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the second notification rescinded the order of dismissal, and was informed in

reply that *the dismissal order” still held good and that its publication only in
the Gazette was cancelled” (Ex. C), .

5. That, next, between the dates of Petitioner's suspension and his
dismissal from office, the accounts of the General Hospital underwent audit
by the Accountant-General’s department, and Petitioner accordingly awaited
the submission of the Auditor's report to Government and their orders thereon,
before taking any action against his removal from his appointment. These
orders were eventually passed in G. O., 4th March 1899, No. 270, Public.

6. That, afterwards, in connection with the Senior Medical Officer’s Pro-
ceedings dismissing Petitioner from the service, Petitioner submitted a petition to
the Surgeon-General on the 10th April 1899, calling into question the authority
of the Senior Medical Officer to dismiss Petitioner, as the appointment of Head
Steward was always held to be one in the gift of the Surgeon-Greneral, and pray-

* ing that the order of the Senior Medical Officer be cancelled, and that the Surgeon-

- pha ot

6.0 15 6o 167050, 1101 General do adopt, in reference to Petitioner, the course

.0., ep. , No. y : : :

and 8rd Deo. 1389, No. 2200, Prescribed in the marginally-noted orders of Government
regarding the dismissal of public servants from the service

7. That, in reply, Petitioner was informed that “the Senior Medical
Officer has jurisdiction over the Steward’s appointment and is empowered to deal
with the incumbent in whatever way mnecessary” (Ex. D.) This dictum, Peti-
tioner respectfully submits, is directly opposed to that laid down in G. 0., 22nd
July 1893, No. 569, Public, wherein the papers relating to charges affecting
Petitioner's predecessor which, when submitted to Government by the Surgeon-
General for disposal, were returned to that officer with the intimation that « i3 8

- for him to deal with the case”. This, in effect, meant that, as the appointment of

Head Steward was vested in the Surgeon-General, it also rested with him to take
the initiative in directing a dismissal, should such g step be called for ; and, as a
matter of fact, it was the Surgeon-General himself who afterwards dealt with
Mr. MacPherson’s case, and not the Senior Medical Officer. Petitioher, therefore
again begs very respectfully to submit that the action of the Senior Medicai
Officer in dismissing Petitioner was ultra vires, unauthoriged by previous custom
and practice, and irregular, and that the procedure indicated in Mr. MacPherson’s
case, whose position at the time was identical with that filled by Petitioner after.
wards, should have been implicitly followed as a precedent in Petitioner’s case.

8. Further, in proof that the Surgeon-General hag not followed the
procedure prescribed in the orders of Government regulating the dismigga] of
public servants, Petitioner begs to state that he was also informed in the Surgeon-
General’s reply (Ex. D) that the Senior Medical Officer’s ¢ action in dz'smz‘ssz’ng

you (Petitioner) for the grave offences specified in his proceedings was quite valid

and approved by the Surgeon-General.’’ But, if Your Excellency will be
pleased to peruse the Senior Medical Officer’s Proceedings, it will be observed that
that officer has taken the full responsibility of the Proceedings upon himself ang
nowhere is any allusion made to his Proceedings having been submitteq
to the Surgeon-General for ‘approval”. Petitioner, in this connection, begs
very respectfully to submit that, notwithstanding repeated orders, Heads of
Departments do not, much to the prejudice of parties thereby affected, follow tﬁe

3

procedure prescribed for thein by Government and that had those orders been
followed in Petitioner’s casc, it was the Surgeon-General himsclf and not
the Senior Medical Officer who should have held proceedings preparatory to
dismissing Petitioner. The latest orders in this conuection are  contained in
G. 0., 31st October 1898, No. 15313, Public.  Having regard, therefore, to the very
informal proceedings taken both by the Scnior Medical Ollicer and the Surgeon-
General as pointed out above, and to the fact that Petitioner was practically
appointed by the Government on special grounds, Petitioner begs very respectiully
to appeal to Your Excellency in Council againsi his dismissal from the service, and
to pray that, after careful consideration of the facts set out herein, Your Excelleney
will be pleased in Council to piss such ovders ws Petitioner’s case may merit.

9. That, next, as regards the charges formulated against Petitioner. they
will be found set out in detail in the Senior Medical Oflicer’s Proceedings dated
5th April 1898, No. 1088, suspendig Petitioner (1ix, A), and in his I)l'l)('t'(‘(“.llgs
of the 22nd December 1898, wherein Petitioner was disniissed, and your Petivion-
er’s explanation will be found placed in 'j11);1;1‘]).()sitiu|1.tf) cach charge in the lateer
paper (Ex. B). To these charscs and explanation Petitioner l)(-;{s \'(‘.l'.\' respectiully
to invite Your Excellency’s caveful aticntion.  Swmmavized, it will he observed
that all the charges refer to a single offence, vz wegleel of duly. To this connee-
tion Petitioner begs to bring to Your Foxeclleney™s notree that three months after
his a,ppoin_tment Petitioner hroucht to the notice of the Sentor Medical Otfficer
in writing that the clerical assistance at the (l‘i‘\'])uﬂ;l‘] of .t,hu Head Steward  wis
inadequate, but a recommendalion made foradditional :L,\'SINY,:LH('-U Wils ll‘llf'()l'lllll:ltf‘-
ly negatived by the Governmeut. though su!n}mri('(l h}' the S(‘H‘l()l' Medical Otiieer,
In the correspondence which took place durimg the disposal of Mr. MacPherson's
case, and from facts then brought to notice, the Govermment, it will he (.)}),\'(‘l‘\'c(l.
were convinced that the dutics of the Head Steward were too mudtifarions, and
that the charges of remissness of duty :\“(.‘j_{(‘(l against Petitioner’s proedecessor
were due more to overwork thin to any [)()slt/l.\'.(":l‘(‘b or acts of p(‘;;‘]igmu'u or frand.
This has practically been also Petitioner’s position and experience, and the relicf
which has now been afforded the Iead Steward, on the advice of the Necountant-
General, is really what should have been done yeurs ago. It is needless to trouble
Your Excellency with any lengthened ('xpl:m:ttu‘m tregard Lo cach charges as they
are more or less matters which the Scenior Medical Ofticer as the head of the in-
stitution could have himself dealt with. Bestdes, momore instances than one. the
Senior Medical Officer has accused Petitioner of personal neglect when the duty
alleged to be neglected has hcen directly (::mti h,y.i,hv Rules of the Steward's
department on other specified subordinates: for instance, Ttem (61 (])—the
Received Register,—is a book which his to be kept by the Copyist (and not by
Petitioner) and for the safe custody of which he ix individually vesponsible.
vide rules affecting the Copyist on page T of lix. 15, herewith sabinitted.  \lso
Items (o) 1, 2, 8, 4, 5—loss of eertain books. M these books, (*xm‘p't‘ the Bill ook,
are by the Rules referred to placed o charge cither of the Ist '.'\SSISI:HH Steward
or the Copyist—see pp. 5 and 7 of the Rules o and such being the case. the
Senior Medical Officer did, as a matter of fact, take action against those subordi-
nates, for he suspended the 2nd A\ssi,\"t:mi‘ Si,‘u\\';mll for 15 (L‘L'\,'-S and (11,\:111i‘s.\'(‘(l %11‘e
Copyist. In the circumstances ’ctilioner n-'mpwf_lull.\j submits HIEI'Y it s unfair
that the loss of these books should now bhe lnid at hisdoor. Thedoss of the books, as
far as Petitioner was concerned, was reported to the Sentor Medical Oflicer in writing
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.

&8 they ocourred, and though their loss may have been a matter of serious incon-
venience, it cannot be alleged that Petitioner had any personal motive in getting
them concealed or destroyed. 'The lagt charge as affecting the Senior Medical
Officer’s first proceedings, is the one wherein Petitioner is accused of having
omitted te make recoveries from certain patients and to have thus caused a loss
to Government. In reference to this charge, Petitioner explained that the names

do not appear in the Civil Bill book, probably because they were non-paying |

patients under Sec. 4, Rule 4, sub-para 2, page 9 of the Rules relating to the
Steward’s Department (Ex. E). Neither has the Senior Medical Officer since been

able to establish that the patients specified in the charge were liable to be placed
under hospital stoppages.

10. That, as regards the fore
fully to submit that the action of t
Petitioner from pay and office was ex
that the ‘ neglect of duty’ alleged aga

going charges, Petitioner beys very respect-
he Senior Medical Officer in suspending
ceedingly severe and arbitrary, considering
inst Petitioner consisted mainly in certain

was, Petitiox.mr respe@fully submits, the first duty of the Senior Medical Officer
to have assisted Petitioner by extraneous help, and to have treated him, in the

ci.rcu.msta,nces, with great consideration and forbearance, and not to have degraded
him in the eyes of his establishment, by suspension. '

11. That, next, as regards the thr

1. ee additional charges included i th
order of dismissal by the Senior Medica] Officer (Ex. B) and whigh were ;oi ixlilude-,
ed among those specified in the order

. of suspension (Ex. A), Petitioner b
submit the following remarks for the consideration of Your Excellency iir C:f:citlo

As regards (f), the item is one which was brought to notice by t

attend to, the matter must have escaped his (Petitioner’s) aftention The omi

sion complained of, it was also explained, did not alter the cash in tl;e cash 01111112.
for the money was intact, and, as a matter of fact, the amount Wwas subse s e:1 ’
brought to credit by the Senior Medical Officer from the source indicated in:l y
tion is also invited to page 21 of G.0., 4th March 1899, No, 270 V;here :11:.
remarks made by the Auditor, the Senior Medical Officer and the Surg’eon.(}ener;
in reference to this particular item are recorded, and it will be noted that by none

of these officers is any dishonesty imputed to Petitioner, 80 as to have in any wa,
justified Petitioner’s removal from his appointment,. y

12. As regards item (g), Petitioner begs to state that, in accordance
with Rule I under Section 4 on page 8 of the rules of the Steward’s Department,
(Ex. E.), the patient in question was required to pay an advance of ten days’ hospital
charges, and having been discharged within that period, the sum to his credit wag
reimbursed to him, in accordance with the same rule; and in this particular instance
the case fell under the provisions of Rule 4, sub para. 3, as, on admission the patient
paid on his fuil salary, and having subsequently produced a certificate from the
Head of his Department that he was on %alf pay, the stoppages were calculated on
the pay received and the refund admi{ssible, made. No loss has occurred to Govern.
ment in this instance, as the omission to debit the Government with the refung
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was practically a loss to Pectitioner.  As regards (/z)', the bills referred to after
being signed were handed to the Copyist whose duty it was to sce them sent out,
and for his neglect to do so, the Scenior Medical Oflicer should have held him
responsible. Lastly, as regivds (¢), Petitioner begs to state that a ldem;md was
made by the Senior Medicul Oflicer for payment of the sums of liﬁ. "24 zm.d
 Rs. 6 only, and Petitioner complied with the same, though not admniitting hlf

liability to do so thereby.
4

13. That, at the risk of repetition, your Pesitioner begs onee more to
observe that he has been treated with great severity by the Senior Me(li("ul (H'ii'cer
in regard to delinquencies which it was quite within the cotpetence of the Sur-
geon-General and of the Senior Medical Officer to have dealt with and during
the whole time of Petitioner's suspension which extended over 8 months. he was
also denied the customary subsistence allowance.  Some of the (;].):ugvs which
are alleged as grounds for justifying Petitioner’s suspension and ‘(llsn'nssu‘l were
practically expiated for by the 2ud  Assistant Steward and the (‘()])'\'IH{? for the
former was suspended for ““ neylecl of duly ™ i causing  the loss ol (’L‘l't;l.lil ]).(Mk'\
and ““ carelessness i the perforuciice of Iis duties,” and the (7<{>}))’i.\1 Wil '<h.\1msstrd
“for gross neglect of duty wn hoving lost w Letler Book nm//u‘r 11(‘;/ /N“‘.“/!/ report-
ed the loss.” Tt will thus be observed by Your Iixcellency i Council that the
“loss of books” was considcred by the Senior Nh‘wliv:n‘l f)tlicm' to have heen
directly established against thiesc indi-\'ulu:l,lis‘; and 16 s cortainly 11()\_\'11"13- sguest-
ed that Petitioner had a hand m causing Llnﬁ foss ; :1iml oven gmm?ng for sake of
argument that Petitioner has been to blame im'. :l,n.y (}//'//I(j/r‘//('.//, l)(*t,‘ltl()‘l'l(‘,l' heas 1o
submit that a more lenient punishnient than dismissal might have sulliced.

14. That, apprehending probably that the cl?;wgus fornnllu}te(l Against
Petitioner were not sufficient to justify his rmn‘()v;nl from his :Lppmnlmont, the
Senior Medical Officer in hix sccond 91‘(101' (J-‘L-‘. By makes reference to the
Auditor’s report as to the manucr in which l"cm'tmnur kept the &C(‘(Jllllth‘v of t_he

ital—vide para. 16 of report, recorded In (j.().., .-H,h Mareh 1\'%)‘.!‘.!‘, No. 270.
ho§plt 11 deference t(; the Senior Medical Ollicer, Petitioner begs to invite perusal
ZZ:;I; :;ext,ec(la;use of the Auditor's report wherein the H("ni(n' Medical Officer 15 not
held blameless himself. Further, il Youwr lixcellency will b(-,‘ pleased to ])(‘I‘I‘IS(‘ the

ks of the Auditor, of the Aecountant-General and of Lhc.Surgeun-benorf’ll
rel.n&r 80 21—926 of the aloresaid G.OL Your lixceleney will observe that in
Pnnte;&o(ilefz%:;i; th:Iaxness of the supervision exereised by the Senior Medieal
more ’

Oﬁicel ha:B been rema:‘ked On,&n(l, ”] (l(‘“'”('(' th b ()Ullll()l' A\l(’(ll(ﬂibl ()“ I‘C(‘H' 148 C(‘]”ed
. . . N ,l O l l oo q . , ,\ .
.() t” b “) Y Ou dutlﬁs "hl(‘h 1¢ ll“xh t»“ (h.‘\(; (l)l(!jb )()l) 1 a8 Deniol ()(]I(:al

Prinwipmt of the Medical College. wnd has stated that all the supervision
Ofﬁce'r&nd rm?!p"f him to give was given.  Petivioner, with all deference,
that 16 was pOSSlblet. Ort,o these 1:‘111;11'1\'5 iorder to show that this condition of over-
merely dranvs &tte'n l1(',mi';he Senior Medieal Officer alone, for Petitioner ean equally,
W(-)rk ts ot peouhmt; Odiction gtivte that the multifurious duties required of the
without fear of con lt;;an couid i)ussil)ly be expected of any mortal man.  Abun-
Bteward ?vere m::rethis fact was udduc&l by Mr. MacPherson when his case was
dazt:etf;mgfgsigemtion of Government, and it will be noted that the Surgeon-
unde ; : Tare 99, No. 270, Public, gives
General himself on page 25 of G O, 1th March 1599, , -

hatic confirmation to the fact in the followmg words L agrec with the Qudi-
 emp

tor that the fu»'nctio'ns Uf Accouniinl wund Cashior should nol be crerelsed by s
or
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same official, and ¥FROM MY EXPERIENCE OF THIS FLOSPITAL AND THE pirFICULTIES 1
| HAVE SFEN OF THE STEWARD PERFORMING HIS MULTIFARIOUS DUTIES IN BOTH THE CASE
or Mz. BoNNER AND OF M. MacPHERSON, 1 AM CONVINCED THAT THE STEWARD SHOULD
aAvE More HELR.” It has also been overlooked that the Steward's position has
been rendered more arduous and difficult than it ever was by the transfer,
4 years ago, of the Women's and Children’s Hospital to the General Hospital. This
transfer necessarily threw additional work and responsibility on the Head Steward,
and the only increase to the Qteward’s Department was a 4th Assistant Steward,
on Re. 19. Lastly, Petitioner craves leave to invite attention to para. 7 of the
order of Government on the report of the audit, wherein Your Excellency’s Govern-
ment, after careful consideration of the views held by the officers concerned in
reference to the recent audit, observed ¢ that the results of the examination of the
accounts are not sufficiently definite to render it desirable to recover from the
. Steward, or-any other officer, any suim for the loss of which he has not been proved to
be directly responsible. In the absence then of proof, Petitioner craves leave to
submit that no good ground existed for such a severe punishment as dismissal.

15. Petitioner also craves leave to bring to Your Excellency's notice

that he joined the Army in 1872, and after a military gervice of 63 years was

_ gransferred to the Ordnance Department, Madras, in which Department he
served for 17 years, till the 2nd February 1896, when he retired on a pension, and
was entertained as Head Steward of the General Hospital on the following day.

Finally, in consideration of the facts set out in this appeal, your Peti-
tioner respectfully prays that Your Excellency in Council will be pleased to set
aside and cancel his unauthorised and unjust dismissal, as it will seriously affect
your Petitioner’s future prospects either in the Government service or in any other
Department, and as it would be inexpedient, for more reasons than one, that
~ Petitioner should again place himself in subordination to Dr. Browne, he begs

‘that permission may be accorded to his resigning the office of Head Steward ; and
for the long period of 8 months that Petitioner was kept under suspension,‘ Peti-

tioner respectfully prays that Your Excellency will be pleased to sanction him an
allowance of at least half pay per mensem. '
St. Taomas’ Mounr,
16¢h May 1899. %
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RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH :

That in January 1506, Brigade Suvcoon W, Py tthen Senior Vedien)
Officer of the General Hospitall selectod Potitioner, ou of & baree winher oy

~

a,ppli(:;mts, to till the VACANCN envsling as L e Steward of the Gonersd Hoaniial,

and in consequence of Pebitioncr o Liavin, pressedd the veguisite crincatiog |

tests, the Swrgeou-General apphed o Govermmnent. for sunetion fo exempi Pt
tioner from the operation of the rules. i view fo his Sppointent as Head Stewapd
on a SM&M’Y of Rs. 250 a-month. i/, prefean ond on probition for «is ot h<,

A Sanction was accordingly given in ¢, (). No. [0y, diated 22nd dannary 806,

2. That Petitioner hold the aforesiid athiee il the Sth of April Isos,

when he was saspended from bis dittios by Lo (ol W [ Browne, 1YLS 170

present Senior Medical Officer of ihe Goneral o sicd, o et lod Hhon to Lirng-h

an explanation in reference to the chiroes <ot ot in thay olfeer’s arder. Now Joss I,

—B herewith attached (Xix. A). {1 ohodicnee fo the satnes Petitioner subiitpod oo

/&a ) ' J]t explanation in due course, a sunpnary of which g Siven in the distiyisen ]
~ A1 27 7 C order (Ex. B).

. 3. That, subsequently. on the 220d Decomber ESOR, Potitioner ws
informed by the Senior Medical Oiicer, i his Proceedings of same dare, thi he
was ** dismissed from the public ~crvice with elfoet from the g, o Dis sinapunicioon,
viz,, the 4th Aprd 1898,’” and that soeh S bsrrssad will b otiied §o i
Fort St. George (Fazette to exchude hine (Potnioner) fron hoing eemploved i

.= the public service” (Ix. B).

ot e 4. That Petitioner's di~tiiul v acenrdingly nofifiod in the. o “

D Gearge Gazette of the 10th Januwry Ison o ooy i, for renson proiiiy

known to the Surgeon-General wud 1o (he wedion] oo, celerred o s
disclosed to Petitioner, the afores:icdl notificntion s sthseqeentdy withidean i,
the Gazette of the l4th February folloss e Pha sl withdawal s 1o
officially communicated to Petitioncr. by i laving Liepy bronehit Jiidi ey o his
knowledge, Petitioner wrote to the S Vi Officer snd guined s oy,
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the S ) - . N ‘- N . . .
econd notification rescinded the arder of dismissal, and was informed n

reply that ©the dismissal order” still held good and that its pudlication only m
the Gazette was cancelled” (Ex. C).

dismissalimihgft{i clsel;t}; be'o)\\:een Fho dates of Petitioner's suspension and his
: ' e accounts of the General Hospital underwent andit
ﬂz the A'cc’ouutant—(weuer.al’s department, and Petitioner accordingly awnited
N e Submlssmn of the Afudxtor’s report to Government and theiy nrd:r:s' thereon,
efore taking any action against his removal from his appointment.

_ These
orders were eventually passed in G. O., 4th March 1899, No. 270, Public

6. That 5, 10 ¢ i i
ceedings dismissi ’agez.w?’rds, in counection with the Senior Medical Otticer's Pro-
S1 y 1 it1 ‘
oue Sugrgeon o ng 1 e 1t;cl)1nexl fr;lmx the service, Petitioner submitted a petition to
-General on the 10th April 1899 ing i / |
: ; U9, calling into quest '
of the Senior Medic: . . juestion the authority
of the Bewior dical Officer to dismiss Petitioner, as the appointment of Head
: as always held to be one in the gift of the Surgeon-G
ing that the order of the Senior Medical Oft surgeon-General, and pray-
p l‘de( teal Ofticer be cancelled, and that the Surgeon-
. eneral do adopt, 1 o i3 .
G. 0. Loth Sep. 1679, No. 0L ocopibiod | adopt, m _refe“”“' to Petitioner, the course
wnd 3rd Dev. 1883, No. 2000, breseri ed in the marginally-noted orders of (rovernment
. . : > T Tnnetit
regardi 1SS i
garding the dismissal of public servants from the service.

7. That, in » it ;
, i reply, Petitioner was informed that *the Senior Medical

Officer hus jurisdictios © the Steward’ ;
w/?:]l i i{wnmbt;t;m% 006'} HN/’ ‘\‘t%ZU(él(? s apporntment and &s emporwered to deal
tioner respectfullylsufbnmzz»La‘tec(;f way necessary” (Kx. D.)  This dictum, Peti-
Tely 1893, No. 59 Pu};,i 18 };ectl.} opposed to that laid down in (. 0., 22nd
Petitioner’s predeces’sor whicyh ¥ ;Yeln the.mpem relating to charges affecting
Gomorn] for ianomn] avre rect u,r [:v de;l submxtte‘d to Government by the Surgeon-
for ham to deal with’ the case™ 'i‘l i O ‘th“t oflcer with the intimation that it i
e Stomat s ceston t.he Sua, in etfect, meant that, as the appointment of
e ittt in divecting & & 'urgeon-(xeneml, it also rested with himn to take
the nitiatiye wagl?g: éhsmlssal,‘ should such a step be called for © and :;% g
i MaePhers:)n’s ca: ; urgeo“*fwl}eml hx}nself who afterwards Vdewlt’ w"th
M. se, and not the Senior Medical Officer. Petit; ( 1
ga:m b'egs very .respectfully to submit that the action of t,l}l 1()3161:, thereere.
Officer m‘dl_snnss%ug Petitioner was ultra vires, unwthmgznlfi ben.mr Medical
and practice, anfl }Hegular, and that the procedure indicatc;‘i ) )% previans custolt
case, whose position at the time was identical with that ﬁn ’(;’ " ~\¥=t.(‘l’hel‘5<)!!’ﬁ
wards, should have been implicitly followed as a prec;adeutein lg ‘:) tL phioner e
etitioner’s cuse.

8. Further, in proof that th

Fuarth g e Surgeon-Genera) } ollowed th

‘ o . ' 188 1 ;

procedure prescribed iu the orders of Government regulatin t‘l(;t fi'u i 1t ?
abing the dismissal o

public servants, Petitioner begs to state tha ras also i
General’g ?eply (Bx. D) that the Senmor ;I}elfli\c:lb(()ti;i(:.:;i()f:ne,d‘in t.he S‘“'{-{(‘v““'
you (Petitioner) for the grave offentes specified in his P,.U(,L;e(,-(“t“m e (hfmn'.s-sing
and approved by the Surgeon-General”  But, if Y(;ur t;{“ was quite calid
pleased to peruse the Senior Medical Officer’s Proceedings, it f.’;(‘»elkxncy will be
that officer has taken the full responsibility of the Proc:;s;iin :“ ' be Obs.e rved that
nowhere is any allusion made to his Proceedings havifxs 11]}))011 hllnﬂelf.a;ﬂd
to the Surgeon-General for * approval”. Petitioner, in thigq een su bmitted
very respectfully to submit that, notwithstanding repeated (‘i:;méﬂmn, e
Departments do not, niuch to the prejudice of parties thereby dﬁezte;(; fﬁlfzt\dst;f
ted, v the

procedure prescribed for them by Goverinment and bt ek those oviders een
followed in Petitioner’s case, Wi the Surecon-Ceneial Dimsclt el e
the Senior Medical Ofticer who shontd Tave beld procesdingspregaia T
disinissing Petitioner. 1he fatesd orders i this connection e contined 1
G O_, 31st Qctober 1898, N . g, Public. flaving l't‘};‘;\\\{, thoerelare, 1o T very
informal proceedings takon botlo by the Gendor Medieal Offievr and the Do

(yeneral as POinted out above, and o (he Tt that Petitioner was )"‘”‘L"“i"”ﬂ.\
a,Ppointed by the Governuent on cpreinh gromids, Petitioner hus very respertiniy

to ehppealto Vour Excellency i Connelt avarnst his disinissid fromn Ue serviee ian
to pray that, after careful constderstion ol Lhe Taets set ot hoveny, Yoy Fovcetenes
will be pleased in Couneil to prss such orders s Petitioney’s case may erit

g, 'That, next, a~ rewnyds the charges formntated aoninst Penioner ey

will be found et out in det:il e Senior Medied Officer s Procecidines diged
sth April 1898, No. 1088, snspeading Petitioner ¢ A and i his provecilings
of the 22nd December 1898, wWherein Petitiorer was disutissed, and yore Pogione
er's explzm:ntion will be founi pliced o justaposition to e charee s the ey
paper (Bx. B). To these charzes and cxplanation Petioner Do very pesprct iy
to invite Your lixcelleney’s ciarelnl Ahveniion, Suunoarized, i will b observed
that all the charges refer to o siuele alfetee i pepleed o daly. Lo thas eoiies
gion Petitioner begs to bring o Your oveclioney s notiee that three ot bis ey
his szpuintmcnﬁ Petitioner Lronoht to the olier ol she Semy Mediend Oritieer
in writing that the clerical assistaner il fhe disposat ot the Head Stoward e
inadequate, but recomendation nude for Sdditional sseistinee was unfortetes
“hewatived by the (Fovern il thonoh supported by the Senior Medweal Onecr

ly neg .
In the (-,()rresp()udell(:e which timh plave durine the disposal of My Muace Plhiorso s

and from facts then brouvht 1o notice. the Government, i1 widh b obmerved,

Galse! . . Y

were convinced thut the dutic of the Hlend Stewsed were too mdnfarmons. o

that the charges of remissness of daty atlesed against Petitionor’s predecessor
> P '

were due more 0 overwork than fos positive st oraets of neadisenee o
This has practically been also Petitioney s posthion and exprrieneesand e i
which has now been afforded the Hewd Cewsord s on the adviee af the Yeeanian

is really what should hav e been done years o, Wts necdless fotennble

General, o \
ngtlwm{ w\gll:m:zlmn iy vevrd foench cluaroe e thed

Your Excellenoy with any le

are more or less matters which the Senor Vedien] Otfieer s the bead ofie o
stitution conld have himself dealt vwih

Senjor Medical Officer has accuscd Petitioney o personad nesleet whe the L
alleged to be neglected has beuen ‘“H‘,('”'\ 4‘:1,\“(«‘ 3»'\ V{l\(‘ rdos of the Siewnpd s
department 0L other specified cubordinates o formstanee, Hm‘n PGy e
Received Register,—is @ book whirh his 1o he ket by e Copyist ted s by
Petitioner) and for the safe custody ol which he s ndividaadly resprnsibde,
vide rules affecting the Copyist e pre S of . 1 Levewstdy subhaitted \]
Items () 1, 2, 3, 4, h—loss of certan bhooks. AL (e Booke, exeept the Billboot,
are by the Rules referved to pl;wed i el either of the 1s :\>\|~.1;m1 S
or the Copyist—see pp- 5and 7 of the Rules: andd snelt being thie cases the
Senior Medical Officer did, as a matier af Faet take aetion against tose cithordis
nates, for he suspended the 2nd A.&%:a.is"s:\nt Steward tor 1 «1:1.\‘_5‘ antd (lmmi\xul e
Copyist. In the ciroumstances Pertioney (,'“\}“‘(’H”H'Y *illl)"mllm thiat 1 s nntoy
that the loss of these books should now e faid o Lis doar, The loss of the hoalo s
far as Petitioner was concerned, was vopr red Lo the Sentor Medied OV et 1w i

Pho~tdes, (i ore thalatees Vi oo thie
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as they occurred, and though their loss may have been a matter of serious incon-
venience, it cannot be alleged that Petitioner had any personal motive in getting
them concealed or destroyed. 'The last charge us affecting the Senior Medical
Officer’s first proceedings, is the one wherein Petitioner is accused of having
omitted to make recoveries from certain patients and to have thus caused a loss
to Government. In reference to this charge, Petitioner explained thab the names
do not appear in the Civil Bill book, probably because they were non-paying
patients under Sec. 4, Rule 4, sub-para 2, page 9 of the Rules relating to the
Steward’s Department (Ex. ).  Neither has the Senior Medical Officer since been
able to establish that the patients specitied in the charge were liable to be placed
under hospital stoppages.

10. That, as regards the foregoing charges, Petitioner begs very respect-
fully to submit that the action of the Senior Medical- Officer in sx‘xspending
Petitioner from pay and office was exceedingly severe and arbitrary, considering
that the ¢ neglect of duty’ alleged against Petitioner consisted mainly in certain
books not being written up and in others being mislaid. In a large institution
like the (reneral Hospital, and with inadequate scriptory assistance at the time, it
was, Petitioner respectfully submits, the first duty of the Senior Medical Ofﬁ(’-er
to have assisted Petitioner by extraneous help, and to have treated him, in the
circumstances, with great consideration and forbearance, and not to have dégraded
him in the eyes of his establishment, by suspension.

11. That, next, as regards the three additivnal charges included in the
order of dismissal by the Senior Medical Officer (Ex. B) and which were not includ-
ed among those specified in the order of suspension (Ex. A), Petitioner begs to
submit the following remarks for the consideration of Your Excellency in Counecil.
As regards (f), the item is one which was brought to notice by the Auditor in para.
6 (4) of his report, and in regard to it Petitioner has explained that the omission
to credit the amount (Rs. 29)in the Cash Book was doubtless due to the fact
that owing to the multifariousness of his work and the various calls he had to
attend to, the matter must have escaped his (Petitioner’s) attention. The omis-

ion complained of, it was also explained, did not alter the cash in the cash chest,
or the money was ntact, and, as a matter of fact, the amount was subsequently
rought to credit by the Senior Medical Officer frow the source indicated.  Atten-
tion is also invited to page 21 of G.O., 4th March 1899, No. 270, where the
remarks made by the Auditor, the Senior Medical Officer and the Snrgeon-(#enerai
in reference to this particular item are recorded, and it will be noted that by none
of these officers is any dishonesty imputed to Petitioner, xo as to have in zu.ly way
justified Petitioner’s removal from his appointient. P

19. As regards item (y), Petitioner begs to state that, in accordance
with Rule I under Section 4 on page 8 of the rules of the Steward’s Depirtnm;t/
(Bx. B.), the patient in question was required to pay an advance of ten (hty;;' (h()s' )iﬁl
charges, and having been discharged within that period, the sum to his credi.blwz;q
reimbursed to him, in accordance with the same rule; and in this particular insmnc;\
the case fell under the provisions of Rule 4, sub para. 3, as, on admission the ‘m‘tiel;t;
paid on his full salary, and having subsequently produced a certiticate frg;n th
Head of his Department that he was on half pay, the stoppages were ;alcul‘xtod ne
the pay received and the refund admissible, made. No loss has oceurred to ((h)vm'(n]-

ment in this instance, as the omission to debit the Government with the refund

Y for gross negl

-

)

was practically a loss to Petrtioner. Ax reaurds (h), the bills veferred 1o atter
being signed were handed to the Copyist whase duly iowas o see Plrety e Gty
and for his neglect to do so. the dentor Medical Ottieer should have bebt him
responsible. Lastly, as rezards (), Dotitioner begs fo ostate that denana was
made by the Senior Medical Officer tor pay tent of the sums of Rso 24 and
Rs. 6 only, and Petitioner conplicid with the s, though not bt s
Liability to do so thereby.

13. That, ab the viskol repetition, your Peutioner hoos onice more 1o
observe that he has been treated with ereat severity by the Sentar Medeal Oneer
in regard to delinquencies which it was guite within the comprrence Gf toe nure
geon-(}eneml and of the Seuior Vediend Officer to hve dealt with and during
the whole time of Petitioner » suspehsion which extended over S wontlise hieowas
also denied the customary stihaistenee Aowanee.  Some of the elayses which
are alleged s grounds for justiiying Detitioner's suspension d distasobwere
pra.cticzhﬂy expiated for by the Zud Nasinfant Steward and the Copyistbor the
& Suspended for I//‘_r///‘('/ vi/‘ (/l(/‘// T (‘:Lll.\mg the foss of covban Doodis

former W o
and ¢ carelessness in the perfornce v Gis dadies T wnd the Copyist Wi nisiissed

(ﬁ(;t ()f d](f!/ }',)), )rrlll'/.)lf/ lTost 1t lu’//r‘/' /;HI’/K 4{//(4) ./'(/l‘ NH/ //(//'/‘/x!/ e iyt
ed the loss.” Tt will thuas be observed by Your Povectteney i Cotmetd it e
« Jogs of books " was considered by the Senior Mediesd Ottieer to v boen
directly established against those Drdividuats s and s cortainly powhere s zests
ed that Petitioner had @ hand in causing his Toss < and even oranting for sake o
argument that Petitioner has heen to blmme Tor oy aiefiiconed. Potitioner beds o
gubmit that a more lenient punistient than distmissal mivht have sniliced.

14. ‘That, apprehending probably that the charges (orluted auine
Petitioner were not sutlicient 1o justily his yemovad from his appointent. the
Qenior Medical Officer in his cocond ovder (IinL B makes velerenee do 1he
Auditor’s report as to the manney i which Petitioner kept the seconts ol the

hospibaal*“vl"’l” para. 16 of report. recorded m GuOL bk Maveh s N, 250

With all deference to the Senioy Vcediond Officer, Pot Honer heos to Inyvite perisid

clanse of the Anditor s report wheren the Senior Medient Officer s uot

of the next ‘ .
axeetioney will be pleased o pernse the

held blameless himself. Fuarther, 1t Your
¢ the Auditor, of the Ncconntant-Generil and ol the Surseon-tienerd

remarks o ‘ ‘ _
Your Fxeetloney will observe that o

rinted on pages 21—20 of the aforesiid G0
an oue, the laxness of the sppers ision esercised l,’\v the Senior Medicnd

more places th o A
Lhe Senior Medieal Ottieer has eadled

Officer has been remarked on,and, i1 defence ,
attention to the onerous duties whiclh e has 1o discharge both as Senior Medieal
Ofticer and Principal of the Medica! (otlege. aid s stated that all the supervision
that it was possible for him to give wite piven Petitioner, wm A dolerence.
merely draws attention to these relnle’lfs muu‘lAw 1o show t“h;m, { i,,lﬁ condition ol over
work 1s not peculim to the Senior Modieal Offieey ‘.Ll-\\!\("‘ for Petitioner can eguiaiiy,
without fear of contradiction, state Dt the mudtitarious duties requived ob the
Steward were 1OIe than could possibly be expected of oy mortal e Vb
dant testinony to this fact wis adduced by My MacPherson when s cnse was
ander the consideration of Governuient, andib will be noted Ut the Surceon-
«(teneral himself on page 95 of G O, 1th March 1594, Nao, 2o, Publies gives
emphntic confirmation to the fact i the followimg words o L agro weilh bhe Vi
tor that the funcﬁl;()rn..s Uf Accowntan! and Casleerr should not b o v reianedd /',’/ i
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same official, and ¥FROM MY EXPERIENCE OF THIN Hosprrarn AND THE DIFFICULTIES 1
HAVE SEEN OF THE STEWARD PERFORMING HIs MULTIFARIOUS DUTIES IN BOTH 'THE CASE
oF Mr. Bonner axp or Mr. MacPuERsox, I aM CONVINCED THAT THE STEWARD SHOULD
HAVE MORE HELP.” It has also been overlooked that the Steward’s position has
been rendered more arduous aud difficult than it ever was by the transfer,
4 years ago, of the Women’s and Childreun’s Hospital to the General Hospital. This
transfer necessarily threw additional work and responsibility on the Head Steward,
and the only increase to the Steward’s Departinent was a 4th Assistant Steward,
on Rs. 19.  Lastly, Petitioner craves leave to invite attention to para. 7 of the
order of Governinent on the report of the audit, wherein Your Excellency’s Govern-
ment, after careful consideration of the views held by the officers concerned in
reference to the recent audit, observed * that the results of the examination of the
accounts are not sufficiently definite to render it desirable to recover from the
Steward, or amy other officer, any sum for the loss of whick he has not been proved to
be directly responsible. In the absence then of proof, Petitioner craves leave to

submit that no good ground existed for such a severe punishment as dismissal.

5. Petitioner also craves leave to bring to Your Excellency’s notice
that he joined the Army in 1872, and after a military  service of 63 YOurs was
transferred to the Ordnance Department, Madras, in which Department he
served for 17 years, till the 2nd February 1896, when he retired on a pension, and

was entertuined as Head Steward of the General Hospital on the following day.

Fmally, in cousideration of the facts set out in thig appeal, your Peti-
tioner respectfully prays that Your Excellency in Council will be pleased to set
aside and cancel his unauthorised and unjust dismissal, as it will se
your Petitioner’s future prospects either in the Governgent service or in any other
Department, and as it would be inexpedient, for more reasons than oue, that
Petitioner should again place himself in subordination to Dr. Brow
that permission may be accorded to his resigning the office of Head S
for the long period of 8 months that Petitioner w
tioner respectfully prays that Your Excellency w
allowance of at least half pay per mensem.

riously affect

ne, he begs
teward ; and
as kept under suspension, Peti-
ill be pleased to sanction him an

St. THOMAS’ MounT,
16th May 1899. ;
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21t with by that offlcer qst by
Wwoenlox dical g

wmypopioy sofioad STEIRRE ig%?h%am »

i3 aismissal W fhe Sentor .edigad, .

fficer was therefore ultwa vires. He

rays that nis dismissal may be sel

Lside'and that as he wonld be unable to

sarve again under Dr.)rowne, ha may be
parnitted to resign_the-ofﬁioe~of Head
gtaward.

4, ‘The éhargeé ffaméd:by the
Senior ssdical 0fficer, the gsnerally. ..
unsatisfactory nature of Jr.ionner’s
defenceland the state of affairs dis-

clesed in the papers printsd with 8.0

M

ye. 270, Public, dat=d 4th sarch 1399
prove beyond doublt that the late H=ad
gteward was uneqgual te nis duties.The
senior :edical Orficer says that "lasi-
nass and carelessness were the 1l=ading
features in his woerk, and neither re-
primand nor advice has had the least
affasct in modifying his condnct". His
disnissal appears tharefore to be
fully justifiad, Thare is some force
in his contention thet the Surg=son-
caneral shoula have d2alt with his
case, but ths rasnlt would dgoubtless
have bz=n the sane, fer tne Sufgeon—
ranaral approvad and confirmea th2 ac-
ticen of the Senier ssdical Officer,

The Covt, too in G.0.us0.0447,7ublie, datsd

19th April 1399 hus practically approvea

his dismiscal. As reayards his dismise al Wﬁb“ﬁ < W ;

therefore, ur,.0nnsr night be inform=ad

bhat tne Govt.daclins to interfare.
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~99, but he might have given mewm

ftithe Surgeon-General might be asked
féJreport whether he may not be granted

the one-fourth pay authorized by art.
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~hadvt0 pay up'R&.S.'This again seems
to havayﬂéen a bona fide mistake. In
case (h) it is not easy to understand
;1n what Nr.sonner’s faulﬁ la&. I gathey
-1t to be that Mr.onner having receiveq-
 these bills for collection is responsilble
: Por: the.ameunt representad by then,
{jﬁacmayshaﬁe collectad the amounts but
there is nothing to show he did. He
ought to have sent them out, As the
racord ‘stands no fault is brought -
Aowt to sir.sonner in this matter,
_ The most important charge is (i),
This relates tc 3 sums Rs,24,Rs.6 and Rs,
4 of Hospital stoppages not bfought to
credit in the Cash Book. These %&ms .
’ nave been paid by Mrléonner unaef
gfprotest. There is however no eXpIéﬁhtion
of this omission and nothing to show
what becaﬁe of the money or by whom
it was recaived.

Tven making allowance for the
ugly aspect of the charge last men-
tioned, I think Mhat Jr.:onner has

" bren vary hardly treated. Hé has shewn
himself quite unequal to the duties of
the Ganeral Hospital Stewardship and it
wvas qulte nacassary and high time to
get him out Of the position but I
‘do not thinf’hyé digmisqal;was called
for . He asks tntbe'allowed to regign

ag of course that would leave a lesser
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