your Honor he ment!i.gss the swamp near the Salt
for cancellation of his fishery lease will a;::a?hp. fA reference to :‘i’:zet.n ame of the dancing

of this woman has b : e falsity of ki '8 petition to the Chai
the evidence of Ranf::wz.hr}l;t'?;l L transaction siip?y t:“-’ evidence and ;h,:; ;hhmn“"“

m :

once been convicted of the;t ;hm who is a man of very litigion msult me. Thysg it ap : o
motive which Verabh . f)ugh reversed oa appeal is s and bad character puars thas
R :ra a:dra Pillai was tutored to allege in h'nOt at all reliable, Sf‘nfl who has
mi ek as been disproved by the evidence of APpaku::- d?POsition BN gro;m:ilnrly tl?e
which the c;?:r::ga]’ and Nagamuthu Pillai and no such mloillla.y, Sami Tevan Vitllla it ke
already stated in ‘;n T aE N I may state here gener;;: was alleged in his age "
bRt ara 3 that the position of an official is not y on this charge whafpeal by
o E rate is a.'fterwa.rds questioned in a departmental en ot safe if a convietion b I have
v P l:‘sonls convited. If the statement of a convicted ersqml'¥ and on the very eviﬂ him as
gistrate or Judge who convicted him there is not p on 1s to be accepted ence of
not a single Magistrate or against the

cape unscathed from the ordeal. A i
x party who has lost a ca judge who
that the

ce agal
gainst me has stated that 1

in the wrong and has acted f i w m A
. rom some im -
not exercise his judicial discretion i e oiye judicial off i
ed not in appeal, but i properly, if the soundne s i
ppeal, but in a departmental enquiry., And N i et i o b q (;:m
. even if s

shows only that the Lower and j
appellate C : S Ingmenk |
that the Lower Court has abused its anthori‘::;rts i E b Ofg th:'t s i 2t
: matter and nof
17. —Duri .
charge I1.—During the course of 91—92 I have o
on m :

encroachments excepting *
phing ‘sa 4 ;: .
Wl ¥ own exertions removed all

‘Eriry’
:rl-lb or short pandals in streets at Ved
“That, o L ot y some . edarant. v
I hat ‘l,l,h;t, c;t,:.,fmhmc e deratt of the prosecution witnes am (as admitted
lic ways in the town e tnesses) by amicable a ses and proved by m
gt b o < 4o 1:: action in this With regard to the rrangements with th ; y
ordera of the President Talu o e ‘sarpus’, as the © Pabies.
:l;":.gh lista 01: Gncroachmentg were ir::dt-nl' o remove, I had to have re gwaers were nnwilling
ime sent hi Amo CO
tam; and tlllmt ‘?M’Zié”i Karnam of the vat- no account was available i urse to legal process. As
o k6 gblia Trins - 4 f:o l::nfelf encroached Board President i ein the office, T asked :
ko L g Sl gp ity b st K ent in my Urzi No.98 dated 104 the Talug
b the return of lists which dated 10th April 1891
. submi . 10
1889 to which he replied that no sach li mitted to him with an Upgi appeared, to have been
sach list was received in his offic 2t No. 53 dated 13th April
0.

Thereupon the marginally
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ound in the bundle of papers received from Vedaraniam office,)
were issued to the karnam to prepare a list of encroach-
ments together with those which T noticed during my

Reminders 10 of 5-4-92 and 59 of 29-8-92.
Order b of 17-2-92. inspections. The karnam in spite ofthe above orders was

Reminders 6 of 2.3-92, 10 of 5-4-92 anc 59 of ) X )
29-6-92. passive. While I was so arranging for removing other en-
croachments, I was transferred to Tiruturaipundi where

Order 206 of 24-1-93.
Reminders 3 of 17.5-93, 22 of 27-5-93 and 56 _ .
I remained for about a year. After I returned to Veda-
1 sent an order No. 437 of 13th November 95 to

of 20-6-93.
Orders 414 of 92.10.95 and 437 of 13-11-95. .
i inent reply Tahsildar’s order ranian,
! ned directing b 4 bl
LD gty i oE . lg.;e;d it within  tho Karnam to send 2 complete list of all the existing en-
croachments which then remained unremoved. He sent

Order again 75 of 227-5-96.
Reminder 168 of 24- -96. ; 3
e me an impertinent report No. 8 of 18th November 95

His last reply that he could not prepare 2
completo liet for want of Paimash account &oe. to say that 1t would take 6 months at least before the

14 of 25-7-96.

Jist could be prepared, whereupon 1 addressed the Thasil-
dar in my No. 460 of 29th November 95 reporting the impertinent conduct of the Karnam
and asking him to call upon the Karnam to furnish me with the list with reference to the one
which, T learned, had been submitted to my office some ¥

noted orders and reminders (to be

Order to Karanam 16 of 22-1-92.

cars back during Mr. Kalianarama
Aiyar’s time (and which was missing inmy office). The Tahsildar fned the Karnam 8 Annas for
his impertinence and directed him to submib the list to me within 31st December 1895 on pain
of snspension. Theu he submitted a lisb perfunctorily showing a Very few items with his
report dated ond January 1896 No. 16. This was the only list thab he ever sent to me
and thers were no other lists whatever gent by the Karnam from time to time as stated in the

charge whaich seems to have been framed against me on hie mis-representation.

18. The accounts marked D Dy, D, filed by the Karnam before your Honor on the 14th

June 96 are said to be the copies of the accounts sent to me from time to time. Of these, Exhibits
Marked D; and Dy are styled as poramboke cultivation accounts said to have been sent in1891 and
1893 which, from the informations given inthe headings, must have been submitted to the Tahsil-
dar through Rev. Inspector for Jamabandi purposes and not to me and the list of 1884 (Exhibit
D) appears the one received in the office during Mr. Kalianaramaiyar’s time bearing his initial
and date in each page. Evidently this is the list which I learned was missing in the office.

by this list which the Pattamanigar (Defence

1 cannof understand how the Karnam came
witness) swears was the fair copy submitted by him to the Dy- Tahsildar’s office. This is evident
from the fact that it bears the initial and date of 3rd September 84 by the then Dy. Tahsildar

Kalianaramaiyar. The statement of the Karnam in explanation of this that it had
been dated and initialled ab the time ot inspection invariably in every page without exception
is anything bub true. While as he £ays heh

ad this list with him it is unaccountable why he
should have abstained from furnishing me with 2 complete list of sarpus &c. in spite of the
orders issued to him. 1 order from the Taluk Board President No. 9 of
13th April 96 requesting me to

Meanwhile, I received @
lete list of all the existing encroachments in the
town with my remarks against

send him & comp
each case to enable him to take steps either for removing or
renting them as the urgeney of the case may|be. On receipt of this order the Karnam was again
asked in my order No. 75 of 99nd May 96 to send the complete list called for (excepting encro-
achments already removed), but 10 such list was seut upto me up to the moment I left
Vedaraniam for Tranqubar on transfer in June last. As T was not anthorised by the President

Taluk Board under the provisions of the Liocal Board’s Act to finally deal with encroachment

o President required frow me only a complete list for his own decision, I had

to do no more than to prepare and submit the list called for, which I was unable to do for
want of information from the Karnam wko in his last report No. 14 dated 25th July 96 (to be
found in bundle of records filed before your Honor in connection with this case) flatly said
that no complete list could be furnished in the absence of Paimash = accounts &c, and the three

ment cases referred to in para 11as well as some other petty cases reported by the

encroach
ding only to be included in the complete list. Under these circumstances,

maistry were pen

I humbly beg t© state that I had no other course to adopt than what I had done. As for the
encroachment alleged to have been made by me in front of the house I occupied in Vedara-
niam, 1 beg to state that T occupied the house of one Gopalasastri in the Bast Madavilagam

cages and as th
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Street only on rent as admitted by the Karnam and proved by my witnesses. There was a
sarpu already in existence in front of the house asis the case with regard to every other
house in the streets. This sarpu Was converted into Kottagai, by the owner for my conveni-
ence within the space occupied by the sarpu which finds a place ander Paimash No. 502
in the list of encroachments prepared in 1884 and produced by the Karnam at this enquiry.
That this sarpu has been in existence for a long time has been also testified to by my

witnesses.

19. (Charge IH)'.—The petition under inquiry does not set forth any allegation for
framing this charge against me and it seems that this charge 1s framed on the mis-represen-
tation of the Union Clerk Gopala Row who was at the
,,1{;3‘;3“&2'Jifﬁfi‘i’?fi‘é‘?é‘nﬁisi?fﬁf’i‘.‘i?g bottom of this petition and who was dismissed by me
the greatest confusion’ and d.ia-o.rder and on 10th May 96 (a month before the date of hisdeposition
that to absolve himself, h,e'a dismissed the batora H E
Onion Clerk, Gopala Bow"- © your onor) for defalcation of money collected
by him and also for concealing certain accounts to
cover his fraud. He was dismissed under my prcceedings dated 10th May 96 and reported
on to the President Taluk Board in my No. 65 of 14th May 96. Under the provisions
of Section 134 clause (3) of the Local Board Act, I had the powers to appoint and
dismiss servants of the Union, subject of course to an appeal to the President whose
orders are final. So far as my knowledge goes, no accounts or records were allowed
to fall into disorder. The clerk Gopala Row was entrusted with the proper keeping of the
records and accounts of the office and was paid for it. I can hardly be expected to do the
clerical business and pay my attention to the proper keeping of the records very minutely since
I, as a Dy. Tahsildar and sub. Magistrate, had to move constantly from head quarters for not
less than 15 days in a month. The clerk was therefore responsible for the accounts and re-
cords. 1 therefore submit that I dismissed Gopala Row not to absolve myself of allowing any
records to fall into confusion and disorder but for valid causes mentioned in my proceedings.
My proceedings dismissing Gopala Row were passed after communication with the President
Taluk Board. Mr. Pichai Pillai, a pensioned Tahsildar, who was for some time delegate chairman
of the Vedaraniam Union has remarked that Gopala Row should be dismissed. Mr. Venkata-
ramaiyar who was also in the same capacity for some time as Mr. Pichai Pillai has made very
unfavourable remarks aboub Gopala Row. He was once a clerk in the Tiruturaipundi Union
and Mr. Reghuna.ndana Sastri B. A, B. L who was Chairman of the Union suspended him and
got him transferred as there Were cerions charges against him. This witness Gopala Row has
aot turned up for cross examination. The evidence of this witness therefore cannot be given

any weight against me. -

20. Charge 1V—As regards this charge I beg to state that I did not order the confiscation
of the boats in the salt cases referred to as will be seen from the correspondence between me

e and the salt Inspector of Vedaraniam who seems to
wihat in 0. C. No. 454—457 inclusiveof  haye acted under misconception. The facts of the

ting cortain boats in Col. 26 of the P.  Case are . these: — certain salt bags (240 I believe)
fff:iﬁ‘ ;ﬁzaﬁ‘iiﬁ;'?i?;ﬁ“aﬁﬁ??ni‘;iﬁis; belonging to mirasidars in Vedaraniam salt factory
of such order, whereas in his judgments be  were conveyed in two hired boats belonging to merchants
did not order such confiseation: for storage in the Negapatam salt factory under permits
;ssued by the salt Inspector. On the way certain coolies employed in the boats were found to
have carried away <mall quantities of galt extracted from the salt bags in the boats. They were
arrested on their way home by the salt peons and charged before me for the offence of poss-
ession of contraband calt under Sec. 74d of salt Act IV of 1889. These accused were con”
victed by me for 3 weeks rigorous imprisonment each and the property viz contraband salt
and the cloth &c. ased for conveying it, seized from them and produced before the court, were
ordered to be confiscated under Sec. 79 of the Act. 1 did not, to the best of my knowledge and
recollection, orally tell the Inspector (who was then present amongst a great crowd of salt men
and parties ab & distance from my geat) that the boats which contained the licit salt bags were
confiscated. The bare word «oonfiscated” entered in col 26. “Description of property ordered
to be confiscated” of P Form 25 (charge sheet of the Imspector) without writing the descrip-

>

9

!mn of the articles was an error of the clerk who meant it to apply to the articles produced

before the court as concerned in the offence. The Inspector seemed to have been labouring
under some misconception by this bare word ctconfiscated” in the duplicate charge sheet sent
to him. ThisI have pointed out to him in my letter No. 44 of 26th January 96.

21. The Inspector writes in his letter No. 184 of 27—1—96 to say that I accorded
sanction for the confiscation of the boats by my unaccountable “‘yes” I might have said “yes”
and I do not now recollect under whab circumstances I might have said it. The Inspector
says that he rose up and asked me if the boats Wwere to be confiscated. I did not say “yes” in
the sense in which he has understood it and 1 might not have heard what he said amidst the
bustle of a greab crowd and at a distance from me. Perhaps I might have uttered “yes” with-
out hearing him distinctly on the impression that he rose up only to take leave of me; or I
might have responded to some other person by my “yes”—-—Applying this inadvertently dropped
«“yes” to his case he seems to have taken steps under misconception—He further states in his letter
that the boatmen were quiet for over a month. I beg here to submit that the boat men were
only waiting for the expiry of the appeal time as is the case with the parties in all the

criminal cases.

22, It should be borne in mind that the 2 boats were protected by the Inspector’s
license and were carrying 240 bags of salt covered by a passport of the Inspector to the
Government Depot ab Negapatam to be bonded and excised there before removal for sale.
What was stolen by coolies of the boat was one or two measures of salt each probably extrac-
ted out of one of the bags by making a hole in it—surely it would have been quite illegal and
absurd to have confiscated the boats if such was the meaning of it The salt in the boat was
taken on by the Inspector and then delivered into the Government depot. 1f the Inspector
had considered the matter for a moment with reference to the provisions of the salt Act he
should have realized that the boats were not used for the transport of contraband salt and that
they could not possibly be confiscated. 1If the Inspector had felt no doubt that the boats
could be confiscated, there is no reason why he should have asked me about it. There wagin
fact no boat or bag or other vessel or vehicle of any kind to be confiscated. The men charged
carried the stolen handful of salt in their cloths. I submit that I should be presumed to have
done only what 1 could legally do and what is also embodied in the judgment. This charge
seems to rest solely on the correspondence of the Inspector whom I have not had an oppor-
tunity of examining as & witness. Thus this charge 18 clearly not substantiated and appear to
be the outcome of a pure misapprehension of the matter by the salt Inspector.

93, I wish to dwell specially on the parb which the Karnam Srinivasa Ragava Aiyan-
gar has played in this matter. This person has admittedly borrowed money from Ganambal
Ammal and lives in her house. The Tahsildar of Teruterapundy has observed in his reference
on current No. 76 of 96 dated 17 March 1896 that the Karanam’s statement upon a certain point
was false. I hadalso occasions to report aboub the falsity of his statement and to remark
against his conduct in a Criminal Case C- C. No. 520 of 1893. The Tahsildar has fined
him 8 as. for nob giving me a complete list of encroachments. The Karnam’s evidence before
your honor ;s on the face of it clearly false. He says he has mo recollection of facts which
raust be clearly within his recollection—I had had to report against him on several occasions

about his absence from the Vattam. Ionce had to ask
(Elgi&id%f[;" § H O 6 of 12—11—1895 e station house officer of Vedaraniam to watch my

office as 1 feared that the Karnam and his brother and
friends were conspiring to g0 into my office during my absence and tamper with the records.
That the Karnam i8 at the bottom of the conspiracy against me will appear from the facts
of the case and the ovidence of my witnesses especially from that of the Uunion Mastri Shun-
mugam Pillai. Under such circumstances the evidence of the Karnam cannot be believed and
his conduct deserves to be noticed in the interests of the public gervice.

94, I have not been favored with a copy of your honor’s report to the Collector or
owed a perusa.l of it. Ihad no idea even of what matters had been alleged against me till
the Collector’s Proceedings dated 14th September 96 in which it i8 intimated to- me that the
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Head Assistant Collector’s letter (“ 15th Angust 1896 No. 1310”) was a very full and cave-
fully worked out report, that on its face, it shows that the Sub-Magistrate A. Ramaswamy
Aiyar is quite unfit to exercise Magisterial functions and sheuld not be allowed any longer
to continue in office unless he can clear himself and the Sub-Magistrate is therefore suspended
pending the drawing up against him of definite charges on which his explanation should be
taken when he could be finally dealt with. I applied personmally to Mr. Andrew, Acting
Collector, who Lad succeeded Mr. Stokes for the reasons for which I was suspended and I was
referred to your honor. I received a written notice from your honor on the 6th October 1896 to
appear on the 9th idem. I was then furnished on the 13th October with a paper showing the
charges framed against me. The regular enquiry then commenced on the 7th December 96 and
ended on 23rd December 1896, the delay having been caused by unforeseen causes. It would
be seen thus, that I had the misfortune of being in a sort prejudged and prejudiced. Had I
been allowed a perusal of the Head Assitant Collector’s report in the first instance, I should
have had an opportunity of showing from the mere records how trivial and malicious were the
imputations made and might have been spared the disgrace of a suspension.

25. I am however thankful that an open enquiry has been accorded to me and an

opportunity given me of cross-examining the witnesses and citing records in support of my
defence.

96, I trust that my explanations on each charge against me will be found complete and
satisfactory. It will be seen that every one of the parties who had anything to say against me
had a grudge against me for acts done in my offlcial capacity and that there was a regular
conspiracy awnong them all to ruin me at any cost and that their evidence was totally untrust-
worthy. They were all more or less within the influence of Ganambal whose interest had
suffered by the strictness with which I discharged my duties. The Karnam was reported by
me often and often and was punished. The late Union Clerk Gopala Rao was dismissed by me
for gross neglect. The others had been all parties punished by me magisterially in various
cases. The matters themselves were mostly trivial, such as encroachments on village streets &ec.

»

As to the last of the charges which was the only one of any consequence, the facts as
now explained by me will convincingly show that it would have been absurd as well as illegal if ]
had confiscated the boats carrying unexcised Government Salts in transit from factory to Depot,
because a handful of salt was extracted from the bags by the labourers in the boats and sur.
reptitiously removed while the boats were moored alongside the canal near their homes. Surely
the Salt Inspector could not have expected or understood me to say by the use of the word
“ Yes’” that I had ordered the confiiscation of the boats.

97. Conclusion.—A full and unbiased consideration of all the facts in the light thrown
on them by my explanations will convince your honor that the charges framed against me are
entirely without foundationand tbe result of a conspiracy by a gang of persons who had suffer-
ed from acts done in the honest discharge of my official duties and who therefore bore malice
against me.

I pray therefore that I may be honorably acquitted of all the charges on which 1
have been placed on my trial departmentally and restored to my office without loss of pay for
the period of suspension. I am a Government servant of 28 years of eligible service with
unspotted character for ability and honcsty and efficient discharge of my duties
successive Collectors have borne testimony of which copies are annexed.

an
to all of which
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: ANNEXURE (b). 70 ENCLOSURE (O)-

———

+ D EXTRACTS FROM QTATEMENTS GIVEN BY WITNESSES BEFORE THE HEAD
: ASSISTANT COLLECTOR, NEGAPATAM DIVISION, IN THE ENQUIRY AGAINST
A. RAMASWAMI IYER.

1. Ramaswamy Sastry Village Munsiff and @ member of Vedaraniam Unson.—
« Ag Chairman, the Sub. Magistrate was putting the streets in order and remo
| g g or § T
ing encroachments by fences; but ener¢ S ildings hs
g s by . oachments by buildings have not been re-

.' / .
’ moved. The Kottagal and other sach encroachments 1m streets were not removed”’

)

Appa,k/sutti Pillay, & member of the Union.—
« After Sub. M:mgistmte came t0 Vedaraniamm, encroachments were removed freely

from the Town- The streets were restored to their Paimash breadth 7.

iy
A2

Gopala Tyengar Mansgar of Local Fund Chattram.—

« T have been gix months Manigar. Before that, 1 was L. F. Maistry for 4 years
ander L. F. Engineer in Vedaraniam. I attended to the repairs of roads, streets
&e. in the Union. The encroachments in the streets in Union were removed by
the late Sub. Magistrate, Ramasamy Lyer The Sarpus only remain in the streets.

* i % The other encroachments Were removed by persons of their own

free will and the Sarpt owners potitioned s
4. Krishnasamy Lillay—

« 1 know of the clearance
d according to the Paimash accounb and spctioned and eneroach-
E & = After the Sub. Magistrate. Ramasamy lyer,
achments were removed except « Sarpus These
le objected. Pending reference 0 higher guthori-

ENOCIC :
i1 "OST f 5 ey :

OSURE - L of encroachments 11 Sannadi Rasta (Road ). The road

was measure

ments removed

came to Vedaraniam all encro

T0O
Y T e
] 14 I_I] l()\, ()l,’
were nob removed as the peop

ties, matter Was pending .

5. Samy Iyer Temple Manager-—
¢« The Sub. Magistrate rem
he came o Vedaraniam. In the agraharam, those who had erected Sarpus

ed to remove them. 11live in the agraharam 4
6. N agamutha Pillay; @ respeétable and rich mirasdar paying Income Tae, Rs. 128.

¢. After the Sub. Magistrate came tO Vedaranian, all the streets were cleared and
and encroachments removed. The Sarpus remain. These were

oved the eucroachmeubs in the streets and roads when

A, B '
v BAMASWAMY IYER

/ ate :l' 7
TRV al
aluq Head g I
ccountant v
Qi object
A rl//a[l‘ /]v_ -
J ? 41/1/(,,.,., IJ
b 1‘\‘{/'t‘ff

all obstructions
not removed a8 there were disputes .

7. Pichu Iyer Stamp Vendor-—
« Since the Sub- Magistrate came the lanes and streots were much cleared of

encroachments. They have been mostly removed. There are Sarpus in front of

a few houses A

8. Samu Pillay, Devastanam Eurnam.—
« Vedaraniam is in my Vattam. The Sub. Magistrate, Ramasamy Lyer sloared
the streets of all encroachments when he came, and made them wide ” ;

9. Shanmugam Pillay, [Tnson Masstry, Vedaraniam Town.—
« Since the Sub. Magistrate came to Vedaraniam, the encroachments in the street
and lanes were removed. The Sarpus alone romained. The people commute§

to themselves all encroachments except these. The Karnam was to i
list of these Sarpus. No list came”’. iy T

10. Veeramuthi, Union Maistry T oputhurai Town.—

‘.‘ The late Sub. Magistrate has opened all streets and removged the encroachments
in all the streets Simce he came. Cocoanuts have been pl&nted along the d
to Negapatam. This was done last year ¥ s

a————
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= ANNEXURE © T0 BNCLOSURE C.
.

from Vedaraniam Union Office records and shewn by

ce taken oub
¢ the time of the enquiry-

Petitioner &
[This Tist is prepared from notes taken by Petitioner at the

List of corresponden .
Vide para 9 of Petition-

Collector to

$he Head Assistan?
or Charge 5.

._‘t .\,
¢ =
| Y er's explanation und
8 5 time of the cnquiry]-
P i : > No. Substance.
From: l'o. Date and
R '—"/-_ 4‘.3 . . 3
ol __,,_..2-—/ Asking him to examine with reference to Paimash ac-
Chairman. | Karn®: 5—12—91- | gount and report on certain encroachments on Keelagaru-
la Solagan street ab Vedaraniam noticed by Petitioner
himself 0 course of street inspection.
7 port ai the ab h
. e L Reports thai the 2 ove encroachments were removed
J{ 7121€X 8¢ r&/ 6 }‘/Cyf‘; : K arnam. Chairman: go—12—9L- | oxcept @ portion cultivated ywith tebacco, which the
owner promised to remove after tobaceo iseut. v
: ' 6 !
¢ ) 3 ,_2_".:__::-@‘ Calling for & report on certain apparent encroach-
ENCLOSURE C Chairman. Karnam- | =% ments poticed by Petitioner ‘n a lane leading to Arukatti
g : . 2 streot with an individual war list.
'i 70 n e RO »
1 % Y Bpcu ko Do. Do, in the east Toputhurai road Wi i
PETITION OF A e Do. Do. |7j7—2—92 pothurai road with a het.
: ] ‘J J{ Do. po. |6 of 2-3-92: 1( Reminders to the above.
P D Do. | 100f 5-4-92: |
A, BAMABWA 8 Do, Do. | 890f 99-6-92
l ) SWAMY IYER, : 107 ; s
i 3 . C hairman: Karnan. __'_,7.:_—947‘ Referring for report & petition complaining of ‘an
: j Late Taluq Head 3 o . encroachment made by one Aiyan on the Toputhurai
i Accountant L east road by tobaceo cultivation.
p
K Shiyali, Tanjore Distriet x K arnam. Chairman. .——-—-—"‘28__7—‘9.2. Repqrts that 10 oncroachmgns was made on the
3 lsastern side of the road but there 1s 2 small encroachment
4 on that road on the gouthern side.
4 "‘ ' Chairman. Karnam- Verbal. (Calling for a report on a petition from Subbaya Pillai
] : . g 9--92. |stating that one Aiya Pattan encroached on a certain lane
£ a & by erecting & shed.
P ] ; : 14 :
. T PR m Rer‘;olt-s .t’,ha.t no encroachment was made by the
: above indiviauals
Chairman. Karnam. 206/24-1-93. To send a list of all the encroachments in the Town.
§ 17-5-93. .
3 5 B 2"’; zf 99.5-93. % Reminders to the above.
p 56 of 20-6-93-
E Verbal Asking 1 e
! e [ aeastl B e o200 la'nins ‘:%at‘”(;ep"“ on an anonymous petition comp-
4 ining t Gnanambal Ammal, a wealthy mirasidar,
- : erected a masonry wall encroaching 5 ft. on the street
and cutting down Rs. 30 worth of trees.
K uviadts Chairman. G—6—93. Reports that there was mno encroachment on the
. street.
% Villa ge} i s e:porbmg that one Subrama lyer intends erecting a
5 Officers : o | ghed infront of his house encroaching on the street.
Party warned not to encroach on i
the
and he withdrew. pubie euver




&)

Substance.

From. \ To. Noﬁﬂ&“d
President. 'Chairman. 219
T. B. 30—8—04.
1204
ki Do. | g—iz—oa
Chairman. |President. 5—T7—94.
Do. Dos 24 gl 30 s
30—7—94,
President. |[Chairman, 5—12—94.
B,
Union Do. 10—8—95.
Maistry.
Chairman. | Karnam. 111/13-8-95.
Karnam. [Chairman, 28—8—095.
Chairman. { Karnam. 31—8—95.
Do- Do. 414/22-10-95.
: 437/13-11-95,
Karnam. [Chairman. 8/18-11-95.
Chairman. [Tahsildar. [460/20-11-95.
o Fpen Lol 497/|6-12-§5.
ahsildar. | throngh
Chairman.
Karnam. |Chairman, | 16/2-1-96.
President. Do. 9/1 3-4-96.
Tq. Bd.
Chairman. | Karnam. | 75/22-5-96.

After some correspondence between Chairman and
President, the latter directed that a muchilika be taken
from one Rajagopala Iyer agreeing to pay ground rent
for the portion encroached on by him by erecting a shed
in the strect in front of his house.

Granting permission to Subbaya Pandaram for erec- 4

ting a pandal in frout of his chattram on payment of
ground rent.

Applying for a notice against Gnanambal Ammal to
remove a shed erected i the stieet opposite to her
house in spite of protest.

Reporting that the notice received with order 6060,
18—7—94 waes daly served on the woman on 22—7—93
but that she did not remove the encroachment within
the notice time, viz., a week.

Unon this, sanction to prosecute her was accord-
ed by the Taluq Board, Maunargudy, at their meet-
ing subsequently held.

‘On a Petition addressed by Gnanambal Ammal to
President Taluq Board regarding. the above encroach-
ment, permission was granted to her for payment of
ground rent on the portion encroached on.

Stating that (1) Gnavambal Ammal (2) Muthu Josier
and (3) Velamuthu have erected pavements in front of
their houses.

Asking for a report on these encroachments after
measurement.

Reports that there were no encroachments in front of
Gnanambal Ammal & Muthu Josier’s houses but that they

have repaired old pavements and that the encroachment
in front of Velamuthu’s was a new one.

Asking for a report how the lands on which these
erections were made, are measured in Paimash accounts
and to send a statement in the form in which he was
ordered to prepare it some time ago.

Requesting to send a complete list of encroachment
which then remained unremoved.

¥ Reporting that it would take six months before the
list: could .be prepared.

Reporting the impertinent conduct of the karnam &
asking the Tahr. to direct the karnam to send the comp-
lete list called for with reference to the one which appear -
ed to have been prepared some years ago.

Fining the Kurnam 8 annas and directing to send
the list within 31st December 1895.
Sending an incomplete list of only 11 cases.

Calling for a complete list of all the existing cases
of encroachments, old and new, with remarks in each
case for his own orders.

Directing to send the complete list called for (exclud -
ing the encroachments already removed.)

et
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His Excelleney the Right
- Honorable Sir Arthur
Elibank Havelock
C.M.G K.C. M.G.G.C. M. G,
Governor of Madras Prsidency,
FORT ST. GEORGE, MADRAS,

The humble memerial of Manepally Nagabhushanam

& pensioner residing at Masulipatam Kistna District.
May 17T PLEASE YOUR EXCELLENCY:—

1. That memorialist is the unfortunate Government servamt who had lost his appointment
of Deputy Tahsildar and Sub Magistrate for borrowing money from an individual within his
jarisdiction.

2. That the punishment awarded for the offence was suspension from office from the 20th
April 1897 to the 21st February 1898, a period of 10 menths or a fine of Rs. 1000 and reduction

to the post of a clerk on Rs. 25 from Rs. 100 the pay of Deputy Tahsildar (vide. G. O. 54 mis
dated 6-1-98 Revenue)

3. That after the very severs punishment, the G. O. did not ¢intemplate punishing memo-

rialist farther.

4 Bub that, as if to aggravate memorialist’s poor case, he by the time the order of punish-
ment was received became incapacitated for further serviee his sight being affected by the extreme
mental agony to which he had been subjected owing to suspension from office which ended

in his ultimute reduction to the very low post of a minor clerk.

5. That had his health been good, he would have had ample opportunities ¢f retrieving his
lost position and character by putting in a meritorious snbsequent service as a set off for any
previous imprudence on his part the punishment award-d to him already serving a lesson for
him but that he was prevented from serving Government further on account of his failing

eyesight.

6. That prior to the punishment referred to above memorialist passed for an honest Officer
and never gave any occasion for the displeasure of Government and admittedly there was nothing
against him throaghout the whole of his previous Official carier for over 23 Years (Para 5 of B. P,
No. 4657 Mis. Confl No. 152 Decr. 7, of 97).

7. That at an unlucky moment he borrowed money to defray family expenses without
any baser motive and that absolutely he had no knowleige that the debt could possibly be
corstrued into placing himself under an obligation to a private individual sabject to his Oficial
authority as is evidenced by the fact that the loun taken was an open transaction and no secrecy
was attached to it unlike the dealings of designing people who would have adopted all necessary

stratagems to cover up the matter without the possibility of its ever seeing the light of the day.
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8, That memorialist i3 humbly aware {hat thers is no use of pleading his innoce
-] nce at t

stageof his case but th at this

prayer that Your Excelle

order No. 540 July, 23,

eligible ander the ordinary

alist does mnob dispute that the full pension awarded in any case is f
¢ 18 ior

at he approaches Your Gracious Excellency in Council with his humbl
. ; X umble
?
ney's Merciful dispesition may take compassion upen him and reconsid
; ; : nsider
93 Pension Department reducing his peusion for which heis otherwise
1

provision of the Civil Service Regulations.

9. That memori
wct nor does he dispute the right of Governmert to curtail any pension
J 8 accor-

wholly approved cond
ding to cireumstance but that he seeks for mercy and mercy alone in praying for th
) e grant of

inary
1dish act of entering into money dealings with a person said to b
. M

a pension under the ord Rules in consideration of the sev i
erity of the punishme
nt already

awarded to him for his chi
subject to his official

morialist’s nalified i :
2 1 service was over 23 years including his service of

influence.

10. That the m
nearly 4 years in the late small cause court Masulipatam which w
G ras declared by the head
of the

Department in the service regis
District in 1874.
1d have been eligible but for the above recklessness is ab

1s about

tor as pérmanent a ifyi
p nd qualifying after some correspondence with

the Collactor of the

11. That the pension he wou

Rs. 38-0-0 against Rs. 20 granted by Government and that thi
this reduction of ne
arly 48 per cent

in his daily means of future livelihood is & hardship which can better be imagined
: 5 magine 53011
seeing that the original 0 Y e

than what was awarded in it.

rder of punishment was final and di
1id not contemplate f
e further punishmen
t

12. That under the above pitiable circamstances memorialist prays that Y

ey will be mercifully disposed towards him and grant him the full b, f_:‘ ?Our Excellen-

. : . 21 eneri 5} :
regulations which the merciful British Government has granted to so many th i

4 ny thousands.
That for the above act of bounty, memoriali i
Y, jalist and his poor famil

y shall ever as in d

uty

bound pray for Your Excelleney’s long and useful Government

He begs to remain,
Your Excelleney’s most ebedient

and humble servant,

5/ 26— 28



