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* IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL SESSIONS

5
-

JUDGE OF THE BELLARY DIVISION.

Wednesday, the 21st day of December 1898.
Present :—W. M. Thorburn Esqture, Additional Sessions J udge

SESSION CASE No. 85 or 1898.

Preliminary Enquiry No. 5 of 1898 committed by Mr. T. G. Turner, Taluk 2nd
class Magistrate of Dharmavaram, Anantapur Distriet.

| el 3 Venkatakx htna a Brahmin Accountant in the
Assessors

Municipak
2. Rangappa, ura.nna, a Kuruba Cultivator.

(] st Accused was defended by Mr. J. G. Smith, Barrister-at-law, and 2nd Accused

by Mr. P. Rama Rao, 1st Grade pleader.

Offence. ... ... Forgery of a Register kept by a Public servant, punishable
- ' under section 466 of the I. P. Code.

Plea - ... Not guilty.
Opinion of Assessors. Not guilty.

Finding of Court ... 1st accused guilty under sec: 466 of the I. P. C. and
the 2nd not guilty.

Sentence ... ... 1st accused is sentenced to 7 years simple imprisonment,
and the 2nd accused acquitted and discharged.

Name of accused. | Father’s Name. |Caste or race.Occupaﬁon.  Residence.

A. Subba Rau. ...| Chidambarappa. | Brahmin. .| Pensioned Anantapur.
. |Police Ins- ,
* pector.

S. Swami Rau. ...| Venkoba Rau. ... 3 Clerk in
' Sub-Regis-
trar’s
Office.

Occurrence 2 i ey v 71— 9—98.
Complaint 5 v 19— 9—08,
Arrest or appearance ... .. 20— 9—98.
(Commencement of trial .. B3—12—98.
Gloe OB BRIl - vvi sriimadd i woins dandsl £ Sl 208,
Explanation of delay ... T Stk 4 Nil.
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JUDUMENT.
In line 17 of document No. 50 of 1830 on page 44 of Book I Volume 1V in

the Anantapur Sub-Registrar’s Office, the figure 2 in 42 has been obviously altered

to 5. The oatline of the 2 is plainly visible in ink pale with age. The 5 is written
over it shakily and brokenly, in ink which is not only black but evidently fresh.
There is no verification by name or initials of any one officially connected with the
Registration Office. It must, therefore, be presumed to have been made without
authority. It is true that several alterations without initials have been made on
other pages of the same book, and that the work was not so carefully conducted
then, as now, when special officers give their whole time to it. In 1880 it was
done by the Taluk Sheristadar and other members of the overworked establishment
of the Tahsildar, in the intervals of other business. But the alterations pointed
out were all evidently made at the time of copying the documents into the book,
and they could not alter the effect of any document. Even the correction of a
survey number from 128 to 178 on page 35 cannot have been made with any
wrongful intention, because the description of boundaries would show which field
was really being dealt with. It can only have been the correction of an acecidental
error. 2 and 7 are not always easy to distinguish when carelessly written.

2. But the alteration now in question (Exhibit N,) was evidently an alter-
ation with an object, and a dishonest object. It increases the length of a house-
site from east to west, between two streets. The figures given in the original
document (Exhibit E) are 42 (yards). This is a sale-deed from Parigi Narrain Raun
(P. W. 2) to Chinna Muddayya. Narrain Rau had bought it a year before from
Raja Rau, whose sale-deed (Exhibit F) also shows 42 yards. There is no possibi-
lity of mistake. From Chinna Muddayya, who is dead, the property passed to
Devaragudi Narrainappa (Court witness) in two portions, one by conditional sale
which took effect about 1890, and the other in 1896 by purchase at a Court-auction,
in a suit filed by himself on a deed of hypothecation. The two deeds, he says,
contained no measurements. He was not summoned to produce them (as he 011élm
to have been), and would never have been examined, if the Court had not heard of
his presence on the last day of the trial. There was no time to get the Court sale-
certificate, as nobody could inform this Court of the number of the suit or execution-
petition on the file of the Penukonda District Munsif. Two or three months after
the Court-sale, he sold the house to 1st defendant by Exhibit T. It gives the
length as 433 yards. Evidently somebody had encroached on the street between
1880 and 1896, if both measurements were correct. The exact measm‘em.ent of
the house as given by an overseer of the D. P. W. (P. W. 4) 1s 132 feet 12 inches,
a little over 44 yards. Not satisfied with this 1st defendant began to build a payal,
from 2 feet to 2 feet 5 inches in breadth, in the street at the western end. ~For
this encroachment he was prosecuted by the Municipality in July last. He had
therefore a motive to forge documentary evidence. 3

3. The Sub-Registrar (P. W. 6) says that Shama Rao, one of the neigh-
bours, told him of an addition made to the house by Muddayya ; and if so he \VOT;](l
have had a motive for the forgery. 1t is indeed argued for 1st defendant that the
alteration may have been made, (perhaps through collusion with some official
concerned), on the very day of copying the document into the book, because the
signature of the examiner is much blacker than the body of the writing. This
may however be due to the use of different ink; and in any case there lis a vast
difference between the dull blackness of the signature and the sharp fresh blackness
of the 5, The signature also is not yniform in blackness, the depth of colour

x

> 3

increasing much from left to right. Moreover there is no direct evidence of any
addition between 1830 and the laying down of the stones for the payal. Devara-
gudi Narrainappa, whose own house is twenty yards distant, denies that any
addition was made either by Muddayya or himself. Lastly, if Muddayya had made
the alteration in the book, he would have made a corresponding change in his
original deed. And if D. Narrainappa had made it, he would have entered 45 instead
of 43} in the sale deed which he gave to Subba Rau (Exhibit T').

4. 1st defendant, when prosecuted, asserted his title to the site of the
payal (see Exhibit J). But he subsequently on the same occasion admitted that he
could not prove his title, and pleaded that he had a verbal permission to build the
payal from Dr. Chalke, who was Chairman in 1896. The plea had no legal validity
(as he probably knew), written permission from the Council being necessary ; and
it was contradicted by Dr. Chalke, when at last examined. But he was absent on
plague duty, and did not appear till October 7th. If defendant wanted time to
concoct evidence, this dilatory plea effectually served his purpose.

5. 1st defendant came to the Sub-Registry on 7th September at 1 p. M., as
he and the Sub-Registrar agree in stating, and said that he wanted copies of two
documents relating to his house, to file in a suit (0. S. 547 of 1897), which he had
brought in the Muusif's Court at Penukonda against Susarla Srinivasa Rau, his
neighbour on the northern side. There is a narrow lane leading by the side of his
north wall to the house of his opponent. It is not publie, and Srinivasa Rau claims
it as his exclusive property. Subba Rau claims, however, that it belongs to the
owners of the two houses jointly, or at least that his house has certain easements
over it : especially the right of discharging water thereon. At the Sub-Registry
he filled up an application form (Exhibit 1) and paid Rs. 2 as search-fees. The
Sub-Registrar took out the Index-book for 1879-80 (Exhibit M), and found the two
entries relating to the sale-deeds of 1879 and 1880 already mentioned. He then
took out the Register-Book of 1580 (Exhibit N) and the Memorandum-Book of
1879 . The earlier sale-deed having been registered at Bellary, the local office
had been supplied with a mere abstract for reference. Subba Rau being a friend
of the Sub-Registrar and having defective sight, the latter found the places for
him in the books, and allowed him to read them sitting opposite at the same table.
After reading for about a quarter of an hour he asked and got a sight of the entry
in the Index-Book, and then said that he would take time to consider. The Sub-

x Registrar took the books from him and laid them on a bench by the table. He

continued sitting while the Sub-Registrar went on with his work. At 2 r. u. they
went out together: the Sub-Registrar to ease and feed himself at his house, and
the 1st defendant to get back his pension roll at the Taluk Treasury, which is in
the same compound with the Sub-Registry. The Sub-Registrar says that he
neglected to lock up the books in their case, becanse he was in a great hurry to ease
himself. He says also in eross-examination that he left them out for defendant
to look at. He told his peon Ramudu (P. W. 7) to watch them as they lay on the
beneh. 2nd defendant remained working in the office. He is the only clerk, and

is very deaf.

6. The Sub-Registrar refurned half an hour later and resumed his work.
At 3-30 p. M., Subba Rau returned, and said that he wished to have another look
at the documents. He read them again for half an hour, and said that he would
take copies. Thereupon they were handed over to 2nd defendant, to count the
words and reckon the copying fees, e did so and endorsed the required informa.
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tion on the application-form. Subba Ran paid the copying fees, handed in two
blank stamped papers, and then took his receipt and his departure.

7. Next day the 2nd defendant took casual leave for a domestic ceremony, *

and consequently no copying was done. On the afternoon of the 9th, the copies were
made, and examined by the Sub-Registrar, the 2nd defendant reading from the book
for comparison. When he came to the figures 42 the 2nd defendant drew the attention
of the Sub-Registrar to the alteration. He says that he left the place blank in the
copy for orders, but the Sub-Registrar says that he bad already written 45. This
at any rate was written in the copy, when supplied next day to the 1st defendant.
The Sub-Registrar said that he must report the matter to the Registrar. There-
upon, he says, 2nd defendant tried to dissuade him, saying that the alteration might
have been made in 1880, because the examiner's signature, ss well as the 5, was
blacker than the body of the writing ; and that the Sub-Registrar might be blamed
for leaving the books exposed during hisabsence. He also pointed out an unattest-
ed alteration (of an obvious and immaterial character) on the opposite page.

8. Next morning the Sub-Registrar took down his very brief explanation
(Exhibit P) and sent it with a report (Exhibit Q) to the Registrar in the afternoon.
In neither is there any mention of the exposure of the books during the Sub-Regis-
trar’s absence on the 7th. This report was posted at 2 p. a. In the evening he
learned from his peon Ramudn, that Subba Rau had entered the office on the 7th
during his absence and left it before hisreturn. The clerk had ordered him to take
money to the Treasury, and when he came back he met Subba Rau coming out of
the office-door. The Sub-Registrar did not report this fact immediately, because he
wished to be sure of his ground before expressing suspicion of a man of good
reputation and position, who was also his personal friend. But he questioned the
stamp vendor who sits in his office-veranda, 8th P. W. Revanur Venkataramayya.
This man said that he had looked into the office between 2 and 3 ». . during the
Sub-Registrar’s absence on the 7th and seen Subba Rau sitting on the floor with a
Register book on his knees and a pen in his hand. |

9. No report was made even of this information, and no written statements
were taken from these mformants till the 14th. On the 13th he received an order
from the Registrar, censuring his report as meagre and indicative of neglect of duty,
and directing an immediate full enquiry. On that day he took statements from the
two defendants in presence of the Taluk Magistrate (P. W. 1). In these (Exhibits
A and B) both deny that Subba Rau entered the office during the absence of the
Sub-Registrar, but 2nd defendant says that 1st defendant remained there when the
Sub-Registrar went out, departing, however, before his return. Next day he took
a statement (Exhibit C) from the peon in presence of the Taluk Magistrate, and on
the 15th in presence of that Magistrate the stamp vendor acknowledged a state-
ment previously taken from him by the Sub-Registrar (Exhibit D). This is dated
14th, but the Sub-Registrar says that it was really taken on the 15th, the figures
|4 being a mistake. Venkataramayya contradicts himself about this matter. The
defendants argue that iv was really taken on the 14th, and that there was difficulty
in getting him to acknowledge it before a Magistrate. His reluctance may have
been caused, either by feav of doing anything against a man in Subba Rau’s position,
or by consciousness that he had said something wntrue. Fis evidence, whether
true or false, is not beyond suspicion of originating in ill-feeling against 1st defend-
ant. The latter had recently refused to lend money to him, and had rebuked him
angrily in presence of other Brahmius for pot coming to a caste-ceremony after

o

)

accepting his invitation. But I cannot say decidedly that he has made any material
false statement at any time. The discrepancies between his later and earlier depo-

“sitions are such as may (like those of the peon) be fairly attributed to lapses of
memory or confusion under minute cross-examination. Much has been made of his
contradiction of the Sub-Registrar’s statement, that he handed in the stamped
papers on behalf of Subba Rau. This detail is quite immaterial, and nobody could
be expected to remember it distinctly after a day or two.

10. There is however a more serious discrepancy between the depositions
of this witness and the Sub-Registrar. Venkataramayya says that the Sub-Regis-
trar, whose house is opposite his own, spoke to him early on the morning of the
9th, bewailing his misfortune in having been brought into official trouble through a
man whom he had trusted too much. Venkataramayya, who had of course over-
heard the conversation between the Sub-Registrar and his deaf clerk on the pre-
vious day, then told the former that he had seen Subba Rau entering the office
during his absence. The Sub-Registrar denies that he heard any thing of the sort
till the afternoon, but I fear that on this point the inferior witness is the more cre-
dible. He has no motive for misrepresentation, and the Sub-Registrar has. If he
heard about Subba Rau’s surreptitious entry before sending his official report, he
rendered himself justly liable to official censure for saying nothing about the fact.
But his probable departure from truth in this particular does not vitiate his evidence
against 1st defendant. For it shows no disposition to get up a case against him,
but on the contrary a desire to screen his friend if possible with safety to himself.
He evidently wanted to see whether the Registrar would take the matter seriously,
before making a definite accusation. He may also have been afraid of getting into
trouble for defaming Subba Rau, if the accusation should not be legally proved.
It appears from his deposition that he was ignorant of the privileged character of
his report.  On the whole I regard him as a trustworthy witness against the Ist
defendant, though I have some suspicion that he is unjustly throwing blame on the
2nd defendant, in order to screen himself from official censure for the carelessness
which made this forgery possible.

11. The 1st defendant got his copy of the document on the 10th Septem-
ber, but had no opportunity cf using it for his defence against the charge of encroach-
ment. It was necessary, if he intended so to use it, that he should previously

_produce it in the Munsif’s Court at Penukonda, because he had told the Sub-Regis-
trar that this was the reason of his application, and because the Magistrate would
have less suspicion of a document previously filed in another Court. It was actu-
ally produced at Penukonda, but rejected by the District Munsif, as defendant
possibly expected.* The Munsif saysin hisorder (Ex: Y, dated 16th September!,
that the document was produced after inexcusable delay, and adds “I am
unable to believe that this is a bonafide applcation”. The document could in no
way help his suit, which had been filed fully a year before. His case had been
formally closed by his Vakil on September 3rd. He must have known of the
existence of the sale-deed from the beginning, and if it could have been of any use
to him, would have mentioned it long before he did. He now says, and has called
his Penukonda Vakil to swear, that the opposing Vakil verbally asked on Septem-
ber 6th for production of the document, and that he undertook to do so at the
suggestion of the Court. The Court’s notes (Ex:.Y;) make no mention of anv
such incident. Indeed there is no entry for the 6th, nor for any date between the
5th and the 14th. Moreover in his order of rejection the Munsif expressly states
that the defendant’s Vakil objected to the plaintiff's (this defendant’s) application,

* Nore—By that time the news of the forgery must have spread over the District,
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There cannot be the slightest doubt, that the incident of the 14th and the reason

given to the Sub-Registrar on the Tth were mere blinds to Subba Rao’s rea_l purpose.
The reason why the 6th September was pitched upon, as the d:}te of the imaginary

request for further documents, is this. The suit had been adjourned to the 6th,

and the plaintifi’s Vakil had doubtless taken a note of this. But the B diary (Ex:

Y) shows that it was prematurely taken up on the 1st, heard on the 2nd, 3rd and

5th, and then adjourned to the 14th.

12. Tt was seriously argued for 1st defendant that he cannot have intended
to deceive the Municipality and the Magistrate, because he had produced Ex: T
{wo years before, in support of a petition to the former against his neighbour Srini-
vasa Rao. Covld anybody remember, after such a lapse of time, the figures of a
doenment filed in support of a petition, which was rejected because the Municipality
had no concern with the matter: assuming that anybody took the superfluous
trouble of reading its contents ?

13. Itisargued with more reason that, according to the accounts of the Taluk
Treasury, 1st defendant must have been there during the time assigned by the Sub-
Registrar as the only possible oppertunity of the forgery. But the evidence of the
(‘ash-gumasta (D. W. 1) is by nomeans conclusive. Heindeed says that Subba Raun
probably drew his pension about 2 p. m, judging from the number and order of
the entries in his hooks for the day ; the Treasury hours being from 12 to 4. But, if
the payment of pension, which is the 11th item of 15 in the Expenditure Book
(Exhibit IV), took place at 2, Subba Rau must have come much earlier in the day
to begin the transaction. For the deduction of his Income-tax is entered in the
Receipt-book (Exhibit V) as the 3rd item of 16. There is much checking and cal-
culation by different persons before a pension can be drawn, and it seems likely
that Subba Rau, after handing in his pension-roll at 1 P. M., went away a few
yards to the Sub-Registrar’s Office, his presence in the Treasury being meanwhile
unnecessary. At 2 . &. he had nothing to do but to take his money, and was free
to go home or back to the Sub-Registry as he might prefer. He bas called three
witnesses, who were at the office that day for registration, to prove that he did not
return during the Sub-Registrar’s absence. One of them, the Village Munsif of
Anantapur (D. W. 4), says nothing to the purpose. He went away at the same time
with the Sub-Registrar and Subba Rau and did not go back that day. He mentions
however a curious fact showing the intimate friendship between the Sub-Registrar
and Subba Rau. The latter was rubbing the head of the former with some medi->
cine to cure his headache. The others (D. W. 2 and 3) say that they remained
during the Sub-Registrar’s absence, and did not see Subba Rau there till after his
return, Apart from the value of their remembrance of a cirecumstance, about which
they were not questioned till a long time after, I cannot allow much weight to their
testimony. One is a petty shop keeper and the other a dismissed Village Munsif.

14. 2nd defendant has been charged, because he is supposed to have been
in collusion with first defendant on the following grounds.

(n) Because he was in the room when the forgery must have been
committed.

(b) Because he sent away the peon, to prevent him from seeing the
forgery : an assertion made by the peon himself without corrobo-
ration, and with an obvious motive of self-exculpation.

(¢ DBecanse he ¢id not bring the alteration to the notice of the Sub-

tegistrar, when e was counting the words on the 7th for estl-
mation of the eopying fees.

T owmal g

-
{

(d) Because he did not bring it to notice on the 9th, when copying.

(e) Because he tried to dissuade the Sub-Registrar from making a
report: an argument resting on the interested and uncorrobora-
ted assertion of the Sub-Registrar.

(f) Because he did not mention the surreptitious return of Subba Rau
to the office, either on the 10th or the 13th when he was examined.

15. There is no doubt that 2nd defendant was in the room when the forg-
ery was committed. But it does not follow that he was a party to the offence.
He may have seen the 1st defendant meddling with the book, and been afraid to
interfere with his superior’s respected friend. But it is more likely that he was too
busy with his own work to take any notice of Subba Rau. It is highly probable
that the latter was quite at home in the office, and could take liberties with the
hooks without attracting any notice. He could, and doubtless would, take care
to sit with his back to the clerk, while actually using the pen. 2nd defendant
is an elderly man, very deaf, and defective in eyesight. He would rot hear,
and might not see, the departure and re-entry of 1st defendant about 2 e. M.
He indeed says that Subba Rao did not leave the office with the Sub-Registrar,
but remained looking at the books for half an hour more. He went out however
before the Sub-Registrar’s return, and when he did so the peon was at the doorway.
It is possible that this is a true statement of what occurred, bat the independent
testimony of Krishna Reddi (D. W. 4) makes me believe that Subba Rau did go out
when the Sub-Registrar went. Nevertheless as several others went at the same
time, it is likely enough that his departure was not noticed by the clerk. He would
ot take more than five minutes to get his pension, the preliminaries having already
heen arranged, and might have slipped back into his place at the book-table before
the deaf clerk had noticed that it was vacant.

16. He sufficiently accounts for his omission to bring the alteration to notice
earlier on the 9th, by saying that the Sub-Registrar was absent or busy during the
process of copying. The delay was trifling, and the time of comparison was obvi-
ously the natural and proper time for drawing the attention of his superior. As
regards his omission on the 7th, he says that he does not remember seeing the
alteration when he was counting the words, and, if his story of the course of events
on that day is the correct one, he could not have seen it : for the simple reason that
Subba Rau’s opportunity had not arrived. He says that the books were given to
him for counting the words, not in the afternoon, but about 11-30 A. M. very soon
after the Sub-Registrar had come to the office in company with Subba Rau. If he
and Subba Rau were conspirators, it is not likely that they would each contradict
the other in this particular. And if he really counted the words in the afternoon,
he may have been silent through fear during the presence of Subba Rau. On the
whole I think it most prebable that Subba Rau had no ally but the misplaced con-
fidence of the Sub-Registrar.

17. As to the guilt of Subba Rau I have no doubt. He had a sufficient
motive and a sufficient opportunity. Only two others, Muddayya and D. Narrai-
nappa, could have had a motive; but there is no reason to believe that they ever
liad an opportunity, and it is quite clear, as already pointed out (in para 3), that
if they had one they never used it. Tmmediately after Subba Rau’s opportunity
the forgary was discovered, and it was evidently brand-new. His wild allegation
of a conspiraey by his enemies, the stamp-vendor, the Anantapur Sanitary
Inspector and others, is disproved by the evidence of his own Vakil from Penukonda,
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‘;hat. be never t]xpngbt of applying for the copy till the 6th September. He applied
or it next morning at Anantapur. Clearly there was no time for any conspiracy
to make a forged entry for the purpose of implicating him. 1 LR

1.8. Concurring with the Assessors I acquit and discharge the 2nd defend-
ant. Differing from the Assessors I convict first defendant under section 466, I. P. C
and ordar that he suffer imprisonment for seven years. In consideratior: (;f -l 2
age I make the imprisonment simple. : =

(Signed) W. M. THORBURN,

i Additional Sessions Judge.
SESSION CASE No. 85 or 1898.

List of witnesses examined and Exhibits filed : —
(1) The following witnesses were examined for the prosecution.
1. A. S. Ponnaswami, Tahsildar of Anantapur.
2. Parigi Narrain Rau, Taluk Sheristadar, Badwel.
3. Anantapuram Strinivasa Rau, 2nd clerk, Sub-Magistrate’s Office
Anantapur. ’
4. Manachanallur Ramakrishna Ayyar, Overseer, D. P. W,
o Joseph Maclaughlin, Police Inspector, Anantapur.
6. Mahankali Narrain Rau, Sub-Registrar, Anantapur.
7. Ramudu, Peon, Sub-Registrar’s Office, Anantapur.
8. Revanur Venkataramayya, Stamp Vendor, Anantapur.
fJ. Nandavaram Tirumal Rau, Sanitary Inspector, Anantapur
10. Subba Raghavayya, Clerk, District Munsif’s Court, Penuiconda.

: ] v 2 1
(2) The following witnesses were examined for the defence

1. Cuddapah Appu Rau of Anantapur.

?. Talanki Venkatanarayana Chetti of Peddakotla, Anantapur Taluk
3. Peddakotla Rami Reddi of Peddakotla, Anantapur Taluk '
4. .

Guggila Krishna Reddi of Anantapur.
A. Ramachendrayya, 2nd grade pleader, Penukonda.
(3) The following witness was examined on behalf of the Court.
1. Devaragudi Narainappa of Anantapur.
(4) The following Exhibits were filed for the prosecution.

\) §

e 3:13_—_(,8__ Statement of the 1st defendant before the Sub-Registrar.
_13:3_.—_98._ Statement of the 2nd defendant before the Sub-Réstrur.
]4—(3.—98. Statement of Peon Ramudu before the Sub-Registrar.
g __D___ Statement of stamp vendor Venkataramayya.
14—9—98. b
~7:I;]_.:79 Sale deed from Raja Rau to P. Narrain Rau.

F. Sale deed from P. Narrain Rau to V. Muddayya.

0

15k 1st defendant’s Petition to the Chairman.
20—5—96.
d J. 1st defendant’s statement before the Stationary Sub Magistrate.
“10—8—98. -
K. Plan.
L. Copy application dated 7-9-98.
M. Index Book.
M, & M. Entries relating to documents Nos. 60/79 and 50 of 1880.
4 ¥ Vol: IV of Book No. L.
Ni. Forged portion on page 44.
0. Copy of Exhibit F granted to the 1st defendant.
P. 9nd defendant’s written explanation.
T0—9—98.
Q. 1st Report of the Sub-Registrar to the District Registrar.
10—9—98.
R. Registrar’s Instructions.
12—Y—96.
S. 2nd Report to the District Registrar.
15—9—98.
Registration Book for 1896 containing the copy of sale deed executed
. by D. Narrainappa in favour of the 1st defendant.

U. Charge sheet put in by the Sanitary Inspector.
30—7—98. -
V. Letter of the District Surgeon.
12—9—98.
W. Deposition of Dr. Chalke before the Stationary Sub Magistrate.
7—10—98.
2 Judgment of the Stationary Sub Magistrate of Anantapur in C. C.
17—10—98. 208/98.
A B. Diary in O. S. 547/1897, Penukonda District Munsif’s Court.
Y. Statement of plaintiff’s Vakil in O. S. 547/1897, Penukonda District
Munsif’s Court.
b 9 Statement of defendant’s Vakil in O. S. 547/1897, Penukonda District
Munsif’s Court.
Ya: List of documents on behalf of plaintiff in O. 8. 547/ 1897, Penukonda
District Munsif’s Court.
X% Plaintiff’s Petition in O. S. 547 of 1897, Penukonda District Munsif's
Court.
Yo Order paper in O. 8. 547 of 1897, Penukonda District Munsif’s Court.
s Plaint in O. S. 547 of 1897, Penukonda Munsif's Court.
% 3% Written statement in 0. S. 547 of 1897, Penukonda Munsif’'s Court.
p, o Issues in O. S. 547 of 1897, Penukonda Munsif’s Court.
Yo Judgment in 0. S. 547 of 1897, Penukonda Munsif’s Court.
Z. 1st defendant’s statement before the Committing Magistrate.
AA. ond defendant’s statement before the Committing Magistrate.
BB. Dismissal order of D. W. 3 P. Ramireddi.
(5) The following Exhibits were filed for the defence.

E Deposition of P. W. 8 before the Committing Magistrate.
i & Letter from the District Surgeon to the 1st defendant.
18—9—96.

B
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IT1. Extract from the Proceedings of the Municipal Council of Anantapur.
17—11—96.
1V, Disbursement Register of the Taluk Office, Anantapur.
' Receipt Register of the Taluk Office, Anantapur.
vi. Registration Register for 1898.
VIL Index of suit No. 547 of 1897.
VIII. Memorandum relating to Exhibit E.
(Signed) W. M. THORBURN,
Additional Sessions Judge.
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