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oy ; Proceedmge of the. Madm: Govemment Revenue Departmmt
o . oo . Oth August 1864,

’1‘{0; 140. Rea.d the followxng Proceedmgs of. the- Board of Revenue, dated 28th J uly 1864, .
A A w No. 4,767, -

Read the followmg Ietter from the Collector of Tan_}ore, dated 20th I nly 1864 No. 248 —
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: 1. I have had the honor of rece1v1ng Extract from the Proceedtngs of the Board of Revenue,

:C o under date the 20d, and in which the Board state that they do nof consider my re-investigation -
=+ of the charges brought by ‘me against Mr. D’Monte satisfactory or complete, and after some
. remarks on the nature of the evidence the Board recommend that Mr. Clarke, the 3rd Member
" of the Board, should be called on to re-examine and report on the matter. Government ‘have,
LT " jn their Proceedings of the 8th instant, I observe, complied with this. recommendation, and I
IR ‘may be permrtted to state. my satisfaction at. this determination, and which is, I conceive, not
‘ only fair and equitable towards Mr, D’Monte himself, but, looking to the views expressed by the
Board in their Proceedmgs under acknowledgment, absolutely necessary for the ends of pubhc
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: ‘2, With reference to these Proceedmas I beg now to be permttted to place on record the -
SR followmg expta.natlons. s

R

-,

'The Board remark at lenrrth on tbe re-exammatmn havmg been restncted to two cases.
I would beg respectfully to observe that in the previous cases reported on in the month of
- January, the evidence was as full and complete as evidence in such matters could possibly
be ; further all of it, both parole and documentary, had been placed before Mr. D’Monte, and he
©- had already given in his defence at the utmost possible length. The Board have before them -
Y the written apphcatgons of merchants, worded in the most explicit terms, asking for permission
" to retail, on the Govérnment platforms, salt purcbased by them wholesale, with the Deputy
* Collector’ s order written thereon granting such permission (I beo _especially again to call the
“attention of the Board to my letter of the 19th January last on tb1s subject). - In reply to this
charge, Mr. D’Monte stated that no such retail sales took place, nor were they authorized by
him, and adds that at one time he did send an order expressmg an apprehensmn on the point, ‘ A
“and prohibiting such sales. The written endorsements however show, beyond all question, o
~. 7.7 that these sales were taking place with Mr. D’Monte’s full cognizance and permission, and the
SR Tl order can, therefore, be looked on as nothing more than a blind and as adding hypocrlsy and
" duplicity to the most unblushing falsehood. BT S

T e Agal the large excesses found in the heaps both by Mr. Hope and Deputy Collector
.- .Ramachendra I‘!ow, and which were " stored Qurmg‘Mr. D’Monte’s administration, as also the
... circumstance of particular heaps having been applied for and granted - to particular merchants,
SN are facts which cannot be gamsaxd and can lead to no other inference than that the storing of .
Lot excess ‘quantities over and above the stated quantity was systematically carried on for Mr.
L 'D’Monte’s own aggrandisement, and for corrupt purposes. Further, the selling to particular .
E individuals of new salt while old was in band, and which is clearly and fully established by the o
- “accounts | of sales, strengthens the " inference abovementloned All these. circumstances, as .
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e alleged agaxnst Mr. DMonte, have been commumcated to him with all the written evidence
7 7 - connected tberemtb and he has entered mto an explanatlon regardmg them at the fullest possi-
ble length o R . - :
ST 5, I would a!so further take leave to observe that the opportumty of cross-exammmg the .
SRR “witnesses who had been already examined, and of adducmv fresh evndence, wh1ch the Govern-

ment directed should be glven to Mr. DMonte, was requlred and actually availed of b)n him
.. _onlyin the two. cases in which a re-examination has been made. Mr. D'Monte, naturally did not
(+ .77 need any re-examination in matters in which he had been put fully in possession of all the facts
FIERISES " alleged against him and had given a lengthened and COplO\lS defence. F arther, in the two cases
%' which formed the subject of re-examination, Mr. D Monte most dlstmctly sta,ted that he wanted
tbese two witnesses only to be cross- questloned viz., Semu Pillai, and P, Vencatase. Chetty.




Proceedings of the d[adras Government, Revenue Department
9tk Aurrust 1864 .

6. In this pa1agraph the Boar

Paragraph 9. - the subJect of inquiry. In my first report it was distinctly

. stated that these changes, &c., were made with reference to the impending revision of tbe Salt .
" Establishment. It was a matter of notoriety that a revision of these Establishments was shorily
to take place, and in which the number of employés was to be reduced while the salaries of those -

retained were to be very considerably increased. At such a juncture it is certainly by no means

improbable that every one would be anxious about his fate, and would naturally avail himself
of the means which, under a corrupt and dishonest head, presented themselves for securing a :
footing with increased salary. I would also observe that, because the cases now inquired into :

have been brought to light, it by no means follows that these were the only cases in which the

trafficing took place; and, on the contrary, I think the inference can very legitimately be drawn; .
that if Mr. D’Monte did avail himself of the opportunity of enriching himself in these cases, ha

d remark that the cnrcumstances under which the payers of the .
douceurs lost thelr appointments, &e., have not been made

" would not scruple to follow the same course in the case of others: Indeed, the very numerous

~ transfers and dismissals of the subordinates in the Salt Department, which did take pla,ce within
a very short time before Mr. D’Monte left the District on leave, and without any apparent reason, :

 ag shown in the Statement E. submitted with my report of the 17th January last, can, I submit, !

.Jead to no other conclusion than that they were made with a view to promote the interests of some, |
and to disfavour others. In the same paragraph the Board farther remark that no 1nqumes have :

been made as to what inducements were held out to the parties who paid these douceurs to come

forward and give evidence against Mr, D’Monte. In reply I beg to state that no inducements '

whatever were held out, and that it was simply the fact that the abuses in the Salt Department ‘

were being gradually brought to light, and that it was .not only unsafe, bt useless to conceal ’»..
facts which were capable of being otherwise substantiated. Ihad myself not the slightest doubt of *

the truth of the facts deposed to especially, and, as I have already remarked, as the witnesses were .
in several cases recording evidence against themselves, I submit therefore I had no reason to

"pelieve that they were actuated by improper motives, and that therefore there was no occaqon t,

for me to make inquiry into what these motxves really were, -

7 In this paragraph the Board obaerve that at the time the note in questrou is alleaed to
-l ~ have been given' to Srinivassa Mudali, the !

Paragraph 10,

have given the note at such a time ; but I would take leave to observe thatit was just because
these vigorous inquiries were being made, Mr. D’Monte found himself compelled to make up

matters with his mediator,. or to attempt at least to make them up, “and thus endeavour to deter

that mdmdual from turning against him,

Collector was’ making vigorous eriquiries into -
i the abuses said to be prevalent in the Salt:
T Department thus indicating or seeming to indicate that 1t was 1mprobable Mr D’Monte would

8. In paragraph 11, the Board further 1emark that the note, thoual] dated the 25th";
January, was not produced b before the Collector till the 5th February ;in reply to this, I would
simply observe that there was nothing to prevent Srm\vassa Mudalr, who Was a frrend of Mr.*
D’Monte up to the 25:h January, remaining so up fo the B February. The note Was not grven to-

him, it will be remembered, to be produced before me, and there is therefors nothing unaccount-:
able in its haviog been refained by Srinivassa Madali till the 5th February, and then produced|
. before me when he (Ist Wrtness) found thathe was not likely to get any of his money by ~retain-.
'~ ing it, and that under existing circumstances his keeping by Mr. D’Monte would do him no
good. 1 'do not of course prelend for a moment to_]ustrfy such conduct, but in the circumstances
in which he was then placed it was by no means an unlikely or improbable line of conduct forf,
him to adopt, and it must be remembered that at “the last he came forwarded very unwrlhn gly,j

and chiefly on the solicitations of Chedumbara Pillai,

- Omce.
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Proceedmgs of the Aladms Government, Revenue Department
CEl .. 9th August 1864 e .,
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9, In the same paragraph the Board remark that in the Collector’s‘ mveatlgatron no

g endeavour would seem to have been made to ascertain the truth of Mr. D'Monte’s statement
i regardmg the note. ' The Board secem, however, to have lost sight of the fact that that statement
{ . was never before me, and that although I was deputed to hold an mvestrgatron, the party accused
. has been alloved from the commencement, to hold correspondence direct with the Board, and

‘to submit statements which I had not an opportunity of proving or disproving. “Even after the

. second investigation held by me under the orders of Government after the proceedmgs were
closed, and after Mr, D’Monte had again a second time submitted his final defence, he is permié-
. ted to go on corresponding with the Board. The story relating to the telegram to Negapatam,

;,.’the notrce to the Polrce, and Mr, D’Monte’s own journey thither to find out what had become
- of this unportant note, has formed the subject of a direct correspondence between Mr. D’Monte
;and the Board, of which the Collector was perfectly unaware until the recelpt of the Board’s

-"‘:last Proceedrngs dated the 2nd July, and there was not the shghtest. mention of the story in the
- written defence furnished by Mr, D’Monte after the re-examination of the case by orders of
: Government and after Mr. D'Monte had had a full opportunity of knowing what the charges

. relatmg to the note was, and of cross-exammmg the only wittiesses whom he wanted to examine,” ‘

.\ASuch bemg the case, “the Board now find fault with me for not enterrng into an lnvestloauon of

_ facts studiously and designedly withheld from me, and (? condemn) my mqnlry as incomplete.

" With all deference to the Board of Revenue I must submrt such a proceedmﬂ is most unj ust
and unfair to myself, : o ,

"5 . 10. - As the statements, however, of Mr D’Monte adverted to in thrs paraaraph will underao

;Z'fuu and sifting inquiry before Mr. Clarke, -I will not add more here further than to remark that

" the person to whom it is alleged the note was given, was an office Massalchi dismissed’ by Mr.

:yD’Monte, and who had appealed against Mr. D"Monte’s decision to myself, that he is since deceased, A

“and that if Mr. D'Monte did go to Negapatam, as he states he did, he could have. had little
idrﬂiculty if not in receiving (" ? recovering) the note of hand at: least in stopping the paymen(;

“thereof.. This was however not only not done, but there is nothing on  the records of the Police,

‘either at-Tanjore or Negapatam, to show that any report of such loss was made, nor up to the
‘12th of this month was there any telegram beanng on the matter on the records of tbe Telegraph

< 11. I would only take perrmssron to ma.ke one other remark and tbat is, that in the 121h

: parawraph of their Proceedings, by a marginal note, the Board assume a clerical error, and then
 proceed to argue upon what they consider ought to have been the proper date.” I1'deem it my
" - duty, however, respectfully fo state that the error thus assumed has no existence in fact, and the
~ arguments and reasons therefore founded thereon in the remaining part of the paragraph, as to
. the drscrepancres in the statements of the witnesses, must therefore necessarily fall to the ground.
I admit that the statements of the witnesses are somewhat less explicit than they might have
*"been, but this omission will be supplied before M. Clarke, and the story of these wrtnesses wdl
" 1 trust, be shown to be clear and consistent.” -
o, 12, Twould further add that I have forwarded a copy of thls Ietter to Mr. Clarke, with a .
' request that he wrll subrmt the same Wrtb his report to Government. o

—— N

1. As the case is now under mqurry before Mr. Clarke, 3rd Member of the Board, to whom

Mr. Cadell has forwarded copy of the above letter, the ' Board deem it not fitting to discuss the
‘ points raised by, Mr, Cadell, and w1ll only submit the letter for the mformanon of Gevernment.

- @, There is, however one puint which needs further notice by the Board, - Mr, Cadell

" speaks in an mJured tone of a oorrespondence havmg passed between Mr. D’Monte and the

) Board, while the Collector was conducting the i inquiry, of which correspondence he (the Collector)
" was not informed. . Mr. Cadell is not warranted by facts in making this statement. =The Board
1" received from Mr. D’Monte from time to time copies of ‘Gorrespondence held by him with the
L Collector, but no correspondence was held by the Boa.rd wnh Mr. D’Monte as may nalurally‘be '
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: subéosed, #nd the Board bt;,[ieve that ‘except the explanation offered by Mr. D’Monte in the state- - .

ment accompanying his letter of 16th March regarding the"noj:e transaction, there was nothing }?E
the slightest importance in. the papers received from Mr. D'Mont(\a)that. was not »already on the
lector’s records. . ST _ o, o
QO,G; Mr. D'Monte’s letter of 16th March reached the Board about the same time a; ﬂ;e
‘ Co]lec.tor's letter of 17th idem, reporting on the matter in question; but as the whole of the

* original pai)érs are with Mr. Clarke, the Board cannot fix the precise date. . It..was,. h0we;ell;, 50 .
v rec:ived as to preclude the Board from forwarding it to the Collector, whose inquiry had been "

closed, and Mr, D’Monte himself was in Madras, so that the Collector could not then hav,r.e:. Eute:.
tioned him on his statement. The whole of the papers were sent to. Gove:rnment Bwhll ! ':
* Board’s Proceedings of 5th April, and the Board presume that thc.: whole (including Mr. (;nted

letter of 16th March and its enclosure) reached the Collector with the Governmgnt»Qrder, é e

4th May 1864, returning the case to the Collector for further inquiry. .-

- R

4. Mr. D'Monte’s statéments to the Board regarding the note were not inconsistent with

ﬁrha.t the Collector reported him to have said regarding it, in the letter dated 17th March above- ..

" mentioned, and the Board are under the impression that the more detailed statement was in th: :
- Collector’s possession'as‘part of the papers submitted to Government, when the case was re-opene

by him under the Government Order of 4th May, If this was not so, the Board admit that Mr.

: - Cadell was not in a position to have tesie@ Mr, D’Monte’s statement; but in any case th;y
consider that Mr. Cadell should have more closely sifted Mr. D’Monte's statement to him on the

- matter of the note, and in no case was the Collector warranted in imputi’bg to the _JBoaxfd‘unf.au.- o

ness or injustice towards himself.
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orders of Government, and

D’'Monte after the re-examination of the case by
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examine. Such being the
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igation of facts studiously
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condemn) my inquiry as incomplete. With all deference
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. ment accompanying his letter of l6ih March regarding the not2 transaction, thers.was nothing of

the slightest importance in the papers rocsived from Me. D'Monts that was not already on the )

Collector’s records. : ;

3. Mr. D'Monte’s letter of 16th 'March reached the Board about the same time as the
on; but as the whole of the

"Collector’s letter of 17th idem, reporting on the matter. in questi
original papers are with Mr. Clarke, the Board cannot fix the precise date. It was however so
whose. inquiry had been

as to preclude the Board from forwarding it to the Collector,

received
was in Madrai:, so that the Collector could not then have

closed, 'and Mr. D’Monte himself
questioned him on his statement.

Board’s Proceedings of 5th April, and the Board presume that the whole (including Mr.

» D’'Monte's letter of 16th March and its enclosere)’ ;réached the Collector with the Government
Order, dated 4th May 1864, returning the case to the Collector for further inquiry. -~~~ -~ =

4. Mr. D’Monte’s statements to the Board Tegdrdiug the note were not.inconsistent with
it, in the letter dated 17th March above

what the Collector reported him to bave said regarding ‘ : :
mentioned, and the Board are under the impression that the more detailed statement was in the

" Collector’s possession as part of the papers submitted to Goverpment w

by him under the Government Order of 4th May. If this was not so, the Board admit that Mr.

Cadell was not in a position to have tested Mr. D'Monte’s statement ; but in any case they

consider that Mr. Cadell should have more closely sifted Mr. D’Monte’s statement to him on the =
warranted in imputing to the Board anfair- -

matter of the note, and in no case was the Collector
© ness or injustice towards himself. - , P T wE e
) . " (A true Copy and Extract).
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-To J. D. Sim, E«q., Secreta;? to Govérnme\%‘ R.D. . " : , 3
,, W. M. Cadell, Esq., Collector of Tanjore. -~ 1
Copy to T. Clarke, Esq., 3rd M_cinber of the Board of Revenue.
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The whole of the papsars were sent to Government with the . ‘

hen the case was re-opened .
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