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6. As to the Board’s recommendation, that no further experiments of g like
nature be tried in Madura, I have the honor most submissively to réjwl-sent tll (t
the system of prmtmg by contract has not yet had that fair frig] whi('h‘it W lldl

¢ probably have had, if the advice offered to the Board of Revenue by Mr I\)u(
| had been accepted. I should strongly recommend that the adverse judgmen t(']'N
suspended, until a trial, under proper“conditions, has been made. T iere&sm:l-:,. :e
be no good reason Whatevgr, why printing by contract should not be done at 1: ‘(tJ
as_efficiently and economically for Government as it is for Local Fund Bo, d
and Municipalities or private parties, | e

———————

Resorurion—dated 9th December 1885, No. 8320,

Qubms > o ML R ; } § {
enlbeéulggfjt,tfi*lo,t?;(gs,‘ ernment in continuation of Board’s Proceedings, 6th Noy-
2. Mr. Crole takes exception to the concluding paragraph of the Pr i
above quoted, m which the Board expressed the o;h?ion %lalt the wholéol(-f:;iolﬁg .
bility for the failure of the experiment rested with him, for having, in thé ﬁ‘rlf:
}‘)lac’e, recommended a man for a Goyernment contract, who was g ’Guvornme;t
;ﬁ;\‘ éllllltt., and next for not having taken proper. care to ascertain  that he was
3. With regard to the first oimt, Mr. Crole refers to G.0., 17th Newe
1883, No. 2590, Fmancial, i.n vy}{)ich t’hc Government, on a rep:)rt fronlx\ i;;?:hefr
:;;]fe(ﬁ -t’],lat there was “ no objection per se against the firm mentioned oy th g*rou“nd’

Dindigul, was engaged in a number of # ventures,” that, amongst others, he wes
:: real proprleto’f ” of the Sopth Indian Press at Madura, and ﬁmt annth’er en:;ibvt'gg
the }I anager.,” It was this latter individual who, apparently of his owny motio];
and mthout. any mention of Seshadri Sastri’s connection with the businesg offered
as reported in Mr. Crole’s letter read in G.O., 1st July 1882, No. 672, I,{cvonuc’
t_? execute Government work at the South Indian Press at a SaVing on ’tho ('o;st t<;
(xovenupent of 127 per cent. Mr, Crole also referred to his letter read in Board’
Proceedmgs, 20th J anuary 1883, No, 162, in which he reported that Seshadri Sastr?
had established a printing press at Madura, but that this did not interfere with h;
official du_tles‘ at Dindigul, and_ that the orders on the subject were observed in ths
Madura district. It was on this Proceedings that G.0., 2nd March 1883, No ‘308‘3
Rev{enue, was passed, ruln}g that matiye servants need not altogether s’ever t}lei;
business connections, provided they did. not concern themselves in the directio
and management.  When, therefore, My, Crole, in his letter, No. 454, of the 21[:
Septeml‘)er 18_83, reported in the terms stated above in regard to Sesiladri Sagtri?
connection with the South I'ndian Press, it was naturally assumed by Governmen:
that he had merely a pecuniary intepest in ¢ the firm,” and the Board’s objection
to his employment s a contractor wag consequently overruled. That the GJOVOI'II-
ment were under'thls mistaken im ression,—an impression which wag also shared
b;,f the Board,—is c]_ea'rly stated in G.0., 8th July 1884, No. 1530 Mis, which
directed that Sfashadrl Sastri should be called upon to resign either the con’tract or
the .pubhc service, T.he Bqard cannot, in these circumstzinces, acquit Mr. Crole of
havg]g’ doubtless unintentionally, migled themselves and Government ; and the
C(_.pr;?de_r that, in view of the defective information furnished by him, he alone is
:ﬁ;lgnlzlsble for the employment of 5 Government servant as contractor contrary to

4. Asto th_e second point, Mh_CmJe observes that Seshadri Sastri gave cash
security amounting to Rs. 1,000, theGavernment printing work being worth about
Rs. 2,500 a year, and that he “was likewise known to have a rich uncle, and to
be possessed of some valuable Plant.” * The cash security was reported’by Mr,

l());(:ze, in his letter }ginted. in G.O., Financial, 17th November 1883, No. 2590, to
quite sufficient,” but it was obviously no guarantee of his solvency, and events

What Mr. Crole reported was that Seshadri Sastri, Taluk Sheristadar of .
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have shown that it had no effect whatever in securing the proper execution of the
work. Whether he had a rich uncle or not had absolutely no bearing on the
question of his own solvency; and as to his plant, the Board observe that it is
under attachment by the Civil Court for debts, which doubtless existed in 1883,
The Board see no reason, therefore, to modify their remarks on this point.

9. In paragraphs 4 and 6 of his letter, Mr. Crole seeks apparently to lay the
blame of the failure on the Board for accepting his own recommendation, notwith-
standing the warning contained in Mr. Key#'s letter, printed in Board’s Proceedings,
11th March 1884, No. 840. The Board are unable to see any grounds for this
contention, Mr, Crole had recommended the acceptance of Seshadri Sastri’s
tender, and was responsible for doing so; and the Board were entitled to assume
that the man knew his own business well enough not to offer terms which he knew
would involve him in loss. It was open to Mr. Crole to suggest a reconsideration
of the matter, if, on seeing Mr. Keys'’s letter, he, with his personal knowledge of
Seshadri Sastri and of local circumstances, had thought such a course necessary.

6. The Board regret to be obliged to draw the attention of Government to
the grossly insubordinate tone of Mr. Crole’s oth paragraph, the language of
which the Board can only interpret as an insinuation that the “ reflections” on
himself, to which he refers, were drafted by the Board’s Acting Sub-Secretary and
communicated to him without the knowledge of its Members. The Board need
hardly observe that such was not, and could not have been, the case; and they
regard Mr. Crole’s conduct in making such a suggestion as a flagrant and most
reprehensible breach of official propriety..  Nor is this the first occasion on which
Mr. Crole has offended in this respect. In conneetion with certain proceedings of
the Board on the action of the Madura Local Fund Board, he protested, in violent
terms, against what he called % being pil!oried ” before his subordinates, and
declared that, under the portfolio system' introduced into the Board under the
orders of Government, a Collector’s re(]‘)utation, built up laboriously during a
service of over twenty years, was placed at the mercy of the opinions of a single
individual” (paragraphs 22 and 23 of his letter, printed in G.O., 18th September
1884, No. 2213, Financial). The Board refrained at the time from taking as
severe notice of this language as they might have done, but the present repetition
of Mr. Crole’s offence shows that their forbearance was misinterpreted. The
Board would draw the attention of Government to their order of the 5th

- February 1873, No. 147, in which a very similar breach of official decorum on the

of Mr. VansAgnew, C.S., was characterised by them ag a presumptuous
exhibition of insubordinate temper,” and in which he ‘was warned that the Govern-
ment would “fully uphold the respect due by Collectors to the Board of Revenue,”
and would “not hesitate to remove him from office, should the present intimation
be lost on him,”  Mr. VansAgnew’s conduct on that oceasion was severely
animadverted on by the Secretary of State, and he subsequently apologised and
expressed his extreme regret at having. acted under ¢ g mistalz’en impression of
the practice in the Board’s office”; but this excuse cannot be pleaded by Mr. Crole,
who has himself officiated as the Board’s Sub-Secretary. The Board are, therefore,
reluctantly compelled to recommend that Mr. Crole be removed from Madura to
some other district, and otherwise dealt with as the Government may think fit.

(A true Copy and Extract.)

/ﬁm:{u«dx

Acting Secretary.

To the Secretary to Government, Revenue Department, /
Copy to the Collector of Madura,

Exd. F. R. Bantleman,
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Submitting to Government, with remarks,
letter from the Collector of Madura eommentin
on the terms of Board’s Proceedings, 6th Nov-
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Those attacks were described|very unwarrantable, some of them, and Mr. Symonds

was informed that the Government could not doubt that he had communicated

directly or indirectly to the newspaper another and more recent article against Mr. .

Whiteside.

8. The Chief Secretary’s letter concludes with these words :
“T am directed to inform you that you have laid yourself open to very severe censure, and
that, in the event of your being guilty of similar conduct on any future occasion, you will be at

once removed from your appointment.
“The Government also consider the tone of the conclusion of your present letter to be very

ol;jectionable; and I am to inform you that it is not permissible for any public officer to make

himself a party to attacks in the newspapers on other public officers with whom his official duties
may bring him into contact. In the present instance, the attacks have been levelled at the

Magistrate of the district, who is one of the official visitors of the Jail under your supérintendence ;
and it is only in consideration of your having, it 18 believed, discharged your dutiesin the Jail
remarkably well that the Government refrain from removing you from your acting appointment.”

° * . * . - » .

9. Mr. Symonds thereon wrote, gratefully acknowledgipg .the. mdulgence of
the Government, assuring it that he would never offend again in like matter, and
that the leniency with which he had been treated would spur him to do his very
best to discharge his duties zealously and conscientiously.

10. Three years later, however, the Gocr_emqlffznttl_lad ;)}ccg%iion g) exprgss;i ({heir

! 1scatistaction that Mr. Symonds not

*G:0,, 29th July 1875, No. 1681. more - cordially co-c;])el)"ate with the
Medical Officer when he communicated to him his suspicions that the supply of
food to the convicts in the Central Jail, Trichinopoly, was not issued in proper
quantities. In this connection, however, it must not be forgotten that the Inspector-
General did not consider the outbreak which gave rise to the inquiry inte the food-

supplies to have been caused by any maladministration of Mr. Symonds, and that

that officer’s action on the occasion of the outbreak was approve& by Government.

[See paragraph 37 of this Note].
11. Again in 1875t the Inspector-General of Police brought to the notice of
E .~ (Government that two convicts—despe-
t G.0., 16th August 1375, No. 1798. radoes—had improperly been sent b
the Jail authorities from Trichinopoly to Madura without leg-irons, with the result
that they attempted to escape, and that one of them was shot by a constable of the
Police guard, who was placed on his trial criminally for the act.

12. The Inspector-General of Jails, Colonel ’I‘trmnantt,a;l:n called“on for a report
4 5 on this circumstance, called. in turn, on
b G.O.,JGﬂl August 1875, NO. 1798. the Trichinopol Jail Supe.'intend’ent,
Mr. Symonds, for an explanation, whereon that officer endeavoured to justify his.
conduct, and, in proof that he had given the use of fetters some attention, for-
warded an article he had written some time ago to the papers on the subject. -

13. The Inspector-General of Jails objected to Mr. Symonds's action and to his~

ventilating his opinions on official subjects in the newspapers.
' The Government thereon passed
the following § order :— 3

«Tt is no doubt open to the Police (and this should be generally understood) to require

that prisoners handed over to their escort shall be fettered in any case, where they deem additional

. precaution against toben : but here it was the special daty of the intendent
of the Jail to have leg-ironed two rful dacoits.” His not doing so has

§ G.0., 17th September 1875, No. 2035,

and powe
resulted in a most dann%attemptatem leading to the death of one of the priso
the trial of one of the P . Lo cindonurs,
severely censured.

# 9. The article in the newspapers which has been sent up is of an old date ; but the G o
ment agree with the Inspeotor_vzg.;neral that such contributions fronr a Superintendent of o:?:i]
are entirely opposed to good discipline, and should be interdicted.”

14. in, in 1876, Mr. Symonds, while still Acting Superintendent of the

Trichinopoly Jail, left Rs. 800, deposite :
for over three months in the charge of the Jailor, who embezzled the amount,

olice on & capital charge. For this neglect Mr. Symonds is hereby

ited as security by the Jail Diet Contractort

L

ey

o

!

Colonel
Tennant took a lenient view of Mpy.
Symonds’s conduct, and the order * of

Government on the matter ran in these terms:
“Mr, Symonds’s neglect of ordinary precautions and standin%r rules has not only caused

Mr. Symonds acknowledged his error, and made good the money.

* * G.0., 28th July 1876, No. 1548.

A

pecuniary loss to himself, but, by placing temptation in the way of a subordinate, has ruined a

man who ¢ had hitherto borne an excellent character.’
«9. The Governor in Council frusts that the very serious results that have followed his
careless want of consideration and breach of rules will be a sufficient warning to Mr. Symonds

for the future without further condemnation by Government.”

15. Nothing further against Mr. Symonds appears on the records of Govern-
ment till 1882, in the course of which year an experiment was made in the Madras
Penitentiary, of which Mr. Symonds had been appointed Superintendent in 1877
and in other Central Jails, in the use of Chubb’s padlocks for fastening Ward.s,’

cells, &e.
16. The Inspector-General of Jails had given orders that the keys of these

dlocks were on no pretence to be gle]ivered to any prisoner. In the Madras

enitentiary, however, convicts were, without the knowledge of the Superintendent
set to work by the keeper to make duplicates in lieu of worn specimens of the keysz
The Inspector-General of Jails censured Mr. Symonds for thig occurrence and for
his omission to report it ; whereon that officer endeavoured to justify his conduet
and wrote two letters in which he described the experiment as a dangerous and
expensive failure, which might have been avoided had the Inspector-General
consulted the executive officers of the department before committing the State

- to the expenditure involved in introducing a system wholly unsuited to the

circamstances of Indian prisons. He declined to aceept Colonel Tennant’s judg-

" ment in the matter, accused that officer of overlooking his merits, and desired that

the question might be laid before Government.

17. The Inspector-General accordingly represented the circumstances, and
showed that Mr. Symonds’s sweeping denunciations and his style of correspond-

ence were alike unjustifiable.
~ 18. The ordert of Government on
this matter is quoted below :——

“In the Inspector-Genrwl's correspondence with the Superintendent regarding the Peniten-
tiary keys, [lis Excellency, ¢the Governor in Council can see nothing inappropriate, and certainl
n:{ging which can be resarded as the slightest provocation to the Superintendent, whose letters of
the 9th and 16th Auguy 8re, n the highest degree, insubordinate and disrespectful. Such conduct
Ad any reﬂetltmn of it will subject Mr. Symonds to very serious consequences

cannot be tolerated, p4¢ 81y TEPELt] !
in the interests of oA¢ial discipline in an important department.”

P L
19. Later/in the same year, 1882, the Inspector-General of Jails re

that Messrs, <line and Howard (the former an officer of the Accounts Depart?n(z;ff
who was Jubsequentl compulsorily retired, and the latter an ex-convict well
knov-10 Madras) had been allowed to have interviews with Lingam Lakshmaii
o wonviet undergoing a long sentence for forgery in the Madras Penitenti £
“Colonel Tennant reported that Mr. Symonds’s conduct in permitting these matx(;);
views was highly imprudent and certainly unauthorised.

20. The Government
Rl s st - nt passed the

«The Governor in Council entirely approves the Inspector-General’s decision, directi
Superintendent of Prisons, Madras, to guide himself strietly by the Jail Rules gre:(}téglgdgze
prisoners an interview with their friends or legal advisers. The present case certainly does n c?t

any special and emergent circumstances, which would take it out of the general course

];:he conduct of the Superintendent, first, in allowing an officer of the Aceount Departmentt‘
visit 8 particular prisoner as his eounsel ; and, secondly, in allowing this counsel to employ, as hi(;
agent in the prisoner’s business, the ex-convict Howard, indicates a want of judgment so o lor
able that the Government have considered whether, taken with some official eorrespondence, the I;.on-
A which recently came under their censure, Mr. Symonds has not shown himself unfit for his post,
He will understand that he has incurred their grave disapprobation, and that, for the futurém '

1 be shown. The Inspector-General will remove Lingam Lakshmaji, the prisoner x;z

5 Wi i
Ezloz:oge half such smml indulgence has been exbibited, to the Central Prison, Vellore, He will

+ G.0., 8th September 1882, No. 1252. .

+ G.O., 23rd December 1882, No. 2228.
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also transmit copy of the correspondence now submitted by him to the Aceountant-General, who
will briug Dr. Cline’s proceedings in this case to the notice of the Government of India. In'y
the Financial Department.”

——

21. Su})quuvntl.\', in 1885, the Inspector-General of Jails (Mr. Girimes) had an
interview with His E.\u'(‘”vu(-y the Governor, from which it resulted that His
E‘\'CBH““C}' thought it advisable to transfer Mr. Symonds from the Madras Peniten-
tiary to the charge of the Salem ( entral Jail, [t appeared that Mr. Symonds left
too much to his s111»nnlinuh-s, that his work suftered from his devotion to other
pursuits, that he fell below the proper standard of zeal and careful attention. At
the same time, Mr. Grimes admitted, when the transfer of Mr. Symonds from the
I’enitvnriur}' was buing made, that there had not been much fault to find with the
condition of that Institution on hig inspection in March 1885,

The Ill-i\‘pt'cti»1‘-”01101‘:11 of Police (Colonel (}uthriv) has informed* Government

*D.0. letter N., dated 13th January 1885, that s the ““.‘“'\.i”“ .”f his transter,
4 Mr, Symonds said publicly :
“ What is the good of sending me to Salem. I can always write to the newspapers,”’

—_—

22. This brings the record doywn to the
Present time, when the Inspector-Giene.-

f Current No. 95, datea T8l OF Jails reports +
3th, received 12th January Mz, Symonds for
.. insubordination in
the circumstances set forth below .

23. The Superintendent of the Madrag

: D.0. (A), dated 15k Pcnitontiurv, Mr,
December 1885, Goo 1-i(-,h, : report-
edf to the Inspector-Generg] that the
conviet Howard (for permitting whom,
when at liberty, to visit convict Lingam
LaksumjL Mr. Symonds had been :«-n_

§G.0., 23rd December Sured § by Govern-
1882, No. 2228, n]()“t)’ 1;1 Wl‘itin"
to his solicitor had spoken fr(-qm-nﬂ;
of a friend up-country, whe could, would
and was bound to assist him, anq that
on being questioned, he stated that thi..s3
friend was Mr. Symonds,

24. It was further reported || that con.
vict Howard'g soli-
Citor in paying, on
ﬂl() H’th 1)(?('(!6;1)(*1‘
the balance of the fine imposed by the
Presidency I\‘Iagistrate on that indivi'duu],
in default of payment of whijcl, he was
undergoing imprisrmment, had stated
that Mr. Symonds had paid the amount,
The solicitor, Mr. Ambrose, t, wrote
to Howard saymg that hig up-countr
friend had sent him R, 90 towards the
payment of his fine,

25. Mr. Goodrich also forwarded to Mr,
Grimes five letters from conviet Howard
which had been found on the 18th De.
cember, on a tinm-expired Prisoner when
he was being searched on the completion
of his term of imprisonment,

-

i D. O. (B), dated 19th
December 1885.

i T —
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Estate, it appears, fr

[Enclosure I.]
GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

PUBLIC DEPARTMENT.

REap—the following papers :—

Memorandum by C. S. CROLE, Esq., dated 26th September 1885,

Memorandum by the Hon’ble Mr. SULLIVAN, dated 22ud October 1885.

From C. 8. CROLE, Esq., dated Madura, 19th November 1885, No. A.

From H. H. SHEPHARD, Esq., Acting Advocate-General, dated Madras, 5th A
November 1885.

" From J. W. HANDLEY, Esq., Chief Judge, Small Cause Court, dated -Madras, 21st

December 1885,

Memorandum by the Hon’ble Mr. SULLIVAN, dated 21st January 1886,

Orper—dated 4th February 1886, No. 240, Public.

The papers read above relate to charges which Mr. Crole, late Collector of Madura,

has brought against the Hon'ble Mr. H, E. Sullivan, Senior Member of Council.

These charges are—

1. That towards the end of January 1884, the Hon’ble Mr. Sullivan was virtnally
the owner of the Richings Estate at Ootacamund, and that, inasmuch as
the said estate, as then constituted, was an estate devoted to the cultiva-
tion of eommercial products for profit, the Hon’ble Mr. Sullivan, in owning
it, committed a breach of his covenant as a Civilian, and infringed the
orders of Government and the Secretary of State prohibiting Covenanted
Civilians from holding land for such a purpose.

II. That about the same time the Hon’ble Mr. Sullivan was a parby to an attempt
to cheat, inasmuch as he was & party to an attempt to induce a Native land-
holder of Madura to buy the said Richings Estate for a price much beyond
its value, and based on, and supported by, a valnation which, in the attend-
ant circumstances, was fraudulent,

I1I. That in consequence of Mr. Crole having advised the said landholder not
to purchase the property, the Hon’ble Mr, Sullivan abused his position as a
Member of the Madras Government by denouncing Mr. Crole in his official
capacity, and so acting as to obstruct Mr. Crole in his administration of
the Madura District.

9. Charge 1.—As to the Hon’ble Mr. Sullivan’s position in regard to the Richings
om a memorandam drawn up by him for the guidance of his executors,
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which, with the deeds, &e., relating to the estate, [were placed before the Advocate-General,
that, in 1870, Mr. H. E. Sullivan purchased two plots of land in the neighbourhood of Ootaca.
mund, amonnting together to 33'75 acres, and made them over to his son Mr. J. F. Sullivan
ou his coming out from England; that he subsequently enabled his son to acqnire the rest of
the property and to carry on planting operations ; and that baving in this and other ways
made considerable advances in favor of his son, and being desivons of securing to his other
children such an interest in the property as to pnt them all on an equal footing pecnniarily,
he, in 1883, took a mortgage on the estate for Rs. 60,000; it being farther agreed that
the sale-proceeds of the property, whether sold before or after his death, should, after a
certain deduction in favour of his son My, J. F. Sullivan, be divided equally among his
children.

3. In effect, the intention was, the Advocate-General states, ““ that the estates shoul.
be treated, not as the property of Mr. H. E. Sullivan, nor as the sole property of his son, but
as a property in which, purchased and improved as it had been at the expense of My, H. E.
Sallivan, his son Mr. J. F. Sullivan and his other children should, as far as possible, have
equal interests in the same way as if it had been made the subject of a settlement in their

favour.”

4. Looking at the mortgage alone, the Advocate-General is of opinion that My, I1.
E. Sullivan by becoming mortgagee acquired a substantial interest in the estnte, By virtue
of the mortgage, he became an incumbrancer to a large amount on the estate, having, besides
the ordinary power of sale, the peculinr right to receive the proveeds arising from the sale of

crops made from time to time.”

5. The relations of the father and son were, in brief, those of mortgagee and mort-
gagor, baving, however, certain peculiar incidents.

6. In reference to these ‘ peculiar incidents,” the Hon’ble My, Sullivan explains
that he was quite unaware of the existence of such provisious; that he never received any-
thing in the shape of inferest or the sale-proceeds of crops; and that to render impossible any
further insinnation that he has a persoual beneficiary interest in the estate, he is havine
prepared a deed to transfer to the Official Trustee, appointed under Act XVI[ of 18(;4.,:
whatever interest the mortgage deed may give, to be admiuistered for the benefit of hLis

children.

¥ 7. Charge II.—On this allegation the Hon’ble Mr. Sallivan remarls: My know.-
ledge of the matter is confined to my son having, whilst I was at Madras, intimated to . by
letter, that a Native gentleman, whose acquaintance he had made at Madura, had been to b
him and wished to purchase the estate. I think he said he expected to get a lakh of rupees
for it. I forget what I replied to him, but I think it was to the effect that T wished he might
get it. My son is of a sanguine nature, aud had an exaggerated idea of the valae of his
property. I never gave the matter unother thought, and of the negotiations which may have
passed subsequently between the parties I know absolutely nothing.”

8. Apart from a lawyer’s opinion on the deeds relating to the property, it appeared
to His Excellency the Governor in Council advisable that legal advice should be taken on the
statements formulated by Mr. Crole in regard to the first two charges recited above. Mr.
Handley, Chief Judge of the Small Cause Court, and recently scting as a Judge of the High
Court, was accordingly consulted. He reports that the evidence adduced is wholl ¥ insufficient
to substantiste these charges, or to justify Mr, Crole in having made them. There is nothing
in the documentary evidence produced by Mr. Crole to show that the Hou’ble My, Sallivan
had any counection with the Richings Estate in Jannary 1884, and absolutely no evidence that
Le had anything to do with the proposal that a Native landholder should buy it, beyond the
inference arising from his alleged ownership. Further, he says, there is nothing in the papers
to support the suggestion of any fraud or deception practised upon the Zemindar.

T
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9. Mr. Handley concludes his opinion in the following words :—
“(On the whole, I consider that the evidence now produced affords no foundation foi tho
charges against the Hon’ble Mr. Sullivan contained in Mr. Crole’s memorandum, and that he Was

wholly unwarranted in putting forward such charges on such evidence. It is somewhat surpris-
ing to find, from his own confession, that he ventured to commit such charges to writing in the
absence of the papers, and still more surprising to find, when the papers are produced, that they
afford no foundation for charges so serious; and even as to the facts actually before him, Mr. Crole
seems to have manifested a carelessness most culpable in one bringing such serious charges against
a Member of the Government. He quotes words from letters which it appears he was quoting
from memory, and the most important of which are not to be found in any document now produced.
He says that it is ‘a pregnant fact that in one of the letters the Zemindar is urged to consult no one
except B. Strinivasamurti Aiyang'ﬂ'l',' and goes on’to comment on that individual’s connection with
the Hon’ble Mr. Sullivan. This is a flagrant misrepresentation of the only passage in My, J. F.
Sullivan’s letters referving to this individual, where the words used are (Exhibit 1V) : “I should think
old Strinivasamurti is a safe man to advise you; of course, I know he is ignorant of planting, but he
has & good head for figures” Again, Mr. Crole knew, as his memorandum' shows, that the name of
Mcr. Ryan of the Cedars was Jeremiah, and yet he never noticed, or if he did, had forgotten that the
valuation was signed H. Val Ryan. He assumes, thronghout the memorandum, as a fact that the

Richings Estate was the property of the Hon’ble Mr- Sullivan ; whereas it now appears that really all
the evidence he had of that fact was that the Zemindar believed it or said he did. An official of Mp.
Crole’s experience in this country ought to have known better than to allow the mere suspicions of a
Native landholder to have any weight against the character of an English gentleman. Had he merely
brought to the notice of Government that certain matters affecting the Hon’ble Mr. Sullivan had been
represented to him by the Zemindar and his Va.kil,' leaving it to Governmenf to take such notice ag
they shall think fit, he would probably have been acting within the scope of his duty; and this is the
light in which, in his letter of the 19th November, 1885, he wishes his memorandum to be taken. But
it seems to me that the memorandum goes far beyond this, and that its tone throughout is that of g

prosecutor responsible for the truth of the statements he makes and prepared to prove them.”

10. Charge III—The Hon’ble Mr. Sullivan states, with reference to this charge,
that, until Mr, Crole’s memorandum of 26th September 1885, reached him, he had not the
slightest idea that Mr. Crole had interested himself in the negotiations between his son and
the Zewmindar. 'I'he Government have no doubs of the correctness of this statement, and conse-
quently the fabric, constructed on the auppositio.u. to the coutrary, falls to the ground. The
whole churge, indeed, is bolstered np with suppositions, some of which are baseless within the
kunowledge of His Excellency in Couneil, and some the outcome of the painfully morbid
vanity which pervades Mr. Crole’s memorandum and letter. Tt is sufficient to state that decie
sious which Mr. Crole speaks of as having been passed, “independently of the merits of the
matters dealt with,” were, whether right or wrong, the decisions of the collective Government,
whieh, annd;gbi; the Hon'ble Mr. Sullivan alone, is responsible for them. The censures ol
on Mr. Crole’s administration had not the slighte_sb counection with what he calls the * Rich-
ings episode,” which, at the time thg censures were passed, was absolutely unknown to any
Member of the Goverument. It is a matter of surprise to His Excellency in Couucil that not
ouly should Mr. Crole have assumed the respousibility of taking affidavits from persous in the
distriet to the effect that there were rumours of a hostile feeling towards himself on the part
of » Member of the Government, but that he should have attached the slightest value to such
essentially hearsay statemeuts.

11. The Government have not thonght it necessary to go into the statements of
Mr, Crole regarding the Hon’ble Mr. Sullivav’s alleged favoritism in respect to B. Strinivasa-
murti Aiyangar; but His Excellency in Council desires to record his emphatic opinion that
there is nothing in those statements to justify Mr. Crole’s insinuation that the favour, -if any,
extended by the Hon’ble Mr. Sullivan to that individual was due to any improper motive.

12. His Excellency the Governor in Council has given this paiufnl case his most
careful cousideration, and he has come to the conclusion that Me. Crole having voluutarily *
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chosen to make snch grave charges against the Hon’ble Mr. Sallivan, and having failed so
conspicuously to justify his action, has been guilty of a most serions offence, It is a question,
indeed, whether an officer, with such strange ideas of what constitutes evidence, and who has
made such random statements, is a fit person for the very responsible post of Collector. It
would seem that an overweening estimate of his own merits, almost passing beyond the bounds
of sane reason, is at the bottom of what the Government can only characterise as a malignant
attempt to revenge himself upon the Hon’ble Mr. Sullivan for a purely imaginary wrong.

13. The Right Hon’ble the Governor in Council would always rather take a kindly
view of the transgressions of an officer serving under him than not, and having regard to the
fact that Mr. Crole has recently had to be removed from the Madura District, at the request of
the Board of Revenue, for grossly insulting them under the impulse of the same vanity, which
has led him to attribute to the Hon’ble Mr, Sullivan’s personal dislike the dissatisfaction of
the Government with his administration, he is inclined to think that a period of suspension
may, without too much compromising discipline, give Mr. Crole, who is a man of some ability,
and who may possibly*still do useful work, an opportunity of reconsidering himself and of
retrieving his character.

14. Mr. Crole will accordingly be suspended for the period of one year from the

date of this order.
(True Extract.)
W. WILSON,

Acting Chief Secretary.

;,,L_;

[Enclosure II.]

MEMORANDUM

FOR

H. E. The Right Honorable The Governor.

R e T —

As the resnlt of a D. O. correspondence initiated by the Honorable Mr, Wobster
(C. 8.) regarding the history and antecedents of Captain E. A. Campbell, I saw the Chiet
Secretary at Qoty on the 29th ultimo. He suggested that a letter lately received from
Captain E. A. Campbell should be submitted for the perusal of His Excellency. I now send
it with the explanatory remark that Captain E. A. Campbell was an ordinary acquaintance
of mine some 16 or 17 years ago, but that, as far as my memory serves me, thisis the only
oceasion on which he has addressed me in writing. I, cerfainly, have never written to him
within that period. He had no right therefore to consider that I was in any way restricted
as to the use to be made of liis present communication. Very possibly he may have addressed
me as I have never failed to use the influence of my service and position for the purpose of
reprobating what appears to me to be flagrant breaches of the Civil Service covenant which
have of late years been becoming more and more an open scandal. I believe it to be destroy-
ing the just influence and usefulness of its Members, and to be a source of political danger by
encouraging agitation for organic change in the coustitution of the Service which would, in
the present state of the country, be premature and possibly disastrous. For if one-tenth part

of what one hears in ordinary conversation from persous apparently well informed be correct

Wdarding Jand-holding and land-jobbing transactions on the Nilghiri Hills and the ¢ bribery,
nting abid misrepresentations’” which is stated to have characterized the proceedings of—
¢.g. the Travancore Land Co—T sny if one-tenth part of these things be true and were to
come out before a Commission, the Steg of the Civil Service in its present form is sealed.
Although I hold these views I had no mind to assist Captain E. A. Campbell’s agitation. His
letter therefore received no reply. But from what I know of the maun I believe that he will
o on with it. My opinion has all along been—I freely admit it—that every man who has
been connected with these things has infringed his covenant, and that outside pressure should
be anticipated by the compulsory vetirement of all such. The demoralization and loss of tone
which have followed the growth of the commercial spirit in a Sevvice from which it is strictly
excluded are known everywhere. The Cwge is past the treatment of concealment. )

In this connection I now turn to a very serious incident which has been the subject
of repeated conference with the Chief Secretary, and of which it has been thought best to
apprise His Excellency in detail.

Towards the end of Jauuary 1884, a well-known Madura Vakil, Mr. R. Ramasuh.
bayyar, B.A. and B.L., of the Iigh Counrt bar, brought Mr. P, Koteisami Tevar, Rao Bahadur,
Zemindar of Pallayampatti, to me for the purpose of taking advice regarding the purchase of
the Richings Tea and Cinchona Estate at Ootacamund, belonging to the Honorable Mr. H.
E. Sullivan. Mr. P. Koteisami Tevar will be remembered by His Excellency from his suc-
cesstul management as Vice-President of the Madura L. F, Board, which has been cordially
acknowledged by Government on several occasions. He is nephew of the late Zemindar of
Ramnad, snd, besides being a Zemindar himself, is owner of lan’ d and house property in
various parts of the district. He is also reputed t0 be wealthy. rrior to his introduction to
me on the occasion in question, I had seen him only once, when he paid me a ceremonial visit
at Ramuad.
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I asked him to let me see the papers. Onlooking them over, 1 found, besides
correspondence with Mr. J. F. Sullivan, a valuation by a Mr. Jeremiah Ryan, the landlovd
of the residence leased by the Honorable Mr. H. E. Sullivan at Ooty. This paper. showed
clearly that the proposal amounted to this :—The Zemindar purchaser to give Rs. 60,000, being
the full value of the estate, plus Rs. 65,000 as a gift to the vendor. I had, as I have said,
no previous acquaintance with the Zemindar, who bad consulted me simply as the Collector of

the district.

I may state that I had also seen the Honorable H. E. Sallivan ouly three times in my
life, and then on business merely. I of course advised the Zemindar not to buy, and he wrote
accordingly to. Mr. J. F. Sullivan. A pressing invitation to purchase followed. Offers were
made to reduce the price, and a suggestion was thrown out that the Jaghirdar of Arnee might
be taken into partuership. The Zemindar, however, was firm and a marked cooluess between
the parties ensned. The whole tenor of these communications proves that Mr. J. F. Sallivan
was not the owner. He says for instance that if a liberal offer be made he will try and get
it accepted, or words to that effect, and so on. There is no doubt, I believe, that the Honorable
Mr. Sullivan was the origiual sole owner and planter of the property. His son, who had been
Acting Assistant Superintendent of Police in Ramnad, was compelled towards the latter part
of 1883 to leave the force as he was unable to pass the Departmental Examination. This was
about the time when the holding of land by Civilians was attractiug notice. His father there-
upon appears to have eutered into some transaction with him for the purpose of trausferring
the Richings property to his name. Of this I have no particulars, bat certain it is that at the

beginuing of 1884 all parties still recognized the Honorable H. E. Sullivan as virtual pro-

prietor. .
Curiously enough, when, on my way to Ooty last month, I travelled from Coonoor
along with a gentleman who turned out to be Mr. Lee Kirby, a professional Estate valuator ;
he informed me that he had been engaged by the Honorable Mr. Sullivan to value the Rich-
ings Estate for the purpose of placing it in the English market. He asserted that it wonld
be perfectly impossible to put a higher estimate on it than Rs. 25,000. As he was speaking,
we came to a turn of the road and found the Honorable Mr. Sullivan waiting his arrival with

his carriage.

I should have mentioned that during his stay at Ramnad, Mr. J. F. Sullivan had
struck up a warm friendship with the Zemindar who subsequently spent a month at Ooty
during the Christmas of 1883, at his invitation. The solicitations to purchase the estate were
begun duaring that visit. Another pregnant fact is that in one of the letters the Zemindar is
urged fo consult no one except Srinivasa Murti Ayyangar. This individnal is an old depend-
ent of the Honorable Mr. Sallivan. At the time‘ in question he was Deputy Collector on
special duty in the North Arcot District. When the Zemindar reached Erode on his return
from Ooty, this person wason the platform of the Railway Station, the junction for Madras, To
my personal knowledge the Honorable Mr, Sullivan is in the habit of personally going out of
his way to promote his interests. In January 1885 during my absence on leave, the nephew
of this man came to Madura the bearer of a cover mldressed to the Zemindar by him. It con-
tained an unsigned Tamil letter to the effect that he (Zemindar)*had trusted to the wrong
person when he tried for an appointment in the Statutory Civil Service. It isa fact that he
had been an applicant and had shortly before been informed by Government that the new
examination rules could not be relaxed in his favour. It is also true, as His Excellency is
aware, that I had as Collector backed his application.

It is perhaps a matter of comparatively minor detail, but it seems to give fnrther
proof, if that were wanting, of the extreme objections mtending the holding of land by officinls
;,lmt. from the time when I performed the disagreeable dnty of advising the Zemindar not to
parchase the Richings Estate, the tone of the communications of Government in certam

depnriments to me completely changed, The Honorable Mr. Sallivan commenced to

g.:
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denonnee me in my official capacity, althongh fortunately the administration of the 10,000
square miles of territory entrusted to my charge was too well known to His Excellency and
others to permit of these attacks having any effect.

But the state of my relations with that gentleman soon became known in the Madura

District as elsewhere.

The ever-ready’ agitators of Madura took advantage of the knowledge that I had an
enemy in the Government and for some time, as His Excellency is aware, I had considerable
difficulty in managing a very troublesome district. This fresh complication induced me to go
up to Madras in January 1883, and lay the whole of the facts as I knew them before the Chief
Secretary of Government. I have since heard that I was mistaken in supposing that I had by
this action divested myself of responsibility in regard to the transactions under notice. I have
therefore with extreme repugnance now reported what I know for the information of His
Excellency. The original correspondence referred to, which has been placed at my disposal by
the Zemindar, is at Madura. It will be submitted if required.

SuEMBAGANUR, 206tk September. (Signed) C. S. CROLE.
-

Pusric Dreavryene, 27th October 1885,

No. 2502,
From
THE CHIEF SECRETARY TO GOVERNMENT,
To
C. S. CROLE, Esq., C.S,,
Collector of Madura.
Sie,

The “ Memorandam for H. E. the Governor’”” that accompanied your demi-official note
of the 26th September 1885, addressed to Myr. Webster, having been considered in Couneil, as
you were informed in Mr. Webster’s note of the 7th October that it would be, I am directed,
in reference to the subjoined extracts from it, to call upon you to submit, with the least possi-
ble delay, a full and particular statement of the facts and circumstances on which the allega-
tions therein made are based, and to substantiate the same. _
1. (a) ¢ Towards the end of January 1884, a well-known Madura Vakil, Mr. R.
Ramasubbayyar, p.A. and B.L., of the High Court bar, brought to me
' P. Koteisami Tevar, Rao Bahadur, Zemindar of Pallayampatti, for the pur-
pose of taking advice regarding the purchase of the ¢ Richings’ Tea and
Cinchona Estate at Ootacamund, belonging to the Honorable Mr. H. T.
Sallivan.’
(b) ¢TI asked him (i.e. Koteisami Tevar) to let me see the papers. On looking
them over I found a valuation by a Mr. Jeremiah Ryan.’

(¢) “The whole tenor of these communications proves that Mr. J. F. S. was
not the owner of Richings’ ‘

(d) “There is no doubt, I believe, that the Honorable Mr, S. was the original
sole owner and planter of the property.’

() *Certain it is that at the beginning of 1884 all bistios Besaghisnd the Honare
able Mr. S. as still the virtunl proprietor.’

You are to prove—

(1) that ot the time stated, the Honorable My, Sullivan was the owner of

‘ Richings’ and ‘

(2) that the valuation by M. Jerewiah Ryan alladed to in (b) was made.
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2. ‘To my certain knowledge the Honorable Me. S is in

*B. Seenavasa Murti Ay- |, ity
the habit of gommg out of hig way to promote the juterests of this

Deputy Collector*.’

yangar

r 1 . ’ .
You are to substantiate this statement by instances.

£

3. ‘It is perhaps a matter of comparatively minor detail, but it seems to afford
further proof, if such were wanting, of the extrema objections attending the holding of land
by officials that from the time when I performed the disagreeable duty of advising the Zemin-
dar not to purchase the ¢ Richings’ Estate, the tone of the communications of Government to
me in certain departments completely changed. The Honorable Mr. S commencéd to denounce
me in my official capacity. * * *  'he state of my official relations with the gentleman in
question soon became known in the Madura District, as elsewhere. The ever-ready agitators
of Madura took advantage of the knowledge that I had an enemy in the Government, and for
some time, as is well known, I had considerable difficulty in managing a very troublesome
district. This fresh complieation induced me to goup to Madras in January 1885, and lay the
whole of the facts, as I knew them, before the Chief Secretary to Government.”
Yon are to proye—

(1) that if the tone of the Government’s communieations to you did change about the
time you state, the change was due to the fuilure of the negotiations for
the sale of the ‘ Richings’ Estate -owing to your advice to the Zemindar,
and not to the views taken by the Government on the merits of the ques-
tions dealt with;

(2) by instances, that the Honorable Mr, Sullivan denounced you in your official
capacity ;

{3) that you had an enemy in the Government, and that that enemy was the Houor-
able Mr. Sullivan ;

(4) that the existence of this enmity was known in the District of Madura, and that
the knowledge interfered with and obstructed your administration of that
district.

1 have the honor to be,
Sir,
Your most obedient servant,
(Signed) W. WILSON,
Acting Chicf Secretary.

Pusute Depaxruent, 17th November 1885.

2802
Tu it 7T
C. 8. CROLE, Esq.,
Collector of Madura.
Sir,

I am divected to call your attention to my letter, No. 2502, dated 27th October 1885,
on the subject of the charges preferreq by you against the Honorable Mr. Snilivan, and to
nform you that the Government await your reply to the communication in guestion.

1 have the honor to be,
Sir,
Your most obedient servant,
(Signded) W. WILSON,

Acting Chief Secretary.

(Enclosure III. |

No. A. ‘
Dated 19th November 1885,
From
THE COLLECTOR OF MADURA,
’1\0 :
THE CHIEF SECRETARY T0 THE GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.
Sk,

In obedience to the instructions of Government contained in your letter of the 27th
October 1885, No. 2502, I have the honor to submit the detailed information therein required
in substantiation of the facts set forth in my Memorandum quoted.

2. Owing to the absence of any statement on the part of the Honorable M. Sulli-

van, this letter will, in spite of every effort at condensation, be considerably more diffuse than
" v
1 should have desired, or than the extremely simple character of the matter dealt with wounld

otherwise have called for.
8. It is assumed that the general accuracy of the above paper is admitted with the
exception of :—
I. The Honorable Mr. Sallivan’s counection with the Richings Estate as
virtual owner after some date in 1883.
1I. The existence of a valnation by Mr. J. Ryan.

1II. The Honorable Mr., Sullivan’s going oub of his way to promote the interests
of Deputy Collector Srinavasa Muarti Ayyangar.

1V. 'The alleged injury to public business in the Madura District owing to
the prejudice of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan against me, the Collector,
on aceount of my shave in bringing about the failure of the negotiations

" for the purchase by a Zemindar of the Richings property.

4. This being so, I shall restrict my reply entirely to these four points.

5. To begin with, I submit that it wonld have been impossible for me, consistently
with my daty to Government, to refrain from taking the first convenient opportunity of
apprising Government, throngh the Chief Secretary, of the wery serious reflections to which the
conduct of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan, as a Member of the Civil Service, had been subjected
by matters which had come under my official coguizance. I was by no means blind to the
gravity of such a step, and to the danger to myself personally which its adoption involved. 1
therefore took every means open to me of checking the statements made to me by the Zemindar

. wherever they happeued to be unsupported by documeuts, In the resuls I was unable to

detect any reason for doubting his statements, They were therefore communicated to Govern.
ment, not as my own but in the light of information of which I had become the SRR
good faith and in the performance of my public functions, aud which it was wob within my
competence to withhold from Government.

G- 1 SO TELBIER Wi W 0y MUOREHA BE M2l respounsibility deliberately ineurred,
but with the view of clearly indicating the position actually assumed by me. The necessity
for this will appear presently. :

7. 1i Government will refer to my Memorandum it will b R e ihars
alluded to the connection of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan with the Richings Hatate in. 1854 054
fuct within my own knowledge, but only us the gist of representations made to me by the
Zemindar and otherwise. The expressions used are quoted in your letter, and they fully bear

this out.
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8 Now the affidavits A and D hereto subjoined are unmistakeable. The Zemindar
in A plainly states that he believed himself to be negotiating for the purchase of property
belonging to the Honorable Mr. Sullivan. = Again, Mr. J. F. Sullivan when making his second
offer, distinetly promised to try and get the reduced price accepted. By whom? I vead this
communieation on the day on which it was received. The Zemindar says it has been mislaid,
but promises to search for it ab Ramnad. Again, in a letter from the same gentleman to the
Zemindar, dated 24th January 1884 (marked IV) the following passage occurs:—* This pro-
¢ perty was valued about two years ago at 80,000, not that we were desirous of selling; my
¢ father simply wished to know what the place was really worth.”

The only reasonable coustruction of these words is that in January 1884 the Honora-
ble Mr. Sullivan remained in the same position in regard to the property as he occupied in
1882, except that in 1882 he was “ not desirous’ of parting with it, whereas in 1884 he was

anxious to sell.

_ 9. It appears to be unnecessary to amplify proofs that I was justified in considering
the statements of the Zemindar regarding this point to be primd faeie correct. The 80{;
point for which I am responsible is the fact reported to Government as indisputable that in
January 1884 the Zemindar believed, and Mr. J. F. Sullivan believed, or, at all events, acted as if
he believed, that his father still remained virtual proprietor of Richings.

10. The Government order me to prove that the Honorable Mr. Sallivan was then
the owner. I respectfully submit that it is not for me to establish a position which I never
occupied. I have, however, collected the evidence immediately available in Madura. It will
be found in affidavits marked A, C.and D, and in the documents passim. But it is palpable
that, in the event of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan setting up a plea of having entirely divested
himself of all connection with the property on the date in guestion, it is for him to produce
evidence of such an affirmative issue.

11. In order to permit of my making a satisfactory return to the mandate of Gov-
ernment, the Honorable Mr. Sullivan’s ecase would first require to be clearly formulated, access
to the records of move than one office of Government would be required, all papers and
accounts in any way relating to the estate would have to be called for, and a number of
witnesses residing in different parts of the Presidency would have to be examined. It would be
hard to define the limits of such an enquiry, and, at all events, it wonld be hopeless to attempt
it from -Madura. P

12. Even during the limited enquiries which your letter under reply necessitated
new facts of a most compromising character have come to the surface which I have carefull :
excluded from this report which is confined strictly to the four corners of my Memorandum .

13. 1 would particnlarly request the attention of Governmeut to the statements mad
by the Zemindar aud Mr. (’Shanghuessy (Enclosures A and C) and by Mr. R. Ramasubba " e-
(Enclosure D) whose evideuce forms almost conclusive proof of the truth of the stater ¥y ‘:‘
made by the two first named. Taken together, these affidavits place the matter in u § .uan ,8
serious light than I had previously any idea of. U u far more

14. I do not for one moment wish to press any undue conclusions from these wentle-
men’s affidavits, If true, they form much more than a primd facie case. Thei*- tieth is
borne out by all Mr. J, F. Sullivan’s acts. Can it be wondered thas the parties in this case in
common with the general public should, in face of theadmitted original ownership of the estate
continue to look upon the Honorable Mr. Sullivan as still, under the circumstances th;
virtual proprietor. If is sarely for him to prove, by such means as PN ’th,‘;
he liad on the date referred to, in truth and in fact, dispossessed himself enirely of l
connection with, or interest in, a property with which his name had got mixed up in the first
i nstance entirely owing to his own voluntary aet. This is not a case of baseless or gratuitous
accasation. The conviction that he remained virtually the proprietor was not a mistake

3

monopolised by the Zemindar or other outsiders. It was cariously enough shared by his own
son who is now put forward as sole owner. 'The extent of this son’s rights is to be gathered
from his prefacing his negotiations by warning the Zemindar that nothing could be done with-
out communication with his father, and by passages in his letters which negative any possibility
of proprietary right as residing in him separately f.rom his father. As might be expected, his
Jetters contain expressions which give a superficial gloss to the idea of a transfer real and

complete. But the correspondence taken as a whole negatives this, while the affidavits flatly

contradict it.

15. Moreover, here we have a young man notoriously without means, a failure in the

Police Department, suddenly possessed of property which he values at much over a lac of
rupees. Within a few weeks almost of his alleged acquisition we find him, not hard at work
in the care and development of his property, but concentrating his energies on clearing his feet
of it without delay. It might at first sight be thought not unnatural that a young man
should be auxious to realize the place and squander the money. But his acts will not bear such
a construction. They are entirely inconsistent with the ownership of a valuable property, for
Jeis to remain as Mauager of the parchaser on l'ls. 300 a month. Failing to get this appoint-
ment, does he stick to his estate? No. He disappears after a year, and he as good as tells
the Zemindar that in fact he has no property, for he may emigrate to Canada or he may
settle down in England (Exhibit VI). On what ? The estate was on that date as little off
his hands as it was in the January previous, yet he can go away. It is no strain on these
facts to assume that the existence of the Richings Estate exercised no influence whatever

on Mr. J. F. Sullivan’s prospects or movements.

16. 1 have now doue with this branch of the sabject—the vital and really only
rtion to which all else is entirely subsidiary. It is submitted that the case is of
grength. As things stand at present, the Zemindar continues to
h any one save the Honorable H. E. Sullivan. Mr. O’Shaughnessy ‘
asserts that the latter gentleman continues to own the estate, while Mr. R. Ramasubbayyar
deposes to purchasing its produce through the Honorable Mr. Sullivan’s agent in 1884.
"Mhere is no meaus of disproving these things unless the Honorable H. E. Saullivan himself

comes forward to do s0.

17. The next point is to prove i—

¢« Phat the valuation by Mr. Jeremiah Ryan alluded to in (b) was made.”

I should say abonce that I described the gentleman in question by the name under
which I have been in the habit of hearing him called. What the Zemindar no doubt did iy
was ““Mr. Ryan, owner of the Cedars.” This, at all events, was the individual whom he
imagined had been employed, and whom, until a few days ago, he evidently quite sincerely
imngined he had paid for his services. If you will refer to my demi-official letter to
Mr. Webster, you will see that I warned him that I was writing in the absence of the papers.
It is a positive fuct, however, that the Zemindar told me that Mr. Ryan, the owner of the
¢ Cedars,” was the valuator employed. 1 find, however, that the signatare under the so-called
valaation is *“H. Val. Ryan.” The Zemindar evidently never heard of him before, and you
will see from his deposition (marked A) that this opens out one of those iucideutts in -t):his
transaction which, as I have said, are carefully excluded from the AR g PR
statement given by the Zemindar on this point resolves itself practically into a "’hary; o
¢ cheating.” 1t is understood that Mr. H. Val. Ryan is a brother of the Mr. Ryan thatgbe is
a man of no position and of the slenderest means, and that his existence was nev e,r e
to the Zemindar. This perhaps explains the unusual character of the so-called valuation, and

the following extraordinary passage in Mr. J. F. Sullivan’s }iemo-
_ # Exhibit VIL. randum* attached to it. It will be remembered that the valuator was
paid by the Zemindar.
«Qf course, I could have asked Mr. Ryan to value the property at an enormous
but this was not my desire;” &e.

important po
far more than primé facie s
deny that he was dealing wit

figure,
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18. It will be observed from a perusal of the valuation (1IT) that the valuator

makes himself responsible for next-to-nothing. For aught that appears to the contrary
he wight ney /en seen the proper 'k ‘ igh X

0ight never have even seen ¢ prope ty, and the work he did might nearly equally well
have been performed by any one with an elementary knowledge of arithmetio at the North

Pole. 'I'his explaing Mr. J. F. Sullivan’s boast as to his power over “ Mr. Rym’s” fiornres
3 gnres,

19. I am next called on to substantiate hy instances the statement that—
“To my certain knowledge the Hon. Mr. Sullivan is in the habit of going out of his
= i

way to promote the interests of this Deputy Collector (B. Srinavasa Murti Ayyangar),”
gar).

The official in question is an old dependent of the Sullivan family,
hiarm in this, and the facts appears to be admitted,

r .
There is no

20. In 1881-82, while he held the appointment of Guardian and Saperintendent of
Devastanams, &e., in the Ramnad Estate under the Court of VV!).I;(]R, his conduct was considersd
so unsatisfactory by Mr. Stokes, who was then Collector, that serions R
against him. The representations of the Manager and the Collector went before the Court of
Wards, of which the Hon. Mr. Sallivan was then 1st Member, The tenor of the Conrt’s
orders was not in support of the Collector’s views. When these things were going on it was
notorions that Mr. Sullivan was in correspondence with Svinavasa Mnrti Ayyangar. Again,
before I took over charge of the district from Mr, Stokes, the Hon. M. Snlliwm,' whom T did
not even know by sight, introdnced himself to me, and, allnding to the correspondence® which

R was then Boing on, asked me in ‘short to take his (Deputy Collector’s)

* Bd.’s Proes., Nos. ;o <=0 part, urging that he was deserving of support, and had not been fairly
_B4A1 U sEEs . MGG, treated. I said I would see to it. But on looking into the subjec't
81-5-81" 20-10.81° 221251 jn Madura I formed an entirely opposite opinion. Eventestly; bk

278 998 : e
i ey T without any interference on my part, the Court of Wards removed

him from its service (vide Board’s Proceedings, dated 22ud May 1882,
No. 1354). The Honorable Mr. Sullivan was not then a Member. Government is aware that

Srinavasa Murti Ayyangar was eventually restaredt to his original
Mis, position (Tuhsildar) in the distriet, and was at once promoted ;o be

Temporary Deputy Collector in the Inam Department, a position
which he continnes to hold. During his incumbency of this latter appointment the third instance
oceurred. I have not the authority of the officer concerned to give up his name, but, if Goyern-
ment still considers it necessary, it must of course be done, I'his is the Deputy Collector to
whom, after being warned nob * to consult people who are ignorant of the business,” the
dar is referred for assistance as ““old Srinavasa Murti is a safe man to advise (bim)
he is ignorant about planting, but has a good head for figures” (Exhibit Iv).

: 8914
+ Bd.sProcs., .\0.5:932
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21. In the last place I am called on to prove that the change of tone adopted in the
communieations of Government in certain departments was cansed by the events SeEsbad i tse
Memorandum. Now this is a position which must, in the nature of things,
deduction rather than on direct evidence. T'he Madura District at the beginuing of 1884 was
peculiarly situnted. The son of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan had been removed, but his consi‘l;
Mr. Harington, together with Mr. Kough, his quondam assistant and intimate friend, remaine ]’
The hostility and insubordination exhibited by these two officers, alone of ; 5
whom I have had to deal, was too marked to be consisteut with any other theory than thas
they folii ey Jusey would be supported. = The affidavits B, D, E, F, subijoined, prove the
existence of a widespread feeling in the Madura District that there was 6% ‘_ee“"g ;"[m“_ds "
on the Honorable Mr. Sullivan’s part. I can positively assert that I R e
am unable to avoid the conclusion confirmed by what reached me from time R “m; t}.rese
rumonrs obtained currency through the medinm of these two officers, :
Harington’s ease with the remark that persoul hostility to him cannot
the simple_reason that through the exercise of my influence alone did he obtain a bonus of
Rs. 3,000 when his connection with the Local Fund Board «was terminnted owing to his old

depend on

all others with

I shall puss over Mr.
be impated to me, for

L
——,
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age and incapaciby. In regard to Mr. Kough it will be remembered that Government deemed
it advisable to transfer him to Hrode, and that he was permitted to remain here purely from

considerations of mercy.

99. Now in connection with this, I am called on to prove four things which :}.1-9,
however, really one. In my Memorandum to H. E. The Governor I described this branch of
the subject as a matter of comparatively minor detail. I did so advisedly. The danger
alluded to had been warded off. It had ceased to be personal. But I deemed it my duty to
mention it for the veason given in the Memorandum, especially as I felt that I could then do
so with propriety and without suspicion of any ulterior object apart from the ground set forth.

93. This was in the public interests. The introduction of the personal element into
the condnct of public affairs is the great defect in Indian administration. The holding of
land and trading ou its produce on the part of Civilians is just one of those things most likely
to increase the tendency in respect of their official relations with their brethren in the.
Revenue branch of the Service. It would be hard indeed to imagine, the possibility of the
acts of a Collector receiving dispassionate treatment at the hands of a Member of the Govern-
ment whose private interests lnd grievously suffered in the performance of that Collector’s
public functions.

94. The first is— That if the tone of the Government’s communications to yon did
“ change abont the time you state, the change was due to the failure of the negotiations for the
« sale of the Richings Hstate owing to your advice to the Zemindar and not to the views taken
“ by the Government on the merits of the questions dealt with.”

Now as to this, I have the honor to submit that a District officer soon finds a change
in tone, aud the intelligence of his subordinates as well as of the puB]io in a district like
Madura, and is not a whit less sensitive in appreciating want of confidence on the part of Govern-
ment, evidenced nob only by the overt deliverances of “orders,” but by the omission of those
generous expressious of approval which are never denied to hard work if nothing is wron g.
T felt that something had gone wrong, and the Railway having broken down, so as to preveut
my visiting Madras during the Christmas holidays of 1884.85, I f.ook three weeks’ privilege
Jeave immediately on its restoration, and plainly stated my suspicions to the Chief Secretary.
Now, it is suggestive that in a note* written to me just before I left
for Madras, the latter uses the following words regarding my pro.

#31st December 1884. g
posed visib :—

« T am glad to hear you propose visiting head-quarters for a few days.”

95. Tt was not denied that the suspicions I entertained were well fonnded. I was
so thoroughly conyinced that, owing to the personal feeling against me, for which it was abso-
lutely impossible that there could be any other cause than the one assigned, I was doing more
harm than good in Madura, that I asked leave to resign the Revenue branch of the Service.
In elucidation I gave the Chief Secretary an accounnt of the Richings Bstate transaction with
which he was so impressed that he ordered me to go to Mr. Stokes, the Revenue Secretary, to
« put him on his guard.” I also went to see the Honorable Mr. Sullivan at the Chief Secre-
tary’s instance. T shall deal with this latter interview lower down, and shall here content
myself with stating that Mr. Sullivan’s attitude to me was a mixture of studied insult and
concentrated animosity. To return to the communieations of Government during the 12
months preceding this interview, I shall confine myself to five instances, and they happen to
be some of those quoted to the Chief Secretary.

D. 0. from the Secretary to 26. The first symptom was my being called on to report
the Board of Reveuue, dated through the Board of Revenue as to the truth of a malicions libel
9th May 1884. written in broken English which appeared in the Mail.

97. Then followed the insubordinate conduct of Mr. Harington, the L. F. Engineer,
a cousin of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan, who, withount a shadow of right or propriety, appealed
against an order made by me in regard to a claim for leave. The gross irregularity of his con-

3
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duct was pointed out to Government. I bronght to notice that he had requited unmerited kind-
ness with inexcusable ingratitude, and that he had ager i

22;31’8}%28‘2;;:511;‘;: 1884, No. offence by suppressing a paper which would have ne:atiil::; t::i]s l,l,:
subordinate appeal. The order* ran as follows :—

“ Into the question of Mr. Harington’s privilege leave the Government have no.desire
“ to enter further than to observe that, as required by the President, he shonld have sent in a
“ medical certificate.” :

This was, it is submitted, under such circumstances, a greater reflection on me than
open censure.

28. Thereafter the district entered on a period of organized tnrmoil and agitation
which lasted several months, and to which the records of Government bear testimony. "The
part taken by Mr. Sullivan’s relative above mentioned and by Mr. Kough, the Acting Sub-
Collector, a former Assistant and friend of Mr. Sullivan, was pnblic property. A newspaper
even was started for the avowed purpose of vilifying the Collector, and it became extinet
when the agitation died out.

29. Now one of the most active of the band of agitators who then sprang iuto
activity, was the Rev. Mr. Chester of the American Mission at Dindigul. Oun one oceasion
Government called upon e to report on a private letter, as he called it, addressed by him to
the Acting Secretary of the Board of Revenue. The many reckless and shamelessly false
statements regarding illegal exactions and other irregularities in respect of the Dindigul Water
“Project which it contained, were eclipsed by the diabolical accusation made in a letter to
Government, dated 22nd August ‘1884, to the effect that [ had tampered with voting papers at
a Municipal Election in Dindigul. The individual in question, a sworn ally of Mr. Kough,
declined to substantiate any of his statements. I demonstrated their falsity in other ways in
my letters to Government, dated 5th September and 27th October 1884. The Revd. Mr. Ches-
ter’s conduct was not only not reprobated, but Government have never taken any notice
of the refutation of the false charges which I submitted. I beg particular attention of Govern-
ment to G. 0%, dated 8th October and 6th November 1884, Nos. 2393 and 2565. This again
meant a defeat for the Collector. Mr. Chester at least took it for encouragement.

80. Again Dr. Chester was Superintendent of the L. F. Medical School and of the

Branch Minor Dispensavies. In pursuance of his new (1884) attitude, he went up to the Govery -
ment direct about everything. In regard to oue of these complaints Government seut me au
order directing me invariably to consult Dr. Chester when waking postings to and from minor
Dispensaries. . This was accompanied by a D. 0. (18th December 1884) censuring wy conduct
in having misrepresented to Government a fact of which I could not be ignorant, as T mnst
have known it from a certain paper which Government said they had sent to me. y
D. O. letter contains a still unwithdrawn reflection on my veracity, T reproduce the S
which runs as follows :—“1t is moreover clear from Dr. Chester’s letter which was sent T
“ report, that such inconvenience (i.e. to Local Fund administration which I had alleged) had
“no existence, but that on the coutrary it was to Dr. Chester that the Erewiest ponsible incons
“ venience was caused,” &o. In my office letter, No. 1, dated 10th Jaunary 1885, T brought 1o
the notice of Government that I had been in the habit of invaviably consulting Dr. Chester
about appointments, while in a D. O, of the same date T pointed out that I was not amenable
to the ceBaure passad oit g, 48 the'latisr which formedt the piret of my supposed wrong-doing
had never begn seut fo me by Government, as was incorrectly stated. Both these communien-
tions remain unanswered to this day, and the stigma attaching to me on acconnt of the mistake
remains nnwithdrawn. »
31. Lastly, it was perfectly unavoidable that I should be plain in eritigising
Dr. Chester’s conduct in reports specially ealled for by Govern ment. Tt must be remembered that
I never once troubled Government voluntarily regarding these Dindigul difficulties. At the
same time I was bound fo use 1o uncertsin language in vepelling andacionsly false accnsations
against others as well as mysolf. Nothing was farther from my mind and my aets also than to
take any side. My public utterances communicated to Goyernment, and e by ik

-~

a

to Government of the 3th September 1884, abundantly prove this. Vet to ‘miy inexpressible
pain and disappointment I was twice censured for not holding the seales evenly (vide D, O’s
from Chief Secretary, I4th October and 18th December 1884), the fact ‘being that I mere] it
condemned wrong-doing “and fmpropriety ‘when “called upon by ‘Governmeut for répoit on
statements which evidently appeared to them to require clear elucidation. I'subuwit, with al]
respect, that if during ‘that process Dr. Chester’s scale kicked the beam, the fault should nog

‘be laid at the door of the officer to whom'the disagreeuble task had 'been assigned.

39. I have taken these examples as they remain in my mind, as some of those
brought to the notice of the Chief Secretary in e‘vidence of the P_l‘ejudice S RitaE s T b
departments portfolioed by the Honorable Mr. Sullivan. Taken together with other facts to be
cited in proving 2, 3 and 4,1 claim to have had rea.'son. on my side in.counecting the first censure
ever passed on me in 21 years’ service with the Richings episode. If not, to what else conld it
be due? For it must be remembered that in not a-single instance has my administration been
canght tripping. I have invariably vindicated it against attack with a-success which ’hﬂsbbeen,
as I have shown, tacitly admitted, and it has been the canse of just pride to me that the
Madura District for three years running has stood in Revenue matters-at the head of the
districts of the Madras Presidency, while ‘it is similarly conspicuous for success and advance-
ment in other departmeuts not less important. No private motive, other than that alluded
to, can be alleged, for even .the most ordinary -s-cquaiutauceship can hardly be said to have
existed between us. - I submit then that the views taken by the Member in charge in the
;ustances cited were independent of the merits of the matters dealt with, for there was no
change whatever either in.my rpolicy or manage.met'lt. The prejudice in such particular case
may have been—wno doubt was—uncouscious, but it did undoubtedly exist. I firmly believe that
its existence at one time placed the administration of this district‘ and my own professional
reputation in extreme jeopardy from which they were rescued solely by the fairness and

4rmness of H. E. the Governor. |
33. (2) I.am next ““toprove by instances that the Honorable Mr, Sullivan denounced

; : CRREY ¢
“me in my official capacity.

T do not propose to rake up what has been told me. , I shall simply revert to what
occarred daring my'interview with him in Janvary last, and which was at once reported to the
Chief Secretary. When I entered the room he did not even rise, and almost at once burst out

into invectives against what he called my mismanagement of the Madura District. Tt must

have been more than a coincidence that he should have collected the very subjects which I
had mentioned to the Chief Secretary as evidencing a bias against me which was threatening
to render it worse thun unseless for me to remain in Madura. I remember, amidst much more,
that he said :—* Do yon know, Sir, that your district gives more trouble than the whole of the
“ ast of the Presidency put together. I conld not even go to Cal-

vy A LY “cutta the other day Without hewring of something against you.
«The Viceroy’s Private Secretary nsked me who is this man Crole about whom we receive 80
“many complaints. I found that at that moment a petition against you was on the Private
«Secretary’s table,” and much more to the same effect accompanied by considerable violence

of tone, thumping of the table and waving of the right arm. I could easily see by his demean-

our that this was a favorite theme, and that what I had gathered regarding the Honornble

Mr. Sallivan’s denuncintions of me was perfectly correct. At all events there is no doubs

about the occasion above described.

e b e gally Bl Remiiog Pronouncing on the essentially Pers.oual
prejudice extiibited. Moveover I have the very best authority for stating that the opinion of
the Honorable Mr, Sullivan above quoted was in no way shared by his colleagues. :

34. (3) Iam to prove:— ! _ .

«That you liad au evemy in the Goverment, and that that enemy was the Honora-

«ple Mr, Sullivan.”’

B L chad
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: of his property.

8

: From what has been stated above, I should think there can be no doubt about it that
this statement is strictly accurate.

35. (4) Lastly I am to prove:—That the existence of this enmity was known in
““ the district of Madura, and that the knowledge interfered with and obstracted your adminis-
““ tration of that district.” : ‘

In addition to what has been set forth in paras, 21 to 30 supra, I have the honor
merely to ask Government to peruse the affidavits marked B, D, E and F. Their namber is
capable of being multiplied indefinitely. Hvery one seems to have been aware of the fuct‘
but I have hesitated to excite curiosity by taking the eviden s
am unable to rely with confidence.

96 My task ‘would have beelimuch simplifisd had I omitted allusion to the %vil
effect on district administration which, albeit eubsidiary and of minor importance to the
main incident parrated in my Memorandum of the 26th September 1885 we,nt Sk b s
time, to completely disorganising one of the Invrsad ‘Snd nicst i rta,nc digh-iit; P t’he
Madras Presidency. But I felt that in the public interest it was uotp: n to me to pass ove:
this phase of the case when, with the knowledge of the Chief Secretarpe‘ (Exhibits lVIII and
IX), I lsid before His Excellency the other objectionable features of t.hZ holding of land and

the spread of a commercial spirit amoug: certain of the officers of Government placed under
his control. . .

ce of persous in whose secrecy [

I have the bonor, &e.,
(Signed) C. 8. CROLE,

A St Un P i 3 Collector.
No. B. 7 : Mapuea Corveeror’s Orrice,
P 20th November 1885.
B THE COLLECTOR OF MADURA,
o
THE CHIEF SECRETAR
Sig, \ Y TO THE GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

I have the honor to enclose Post copy of tele

2502

: gram despatched to you this day in
reply to your letter, No. ==, dated 17th November 1885 : ; -

2. .1 have also the honor to request . : »
Secretary” in para. 36 of my report, No, 3, d:t’:; :?)n:e good enongh to insert after “ Chief

: : ) instant, the words (Exhibits VIII
and IX).” The necessary correction ha S gt e
dilsrrad 4o e unetiet ; 8 been wade in the copy in this office. The Exhibits

I have, &o.,
(Signed) C. S. CROLE,

Collector.

List of Eahibis.
I. Memorandum from Mr. J, ¥, Su; :
annual net income from Richings Estate at Rg. ';2 ;;‘(’): dated 5th January 1884, showing the
II. Rough Memorandum advert; P :
7th January 188 f verting to Richings Estate from Mr, J. F. Sallivan, dated

IIT. Valustion of the Richings Estato by Mr. Ryan ; ‘
IV. Letter from Mr. J. F. Sullivan, dated 2461 Junuary 1884, forwarding the valnati'on

V. Letter from Mr. P. Koteisam;
inability to purchase the property.
VL Letter from Mr. J. F. Sullivan,
of his estate. . ‘
- Mrzgm Note by Mr. J. F. Sullivan, forwarding and explaining the nbovp Memorandum
VIII. D. O. from Mr, Webster, dateqd 29th Aungust 1885,
IX. D.O. from Mr. Crole, dated 31st August 1885,

Tevar, dated 2nd February 1884, expressing lis

dated 4th January 1885, regarding the progress

Signed) C. S. CROLE,
tEaeonl) Collector,
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EXHIBIT I.

(Memorandum.) :
o J. F. SULLIVAN, Esq Mol i
Richings Lodge, Ootacamund,
To
P. KOTEISAMI TEVAR,
The Palace, Ramnad.

4,840 sq. yards = 1 acre.

Cinchona planted at 3 feet apart would give 4,840 trees per acre, Allowing for
failures, say 4,500 trees to an acre.

Each tree when matured is estimated to yield at least 4 1b. dry bark, This would give
2,250 Ibs. dry bark to the acre.

Supposing the price of bark to fall to half rupee per 1b., then 2,250 Ibs. at half
rupee per lb., would give a gross return of Rs. 1,125 per acre—say that only 50 acres are
planted with Cinchona—when all the trees have come to maturity these 50 acres should give an
annual return of Rs. 56,250, from which deduct expenditure at 25 per cent. = 14,050, the net
income will be Rs. 42,200. : ‘

The above is calculated on bark as low as half rupee per Ib. At the last sales of bark
in December 1883, when, owing to the overstocked market, the prices were lower than they ever

have been, it fetched from Re. 1 to Rs. 1-12-0 per lb. &
(Signed) J. F. SULLIVAN.

EXHIBIT II

Rough Memorandum adverting to Richings Estate Lovedale, Ootucamund, January 7th, 1884.

The original extent of the estate was '75 acres, and the addition of adjacent plots
granted to me under the Settlement rules will bring up the area to about 105 acres, say 100
acres. Considering that at least three-quarter of the extent is planted with Tea and Cinchona, the
former yielding a good crop annually and the latter just coming on for barking, that there is a
small forest of well-grown Eucalyptus (i.e. Blue-gum trees) and Accacias on the property, that
a perennial stream of water traverses the whole length (_)f 't.he estate; considering also its
position within the Municipal limits of Ootacamund, that it is accessible on all sides by good
roads, it has on it a substantially-built cottage and offices, cqoly lines, Cinchona drying house,
and a saw-mill driven by water-power, also a Tea house furnished. I enclose a Memorandum
which shows at the lowest computation that when all the 50 acres planted with Cinchona come
to maturity, there will be a net income of Rs, 42,000, bel'n‘g a return of more than 50 per cent.
on the outlay from this portion of the estate alone; the Tea and trees should bring in at least
another Rs. 1,500. The property belng.mt.ua.t,ed 80 near Qobacqmund will increase in value
and will always be saleable. The estate is well provided with bridle-paths, gates, tools of all
kinds, writer’s honse, cooly lines, about 2 or 3 lakhs Cinchona seedlings fit for sale or planting
this year, 3 pairs bullocks, 3 carts, roller abro‘ut 10 feet long, English plough and harrows,
chafi-cutter turned by hand or water-power. There is a portion of land which can be utilised
for growing all kinds of English crops, roughly about 10 acres in extent.

I can’t think of anything more now to tell you just now, but shall be happy to give
further particulars on hearing from you.

EXHIBIT IIIL
Valuation of the Richings Estate situated at Ootacamund.

A

Statement of Cinchona Condaminia planted on the Richings Estate as per particulars -
supplied by Mr. J. F. Sullivan :—

5 acres planted 8’ x 3'—1} year old 22,200 plants.
]65 I EY) 3‘ X 3,—2 » e 79’860 »
3% 2 » 4 x 4—3 2 9,551 33
&ils s 3 x 3—4 3 9,680
9% 3 33 5' X 5'—'5 » 16,883 T
36% acres. 138,174 ,
Cinchona in 20 acres of Tea planted 3 x 3'—1to2yearsold.,. = 96,800 ,
Total number of Cinchonas ., 234,974



10
B

Accepting the above as correct, and deducting 10 per cent, for failures in the fields -

entirely planted with Cinchona and 15 per cent. from Cinchonas planted among the Tea, the
statement stands thus:—

5 acres planted 8’ x 3'—1} year old 20,000 plants,
16‘;’ » » 3 x 3—2 » ves 72,(300 3
3% 2] 2 4 x 43 » 8,000 s
v B BN 8500
9% ” » 5 x 5'=5 » JEOOO 2
124,000
Cinchona in Tea planted 3' x 3'—1 to 2 years old... 83,000 ,,
Total number of Cinchonas S 207000, 55
c

Probable produce of the above, calenlated at i 1b. of dry bark per tree and 8 aunas
per 1b., the annual income may be put down as :—

. . 2.14 & 1 {Total No. of
Plants, | 5 Years | 4 Years | 3 Years 2 Y?ars ’Yiar ,lb(:mof lgax?l’: Sth:nz‘; Rs. |Asl|P.
new. old. old. old. old. old. per year. | per Ib.
1885 7,500 4 5 e e 7,500 sae 3,750 0 0
1886 | 7500 42600 o | e | e 1,750 | ... | 5875 0|0
1887 | 7500| 42s0| 4250 . | o | 16000 T | 8000/ 00
1888 | 7500 | 4250 | 4,250 | 86,000 | ... 52,000 | ... 26,000 0|0
lsse | 7500| 4230 | 4250 | 36,000 | 51,500 | 108,500 | .. |51,750/ 0 |0

37,500 | 17,000 | 12,700 | 72,000 | 51,500 | 190,750 | ... (95375 0|0

D

Me. J. Sullivan states that he has 20 acres of Tea and makes 2,000 Ibs.
which he sells at Re. 1 per 1b., the income thus would be as follows :— PR yenr,

No. of Ibs. [Rate at
of Tea. |1 Re. Rs. |As.| P.

1885 2,000 b 2,000
1886 2,000 = 2,000
1887 2,000 2,000
1888 2,000 2,000
1889 2,000 2,000

< SO0 S
=~

10,000 | ... | 10,000

<

E
Blue-gum and other trees.~Mr Sullivan says he has counted 8,578, measaring

ronghly 50 feet high; these I have no hesitation at estimating at one rupee per tree or
Rs. 8,578. This amom,nt could be realized at once if necessary. pee per tree ot

F

The up-keep of the Estate I estimate would cost :—

Up-keep of | Up-keep of
 Cinchona. Tea. Total Up-keep,
Rs. AP Rs. |A|P. Rs. A.i’—.
1885 | 2,300 |0 o 1,600 0 0 3,900/ 0l0
1886 | 2,580 | 0/ of 1,600 [ 0| O 4180 | ol o
1887 | 2,850 | 0/ 0| 1,600 | 0| 0 4450 | 0 0
1888 | 5,050 10 0/ 1,600 | 0 0 6,650 00
1889 | 8350 (0 of 1,600 { 00 9,950 0 0
| 21,130 oio 8,000 oio 29,130 | 0/ 0

o
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Statement showing the probable position of a purchaser giving 65,000 rupees for the

«Richings”’ Estate as from 1sb Jannary 1885 :—

85

86

87

58

89

B~ IANEY R | ANES
o if paid on 1st January 1885 ... ... | 65,000 | 0 0
E;lt:;'l::eoﬁ%’:;g}:s d:;' '891561- cent. from 1st January to 31st
December 1885 . g,ggg g 8
Up-keep of state, F i T Lvrll i B
Approximate interest on above ... St
lize in 1885— ‘
Togrgg(;zﬁl?g.guma at one rupee per tree, B ... 2,000 1 0} 0f
7’500. 1bs. of Cinchona Bark at 8 anunas per 1b., C 3,(7)38 g 8
' Tea at 1 Re. per 1b.,, D 2,0
2,000 lbs. of Tea a p NG 7750 | ol 0
66,500 | 0| 0
66,500 | 0] 0
! (6,500 at 8 per cent. for the year ... e | 5,320, | O O
%‘;ﬁ;?f bhé Bstate for the year, ¥ 4-,1]]%% ?) (())
. i t bove ... . :
Appnoxumbﬂ interest on & o %160 Lol o
ize in 1886—
to ;ez%eBlfue_g:um at 1 Re. per tree, E ... 2,000, | 0 0
11,750 los. of Back 68 Aa-por b, G . o 68751010
- i » f’l‘ tl . er . s CRR aen ) Tt g i {
2,000 lbs. of lea a p 3 0,675 | 0l 0
66,285 | 0| 0
66,285 | 0| ofs
Interest on Rs. 66,285 ab 8 per cent. for the year 5,302 | 0] O
Up.keep OE th.e Est'&te, F “ee Ry ven EER . 4‘)%’?8 8 8
Approximate interest on above SR
lize in 1887— :
it ;?3&3 Blue-gums at 1 Re. per tree, B ... vas we | 2,000 | O O
16,000 1bs. of Bark ab SR%S. pernl)b.,DC g,ggg 8 g
0 1bs. of Tea at 1 Re. per lb, >
st o ; 12,000 | o} 0
64,207 | 0 0
64,207 | O] O
' 0/ 0
Interest an 64,207 ab 8 per cent. for the year % 5,136
I}‘p-keep of the Estate, % b . o 6,328 g g
ximate interest on above ...
ik 76,253 | 0} 0
To realize in 1888—
4 s 9,578 Blue-gums at 1 Ra. per tree, E ... 2.578 | 0| 0
52,000 Ibs, of Bark at 8 As. per. b, C... 26,000 | 0} O
2,000 lbsl OE '1‘ea at' l RGA per lb.', D e 2,000 0 0
— 30,578 | 0| 0
45,675 | 0| O
45,675 | 0] O
Interest on 45,675 at 8 per cent. for the year . 3,654 | 0| 0
Up-keep of the Hstate, B oo oo oo v L) 9,950 1 01 0
Approximate interest on RN e Ry p 400 | 0] 0
S S 59,679 | 0| 0
o venlize in 1889—
103,500 lbs. of Bark at 8 As. per Ih, C... we | BL750 | 0] O
2,000 lbs. of Tea at 1 Re. per 1b,, D ... sre 7 e 1 20001 00
53,750 | 0] 0
Debt,.. 5,929 | 0] 0
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Statement showing the probable position of Estate in 1890 and 1891 .—

3 . -
R‘i A I".1 HS. A

90 | Interest on 5,929 at 8 per cent. for the year 474 | of o ;l’.
Up-keep of the Estate, F ... 9,950 | o o |
Approximate interest on above l 400 | ol o _,‘
Dr. brought forward 5,929 f ol o |‘

‘ 5k W AR |
| To realize in 1890— , ! || 16,753 ()‘ 0
| 103,500 Ibs. of Bark at 8 As. perlb,, C... .. 51,750 | ol o |
2,000 lbs, of Tea at 1 Re. per lb., D 2,000 | 0} 0 1
o T 88750 of 0
! O s ; 3(},5 'S y
91 | Up-keep of the Estate | 9,950 |0l 0 197 1 0, 0
Approximate interest on above .., 400 ) ol o |
— ! 10,35 ‘

| To realize in 1891 — _ i Jf ‘ ,350 | 0l 0
| 108,500 Ibs. of Bark at 8 As. paridh. . .. .| 8L,750 | ol 0 !
2,000 Ibs. of Tea at 1 Re. per Ib, FERRT S ) ol 0 ’

| T 88,750 | o] o

! 19,05 ) U

f it e ]][ 48,400 | of ¢

With these facts before me I value the Richings Estate at R 65.000 ¢
lated the working expenditure high, the produce and price of the bza,rkS 10\:’- the bix-}ll:rve czl(-u‘-
realize 1 to 1} Rs. per 1b. I have only taken it at 8 As. per b, ¢ ought to

The annexed statement G, based on the a
position of a parchaser at the end of the year 1889, wi
on the 1st January 1885. In the year 1890 I cals
(all things going on well) a profit of Rs, 36,997, a
annual income of Rs. 43,800 as per statement H.,

The Richings Estate being intersected by Gov
collecting manure aud selling the timber off the estate. There are abont 95
land, which might at once be planted up with Blue-gums, whichl ew':m?:ilhl;;-)iu
income in 10 years hence. The Tea, if manured and worked y

bove calenlation,
10 invests Rs. 65
u]!{:te the owner of
nd in the year 1891 an

shows the probable
,000 on the estate, say

the estate will have
d fo]lowiug years an

ernment roads, possesses advantages in

acres of waste

: g in n further
P, should give better results than

+ 1t does at present. I was glad to observe that the late heavy frost has scarcely tonched ]
Cinchona. d the
OoracaMUND, )

(Signed) H. VAL. Ryan
22nd January 1884, ) .

EXHIBIT IV.
Ricnings Lopge,

24th Jan uary 1884,
My Dear Korrisami,

I am sending to-day, by post, under registered cover,
perty as requested by you.

IE there is any item yon do not comprehend, write and ask me; don’t consalt peop]
E 5 Ty Sres 4 3 § BOp
who are ignorant of the businéss, or you may be misled, and I should be people

all the trouble I have had. T forgot to mention before, that this property wasso;'l-x};u f:il tihm ““?r
years ago at 80,000, not that we were desirous of selling ; my father simply “;,'71(‘ ia )Ouli_' *Ho
what the place was really worth. T mention this to point out since My, Ryan has » wj( t«)l i
at Rs. 65,000, this is a point in your Javour, To-day or to-morrow Ewill f(Jl‘W;tl'(()]'I[,i" ")ﬂ ”H? 1t
pictures to you. L 1e hunting

I should think old Sreenivasa Marthy is a safe man to advis bt Bl
rant about planting, but he lmg a good head fg,- figures, I will aske;;o.:] éonlf’coulltr"se1 he is igno-
make me an offer at yonr earliest convenience, as my work is partially g ait “']‘ tf‘l’l”’%'h to
meanwhile, as I don’t like to cut a tree until it is settled whether or no the ; “‘““ still; in the
yours before long. Make a liberal offer and the property shall I, property will become

: e yours, ] hay .
ing to hear from you for some days ; why have you been s0 sileyt,. e been expect

the valuation of my pro-

Hoping you are well,
7 -
Yours very sincerely,

(Sigued) JOHN F. SULLIVAN,

B ———
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EXHIBIT V.

Manura,
2nd February 1884.

- DEARYSOI:; kind letter of 24th ultimo and the valuation of the  Richings Estate” by
Mre. Ryan sent under a registered cover dated 22nd Junuary: 1884, reached_ me. all safe.d Iam
under infinite obligation to you for all your t.roubh'a and acting very c?uscleutrously an fio my
interest during my absence, specially bearing in imnd tl'mt, I am gnite ignorant of the bnmlx)lessI.
The price you demand for the estate, viz. Rs. 1,25,000, is 1.10 doubt a very l'euso;a.lble (]nfe, :: :
must plainly say that it is far beyond my means. You say in your letter of the 7th ultimo tha
“ if the amount demanded is more than you ean pay up at once, We.could gome to some agree-
“ ment, such as half the amount down and the bnln.nce in a specified time, as I know Efrom
« gxperience you are a good man for paying up.” Itisreally very good of you tfo ]sgly s}o ot x'ne.
But should T get into some contract with you now and ﬁ‘ud xnyself unable tlo ufl dt 18 ellfrr.xs
mentioned hhéreiu by-and-bye, I shall not only have to'dlsappomb yon, but a s‘<‘) u mys'e in

o . hich I am sure you will not for a moment like. You further say, xfmke a liberal
dlfﬁc“]t‘lesé Whl operty shall be yours.” How could I possibly venture to do it when I am
: (fﬁe" s f:) etlf: Susiuess, as you are very well aware of, and with so limited a means as I
ey 'neW d. You know very well that I tried my best to get some respectable planters, but
El}'frlﬁ.fﬁzly didu’s sneceed in my attempts. Ok how very happy should I be if I only bought
. ish I had the mouney. Iu conclusion, confident tho,ugh‘ I am of the minimum profit
1kup. I wish te is sure to yield a few years hence, I am obliged to tell you, very much
Whl?h t,y::;r wi?:n? to my deep regret, that 1 resign the idea of buying your most valuable
ugalns :

property. Yours very sincerely,
(Signed) P. KOTEISAMI TEVAR.

d you enclosed

b4 oo honld be put to any loss on my account, I send y.

As I don’t wish that you s | : | ‘
i < notes of*the value of Rs. 67-8-0, Rs. 50 of which to be paid to Mr. Ryan for

herein carrency as mentioned in one of your letters, and the balance to ...... for pony-

valuing the property, iven you so much trouble, but couldn’t help it. Ihope you will

hite. Iam very sorry to have g

% ispl ased with me.
not in any way be disple With many salams,

I am,
Yours very sincerely,
(Signed) P. KOTEISAMI TEVAR.

EXHIBIT VI

Rrcuines Lobag,
OOTACAMUND,
SunpAY, 4th January 1885.
ity KOTEISAM’.,L] nk you a great deal, firsh, your kind thought of me at this joyful
’ g ha:]a toou:.ate]pg"-am; thirdly, your letter; and fourthly, last but not least, your very

it ?eco" y’gN w Yeur wishes ; words can’t express my gratitude in short for your very
king Chﬂs:;:::i?:ns e'I teast with all my heart that this and many years to come will bring
kind cons : ¢ ¢ ‘
4 el h“PP'““: ﬁ}:‘:is m:)!:;:t;i;i to visit the new Viceroy and then visit places of interest
in Northeﬁf I[::;:l sI don’!:, think they will be back till the middle of this month, so it is no
by ;:wfvlsig‘:‘:)gt;;[:: :‘:;;r farming has paid me remarkably well this first year, and I

1dv’t lxa.vt: commenced experiments in a worse year, for the seasons have completely chang-
e A hstanding this, I have cleared 12 per cent. on my outlay, though I thought to have
R s 8‘25 er cent. ; but I trust for better luck this year, and perhaps this or next will
cleared]at:e;:ir ianndia. ’Imny visit Canada or settle down in England. I am now very
be my las

! : . : I
i g y there is a great demand, so mach so, if I had it ready
hard at work making hay, for which ther g ! 2
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could clear about 4,000 rupees a month. I am getting orders from all quarters, but regret t
say at present I can’t meet the demand, for you see I only started farming in 1884 et

The Volunteer movement here is taking great strides, and should the Russ; ;
us trouble hereafter I trust all of us will be prepared to fight, for, as the e ‘!:’;;"s give
expects every man to do his duty.” Ihope by June next to be a Lieutenant of gxesI’ao lngland
We now number I think over 300 from the Collector downwards, and I trust man & COI’P.S-
follow his example. We are now having beautiful weather. I long to see you aoy' g sietiats
shall I have that pleasure ¢ Do please write quick and tell me. I am so g]ad::ml;w?}:;l:

friend, the Guardian, is well.
With hearty good wishes, believe me

Your sincere friend,
(Signed) JOHN SULLIVAN.

e . EXHIBIT VII.
ancing through Mr. Ryan’s valuation, it should ne in mi
the produce at the lowest figures, Cinchona b;rk havingb:et;l::; ‘:t":;]j l}:fsth 2 ]ca]cn.lnte.‘d
Decembers 1883, from 1 to 1-12 per lb., the lowest prices ever known. This is s_m 919, %.e: -
to tbtf market being overstocked ; the present depressed price of bark should no;u;p «Hutn
tha.n‘lts d}le ‘:veigbt., as it is only temporary. It is due to the fact of the mnnnfﬂv:3 ."‘01'9
gumme being in the hands of a i small number of firms, the principal of which ar:c\lfue ‘Of
oward & SoP and Messrs. Whiffin & Co., and in order to keep the price of b s
and t-hat of Qt?mine up, they have entered into a combination not to mauu}; It Tt SR
certain qnan.tlty of Quinine, and only to purchase sufficient bark for tbat“c u're more than a
conseqnenc'e is that there is a large amouunt of bark in the market for whi }q“‘;"t'tx: and the
f:haser, while at the same time the price of Quinine is higher than it w “;l ¥hefe i no'pire
is a clever trick of the manufacturers, but of conrse it cannot last, it ol R

The mannfacture of Quinine is no secret, and alread R AL
tal;e? ;;lo sm:sl; up the conspiracy.. .The Government are gettin gy of:::e:z :;‘20:‘; i;:; ?:oe;txegs being
;m ¥ ope. e ore‘ long _that a Qn}mne Manufacturing Company, who have bee?; feel; ngland,
. o'r some time, will be in full swing of operations in some central spoion ok ];‘,’lmg Fhen- way
will create a steafiy Iocal.demand for the said material, or if planters prefer it ;;’ ilghiris, Thig
bark worked el into Quinine on the spot and ship the manafactured arti l’ pRENS S fheie
less cost and risk than they now do the bark. cles to Hngland u fa

There is thus a very d pr i
good prospect for Cinchona, and if I
. ’ ’ - ‘
I would unot take last year’s prices as a basis, but the average of, say ﬁ::‘;:al"”‘g oA
] ars, °

Turni i h
et urnmigl' ngzau? to.Mr. Ryan’s valuation, he has calenlated the future ny k
igh figures, as he admits, it may be well to mention, that the present up-keep w"; ‘;:‘P KA
s - : .
servants on the estate (such as earpenter, blacksmith &c: )‘-‘/"l.‘/ s
» &C.,) amounts

(?) Maximaom. onl
:y.to Rs. 2,400(b) a year, and as year sroll on, the
pay 1s own expeuses; moreover, the nnmber of’ coo].estabe e
les

might be easily reduced to 10 or 15 permanent labourers who should do that employed
w

Blue-gum trees.—In adflitiou to the number mentioned, I cop g ork easily,
the figure when I say there are at least 5,000 growing trees of ;izes s;. il i well within
count. Moreover many trees which Mr. Ryan has valued at 1 'w iich I did not take into
4 rupees each. rupee would fetch 3 and
I counsider Mr. Ryan deserves credit for the manney ;
perty. He has had both seller’s and purchaser’s beuefit at b Him
the purchaser will be amply repaid in the long run. il
. Placing the'valuation aside for awhile, just to give 4 little i i
estate in general. It is sitaated within the Municipal limits of 0' tle information abont the
picturesque valley,  Lovedale,” well WoHhy of e naocsl The Otvﬂcm.nnnd, and in .a very
50 acres of waste land in the vicinity all but joining the pmp‘:r’:;ng: 1:.8 11,05; tl;er; :; afbout.
] ch can be ha or a

hich he has valued the pro-
5 the minimam figures show
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reasonable figure. In facta portion is about to be put up to auction immediately, The land
is suited either *for planting, farming or building ; the soil everywhere is well adapted for
brick-manufacture ; the D. P. W. are now selling bricks at Rs. 15 per 1,000, Stone is Ao
So building would not be a bad investment if the purchaser felt so inclined, owing to

plentiful. :
mund by good driving roads and bridle-paths, houses in this

Richings proximity to Ootaca
valley would readily let and probably the scenery would be the main attraction,

I think I may say no pains have been spared in bringing the property to its present
state. Up to date it has cost one way and another over Rs. 60,000. This includes the
up-keep of the estate, pucka bungalow and godowns. The bungalow may be sold furnished if
a reasonable sum is offered for the estate. Water is laid on to the dwelling-houses by a peren-
nial stream that runs through the estate ; the channel through which this water runs is about
5 miles in length and naturally run away with a few rupees. The stream is a private one, so

no one has any vight to use it without the owner’s sanetion.
all gates have been placed where deemed necessary ; the estate is full-

Large and sm
There is a saw-mill and chaff-ctter turned by the perennial

fenced at great expense.
d in the estate for annual crops; no end of roads all over the

stream ; there 18 arable land 1 r
property, some public and others private; 3 pairs of good bullocks, 3 bullock carts, 1 e

and 1 cart, 1 set of iron harrows, 1 roller, cooly lines, writer’s house, Tea house, Cinchona
Cinchona seedling, pit for this year’s planting or can be sold. If

honse, tools of kinds,
eeds on hand will be handed over to the purchaser free of dageal

estate is sold at ouce all s :
Seeds alluded to consist of Australian or English oats, clovers and various grass seeds

just imported for this year’s sowing. I would also throw in some English sheep. Manure
d from ryots vesiding around the estate. Of course I conld have

can be easily procure
asked Mr. Ryan to value the property atan enormous figare, but this was not my disire as I

ou clearly to see what can be made ont of the estate.

wish y
Any farther information yon may require please let me know, and T will gladly do all

in my power to assist you. :
Present value of Richings Estate...... Rs. 65,000

Expenditure over Sl 560000

Rs. 1,25,000

Now I am open to a liberal offer, and I will see if I can maunage to close the bargain

on receipt of letter.
5 ' (Signed) J. F. SULLIVAN.

Ricuings Lopag, LLoVEDALE,
QoTACAMUND,
January 1884.

To M. R. Ry. P. Koteisami Tevar Avergal,
The Palace,

Ramnad,

.

I intended to ask Mr. Ryaun to enclose a brief report on the estate in ex; al, b
find lie bas gone to Mysore on busiuess ; however you have seen everything y0nr§ lfem ; but I
a ell,

: EXHIBIT VIIIL,

My prar CroLe,
It struck me after we parted this morning tha i :
1 g t would be better i
Maduara to-morrow, #s you had intended. I think we have said all we ‘::a.lvfeyt(:)u ret“:“d t]{:
say to eac

other. Bou voyage.
Yours sincerely,

20tk August 1835 (Signed) FORSTER WEBSTER.
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EXHIBIT IX.
AMMANAYAKANUR, 3lst-Adugust 1885.
My pear WensTeR,

In accordance with the instractions conveyed in your note of the 29th iustant, which
was received at 2 Par., I revoked all arrangements for postponing my departurve from Ooty
and arrived here to-day. I understand thut everything you suid holds good, and shall make
the necessary communications to you before yon leave for Simla. So much for public matters,

* * * % E * *
Yours ‘sincerely,

(Signed) C. S. CROLE.

AFFIDAVITS.
A

1 am the Zemindar mentioned in the Collector’s Memorandum to H. B, the Governor
dated 26th September 1885. I have carefully read and cousidered that Memorandum. f
solemuly assert that it is correct in every detail as a faithful reproduction of the information
supplied by me to the Collector in respect of the proposal that I should purchase the Richings
property. It was known to me from the commencement that I was being asked to p“l‘(ﬂms.e
the estate from the Honorable Mr. Sullivan, not from his son. 'The latter told me that he
conld do nothing without communicating with his father. Besides, T heard that the estate
belonged to his father, I have not been able to find the second letter from Mr. J. F. Sullivan
reducing the price and my reply thereto communicating my final refusal to purchase the Rich-
ings property. ‘These may be among my papers it my palace at Ramuad. At the request of
Mr. J. F. Sallivan I returned an unsigned Memorandum regarding the property, which was j
the handwriting of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan. 4 g

If I had purchased the property, it was arranged that I was to employ My. J, I, Sul
livan as Manager. He asked me for the appointment, and said he wounld try and dc; tl; A ul;
for Rs. 300 a menth, but was afraid that he would require Rs. 500 even fall e wor

I was made to believe that the valuation of Richings Hstate
made by the Mr. Ryan who owns the ““ Cedars,” and who was represeu,ted to me by M¢, J. F
Sullivan as a very wealthy man. I never heard of any other My, Ryan. 1 was infy;u 4 d P
favor of the purchase of the property by the idea that the wealthy Mr. Ryan, who wase:}ce 2
Mr. Ryan ever mentioned to me, made the valuation. I have since discov’ered that 1e only
Mr. Ryan was the valuator employed, and it has since been pointed ont to me that '” ;‘llhthex.
and details regarding the estate on which he based his ealeulation were snpplied‘ b“ Mt % fﬂct{q
Sullivan., I call this clear false personation, and I was deceived regarding the :’ \ PR P
repeat what I have said frequently that the attempt to induce me to P aluator. 1
Estate was a swindle carefully plotted beforehand.

for which I paid, was

ase the Richings

I should have mentioned that Mr. J. F. Sullivan told me when I wa
during the Christmas of 1883-84 that his father had intended to come up
by having to send off a sick son to Australia, or something of that king. :

(Signed) P, KOTEISAMI Trv
Given before me this 4th November 1885. MI TEVAR.

s ab Oom‘namund
but was prevented

it (Signed) C. S, CROLE.
B
T. Rajaram Row—I1 am Deputy Collector (Houoml‘y) and Manager of Ramnad
[here was some talk at Ramnad last yeat that the Sub-Division Zemindur. Me. Koteisami
Tovar, was to buy a garden af Ooty belonging to the Honorable Mr. Sullivan. ]'h lm:;, come to be
generally known of late that for some reason or other the latber gentleman is not well
disposed towards the Collector. ]

(Signed) T. RAJARAM ROW.
MADURA, 1

31st October 1885. !

|
.z
i
!
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Mapura, 9th November 1885,
1 have been ealled upon by the Collector of Madura to state, in confidence, for the
information of Government, what I knew of :—
1st.—The ownership of the Richings Estate at Ootacamund.

9nd.—The acquisition of land at Ootacamund by the Honorable H. E. Sullivan,
which had been vefused to‘applieants. .

3rd.—The purchase of certain buildings by the Honorable H. E. Sullivan from
the Municipal Commissioners of Ootacamund.

9. In regardto the ownership of theestate now ealled the Richings, T never knew
there was any question or doubt as to its ownership. It has been always known as Mr. H. BE.
Sullivan’s, and it has been always acknowledged by that gentleman as his property. I have
myself paid several handreds of rupees to Mr. Sullivan’s agents for Cinchona plants purchased
from his estate and, to the best of my recollection, one cheque at least was paid through
Mr. Sullivan himself. Owing to certain orders of Government, prohibiting the occupation and
cultivation of land by public servants, arrangements were, 1 believe, proposed about 3 years ago,
to transfer this estate to the name of Major Martin, now Private Secretary to H. H. The Maka-
rajah of Mysore. This proposal fell through, and 1 have reason to believe that the ‘estate was
shortly afterwards transferred to the name of Mr. J. F. Sullivan, son of Mr. H. E. Sallivan, at a
nominal price of Rs. 75,000, but was re-transferred back to Mr. H. E. Sullivan, by deed of mort-
gage, for the same amount. T have heard that Mr. J. F. Sullivan left the estate some time
ago owing, it is said, to some difference of- ppinion with his father as to its management, and
1 believe the place is now managed by Mr. H. E. Sullivan through his old Butler, Venkatasami
Naiduo. |

3. In regard to the acquisition of land by the Honorable H. E. Sullivan, there is
of course, as Government munst be aware, no donbt abount it. This land lies ‘on the S. E. side
of Elk Hill, facing the Lawrence Asylum, It had been refused to other applicants on the
ground that it was a favourite resort of the public, and especially of visitors, owing to the niee
drives in the neighbourhood and the beautiful views that co'u_l'd be obtained from it. The land
was, I believe, transferred to Mr. Sullivan by the Collector without apparently consulting the
Municipal Commissioners, and nobody but the parties concerned appeared to huve known any-
thing about it until Mr. Sullivan began to work upon the land. This raised such an outery,
that the private transfer, if it did exist, had to be revoked, and the land ‘was sold by auction
under the Waste Land Rules. Mr. Sullivan of course bought it through his son, but he had to
pay somewhat dearly for it. Even then there was grumbling at the land haviug been sold at
ull, and the public deprived of its use.

" 4. 1 was Locul Fund Engineer of the Nilgiris in 1881, and about Angust of that
year Mr. Roupell, the then President, ordered me to inspect and value certain Municipal build-
ings situated near Mz, Sullivan’s estate. He did not inform me, nor did I know the object of
the valuation. I inspected and valued the buildings in the ordinary course of my duty. The
yaluation of the materials which was alone taken into account, amounted to between 3 and
4 thousand rupees. The exact figues were I think 8,200. I bave the notes twken ut the time
gomewhere and, if required, I think I can produce them. I reported the valuation to M .
Roupell, and on receipt of my report he sent for me harriedly to his house. He told me that
Mr. Sullivan had offered Rs. 50 for the buildings and he did not know what to do. He decided,
however, to have nothing more to do in the matter directly and he asked me “to explain the
matter to Sullivan” myself. T met Mr. Sullivan the next day I think. I told him what had
occurred. He langhed at my valuation and informed me that the Municipal Commissioners
had offered him the buildings for Rs.100. I told bim I would give Rs. 2,000 for the buildings
myself for the use of my own estates ; but that I would not interfere with him iu the matter,
and if he felt incliued to accept the Commissioners’ offer the best he could do would be to go
home and send them a cheque for the amount they asked. I have good reason to believe that

6
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he did so. Anyhow the buildings were taken possession of by hiw ; the land attached to them
was, 1 believe, taken possession of by Mr. Sullivan also, but I am not sure about it.

(Signed) J. O'SHAUGHNESSY,
L. Fd. Engineer, Madura.

D

. R. Romasubbayyar,

I am the Vakil of the High Court mentioned in the Collector’s Memorandum to the
Governor, duted 26th September 1885. When the f/;evpindm' cousulted me us to the parchase
of the Richings property, he spoke of it as old 1\_["‘ Sullivan’s. I have read the Memorandum
which correctly describes the circumstances as far as I‘was couniected with them. There is a
general notion to the effect that the Huuora.bIe Mr. Sullivan is L‘he enemy of the Collector,
and people have even been a.frau‘l that su_nctlo_n'to the \V:xtgr Project for the city of M
would be delayed owing to that feeling of hostility, because it is the Collector’s scheme,

12th November. (Signed) R. RAMASUBBAYYAR.

About the beginning of January 1884, the Proprietor of the Elphinstone Hotel jn the
Mount Road, asked me to purchase some 'l‘fsn for the Union Club, Madura, and to induce the
Club to buy Tea of him. The Tea was described as from the Honorable H. E. Sullivan’s estate.
The Hotel man also told me that he bad been asked by l%he Honorable Mr. Sullivan to uuder-
take the management as his sou was uot/ahLe to manage it properly.

Neow”  (Signed) R. RAMASUBBAYYAR.
Given before me this 18th Jannary 1885,

adura

(Signed) C. S. CROLE,
(,.'ul[{-l'lm'.

K. Krishna Rao.

I am Head Sheristadar of the districlt. Last year the Sub-Division Zemindar,
Mr. Koteisami Tevar, told me about certain negotiations for the purchase of an estate at Ootacs.
mund, belonging to the Honox:able Mr. Su‘lllvan. He told me that they had failed, as the Collec-
tor advised him to have nothing to do with the property. It is a fact that it became n general
belief in the Madura District that the Cul]ecmr.had an enemy in the Government. In some
circles it was known that t}'le Hono 'al‘)b Mr'. Sallivan was hostile to the Collector. There is no
doubt that agitation and fl:wolons petitions increased owing to this, and that public business w
obstructed. The impression produced in my mind, and I believe upon officials gene
that the conrse and tenor of the orders of Government in the Loeal Fund and Municipal
Departmeuts, and to a certam gxtent in the I‘{eveuue Dep;u‘tu19nt. also, were unfavorable to the
Collector without any cause being appareut from the merits of the subjects dealt with.

(Sigued) K. KRISHNA RAO,

Sheristadar,

as
rally, was

Given before me this 17th November 1885.
(Signed) C. 8. CROLE,
AT SRR Sl T ("»Ill‘t'[r;r_

Affidavit given by the undersigned residents of Dindigul.

The Collector having asked us to state what we know about the

we have to say that since last year a widespread ramour has been spread

enemy in Government, and that this has encouraged some bad people
in his schemes for the improvement of this town.

(Signed) D. ETHUPATHI RAO,
Secy. to the Water Project Committee,
L. F. Board Member,
Councillor, Municipal Commission,
and Hmmrm'y Magistrate, Dindigul.
(Sigued in vernacular) N, RAMASAMI CHETTY,
Merchant, Dindigul.

f(»”n“’lnf_{ matters,
thut there 18 some

to oppose the Cullecror

-
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[Enclosure IV.]

The Humble Memorial of CHARLES STEWART CROLE, Madras Civil Service, fo His
Excellency The Right Honorable The EARL OF DUFFERIN, K.P., G.M.8.1.,
Viceroy and Governor-General of India in Council.

Most RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH THAT:—
- 3 1 Y g s ¢ . ‘\ sobs . » 3 s :
Your Petitioner is a Civil Servant of over 22 years’ standing, 8 of which have been
peut in the grade of Collector. The list of his services appended to this Memorial will show
spe ) orade I
: - oy i U Pl SR 2
their varied nature (Exhibit G).
9. THis official career has hitherto been entirely unsullied. On the contrary, he has
Il along enjoyed the marked approbation of successive Madras Governments.
all along enjoyot
3. Not to go further back than the Madras Famine of 1877.78, in which your
Petitioner served in Nellore and Kurnool, of which latter District he was Collector, Petitioner
t onlv received the thanks of Government, but the most flattering ""1{""W]‘“‘],E{"Hfht:ﬂ of tlia
no ol oy " v 3

Grace the Duke of Buckingham, as well as substantial recognition in the way of favorite and
Jucrative appointments.

4. On his retarn from leave on Medical Certificate, granted on acconnt of the results
of sunstroke and malarious fever contracted during the Famine, ]’et%t,iuner was appointed as
Collector to the Madura District in March 1882, in spite of his objections to it, as the hardest

and most difficult charge in the Madras Presidency.

5. Petitioner’s objections being overruled, he set himself to the task of loyally

: : sk im by Government.
carrying oub the (hl‘,\ entrusted to him by Gove 20
: ¥ g . 4 e on. bt e m o . I O
He found the District in anything but a satisfactory state. The records of the

5 and the Madras Government bear testimony to this. A huge ‘arrear of

6.
Joard of Reveunue . |
public revenue remained uncollected, the revenne establishments were demoralized, the local
bodies disaffected, several of the influential and respectzbtble M“”T}wrs ob-thia I\I‘“l.l(.‘.lpul i
cil of Madura city had resigned in disgust, and a strike had just taken place in the native
bazaar.

7 When the Petitioner was removed from the District on the 1st January 1886, the
Madura District was the premier District in the M{U%lvas Presidency, singular in the successful
enlistment of non-officials in the cause of public lspmr, and the snccerfsfnl nuLn;ngevn@pb of local
affairs, in the introduction of water-supply for its l;u'g(% towns, designed im,d carried out by
Petitioner himself, in the efficiency of its v1l‘.:1.;;e smnt,zx‘bmn through Lhe,medmm of V()l?nlta,,-y
associations, in the establishment of an experimental Farm, of a People’s Park and of Public

Gardens from private subsecriptions, in the starting of an annual Agricultural Show during the
yarden: AN HED S _ : !

Grand Festival, iu large  public works of various sorts, and in the efforts made towards the
xl'e b (=]

cial improvement of the Hindus and the amelioration of Native society.
S0C1E ! =

8. As regards the collection of the public revenue, the District has stood at the head
- the 22 Districts in the Presidency for 3 years running, and at the end of the last revenue
Ol ne <& L - U g . . ’ ) ; .
(30th June 1885) it presented the unprecedented spectacle in the Returns of the Board of
yeal (oV e J 44 Ml : : .
! =
. : e e g Lia syenue De 26 lac ‘
Revenue of a collection of 100 per cent. on the Land Revenue D m‘nnd of 26 lacs of rupees,
A rrears there were none, and both proprietors and ryots had been relieved altogether from the
Arrears B 'Were none »

of interest and process fees, which had disappeared along with

heavy anuual impost on account

: ttachment aud sale of property for Government dues,
the allc 1 e s o

{ » 1 s A ot 3 A
9. Your Petitioner might cite from the public'records many other evidences of his

2 g e i e R Ko Madrasioweromhbas S lian o
~il('l'0““‘.’”i ;“\“”””.\7|';,.‘]\1])A but he fearlessly appeais to th .,\LL‘A,J, G vernment ror confirma-

ript
{ 11




10. Petitioner will only refer to the favorable notices of his work which appear in
the Tour Minutes published by His Excellency, the present Governor, and to the factihat in
Jannary 1885, His Excellency personally gave him the assurance that he possessed the ¢ en’tire
confidence” of the Government. This was in special reference to the experiment in the
development of Local Self-Government in the District, which contained ‘“the most dangerous
T?wn in Southern India.” His Excellency stated that he was watching Petitioner’s work
with much interest, it being the pioneer effort in that direction. He also remarked on ““the
smoothness’ with which the Madura Municipality was working.

. 11. Again on the 7th September 1885, the Chief Secretary, writing by direction of
His Excellency, informed Petitioner that, in recognition of what he had done, His Excellency
promised to take a *“ good opportunity” of giving him promotion.

12. This being your Petitioner’s position up to that very recent date, your Petitioner
nnder the order of the Madras Government now appealed against (Exhibit D), is assamed tc;
have turned his back on his whole previous history and his antecedents, and is declared guilt
of “gross and intentional insubordination” to the Board of Revenue. g

: 13. Your Petitioner craves that the facts be carefully scrutinised. They are to be
found in documents hereto appended.

14.. Acting on a suggestion made by Petitioner in 1882, the Madras Government
m-der?\d a trial to be made in the Madura District of an experiment, new to this part of I ?“
of doing Government printing work, including the District Gazette, by contl‘alc)t f}‘l ndia,
contractor failed, owing to one of the causes, which had been specially brought t.. th 5 ﬁ-l‘va
of Government by Petitioner as one of the risks of the step. Petitioner can!:: 1l :1) he notice
When forwarding Petitioner’s proposition statement: for the entertainment of e e. ol
to carry on the work pending a decision as to the repetition or abandon i o
the Board of Revenue, on the 6th November, recommended the Petition G s
for censure for *“ being solely responsible” for the failure (Exhibit A) Lo

15. This Resolution of the Board of R i
b ‘ evenue did not reach t iti
13 days, and P-etntxox?er, fez.a.rmg. that, owing to the delay which had occu(;reqhe Pet.l(tlxoner' for
be passed against him which it would be difficult to remove, wrote, on tha,t :z:order “(lié;bt
) very day (19th

November) to the Board, bringing to their noti
' notice that i
had been overlooked (Exhibit B). YR O e b ehpinnnt. doogmanis

16. In paragraph 5 of that letter Petitioner used the following words :

“5,+ The Board will probably be pleased, after this resumé

on me, which appear above the signature of Mr, fo delste the reflections

Acting Sub-Secretary Laffan.”

17.  Petitioner prays that the document be carefully examined, for
2

from their context, are said to contain the « these words, torn

; : : gross and intentional i Lk AL
he is charged in the Resolution of the Board of Revenne d;‘:d";s:;]bgi:“a:""’(‘I‘;lth oy
3 ember (Exhibt B).

After five paragraphs, devoted to the faj
he failure of the Press con
tract, the Board
close by

recommending to Government the transf it
. er of Petitioner t g
fo c . o another D :
o e 'Il"tllsu%°rdf§ate tone” of the 5th para. of Petitioner’s letter .plftm s e
ove. e Board assert that the words used therein by Petitio » Lhat para. is reproduced
ner

ation” that the Board’s Sub-Secretary ¢ drafted” amount to “an insinu-

i : : the reflecti -
communicated them without the knowledge of its Mem;z:’?f objected to by Petitioner, and

18. The real fact was, that the para, containi
censure on Petitioner was the last of a rather le'ncrth ¥
alluded to, purely and solely, as an indieation f:}
alone his letter referred, namely, the last pm.o 5

b0ty g‘ the Board’s recommendation of the
er, and that Petitioner used the words

position of ¢ 5 )
agraph ; 16 part of the order to which

ie) : in o 5
Acting Sub-Secretary’s signature. Z ther words, the one Just above the

19. Petitioner was appri
pprised of the above sai
Revenue on the 17th December, and on that very day 3
e o2

ing any idea of the coustruction which it haq pl

d recommendation of the Board of

wrote (Exhibit C) to the Board, repudiat-
aced upon the aboye e

X[)l't‘.SSi‘)ll.

|
T

P — . J.ﬂl sy oy LT
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90. It is to be noted that, before reporting Petitioner to the Government, the Board

did not give Petitioner any opportunity of explanation.
91. Petitioner, having come fo Madras for the Christmas holidays, waited on the

Chief Secretary on the 2lst December, and personally disavowed what the Board had
attributed to him.

99, Petitioner, also on the 21st December 1885, wrote to the Revenue Secretary,
notifying that an explanatory Jetter had been sent in to the Board of Revenue on the very day
on which he became aware of the misappreheuaion of the Board of Revenue.

93. To Petitioner’s intense surprise and grief, the Madras Government, by an order

(1st Jannary 1886, Exhibit D) found the Petitioner guilty of «“ gross and intentional insubordina-
tion.” Incidentally, this order had the effect of casting doubt on the good faith of his state-

ment as to his troe meaning.

94. Petitioner was ordered (
own District, Madura, to

in the Ceded Districts.

1st January) as a punishment, on these facts, to be
the inconvenient, unhealthy, and unimportant
This order, besides the disgrace, involves very
Petitioner then (2ud Jannary) appealed to His Excellency the
at which he felt sure he could right himself in His Excellency’s
retary replied that His Excellency not only refused to see
munication on the sabject.

transferred from his

District of Anantapur,
heavy pecuniary loss.
Governor, for an interview,
The Private Sec
at he declined to receive any com
on the 8rd January 1886, the subjoined letter (Exhibit E)

deration of his case by the Madras Government,

estimation.
Petitioner, but th

95. Petitioner then wrote,

to the Chief Secretary, craving the recousi

and folly detailed the reasons for his prayer.

9¢. He farther begged permission to withdraw, in the most unreserved mauner, the

ds which had caused the misapprehension against bhim, and snbstituted others which

o ressed his meaning. In reply, the Government have, on the 10th idem, notified
lter their opinion in G.0., dated 9th January 1886, No. 40 (Exhibit F).

¢ exhausted every means of obtaining relief except by way of

equally well exp
their refusal to &
97. Petitioner has thuo

appoRt o the papers will not be attempted by Petitioner. It could

tailed comment 0 i ks
i3 e bmits with the full confidence of innocence to the decision

not strengthen n case, which he st

of His Excellency the Viceroy- ; ; :

99. - He begs only t© be permitted to draw aftentllon. .to the Bu'lgularly inadequate
canse for the order appealed against, aS well as to the d priors improbability .of a sane man
jeli itting the offence imputed t0 Petitioner, in a document which was written
deliberately commi ¢ going before the Government, and the sole object of which was
for the express purpose 0 g for the withdrawal of a hostile opinion, passe & oving

to the Board of Revenue |
: h:[m bil:c:‘:npxteness of the file in its office. Iu the very nature of things there A
L4 ] -]

been no thought of insubordination. |

30. Petitioner would further bring t,o.not.lc.e that the Government has not adopted
view of the Board of Revenu®, expressed in exth.elt |.t,g P R S e T L
itioner’s alleged responsibility for the failure of the Press contract.
of Petitioner’s conduct in that matter, and to an admission that

justiﬁed by the circumstances.

the
and B), in regnrd to Pet

This is tantamount to approval

Petitioner’s remonstrance was
31, This, it must be remembered, constitnted the substantive issue before the

Government, but the ceusure recommended by tl.xo Board of Revenue was, as a faef, not
administered by the Government, who took no nomc? whatever of the matter, except to sanc-
tion Petitioner’s proposals (G.0., 30th November 1883).

32. Furthermore, it must be observed that the reference made in the order of
rnment now appenled agninst, as well asin the Resolution of the Board of Revenue, to the
er’s whole service which the latter was able to urge against him, namely,
d by Petitioner in 1884, in the course of correspondence regarding the

Gove
ounly thing in Petition
a certain expression use

XL
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development of the Local Self-Government policy in Madura, is hardly in point, Petitiopgx-
would suggest that the papers be referred to. He would merely represeui'; that there can ha.r'dly
be said to have been any condonation, as is alleged by the.Board', seeing that nf) complaint,
of any sort or kind, was ever breathed againgt him, far less mvestlgate'él, at the time. More-
6ver a complaint, even if it had been sustainable, clm.ﬂd not have been, in a..ny. way, of the same
character as the present accusation, for therve Petitioner referred to a pm?clp]e, namely, the
newly introduced portfolio system of the Board of Revenu'e, merelyf whlle‘ here flpergonal
attack, involving official impropriety on the part of one -of its sn.bor(limate officers, is allege('i.
If the papers in the possession of Government be examined, this will c.lear]y appear, and it
will also be seen that the tone of the correspondence,. apart .from th'e merits of th? ca,.se put by
Petitioner, would have precluded the Board from tukmg. ac(.;xon, which, as a fact, it did not do.
It is not possible therefore to trent that mutter as a res ]ztd-zcafa. It should a.lso be mentioned
that the letter alluded to went before Government at the time, and that its tone was not
remarked on. o AR

the whole tone of Petitioner’s letter to the Board of Revenue in the
the particular words themselves - quoted above, the aVOW(?d. object with which the letter in
question was writlen, the probabilities of t,he. case, and P?ml()ller’a own evident self-interest
“in view of special circumstances—all render it absolutely impossible to accept the view taken
of his conduct by the Madras Government,

present matter,

34. Petitioner submits that a Civilian of the standing and the
which Petitioner has proved he possessed up to September
consideration at the hands of Government,
on him. :

high pnblic character,
1885, had every cluim to look for
in place of the disgrace which has been inflicted
35. Petitioner further submits that he has,

in the absence of a tittle of evidence,

been punished for an offence of which he is entirely iunocent, thag thereby his prospects and
reputation have been most seriously damaged, and that a strajned and un

natural construction
which Petitioner would urge,

in fairness, to have accepted.
36. He appeals with confidence to His Excellenoy the Vice‘lioy for the call(;ellation

of the order appealed ngainst, for formal reinstatement in the office of which 16 B huan
deprived, and for such other relief as His Excellency may see fit to gront.
And, as in duty bouud, Your Excellency’s Petitioner will ever pra
Mapras, 10th January 1886.

has been placed on his words, in spite of his solemn disavowal,
with the utmost deference and respect, the Government ought,

LIST OF EXHIBITS.
Board’s P;"oceediugs, dated 6th November 1885, No. 3032.
Board’s Proceedings, dated 9¢h December 1885, No. 3320,
Collector’s letter, dated 17¢h December 1885, to the Board of Rovanus;
G.0., dated 1st January 1886, No. 1.
Collector’s letter to the Chief Secretary, dated 3vd
G.0., dated 9th Junuary 1886, No. 40, Mis,
List of Services of C. 8. Crole, Esq.

Janary 1886, No, 4,

eHEDORP

EXHIBIT A _
Resolution of the Board of Revenue, dated G, November 1885, No. 3032,

The proposition statement received from the Collector 1s submitted, through the
Accountant-General, for the sanction of Government with the following remarks,

9. As directed in G.O., dated 17¢th Novembep 1888, No. 2500, Financial Depart-
ment, the District Press at Madurfa was abolished, l'mc% tenders in‘vitgd for the performance for
a term of five years, from I,Sb April 1884, of the printing work of the Collector’s office. T'he
teudex: of C. Seshadri Sastri, being the lowest, was accepted on the Collector’s recommendation
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9. The first reason given for this opinion'is that T “recommended a man for a
Government contract, who was a Government servant, and therefore, under the rules, ineligible
to undertake it.”

Government order, dated 17th November 1883, No. 2590, Financial, forwarded to me
along with Board’s Proceedings, dated 80th November 1883, No. 10109, Miscellaneous,
appears to have been overlooked by the Board when that assertion was allowed to go out
of their office.

‘ 3. The second reason given by the Board for charging me with the failure is “ and
next for not having taken proper care to ascertain that he was solveut.”

o’ As to this, I would simply draw the attention of the Board to paragraph 5 of my
Jetter printed in the above Government order. The man offered personal security of Rs. 5,000,
or cash to the amount of Rs. 1,000, for the due execution of a contract for work, worth about
Rs. 2,500 a year. He was likewise known to have a rich uncle and to be possessed of some
valuable plant ; and the inquiries instituted showed, as far as such inquiries can, that there
was no reason to doubt his solvency. He actually lodged Rs. 1,000, as security, and, as a
fact, every care was exercised to obviate that ““risk™ of failure “owingto want of capital,”
which I myself originally brought to the notice of Government as one of the risks involved by
the change. (Vide my letter to Board, dated 30th July 1882, No. 285, and my other lefter
above quoted.)

4. The real cause of failure was, that the Contractor found the venture unremunera-
tive, and my information is, that be purposely brought about the cancellation of the bond o
as to get rid of the contract. Now, the certainty of this happening was brought to the n(;ti::e
of the Board by the Superintendent, Government Press, Madras, throngh ‘whot T ‘sert {h
tenders to the Board for the very purpose, that he might give them that advice i 2
selected ‘the tender, which T of course could not give them. When my letter with ’tbe tendee'y
went up to the Board, they had the following opinion before them, while I s ikt e rs

““As they (tenders) have been seut to me (by the Collector) for transmission to th
Board, I presume that it is with the object of obtaining an expression of my opimion o the
therefore, remark that the rates offered by C. Seshadri Sastri, whose tender it K b ee
to accept, are so extremely low and unremunerative s, in my opinion,
able expectation of his being able to perform the work satisfactorily,”

I would,

. N proposed
to admit of no reason-

5. The Board will probably be pleased after this résumé, to delete the re

. ﬂ .
me, which appear above the signature of Mr. Acting Sub-Secretary Laffan, ections on

6. As to the Board’s recommendation, that no further experiments of
be tried in Madura, I have the honor most submissively to represent that the system of py
ing by contract has not yet had that fair trial which it would probably have hag ifnt}o pl‘ll.]b-
offered to the Board of Revenue by Mr. Keys had been accepted. I shonlq st’m 11 e advice
mend that the adverse judfment be suspended, until a trial, under proper con:i]‘g;-,.y st
been made. There seems to be no good reason whatever, why printing by cOml‘I ions, has
not be done at least as efficiently and economically for Government as it jg g llf“cb should
Boards and Municipalities or private parties. or Local Fund

a like nature

Resovvrion—dated 9th December 1885, No. 3320.

Submitted to Government in continuation of Board’s Proceedin
8, 6th N,
ber 1885, No. 3032. g8, 6th Novem-

2. M. Crole takes exception to the concluding paragraph of the AR
quoted, in which the Board expressed the opinion that the whole responsibility for thge f“‘.lnva
of the experiment rested with him, for having, in the first place, recommended a man ;‘ }‘.]re
Government coutract, who was a Government, servant, and next for not hayin g

tak g
care to ascertain that he was solvent. g laken proper

L R
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3. With regard to the first-point Mr. Crole refers to G.0O., 17th November 1883,
No. 2590, Financial, in which the Government, on & report from himself, ruled that there was
“no objection per se against the firm mentioned on the ground stated.”” What Mr. Crole
reported was that Seshadri Sastri, Taluk Sheristadar of Dindigul, was engaged in a number of
“ yentures,” that, amongst others, he was the real proprietor” of the South Indian Press
at Madura, and that another man was “the manager”” It was this latter individual who,
apparently of his own motion and without any mention of Seshadri Sastri’s connection with
the business, offered, as reported in Mr. Crole’s letter read in G.O., 1st July 1882, No. 672,
Revenue, to execute Government work at the South Indian Press at a saving on the cost to
Government of 12} per cent. Mr. Crole also referred to his letter read in Board’s Proceed-
ings, 20th January 1883, No. 162, in which he reported that Seshadri Sastri had established
a printing press at Madura, but that this did not interfere with his official duties at Dindigul,
and that the orders on the subject were observed in the Madura District. It was on this
Proceedings that G.0., 9nd March 1883, No. 308, Revenue, was passed, ruling that native
servants need not altogether sever their business connections, provided they did not concern
themselves in the direction and management. When, therefore, Mr. Crole, in his letter,
No. 454, of the 21st September 1883, reported in the terms stated above in regard to Seshadri
Sastri’s connection with the South Indian Press, it was naturally assumed by Government
that he had merely a pecuniary interest in ¢ the firm,” and the Board’s objection to his employ-
ment as a Contractor wis consequently overruled. That the Government were under this
mistaken impression,—an impression which was also shared by the Bda}'d,—is clearly stated
in G.0., 8th July 1884, No. 1530, Mis., which directed that Seshadri Sastri should be called
upon to resign either the contract or the public service. The Board canuot, in these circum-
stances, acquit Mr. Crole of having, doubtless unintentionally, misled themselves and
Government ; and they consider that, in view of the defective information farnished by him,
he alone is responsible for the employment of a Government servant as Contractor contrary

to the rules.*

4. As to the second point Mr. Crole observes that Seshadri Sastri’gave cash seécurity
amounting to Rs. 1,000, the Government printing work being worth about Rs. 2,500, and that
he  was likewise kuown to have a rich uncle, and to be possessed of some valuable plant,”
The cash security was reported by Mr. Crole, in his letter printed in G.O., Financial, 17th No-
vember 1883, No. 2590, to be quite sufficient,”” but it was obviously no guarantee of his
solvency, and events have shown that it had no effect whatever in securing the proper execu-
tion of the work. Whether he had a rich uncle or not had absolutely no bearing on the
question of his own solvency ; and as to bis plant, the Board observe that it is under attach-
ment by the Civil Court for debts, which doubtless existed in 1883. The Board see no reason,

therefore, to modify their remarks on this point.

5. In paragraphs 4 and 6 of his letter, Mr. Crole seeks apparently to lay the blame
of the failure on the Board for accepting his own recommendation, notwithstanding the warn-
ing contained in Mr. Keys’ Jetter, printed in Board’s Proceedings, 11th March 1884, No. 840.
T'he Board are unable to see any grouuds for this contention, Mr. Crole had recommended the
acceptance of Seshadri Sastri’s tender, and was responsible for doing so; and the Board were
entitled to assume that the man knew his own business well enough not to offer terms which be
knew would involve him in loss. It was open to Mr. Crole to suggest a reconsideration of
the matter, if, on seeing Mr. Keys’ letter, he, with his personal knowledge of Seshadri Sastri

and of local circnmstances, had thought such a conrse necessary, s

6. The Board regret to be obliged to draw the attention of Government to the grossly
insubordinate tone of Mcr. Crole’s 5th paragraph, the langnage of which the Board can only’
interpret as un insinuation thut the © reflections” on himself, to which he refers, were drafted

% Nore.—The Board when writing thus was evidently not aware thiit the whols stbiocs Wil skaih before (Jovernmont
on the petition of the unsnf:cessful Tenderers, that a report was called for, and that (j}o sy enagtm et g
objection to Seshadri Sastri—C. 8. (o vern again disallowed



8

by the Board’s Acting Sub-Secretary and communicated to him without the knowledge of its
Members, The Board need hardly observe that such was not, and counld not have been, the
case; and they regard Mr. Crole’s conduct in making such a suggestion as a flagrant and most
reprehensible breach of official propriety. Nor is this the first occasion on which Mr. Crole
has offended in this respect. In connection with certain proceedings of the Board on the
action of the Madura Local Fund Board, he protested, in violent terms, against what he called
“ being pilloried” before his subordinates, and declaved that under the portiolio system
mtroduced into the Board under the orders of Government, a Collector’s reputation built up
laboriously during a service of over twenty years, was “ placed at the mercy of the opinions of
a single individual” (paragraphs 22 and 23 of his letter, printed in G.0., 18th September 1884,
No. 2213, Financial). The Board refrained at the time from taking as severe motice of this
language as they might have done, bat the present repetition of Mr. Crole’s offence shows that
their forbearance was misinterpreted. The Board would draw the attention of Government
to their order of the 5th February 1873, No. 147, in which a very similar breach of official
decorum on the part of Mr. Vans Agnew, C.S., was characterised by them as a “presump-
tuous exhibition of insubordinate temper,” and in which he was warned that the Government
would “fully uphold the respect due by Collectors to the Board of Revenue,” and would ““ not
hesitate to remove him from office, should the present intimation be lost on him.” Mr. Vans
Agnew’s conduct on that occasion was severely animadverted on by the Secretary of State,
and he subsequently apologised and expressed his extreme regret at having acted under “a
mistaken impression of the practice in the Board’s office ;” but this excuse caunot be pleaded
by Mr. Crole, who hds himself officiated as the Board’s Sub-Secretary. The Board are, there-
fore, reluctantly compelled to recommend that Mr. Crole be removed from Madura to some
other district, and otherwise dealt with as the Government may think fit.

(Signed) C. F. MacCARTIE,

Aecting Secrstary.
To the Secretsry to Government, Revenue Department.

Copy to the Collector of Madura.

EXHIBIT C.

Mapvra Coriecror’s OFFICE,
Frox 17th December 1885,

THE COLLECTOR OF MADURA,
THE SECRE

To

TARY TO THE BOARD OF REVENUE,

Sik, MADRAS.
I have the honor

No. $920, was recaived by to inform the Board that their Proceedings of the 9th December,

me this morning,
ok ha.st.en to expl‘esg m

aikely miappEaiAed & meaniny unfeigned astonishment that the Board should have so

letter of the 22nd ultimo an ins g s to arraign me before Government for making in my
sinuation regarding the authorship of the resolution therein

referred to, which, as they justl
¥y obsery i v
tanght me to be perfectly unfonudeq. €, my own experience as a Snb-Secretary must have

3.:A bt :
D o;e;tym; r:ll'i:i iincts nothing was further from my thoughts. My letter referred to
teﬁce from which I felt conﬁ?i Ry b ceusure, passed, as I believed, throagh inadver-
: A : ent that the Board would gladly absolve me on the full facts
as they affected my action, being disclogeq y :
4. 1 lost not a moment in doing 80

: as the matter
1 was naturally most anxious that my stateme matber was then before Government, and

g ¥ nt should reach Madras before Council day.
5. 'The explanation is extremely simple,

my letter d 3
only, I began my letter by referring to g ' rdealt with one paragraph aud one

5 of the Board’s Proceedings, and I ended my

e

P T S —

e
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“ypésumé” by alluding to the same paragraph in reference not to its authorship but to its

locality, in other words, namely, as the one immediately above the Sub-Secretary’s signature.

6. The plain as well as the literal meaning was merely to indicate clearly the same
5th paragraph, and nothing else whatever.
7. 1 have the honor to express a hope that the Board will be pleased to lay this letter

before Government without delay.
I have the honor to be, &c.,

(Signed) C. 8. CROLE,
Collector.

EXHIBIT D.
PUBLIC DEPARTMENT.
Proceedings of the Madras Government.

Read Endorsements by the Revenue Department, dated 24th and 28th December 1885,

Nos. 7073 and 7075 respectively.
Orper THEREON, dated 1st January 1886, No. 1.

The Government are unable to accept Mr. Crole’s explanation of paragraph 5 of his
Jetter recorded in Board’s Proceedings, No 3320, dated 9th December 1885, and, having
regard to his manner of addressing the Board on the former occasion alluded to in paragraph 6
ofbtheir Proceedings aforesaid, they are of opinion that the “plain meaning” of the objection-
able paragraph was what the Board have interpreted it to be. In addressing such a com-
munication to the Board, Mr. Crole has been guilty of gross and intentional insubordination,

and has incurred the grave displeasure of the Government.

9  The Board have recommended his removal from Madura, and he will be removed

accordingly and posned to another district.

(Signed) W. WILSON,
Ag. Chief Secretary.

EXHIBIT E.
Mapura Cornector’s OFFICE,
Dated 3rd January 1886.

No. A.
ll“.) . :
Tae Hon’sLe W. WILSON,
Ag. Chief Seeretary to the Government of Madras.
SIR,

1 have the honour to acknowledge, with the most intense pain, the order of Government :
dated 1st January 1886, No. 1, Public, transferring me from charge of the Madura Distrigt

for gross insubordination to the Board of Revenue.

o As His Excellency is aware, I have for some considerable time past begged to be
ed to resign charge of the Madura District on the score of health, and, if the reason for
d been placed on public grounds, I should have cheerfully submitted without
leasare of Government in this as in all other matters, But it is quite different
s taken on a conviction for gross and intentional insubordination, of which I

with the clearest of consciences, I am entirely innoceut in intention.
9

allow
my transfer ha
demur to the p
when the step i
am able to say,
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3. T trust to the forbearance of Government while I make the following snbmission,
not captiously or out of a spirit of insubordination, but purvely in self-defence. I would first
ask that my letter under reference be read over. It will be seen that its general tone is
subdned and orderly., To tell truth, when I wrote it, I considered that I was merely bringing
to notice an oversight in regard to the facts, which had very naturally arisen owing to part of
the Press coutract correspondence having been with the Chief Secretary, and part only with
the Board of Revenue. My care was solely to bring the facts to notice in time so as to
prevent the Government adopting the Board’s view of my conduct in regard to the contract.
As a fact and quite independently of my letter, the Government did not adopt it.

4. Secondly, 1 beg permission to reproduce from my letter, written in the spirit above
described, the words on which gross insubordination is charged. They are as follows :—

“ The Board will probably be pleased, after this résumé, to delete the reflections on
me, which appear above the signature of Mr. Acting Sub-Secretary Laffan.”

5. The Board’s contention is that I had by these words meant to insinunate that the
officer who signed its Proceedings also wrote them and “communicated them without the
kuowledge of its Members.” It appears to me, with the utmost deference, that such a con-
struction puts a strain on the words which they will not bear. On the contrary, if insinuation
or innuendo were to be suspected at all, I must say, after careful reperusal of the passage, that
1 should much rather have expeeted the converse rendering, namely, that the Sub-Secretary,
who signéd the paper, was not the aathor of it. This, as I understand, would have been a truism
' and in aceord with the facts. It so happens, however, that neither one nor other was present
to my mind, and I must submit with every respect that,as the user of the words, I have surely
a claim to ask that my interpretation of them be accepted. For I am the ouly person who ean
possibly know what I meant, and, even in a case of doubt or obseurity, the meaning, as state.i
by the author, mast necessarily be adopted in preference to any other, unless his co’nstructiou
is, on the face of it, contrary to common sense, which it can hardly be said to be in the present
instance.

6. What was meant was simply an indication of the part of the Board’s Procee;lin -
which I requested might be deleted, as it contained a reflection cast on me, owing princi algl;
to the incompleteness of the record in the possession of the Board of Revenue, and I descﬁb (';
the paragraph by its locality, instead of by its number. That is the simple fact, and i WOu(; d
have been reported to the Board, had they called upon me for explanation before )

me to Government for punishment. eporting

7. In order to save all chance of mistake, I may say that I know absolut,

. ] .
of M, Laffan, and he will donbtless bear me out in this point. ely nothing

8. I have the honor to assure Government that, when I wrote my letter to t}
Board, repudiating the construction imputed to my words, 1 deemed it ubsdlitely fu 0 .;;e
that the Government wonld endorse the opinion of the Board of Revenue in b i ‘1;0821 le
explanation offered. Now that I find that they are, to my misfortune, deemed — f} . ‘f’ the
menning, I feel that it is due to the Government, as well as to myself, to declar e of th
my honor as a gentlemau, that nothing was further from my thoughts thay it
or more foreign to my object than to make any insinuation whatsoever.

ab
e publicly on
s“bol‘dination,
9. I have nothing more to urge than that, since it is now clear that I
used an expression which is capable of being entirely misconstrued, it R o
withdraw in the most unreserved manner the words objected to, namely,
of Mr. Acting Sub-Secretary Laffan,” to substitute for them the words “in the IR Sann
of the Board’s Proceedings,” aud to express my sincere regret that I should have wx'it:.)eu :mgl
liable to be so misunderstood. HE

unwittingly
ns for me to
above the signature

10. 1 most respectfully beg Government will be pleased to reconsider their order

¥ &
1=
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and to relieve me from the grave and almost unbearable stigma which has been attached to

wy conduct and reputation.
I have the honor to be, &c.;

. ' (Sigued) C. S. CROLE,
Collector.

EXHIBIT F.
PusLic DEpARIMENT.
Proceedings of the Madras Government.

Read tle following from Mr. C. S. Crole, Collector of Muadura, dated 3rd January

1886, No. A.

R

Order thereon, dated 9th Jannary, 1886, No. 40, Mis.
The Government see No reason for reconsidering their order, nor for altering the
ein regarding Mr. Crole’s letter to the Board.

(Signed) W. WILSON,

Acting Chief Secretary.

opivion expressed ther

EXHIBIT G-

LIST OF SERVICES of CHARLES STEWART CROLE (Edinburgh Univer-
sity).—Joined the Service, 31st Aug. 63 ; Student at the College, 9th Dec. 63 ; Passed in Tamil,
1st Apr. 64; in Telugy, 3rd Oct. 64; Asst. to the Collr. and Mag., Madura, 8th May 65 to
12th July 66 ; Passed Lower Standard, 18th Apr. 69; Ag. Head Asst. to the Collr. and Mag.
of Tanjore, 18th July 66 to 19th April 67; Passed Higher Standard, 21st Aug. .66; Full Powers
of a Magistrate, 12th Feb. 67; Head Asst. to the Collr. and lillag. of Tanjore, Ag. j']'m?ge
of the Conrt of Small Causes, Madura, 24th Apr. 67; Head Asst., Madura, continuing
to act as Judge of the Courb Jf Small Causes, 18th June to 20th 'Jfll'y 67.; Ag. Sub-Collr.
and Joint Mag., Coimbatore, 4th Aug. to 22nd Oct. 67; O.Uefstayed joining time, 2nd and Srd
Nov. 67; Ag. Head Asst. to the Collr. and Mag. of Trichinopoly, 4th Nov. 67; In charge
of the Collr.’s office, 17th Dec. 67 to 6th Jan. 68; Ag. Head Asst, 7th Jan. to 14th Feb.
68 - Justice of the Peace, 8th Jan. 68; Privilege leave, 15th Feb. fo 14th Apr. 68; On duty
i ,the Sub-division, Madras, 15th Apr. 68; Ag. Sub-Collr. and Joint Mag., Madras District,
from 17th Apr. 68; In charge of Collr’s office, Madras, from 21st to 29th Apr. 68; Head
Asst. Collr. of Cuddapah, continuing to act as Sub-Collr., Madras, 25th May to 14th July 69 ;
Ag. Sub-Secy., Board of Revenue, from 15th Juoly to 20th Sept. 69; Ag. Sub-Collr., Madras,
28th Sept. 69 ; Ag. Collr., Madras, from 8th to 30th Nov. 69; Ag. Sub-Collr., Chingleput, 1st
July 70; Privilege leave, 31st July to 29th Aug. 72; Head Asst. Collr., Kurnool, continuing
to act as Sub-Collr.,, Chingleput, 15th May 73 ; Privilege leave, from 16th April to 15th July
74; Left Chingleput, 11th July 75 ; Furlough to Europe, from 19th July 75 to 1st Feb. 77 ; Ag.
Addl, Sub-Collr., Nellore, 19th Feb. 77 ; Sub-Collr. and Joint Mag., Nellore, 19th June 77 to
1st April 78; Ag. Collr. and Dist. Mag.,, Kurnool, 4th April 78 to 5th Jan. 79; Ag. Collr.
and Dist. Mag., Salem, 9th Jan, to 6th June 79; Ag. Collr. of Sea Customs, Madras, and

Protector of Emigrants, 8th June to 1st August 79; Ag. Collr,, Dist. Mag. and Agent, Tanjore,:

6th Aug. 79 to 924th Jan. 80; Awarded an hounorarinm of Rs. 2,500 for compiling the
Chingleput District Manual, 1st Dec. 79 ; Ag. Commr. of Salt Revenue, Madras, from 28th
Jan. to 28th March 80; Ag. Collr. of Sea Customs, Madras, and Protector of Emigrants, 31st
March to 5th Nov. 80; F wrlough to Burope, from 13th Nov. 80 to 27th Feb. 82 ; To be Dist. and
Kistua, from 16th June 81; Ag. Collr. and Mag., Madura, 26th March 82;
Kistna, continuing to act in Madura, 21st Nov. 82; Collr. and Mag. of the
Madura, 24th Nov. 83 ; Privilege leave, from 11th Jan. to 4th Feb. 85.

Sassions Judge of
Collr, and Mag.,
District,

Ly 1



[Enclosure V.]

Miscellaneous Correspondence with the Chief Secretary.

A
MADURA,
(S 28th February 1885.

My pear WEBSTER, :

1 should have written this some time ago to say that a bundle of letters, regarding
the subject mentioned by me in Madras, is in my possession. The remainder of the cor-
respondence, which is said to be voluminous, has been promised.

Yours sincerely,

(Signed) C.S.CROLE.
To the Honorable E. F. Wesster, C.S., Chief Secretary. : y

B
KoDAIKANAL,
Pl s 96th September 1885.
My DEAR anin;, Wi
~ As p{-omised in my note of 31st August, I enclose a Memorandum embracing both
Cuptain Campbell’s and Mr. Sullivan’s matters. 8
: Captain Campbell’s letter to me is enclosed in original. T have not the papers in the
other case with me. They are at Madura, but you may rely on the general accuracy of the
stutements made. :

Please acknowledge receipt, and address ¢ Madura.”

Yonrs sincerely,

(Signed) C.S. CROLE.

be

T E. F. Wesstze, Bsq,, C.8,, Chief Secretary.

»

C
Urwa
e . 7th October 1885.
Dear CroLE, ; . :

. T am directed to say that although your D.O, letter to me, dated the 26th September,
enclosing a Memorandum for the information of the Right Honorable the Governor, is an
unusual and irregular mode of transacting _business, His Bxcellency will take the paper into.
consideration at the first meeting of the Council after his return to head-quarters. Mauch of it
relates to matters about which His Excellency can, in the nature of things, know nothing
whatever, but I am to say that he can give of his own knowledge, the most positive den
your statement that any thing that may have happened between you, or any friend of yo

~ and any member of the Sullivan family, has had the slightest shadow of influence upo
_ official career. R AL R
> & Yours sincerely,

% 5
LI

T ' (Signed) FORSTER WEBSTER
. 0. 8. Oror, Esq., Madura. _ p R &




N "~ oL e s o IR W ST ] Lt ] e (OF

SEL |

Lo

Mabura,
22ad October 1885, ;
My pEar Wirson, ’

In Webster’s note of the 7th instant, acknowledging a Memorandum prepared for the B
use of His Excellency, the following passage occurs :—

“I am to say that His Excellency can, of his own knowledge, give the most positive l
““ denial to your statement that any thing that may have happened between you, or any friend

“of yours, and any member of the Sullivan family, has had the slightest shadow of influence
““upon your official career.”

Will you kindly make my respectfnl submission to His Excellency that I am griev- - ‘*
ously ashamed at having unintentionally allowed my meaning to be so misanderstood. The .
Memorandum in question was written, after consultation, in my capacity as Collector, and all
thought of my individual interests or feelings was designedly abandoned in a document which
treated solely of public affairs in their relation to the interests of Government. I should have
erred beyond forgiveness, if T had forgotten the unvarying consideration and kindness extended
to me personally on every occasion by His Excellency. OF this I have the most grateful

conscionsness, and it encourages me to burden His Excellency with this explanation. (
: Yours sincerely, ‘f 2
; (Signed) C.S. CROLE. L
To the Honorable W. Wizsox, C.S., Chief Secretary.
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From H. R, GRIMES, Esq., Inspector-
General of Jails, to the Chief Secre-
tary to Guvernnmnt, dated Madras,
26th January 1886,

I have the honor to for.ward, for the
information of (_}ovcrnnwnt, Wwith refep.
°nce to their order of the 215t instant,
No. 128, Mr. Symonds’s replies to the
queries put to him by me regarding the
prisoner Howard,

2. Mr. Symonds denjes having hag
any communication with the Prisoner

OWard during7 ;g ir’lcarc@ratirm,”'also

enies having paid his fine Or any por-

tion of it, .

3. In reply to the,, 3rd query, My,
Symondg States he ig unable to xplain
the allusiong made in the prisoner’s letter
addressed to him, or his right to addregs
1Mm in gych terms beyond the fact that
Some time agq e befriended the priscner
when in difficultieg

4. I make 8110  remarks 4y My,
Symondg’g Communications, but leave
them for the Government to take such
notice of gg they may Jeem fit, The
COopy of the lettey addresseq by the pri-
Soner Howard +, the Chiet S(eél‘otzir's' to
Orovernment In, May last, which ‘M.
Symonds Says, a his 5th Paragraph he

has appended, t has not been received
)y me,

——

‘ MONDs, Esq., Superintendent
(ientral Jail, Salem, to the nspector.

enera] of Jails, Madras, dated Salem,
25th J anuary 1886,

In obedience 0 the order of Government
(No. 128 of the 21st instant), I have the honor
to reply ¢, the querjeg You have pyt ¢, me
regarding the Prisoner Howarq,

21 deny having haq 4Ny communicgtion
With the prisoner Howarq during hig Incarcers..
tIOH‘; (1 deny hming Paid his £, or an

Portion of it ; (3) T am unable ¢, explain the
allusiong i, p;s letter op hig right to address me
1n such termg, beyond the fact that some time

efriended him °n in difficultieg,
X, Howarfl had geep better ays, and was
Conneeted wit}, the Presgs, and, having thus had+

oceasion ¢ meet me (T hz‘mng been the Boare

e .Fri@nd-in-Need Bociety and of
- lterary Society anq Auxiliary
of the Royal Asiatio Society and otherwise 3

peah haracter), § 1, subsequently  commu.

nicated Me some of g g8rievances and
troubleg,

l0Wever, am T convinced that

which T have stood from the

_ﬁrs. Was right, and that your action was an
"8ement of Briich o

right and usage,. that

P—

e i —

s

' 2 CROLE, Madras Ciy
imble Memorial of GHARLES STEWART CROLE,
o /Z’er’m/?/o (f/zef%?/g/z/ Honorable The EARL OF K/MBfﬁ’[EV,
Her M&)esiy’g Secretfary of State Jor India in Coungjy

Most rEsprorryLLy SHEWETH THA ‘ ‘
2 l t ar > Government of Madras
Petitioner has been suspended for one year by the (m\cnim] k(‘ ] :
-elltione as be ! it i JL the FOVEernor
ine, i emor; repared for H, E, the ;
ishment for mak in a Memorandum p ] 2 Greverrio
a8 a punishment fo making, i 2 i b b G
] : harges, alleced to be unjustifiable, against the Honorable ] : J\I :
rOO A g rONL L eoe 5 - § 37 : o 5
s ‘ “Council, in his capacity as g Member of the Madras
van; ¢.s.1. S snior Mewmber of Counei 5 IS 1 3
ally (.8, ey DG e

Civil Seryi (G.O., 4th Feb., 1886, No. 240, Public, Enclosure [).
» DErvice Al e L :

In questi as, as it sets out
2. Itis to be noted that the Memorar lum in question was, as it setg
¢ b 18 3 ol : e 12l N o At
i g f ommunication with # ¢ Chijef Secretary, for the Drivate
‘ritten, after o 3 . : : :
i Its style shows this. It frankly reproduces the

by stating, : ]
nformation of His ixcellency. ' Y Bopc o
i:{i]t}r:i;i[:o;i (c)ijfcr.sn.tious with the ChiefSecretaryf nnd it pla.n.es at Hls .hx:e;fiznzg:
;Iicll)o;al for perusal a private letter received by Peti‘moner, which ]I;’ezft;(ci;lzr S;bmitg
ta;nlv no idea of communicating to the l\;f;aflx'as Government.' v.‘il . hq.ve beer.l
that "pcf}_n-e his Memorandum was used Qﬁlcu;t(/j/, an OPpO,l:t‘jmI,gtjenmﬁ.omlmenmry
:1ﬁ'oz"ded him of revising it, especially as he stated that 1t was w

and without the papers,

itioner ioht reviously
. Ttislikewise to be noted that Petitioner had, eight months pre ' ]"’
= e " ' : . ) ST A retary certain
ted substantially the same facts in person to the Chief b6i7 (6},66 g
B ' Tide paras. 24. 95. 9 92, 66 and ¢
iltlmuf elicitine any unfavourable comment. (Vide paras. 2 ,l f O,l it
w 16 elic g any ¢ T ol ) e .
nfia.) Petition v had, therefore, good reason to beliey e, when u,llc 1[t ;
(s PR T ) e rforming an unavoidable duty,
in his \Lzmm'andum, that he was merely performing an ung g 3

1t g st stron(rly against the procedure ndopted by
4. l)etltl()nel- protests most s 5 'c']' pegl i o eqllql
I " S A [s e
Government In regard to g case like this, every Civilian lnL ple (‘l' : s
”)‘eln- e ; hiel ursued in the case of~a.(]. Mz, Gribb e, (,..S,,
ooti © Course w 1 was purs ! : A
footm,, and the course whie : sy s e i
‘ ] ; y ab of Mr, Su ¥van.
it 1 i ot have bee sparted from in the
s » 16 18 submitted not have been dq) | : e,
”h”“]d- s ul 1 iry for the purpose of exhaustmp‘ every
should have been a full and searchine enquiry g

tittle of evidence on both sides,

5. Instead of this, My, Sullivan, as a Member nf' the .Grover-n]me;xlt, 1s (m_af
of the Judges of his own case, which is disposed ()f"tbgf dl(stlzi;mzﬁd\(\g:‘t 1ha.e r;;(t,?i;
enquiry, & 1d punishing the Collector who brought Tk 0 noftice, pretes
of tl‘)eu\\'}u)]c thing being a malignant personal attack,

] T iAbeheo bt s s
6. Petitioner most ¢mphatically repudiates the existence of any o
e ‘ ol e
thy spirit on his part. His Memorandum to H. E. the Governor, on w 1ich
unworthv S : ( : B | |
hi ; tI would have been a very different document had it been Written for
b i 4 S’ : y 1. r 44 " 2 o b P Ved. he
the gratification of personal feeling or revenge. This can be easily pro T
3 O1d 3 f g P <
o1k ] inspring of his action was the performance, as a public servant, of
I TDAINS ! ; ; . |
gy o fong tated nothing which hijg duty did not demand,
duty for which he is paid, and he statec nothing y
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7. Petitioner originally brought the subject to notice as an incident in a

h general question of great public importance which he likewise discussed. (Vide his

Memorandum to H. E. the Governor of Madras, Enclosure 1L.)

8. The Government of Madras now seeks to reduce it within the narrow
limits of official misconduct on Petitioner’s part. The case has been treated as if it
were merely an unwarranted attack on a Member of the Madras Government
entitled to protection in the discharge of his high funections, But the question really
at issue is quite different, as Petitioner will now proceed to show,

9. It is far from Petitioner’s object to inflame passion on the part of
those officials who are unfortunately mixed up with transactions in land or specula-
tion, but as the order now appealed against raises.the question of motive, Petitioner
feels compelled, in self-defence, to crave indulgence for the following prefatory state-
ment of the unsatisfactory condition of affairs in Madras, without which his appeal
cannot, it is now seen, be readily understood,

10. The levity, with which the orders of the Seere
provisions of the Civil Service Covenant (Clause 7) h
Members of the Madras Civil Service, during the last few years, has long been an
open scandal, and has been the repeated subject of comment even in the public prints,
One of those whose names have, for years, been prominently mentione by
Mr. H. E. Sullivan,—first, in connection with the acquisition of land and certain
plantations in South Arcot, when he was Collector of that district, and, subsequen’cly,
in regard to property on the Nilghiris,

tary of State, and the
ave been treated by certain

11. The chief offenders, unfortunately,
have hitherto succeeded in avoiding that full en
Service and the public interests, alike demand.

belong to the upper ranks, and
quiry which the honor of the Civil

12.  But the very suppression, which has been practised, has exaggerated
the magnitude of the scandal, and has led the public to believe that affairs are even

worse than they really are. For the main body of the Service is perfectly untainted,

although, in the public mind, it lies under the Sawe suspicion which attaches to
the rest.

13. The consequence of the growth of this commercial and speculative
spirit is to distract the attention of public servants from theiy e
to bring them into very undesirable relations both with their bret
the natives of the country. There has, likewise, bee
and damage to the high and honorable traditions of :
certainly, tended to diminish the respect and prestige
the eyes of the people, and has produced a sensih]
inferior establishments of Government also.
been noticed to some extent in England.

ate duties, and
hren and with
1 & perceptible loss of tone,
he Civil Service. This has,
of the Government itself in
e effect in demoralizing the
It is believed that these effects haye

14, As an additional and convincing proof of the endles
evil of this irregularity of landholding, Petitioner would cite the
Casg, now under investigation before the District Magi
appears that Mr. J. H. Garstin, C.S., Second Member of the
last Christmas holidays at Dévakulam, at which place he

s ramifications in
Garsviy Dacorry
strate of Maduara, Tt
Board of Revenue, spent
owned an estate, which,

3

under compulsion, he made over to Trustees for his family in October last. He is

also interested, as a large shareholder, in the North Travancore Land Company.
While he was returning through the Madura District, during the night of the 29th

December 1885, he was attacked by a band of dacoits, and the Police, on the theory
that bad blood existed between Mr. Garstin and the . neighbouring Zemindar of
Bodindyakantr, arising in some way through Mr. Garstin’s connec.tion with Déva-
kulam, have charged the latter, a man of wealth and the represen.(:atlve of one of: the
oldest families in the country, before the Magistrate as the instigator of the crime.

15. It is only fair to Mr. Garstin to mention that he is understood to
have exonerated the Zemindar, and to have stated that he entertains no suspicion

against him, but the fact remains that the Zemindar stands charged by the Police .

with the crime.

16. This case has produced the most intense excitement and alam:n in
the Madura District, and has seriously affected
*“7. Civil Servants * * in the actnal service

of the Crown in India are prohibited from hold- public business also. It is perfectly undeniable

tog ;:"‘*“,,‘“(L*;;;::i,;emf‘g;';,jg,.;‘;ﬁ,g’;:,?;}? that, if Mr. Garstin had never become entangled*
atever, r. y y

o g Ao o °§:;§f{:;i’u:3%’uﬁzy. in land, this criminal case, and the attendant
5, No. 21.797, Home » H

#ide also para. 4, Secretary of State’s Reverme aoitation, could not have arisen.
Despatch, No. 22, 25th November 1862; also > ’

ditto, para. 3, 9th July 1863, No. 17 ; also Resolu-
tion of Government of Indian on Despatch ‘f_rom
Secretary of State, No. 99, 25th August 1873.)

the conduct of Mr. H. E. Sullivan, he can hardly be accused of overstepping the

necessities of the case,

18. The order, now appealed against, sets out by constituting Petitioner

: i instructions of the Chief Secretary to .« .
prosecutor of the charges, whereas, acting on instruc b f

Government, he merely passed on information, \»thich had -become public Property
in the Madura District, and which, if true, besides aﬁ'efztmg the 1‘eput.at10n apd
prestige of Government, damaged the Madras Civil Sex:vme as a body, in that its
senior representative was accused of a ﬂagranh.breach. of the? rules of the Secretary
of State regarding the holding of land and dealings with native Zemindars,

19. Petitioner submits that the Madras Government has disposed of the
matters in question without that careful enquiry which their mportance to all
concerned demanded.

20. If Petitioner were really prosecutor, as is now alleged, Government
ought, in fairness, to have instituted a public enquiry before (.:ondemning .Pe.titioner,
in view of the fact that the affidavits and docume.nfs submitted at their nstance,
besides supporting the statements made by EE’fetltloner, .disclosed other. serious
charges, and also in view of the fact that the Petitioner had, in para. 11 of his report
to Government, dated 19th November 1885, No. A, expressly stated the sources
from which evidence must be obtained. Government, however, have taken no notice
of this. Mr. Sullivan has apparently demanded no complete investigation as he
was bound to do, in vindication of his honor as a Member of the Civil Service,
Government has acquitted him, and punished Petitioner, without any thorough
sifting of the evidence which was at their disposal.

17.  Surely, when Petitioner implores, i
in self-defence, a full and searching enquiry into -

Searching enquiry ‘re
mto conduct of My,
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28. In a conversation between the Chief Secretary and Petitioner at Ooty
(August 1883) on the general question, the subject, as it related to the above-named
transaction, was rediscussed, and the Chief Secretary ordered Petitioner not to leave
i ® v - . > M d X ¥ .
Ooty, as he (the Chief Secretary) would go over and see His Excellency the Gover-
nor aboutit. Eventually Petitioner received orders to rejoin his district, the under-
standing being that the substance of the various conversations should be reported
" . 8 Py T : - Ao e, 1 77 1bi TTT
conf]dentlully n \\'1'|t1])g for [{IS EXCG“Bllcy amfulmatlun. (1’ L(le EXhlbltS \ ].II &H(I

IX, Enclosure 111.)

21. Besides the attendant disgrace and loss of service, their order is
equivalent to the enormous fine of Rs. 30,000.

22. It is submitted, that such a mode of deciding a matter like this, is
absolutely unprecedented ; that the punishment, besides being entirely undeserved,
is unreasonably severe ; and that it has been inflicted under an entire misconception
of Petitioner’s duty and action in the matter,

0 Tt || R 2350, S i T i | . Sullivan are, in the words of the > : >

23.  The first two charges against Mr. Sullivan are, in the words o : 29. Petitioner accordingly furnished His Excellency (26th September)
with a Memorandam, of what had come to his knowledge on the whole subject of
landholding by Civilians, to which was appended a commum'catlon recefved frox'u
Captain E. A. Campbell, which the Chief Secretary had particularly desired Peti-
. . . b5 " » )

tioner to transmit for His Excellency’s perusal.

Madras Government, as follows :—

“I. That towards the end of January 1884, the Honorable Mr. Sullivan
was virtually the owner of the Richings Estate at Ootacamund, and that, inasmuch
as the said estate, as then constituted, was an estate devoted to the cultivation of
commercial products for profit, the Honorable Mr. Sullivan, in owning it, com-
mitted a breach of his covenant as a Civilian, and infringed the orders of Govern-
ment and the Secretary of State, prohibiting Covenanted Civilians from holding
land for such g purpose.”

30. The above circumstances account for the detailed character of the
Memorandum, as far as it related to the Honorable Mr., Sullivan ; for, of course,
His Excellency was entitled to know exactly what had been brought to Petitioner’s
notice during the eight months preceding.

“IL. . That, about the same time, the Honorable Mr. Sullivan was a party
o an attempt to cheat, inasmuch as he was a party to an attempt to induce a native
landholder of Madura to buy the said Richings Estate for a price much beyond its

value, and based on, and supported by, a valuation which, in the attendant circum-
stances, was fraudulent.”

31. But it is quite clear, at the same time, that Petitioner’s position was
that of merely passing on information which he had received from others in his
official capacity, and with which he was incompetent to deal, while at the same
time it was out of his power to suppress it.

32. In this connection, it will be observed that the Government vely on
the contrary opinion of Mr. Handley, Chief Judge of the Small Cause Court, who
does not belong to the Civil Service, who was naturally most imperfectly acquainted
with the facts, and who cannot, be accepted, in any way, as an authority on the duty
of a Collector-in the civcumstances in which Petitioner was placed.

£ ¢

24.  Briefly, Petitioner,
Madura, of which district he
of a very grave scandal wi
which he deemed i his

. January 1885, came up to Madras from
as then Collector, and informed the Chief Secretary
iich was public property in his (Maduara) district, and
duty to bring to notice.

AT |
25. The fact was, th

33. Moreover, Mr. Handley’s opinion on this point, is at direct variance
tioner’s advice reg,

with that of the Chief Secretary (Mr. Webster), under whose advice Petitioner
acted. It is left to Your Lordship to decide, whether a Collector was, or was not,
bound to follow the advice, which the Petitioner considered equivalent to the
instructions of the Chief Secretary to Governmeut.

at a Zemindar and his legal adviser had taken Peti-
i virtsai arding the purchase of an estate at Ootacamund, which, they
said, virtually belone o 5 g . :

3 nged to My, H. E. Sullivan, although the transaction was being

* It was over three timeg CAITied out throuch hisson. The price asked (Rs. 1,25,000)
the present nominal valpe (Rs. =

40,000 odd) of the property 2% admittedly, out of all proportion* to its real value, and
aceording to Mr. Tee Kirby K W R . : . .

» professional estate valoas.s, Pet'lthllel advised thewn to have nothing to do with it.
. S efitioner’s acquaintance with all the parties (including the
onorable Mu. v s : :

¢ L. § ullivan) wag of the slightest, and he gave the advice purely in
the way of business as the Collector of the district

34. What followed was this. The Government of Madras called on
Petitioner to substantiate portions of the Memorandum to His E.\:ce]lency on certain
points relating entirely to the Honorable Mr. Sullivan. The major portion of the
statements contained in it appear to have been accepted without comment, The
fact of an attempted sale to a native by a member of Mr. Sullivan’s family for a
sum enormously in excess of its real value, of a property in which Mr. Sullivan had
| an interest, was admitted. Orders were issued by Governmentprohibiting the sale
| of produce grown on the “appurtenances” of residences, and the transfer of certain
estates to Trustees, e.g. Mr. Garstin’s at Dévakulam, and otherwise, was
to the Service. (Vide G.Os., 14th October and 30th Oectober 1885.)

t the instance of the Chief Secretary, the papers were obtained

from t} Zemi thief & i
e dar 5 1 a LSy arv 7 LS AT -
& Folias M A! dadbl BEiE emindar, and he (Chief Secretary) was informed

Fobruary 1883, Enclosure V. Of the fact by letter* from Madura, and the matter dropped

until the end of August 1885.

3 announced
27. DPetitioner

; as then consulted confidentially regarding Captain E, A,
Campbell, who is agitating ip Engl

officials in regard to landholding, p
commercial speculations genepql] y.

and against abuses alleged against Madras

! ' , — 35. In accordance with the orders of Government on that portion of his
arficularly in Dévakulam and Ootacamund, and

Memorandum relating to the Honorable Mr. Sullivan, Petitioner took certain affi-

B
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davits, and submitted them along with certain original documents. These certainly
went far beyond the statements made by Petitioner, but they were submitted to
Government in justification solely of Petitioner’s bona fides, and as relieving Peti-
tioner from all responsibility for making any statement which was not cap?xble of

being supported by affidavits.

36, These will be found in the Appendix. They speak for themselves.
Whether true or false, it is palpable that the makers of these affidavits, and not
Petitioner, are responsible for the statements contained in them,

37. Inthe very nature of things, such evidence, qud bona fides, could
not run on the same lines as that required for actual proof of the charges arising
¢ o

out of such affidavits.

38. Government was specially warned by Petitioner that the evidence
’

Para. 10, % The Government order me toprove
ihat the Honorable Mr. Sullivan was then the
owner. 1 respectfully gubmit that it is not for
me to establish a position which I never occu-
pied. 1have, howeyer, collected the evidence
immediately available in Maduora. It will be
found in affidavits marked A, C and D, and in
the documents passim. Bub it is palpable that,
in the event of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan set-
ting up aplea of having entirely divested himself
of all connection with the property on the date
in question, it is for him to produce evidence of
such an affirmative issue.”

Para. 11, “In order to permit of my making
a satisfactory return to the mandate of Govern-
ment, the Honorable Mr. Sullivan’s case wounld
first require to be clearly formulated, access to
the records of more than one office of Govern-
ment would be required, all papers and accounts
in any way relating to the estate would have
1o boe called for, and a number of witnesses
vesiding in different parts of the Presidency
wonld have to be examined. Tt would be hard
to define the limits of such an enquiry, and ab
all events it would be hopeless to attempt it
from Madura.”

Para. 12. “ Even during the limited enquiries
which your letter under reply necessitated, new
facts of & most compromising character have
come to the surface, which T have carefully ex-

¥ cluded from this report which is confined
! gtrictly to the four corners of my Memorandum.”

produced or procurable by him in Madura, could
not be used for that latter purpose, and, in
order to save all doubt, he indicated,in paras. 10,
11 and 12 of his report to the Government of
Madras (Enclosure III), the direction, which an
enquiry into the truth or falsity of the aflidavits,
submitted by him, would require to take. The
passage is reproduced in the margin.

39. Government has, however, in
spite of the precautions taken by Petitioner
and, without making any enquiry, treated th:a
case so submitted as complete, and punished
Petitioner for bringing charges, which he never
brought, and which have yet to be investigated

before any judgment can, with justice, be passed
on their truth or otherwise, “

: 40.. It is. humbly submitted that the
only points for decision, as far as Petitioner is
concerned, are two :—

: () Was it, or was it not, the bounden duty of Petitioner, as Collector, to
apprise the Government that such faots had come to his official notice ? :

(b) Are the statements contained in his Memorandam to His Excellency
the Governor covered by the affidavits and documents sent in by him ? Y

41. If these questions be answered in the affirmative, Petitioner submits
that he has been most unjustly punished.

42, Collectors in the Madras Presidency have, invaviably, been held
responsible, as the local representatives of Government, for keeping idt, informed of
any thing and every thing affecting the public interests, which ma; come to th ;
notice in any way. This respnnsibility extends even to the Board of Revem‘flr
Petitioner has knowledge that two of the present Members of the Board (one z.f
them as Collector) have, on a former occasion, officially brought to notice the con-

o
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travention of the orders of the Secretary of State by a Member of the Service, and
although one of them was declared by the Judge of the High Court, who investi-
gated them, to have made charges (criminal) which were absolutely without founda-
tion, it was not considered necessary to punish him for this failure of the case.
The Hoporable Mr. H. E. Sullivan was 2 Member of Government at that time.
(Vide veport of the Honorable Mz, Justice Brandt to the Madras Governwent,

dated 3rd June 1884),.

43. TFurthermore, Mr. Lee Warner, C.S., when agent for Government as

the mortgagee in possession of the

Ramnad Estate, in 1872, came to know, from

the Zemindar of the day, that a member of the fawmily of the then Acting Advo-

cate-Greneral had solicited a present.
Warner felt bound to report the fact.

The Collector hesitated to act, but Mr. Lee
In the result, the Government found, that

the existence of such a scandal in his family, albeit that it was alleged to have
taken place without the knowledge of the Acting Advocate-General, precluded his
being allowed .to hold that appointment, and M. Lee Warner’s action was com-

mended.

44. Next, in regard to the other and distinet point dealt with in the
order, now appealed against, namely, the complicity of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan
in the scandal, either innocently or otherwise, the order of Government appealed
against supplies conclusive affirmative testimony of the propriety of Petitioner's
conduct in making a report, and thereby divesting himself of all responsibility
arising out of the knowledge of facts and accusations, which had come within his

official cognizance.

45. The portion of the

Para. 2. Charge I.—As to the Honorable Mr.
Sullivan’s position in regard to the Richings
Estate, it appears, from a Memorandum drawn
up by bim for the goidance of his executors,
which, with the deeds, &e., relating to the
estate, were placed before the Advocate-General,
that, in 1870, Mr. H. B. Sullivan purchased two
plots of Jand in the meighibourhood of Ootaca-
mund, amommting together to 83°75 acres, and
made them over to his son, My. J. I, Sullivan, on
his coming onf from England ; that he subse-
quently enabled his son to aequire the rest of
the property and to earry on planting opera-
tions; that having iu this and other ways made
considerable advances in favour of his soun, nnd
being desirous of securing to his other children
snch an interest in the property as to puf them
all on an equal footing peenniarily, e, in 1883,
took a mortgage on the estate for Rs, 60,0003
it being further agroed thut the sale proceeds of
the property. whether gold hefore or n._ft.ev his
death, should, after certain deduction in favor
of his gon, M. J. T, Sullivan, be divided equully

among his children.
Para. 3. In effect, the intention Wwas, the

‘Advocate-General states, that the estate should

be treated, not ag the property of M. H E
Sullivan, nor as the sole property of his son, but
as & property in whieh, pm-chased and improved
a8 it had been, at the expeinse of Mr..l{ E.
Sullivan, his son, Mr. J. F. Sullivan, and his other
children shonld, as far as possible, have equal
interests in the sawme way as if it had been made
the subject of # settlement in their favour,

N.B.—The nhove descrintion overlooks the em-
ployment of Mr. J. I\ Smilivan for some years
in the Police. and his final departure for England
last year.—C. 8. C.

order of Government describing Mr. Sullivan’s
position, is reproduced in the margin. It is not
easy to understand it. Tt appears to signify
that Mr, Sullivan owned an estate of over 100
acres within the Municipal limits of Ootaca-
mund up to 1883, and that in that year, with the
intention of putting all his children on an equal
footing with his son who was managing it, he
took a mortgage on it for Rs. 60,000. It does
not appear how or when the estate became the
property of the son mentioned. The intention
of the mortgage is stated to have been that the
s other children should, as far as possible, have
equal interest in the same way as if it (the pro-

perty) had been made the subject of ‘a settlement
in their favour.”

46. Tt is clear that such a settlement
in Trustees was precisely what was required as
a sine qua non in order to entitle Mr. Sullivan
to certify that he had no interest in land in the
Province in which he was employed. But no

such settlement was made, and it is palpable that it was therefore within Mr. Sul-
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livan’s power to revoke a mere intention at any moment and resume his direct
interest.

47. Petitioner respectfully urges that these are points which demand the
fullest enquiry.

.

48. The Advocate-General, who was consulted by Government. is per
fectly plain on the legal position occupied towards the property by Mr S,ulkli\I:ﬁ,n
He says :— T

« Mr. H. E. Sullivan, by becoming mortgagee* (1883) acquired a substan-
“ tial interest in the estate. By virtue of the mortrrao-e‘he
e"; (n‘?;?‘.’:f;‘,?fﬁfﬁoi‘; xfsl}:ﬁ}r:se 7 becz}me an e:‘ncumbrancer to a lzu'ge amount on thebe;tate
Government of Indis.) “having, besides the ordinary power of sale, the Peculim:
“right to receive the proceeds arising from the sale of

« erops made from time to time.”

49. The description continued to apply to the position of the Honorable
Mr. Sullivan in September 1885, when Petitioner’'s Memorandum was written.

50, Mr. Sullivan asserts his ignorance of his peculiar position, and states
that he has never received any profits. It does not appear whether there have been
any, but these are points with which Petitioner has no concern. But how such a
peculiar stipulation in favour of the mortgagee came to beinserted in the deed has
not been explained, though perfectly easy of proof. In any case, Mr. Sullivan’s return
to the Government of India of lands held by him would certainly seem to require to
be revised from the date of its institution, in 1883, in the light of the opinion of the
Advocate-General. It is true that Mr, Sullivan promises now to vest the property

in the Official Trustee, but that is merely another way of admittine the existence of
]

a “ substantial interest” in land in the Madras Presidency of which, apparently, the

Government of India has not hitherto }
# ¢« (Jlause 2.—That he will perform and obey 1 e
2 will p Y prised. In any case, ti
all such rules and regulations of the Secretary of p ¢ s e fﬂCt appears to diS-
State in Council and of the said Service as shall C]OSB a clear brea h f hi
be in force, &o.”—(Civil Service Covenant.) 5 3 REL DL 18 covenant, and of the

«Officers of the Covenanted Civil Service are orders of the Seer y b
# # ¥ ghsolutely precluded from holding lands Cleta.ry Of Sta'te, taken in con-

within their own Presidency.”—Secretary of TNection with his origi »

State’'s Despateh, No. 22, lOth,AngustISSI;vide il % hol”la] ownershlp, and the
also Mr. Secretary Mackenzie’s (Home Depart- ‘cumstances whice e ;

ment, Publie) letter to the Government of Yol d to the deed of 1883
Madras, dated Simla, 13th May 1885, No. 21.797. containing the above extraordin

ti:)ns* in his favor., ary stipula-
51. Again, the Honorable Mr. Sullivan admits that he knew from his
that the latter was in negotiation with a native gentleman for the sale of the estsotn,
in which heJthe Honorable Mv. Sullivan) had the above interest, and that he dida i
at once prohibit the transaction. He says that he replied that he hoped he (the it
ki the Jac of rupess. . This too, althongh: be: must Have known thatS:}I:)
price was enormously in excess of the market value of the property, that part at leas:

3 of t 3
e S b i oF ol ok f the money was to come to him, and that the

f persons (natives) are contrary to the duty of urchase % g ] z :
gp!:xblic officer, and are prohibited by the views p I'” was a Zemmdax holdmg land \Vl(;hin

of the Legislature, and by the orders of Govern- the territories subordi
o ey 1637, iy rdinate to the Government
of which he (the Honorable Mr. Sullivan)

and 1s still, a Member. N

. =
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52.  Mr. Sullivan professes entire ignorance of the result of these negoti-
ations. 'This denial cannot be intended to be taken literally, for Mr. Sullivan must
have been aware that the native gentleman had not proceeded with the transaction,
at all events, in August 1885. For, at that date, Mr. Sullivan was admittedly
employing a Mr. Lee Kirby to value the property, with a view to its being placed
on the English market. His son had, by that time, left India for good.

53. The Zemindar, in his affidavit, states as follows :—

¢The latter (the son) told me that he could do nothing (about the sale)
“ without communicating with his father (M. Sullivan). Besides, 1 heard that the

“ estate belonged to his father.”

54, This statement is fully borne out by Mr. Sullivan’s admission. He
admits that his son did write to him about the sale. It is palpable that in view of
the possession by the father of a “substantial interest”— to wit a lien of Rs. 60,000,
a sum nearly one-third larger than the total value of the property according to Mr.
Lee Kirby’s valuation—the son could not, by any possibility, have acted without the
knowledge and consent of his father, as the encumbrancer. Is it possible to
conceive that Mr. Sullivan never took the trouble to enquire, or was never informed,
why such a grand opportunity of realizing a lac of rupees for an unmarketable pro-
perty had failed ? Mr. Sullivan had means of obtaining exact information of every
thing that transpired in the Madura District through relatives stationed there.

"55. Now, Clause 7 of the Civil Service Covenant was, by the receipt of
that letter, and the non-repudiation of the proposed transaction, contravened in the

most glaring manuer. It runs as follows :—

«7th. That he shall not nor will, by himself, or in partnership with any
« gther person or persons, or by the agency of any other person or persons, either
«gas principal, factor, or agent, directly or indirectly engage, carry on, or be con-
«cerned in any trade, bank, dealings, or transactions whatsoever.” (Vide also
G.0. (Madras), 12th January 1827, above quoted.)

56. An overwhelming body of evidence is easily available on the point that
Mr. Sullivan, by his actions and conduct with reference to the estate, has all along,
even after the mortgage, been regarded by the public of Ootacamund as the owner
of it, which is one of the statements made in Mr. O’Shaughnessy’s affidavit.

57. Petitioner’s Memorandum, however, merely stated that the parties
evidently regarded the Honorable My, Sullivan as virtual owner. That is all the
length Petitioner went,  Surely the statement is abundantly proved. *

58. Nodoubt, in his affidavit, taken in consequence of orders of Govern-
ment, the Zemindar goes much further, and saysthat Mr, J. ¥. Sullivan told him,
and he believed, that the Honorable Mr. Sullivan was the vendor. The fact that the
Zemindar was evidently aware of the true legal position of the Honorable Mr,
Sullivan, as now laid down by the Advocate-General, is strong confirmation of the
genera.l veracity of his other statements. The Honorable Mr. Sullivan states that

i i M s
he was entirely ignorant of the « peculiar incidents” incorporated in his own mort-
0
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gage deed. It is quite clear, however, that his son correctly apprehended them,
for the Zemindar acquired his knowledge from him (the son), and that knowledge
proves to be accurate. =

59. It is not Petitioner’s province to go into the charces arising out of
the affidavits, &c., submitted by him, but he would respectfully uawe whether the
opinion of the Advocate-General and the admissions of the Honoragle’ Mzr. Sullivan
quoted above, do not fully absolve him from any charge of recklessness or.bad faith
in having brought the matter to notice.

60. The Madras Government, holding to the mistaken view that Peti-
tioner was responsible for making the charges, and that all the available evidence was
before them, and overlooking the extraordinary fact that the Honorable Mr. S uilivan
contented himself with a simple denial, even of the knowledee of the conte;uts of his
own mortgage deed under which he was to take Rs. 60,000,biustead of insistiig on
the facts being probed to the bottom, by full enquiry, for the vindication of is%wu
character, then consulted the Chief Judge of the Court of Small Cau to the
legal effect of the so-called evidence which, as has been shown, was v D

: A not evidence at
all, except in support of the bona fides of Petitioner’s Memorandu ‘

m.

61. Petitioner has no wish to cast aspersions on this officer, but, if thé

extract from his report, reproduced in the order of the Madras Government, be a
fair sample of the whole, it must be allowed that it i ]

S a most extraordinar
document, ; ) 4

62. Awmong other things, for in in
of the positive testimony of autﬁe’nticatec:taazg;?:tsl,)r:}f:sd:hz;ea?sert’ m'cgbe fai?
any irregularity or fraud whatever, and that Petitioner had no s'not'gw 'encef :
making the subject known to Government,. By means of a quc;‘t‘;sti:mcau'(i):]ho&
reference to other allusions to the matter in ICIX'W J. F.

& nd 3
Pes B 5 s Sullivan’s letter‘f regarding Srinivasanmurti Ayyangar,
e characterises Petitioner’s statement regarding that most serious portion of the casé

asa “flagrant misrepresentation.” Again, in his allusion to e anistak s iibarilie
i i ?f the_ valuator (Ryan), Mr. Handley makes remarks 80 obviousl efgoundeg
on an entire misconception of the gravity of that incident of the case ang an over
sight of the passage in the Zemindar’s affidavit bearing op O AR r-
his opinion of any claim to reliability. Finally, he bwinds u ; b ’ '(:1' eprtll\;g
opinion of the late Chief Secretary, in regard to the e, couzse fy O‘;r:'lt'mg : tf:
pursue, and advises Government that, by pursuing it, Petitione hm;i be i mnel;c :
real accuser, and had made hinself responsible. for the ty th o f;j ita ; :}clzlx,;% he
tions made in the papers. Had he accompanied this remark b d;' y t;)n 5 t(:fa-
tion of Government to the advisability of testing the sOurcesy b :c r%'a inina : ;:-
truth, as indicated by Petitioner, there might have been room fo:diﬁ'erefce t;
opinion, but, in view of his silence on that point, Petitioner etibinite that M Han:-
Jey has been guilty of a great error of judgment, and of a grave injustice ;,o Pet'-
tioner, which deprives his opinion of any weight which might othetwise have been
due to it.

. * Exhibit IV, Enclosure III,

63. As another instance of the manner in which Mr, Ta
performed the duty assigned to him, Petitioner would cite his assertion that the
only evidence in Petitioner’s possession of the Richings Estate beino thbiianat
of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan, was the mere suspicions of a nat?ve la}:dhi?;ei

ndley has

11

against the character of an English gentleman. To begin with, this is a misstate-
ment of what was alleged. The Honorable Mr. Sullivan was described as
“virtual” owner only, and the Advocate-t3eneral’s opinion of the mortgage deed;
and the facts prove this to be, at least, so legally correct, as to justify the use of
the term. Again, Mr. Handley ought to have known that the native gentleman
referred to was not an ordinary native landholder, but belonged to the princely
family of Ramnad, and that he was a proprietor in his own right, besides holding
a high public office. Mr. Handley was further aware, from the documents before
him, that this “native landholder’s” statement was not by any means “really all
the evidence.” Mr. Handley knew that there were also the statements of
others, and that one paper, written by an English gentleman (Mr. O’'Shaughnessy),
also before him, besides fully confirming the Zemindar’s statement regarding the
Honorable Mr. Sullivan’s alleged ownership, opened out charges of a still more
serious character against the Honorable Mr. Sullivan.  For instance, Mr, O’Shaugh-
nessy distinctly accuses the Honorable Mr..Sullivan of having purchased certain
Municipal buildings to add to his estate, for Rs. 100, after. he kunew from him
(Mr. O’Shaughnessy), as Liocal Fund Engineer, that a valuation made by order of
the Collector amounted to Rs. 3,200. Mr. O'Shaughnessy also mentions the
improper acquisition by Mr. Sullivan as an additiot_x to the estate, of a pifece of land
reserved for the public, and always refused to pre‘_nous‘apphcants, the assignment of
which was cancelled by the Board of Revenue, it is believed, who ordered its sale by
Again, Mr. Handley omits to notice the sale, in January 1884, of
Tea grown on the estate to the maker of affidavit D, Enclos,.ure I11,as on Mr. Sullivan’s
part—a transaction which is alleged to have taken place in the very Hotel in Madras
at which Mr. Sullivan was then stopping. Finally, Mr. Handley was aware that
Petitioner had indicated to Government that there remained other sources of infor-
did not deem it within the scope of his instructions or his

public auction.

mation, which Petitioner
ability to open up.

64. Petitioner therefore most respectfully submits that no weight what-
ever is due to Mr. Handley's opinion, and that the Government of Madras ought

not to have relied on it, y
65. The Government go on to say:—

“ Charge III.—That in consequence of Mr. Crole having advised the
“gaid landholder not to purchase the property, the Honorable My, Sullivan abused
“his position as a Member of the Madras Government by denouncing Mr. Crole in
“ his official capacity, and so acting as to obstruct Mr. Crole in his administration
“ of the Madura District.”

66. This matter was advisedly described in Petitioner’s Memorandum to
H. E. the Governor as minor and subordinate. It is clearly extraneous to the grave
and important questious therein dealt with. It wasnotin any way mentioned as a
grievance or by way of complaint, (neither of which had any existence), for it had
long previously been disposed of asa consequence of confidential communication
with the Chief Secretary, and personal representation to His Excellency. The
allusion was simply directed at what appeared one of the many very undesirable
eomplications arising from neglect of the orders of the Secretary of State, forbidding
the holding of iand by Civilians. To have struck the passage out of the Memoran-
dum would not therefore have affected the real purpose of that document in the slight-

_tirely unimport

Charge 17T—Subject en-

ed with muin charie:
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est degree. With reference to the remarks in para, 2 supra, Petiti !

that had the Memorandum been returned to him for i'e\lui;i()ll"'ls i(‘t;l'l.,m]er Sl,lmeFS
ought to have been before being treated as strictly an oﬂ?lcia.l’(‘l:)cm lj’z“.‘:?g%t@d :
?];we excised that portion in question, solely on account of the unn n“}_: %16 ey
involved in supplying judicial proof of a statement which, after ‘11‘]3‘3‘2;31.1}' tmu.ble
the main questions dealt with, in any way whatever. 7 il s

67. Petitioner has explained clearly, in his report to Govern t.. th
reasons for his having made the statements referred to. He honest] belim(i]:l ) ] y
he said. Mr. Sullivan’s hostility 1s tacitly admitted, and his violegt ?VL l“b?at
was exhibited at the interview referred to by him. Petitioner submitpi;:-ong e
bound to make this known in the public interests, that it was not, in 'u;g e
as a personal complaint, but that it was merely referred to, as ’a s:lbzr:lv'a)fr’ pre
comparatively unimportant incident, passed and gone, in ad(iitionul evide ”mm{'&“d
grave objections attending the holding of land by Members of the Civil Sl;(;ii:;e i

. 68. In regard to para. 10 of the Government ovder, Petitioner would
point out,‘ that th-e phrase, Petitioner “interested himself in the necotiatic
between his (Mr. Sullivan’s) son and the Zemindar,” is not a fair d . ti e

| Van. : a fair deserip
Petitioner’s action ; while in regard to the censures and dissati ] #hy 4
l \ garc ensures and dissatisfaction said to have
been expressed by Government with Petitioner’s administration, as such, of th

f * - . ' : s i
Madura District, there is positively no order on record 1 ' Litany
st ' ) on record, which can, by any possi-

Y, (i uch 2 c.onstluctxon. The Government has never on any occasion

& - e 3 4 1 b 1 :
exlpllesse such dissatisfaction. The orders complained of by Petitioner referred
solely to personal questi relat al i .

y I al questions relating to Local Fund aud Municipal affairs. (Vide

paras. 21 to 32 of Petitioner’s report to the Madras Governm
adrs nt, d \
ber 1885, Euclosure 111.) R

69. I : ] .
Ly S LA Sehep hatid, &0 delely, I Reptuaier 10, the. Chier
Secretary, writing under instructions from His Excellency, specially promised
: S H 3 . . 5 " " - - . ‘/J £ ) ll)l.
Petitioner promotion on account of the nature of Petitioner’s services : a

: 70. Inregard to this third and subordinate matter, Petiti

submit that personal hostility on the Honorable Mr, SU“i\’{ln)‘;’ % .tl. ket “’0_“](1
admitted. The cause must necessarily be matter for illf'el-(;nr(l lsnow talet]y
denies that the “ Richings Episode” was the cause. The at'te“;e' : 4[1 Sullivan
drove Petitioner to the conclusion that it was. He submits that 1? Cl‘lc“mStanCes
couclusion, and he would draw attention to the fact that non‘e tllls "‘ % ﬂnflturzll
Petitioner considered himself safe in asserting, as the result of i (t) “e} 5 as?lgDEd'
other Members of the Government, as well as with the Chief Se ‘n"il‘vw“.rs o ishag
1885, that Mr. Sullivan’s views regarding him were not shared b L;ﬁ “‘r,‘l’i in January
it was almost unavoidable that communications in the Loeal I}‘:u 1300 ga,ﬁues.;‘but
departments should be tinged with the result of the very stroncrn and ] lun'lqpav.l
exhibited against Petitioner in person by the Member in charce al?hf e:}s)ona dislike,
of course, Petitioner well knew that all orders went out R d’er theua ’i’s a matter
collective Government. It must be remembered that the interview wji%:;]lctlrllon e
able Mr. Sullivan, at which the above feeling was ascertained for a FHonor-
reported In detail to the Chief Secretary within a few minutes of its o &Ct‘, 1w
and a few days afterwards to His Excellency the Governor also. ceurrence,

71, With {‘e.fel'ence to these and other remarks in paras. 10, 11. 12 '

13 of the order, Petitioner humbly submits that the attitude 0{; the, H’ 12 and
Mz, Sullivan to Petitioner was not brought to notice for the first time in hio?\‘%rab]e
; : 8 Memo-

13

yandum. A special complaint regarding 1t was received from Petitioner by His
etary, as well as a description of the stormy

Excellency in presence of the Chief Secr
livan, described in para. 33 of Petitioner’s

interview with the Honorable M. Sul
ferred to), in January 1885, in Government House,

Jetter to Government (above re
spressed his wish to resign, and

Madras. It was on this occasion that Petitioner e
that His Excellency, with much consideration, expressed his “ entire confidence
in Petitioner’s conduct of local affairs.

v9. Tt is true that His Excellency was not then apprised of the Richings

Estate scandal. Petitioner has never ceased to regret this, but he acted under
orders.

Byt

73. Again, Petitioner had repeatedly complained to the Chief Secretary

of the same thing.

74. Then was surely the time to take notice of any impropriety in Peti-
tioner’s conduct in so complaining, instead of treating the mere‘ subsequentl refer-
ence to a circumstance passed and gone,as i it were an offence only freshly

committed.

75. Petitioner would only cite, without further comment, the extra-
ordinary fact that, while the cause of his complaints 50 made, arose after th'e “ Rich-
ings Episode” (February 1884), he suffered from it nb.more .after the tune’when
he made them (January 1885). This is distinetly mentioned in paras. 22, 23, and
39 of Petitioner’s report to the Madras Government, dated 19th November 1885

(Enclosure I11).

76. In regard to the allusions to the prosecuting tone adopted by Peti-
tioner, it must be remembered that it was almost unavoidably forced on Petitioner,
especially by the knowledge of the case, which the investigations made by him, in
order to reply to the call of Government for © substantiation” required him to
make. Petitioner freely admits also, that, between the date of his first communica-
tion with the Chief Secretary (January 1885), and the date of his Memorandum
(September 1885), he had seen reason to entertain

the case. When, therefore, he was called on to
¢ became clear that hus conduct, and not that

der investigation, it was not possible to pre-
ess his regret, if he has been led into any

a very strong opinion regarding
« gubstantiate” charges, some of

which he had never made, and when i
of the Honorable Mr. Sullivan, was un
gerve a judicial tone. He can only expr

of judgment in this respect, and prays that his explanation that it was entirely

error
unintentional, may be accepted.

7. With reference to the remarks of the Government of Madras at the

7
ppealed agdinst, on the taking of affidavits regarding

close of para. 10 of the order a
public feeling in the district, Petitioner has only to say that, as this was one of the
points which he was ordered to «substantiate,” no other method seemed open to him

of showing the truth of the statement, except by taking affidavits from some of

those persons who had special knowledge of its genulneness.

D
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78, Petitioner will not seek to enter the ground touched by para. 11 of

the order appealed agains ' i
against, 3 S 'l0us

Para. 11.—The Government have not thought atter. b PP A Ahde most ey

it necessary to go into the statements of Mr. Ilh‘tttel, ut 1t dOBS not concern him, and it can

Orole regarding the Honorable Mr. Sullivan’s be cleared 3

alleged favoritism in respect to B. Strinivasa- € cicarcQG up On]y by formal Gnqllil'v. Peti-

murti Aiyangar; but His Execellency in Conneil o v i
desires to record his emphatic opinion that there tioner C&lll‘lot, }IO\\'eV(:‘l', l‘efmm f[‘()l[] expresgin(r
(]

is mothing in those statements to justify Mr. g = G

Crole’s insinuation that the favour, if any, ex- astonishment that the Government of Madras

tended by the Honorable Mr. Sullivan to that gh ' a1 . !

individual, was due to any improper motive. ould have failed to am)l‘ecmte the Q‘l‘aVlt-y of
the affidavit of the Zemindar fully adopting the

responsibility for the statement in Petitioner’s Memorandum on this point

79. Petitioner trusts that this statement of plain facts will be considered
sufficient to absolve him from the groundless charge of a “alionant attempt {O
« revenge himself upon the Honorable Mr. Sullivan for a purely i:lafrina;- wrgnrrv”
The whole facts of the case, the care and caution shown by Pel;ition:r in gons ltibn.o-
the Chief Secretary before taking any action, and in actine then only und u~ 1.‘"
instructions and with his knowledge, a consideration of theoextremel 'y) i fel1 ”;
delicate position in which Petitioner was placed through llavinc; )to} a::r{%r;nq
rgpugnza:nt duty, and the fact that Petitim?er’s \Ivhole ret-‘
vious history* belies the probability of his laying himielf
open to such a charge, are sufficient refutation of the existence of an sucho feelino
1f additional proof were wanting for the demolition of such a baselessytheor y e: }“:-
be found in the fact that, after Petitioner officially reported the circﬁmst? ? 1sto
the Chief Secretary at the Government Office, in January 1885, he (I‘)e;ir;(.:es ‘0
imagining that he had done,ll that his duty required, did not m:)ve further li(:xnel),
way in the matter until he received certain instructions in August 1885 from ‘:;ly
Chief Secretary which entailed his writing his Memorandumoto His Excelle 3
the Governor. It is submitted that this circumstance is perfectly ‘ix1c<;n)e :T;C ly
with the existence of any improper motive on the part of Petitioner. In t]I‘)z?v l.) ;
nection Petitioner would draw attention to the fact of his absteutio-n whe “S\'Cl(lmi
on by Government to “substantiate” certain portions of his Memo;'qnd A L;- .
bringing forward the new facts against Mr. Sullivan which had com‘l U;D,. 101111
affidavits and otherwise. Petitioner would also urge, in vindication ;0]“_‘ i tt le
immunity from improper feeling, the fact that he most palpabl y "v\ctedoin 1;;? egn ;Ie
van’s interest in stopping the negotiations with the Zemindar ;‘01. the S‘Ile. C‘)futhl‘;
property. A person, prompted by malignant or revengeful motive \\'onl(i( ertainl
have encouraged the completion of a transaction with such a plai o gk (;el e
SR a plainly compromising

# Vide Enclosure IV.

80. There is therefore, it is humbly submitted, not a seintilla of evidence
to support the theory hazarded by the Madras Govermne’zut ]J i ;lf-(tmt; t:d L -
b U kA R D G e el e 0y
bias characterised the action of Petitioner from beginning to ‘:Ulmpfb C :?ysjhff (t,
matter, for Petitioner had, as may easily be seen, Zu int‘:x'eetb "f (i a.‘el,'} f:ll:ade
apart from the performance of his public duty. st, ob any sort or kind,

« The Memorandum in question was written, 812 Thl ] y clear as ]
¢« after consult-atio!;]. itfx my.calpaciby as Uollec- mareiy 1 s is made as clear as glass o Sh
« tor, and all thought of my inc ividual interests argina notation from a 2 i i
“or feelings was designedly abandoned in a \Vl"tt 1 i d(-’ml Ofﬁcml o
« doeument, which .treuted solely of public iven by Petitioner to the Chief Secretary.
« gffairs in their relation to the interests of Gov- The fi 11 5 1 \
« grnment.” (Letter from Petitioner to Chief Wit l'espondencc 18 Pl‘lllted in Enclosure

Secretary, dated 22nd October 1885.) V to this Memorial

82, To sum up:—
It s admatted by Government :—
(1) That Mr. Sullivan originally owned the property.
(2) That he still retains a © substantial” interest in it.

(3) That his son tried to sell it to a Zemindar for a sum far in excess
of its real value.

(4) That Mr. Sullivan §new of this negotiation at the time.

It is denied by Government :—
(1) That Mr. Sullivan knew of the failure of the negotiation.

(2) That Mr. Sullivan knew that he had a “substantial interest”
in the Richings Estate.

(3) That the hostility of Mr. Sullivan to Petitioner arose from the
advice given to the Zemindar by Petitioner, although the hos-

tility itself is not denied.

83. Your Lordship will be in a position to understand the reference in
para. 13 to the cause of Petitioner’s removal from the Madura District, without com-
ment by Petitioner, by reference to the Memorial (Enclosure I'V) on that subject
submitted by Petitioner on the 14th January 1886, to His Excellency the Viceroy.
Petitioner begs that that Memorial be now considered in conjunction with his
present appeal. The connection of that order with the order now appealed against
is hardly possible of denial. It is the first occasion during a service of over
22 years on which Petitioner has ever received other than expressions of praise and

confidence from the Madras Government.

84. 1If unconsciously, in any act or word, Petitioner be deemed to have
fallen short, or to have been guilty of any impropriety, Petitioner prays that the un-
precedented difficulty of the position in which he has been placed, through no fault
of his own, be taken into account, and that his humble apologies be accepted for
any such error, committed in perfect good faith, and in the honest discharge of a

painful and dangerous duty.

85. Petitioner submits that there are still several most grave features of
this case, which a formal and fair enquiry alone can elucidate. The information
originally communicated by him, has been confirmed, in the most unmistakeable
manner, by facts, which are now admitted in the order of Government appealed
a'gainst, regarding (1) the “substantial interest” retained by the Honorable Mr. Sul-
livan in the Richings property, (2) his knowledge of the negotiations for its sale to
the Zemindar, and (3) his personal hostility to Petitioner (a comparative stranger)
after the date of the failure of these negotiations.

86.- Petitioner’s worst anticipations of the danger attending the perform-
ance ?f his duty in the matter have been realized, but he looks confidently to
superior authority for protection and redress, in the full trust that it will not
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, 'peﬂﬁit a public servant to be punished for honestly doing his duty—mno matter
how powerful the individual affected may happen to be. g

| "ﬁieié,ag}ace’a‘;nd‘
restore hir he posit the Service from which
I unjustly suspended wit ut any adequate ground. ’

mble Méiﬁor‘iaﬁsﬂ, :}s in ;&uty bond, ghall
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