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' Pr(;ceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 14th November 1864, No. 7,424.

"

From T. CLARKE, Esq:, Member of the Board of Reverue, to W. HUDLESTON, Esq., Sccre-
- tary to the Board of Revenue, dated Tanjore District, Cuttumavady, 11th October 1864. '

i 1. T have the honor,in accordar}ce with the Ordce .f Government dated Sth July 1864,

No. 1,196, to forward to you, to be laid before the Boar.. of Revenue, the accompanying packet
containing a portion of the Proceedings held by me in tue case of the Collector of Tanjore against
Mr, D'Monte. ‘ '

2. The inquiry into the charzes which are seven in number, commenced at Tranquebar on
the 18th July last, and, excepting that into the fourth charge, the Prosecutor’s reply in which has
not yet been received, terminated on the 19th September. T commnienced the inquiry as soon as
tLe Prosecutor was ready to proceed with it. v

3. There has been some delay in the case. The charges at first submitted to me are found
{a'the supplementary packet, and are marked 1, .As the inquiry proceeded, I discovered that in
each case something more serious was implied than was charged : for instance in the first charge,

wavith improper intent was implied, and the same in the second and third charges, and so throughout.
I therefore informed the Prosecutor, that I could not allow him in his remarks to go beyoud the
charge, nor could Mr. D’Monte be f-alled on to rebut anything beyond what was alleged against
him®in the indictment, nor could he be found guilty on any assumption or probabilities which
might be added to, or bised on the acts charged, unless such were charged ; that the indictment
must be complete in itself, and must include both in intention and act all that was proposed
to be charged. The Prosecutor accordingly asked that he might be permitted to go to Vellum
" o constit the Collector on the propriety of aménding the charges : he left on Thursday the 4th,
h .. and returned wish the amended charges on Monday the 8th August. This caused a delay of
. three days, The amended charges are also in the supplementary packet, and are marked No. 2.

4, On another occasion, the Prosccutor heard of the dangerous and fatal illness of a very
' pear relative by telegram, and begged he might be allowed to visit bim. He was absent from
‘Thursday to Monday following, causing another delay of three days.

§. Further, the wirnesses required in one single case were never all ready, and fresh witnesses

often had to be cited. The necassity for calling for fresh witnesses caused much delay. T have

-also had to go through a mass of documentary gvidence, and to eonsult a large heap of accounts.

Documents too had to be sent for, and much (}elay occurred in procuring them. Again, the salf

gervants continually required to consult their records, and time was consumed in their doing so.

I was unable to take up each case in order, and dispose of it-at once. Some witnessesin one

. "case, and some in another, were examined as they were present, "and as time allowed. T attended

“ “my office eyéry day (Suridays exccpted) at 10 or 11 A. M. as the Prosccutor was ready, and con-
tinued at work till 7 or balf-past 7 P. 2L : J

- 6. Thecoursel pursued was the one, I presume, my instructions required, The depositions

‘takcf\ before Mr. Cadell were first read over to the witnesses, I then subjected them to a cross-

examination, and aftep T had examined them, t}}e Prosecutor was allowed to put any (iucstions ke

might wish, # This process occupied much time, and yith reticent and prevaricating witnesses, who

would not reply to the questions put to them, or endeavoured to evade them, it was a very pro-

tracted and tedioug one; for 1 felt T liad no power to force a witness to answer, or to fine Lim for

pfevaricm'mg. o :
7. The pmsecutiOﬁ'.WM eonducted by Mootoosamy Iyer, one of the Deputy Collectors in
the District, and T am much indebted to him for his intelligent cross-questions, partient investi-

‘ation, end Jucid summarics. .
* 8. Tlewitnesses examined by ¢ 7. amdunted to eighty-seven. The documents filed amount
to 157. In the supplementary packet 1i.are will be found a general list of all the witnesses

examihed and documents fled in the case; and a list of such wituesses as were examined, and of
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such documents as were referred to in each case, is found appended to that case. Each case has

been made up separately with the documents and evidence relating to it, and in each the same

letters are used on the documents filed, beginning from 4. Asthe cases are kept separate,

I trust
no confusion will be found to arise from this arrangement.

The general correspondence is ap.
pended as an Appendix in a separate packet with the original and amended charges, and general
list of witnesses and documents,

L)

9. As I propose subumitting with each case my view of the nature of the charge, and of the
extent to which it has been established or otherwise inevidence against Mr. D’Monte, I will not in

this letter do more than give a cursory history of the origin and progress of the charges framed
against the accused.

10, Mr. D'Monte left Tanjore for Calcutta on leave of absence on the 3rd October 1863,
and returned to Tanjore on the 26th November following.
Bengal, Mr. D’Monte appears to have maintained a character for efficiency,

usefulness, and to have succeeded in securing the approval of his superiors to his proceedings.

11. On hisreturn to the District, he was immediately placed under virtual suspension by
the Collector, who, in his letter to the Secretary to the Board of Revenue of the 18th J anuary last,
No. 6, mentioned that he had deemed it his ¢ duty to make some inquiries into the truth of the
“ reports which were constantly reaching him from various quarters, from Europeans as well as
¢ from Natives.”

' tober 1964, No. 1,048 ~ 12. T cannot find that any parties were
¥ 3 0. .
-fﬁ" ﬁi&%éeu“emr'dmd 4tk October 1364, YT examined by the Coliector up to the 18th of
1 . I
’ January. )

13. In the prosecution of the original inquiri?zs, the Serishtadar of the Collector’s office was

largely employed. e examined the records of the Deputy Collector’s office, brought .to light

whatever appeared irregular and improper, and prepared statcments and accounts to elucidate and
bring home any of these irregularities. . .

14. During the Serishtadar’s search he discovered the order (4 3), which forms the basis
of charge No. 7.

15. Tagrajah Pundarum, the late Peishear of Adrampatam, and the present Superintendent
of Negapatam, visited the Collector on the lst January last at Vellum, and on the 2nd or 3rd

See deposition of 2nd witness in seventh charge, of that month, he tells us that he went to see the

referred to (4 3) and his Arzi (4 2) on which it was based, and questioned him in regard to these
documents. Tagarajah Pundarum then stated that he had written the Arzi (4 2) in accordance
with the wishes and instructions of Mr, D'Monte conveyed to him by Srinivasa Mudali.

16. On the 4th January, an order was issyed by the Collector to Ramakistna Pillay, the
Peishear at Vedarniem, to send up Srinivasa Mudali to the Co!

. ) leclor’s office. This order reaclied
Vedarniem on the 9th idem, and was communicated to Srinivasa Mudali on the same day. lesct
out on the 10th January, and reached Negapatam on the 121

at this time, he says he remained at Negapatam on the 13th, and on the 14th January proceeded
to Vellum, and on his arrival reported himself to the Collector, and wag orally. questioned by
Mr. Cadell on that or the following day ; but as Srinivasa Mudali contradicted the statement made

y Tagarajah Pundarum, he was detained till the arrival of Ramalinga Taven, who reaclied Vel.
lum on the 21st Jauuary, having been sent for on the 4th J anuary. ’

-

17. On the 18th January, the Collector transmitted his first report on the inquiries he Lad
been making into Mr. D’Monte’s conduct. In this letter the Collector’s strictures are almost
entirely confined fo matters connected with departmertal irr sularities,
the frequency of the complaints which had been made of-
appointments in the depariment, but no specific charxe

An allusion wasmade t
ne traflicking in, and sale of minor
rges were gone into, or submitted to show that

. Up to the date of kis departure to
zeal, iutegrity, and |

Serishtadar who showed him the order above -

) idem, The Pongul feast occurring
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y i e either reliable or substantiated. The conclusion the Collector arrived at a8
these ccmplalll'ts' . frer reviewing the several items of irregularity he reported on, was, .that
the resalt of ln‘s‘ lfn qmtrg' ’agmit that all the irregularities are not capable of being proved b‘y direct
:Vhﬂ? he o rc‘i-e that, taken together as a whole, they aflord a ver:y.sj:ror:g presurfxptxon th%.xt
‘ evxde;)c‘i,ll forzzellmt the person to be entrusted with so much responsibility” as was involved in
¢ Mr, D’ Monte s )

the administration of the Salt Department.

18. TUp to the anuary t appear to have been any specific charge of

18th January 1864, there does not apy :
orru ) .on ma(;e ta};'ﬁmt ;\Ir D’Monte, at least of such a nature as would warrant the Collector in
corrupti ains .

N H aainst him. . .
taking action aga D’ \ January, the very day on which the document 4, which forms‘the basis of
19. On the 25t :nd tg’e evidence of Srinivasa Mudali and Ramalinga Taven, in regard t.°
charge No. 4, was :x:hcu eha’d been called up on the 4th January preceding, was recorded. This
the maiter on which e the Collector about 3 2. 1., and on the same evening, a sta,temex.xt was
evidence was taken before th Mr. D’Monte in regard to alleged promises and threats which, be

: ‘ini dali to s . !
given by S“l?:;;s:ul\tltuo :ilm while he was being examined. After Srinivasa Mudali gave this
gtates, were

tatement, the document 4 appears to have been executed by Mr. D'Monte.
gtate »

ini i i t receive from Mr, D'Monte till the

i Srinivasa Mudali alleges, he did no : |

20, This dc;cu:;e;lt;' ];m’ that he made it over to Mr. D'Monte’s ‘Clerk, I.{amasan{y hlflay,

nezt Idayl:he t?t?:r:’ed possession of it at 4 ». m. the same day, and made it over 1n the same after-
and that he o

jon in regard to the time of the
i is, however, much confusion in regard
noon to Chedumbara Pillay. There 15, 2

execution of the document and its delivery to Srinivasa Mudali, | |

. the afternoon of the 26th January that Chedumbara Pllla.y gOt.Possessmn of
. - 21, Ifit .Was on r that he went toMr. Cadell full of the important intelligence he had
e ot w:::de:\ﬁy??date as he possibly could after getting the paper into his hands. Mr.
8

to communicae Pillay came to him at 7 o'clock on the 27th January, and was referrf:d

Cadcll says, Chedumbf:lra.
i rishtadar. .
by him to the Sf time Chedumbara Pillay was in possession of t%xe document. A, but most uusvtc(.1
92, At this tim to usual practice, though he spoke of it to the Serishtadar, and as.ke
countably, and contrary to produce it before the Collector, he never showed it to the Sen.sh-
whether it would be proper Rofv the Serishtadar, ask for it, much less insist on its production,
tadar, nor did Vcncatﬂs-z;{“ g had I;een referred to him by the Collector, and it was of t.he great.est
o O n chrs ¢ the nature implied by Chedambara Pillay against abigh official,
jmportance, that & f'hargeg ifted at once before parties had time to concoct and get up charges
should be inquired _lnt; an : r. This is one of a series of extraordinary circumstances evolved
or counter-(.:hurg.es 1}1: fhl-::arﬁ;s.terious and strange case ; but as the whole will be reviewed sepa-
during th:l lnq:;:;ydlzfo;he case, T will not dwell further on this part of its history.
rately in the r )

11 went to Tanjore. Larly on the same day, or posslbl.y

23. On the 27? Jar;ﬁ;y 11\11:(1 i?sdicr}:e:‘rview with tljle Serishtadar, and a.fr.er this, he :tnd his

on the next, Chetit M f lloy;ved the Collector and his Cutcherry to Tanjore. Mr. D’Monte

associate appear fo have Oto Tanjore about the same time. On the 20th or 30th January, the

appe:;\‘: 3‘53 : :p;a;::; tlgmzn:ature of his interview with Chedumbara Pillay to the Collector, but no
Serishtadar r

ishtadar after
was taken in the matter, nor was anything done by the Collector or the Serishtadara
i s tak ( L
tlclte“;rc‘cci:; of Mr, D’Monte's letter on the 2nd February following

At T ? te
i taken place between Mr. D'Mon
i ies of conferences appear to have . k ‘ M °
o ft d ﬂn]t(::sc ;1see:>bject of Mr. D'Monte being to regain possession of the document, an
and the confederates,

ised i On the 30th or 31st January,
t the money promised in the paper. . .
that of the corlfcdcra‘:?:o*;oa%z gone to Negapatam and to have brought back with him, on Monday
Mr. I'Monte appearstoh

ill
Samoo Pillay, and the conference appears to have re-commenced, Samoo Pillay
th:' o Fi‘;:uall)ryh'IoZte’s mediator with Srinivasa Mudali to get back the paper.
acting as Mr. ; .

GBS e
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25. These conferences having
Pillay and his confrere appear to have retarneq o Vellum, and ea,
the document before the Serishtadar,

case is found in his letters of the 17t

failed of theip object, on the 4th or 5th February, Chedvinbars

ly on the latter d4y produced

. Mr. Cadell’s report on thig
h March 1864, No. 79, and the 1Gth Juge 1864, No. 207,

26. Itis a strange coinciden
Venkatesa Chetty and Co,’s F irm sho
on the 6th February,

ce that just at thig

time the disp
uld arise,

ute between th
and that the books of th

€ partners ig
¢ Firm chould be impounded
27. Ttis stated by the merch

~ the books of the Firm were brought
instigation of Srinivasa Pillay,
should be made by arbitrators op the! day following in
Venkatesa Chetty. But on the day following
partners, and the books which haq been taken
in Ramachendra Chetty’s house,

ant Srinivagy M udaii,
to the house of R

the seventh witness in case No, 5, that
on the evening of the 6t

amachendry Chetty and kept there gt the
h February, and on the plea that up inquiry

28.  On the 24th February, while the Collector wag engaged in inquiring into the charges
preferred by the salt servants Srinjvasy Mudali*

at Tranquebar, Srinjvasa Pillay presenteq a
petition to the Collector, complain; Partner, Venkatesa Chetty, was attempting to
defraud him, by debiting him aud the othey Partners with monjey unlawfully paid to AMr, D’Monte,
and other public servauts, and praying for the C

ollector's interference, A warrant wag accord.
ingly issued, on the 4th March, for the production of the books of the Firm.

into this case was also reported on by Mr, Cadell in his letter of the 17th Marc

® First witness in charge No, 4.

The inquiry mage
h 1864, No. 79,

3l. Each case will b
I will therefore now proce

Department, so far as | ha
and from ani

e fully reported on in the letter accompanying the records of (},

at case,
D'Monte's administratisn of t

he Salt
her this informagjon from the inquiry held by me,
ivisions of this district,

ve been able ¢ gat
nspection of the fou, northery ¢

32. Ihave no hesitation in declaring that of all the distriet
Tanjore is in the most backward state in regard t the adminis

tration of the 8,1t De
i the character of the

salt ; the gt
the manufacturers  the facilities for 1
of, and inattention to, thei i

3T have visited, this one of

partment,
ate of the colmmunpi.

raud ; the ignorance
the part of the salt Sservants, all Laye impressed o most
unfavorably with the condition and Progress of the department,
83. But I must

3 standing, and
peshaps hLare

34, M., D’Monte, it i to be recollected

» Was appointed to the ¢},
of the Distyiet of
Fusly 1269,

1860, ang tovk cha
lle w

arge of the Salt Depariment
Tavjore on tie 314 March
rge on the 18h April 1560,
as uteerly new to Lis Cuties, and had Lag
aving ull Lis life beey employed iuthe Finayei,]

—.

. Ds f
\ »
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4 inted
. ! . . d wag unacquainte

ST ENRSSINSIS e ) L offices, an ”
isterial capacity in Presidency and l\F()fusst,lﬁ-’s defec’ts and irregualarities are

Depa{-xment, orina mmlStenf;cts for, I think many of Mr. L-]:O:ie‘nce Ile is active, energetics

with Tamil. I mention thesef adl;inistrative training and ehI.)ed ent, and in powers of patient

. R . H o R
clearly traceable to Wa": f’e and is wanting in dehberatxon,:}u :::1)' ’innorant of chemistry or
. i 1V . : s utter

bustling, quick, andflm?u}ainnr,or appreciating eudenc;% ] H;' 1 oducing iab. e has worked hard

. igation, and of weighing tical method of p ° The means

investigation, . or any good prac increase the revenue.

the science of makmg. sult d toyextend the sales of solt, and THZ‘Lious practical or regular, and

to produce a good article, anh ends have not been the most ,};}1 ic bee,n condemned and prohib-
i these : i ave

he has adoptel for effecting ted to and allowed practices which

4 fear, he has rever
at times, I

N
L I ’ mn
1 a awa

3 . 'n
. r stiict scrutiny
. hich cannot bea
. m a manner w
X . cing them,
. . or 1ntl’0du o
;en in reviving
Le Las taken
part

‘v : 1d not be
. i ior kind, and it cou
or be approved. I have seen in the District is of a very inferior
hat 1 ha
35, Thesaltt

T w i to the
let into the salt beds

any Line else VWater of th ordinary density of sea water has };e;n z 1 » ’

e ¢ . ' |

dep \ oif an‘s c.h or an l"ncrlz and a half, and the next (.ia.y the sa : .s S ra‘pedi[up I bi:_ Ieve';\lr.
; th: a g l\7 nted the discoloration of this stuff, which was white and fa ooking
! by ca'e preve o

D’'Monte has by

, cularity, some being

laid out without any attemlpt ab ordfel lzzsre;ruridgi of any size,

36. The salt beds are -M another of the swamp, without ;“) Ed see that the operations of

found in one pact, and some in for a native to visit these WOrKS, ? d of beinz conveyed to the

it would be difficult even ied on. The salt, instead of being ¢ tions. and the

s> that it wou d correctly carri in distant and inconvenient positions, ey

dotted ab?Ut . ¢z r\ried on under the superintelldenc.e (; heap

yeﬂ;, 'andt‘;o?f:t s?xﬂicient for the Peishcar to store on }
it being 3

manufacture are reglgar.ly ,a;-ards

i yin C

m, isleft in - rying . ;
P‘Z’:Z‘(’; i's Qeferred till late in the
.Stf lfor and subordinate servants, o
it ! arniem, and the Peisher -
"t e - d to hate been in ercass ut Votutmom ttributed this exeess, to an
57. Ahe slonage pmvet that division. The witnesses have ta e donbt Ar

‘ i ] ¢ . . - .
sham bas Goposel it e fonte in July 1861, prokibiting any was aad L T it hes mot
grdﬂ' fssued by M2 DI?IOH(:strued to mean that salt was to be sltlc:;i I Bt Ttis
) ’s order might be ¢ o ! . S
S Q clear from the proceedings quo’ced.m t}fle 'Ces:ive
and from accounts, that the practxccf oNex e
joine sstrict, and that in Nove
:omn lonz before Mr. D’Monte joined the District,
isted at Vedarniew long
glorage exis

“Monte did all he could to pu lly sanctioned by Mr. D’Monte., bu
1861, Mr, D'Mont ' We excessive storage was actually 1 salt depots, especially at
38, 1donot behewi t‘;e him to be so frequently at tho o bipped by him from this
ST ; sible for hi d in the heaps s . .
ink it was puss) it. The excess foun PSS in which
bardly thin re of it e . xamine into the way
7edarniem, and not be awa his suspicion, and led Lim to e ducted. I beg to
ve lace should have roused his the storage had been con . ) e
farter pee submit, in connection with this sub.]ect’ha -".h
] 2 u -
ment® showing the number of hlwp:hte:(;‘eoars
: : in the thr
found in the four years preceding, ‘Ln.((l)lzn It will Lo scen
4 cesS Was . h gime pe[’l a8 .
hich ex.n which there was a loss during t Z in excess in 1862, is not horne
succeeding 1861, and those 1"1 ars, that salt began to be etore in which excess was found,
hat the statement of the Peishears, tion between the number of heaps i frer 1861 than it was
t Lese statements ; the proporlo‘s is not very materially grea;;f aD"Ionte came into the
X ich there was a loss, bisincd before Mr. D' . Soro to &
. ive storage obt: isted in Tanjore to
actice of excessive & . . always ex:ste .
previous to it. Thc.dpf'ﬁcf;:ace in his days, yot, 1 belw(;e, 1(:1 ht?n‘ c:'mp]dined of the traders in
- oh it did increas Col'ector of Maduara having ad other undua
District, thoug re of the Co e asuremants an .
very large extent. I am aWﬂq to Tanjore by the exc.,ss.nve‘ ;nawd of his complaints having
bis Distiict being drawn A“t'{l-z galt stores in the latter sttrlct. dvance thisin justification of
* v, : a
bencfits held out, to them 8: the Cellcctor of Tanjore. I dono
Leen very lightly treated by L

Document T, fled in first charga.

® Filcd in tho firet charge marked v,

ont the District in w

out by t 1
and in those in wh

L.
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the continuance of the practice. It was the duty of the De

power to put an end to it; and this it cannot be said he has

done. The practice is one which can
be greatly abused, and opens the dour to most serjous frauds,

puty Collector to have done all iy Lis

89. I will now proceed to review in order the several irregularities noticed in the Collector’s
letter of the 18th January last. I ghall not, however, particularly notice those which form the
t before me.

40. Thé manufacture at Adram

Patam was, no doubt, interferggi -with to some small extent -
* by the opening of the manufacture at

Vedarniem ; but I do not believe this was the clief ¢

cause operating to render it so tr

by the Collector,
was the chief cause which impeded the manufacture.

Adrampatam division s from thirty to forty miles,
rain-falls in this country are often so mark

r énly

Paragraphs 3 and 4, ﬁing as sbown

The distance of Vedarniem from the
ed and great

No doubt the removal of the Peishear 1o Sendalai,
Mirassidars at Vedarniem and ether places in attendance on ‘the Deputy Collector, tended to
impede the manufacture, and were causes which contributed with the rain to the production of 50
litile salt in that year; but the Peishcar's remova

1 was the act \pf the Acting Colle'csor. and Jr,
D’Monte cannot be held answerable for the Mirassidars’ movement§,

iem in the year in question.
and the absence of some of the Adrampatam

. N ("w—v—\’_/ ! . ‘.‘; '11? .
41. Iam not able to concur with the Collector in considering that the manufacturs at(
Paragraph 5. Vedarniemdrew off any large number of labourers

; they did not exceed thos

in the districts. In regard to those who opened pane at Vedarnien,
series of years, the manufacture at Vedarniem ism

or in other places; but in 1863 it was ap experiment, and therefore a risk, and those who under-
took to open the new pans not only were distinctly given to understand that they obtained no
Mirassi rights in the pans, and were entitled to no compensation from Government should the
works be closed, but they were put to heavy expenses in digging the well
forming the beds, purchasing the Decessary wood for their picottahs,
to the formation of new works, and I should b

season, the manufacturers had heep gainers rather than losers by their enterprise.
in that year would be productive in fut ars, but the original outlay would a
the profits arising from their first year’s manufacture, In addition to thej
manufactarers were subjected to much inconvenience in migrating
w the Collector is abl
t at Adrampatam, fou

and at sea-ports
it may be found that, after a

and in other items incidental
© much surprised to find that at the eng of the first
The capital sunk
bsorb more than
r labour and loss, the
to a new place and leaving theif
€ to arrive at the conclusion that
nd the manufacture at Vedarniem

away on promise of high wages, .
he opinion of the Salt Superintendent at Adrampatam®
T'have seen much of thig man,and a more ineffic.-

ent and stupid creature ] have scldom met with.
8 question in a straightforward way,

ure ye

houses. I cannot, therefore,understand ho

the manufacturers, who usually cultivate sal

more profitable, or that they were enticed

42. "1 do not attach any weight ¢, 4

' ‘ ds and all he extraordinary charges incidenta] to
the open'ng °]f new works. He sumply takes into account the working of formed beds, and asspmes
that one cooly can work twenty, not teq beds, and that therefore the price of a garce of salt

I believe the ~constant rain -

and within such a distance the variations 1 the

% preparing the ground, -

—Tr
.-

-
[y

\
3

P oceedzncs Of the a 7{ ? ) epariment,

i

. 1le does not at all
:na a et profit of Rupees 4-10.0 to the ma,fnutf;act:r:;enty beds would be.
would bo § Rupecs, FUEIE ™ oty beds, nor what the D Tt in stared the soclies will work
show that a man cou“;;:chﬁka taken from the manufacturers it 1stS Zﬁ?cient to justify the con-
. in the . ely was not s g .
It is true that in b 3 ch an instrument surely . bias visible
tatement in 84 It strikes me that there 1s a strong
twenty beds, but a s r could be done. It stri . f the value of any
! ig had been done 0 11 it of much, if not entirely, o
clusion that this his Arzi, which divests it o 1 be ot all mear the truth,
ut the whole of this osing the Peishcar’s estimate to be a Lrato of the
' i ined init. Bubeven SuppoTS iem is to be paid less than the usualr
opinion containe of salt at Vedarniem i d \am or ab other
Ipcammt see why 8 ma““f;m‘:fgat Vedarniem is not less than it is at Adrampata
' . \ f cooly hi
1 dhtrlct. 'Ihe rate o

" throughe

istri i ufactured
"places through the district. form an opinion as to the character of the Vedarniem man
ble to form
43, Iammnota

and report on it.
. ine it when on the spot,
Paragraph 6. examine i

ied out, there were no
i i anufacture has been carrie 3
44, Regarding the way 12 which the Mirassidars at Vedarniem, and it Was1 d;eex:xzdt.‘
| undesirable to create or foster any such clas

i t, for I find that the

i a course I can heartily acco.rd my assent, or Lfind thal e

propietars. 1o e W: 3(:0“;);):;;‘;}1@!)086 most eﬁ'ectually- the m}f;rc.)dg(‘:::;x;o{ thi[; e

Mirassidars throughorl oo and are careless and inattentive to t eu‘b o e ot

the mode of 15 man“faCtur;- class of labourers, and to do the work by ° ma,;ufactmers’ rise

the cffrt o intre B0 anl?t leal;)or and zeal which collected together i?txlnz 1\)} T onte o hieh

nd judicions an'd tha'tht i a space of time as was done m 1863, erg 1d :uuable o s,

eflested s0 Mot i iy thef than to censure and suspicion. To fin B o was taned I

praise and commendaton, ril the energy, zcal, and activity of the.z De;}»}lll' y d,to T aetion

T e, 20 2227 O o them. The Collector was of necessity o ;g:hat e doncs was

- * no ordinary degree to Obt’m(lllament of bis subordinate, and I cannot ﬁnh e have been o fow

of theso labourers £0 .t,be " c"nstrument of oppression and wrong. }:I er {;ided e e o

sbused o onvore? l’nto in : av have erred in judgment. e may ;ve sl Thave not

casen in which Mr. D00 ea:ndZne in this direction was re.acorde.d amf ;]1:, Lo B v, and

Ligionists ;, bi ety complaints were preferred against him 0 i :11 e e for

' been ablo fo Jeu th'at ?;ytion of the pans, but that pans were given foal W e in

particularly in the 3’15:,:(1 "]i‘a(rarajah Pundaram andthalt the 0?:1?;:5::}; fgrr one were >

hem. I have questioned 1€ e thom that any o i s il

;‘.863, and I cannot ;Tsz‘:sltnhiri)u:ndayrum to eXplignl.\ to tho[(nm];)ret;:fz::;gs]lﬁeh;:Orwarded  the

Mr. D’Monte. . ctober, and No. 4 among s it

:'1)1’11-1'1 auestion b °8f ;b;ai?::;,) as ¢ the others who were rei;lseliiisp:::i; accﬁf){:nt, el

Mr. Cadell's letter of the 1 tnd these, so far from having been refused., y ovnaceount, Ias
e only kne o (tiwli’uia;i‘féila they could not work it, had thrown it up.

been granted land, g

Paragraph 7.

duntaiyengar. : ilway was opened, was
Annvyengar and Ve ° Negapstam and Vedarniem when the Railway blo article, Tt
45. The old salt in store at Neg s0 inferior that it was an unsu::a (:1 there was
. . ’ n
was small grained and blac " ?,were usually
Paragraphbs 10, 11,80d 12, much wastage in the heaps, wh;c © ot Nexa.
! ’ " ies were forme o
‘ to half a garce deficient. Threte or four Compda:: to increase the revenue
found from one-q.uartel' o’th the view of trafficking in salt, In o: llector’s consideration the
and Trichinopoly wi ! was led to recommend to the Co < 1o bo allowed to
patam id the Railway, Mr. D’'Monte application of these Companies 0. st Mr.
and to ai take new salt while old salt was in store. oy
Moris in his letter® of the 20th [}u‘gub'tt'n t(;
yriting
. thorized Mz. D'Monte both orally .and in v.: : :as
oncession end aualt waile old salt was in store. This concessio
Lave new 8

R

B.
& Filed in second charge, marked B

states that be granted the; c m
allow these wholesale traders

L., R - ¢ Y
R e

e ag e 7Y K
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salt, as I have not yet seen any of it ; but I will =
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restricted by two conditions; first, that th
i . ’ 3 e new salt shoul : ..
gecondly, that old and new salt should be taken in equa;‘;l;lq:fit;:::l‘led out of the district ; and

46- "y .
The first condition was fully observed as far as Mr. D’Monte was concerned, but not

so the second, as may be seen by the state.
mentt forwarded with Mr. Cadell's letter of
the 18th January. From this statement too it

will be seen that the Firm of Venkate
sa C
Taxgely than the others. hetty and Co, appears to have been favored more

+ Marked Irin second charge.

47. Mr Cadell, i ) par -
ot e to g pa;t il; thztlllth paragraph of his letter, complained that the sale of new salt
e hoing trader; : 1{13 b;er-l confined to a certain set of merchants, who, on the i
e oo, bare hqdzhe :Xd\ax.lway, and as such entitled to greater consic'leration fxl:i
‘ ) : usive privilege of si (
e f tho wh g purchasing new heaps, and ti :
i P11 yu ' wholesale trade both at Negapatam and Ve; i ' 'tms e
e.‘z all others were compelled to take old salt.” rolem. - Exeepting those par-
8. The nature and term s
s of Mr. Morris's conditl
o thees wholots b ! . ndition led to the sales Lei 1
to s e ;:1 te traders who applicd for the salt for carriage out of thesdi:t‘:iitdu'eﬁy Co_nﬁfwd
tions Tor ne antinf:i?::eill n;adfeﬂf]or carriage out of the District, but there was no'poil'llelapphca.
g gement of the condition, or of enforcing i T ordts
e . , enforcing its observance. Th ¢
had s placef);n uir ;ﬂ: 1.111 down the line of rail, and muchbsalt was sold at \’ed(iria]t "-‘lﬂdmnts
) " ? § N { cre
other places 1o th Wa? nx ;c‘t‘.prTe?: tni\v i:lii was always carried away by rail from \':::pl-lltl:nm;d
< xt. er much inqui i 7 eolt was evor
Rt . text _ quiry T cannot find t} ¥ v
e P; rt: f: :n:l or 1; t‘hlel District ; on tiie contrary, I have learned that il: tvnew m'hd“'ds i
! nd. i i ns camied Luvaria-
b o s;rle . (elnzher can I find that any parties whatever, applying fo: hears llh};ifna
yond the District, were ever refused. It was not easy fo nt;w Salﬁ e
r others than the

(’()“]p t [¢] p 5 h & . 4l
anl [v) ()“Ie(l men to com l “lul t e ](}q UISIte CODdlthIlS lald do“ n noh b 1 ) x

! € € t aue,

49. MI D Monte dld 110(’. obacry Ml Oorris 8 Se()o!ld C (4) ”l(“y
b) 4] . M

- Taragraph 13, buyers on the platform. No d

which it was bought, but I cannot tra ' chased wholesale was sold retailoil:lbtt,h sallt. .Pu-r-

their sales on the platform. Salts l‘d(‘-e anywhere any attempt on the part of partics te place in

purchasers; but the sale was not n0 : may have been carried away from the platform Obconduct

pleted there by the delivery of the sal‘at fe on the platform, though it may be said to bqvesb y et

W;uld h;ve been justified in cro=s-qulestr':)l:' th::ce' but I hardly think the officers o‘f Govicrrr}ncno;:;

galt, or had only come to carr . ' ng the carters and coolies wheth .

them taking away the salt on {el&tr:i:’f)tl, much less would they have been j:lsfig\(}l“ﬁ ‘:ztrff:lil:e
2 4

' 1at tl ¢ 1 y
could they have refused to give a whole he\[:ety - D Ly, reail from the yen, Bor
ap Lo any ono asking for i i o y
g it, and producing the mo
14 ne

forit., The onl
y true check to thi }
had bought f ) 3 practice of the retn; .
ght from the platform, instead of o d:‘:‘;ll p;xrchz’us:rs carrying away the salt they
erchant

every heap was removed fr
om the . s godown, was taki
of removal, platform within a certain period just su’ﬂi . :a:\mg care that
s sieng tor t‘
51, Of cours he purpose
. ¢, when there ar ’ :
‘ . e 1s . . .
proportionately fell o, If the coniurge wholesale transactions the Government retail sa!
wholesale merchants emence of tho publici retail sales must
rather than f public is more m .
an irom the . et by purchasing = 1
apparently current in this dis Government store, 1 cannot Darti?ir‘ ato in al f[ {l'm“‘
sipate in the feelings
o

trict, that i
count ailowe « » boat 1n order to save
d on wholesale transactions, it is desirabl the amount lost to the State by the dis
y rable -

in the ease of purch i
g trases for distant i
o b e 2 m"keti‘l;"d inland districts, [ believe it is better G
. ; : oternnme !
discount and that! possible ; and ¢ ‘ o1t
< ost by the usaa ; he difference between (e
grave evils of Government takir} oo se mashage i 50 emall as in no waC: e o
(24 S ha M4
g ashare in the retail sales Tle onl ’ c"(‘}“l"‘”sa!e o the
s, .e only ground on which i
relail

to dise
discountenanco wholesale sales, exe Pt

“sales have hitherto be

. reduce the establishment. The rule obtaining in
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en advocated has been, to allow the poorer classes an opportunity of buying
alt cheaper than they could get it in the market, and so to lessen to them a
{he State on one of their necessaries of life; but if the people prefer to buy
from the wholesale merchant, I hardly think it wise for Government to interpose hindrances to their
gratifying their wishes, by withdrawing from local wholesale purchasers the indulgence of the very
small discount allowed to wholesale dealers in general, simply because the Government might lose
by the transaction one or two thousand Rupees. The better method of eflecting a saving, if such
paltry saving be 2 consideration and an absolute necessity, would be, to close the retail sales, and
this District before Mr. D’Monte arrived was

{hat the heap must be removed in the day in which it was purchased, which was ordinarily an
impossibility The rule consequently operated to prevent wholesale sales. In Mr. Ballard’s time
the rule was relaxed ag an experiment for a short period, and retail removals, as they were called,
were allowed to & single individual. This indulgence was repeated and afterwards became
general throughout the district. 1 do not find any speciﬁed time laid down for the removal of a
o doubt, a very annecessarily long period for removing 3 heap of ten garces;

heap ; & month is, n :
that now fixed on, & week, is T should thiok, ample for the purpose 1n fine weather, It wight be

extended to ten days in wet weather,

¢ alluded to in paragraph 14 of the Collector's report will be noticed in
“ my letter on charge No. 3, and need nots

Parsgraph 14 therefore, te further alluded to here than to say,

rrive at the same conclusion or hold the same view a8 the Collector has done and

small quantities ofs
burthen imposed by

52, The circumstanc

that I cannot 2
does in this matter.

53. Inregard to the irregularity noticed in paragraph 16, Mr. T’Monte’s orders to the

Peishcars are clear and distinct, and fully
Pargraph 16. authorized them to sell salt wholesale. The
o the thirty-four documents are exceptional cases xhen new salt was requited
while old salt was in store. The Peishears, I think, could not have safely had unrestricted
authority delegated to them to grant this indulgence, which for a long time was only extended to

parties under the direct order of the Collector.

cases referred to i

54. Thereis no doubt, however, that the practice of applying direct to Mr. D'Monte on all
eding through the Peishcar, was growing up in the District. If it was
more convenient to the parties, and proceeding on the assumption that Mr. D'Monte was an

honest, active, and zealous officer, I cannot see that any greab evil was "done. If Mr. D’Monte
: ’ no doubt, could abuse this, as he could any other official act he was

occasions, instead of proce

was a corrupt man, he,
empowered to perform. )
rniem spontaneous galt, I find that a strong objection exists
to it still through the District. It is found not
Paragraph 25 . 80 well suited to the culinary purposes of the
The natives do not boil their salt, but useit in the state they
purchase it. The spontaneous salt isa hard, soli.d, stro.ng-grained c.rystal,. which it is difficult to
break upin cufficiently small particles to mixz with their food, and is so Lighly flavoured that they
gnd it difficult to apporticn it correcily. 1 have heard really respectable, well-educated,
gentlemen _object to it on these grounds, ‘who have also a.ssertf:d that they
- were obliged to Jdisconiinue its use, s it was fou.nfl to make them and :;heir families 1’11. I d.o nc-:b
telieve the prejudice against this salt owes its origin or force .bo Mr. D'Monte ; nor.(.o 1 thinkit
is dying out. When 16 © d, Vedarniem spontaneous salt is purchased;

55. Inregard to the Veda

patives as the gnanu{actured salt.

independent native

ther salt can be procure
naser hes a choice, he will take any salt in preference to it.
ave noticed all the irregularities dwelt upon by the Collector in his letter

5 blieve T h o
g6. 1here pting those which foim the subject of distinct charges.

of the 18th January last, exce
M
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57. I do not think as much has been done for the improvement of the district as might have

been done by a more experienced officer, and one possessed of more administrative talents than
" Mr. D’Monte. I look on him as an active and iutelligent man, and one who, I believe, has ear-
nestly desired, and not without some success, to improve tle salt administration of this district.
1 think more should bave been done to improve the pans, the platforms, the process of manufac-
turing the salt, and the mode of storage, and 1 am of opinion that the practice of selling new salt
while cld salt was in store, of selling heaps just laid, as well as of exce-sive s:ora e, were practices
which allowed of the most serious abuses growing up and injuring our monopoly. The two firste
practices were allowed by the Collector under certain conditions, and though, in the first case,the

conditions were not fully observed, [ do not think that the non-obsecvanc: of them was to be

attributed to fraudulent or evil designs,

58. I think it isto be regretted that Mr. D’Monte, with s> little experience, should have
been appointed to a district so large, and with such extensive worksas Tanjere. I believe Mr.
D*Monte has striven to discharge himself of his duties. 1le has, however, ifaile]l to command
ke confidence, if not the respect, of the Collector ; and under these circumstances, if for no other
reason, I consider he should not continue to be employed in this district.

59. I have in this latter part of my letter confined mysell to a general review of Mr.
D’Monte’s sdwinistration, so far as I have been able to acquaint myself with-it. The specisl
cases of irregulaiity on which the Collec:or has based charges ara dealt with in separate letters,

60. No proof beyond the list submitted by the Collector with his letter of the 18th January
has been brought forward, in regard to the charge of Mr. D’'Monte’s traficking in minor appoint-

ments. - I beg to submit a memorandum of explanations furnished by Mr. D'Moute regarding

the numerous changes in the location and employment of the peons and other subordinate ofbcers
employed under him.

P.S.—As it wae not thought desirable to delay the transmission of this letter for the transla-
tion of the several vernacular documents put in by the Prosecutor, they are sent in original.

There is no translator attached to the office of the Member of the Board of Revenue encircuit, and
the Prosecutor has none attached to his office. '

APPENDIX.

Extract from a letter frum the Collector of Tanjore, dated ith October 1881, No, 1,046.

Paragraph 3.—“ With reference to the questions put by you in paragraph 2, I begto suute
that my informaticn as to the'corrupt nature of the salt administration, was derived fron varicus
quarters, and from both Europeans and Natives; several of these names I could not, however,
mention without breach of confidence ; butas I have already informed the Board, I was put on
my guard regarding Mr. D’Monte, almost immediately afier his appoiutment, and this by the
express order of a late Governor. As to the petitions against Mr. D’Monte, they have been numer-
ous ; but being for the most part anonymous were at once destroyed. No depositions were taken
from any party with regard to such petitions, and there was only one deposition riceived by post
a year since, Which seemed to demand autention, and which Was reccived at the te 1 took over

charge of the office a twelve-month since, This deposition I had with me till a fuw months back,
but I regret to say I cannot now lay my hands on it anywhere, ’

(Signed) . M, CADELL. Coll-ctor,
(True Copy.)

(Sigued) T.CLARKE,
Mewber of the Bourd of Revenue.

L
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From T. CLARKE, Esq, Member of the Board of Revenue, to W, HUDLESTON, Esq, Sccre-

o4

tary to the Board of Revenue, duted Cuttumavady, 11th October 18G4.

1. T have the honor to forward a packet containing the evidence taken by me in the First
Charg.e preferred by the Collector against Mr. D’Monte.

o Mr. D'Monte is charged with having at Vedarniem, during the years 1861, 1862 and
1863‘.33,516,;,at2cally and knowingly permitted excess salt to be stored in the heaps in direct
conlr,a\ eation of departmental orders, and with a view to servehis own purpose.

3. The evidence for the Prosecution is oral and documentary. Fourtcen witnesses have
b n(;x mined. and twenty-nine documents produced. Six witness:s were examined on behalf
{4 a4 3 .
of the accused.

4. T do not think there can be any difficulty or mist.ake in arriving at. the conclusion that
salt has been stored at Vedarniem in excess of the prescribed etand;n:d during the ycfara n.med
in the charge; thatis, in 1861, 1862, and 1863; butl cannot ﬁ.nd it proved.that this was done

ith the knowledge of Mr. D’Monte during the whole of that period, or that it was done at any

:‘i:x:e to serve his own purposes. The opinion recorded by M.r. D’;’\Iunte .or? the r‘es-u}t of th;
inquiry made by bim into the complaint of Ct.mdasawu.ly. Mudali agam'st ermva.sa. Naik, dat.e

91:t Novewber 1861, marked U, goes to show in my opinion t.hat .Mr. D'Moate did not s.mctx;ln

tice of excessive storage up to November 1861 ; and it wxl} be seen by a refe.rence to the

e pl:af: Len in that case, that his order (marked H) passed in the July preceding, was 10t

deposmo.ns g ZZeJ as sanctioning or necessitating such irregularity, He must therefore, I think,

o thet t'dm(:l ‘ll:nh of any knowledge or patticipation in the practice up to the 21st November 1861,

}36 oquit e e dependence in the evidence of the measurer,* and cooly contractor,t than

- Plaée more ' in that of the Ligher salt officials employed at

Witness for defence, iem. These two witnesses declare that

; X:::‘;g‘:;l}:%aven' sad Witnos o defonce t‘;lidr:::t;fo‘(‘; of measuring now observed in taking

: ; een foll this method it is not usual to strike

st fato store s the en¢ fat bas sy . :lv::(:.im Egthe mercal clean of all “salt, but to

» metlmx :f-;aulcl;zc? Ztuall,:? ::21‘::;2011 T‘t)niei;i:ngf]elso fg’iﬁ’é’s"l% leave a little salt,. ab?ut an. inch in depth

;e‘:;zl?]em?m" there WWI: tﬁea:x:::e anoih? %:m;o:iﬁ;: above the rim, while in selling the. galt the

‘lzf:pf;f»\ﬁ:'l;;kjf?':ﬁ:?‘:ﬁ: District has not on an average i yeagure was struck clean. The evidence of

oy year excoedud balf of & GeFSE- these two witnesses i3 supported by the mea-

d by the sale returns of the last eight years (marked V). 1am not

surements of Mr'. tope Afm d); Ramachenda Row's measurements of the heaps examined by

propared to Teoet "Sria;i;:re{'ce between his results and those found by Mr. Hope, 1 thiok,

o £ Thet“tl;{essttr::telxrx‘;nts mad‘e by the witnesses that his measurement was not fairly conducted.

give force to

ale accounts most clearly show that salt was stored in excess at Vedarniem in 1862

G elac D'Monte has failed altogether to show that he took any steps, after Novewn-

and 1863 ; but A r.' : hether the irregularity he discovered in that year still continued to be

ber 186, t0 ascorel wt to it if it did. It is clear that he oftea went to Vedarniem. Statee

carried on, or £0 ?m ans opdm'us he never examiuned any heaps, and excuses himse!f for not having
on

v. This cxcuee though a plausible is not a very satisfactory one, I}ut. evenf a.dmitxidn'g itv::
: , 1 do not find it cstablished that he took any other measures. in lieu of it, 1o disco :

be vl sge was properly made, further than by occasionally being present when the su t
ththc.l‘ e i‘tOT‘:lG_e 10 heI; sp 1le states he was present when heaps were shipped for the Stra'us,
i Pc.n.g o o hat 1l:)r€:e out of the only four Loeaps particularized as heaps sbippefi by .hxm,
and it Wil be e of salt ; yet Mr. D’Monte has not shown that he took any notice of the
contained 8 1o74¢ .eXC;SSd st;red’those beaps, or that he took any action at all in the matter of
conduct of l\lfﬁe “h? ~h‘;l he discovered. Though I do not consider it proved that Mr. D' Moute
th'eh o S-“‘.“”:Yd Xxl:bpractice of storing in excess at Vedurnicm, or that Le knew of the esiste ce
either originate

B e
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- 13. Iam aware that an order tothe Peishcar of Adrampatam (marked /7) is quoted to
of lhe. practife before November 18Gl, or that his order of the 20th July 1861 in any way ! show that Mr. D'Monte pm.hibited Pgis}m cars from selling entire Leaps ; but I would dl.'aw atten-
contributed, in any very considerable degree, to increase the irregularity ; still I find from the i tion to that order. The Peishear had given ful he.a ps of new ealt at Adrampatam, while & larze
accounts, that the practice of excessive storage continued in full force during the whole of his . stock of old salt was remaining unsold at Sendalai. The order of th'e Deputy Collector bad for
incumb ney, and that be took no measures to put a stop to it after October 1861. ‘ its object-the probibition _of large sale-s of salt ab Afirampatam, while tl.w old calt at Seud.alai
8. The Prosecutor has dwelt at some length in his review of the evidence in the first charge, i remained on hand, and c?uld not, I think, b:y any fair process of reasoning, be construed into
on tke effect of Mr. 17)Monte’s order of the 20th July 1861 (marked II); but it is clear from the : prohibiting the Peishcars in general from selling Whole heaps. '
accounts (marked V) that excess to a very large amount was found in the beaps for years before ! 14, In regard to the allusion made in paragfaph 95 of the Prosecutor’s statement, fothe
the issue of l.hat or.der, excess nearly to as great an amount as since its issue. That order tlen ' [ manufactured salt of 1863 having been sold at Vedarniem immediately after storage, and in a few
cannot te fairly viewed as the original or immediate cause of the excess. Further, we find that ' cases to its having been stored to meet the wishes of particular applicants, I would draw attention
there was as large deficiency after the issue of that order as before; so that order did not, it : : to the Proceedings of the Board noted in the
“’oum_af’i’ear, produce any effect either in preventing wastage, or in very much increasi'ng ¢ Board's Proceedings, 37th May 1863 No. 8,123. margin, from which it will be seen that these
excessive storage. - gales were entirely of aa exceptional character,
9. I cannot beliese that Mr. D’Monte could have been ignorant of the excess in the . and were carried on with the cognizance and approval of Mr. D’Monte’s imwmediate superior.
storage of the salt, though 1 do not thiok it was obtained by heaped mercals, but rather, as the . : N, Morris's letter, on which the Board’s Proceedings were issued, and Mr. Morris’s order quoted
measurers dePOS?, l.ﬁy all the mercals not being properly struck. I am aware from exp’eritnce ’ : ) in the margin, establishes this. Mr. D’Monte
'that to. a novice it 13 very difficult to detect unfair measuring ; and when detected it is almost Marked Z. . perhaps should have used more caution than he
lmp?smble to prev?nt it,  The measurers, under the strictest and ablest supervision, are seems to have done in the storage of these
contm.ua.ﬂy attempting 1o introduce more salt than ought to be put into the mercal. \’\'hile , heaps. e should have been present, and taken every means in his power to prevent the privi-
watclfu.\g one man another seizes the opportunity, and forces salt into the measure. When large ]euep .ranted to the purchasers of this salt being abused. The manufactured salt was sold out of
. thmut\es of salt have t.o be received, and measuring goes on rapidly at several heaps, it is impos- ) ; i‘;’ or%ier of storage and 80 rapidly, in order to ascertain its market value. [t was altogether an
:; }:; :zngr:eria::::jvi: itur:ge. It may be diminished, but, T think, can never be put & stop ' experiment, and one which I cannot but think answered adm’irably . al;dbthat- en.t irtel); O?i:gﬁt\o
0. In recard tath °pL up. ) the zeal and activity of Mr. D'Monte. The value of Mr. D Monte’s labors in intro ucing the
gent zown to th: latt:- Py:cja:n Shlt?ped from Vedarniem for Negapatam in 1863, as it was only , ' : manufacture of salt ab Ve(?arniem can only be fully appreciated when the canal is opened, and
from the beds in a moist, w;t, st;; ‘“Im‘;e- and :?.d not been receiveq into store, but was taken {: . when the railway to FErode is completed.
can be fairly made a part of (he ch’a l.ge.o not think that the excessive measurement of this salt 15. Fuither, I cannot understand the assumption with which the 25th paragraph c'loses' ¢
. 1. Though Mr, D'Monte must, I think, have b f . « that Mr. D'Monte must have been aware that th.ese hesps contained a large excess.” ‘It is this
placed before bim, that salt was stored in exc;ﬁ : een . a.ware, rom the accounts continually | ] - sort of assumption arixing from a foregone conviction and conclusion that has s? much increased
* any measures,after Novewber 1861, to ehosk t.zfve. quun]ntx.es, and though I do not find he took ’ my difficulties in the duty_dclegated to me by the Government. The prosecution seems to start
the Proszcutor in the conelusion th;t he auowe‘;sum‘f‘rgu:r;ty., T am not p.l‘epared to agree with i with the axiom that -Mr. D' Monte is a dishonest man, and then proceeds on this axiom toreason
is, I presume, that he did so to benefit himself. an dleui":;u arity to serve his own purposes ; that ! that certain irregularities having been established, they are such as a dishonest mas, could not but
mitting it. The Prosecutor arrives at this con’l : ba N secx'u-ed s'ome unlawﬁ}l gain by pfr- | avail bhimself of, and therefore, that Mr. D"?Ionte did so avail himself of them. Whereas it
storage  another suspicious feature conect dc gs}llonh y connectm:g with the p.ractlce o.f excessiva appears to me that the duty of the Proseccution 'Wa? rather to prove that Mr. D’Monte did avail
,3 the Peishears have not been allowed fo senef ‘In;\t t ?’ sale of entire heaps, viz., that in practice, | Limself of the opportunitics offered him by certain iiregular practices to commit dishonest actions,
% R 12. The practice of sellj Pl ’ ' X that he did commit dishonest actions, and that, therefore, he is a dishonest man.
b i . : ing full heaps did not obtain at Vedarniem till October 1862, ard »
! ;i‘. { was continued undefr Mr. D’Monte to June1863; so that if it be this suspicious feat e “d : 16. We have another specimen of this sort of assumption ani false reasoning in the next
# L with the sal.e of entire heaps which alone forms the st and erava f : are connecte ‘ < paragraph 96, where it is urged, that because there was an excess found in some unsold heaps, “ it
B B the conclusion above declared, we are compelled tg sravamen o t.‘e .charg.e, anl warrants « is easy to conceive what must have been the case with the heaps sold.” To this, Mr. D'Monte
‘ \.{ could possibly have been committed stil] fll)xrther ; nar‘mw the tlme. within which the offence ishi reasonably answer, ¢ In some of the unsold heaps there was a large deficiency. "1 leave it
f commencem . » and instead of fixing December 1861 as the ’ . might r® y i i
(j o : ‘e ent of the charge, we must change it to October 1862, and limit it f; hat d . « theretore to the Court to conclude what must have been the very great deficiency in the heaps
ﬁ \ 4;':9;}?:3;3;?0“;:;221 323 it[-h:: t‘he :l:lantit v of salt sold witin ’1hat time i:x‘ f:l(:nl:c;p:twazt:n:; '.‘ that were sold.” The reasoning in the one case would be as just_as sound and as conclusive as
v/ to discover whether the statemeni (:}(:atl?ltlz ‘It’le ‘g‘iTtY':;O“f docaments, s which reference s made, | b the other: . . 3 :
borne out, T think we shall find it not sy e'-‘z ;ﬂl‘; a}re not been allowed to sell full Leaps is i 17. 1 believe there was ex'c&.ss in some of the heap;f. that were .suld, but not in al], a}ld that
runs thus to the Peihear of Adrompatan ?po‘t";: . y those documents.. The first endorsement 1 . this excess was the result of a vicious system pre\'ralent n.x the d1str1ct.loug before Mr. I’Monte
« gecordance wich the orders which 1 b - .nnre h.eaps ,may be given to this applicant in . juined it. T find 1hat Mr. D’Monte was n(?t sufficiently alive to the evil ?f the system,a?d that-he
ments on Nos. 5, 10, 11, 14. 19, 91 » ;x e previously g.lven  and T would also refer 10 endorse- did not adopt adequate measures to chieck it ; but, [ cannot go bej.yond this. I find notl}lng '\vhlch
was not o sell beaps wit}xo’{n L'Ir. D’l;.IOQ.i.' Three Peishcars flepose that the practice with them . will allow me to draw the inference -lhat Mr. D M-onle was. acting from corcupt motives in not
ciently prove that the practice did not ori"i;:l‘;fif:}; Ll;Ut'DI' think, the orders above q}loted suffi- . - taking any steps .to put a stop to th“: ." ffg“}” pracuice, a Wh{; m;))r,e\;han ’I (fould (ilaw tbehmfer-
orders, He distinetly and repeatedly a\-a th . Mou:tc, and was ?Ot sanclioned by his ence from the existencg,of the practice in times prevmu.s to Alr. D .onte * ufcunf ERETs .t at the
the Circular order marked X fomad ug ] e “ e Pelshc.a,rs authc-mty to sell entire herps of salt, and . Assistant specially in charge of the department, was acting corruptly in allowing its continuance.
aud 50 dovs document T ) nder Mr. Morris’s sanction, fully authorized them to 4, a0, : . N
) i
, . Al ——— - . . / ) - : e I, A g e R e ——_s,
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18. Judging from the returns of the wastage, shown even in so finc a scason as the lagt,

and that wunder approved officers, to have
amounted to 113 * per cent of theealt sent from
Vecarniem, it appears to me that when the
atam, they wouid have but little excess, if any, to

tained from the Returns, would amount, in every

to more than one garce; while the gain from excessive storage hardly exceeded half of
a garce, supposing the trader to have been so fortunate as always to secure

*# Vide deposition of RutLnapaiyen, No 8 Witness.

Vedarniem salt of private traders reached N egap

show. Their loss, computed by the standard ob
ten garces,

heaps with excess.

————

List of papers connected with the Jirst Charge,

Fourteen Depositions (eight for Prosecution, six for Defence.)
" Summary of the Prosecution,

Defence. .
Prosecutor’s Reply,

List of Documents filed.
A. Mr. Hope’s report on his examination of the heaps of sult at Vedarniem.
B. Statement showing results of do.
C. Notes by Mr. Ilope during the examination.
D. Ramachenda Row’s statement showing results of Lis examination of salt heaps =t
-Vedarniem. '
E. Reportby do. on do,
F. Moochilkas taken by Ramachenda Row from salt servaots ut Vedarniem.
G. Arzi of the Vedarniem Peishcar.
H. Mr, D'Monte’s order against undue waslage,
- I Statement of heaps examined by Mr, D’Monte.
J. Statement of Mr, D' Monte's visits to Vedarniem in 1862
K. Statement of retail sales gt Vedarniem at which Me, I’Monte was present.
L. Statement of exc ¥

ess found inteaps when sold b
List of Mr. D’Monte’s visits to Vel

Srinivasa Mudali’s petition against

S

¥ Superintendent of Vedarniem.
arniem from 161 (o 1863,

=

Ini . Ramachenda Row’s mode of measurement,

0. Srinivasa Mudali'y statement of the regylts of Ramachenda Row’s measurement,
P, Arzi of the Adrampatam Peishear to the Ccllector,

Q. (Twoenclosures.) Arzi of do,

R.  Arzi of the Vedarnjer Peishear to the Collector,

S, Siinivasa Mudali’s explanation to v

mercals,
Particulars of Mr. D')\[
Mr. D' Monte's proceed
Statement showing sto

edarniem Peishicar about storing 8a't with unstruck

?ntc’s visits to Vedarniem from 1861 to 18G3.
Ings on Srinivasa N

=98

aik storing salt in excess at Vedarnjem.
: rage of salt in district for four years before end three years afier
Mr. D*Monte’s appomtment to the District.
W. Mr. D'Monte's order to Ad;'am
to Sendalai instead of o Adr
Mr. D*Monte’s Proclamation p
Mr. D’Monte's letter to Oijv
Superintendents hagd receiv
to him. .

Patam Peishear directing applicants for salt fo Le gent
ampatam,

egarding purchase of salt by wholesale deal.rs.
er and Co, stating that the Neg

apatam a.d Vedarn'em
ed orders to supply the publ

ic with salt with.cut a reference
Z, Mr. Morris's crders on M D' Monte’ -

. t ). .
AA. Board’s Proccedine o€ s appeation for ],

% of 27th May | v ¢
BB. Statement showin; out- " 1863, No. 3,123,

Ramachends . turn of salt in each heap on examination by Mr. Iope erd
CC. Traus'ar

5 "’“_°f thirty-four documents sent with e, Cadell’

ave {o scll salt newly Leapel,

L J
s letter of 18th January 1561,

o - =
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dings of the Madras Government, Revenue Depariment,
Proceeding 14¢h March 1865.

Revenue, to W. IIUDLESION, Esq., Sec-
) : 0 Member of the Board of ,
From T. CLARKE, Fsq,

tary to the Board of Revenue, dated Cuttumavady, 11th October 1864.
retary to

the honor to forwa rd a packet containing the evidence taken by me in the Second
Charlr're II)r:zz‘:ed by the Collector against Mr. ]?’Monte.. . s e 1565, e
) i {r. D’Monte is charged with having in the years 2 an ,th :
1 LG". and ending with June 1863, allowed new salt to be s<.)1d when ther
mencing Wiﬂ} Julydl o trar" to the rules of the department, and in contravention of Mr Ml(;r-
e o Salt.m - cozd in> his letters of the 15th and 17th May 1862 (marked B and D)
ris> instrthtlon; ‘;Zn":: favored certain parties to the exclusion of the trade generally.
and that in s0 doing

3. This matter is-referred to in para-

, b ogr Collector’s letter* of
¢ Ino Government Proceedings, 4th May 1804, No, 777, sent  yraplis 11, 12and 13 of the

with general correspondence.

the 18th January, and has been replied t? in}Mr.
D'Monte's letter* of the 1Uth February in loco.
i G s largely sold in Nega-
i ion in £nding that salt of 16621 was larg
+. Lquiengres with the Proseeution 1 patam when the salt of 1851 was on b.and; but
I do not think the same can be said in regar'd
to the salt of 1863.% I find the sa'es of: this
salt during the same period Wer: v;(x)‘g triflng,
i i g 1860 was on
1 1t of 1861 and 1862 was sold at Vadarniem, while thesalt o
I also find that the sa -
ion i ini Mr. Morris did lay down as
band i 3 tion in the opinion that )} '
5. T further 2g7e® with the Froseention 1 conditions under which the new salt was to be
sold, that the old and rew salt were ;o .be rlsold
‘ ' i i istrict. It 1s clear
' to be carried without the dis i
i that the new salt was district. cear
in edvt proportlozs’[ irl‘)it t]he first condition was not observed, and tha(;. xés mfrrra}(l::r(;ni ;salso .
from Dhe B \N d Co., and Toppya Pillay and Co. s
. y tesa Chetty an " . wnd Co . o
marked o th'e CRSG‘Of." i;teacase of Messrs, Oliver and Co. I think too it is pr rivec’; 1; c::eF ho. ¢
e ot lr "; jecuniary dealings with the Head l’artne.r of the ﬁ.r.st, 0 dleco Thi;
B bl “_’" vfad money from one of the partners of the Fx.rm of Odhéer z;x;d a‘n;, oy
and that ho bas bO"f’ \been contracted before the Salt Firm of Oluter an (}. Y
Loan 32 anegedlto - y was 1ot repaid till after it had been some time carrying ona
ence, though the mone

+ Vide Statements 0 and I, 95 beaps.

1 Five beaps

Vide lctters B, D and BB,

i istri i d dul‘in" his
- the eal e of thie district increase
N g ot ShOWB that e salt revenu {

6. a [1'. D Monte 1)&5 n

incumbency notwithstanding all thisindulgence

shown to the traders, while the statement§ put

et & in by the Prosecution shows that, d;lring th.e

; i salt sold was less than that sold in the previ-

three yoars of b1 admicuiijrt::\a::z,il-tcl\ﬁ:::aannc:tzf (i,izrease in the price of the salt having increased.

ous three yeﬂ}‘s; the ﬂl(iich cannot affect Mr. D’Monte’s ar'gument. , . N

e e O ith the Prosccution in considering that Mr. I’Monte either origina :
7. Tcannot ﬂgree.WI :‘de riving the Peishears of authority to sell full hedp-s of salt, a}:

or sanctioned the practlce? Etion (marked A 4) appears to me to support the.vxew takent[ y

the order guote: b'y P Pl’:*secl It may be fa'rly urged by Mr. I’ Monte that his orders to 113
me of this;n a::zl;ir;f i;zflb‘ ;lz;lp; referred to the exceptional cases in which new salt was s0

Peslicars abou gll

0O [4) ¢ gellel“ p cr tvU

ules in force. .
depart from the h.t many of the references made by the Salt Depu;yl Coglz)e;t(;r"mn% e
L i d Mr Morris's letter of the 20th Augw
sposed of orally, an g dugast (el
B I}md? andl(gl.hl?is be a correct view, it creates the presumption that Mr
BB, confirms this view.

; ; i le to show hLis authority,,
tly under the orders of Lis saperior officer, is unable t
c ot
though acting strictly

for his proceedings in all the acts which bave Leen impugned,
oL L8 pr o
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9. It will besecen that the salt referred to in paragraph 12 of the Prosecutor’s summary
\)' was sold under Mr. Morris's direct order (marked I¥), the object in view in sclling that salt
J ’Z K being to vacate a shed. Mr. D'Monte, in bringing the matter to the mnotice of the Collector
b makes no allusion whatever to the salt being earried beyond the district, and Mr. Morris has
given his sanction to the sale without any such restriction or condition. The salt was to be
cleared away, and the sooner the befter. Messrs; Oliver and Co. could not purchase the salt ;
\ / it was, therefore, sold to the Brahmin Pitchu Sastry or Ramien ; but it is to be recollected that
" this man is alleged in Case No. 4 to have lent Mr. D’Monte 140 or 210 Rupees through Srini-
vasa Mudali.
10. In this case Mr. D’Monte has, it appears to me, transgressed Mr. Morriy's orders in
n not compelling the salt traders to take old sait in equal proportion with $he new.

11. The Statements T and I show that Messrs. Oliver and Co. and Venkatesa Chetty and
; Co. did obtain in the abstract larger quantities of new salt than the other traders; but this was
y o natural and very simply accounted for by the fact that they Liad the la

and were, therefore, better able to enter into larger transactions,
4 tities of old salt, I can see nothing wrong in the large purchase of
I must always take the largest quantities ; but it will be seen from
1' Chetty has been allowed to take a larger proportion of new s
1“ ( the other wholesale traders, It does not appear th

|
- they wex:e.injure.d by this indulgence ; nor can I find that any parties wanting new salt under
i © the conditions laid down by Mr. Morris were refused it Still, the apparent favouritism is a point
é Mr. D’L.Ionte has not explained, and it is one which tells against him, especially as the extraor-
. dinary mdulgence fvas sho‘.vx} to one with whom he carried on pecuniary dealings, This cir.
. cumstance faints with suspicion both the indulgence shown to the Chetty and \fr D’Monte's
' dealings with the Chetty, and forces the ming to entertain the fc;ar that the indu].frer; : Itbd
’: from the pecuniary transactions, or that the pecuniary transactions were the fruict‘o; (:1 "Cf“ lel
: gence. At least Mr. D'Monte's conduct in this matter cannot be viewed with that smt: tion

acterized as perfectly pure and disinterested and 1,

rgest command of capital,
Had they taken equal quan-
new salt. The largest dealers
Statement I, that Venkatcsa
alt compared with old, than any of
at the other merchants complained of, or that

faction

onest.
. . List of papers connected with the second Charge.
; Three Depositions,
", N Summary of the Prosecution,
e Defence.

Prosecutor’s Reply,

Somtensny
LR -

List of Documents filed,

A. Mr. Morris's letter, dated 20¢h December 1862, No. 44
. B Deo. dated 15th May 1862, No. 419,
Y, C. Mr. D'Monte’s letter, dated 10t May 1862,
i , D. Mr. Morris’s Memorandum, dated 17th May 1862, No. 430
K }51‘ Mr, D Mo'nte’g Memorandum, dated 14th May 1862, .
- F. Mr. Morrig's letter, dated 2nq February 1863, No. 106 i
[ G. Mr. D’Monte's letter, dated 27th January 1863, No ].3
I1. Statement of new salt solq at Neganat | Vedarn:
| amtion gapatam and Vedarniem for Home and Inland con-
N . I. Detailed Statement of ditto, from J uly 1862 to June 1863
‘ J. Statement of parties who b '
; parties who have purcl : .
| Octobor 1863 purchased salt at Vedarniem from November 1862 to
. ‘ ix Bir. b 3130;13‘3 s order to {Negapata{n Peshear to scll a Leap of salt to Srinivasa Tyene
. {Among ocuments) Endorsement, granting Venkatesa Chett 1 S
| M Do. ) . 1etty new salt at l\egnl,amm.
. { Jg ( , goo ) do. to Toppya Pillay and Co.
: - o ) do. to Nynappa Mudali,

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
14th March 1865. ’

Mr. I’ Monte’s proclamation offering new salt if old is taken together.
( A;nonrr 34 documents) Endorsement granting new salt to Toppya Pillay and Co. at
g ¢
Negapatam. < :
{ Do. ) do. .
Do. ) do to Nynappa Mudali.
Yadast from Negapatam Peishcar to Vedarniem Monigar,
Mr. D'Monte's endorsement allowing Venkatasamy Rajah to take another heap of salt
in lieu of that first taken. ) ;
Mr. D’Monte's order to Vedarniem Peishear for sale of 75 garces of salt stored in a shed.
Mr. Morris’s order to Mr. D'Monte for sale of 75 garces of saltin a sl}ed to Messrs.
Oliver and Co. , . .
(Among 3% documents.) Mr, D'Monte’s order to Adrampatam Peishear for sale of salt

to Mr. Kohlhoff. ' . .
Mr. Morris's order for sale of new salt to Ramalinga Pillay.

Z  Statement of salt revenue for seventeen years.

A. A. Mr. D’Monte’s order granting Messrs. Oliver and Co. new and old salt from Vedarniem.

BB. Mr. Morris's letter of 29th August in reply to queries connected with this charge against
Mr. D'Meonte.
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. Board of Revenue, to W. HUDLESTON, Esq., Secre-
 CLARKE, Esq., Member of the )  Eaq,
From T. C tary to the Board of Revenue, dated Cuttumavady, 11th October 1864.

1. T have the honor to submit the record of case No, 3,

2. In this case Mr. D’Monte is charged with having in the years 1862 and 1863, frandu
l mly.and to serve his own purposes allowed at the stations of Vedarniem and Adrampatam, the
e ) .
purchasers of salt wholesals to retail the same on the platforms.

*1In Government p,.me:]ings of 4th May 1864, No, 777, 3. The subject i3 treated of by Mr.
sent With general correspondence. - Cadell in paras. 13, 14 and 15 of his letter® to
{he Board of Revenue of the 18th January last, and Mr. D’Monte has submitted his explanation

4 In Government Proceedings, 4th May 1864, No. 777, sert  gp the Collector's remarks made in the above

witb general correspondence. paragraphs, in his letteit of the 10th February
last.

4. It has not been proved at all that salt was retailed by private parties on the platforms,
nough, T think, it niay be fairly pronounced that salt was retailed by wholesale purchasers while
3, ough, e (’;ovel‘nment‘ platform. Private sales of salt are not shown ever to have been
it w;sc::l or to have taken place on the platforms, and all the evidence adduced ia the case most
c;):ar;‘y proves the contrary, and shows that no private sales were ever made on the platform,
c 5. Two specific instances are cited by the Prosecution to prove the charge, one of which is
gtated to have occurred at Vedarniew, and the other at Adrampatam.

G. The only suspicious feature in the first case is the endo_rsement appended to the petition
of P. Venkatasamy Rajah and Co. (marked A), in which it is asked which of the servants was
resent hew the salt alleged to have been retailed by Venkatasamy Rajah was sold. The answer,
P , however, removes this suspicion, and o does the
* 1ot Witness, | deposition of Rajaviengar,* the Acting Peishcar
t8rd Witness. as well as that of Venkatasamyt Rajah.
7. 1 cannot agree with the Prosecution or the Collector that in either case itis in the
ioht . t derree established, that salt was sold by the wholesale purchaser retail on the Govern-
ehs ei feg There caa be no doubt that both Venkatasamy Rajah and Venkatasa Chetty
m::'tlepd::h:r;na.h while it was on the platform ; that is, that they sold the salt by retail to the
retal a1
parties who went to the platform and carried it a.way.
°
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8. Tt has not been shown that Mr. D'Monte sanctioned the practice of allowing the salt sold
wholesale to remain on the platform for a month, There are a few cases in which sold heaps

were allowed to remain for long periods on the platform. It will be seen by the letters marked
0 and P, that Mr. Ballard first allowed one party to remove his salt by degrees (in this district,

termed “ by retail””) from the Government platform. This privilege was only granted temporarily
and for a limited period to one party. It was afterwards extended by Mr. Morris to the same

party. *When and how it was extended to others, and whether it at length grew into a general

practice through the district, is nol shown. By the statements marked G and L, it does not
appear that the heaps of salt purchased wholesale were generally kept any long time on the platform.
Tn five cases it is shown at Adrampatam to have exceeded a month; three heaps were left three
weeks on the platform ; one heap was twelve days, and three were a week or under. The indul-
gence of not removing the heaps was most markedly shown to a Mr. Kohlhoff, a European
merchant of Tanjore, and to merchants from Trichinopoly. At Vedarniem, it will be seex from
~ the accounts, there were only two instances of this kind of indulgence having been allowed,
one is the instance of Mr. Kohlhoff, and another, the case of Pitchu Shastry who purchased
eight heaps and who was three months in removing them. The time allowed in the last case
was not any thing very extraordinary ; it was about eleven days for each heap. Considering the
stringent orders given by Mr. Ballard and Mr. Morris, that Mr. D’Monte was to be very careful
that the privilege of removiag the salt by (what Icannot but think a misnomer likely to mislead)s
retail, was not abused, I do not think Mr. D'Monte was carcful enough in this respect, e
was bound to have used special caution that the salt was removed within a fair period.

9. Tam not able to take the same view as the Collestor and the Prosecution have done in
regard to the case of Venkatesa Chetty referred to in paragraph 5 of the Prosecutor’s summary
and paragraph 14 of the Collector’s letter of the 18th January. Venkatesa Chetty had purchased
certain heaps at Adrampatam, and it will be seen from the Statement G that with the exception
of one they were removed in a week, IIe had disposed of the salt by retail to parties taking it
to different outlying villages,'and he wanted to grant the purchasers, chits or permits in the shape
of Rowanahs. The Peishcar doubted whether he had the power to allow Venkatesa Chetty to
do so, and referred the matter to Mr. DMonte who, I think very properly, answered that the
Government had nothing to do with a private merchant issuing permits to those who bought salt
retail of him. Iowever, to guard against mistakes, he at the same time, and on the same day,
§ent an order'to the Peishcar to allow no sales ou the platform,
issued to retail dealers on the platform. Subsequently Venkatesa Chetty, who had purchased &
heap of salt for sale at Put.tucottai, wished to be allowed to sell it at Adrampatam, the Teishcar
;?:1(1 not tgranl:i the authorlt.y; and on Venkatesa Chetty applying to Mr. D’Moute he granted
whi:hq:;: ’s :;: w:: ;2?1"1}::‘?:2! still demurring he himself a.dtered the name of the place for

g ome of the accounts and receipts, I can see nothing wrong of

improper i 3 .
Cofleclzo:- 1:(1, ﬂ:.S:t t(rla.nsactxons, nor do I think that, in any of the acts above stated, tie Deputy
mmitted 10 any way the offence charged against him.

10. The ti
grfn ing to Venkatesa Chetty five full hesps (a grant cancelled by Mr. Morris) of
salt at Adrampatam after the Peishcar's Arzi*

* Marked Q.
arked Q of the 11th December 1862, No. 39, and bis
1 Marked F 3. own order thereon of the 16th December 1862,

of the 220d February 1863 = No. 14, and after the Deishcar's remonstrancet
y » No. 55, was certainly an act of irregularity and a piece of favouri-

tism which i i )

Venkatesa gﬁi:‘“gﬁly mt‘P“OPel:, fmd which, T thiuk, lays Mr. D’Monte's proceedings in respect to
1861, declarinov{hafz Oc:usmcmn ; but T am unable to see that in Lis order of the 31st January
ing the place ;f the Qﬂ: fove}:'nmeng bave nothing to do with the issue of the chits, or in alter-
order, much less i'e;lderi()nda h-e ap sold to Venkatesa Chetty, Mr. D'Monte was transgressing any
fhis charge. g himself obnoxious ard lable to the complaint made against him in

and he added, nor can chits be -

e e = -
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11. In regard to the remark in paragraph 10 of the summary, that Venkatesa Chetty was
allowed to scll the salt he had purchased wholesale from Government, retail to such purchasers as
would otherwise have bought it from the Government stores, I do not see how Mr. D'Monte
or any Government officer could have prevented the wholesale merchant selling his salt retail to
whomsoever he could induce to purchase it, nor that Mr. D’Monte was in any way responsible
or to blame for such sales. Private enterprise is generally more active than Government agency?
and I do not understand it to be the wish of Government to interfere with retail sales by private
parties. Government cannot of course allow retail sales to be made and conducted on their
platforms, but beyond this the officers of Government or not called on to interfere, much less are
they authorized to endeavour to stop the current of private trade, and hamper and impede its
development, a8 would seem to be advocated by the Prosecution and the Collector.

12. That salt which had been sold to the wholesale dealer was carried away from” the

Government platform by the retail dealer, I do not doubt; but in this I can see nothing improper,

and certainly nothing at all approaching the offence charged in this case.

r———

i
List of Documents connected with the third Charge.
Five Depositions. (1 for the Defence,)
Summary of the Prosecution.
Defence. .
Prosecutor’s Reply. '

——

List of Documenis fled.

A. Mr. D'Monte’s Endorsement on Venkatasawmy Rajah’s Petition.

B. Vencatasawmy Rajah’s Petition,

C. Mr. D'Monte’s Endorsement on Vedarniem Peishcar’s Arzi

D. Adrampatam Peischar’s Arzi and order thereon.

E. Mr. D'Monte’s order to Adrampatam Peishcar against retail sails on Government plat-

form. . .
(With two enclosures.) Adrampatam Peishear’s Arazi.

F.

G. Statement of sales at Adrampatam,

H. Adrampatam Peishcar's Arzi to the Collector.

I Mr. D'Monte’s order to Adrampatam Peishear for sale of salt to Mr. Kohlhoff,
K. Mr. D’'Monte’s order to ' do. - do.
L. Statement of salt sold ab Vedarniem, wholesale and retail.

M. Receipt given by Shroff to Venkatesa Chetty.

N. TPolice Rules by Mr. D'Monte.

0. Mr. Ballard’s letter for removal of wholesales of salt by retail.
P. Mr. Morris's letter extending the above privilege to one month.
Q. Adrampatam Peishcar’s Arzi, and Mr, D'Monte’s order thereon.

——

From T, CLARKE, Esq., Member of the Board of Revenue, to W. HUDLESTON, Esq., Secre-
tary to the Board of Revenue, dated Cuttumavady, 11th October 1864.

1. 1 have the honor to submit the record of case No, 5, together with my remarks and opi-
nion on the evideme by which it is attempted to establish 1it.

9. Mr. D’Monte in this case is charged with baving while in charge of the Salt Department
and during the years 1862 and 1863, had improper pecuniary dealings with certain Salt Companies
carrying on trade in the name of Venkatesa Chetty and Co., and Oliver and Co. This matter is
referred to by the Collector in paragraphs 22

i H 4th May 1£64, .
o Vido Procsalings of Goreroment, doted £ 57 to 261h of his letter® of the 17th March last.

N o. 777, sent with general correspondence,
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settlement being atte

. mever have been effecteq ; but from not
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3. I quite agree with the Prosecutor in arriving at the conclusion that Mr. D'Monte's
pecuniary dealings with Venkatesa” Chetty and Co., so far as we have any knowledge of them
commen?ed on the 3rd March 1863, and terminated on the 12th May of the same year ; that any
transactions which may have occurred before that date between the parties, partook more of the
character of acts of private friendship than those of an Agent or Banker and his constituent.
Mr. D'Monte has entirely failed to show that he banked with Venkatesa Chetty previous to March

% 16 Witnoss. - 1863, or that he had any other dealings with
) him than those described by Venkatesa* Chetty
in bis deposition.

4. Itis clear, therefore, that Mr, D"Monte's pecuniary dealings with Venkatesa Chetty and
Co. began after the establishment of the Firm of which Venkatesa Che tty was the chief and active

Part?er, and who, as the Prosecutor has alleged, enjoyed greater privileges than any other parties
or Firms embarked in the salt trade.

5. I cannot but view these pecuniary dealings with anindividual brought into such intimate

connection with Mr, D’Monte in his official capacity, as “ highly improper,” and seriously
irregular.

6. In reference to the allegations and assertions made in the 8th paragraph of the Prosecu-
tor's summary, and which appear to have been suggested by the rematks of the Collector in the
24th paragraph of his letter, I have looked carefully at the book No. 1, and it does not appear to
rae that any pages have been torn out of it. The binding has given way a little, but the pages
have certainly not been tampered with at all. The paper of which the book has been formed
formerly belonged to some books recovered from a wreck, and which had been injursd by the water.
Such Pa.r-t of the original book as was uninjured appears to have been re-bound, and instead
of beginning at the first page, we have now the book beginning at page No. 28, Furt’her, the way

1 3rd Witness, in which the books were impounded, suggested
1 1st Witness in ath charge, no doubt to Srinivasat Pillay by the same schem-

, ing head that suggested to Srinivasa* Mudali

having been tampered wli)t}?lon'; ette t)cument. 4, preclud?s the idea or possibility of :he books
friend of al the partnere m;der b 00%s were impounded in the house of a mutual and common
was it is diffiealt t0 d ) € pretext of a quarrel, though what the nature of that dispute
etell;mm'e from the evidence before me. They were brought from the house

0 be laid before the mediators who consented to settle the dispute ; and

:;’:;:C“'elykplaced in the house of one of these mediators,
or ask
068 to the Colector and gots “‘tsh:goz\;{l; the partners never re-assembled, but the impounder

books of the Firm b seized. I have szen no reason to doubt that all the
"% have been produced ; without all the books the proposed settlement could

which the sosmete o Kept it o Exavmg.the key by which the books are read, or the way in
from then what s desteg o J D¢ 1npossible for the uninitiated to understand or to extract
i Y and probably there is really nothing to extract from them.

7. It will be seen from the S
accounts with Venkatesa, Chetty
but brisk. They had been so six

when the books had }

so far from any

zatemefxt I'in charge No. 2, that when Mr. D’Monte opened his
¢ dealings of the Firm of which he was chief were anything

Tonths previously, but at the date Mr,
w

of new salt; in April, one heap .y ere very slack.

and i
chases had been six and seven h’ nd in May, four he

8. The Pr
Mr. Morris’s let

D’Monte placed his money
In March 1863, the Firm purchased six heaps

aps ; whereas, in t h .
¢aps regularly every mon,th. 1 the former manths, tho pur

0secutor when he : .

ter of the 201 A:;d: his remarks in paragraph 12 of his summary had not geen

in. That letter shows that Mr, D’EI » Vhich reached me some fow days after he bad put them
onte acted with authority ia all that he did, except perhaps

in not requiri
quiriog the merchants to take g equal share of old salt with the
new. -

il g,

14:““-‘-’ e

. are not very clear,

td
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9, The Prosecut; in éaragraph 5 endeavours to make a great deal of two expressions found
) . in a letter* written by Venkatesa Chetty to his

¢ Marked B, - partner Srinivassa Pillay, and put in by the

" latt The expressions M2y be suspicious in themselves, or they may bear tho interpretation
atter,

them by the writer; but I cannot admit that it is possible to construe those expres-
p?a,ced on em aY fairly affecting Mr. D'Monte but by a dangerous, illogical, and forced process.
slons aslmtgnzuwhythese charrfes,oit is by such unusual and inadmissible process of reasoning on
f]}:;)l::?\]ﬂyact: ané:l words that ;uilt is attemPted. to be prove.ed against Mr. D’Monte.

10. There are two statements made in this letter which are remar!;a.ble; first, that the salt
heaps purchased by the Firm instead of containing any excess were deficient ; and second, that the
Vedarniem salt was more expensive tha.n the Negapotan s R dited to M D'Monte

11. Venkatesa Chetty most positively swears that the 1,000 \-l[.)ees credi Lot .

+3 in by'Mr. D’Monte to bim, an3did not come out‘ of his (Venkatesa C ef: y's) assets,
hiy n:o‘;'efhgz‘;do;'nt‘hg.l?irm and there is no proof of any kind to shake or rebut this assevera-
or out © ’

1 to have been made to Srinivasa Pillay, that the Firm had spent above

. llege ~ i is poi
h°5'(‘)-0 f'f h;esetsat:r:n ;z;riei\?s to salt servants, is not at all proved, and the evidence on this polnt
2,500 Ru

. sl i ve. if the statement be true, that all the partners,
is in my opinion most WP AIET B twelling agent for the distribution and sale of the
especxaﬁly Sle\xvasa Pll(;y}'mve been wholly ignorant of the payments if any such were really
salt of the Firm, .shoud" 1ays a mode of conducting business which is not usual among natives,
made. . Such an ldf: fl::)a,fi instant that Srinivassa Pillay, so active in impounding the.books of
a}? d;;t' > notap;ﬁ?xiin; them before the Collector, should, if he bad been aware of such improper
the Firm an =4 - .
transactio”™ de"ﬁ' 311::: :lgiiz;flt}:ween the partners of the Firm is not to be doubted; but

N tlti.e nfr;:eto:i;at dispute may have been it is difficult to conjecture; whether it related to
:1 ea profits and charges of the salt concern, or to pearls kept back by two of the partners, cannot
{
be safely asserten t appear to me that the Prosecutor is justified in making the statement he
13. Itdoes novepP hazarded in paragraph 18 of his summary.
The deposition of Ramasamyt Chetty shows
had lent Mr. D'Monte some money a year and half before he had anything to do with
tbat he hac e h. t he was repaid in 1863 with interest. The statements of Ramasawmy Chetty
the slt rade, ta:d certainly warrant the suspicion that he is not speaking the whole truth ;
: ‘ s1o warrant the Prosecutor’s inference.
but I do not thu.xk t:l > t?\:YB‘i‘;‘: that Venkatesa Chetty has been his Banker for a long time
1t Instating? 0t previous to the opening of the Salt Firm, Mr.
{ Vide Mr. D'Monte's defence, dated 10th June 1861, 1y)fonte has most clearly stated what was not
parageaph 10, sent with general corresp ondenets the fact, and this for the purpose of misleading
the Board, and r;laking his transactions with Venkatesa Chetty appear in a less. improper light
’ i Lat explanation. ~
thax? t};ey ;V::‘;:;"::Z‘::; that ;;r. D’Monte’s transactions were with the Salt Firm. They could
not b}a 8'0 while all the partners were ignorant o.f them. Nor is it proved tlfat the t.ransactiom.s i:
themsclves partook of anything suspiciotxs or improper fm:ther than th.e impropriety of a lf’g
officer having pecuniary doealings and being under obhg?.tmns to f; native merchant thrown into
such close official relationship as Venka}tesa Chetty was with Mr, D’Monte.

+ 8th Witness.

List of papers connected with the fifth Charge.
Six Depositions given before the Collector.
Ten depositions given before Mr, Clarke.
Summary of the Prosecution.

Defence.
Prosecutor’s Reply.
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List of Documents filed.
A, Srinivasa Pillay’s complaint to the Collector against Venkatesa Chetty.
B. Venkatesa Chetty’s letter to Srinivasa Pillay.
C. Venkatesa Chetty's receipt for 1,000 Rupees received from Mr. D’Monte.
D. Mr. D'Monte’s order on Venkates Chetty granted to Ramasamy Chetty.
E. Memorandum of privilege remittances granted Mr. D’Monte,
F. Agra Bank’s acknowledgment of the reeeipt of 2,000 Rupees from My, D'Monte.
G. Account paricular of Mr. D'Monte’s travelling in March 1863.
.

Translation of Mr. D'Monte’s accounts with Venkatesa Chetty.
One account book belonging to the Firm of Venkatesa Chetty and Co.

—

From T. CLARKE, Esq., Member of the Board of Revenue, to W. IIUDLESTON, Esq , Secretary
to the Board of Revenue, dated Cuttumavady, 11th October 1864.
1. Thave the honor to submit the record of case No. 6, and

procecd to record my opinion
* on the extent to which the Prosecutor has succceded in establishin

g his case,

2. The charge is, that on the 20th September 1863, and when about to leave for Calcutta, Mr.
D'Monte did fraudulently, and with a view to show undue favor to one Sheik Tambi Mercayan,
pass an order making over 560 salt pans at Adrampatam to the said individual, notwithstanding

that he had been told that the rights of certain parties to those pans were under inquiry, and pro-
fessing at the time to be awaiting the Collector’s orders on the subject.

3. This matter is referred to in paragraphs 20, 21, and 22 of the Collector’s letter* of the

o ) 18th January ‘last, and is replied to in loco in
segt?itiogiﬁﬁ?;f‘forf;‘}cfﬁgéﬂﬁi.°f 4th May 1364, No. 777, M. D’Monte’s letter of the 10th February
following.

4. There can be no doubt, as the Prosecution observes, that an order was passed by Mr.
D’Monte on the 29th September 1863, making over 500 pans to one Sheik Tambj Mercayan 2t
Adrampatam. Theé point to bé decided is, did he pass the order under the circums'ances specified
in the charge? T do not think fraud or favouritism bLas been proved against Mr. D’Monte,

5. What is called the salt village of Adrampatam is situated in the two villages of Poodoo-
cotta and Palanjur. In the former village the onl

and two other Mahomedans and the pr

y salt manufacturers are the said Mercayan
shares in the salt pans with other manu

iest of the Mahomedan Mosque. In Palanjur he holds
facturers,

6. In the salt village of Adrampatam,

Sheik Tambi and bis family hold one-fourth of the
pans ; so that if it were determined to open

2,000 pans, this family would be entitled to 500 pans.

Sheik Tambi had represented to Mr. D'Monte that he had assigned to him by the owners their

' ’ right in G0O pans at Sendalai; and there is no

doubt that, so far from the decreest produced

- by Sheik Tambi Mercayan having ro rcference

whatever to the waste salt lands of Adrampatam; there was the clearest Prima facie case made

out by these decrees, tha:t a large portion of such land was his, and equally conclusivc]y did they
shut out any pretensions which the Mirrassig

ars of the village, or the Rajah Mu
might set up to the land as belunging by Mirassi right to either the one or the ctl,

7.

t Marked No. 2 F. and No, 3 F,

ttum Chuttrum

cr party.

The decree declared? that Sheik Tambi

Mercayan held under it six Valies of salt land.
Ilis pans covered 1§ Vahes. It was clear,

t\:eref.ore, that be possessed a quantity of waste, The decree further stated that this land, which

from the plaint§ it sppeared consisted of waste

) well lands, &e., had been his before ¢;

was passed, and it was patent that he hag held the lands in quest,ion under the decre: ::i:c: clc&:;:

1 Marked No. 3 F,

§ Marked Xo. 1T,

jhod 207

r ) d as GO?}C? nment, Revenue t

:m under the plea of general village Mirassi was shut
or for foriyfoue Fe71 o th: I::‘Z;ehitllg fi)l: 1;lore than forty-four years by the Mermya.fxdun;l:;
out altogether. The la.nd hi Mirassi. His title has not been challenged. or'set as;1 e, and
another and Gifferent ‘."tle ; :: ilad not been parties to the suit, yet by their .sﬂ.en'::.e t (la)ya had
though_tho vililageyMr:r:s:reZcriptive right which they were by the paw of Limitation
allowed the Mercay2

from questioning at 80 late a date as 1864-

' i of his summary to show that Sheik Tambi’s
8. The Prosecutor h ai}:ab::::js::dpl‘::gj :It):i l:hat he was acting as.the agex::‘ gnc; ;;ff:iﬁ;
futher held only ¥ T o, o d therefore that he could not possess a right tod 8 wwas f e
tative of other sharcholders, un. It is no doubt true that at the time the. ecreeth iilep ssed
waste sl Jand n Boodooe . £ Poodoocottai and of the waste lands belonging to n cider;; e (i
otbers had a share ia the PoC 1(; own the pans had passed away from the othter sharso 0 ors and
but as Mr. D"Monte must ha\:e f: r;]ily and the other Mahomedans above mentioned, d1 wa plo
all belonged tolthe Metzczif:;i:g to the pans and atta'cheixd tot;h:tgll;?i. Tz;l;(; ip:zsszes:;;a::ﬁicient
lude that the B8 & eint, s emained to show that Sheik
:’;;;:ut dwellin:g on thl?lpomt,fszg;::;i?:mi to allow of bis opening 500 ;altfl:;cisé :1)1(1)% t(l)]ra; gg
waste salt fond m}th(; Eleagz.nos at Adrampatam, he was entitled to one-fourth o ,000,
h 0

$oni i , I cannot see
holding one B2 be opened in that village. In therefore assigning to him 500 pans
3 ded to be op
new pans inten

i f any other part;
as shown to Sheik Tambi Mercayan, or that.tl;e‘trlilits ointe z(]ed v apin
that any undue faV"r_ge by this allotment, that is, always ‘sup;fosmb i e oen sarend upon
invaded or set s Ir. D'Monte states it was, an g por
;z)so:)n;nd odd new pans at Adrampatam, as M rby Mr, Morris. It will be seen too, "ha;; lh:stls
, ; = tn N ’ ) ast® to

Enclosure 2 B the number given in Mr. D'Monte's Ya

i ne. .
"o the Collector.

’ i D’Monte acted mosf
7 if thi had been decided upon, Mr.
that if this number a o, N e he
9. Ivappears 'to ms?nrning 500 of the new pans to Sheik Tambi lil?ria){l?s ,c e land
justly sud proper’y a:) . or thrown difficulties in the way of recogmzmbh e A o othar
given b7 & o Ill(‘i.”;: e:done him an act of gross injustice and wrong. The :ea; e o e
. . M i d settled ; but there was no
in question, he wo ) : 1ed to be decided and se 3 : ausetho
applicants for pﬁnslstlll :Sf?ﬁr matters connected with -their pretens.ons could not a
'tion due to them

proponlon

ion should be withheld or deferred in the case of the Mercayan whose propor-
gettled, that a decision § i ‘
tion an,d rights admitted of no question

ms to have considered that the assertion of Sheik T:“mbi, thaf: 6C0 of
. %10, Mr. D’Monte Se-eh d resigned their right in the, closed pans of that village to hl’m, w.“
o o s Sen'dal.m X *in: it, and that this assertion strengthened the Mercayan's claim
B No porton accep"e :0 iI’leXperienCed in administrative work as Mr, D'Monte would
B feon § Nt(; Pe"i’:zo};‘:t. otl:ut I find no reason for believing that in advancing these pleas
have fallen into these ;

. : i ¢ did not pass the
. 1 think too, that this explanation that he
. ! a3 ot acting bona fide.
Mr. D’Monte was 0

; believed to be the eve of his departure to
. 3 avan’s favor on what he ,
order in Shelk Tambi Mere ;deration than it received. I sce no reason to doubt that Mr. D’Monte
Coleutta, desorved WOe EOVSE submitted his proposalt that he should postpono
his visit to Calcutta and not avail himse.lf of hx;
[ ab till after my departure from the District, with the full intention an
3 leave of absence U 1 on.
medxcﬁll . conviction Lhat it would b.e accepted an(] acted on
rth

: 1 inquiry
1ot d without that close, full and forma '
) ted precipitately an ? )

11, That Mr.dl:: Mrf::]z: aIc:m fI:ee to admit. e ought not to hav? accepted 1:; llh(:l;tslﬂn%‘?l"i
which he was bon®? o’ stat;ments in regard to the transfer to him by the pan ho' :rstorﬂv o
Sheik Tambi Mercay ?nhst possess in the salt pans of that village. Ile hgs I:;:; - :;s at Adram-

i 12 i 2.000 and odd new p
of any rights they mZ™ by competent authority to open 2, ;
that it bad been de:fe rmm:;de xa};t posI;tion of the land held by the Mercayan under the decrees in
The quan'ity an -

+ Marked U.

unde

patam.
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¢ all points which ought to have been examined into and recorded in the usual

his possession wer
espect evinced towards the Collector in not waiting

There was a great and marked want of r

way.
 VileB. K, F.7.L,and M for his decision on the several points alluded to
, K, ¥, d, L, an . . * .
_ in the correspondence® which passed between
+Vide document W - Mr. Cadell and Mr. D’Monte. Mr. I’ Monte

, has asserted} that he considered what took place

at the personal conference he had with the Collector in August, justified him in disposing of the
. TN - case, and therefore, that as soon 28 he had beard}

from the Peishear that the Karayurans could

passed his order. * But I do not think he should

produce no documents in support of their claim, he
aking known his decision to the Collector, and

have passed an absolute orderin the case without m
leaving it to that officer to decide whether it should be issued or not.

12. Tt is nob very clear what did take place at this interview. Mr. Cadell maiutains that he
'_30“1d not have granted the authority claimed by Mr. D'Monte. Dut however this may be, Tthink
1t_Wa5 undoubtedl;: d?.e to the Collector that Mr. D’Monte should have passed no order in the case
without first acquainting Mr. Cadell with its tenor and the grounds on which it had been passed.

Monte’s errors and irregularities in this )

13. It is, however, clear to me that most of Mr. D’
the duties of

;‘}Se Z\;ose fm;n want of special training and habits fitting him for the discharge of
stlo ce,’rat'er than from premeditation or from any design to act in direct opposition to the
ollector’s wishes, much less did Mr. D'Monte dream of disrespect.

ackntjv.ledlnt (;hﬁi:gi ;?a?i;zl? filled, Mr. 'D’MOH(:e I.md learned that despatch and smartness wero
this idea, haste and des atcl? ‘0_’:?- Al %ns acts while Deputy Collector seem to be tinged with
be put into action hovseve n 1out deliberation. No sooner is a notion concgived that it must
inquiry, been stru’ck with ;IJ ell‘;?: and ?rude. I.have, during the time I have been holding the
the manner in which judicialr.in ‘.Io.nte 8 hasty, impulsive character, and liis utter ignorance of
trial. He showed gross igno quiries are conc'lucted, or of the requirements of the partiesin a’
the adverse points of hi gnorance and incapacity as to what he should do in mecting or exposing
of his case, and suggested irrelevant and useless questions.

impr::s.i onAsteS:s ::m:avlg ]:ZS fhroposed to open new pans at Adrampatam, Mr. D'Monte’s first
Sondalat ; when he fouad 1 nt tat compe.nsauon was due and must be made to the pan holders of
then prepared to give the 13::1 ile:e parties were not willing to proceed to Adrampatam, he was .
waste, to any one :vho Y & ) ha.t' place, which he scems to have looked on as Government
this eould not be done. he aol‘ it as 'he had done at Vedacniem. But when he was shown that
Sheik Tambi Mercayan,’ and 1:2::‘3:? ha\?e been stru.ck with th? production of the decree by
oranted pans to the holder of it ring it an una.ssa.xlable muniment of title, 2t once to have

16. I donot think ‘

current in the Distri:.{l:\ :)};‘e rlzfc.:: < utor has shown, that at the time and under the views then
ture, that no new pans wer ning Adrampatam “as one of the chiel places of manufac-
e necessary at that place, or that there was no urgent neces-

§ 4th Witness, * sity for opening them., I think Ramasamy

The stock of salt in hand when Mr, T’ Tyen's§ depositi'on clearly proves the contrary,
r. D’Monte granted the pans was very small indeed, and was

2 Vide deposition of 4th witness. consumed before the new salt of the’next year

store at the old Adrampatam station i had al} been| stored. The quantity now in
October, and a licile favther dduy I oty L2 720 2o slt could bo manufaenied in
have very seriously impeded they :t‘ the Collector’s orders could have been received woull not
ing season ; but the hasty, ill- setling the_ pans ready by the opening of the next manufactur-
y> ill-regulated mind of Mr. D’Monte would brook no delay, and le

complied with the request of th it
. A e petitl : .
diately given the next season would beO;lo:te fore him under the plea that it pons were 5ot imme-

ke - TR T Felus s -
P T ,Wbﬁi‘ﬁ-m{::gbv,_?pﬁ,““m‘;:"__ )
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has been guilty of irregularities in
unbecoming haste and precipitancy,
was committed to other manufacturers
Jess can I see ground for the imputa

17. Though M. D'Monte has been wanting in respect and deference to the Collector, and
deciding on matters pending before that officer, and shown an

I cannot see that any act of wrong or injustice or partiality
in granting the 560 pans to Sheik Tambi Mercayan, much
tion of fraud.

—

List of papers connected with the sizth Charge.

Tive Depositions.
Summary of the Prosecution.

Defence.
Reply of the Prosecutor.

L

List of Documents Siled.
A. Monigar's statement of waste lands at Adrampatam.
B. (T,hree' enclosures.) Yadast from Mr. D’Mounte to the Collector.
C. Detition of Sheik Tambi and Nina Tambi Mercayan, for 500 pans at Adrampatam.
D. Petition from Sheik Tambi Mercayan offering to produce Court decrees in support of his

. right to certaia lands at Adrampatam.
E (One enclosure.) Depositions of Sheik Tamb
Adrax_n'patam.

F. (Three enclosures.) Mr,
Sheik Tambi Mercayan.

G. (Fifteen Petitions.) Adrampatam
idars wish to open fresh pans.

i and Nina Tambi before the Monigar of

D'Monte’s letter to the Collector submitting dpcrées produced by

Peishcar's Arzi to Mr. D’Monte, stating that certain

Mirass
H. (One enclosure.) Adrampatam Peishcar's recommendation for graut of pans to certain
Mirassidars, .
1. Ramalinga Taven’s Petition to Mr. D’Monte.
J. Yadast from the Collector to Mr. D’ Monte.
K. Do. do. do.
L. Do. do. do,
M. (Two enclosures.) Yadast from Mr. D*Monte to the Collector.
N. Adrampatam Peishcar’s Arzi to Me. D'Monte about Sheik Tambi Mercayan and others
entering into terms for opening pans.
0. (Two enclosures)) Adrampatam Peishcar’s Ar_zi about Verappa Taven and others opening
. pans.
P. Sheik Tambi Mercayan’s accounts showing pans belonging to him and partners,
Q. Sheik Tambi Mercayan’s Petition to the Collector for pans at Adrampatam. .
R. Planof Adrampatam salt works. ’ - _
S. (Three enclosures.) Arzi from Puttucottai Tahsildar regarding Adrampatam pans.
‘T Mr D’ Monte's request for advance of pay and allowances to avail himself of his leave.
U, Mr. D'Monte’s letter to the Collector proposing to avail himself of his leave after Mr.
_Clarke's visit to the District. ]
7. Ellava Tamby MercayAn’s answer in Original Suit No. 559 of 1815, in Sudder Dewany

Adalut of Combaconum. .
77. Mr. I’Monte’s replies to the Collector’s queries. .
Collector's request t0 Mr. D"Monte for explanation on certain subjecta.

o
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From T. CLARKE, Esq., Member of the Board of Revenue, to W. HUDLESTON, Esq., Secre-
tary to the Board of Revenue, dated Cuttumavady, 11th October 186+.

1. T have the honor to submit the record in case No. 7, with my opinion on the evidence
adduced in the case.

2. Mr, D’Monte is charged with having on the 30th May 1863, on a false and fraudulent
recommendation of which Me. D*Monte was the author, passed an order in favor of Ramalinga
Taven, making over to him 600 pans in the village of Adrampatam, the right to those pans being
then under inquiry, and Ramalinga Taven having no right whatever thereto.

3. It will perhaps lead to a better understanding of this case if I first pass in review the
circumstances which gave rise to the charge.

4. The Serishtadar of the Collector’s office was required by the Collector to collect the
papers connected with the sixth charge, the granting of certain pans to Sheik Tambi Mercayan
at Adrampatam, and to submit a report upon them. TWhile he was having the papers connected
with case No. 6 read to him, one of his Clerks brought to his notice, about the end of June 1863,
the suspended order which had been passed by Mr. D'Monto in this case, and which was found
among the records of Mr. D'Monte’s office. The Serishtadar immediately took it to the Collector,
who desired that it might be kept for future consideration. On the 2nd or 3rd of Januvary 18G4,
Tagarajah Pundarum, the Peishcar of Adrampatam, visited the Serishtadar, and was shown the
order of Mr. D'Monte 4 3, and his own Arzi 4 2, and required to explain how he came to write
the Arzi 4 2. He told the Serishtadar that he wrote the Arzi at Mr. D’Monte’s request and
recommendation. The Serishtadar’immediately reported the matter to the Collector who, on the

. 4th January, issued orders to the Peishcar at Vedarniem and thesTahsildar of the Taluk in which
Adrampatam is situated, to send Srinivasa Mudali and Ramalinga Taven to his office. Srinivasa
Mudali arrived on the 14th, and denied that he had carried any message from Mr. D'Monte. ITe
was desired to wait till Ramalinga Taven arrived. Ramalinga Taven reached the Collector’s oflice
on the 21st, and was formally examined on the 25th January, and after his deposition (marked K)
had been recorded, it was read over to Srinivasa Mudali, who said it was all correct, except that
p'ax:t which declared that he, Srinivasa Mudali, had gone to Adrampatam at Mr, D' Monte’s requi-

sition. Ramalinga Taven stated that Srinivasa Mudali did recommend his case to the Peishear.

The order l"asse‘.i by Me. D’Mcinte granting 600 pans to Ramalinga Taven, is dated S0th May
1863, and is written on an Arziof the Peishear’s, dated the 28th May previous.

ﬁ. ‘Or}lthe. 29th May, an.othe.r Arzi marked (L) was sent by the Peishcar of Adrninpatam
exac:ly similar in character with his Arzi 4. 2, and an order was passed on it by Mr. D’Monte,
acounterpart to 4. 3, the one passed in Ramalinga Taven’s case. This order (I} was suspended

in the same way as the order in Ramalinga Taven's case, but it was not noticed in the Serishta-
dar’s Office at the time Ramalin

vt ga Taven’s order was discovered, nor shown to Tazarajah Pune
darum ; and it is remarkable,

tor. obiact, and that though the Arzi and the order were exactly similar in harac-
» 0bject, and purport as that other in Ramalinga Taven's favor, and though the orders in the

two cases were th ; i i i
» o e.s?me. and were treated in the same way, no improper motive has been imputed
as leading to or originating that former order

. Wasith g
rajab Pundarom ? as it because the former was not seen by Taza-
6. Im o . ;
tion was a ;Zl"‘)(; {:ere ibserve that it ia no where shown that Tagarajsh Pundarum's recommenda-
se one, however improperly it may have been obtai . .
: . a ained ;
the prosecution, which I am not inclined ¢ Y «d, 1f wo believe the case for
consider Tagaraj .. ;
u‘;saﬁsfac:ﬁamiig i’undarum.to have originated the idea of this charge. 1lis evidence is most
econd Ao Z;d . e was quite at g loss and perturbed when his attention was drawn to the
every thing he sa':] erl:‘.a'l‘e‘l L. This witness prevaricated throughout and retracted almost
received itgon t t s clear th?t’ Srinivasa Mudali went to Sendalai for Lis pay, and that he
Bore bl rmD’o\cIcasm’n, and th}s accounts for his being there at the time Ramalinga Taven was
s - D Monte's suspension of tlhie order immediately on its execution, and then Icaviug it

P s

G
o do. I view that case as altogether worthless, I~

s

several parties.

——
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for five months unnoticed in his records, are circumstar}ces who.lly incons'iste'nt with, and opposed
to, the supposition that he took so great and active an mterest.m 'Rar‘nahl’}ga Ta.ven’s success, or )
that he had adopted the dangerous and unusual course of sendmg' one of h'ls public servants to an »
@ t very friendly to him, with a message of the character imputed in thet charge. : .
oflicer not very of Tagarajah Pundarum in Udamah Mercayan’s case, which was treated by ‘ r’ \
him :;ac’;l;hea: (;;:);alingabTaven’s was, without any interference or message from Mr. D’Monte t
Y f an orderin that case granting the applicant’s request, and its subsequent, A
fmd th(? e o ns n, are in my mind fully explained by the statements made by the Clerk ‘:.: .
immediate suSPERSicRs Ramasawmy Iyen,* that Mr. D'Monte had T
issued orders in both cases, grauting the appli-
: coiving the Peishcar’s Arzis recommending that their requests should be complied 1
ca't N h . the numerous other applications were brought to his notice, and the intricafe .
with, 'bm that ¥ e(;l with them pub before him, he suspended the execution of his orders till he T
q;es:iio:iziznzzz;empatam and be able on the spot to go into the whole matter of the claims of the R
shou

~

* 4th Witness.

4

1
8. With reference to the remarks made by the Prosecutor i.n.the 4th. para.graph of his q <y $e
mary, it appears to me that all the inconsistencies and irregularities thereia pomt?d out are . ' i £}
e ty:if by Mr. D'Monte’s natvral character. They are just such as a man of his order of W
ac.c o 1; ; uy‘ t ‘ U;xdisciplined, impulsive, active, and tau ght to look on rapid and immediate L
ml.nd won a:V‘m * a virtue, without judicial or administrative training or experience, quite
actor nn‘;l dcci::enoi'sthe intricate and exceptional tenure on which land is held in this District,
:‘;;" ettotrsen!::iced by the Prosecution are such as he would naturally comn.nit. o
9. [lis first idea Was to make compensation to the holders of pans in th.e cl.oscd division of
Sendolai. He learns from the Tahsildar of the rl?aluk in Which {&dram?atam is sgtuateﬁ that the N
galt land he proposed to employ was unoccupied waste. He 1mme(?1ately con.sulers-lt Govern~ .. o3
¢ property. Ramalinga Taven tells him many of the panholders in Sendalai are 1r3deb.ted to 7
ment prop him, and if these paus are closed he is without
means of redress. The Peishcar informs* Mr,
D'Monte, that Ramalinga Taven is capable of opening and working 1,200 pans, and rec?mme.nds
his case as he did that of Oodmah Mercayen to the Deputy Collector’s favorable consldera.h?n.
The order is immediately given for these two parties to open 600 and 500 Pans re.specuvely.
This was the course he had been pursuing with so0 muclt success u‘nder the instructions of the
Collector at Vedarniem. But no sooner are his orders written and sngn.ed than t?le Clerk draws .
his attention to numerous other similar applications, and probably also informed him of the f,e-nure
b land i beld in this District, and that the two parties to whom he granted the privilege
on whxc.h land 1sheld ::) lands in Adrampatam, that the other applicants seemed to possess better
o,f opening I.)Zm .en Immediately Mr, D’Monte suspends his orders, and resolves to visit the !
e 1o c;’“‘“ I::a:rlxoir.xquiry into the several conflicting rights set up by the various. applicants.
]';j‘t?icseo?ec!:ixe never accomplished, The orders, therefore, passed by him lay dormant among |
bis rech‘ds, and would have done so had not one of them been brought to light by the Serishta- A i
}
i
1

® vide A &

dar's Clerk, and had not the interpretation been put upon it recorded in the charge. I cann?t
ﬁ:i any gr’ound whatever for the imputations raised in his charge, and I reject the evidence in
support of it as wholly false and fabricated. '

List of papers connected with the seventh Chargs.

Five Depositions.

Summary of the Prosecution, i L )
Defence. I
Prosecutor’s Reply. - ; ‘
List of Documents filed. . \
A. (Withtwo enclosures.) Correspondence between Mr. D’Monte and Adrampatam Peishcar .

for grant of pans to Ramalinga Taven.

W
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B. Mr. D’Monte’s reference to Puttucottai Tahsildar on Ramalinga Taven's applications for

pans.
C. Ramalinga Taven's Petition for pans at Adrampatam
D. - Do do. do.
E. Puttacottai Tahsildar’s reply to Mr, D' Monte’s reference on Ramalinga Taven’s applica-
tion for paos. ’ .
 F. (Two enclosures.) Adrampatum Peishcar’s Arzi to Mr. D' Monte.

@

Petition of Mahomed Abdul Mercayan and others for pans at Adrampatam.
. Petition of Mahomed Tambi Mercayan for do.

(One enclosure.) Adrampatam Peshcar’s Arzi recommending grant of pans to Udmab
Mercayan,

K. Ramalinga Taven’s deposition before the Collector.
L. Mr. D'Monte’s letter to the Collector, dated 11th January 186+

N

From T. CLARKE, Esq , Member of the Board of Revenue, to V. HUDLESTOY, Esq., Secre-
tary to the Board of Revenue, dated Cuttumavady, 11th October 18564.

J. Since concluding my general report on the charges preferred against Mr. D'Monte
and his administration of the Salt Revenue of the District, I have the honor to state that I have
visited Vedarniem, and have examined the salt and heaps at that station. Tue manufactured
salt of 1863, though not the finest salt that I have scen, is not to be compared with the Negapa-
tam ordinary salt; the latter was little better than sand and mud, while the Vedaruiem manu-
factured salt was a good, substantial crystal, well formed and heavy. It ccrtaiuly did not equal
in whiteness the specimens sent to'the Board by Mr, Morris ; but that was hardly to be expectel

afier the exposure to which it had been subjected in a season of more than ordinary tain and
moisture. :

2. 1 have also examined four heaps while at Vedarniem. The results are given below i—

Number Number of By whom

[Results of Mr.
of Plat- heap. examined |nesults of such

A Clarke’s ex-
form, previously. examination. | o nination,
No.8 | No. 26 Rnxix)achend G, M. M.| G. M, M. Mer.
. . 20w, 11 0211 9168 0|4 275 shipped G. M.
» | No. 27 Mr.lJope| 9265 0 8318 0 t0 Negfpmm;-w 19
” No. 36 By none 912¢ 0
» No. 6of 1864 » ceeres 9408 0

One of these heaps had been examined by Mr, Hope; one by Ramachenda Row, snd two
had not been. examined at all. The heap that Ramachenda Row examined wasnot a w,hole beap,
a portion (?f 1‘t alleged to amount to 275 Mercals, was shipped to Negapatam. T do not place
much credit in t.he returns of salt shipped to Negapatam. Negapatam ?s only about thirty miles
nort?x of Vedarniem, and with a fine southerly wind, such as is said to have prevailed during the
carriage of the salt from Vedarniem, can be reached in five or six hours, and yet the returns:how
a wastage of G1 garces in 548 garces, or 11 per cent. This is preposterous, and I cannot but believe
that the retc.lms of salt shipped have been purposely made to show that the heaps contsined an
excess. It is strange that all the whole heaps examined by me have shown a deficiency, and that
a large one ; and that the only hegp that showed an excess was the one of which a pary;’wa.s said

to have been previously shi : .
i exces: y shipped, and which part added on to the portion examioed by me showed

3. The salt was fairl 3 . .
oot airly measured in my presence just as it should be when suld —fair, just

The Bo:
ency, by differ . oard are aware that a heap can be measured to show an excess or a defici-
¥, by difference in the mode of manipulating the salt or the measures.

14th November 1864,
Ordered that the above lie over

against Mr. D'Monte pending the receipt of Mr. Clarke’s report on the 4th charge

.

L o

——r
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Read the following papers :—

Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 10th December 1864, No. 7,913.

Read again letter from T. CLARKE, Esq., Member of the Board of Revenue, dated 11th October
1861, with enclosures, in Board’s Proceedings, dated 14th November 1864, No, 7,424.
No. 199, Read also the following letter from the same Officer, dated Shoilgoody, 12th
November 1864.

1. I bave the honor to submit the record of case No. 4, with my opinion on the evidence
adduced to establish it,

2. In this case, Mr. D'Monte is charged, with having, between the months of February and
October 1863, in prospect of the revision of the Salt establishments, corruptly and for his own
purpose, received certain sums of money, a,mounti.ng in‘ the aggregate to Rupees 430, or there-
abouts, through one Srinivassa Mudali, asa consideration for retaining certain parties on the new
establishment.

3. The case has given me rauch painful and anxious consideration. The amouant of perjury
and false evidence that has been adduced on both sides, to bolster up stories concocfed and gt
up; has made it a matter of very great difficulty to arrive at any satisfactory conclusion on any
one point in the case. . ’ N

4. The story on which the charge in the case is founded, embraces circumstances which
occurred at three different and distinct periods. The first period refers to the alleged payment
of the bribes; the second, to the alleged restitution of a part of them by Srinivasa Mudali, to
three Peous ; and the third, to the execution of paper 4.

5. These different parts, cleverly interwoven, are made to appear intimately connected the
one with the other ; but the ficst part is clearly the most essential to the establishment of the
charge ; if it break down and be diseredited, whatever presumptions, unfavorable to Mr. D ’Monte,
may arise from the establishment of the other two parts, I hardly think it wou'!d be safe to

. found, on such presumptions, 3 verdict of guilty against Mr. D’Monte, for, unless it be proved

that Mr, D’Monte did receive the bribes alleged to h‘zwe been paid him, the other portions of the
charge, though most clearly and indubitably established, may afford ground for theorising aad
derogating from the character of Mr. D'Monte; but they cannot alone prove the fact that he had
¢ ken bribes from a number of his gubordinates to serve them.

G. If the first portion be, on the contrary, clearly and c?nclusively established, the other
parts also if established, come in as corroborative proof, and bring home guilt mure clearly, while
the failure to prove them would not lessen M. D’Monte's offence, or the value of the evidence
by which it was established. \

= 1 have deemed it right to make these remarks, because there seems to me to be a strong
and very improper tendency, on the part of the Pufsecutor, to rest bis case wholly on his ability
to bresk dowa Me. D’Monte's explanation of' tl‘le circumstances under, and the object for wh ch
the paper 4 Was executed. Having done this it would seem to be implied that no other alterna-

_tive remained, but to belicve the rest of the story advanced by the prosecution, highly improba-

ble and inconsistent and inconclusive as it is, as the only possible sulution for the existence of
thé paper 4. ' .

8. 1t may be possible that Mr. D'Monte has not only failed to prove, but may even hare
been convicted of fal-ehood in the explanation Lie has offered of the circumstances under which,
and the person in whose favor he had drawn out the paper in guestion; yet, if t'he prosecution
also fails to prove their case, and entirely break down in their efforts to establish 1t, 1 do not
think we are bound to accept their story a whit more tha.m we can accept Mr. D’Monbe's..

9. There may be many and various explanations, bésides the story of the prosecution, to
account for the document being found in the hands of the prosecution. If Mr. D'Moute is
sequired to show, by indubitable proof, that his version of the circumstances uader wh:ch the
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aper iss i
}t)esried byu::; 1;:1::r;1e one(i surely the.Prosecutor is equally bound to prove, by evidence, to be
applied to the evidenu es ;“:h laws, applied as vigorously, if not more rigorously than th:ey are
vidence of the accused, that his version of the story is the only correct and true one.

10. i fowl
fret. and lIlnpurpose in reviewing the case, to deal with the third part, which relates to paper A
’ ien to proceed to the other two parts in the order in which they stand.

1. W i
CEo l.satev;*-.rlvxew we take ?f the case, no doubt, it is beset with difficulues, and these
arise solely from the falsity and unreliable character of the evidence.

9 . . )

a kin]dmof ;}::tp;}ni;g?ll)v,v;ﬁfs»'ln this case, is Srinivztssa Mudali, who represents himself to be
bave aoted and through whos e.s, and thho.ut w-ho-se aid the Deputy Collector is alleged never to
the alleged bribes sho?lld be N ms”umentah}y’ it is pretended to have been a mecessity that sll
eriminis, but his evidence top;ocurfad anfl paid. This man is not ouly tainted as a particeps
heonsistent with itself. with y m.md, is utter'ly worthless and untrustworthy, 1lis evidence is
points, with the eviden’ce of t;xep:;:::cz’i?n:(:s::thrzflobagnzlies.' Itis at variance, in material
who were alleged by him to be parties to, or wilt)neSs::eof tgeh;:\r::accl;::;bc;)::ctreibhi; bml?, -

ed by Lim.

13. Another material witness is one Chedumbara Pi i
e Another or a Pillay, who springs up at the ¢
dras “f:ﬂ‘_ If; :v‘::?;;i;sl;i?:zz Zi)SI'ln)vassa.Mud¢lli, and a harder false swearr)er 1 hal:)eses(gd‘c‘:
man. I wasted twenty minutes i tein a Sﬁl‘t}lghtforward, simple answer to any question from this
. L masted ey }n ascertaining from him whether he could read Enplisk l
, gh this man, the whole of this cass bas been mainly got up and co;c;czst;.:
e

14. Tn proceeding to deal with the part of i .

out of whi o ; Fthe case which refers to cuti
et l]tlclt: ;E:‘::T:: }i):st}?:;elf’ 1 \vould. premise that the documenttlil: ;:te;u::loor: ‘;ZI}QPH{A\:’
favor of Negapatam Alsgepa Cf orm of a Bill of Exchange or Hoondee, or Promiss:r :It:i: l‘ir:
worthless bit of paper. D1‘?0 ¢ ]et-tg’ b‘ft has not been accepted by the drawee, and is tylvxelrefor’e a
from Alogapa Chetty, nor c?nsx .er:won'has been paid by the drawee or received b ;

» norin fact, js it satisfactor!ly shown who this Alagapa, Cheeu, y.the drawer

-4 y 1s.

15 Beyond the fact that this pape rel

my oi;mor'xr that nothing whatever h:s Eein‘;isov“e?;znt::i{: cI':Is: b?"ii(;n;"ill?lm fu:lcul o rece

. . The paper isin Mr. D’Monte’s h iti e
Lim. Srinivassa Mudali i ¢ o wiiling, end o, adits | ' :
Pillay of Negapatamd::dd;c;:::: - .“'l‘i\ten by Mr. D’Monte in "11: ;ii:;ieb:te'%:r;“e%:’i
diven o Line, Suinienn Mo mg ilnay’ writer in the ofice of the Deputy CoH:ctl:: and
ciatement most ftly, Ramasa;n P(')ll] of these aileged witnesses contradict Srinivassa Mu:}aali"
of the 2.1 Jamuary, by Mo D,Mz illay declares that the paper was drawn out, on tl in
and bt Mr. DAonte momd 1 ton}it.s when no one was present but.himself aI;d n‘\l ‘el?;);nl‘eg
irg some money to send for his fam-llm, arfd told him it was prepared for the pur e f bzn' :
all at Mr. D'Monte’s quarters, ‘ly, while Chedumbara Pillay declares he \Sasp:)i ;r:;crz:l:‘

17. 1 connot di
. \scover by legal pr
executed ) gal praof why the document wa
. 8 executed, or to whom it w
om 1t was

18. To account f it
. or its existe i
Pillays s Nce and its coming into Srini
o aoamune for it exs g mto Srinivassa Mudaly’
I have been entirely bafﬁec;. ic:tmn. lzas set up one story, the Defence a Ud;h ot e
accept the story of either party an;:ng at the truth regarding thes; D.Ott N ;Ibm il 1
. . : g points. a
a"}mlt that the story for the Defence e'heve e i o
\ ! ' ! 18t
e fewest difficulties, Inconsistencies, and contradicti
18. My own view D'\onge
| of the oase is, (1
A_a but I have not been able to asce;t-m:at o
might suggest a thousand hypothesis \\(l‘
h

he mor lh ar.e got up for the occasion, though I must
e plausible, and the oue which is surrourded by

& tho me Mol:xte was entrapped into giving the documont
ans by and mauncr in whicl i
et . 1 lle wWus tric

olly at variance with that set up by the Prosemtked’ :

c

ution, and

~

-
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" yet not be cne whit nearer the truth than 1 now am with that elaborate and clumsily gob up
tale of the Prosecution. The paper might have been given in payment of the price agreed on
for the bwo written Statements (marked B and C) delivered by Srinivassa Mudali to Mr. D’Monte ;
and this supposition i3 perhaps as near the truth as any suggestion I can submit. Tuis remark-
able to observe the connection that appears to exist in the minds of both Srinivassa Mudali and
Chedumbra Pillay, a8 shown in their depositions taken before the Collector and me, in regard to
these documents and the paper 4. It is further remarkable, that the sum expressed in the
document, is exactly equal to Mr. D'Monte's salary for one month. The Government are aware
that it is a common practice, in this country, to regulate presents or offerings by the amount of
one or two months’ salary. Secondly, it may have bf:en given as a reward to Srinivassa Mudali for
speaking the truth before the Collector. Thirdly, it may have been extracted from Mr. D'Monte
under the suggestion that the amount would gerve as hush money to the Sheristadar, Nelliapa

Mudgxli, or any other native official whom Mr. [’ Monte may have suspected to have been the most

. actively engaged in getting up evidence against
him ; or fourthly, it may have been given for
some private reason which Mr. D’ Monte did not wish to divalge ; but whatever may have been
the reason which led to its execution, we aré forced, if we reject Mr. D'Monte’s- solution of the
matter, to the conclasion, that it was given for an object which prudence suggested should not be
made public, and Mr. D’ Monte must bear the consequences not only of the necessity for this
reticence, but also the consequence of having offered an explanation regarding it, which can only,

I fear, be termed false. ’

' 90. The object for which the paper was given may or may; not be one which affects Mr.

D’ Monte’s public character and official integrity ; but the false plea set up in the defence to

ot for its being in the hands of the confederates, though it may not in strict equity justify,
that it was given by Mr. D'Monte to cover or relieve himself from

Vide documents 8 and GO,

accou
certainly suggests 1he idea

gome official difficulty.

21, Tlaving tricked Mr. D'Monte into giving the paper, the rest of the story was easily
tramped up. No ove who has ever had any official experience in this District can fail to
discover in the story of the Prosecution all the elements of a Tanjore got up story. This District
is noted above all others, for manufactwiing evidence, and for concocting pleas. Lven discre-
make the tale less like fiction and more like truth. “* A Combaconum” i8

pancies are put into g
paconum stories are got up with great cleverness to simulate truth.

a bye-word, and Com
92, Srinivassd Madali and Chedumbara Pillay being at Vellum and Tanjore from the date

of the execution of the paper 4 to its production before the Collector, is not in my opinion an
insurmountable difBeulty in the way of the hypothesis that the story of the bribes is got up. [
found ai Vedarniem in the Salt Department, 8 very clever Brahmin, lately a Gumashta in the
Pastram of Sheristadar's office, who had been sent down as a Clerk in January ; and any clever

person as an agent could easily trump up the tale.

93. 1 would draw attention to paragraph 82 of the Presccutor’s summary and the docu-
ments therein referred to, as showing how easily evidence is got up ata distance in the District
of Tanjore. These two documents were alluded to in the evidence of Srinivassa Mudali to prove a
part of the story for the Prosecution, viz., that certain jewels had been mortgaged by Srinivass:
Mudali to pay some of the bribes asked of the Peons by Mr. D’Monte, and that the two or three
Gurusamy Iyen were at the time -he deposed before the Coilector, in his

(Srinivassa Mudali’s) possession. 1 sent for these
* Marked 1 documents. One* ofthem, it will beseen, was drawn up,
ile T was at Tranquebar making the inquiry, and the other (document J) like
&c., Was, I am sure, gob up atthe same place, and by Srinivassa Mudali, and
ought to me. I was happily able to get S:inivassa Mudali to
d document by some occurreace, and it is clearly shown

rings given him by

as its date shows, wh
it in newness of Wwriting,
gent to Vedarniem, and thence br
£x the date of the execution of the secon
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tfzﬁ!:“:;nf:r(%:r’) . h?eéta‘\;es it was drawn. up on the date Mr. Cadell reached Vedarniem, or the
oo :1, teg.g r. Cadell states he aniived at Vedarniem on the 7th June 1861, aad the decu-
18 da nd June, or the date on which Mr. Cadell was st Negapatam, as may be seen by

flhe depositions included in his letter of the 1G:ih

une 1861, No. 207.
24. No i

execated, thetbl;?:c:h(;:io;zmlzni (marked J) Peen drawn up at the time it professes tohave beea
of the mistake ; but Sr'm\iva‘ uM (;‘Ve: been. &fsrgned to it, and there would have been no danger
bofore M. Caéeu o ﬁnda.sad hu ali on.hls inquiry before me, Laving Lieard read his deposition
cion, and that the ’parties w}‘::: e had said the rings given him by Gurusamy were in his pos-es-
o ] . ) Were allerc.;ed to have received articles in pawn, &c., were sent for
y sets to work to get the articles out of the hands of the party he hal on his cross:

questioning befure me left them wi
with ; so t! i :
date i flxed on. ; 50 these olais are written, and in the hurry a wrong Tamil

Vide Board’s Proceedings of 2nd July, No, 4,071.

g5. . .

et 1 wae o been secn Uhat the wilnesses etcd by §inivassa Mudali o proveilat the docur
Bhink i e cocouted for, and given to bim by Mr. D¥Iame, have entirely fulled Lin, and 1
evidence, that we are h cr(:irll ue ‘;;d the cxr?uxnstances of the case as they are made to appesrin
account of the manmer ii w‘y‘ii;n ; e: on his unsupported testimony, in giving credit to the
“the paper was gieen by Mr DM \: ecame possessed ofit. Ile says that the object fur which
had refunded :0 three Peons \;hznhedto h-‘m’ was .l? enable him to repay himse!f the amounts he
public sertice for themselves, and ta paid giatuities to Mr, D’Monte to secure situntions in 1Le
bad been lent to Mr. D'Mont’e thmﬁql;‘ayh?ackso.d{er amoun's which had been paid as biibes, or

and lenders were continually Pestexi;g hir;n((Srrilnnil:::: \I;Iu‘:ldaaili;’)t::j :hiCh SIOUALS (he puy €59

sa ) -pay.

26. Sricivassa Mudali' .
 All the people” (memioneds ;C:E:n::le;;lil:osfefr is :l\llis é—-l-.iddressing Mr. D'Monte he said,
give me money to pacify ” efore the Collector) * are givins .
and I will giVey it t: ;;fly.”th;zl};en szljz, 9 I\r.' D,M,onte) said, « [ hzw)e some ;ay lz r:;iii?uwb:?t:
but now give me some document by which\lelc]; give me the money when you reccive )‘ou’r rass
Aot nqu ir T

e B B L e T e Dt i
my name, e said hen u‘n. IIe .asked me to mention some one el dmloo k. 4y I said I.\\oul'd
polliem s & hogee WO.L; d ROt give it in my name, or in that (;f X sC, ; asked i to be gn'fn in
- T asked it to be drifv()s‘ ° ml'ne 3 there resides there a Natkottai CX;)‘ to my reltions. At Vela-
to-murrow morning.” ';lk 10 bis name, [Ie said, ¢ I will pre ety Cu.ned .t\lagapa Chetty.
8" Ibough I wassatisfied at first with 1] prepire and give it to you ; come
1the promise of payment at the end of (wo

months, yet, becaus
e I was not paid ; :
that Mr. D’M ) Paild im nediately I became .
onte wus going y 2 alarmed and complained. 1 l.card too

i to take si
ree SIX m “leay '
eived the Piomissory Note, Jey nibw’ loave. T heard this boths el ard after &
for me.” \ ¥pected by complaining the Collec:o u | o
4 :c.or would recover thie mo:i ¢y

u@7. Now, if Siinivass t
be re-paid the amounts whiihl\lll\:dsa‘ltls story e true, if it reaily were a considerat! ith Li
a very serious consideration for a :1 }{e hfd paid and was answerable for ande::r'lolu' f‘“}? him b2
were asked to wait for the mone an in his position to loss 439 I’.upees' and if, S el e
and ounly wanted the paper ty’ an-d were sauisfied with the promise ’ 1 b N Dt
ot tisy athens, ol e oy bes:‘ra(te Ly Me. D'Monte,
e to trace out in his

sctions somethiny
g correspondine wi
w .
g with al_\d beanl)g out lis asscrtions to Me, D'Monte 7 81
on Me, D'Monte 7 Should

we not see him show;
owilng .
not find hi . g the Paper to some of L
im wa'ting at least till 4], those wh were pressing
o

n 1
vt find him endeavouring to get
o

¢ expirali for payment 2 Should we
the p:per ::S:)f(;he tw.u moaths named in his paper, if we did
i8 not the whole of | hed by bis alieged fiiend, the Natkottai Chetty 2
2 of his b hav! y?

th the plea undeg l}:S b:haviour, and are not the whole of his procced-
which he alleges Le ubtained the paper? laostead of

Aper
Per to ary one of the Parties he dec!
7 tared he was desirous of satisfying, Le shows

. 28, Instead of this,
Ings 1 direct variance wi
showing taisp
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it to those who never could and never would recover for him his money, and had no object in
doing so though he might believe they would overlook his villany and provide for his future.

99, He further tells us that the paper was first committed to the keeping of Ramasamy
Pillay, the Clerk of the Deputy Collector, and that immediately afterwards, it was transferred to
the care of Chedumbara Pillay, who, if he did not take it directly he had received it to the Sheris-
tadar, went at as early an hour as he possibly could the next morning to the Collector, by whom
he was referred to the Sheristadar, and to whom he communicated the intelligence that a bill
had been given by Mr. D’Monte to Srinivassa Mudali in ord‘er to enable the latter to refund
bribes paid through him to Mr. D'Monte. '

30. If the money was what Srinivassa Mudali wanted, and if we believe his story at all, it
certainly would have been his first, his chief object to secure his money. If this had been his
object, would he have acted as he and his witnesses declare he did 2 If he had really stripped
his wife of all her jewels to repay t‘he bribes paid to Mr. D’Monte, would he have cut off for
ever every chance of recovering the sums paid by him, and the jewels he had given away? and
would he have branded himself asa low go-between Without some corresponding counter-balancing

advantage ? B
' ered that it was hopeless to expect the paper would be cashed

31, And even if hehad discov
ficient ground for arriving at such a conclusion,) unless

by Mr. D'Monte, (but surely he had nosu
he had some substantial ground for believing he would secure for himself some advantage from

the course he was pursuing, would he, while he was blasting his character, and proclaiming him-
self a creature capable of committing the meanest actions, have turned to play the bully towards
Mr. D'Monte 2 And after geibing the document in his possession, threatened instant exposure ?
And that always in the presence of Chedumbara Pillay who, the Sheristadar has stated e was
sure, was acting in the matter under the conviction that if he should prove the case against
Mr. D'Monte he would get a situation, though no promise was made to this effect.

39. It has been urged that the paper was obtained in good faith and for the object avowed,
but that Srinivassa Mudali was led to change his mind after he bad received it, and that he was
worked on by Chedumbaia Pillay to forego looking for the payment of it, and instead to produce
;tin evidence against Mr. D’Monte. Not only is there no proof of any such change, but I would
ask, what advantage had Chedumbara Pillay to o.ﬁ'er Srinivassa Mudali as a set off against the
loss of his money, of ¢hat plea conld he use to induce Srinivassa Mudali to foregoa present
advantage in the possession'of the paper, for a very doubtful future benefit in the way of

~

romotion ? . ) . . .
¥ 33. Supposing we assume such an idea tenable for argument sake, Srinivassa Mudali
ing the course alleged to have been suggested to him by Chedum-

must have known that jn pursul to]

bara Pillay, be skould proclaim himself a thorough villain, and that such declared rogues were
» X : ¢ -

the characters usually gupposed to prosper in the Government service, and therefore if he

changed his mind, he must have received some more trustworthy a.ssuran(ie than that of Chedum-
bara Pillay; but even the most reliable assura.,nce would not,. I'thmk, weigh with a native against
the payment of 2 debt of such a character as 1s alleged by Srm'wassa Mudali to have been due to
bim from Mr. DMonte. If on the contrary the ?ka uander which Srinivassa Mudali got the docu-
ment from Mr. D'Monte be a false one, I thinka reliable assurance of future advancement
would have availed to induce him to join in the cabal against Mr, D'Monte, especially as he was
at the time holding a Government appointmen.t, and therefore had nothing to lose butevery thing
to win by yieldiﬂg to the pressure put upon him. . I t.herefore look ?If the idea set forth by the
Prosecution that Srinivassa Mudali changed his mind after receiving the docugxent, as an
unteravle o this change in Srinivassa Mudali's purpose was too immediate to allow of such
o A.Sﬁ‘“_r « {or an instant entertained. The change was to0 jmmediate—instantaneous.
en hypothesis bem"h- » time allowed between the getting the paper and the laying the information
" Jest it might be supposed that Chedumbara Pillay in going
acted in this matter jndependently of Srinivassa Mudali, I

not

There was no breat -
e authonties, and

regarding ib bLefore th
27ih Januarys

to the Sheristadar on the
B
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would draw attention to Ched Mav’ - —-
bara Pillay) at Vellum befor:[::?‘rfnv]-zzilr;eydsts:a’f:l?'e‘n’t:ll‘:e Srinivassa Mud\&\’ft&m‘him (Chedum-
would go to the C-*>==+os Iv Was ¢rawn. up 9% janjore, that if he were not immediately paid he
in gettin—*) ',/El&lgé.tg}?-thus showing that frow the first it was Srinivassa Mudali’s purpose
"“'"j_'f.(.lgffh)é paper to produce it before the Collector, and not to recover the monies supposcd
¢ te due to him,

5. Neither do I see Chedumbara Pillay at any time or in any way using his influence to
bring about such a change in Srinivassa Mudali’s mind. Srinivassa Mudali does not allow, nor
allude to such a course of proceeding, nor does Ched umbara Pillay.  In fact, he and the other
witnesses prove tbe reverse, and show that when Srinivassa Mudali bad got the paper he was
unrelenting and unbending in his purpose of exposing Mr. I’Monte.

.36. I would also draw atiention to Srinivassa Mudali’s first statement before the Collector,
that the bond was executed by Mr, D'Monte in the presence of Chedumbara Pillay. This state-
ment was made by Srinivassa Mudali either mistaking or forgetting his lesson, or it was afterwards
thought better to keep Chedumbara Pillay’s name in the back-ground during the first sceue of

the drama. Ilis presence at the execution of the document would show too prominently that he

had been acting on Srinivagsa Mudali before the execution of the paper, and might lead to his

being suspected to be as he really was, the prime mover in this affair, instead of being the party
who only led to Srinivassa Mudali changing his mind after be had got the paper, and found it
was to him a worthless instrument.

37. 1t will be seen that in the first deposition this man, Chedumbara Pillay, not only denies
havirg been present at the execution of the paper, but he likewise takes great credit to }ﬂmself
for having refused large offers of bribes made to him to give it up, and would wish it to be
believed that but for him the case would have failed. .

38. I doubt too whether the paper was ever left with Ramasamy Pillay. The only
evidence we have on this pointare ths s.atements of Srinivassa Mudali and Chedumbara Pillay, and
(Leir evideuce is so grossly false and unreliable that it 1is even put out of Court by the Prosccu-
tion, unless supported by other evidence, In this instance it is opposed by that of Ramasamy
Pillay and Ramasamy Iyen. The arguments for the Prosecution in paragraph 4 of the sum-
mary to prove that Ramasamy Piilay had charge of the paper, are to me, most weask and incon_
clusive. Ramasamy Pilay getting his situation from Mr, D'Monte is certainly not a sufficient
m. tive to lcad him to become a pesjurer ; nor do I think the other facts stated by the Prosecutor
show that he was taken into Mr, D’Monte’s confidence. ’

'59. A consideration of the evidence shows that there was less reason for Ramasam)
Pillay to be deciared a perjurer by the Prosecutor, than for many of the witnesses of the Prose-
cution being so characterised. Ramasamy Pillay did owe his positicn in the scrvice in one sense
to Mr. D’Monte ;5o did Chedumbara Pillay. But let us look at the record, and as:uming that
we cannot assign an equal weight of credence to two directly opposite statements regarding the
s :me fact, that one of those statemen.s must be true and the other false, we find Chedumbara
Villay and Srinivassa Mudali making sta'ements most unequivocally contradicted by Mr. Cadell
and the Sheristadar. Now, when we find the testimony of another witness opposed to that of
Srinivassa Mudali, are we to accept the testimony of th's perjurer or that of the man wlo, though
his evidence may be opposed to that of Srinivassa Mudali, is, as far as we are able to judge, rot
found guiliy of peijury. I must confess I would rather belizve Ramasamy Pillay than Srini-
vasss Muldali, especialiy when the ouly ground which can be urged against this man is that Rama-
suny Pillay owed bis situation to Mr. D*Monte. I beleve Srinivassa Mudali's and ( Ledumbara
Pillay’s statements about Ramasamy DPillay have been made with a view to implicate, in the
ru'n of Mr. D’Moute, a man who was supposed to be his partisen, and to be acquainted with all
his miscoings, but who would not join in the hue and cry against him. But even supposing this
statement regarding the delivery of the paper 10 Ramasamy Pillhy were at all true, it might Le
assumed that the paper was left with Ramisamy Piilay to lull Mr. D'Monte’s suspicions regard-
ing the object of the confederates in getting the paper from him. Butl sltogether reject the
statement as utterly false, and can find nothing in the record wlich would justify me in Lelicving
tLat it has even the semblance of truth.
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40. Having succeeded in tricking Mr. D'Monte to give the paper, there immediately rises
: the difficulty of how it is to be proved, on

® Docnment A- evidence, that this document* was given to

. tkotian Allagaps Chetty, resident merchant = = . )
n“ff‘{&i‘g;‘;';ia.hﬁ yuro ofl%upees (410) four hundred and Srinivassa Mudali, or that he is any way con-

siapmmising to pay the samein two months fromthis , o\ toq Witk i, Thisdifficulty is met after a
Vellum, 25th Jannary 1864. (Signed) A.D'MONTE. perfectly native fashion. Mr. D’Monte must
be got to pay the amount of the paper to Srinivassa Mudali in the presence of Chedumbara Pillay,-
(who is now always found in close attendance on him, with the paper in his keeping,) and if
possible, in the presence of other witnesses. So these confederates are next, if we believe their
story, making vigorous efforts to induce Mr. D’Monte to pay them the amount of the paper, and
nothing will satisfy them according to their own tale and that of their witnesses, but the amount

and the whole amount of the paper, and that too, paid into their hands by Mr. D'Monte,

41. Ttis curious to read the depositions of Srinivassa Mudali, Chedumbara Pillay, Aruna-
chellam Pillay, and Katha Pillay, on this point. It is asserted that jewels were offcred in pawn
if the paper were restored, the title deeds of a house, a cheque, the payment of the whole amount
in Negapatam by Samoo Pillay, a part on the spot by Mr. Chinnery and others, and a large
present to Chedumbara Pillay, if he would bring about the restoration of the paper to

Mr. D'Monte.

42. Now, if the recovery of the money paid away by Srinivassa Mudali were the object he
had in view, here were abundant and large offers by which he might have secured his object and
bave avoided all loss. But the payment of the money was not what was wanted. What was
really wanted was evidence to show that the paper had been given to Srinivassa Mudali or Chedum-
bara Pillay by Mr. D'Monte, and that neither of these parties had come into possession of it by
force or theft, but that it had been received from the executor of it ; but in this part of their plan.
\he confederates could not succeed. Probably Mr. D’Monte’s suspicions had been aroused either
by the bullying and boasting of the confederates, or by information given him, and he was on his.
guard and allowed them no opportunity of carrying their purpose into effect. When the Collee-
tor therefore returned to Vellum they went back with him, and finding their efforts unavailing,
they on the 5th February produced the paper before him,

43. Mr. D'Monte, it will be seen, applied for his salary about this time; whether it was
with the object of paying the money and get-
ting back his paper, or whether it was to carry
out his own line of defence when he found he could not get it back, is a mystery. In either
case, T do not think it helps the case for the Prosecution at all. If Mr. D'Monte’s object in
asking for his pay was, to have available assets by which he hoped to get back the document, it
only shows how long his suspicions were lulled, and how long he remained ignorant of the design
of his enemies. It does not prove that Srinivassa Mudali's story is true, for we have seen that
pefore Mr. D’Monte’s application was written, assurances of payment and substantial ones too
had bzen made to the confederates.

Vide documenis Z and AA,

41. Tt would appear as if Srinivassa Mudali’s strength of will and purpose were suspected
by the concoctors of the plot, and lest he might be won over to'restore the paper, it was retained
by Chedumbara Pillay, a most accomplished character, who can quote his slokas in justification
of any act however base he may purpose to perform, and who, while he is plotting the deepest
scheme of ruin, can lovk his victim in the face and lall him to sleep with his apothegms and
moral saws,

45. I would draw particular attention to paragraphs 58 and 59 of the Prosecutor’s summary

" in which ha adverts to the motives under which Srinivassa Mudali and Chedumbara Pillay may be
gsupposed to be acting to induce them to pursue the course they did, especially in regard to
the statements made about Srinivassa Mudali's motives. They give the Prosecutor’s view of the
motives under which the confederates were acting, and strong ones they are in support of the
bypothesis T have set forth, while they are not such as would strengthen the case of the Prosecu-
tion. 1 should be sorry tosay that Srinivassa Mudalihad received an assurance from Vencasamy
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Row that s2y what be might, and that however damaging his statements might be to his own
chargcter, he was not to draw back as he had nothing to fear ; that anything he might say against
himself would be condoned by his statements and evidence against Mr. D’Monte ; but the differ-

Ses docaments 11T and JI1. ence in the treatment of this man, of Ragavien-

gar,and of Ramasamy Pillay, would give a very

. styong handle to one desirous of hazarding such an assertion.

46. Hardly any one could paint Srinivassa Mudali blacker than he has painted himself ;
a low, degrade_d go-between ready for any dishonorable and discreditable work ; first a declared
helper in carrying out Mr. D’Monte’s alleged ill-practices, and then his betrayer by a kiss, court.
ing his favor while he is plotting his destruction. Yet, this man is retained in office, and
ordered to return to his employment, while Ragaviengar is suspended and removed from employ-
ment on mere suspicion of having aided Mr. D‘Monte'; and Ramasamy Pillay bad no sooner

' given his evidence in which be refused to join

, in the hue and cry against Mr. D’Monte, than
he was immediately sent off to Mayaveram. Such treatment is not likely to raise the character

of the evidence tendered in such cases as these, and even if it should prove successful in eliciting
information, such information ought to be of so suspicious a character as to lead to its being
received with the greatest caution and only after the strictest cross-examination. All the evidence

in chief in this caseis tainted and most highly suspicious, using the mildest language possible
concerning it.

Vide depositicn of Ramasamy Pillay, 3rd Witness,

47. In connection with this part of the story, I cannot omit to notice here the inexplicalle
oconduct of the Collector’s Sheristadar, as it is made to appear by the evidence on record.

48. Viewing the document as one extracted from Mr. D’Monte by a trick, and with the object
of founding on it the story of the Prosecution, (andis any other hypothesis at all sustainable
with the story of the Prosecution ?) it would have been the most natural course, and one, I
am sure, that would have been followed in most places, for Srinivassa Mudali or Chedumbara
Pillay to bave taken it immediately on getting it into their hands, to the Sheristadar who was
known to be sifiing and preparing evidence in proof of Mr. D'Monte’s supposed delinquencies
in the Salt Department, especially as Chedumbara Pillay was known to have been acting under
the conviction that if he brought home the charge against Mr. D'Monte he would geta si_mation ;
but the Sheristadar has declared that he did not come to him in the evening, but on a morning.

49. Tt will be observed that in his first statement Vencasamy Row has made no allusion to
Chedumbara Pillay’s having been to the Collector before he came to him on the morning of the
day (which we must presume was the 27th January) on which he reported to him that Mr,
D'Monte had given Srinivassa Mudali a bond for the re-payment of the bribes paid to Mr. D'Monte.
He does not account for this reticence, and he only admits the fact of this first visit having been
the result of the Coilector’s order after the Collector had volunteered his statement of the 26th
August. It will be seen from Mr. Cadell's statement, that Chedumbara Pilluy went to the
Sheristadar on the first admitted occasion under Mr. Cadell's orders. At that visit he tells the
Sheristadar that one of the salt servants, Srinivassa Mudali, bad reccived from Mr. I'Moute an

i;strument by means of which he was ta refund bribes paid to Mr. D*Monte through Srinivassa
Tudali, '

50. The Collector was absent from Vellum when this information was communicated to the
Sheristadar at that place. Mr. Cadell ha'd gone to Tanjore, seven miles distant. The official
conduct of Mr, D’Monte was, at the time of Ched umbara Pillay’s visit, the subject of inquiry ;
only two days before a deposition had been received in a case brought to hight by this same
Serishtadar, and in which Vencasamy Row's course of proceeding, as we shall see presently, was
the very reverse of _what it was on this occasion. Having received the intellizence communicated
by Chedumbara Pillay, the Sheristadar considers it enough to tell him to endeavor and persuade
Srinivassa Mudali to bring the document before the Collector. It is to Le observed that, according
to Chedumbara Dillay’s statement, hLe was at this time in possession of the document. The
Stcristadar neither sends for Srinivassa Mudali, nor does he go to the Collector for two days,
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51. On a former occasion the Sheristadar had been desired by the Collector to collect the

apers ‘toaether connected with the charge in case No. 6, and submit a report on the whole

zxaiter DW'hile reading the papersa Clerk of his brought to his notice that an order had been
. o

“ passed by Mr D’ Monte granting 600 pans to Ramalinga Taven in case No, 7, but had not been

issued and was found among his records, This order is no sooner produced than ,the .Sheristadar
. . he Collector, who tells him to keep it for the present, and that an inquiry shall be
?a"}es " t? ‘ ec d to it ; but the Sheristadar cannot recollect the date of this occurrence. On
’gs{"gt“;"“%;::::ar when 'i‘arrarajah Pandarum, the Peishcar of Adrampatam came to see him,
;leeq:es'tioned t}{;t Officer a‘;)out this paper, and his Arzi on which ii': was .issued, and how he
commend the case of Ramalinga Taven for favorable cotmderatxon. The reply was

o St Mudali had been sent by Mr. D'Monte to him with a message that he was to
that Sl‘*m(;azsa i : aImmediately the Sheristadar goes again to the Collector, and orders are
l‘ecom"?e“ . ca'sd'f r the appearance of Srinivassa Mudali and Ramalinga Taven. Srinivassa
for-thW{th prepared i: exami:e%; but he contradicts the Peishcar’s statement, and is kept about
l:}ll:dcattigz:gs‘ﬁ? Ramalinga Taven arrives. He made' .his appearance on the .2lst,:nd wa;

‘ned on the 25th. His deposition was read to Srinivassa Muda}l,. who ‘admute.d the trut

exa.mmif h the exception of that part of it which declared that he (Srinivassa Mudali) bad been
r;eli;e‘:rl:r of a x;xesspa"e to the Peishcar, After making this statement, Srinivassa Mndali went
to Mr. D’Monte and Zave the Statement B, and on the delivery of that statement, the document

A was exccuted.

is i heristadar act with promptitude and energy. He directly
52. In thllls 111::3::(? &i::lﬂ}:ee fan to bring to light the facts of the case when there appears
goes to the Ov ecof a suspicion against Mr. D’Monte ; but in the .case We are now considering,
to be i shad:_‘: conduct thouohche had intelligence brought him under orders from the Collec-
how dlﬂ'ereztc‘:ment of;. mos: damaging character had been given by the Deputy Collector to
tor, O ad ° blic servant in the Salt Department. He does nothing. e does not send for
a guspectec Puh T vion the document is supposed to be. e does not go to the Collector.
the partyin whose PO to him one line, How can we account for this strange conduct so
H.e does not ;Ye?- “;r;ezea} activity and rapidity of action ? Can it be accounted for 2 It car,
d;ﬁ‘e'rent from s O'nf. ctorily’ accounted for, on one supposition, and on one only, and that is,
I thick, be vc?ry saus}:; d secn the document A, and was aware of its contents. What could be
that th? Sheristadar d? ~'jjnere was nothing in it connecting Srinivassa Mudali or Chedumbara
do'ne th,l.l w.Ch g ??fpe:s'must be made to get proof on this point, or Mr. D'Monte might give an
Filay W'lth . i f . 1d frustrate all the well-1sid plan. Supposing, for instance, Mr. I’ Monte
explan.atmn which wou -itten the paper intending to place it in the hands of a man of business
had said that b ha.d “t“f him, and whom he had understood to say that scme one bearing
who wo‘.ﬂd negotla:': "};1 (()lrWritt’en would lend him money, but not being certain of the name, he
y name.hke B e o a:d left it on his table, and that it had been lost ; either the wind had
had.wn'tten the Pa?: lilad been taken uplby those parties who had frequently visited him, Ilere
cartied 1t A7, 27 1 gplanation, which, however suspiciously it might be viewed, was at least
would. b e e*(:I:a.lﬂe an,d which at once would have thwarted the scheme or plot, and
plausible fmd . essar’ to connect Srinivassa Mudali or Chedumbara Pillay with the paper :
therefore it becam: necwas gamed, and should be granted. On this supposition, the cond.u_ct ?f
for thi3 ;.)ur[;?se., zr:,?ng nothing and taking no further steps after Chedumbara Pillay’s visit, is
the Sl.le.tlst‘& ‘glron ]th: h pol;b:sis that be had not seen the paper, and was wholly ignorant o'fits
intetlhgtlb;f:l d’ puurportc bie p’;ocee ding is tome quite irreconcileable with his character and previous
contents »

behaviour, and quite inexplicable, but not only on this occasion, but when Mr. D’Monte's letter
ehaviour, an

f the 2nd February marked S is received, and when there would be fair ground, ifihe Sheristadar
- of thekn cor

K than he tells us he did, to apprehend that the confederates were colluding with
uew no more

-

Mr. D'Monte, no steps 10 counteract their efforts’ are taken, but we find a course of conduct
r. D'Monte, n

1. which further justifics the conclusion that the Sheristadar had seen the paper, that he
pursued, whic
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and the confederates were acting in harmony with a previously settled plan, and that he felt the
prey was sure, and time only was needed to secure it.

53. This part of the case has, I am compelled to confess, awakened strong feelings in my
mind that the Sheristadar has not acted openly and straightforwardly in the evidence he has
given in this case, as the Collector has been led to believe, I beg here most distinetly to declare
that I throw out no imputations, nor do I entertain the slightest shadow of a shade of suspicion,
that the Collector has in any way been made acquainted with these preliminary proceedings of
th.e confederates, 1 even shrink from making this avowal lest my motivein doing so m:y be
mxsunfdersilb]ood, and lest it may be said that if there were no ground for suspicion there would be
:0;‘_9 01;1‘ ; avowal. I t_epe?.t I entertain no suspicions derogatory at all to Mr. Cadell. [

elieve he has throughout in his Proceedings against Mr. D'Monte been actuated by the highest

an,d pure,st motives, convinced in his own mind from the rumours which reached him of Mr.
D’Monte’s corruption and unfitness for his post

an(.l this in the most straightforward and o
opinions or views against Mr, D’ Monte.

conduct with a strongly biassed and preju
Pare(‘l to say the same of the subordinates
in this view since I have been at Vedarni
the saltand some of the heaps at that plac

Ile has endeavored to bring home guilt to him,
penway. Iamnot prepared to endorse all Mr., Cadell’s
I believe he has viewed and weighed Mr. D'Monte’s
diced mind, but allin an honest way. I am not pre-
in the Collector’s office, and I am more strengthened
em, and been able to see the place, and have examined
e

the 8C5:I;Se; ibne iﬁ:;{:}sotmo“ ‘}iSti“Ctly to disavow my having been influen ced by eny remarksof
taken of this Officer's 2 dmy View of the conduct of the Sheristadar. Whatever view I have
his conduct in this i: cczn uct has been formed from the nature and character of his evidence, and
Vencasamy Row lemq:;’y 8‘18 deposed to by himself and the Collector. I do not suppose that
reason to believe that he‘:lnse €10 get up the whole of this case against Mr. D'Monte ; butI see
exccution of the bond, 1 fust have seen Chedumbara Pillay if not Srinivassa Mudali before. the
o believe that ho wo.u1d beau' he may have compromised himself by permitting Chedumbara Pillay

6 rewarded by a situation if he brought home guilt to 3Ir, D’Monte,

and m hl o4 i

rewar;y 11;;3 s;blr%'ested the best line to take if he did not actually give any promise to them of
. 0 e feve that Chedumbara Pillay went to the Sheristadar directly he got the paper

4, and took his advice as to how e should

act in regard to it.
55, DBut to revert to the case :

or object assigned by the Prosecutinn
true one. Ilad Srinivassa Mudali’g <;
-he had paid away, had he been, ag
to induce Allagapa Chetty to cash
payment, This course he never ey
made some efforts to get the mone

I am strongly impressed with the conviction that the motive
asthat under which the paper 4 was obtained, is not the

bject in getting it been the securing for himself the money
was alleged, the friend of Allagapa Chetty, all'he bad todo was
the Ioondee, leaving the Chetty to look to Mr. D'Monte for
en appears to have tried, or we should have heard of his having
so and paid the Chetty, v Y- That Mr. D*Monte would have met the demand hzu.i he done
of the transaction T};},eve may conclude by his applying for hissalary and by the peculiar nature
. Paper was a Iloondee ; it only remained for the drawee to acknowledge

it and pay it. This the C '
he was running no risk betty would Probably have done on being assured by Mr. D'Monte that

believe the story for ‘h'; %rrsunply. on hi; acting on the credit of Mr. D'Monte’s character. If we
osecution w . .
to Allagapa Chetty for payment, eare driven to believe that the paper A was never presented

56. One little incidenta]

. point : o s .
connected with it, It refutes, of proof is brought out by this paper and the circnmstances

been trafficking as has been alie::dmy Op'}nion, the.idea. that Me. D'3lonte was capable of, o hud
repay such bribes. IIad Mo ;)\I’ i midor aPPO’“t.men.ts’ and %herefore that it was not given to
reading the whole of the evig « 7 lonte been traflicking in appointments, we must conclude, after

3 ehce in the case, that at Vedarniem at least he would have empleyed
ween in collecting the assignments on the several servants
D*Monte must either bave paid back the other bribes through
d unliquidated. If we adopt tle former hypothesis, then

Srinivassa Mudali as his agent or go-beg
employed at that place, 1f so, My,
Srinivassa Mudali, or they remaine
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Srinivassa Mudali had evidence enough before him, togive him confidence tb'at Mr. D’Monte ?vould

m th 10 Rupees mentioned in paper A, and there was no necessity for the adoption of
pay bim the 4 d bp him to recover, as he pretends he_believed he would, the money by going
the course pursue O)’ the contrary, had the other bribes not been re-paid, why was not their
to the C-ollectoz o l:he paper ? Srinivassa Mudali was as much answerable for all as he was for
amouni.; mcluieh leOd on as dangerous ground if one was not paid as if all were not paid. It
one bribe, and he ho evidence, that some of the parties who were alleged to have paid bribes, did
will be seen from £ them ;nd yet their names are included in the list furnished by Srinivassa
not ask for a return © I,am]ed’ therefore, from a consideration of all that is advanced above,

: Collector. . s
?Iut(:zhc:;gfsio: that Mr. D’Monte was tricked into giving the paper 4, that the plea under
(+) 1 ¢ .

ich i i \ i ot been truly stated. -
My Wﬂ‘s ool i:&?:ﬂ};l:a.};a:e:er taken to {)ay back the bribes, or to satisfy the importu~
" 57} tl'l h;:;fza;irs, for it never was shewn to any of the.latter, nor was any money paid
mbie > 10 3 fthe aper. The payment of the money promised on the paper therefore was
afier the rec.elpﬁaouse of ‘i)ts execution. The object with which the paper was got was Mr. D'Monte’s
noj; the ?qzllga: obtained in order that on it might be engrafied the trumped up ta]e. to which we
1'1‘1“1‘1’ ;[;\'él to revert hereafter, This I believe to be the why of the pape.r’? execution. '
. 53. As to the when, the time at which the paper was given to erm.vassa Mudali by Mr,
D'Mon.te I believe we cannot go far wrong in fixing the date of that transaction a!:. the 26:1h Ja;nu-
for ié was, Mr. Cadell says, the following morning or the 27th January on which Chedumbara _
ar_y, ’ , him, and on which he directed him to go to the Sheristadar. The document was
e ot toT; er; is no reason for supposing a false date has been fixed to this instrument, and
ased ‘%th.h 2 c;ose connexion in the minds of Srinivassa Mudali and Chedumbara Pillay as seen
there S'uc tatements made before me and Mr. Cadell, in regard to the affair of Ramalinga Taven
from t-he"' s A. that one cannot but suppose that document A was the price of Srinivassa Mu. -
and.'thls PGPS t ’ timony,.and of his subsequent written Statement given to Mr. D'Monte, marked
o (:1 y l'r:;ony(;f Ramalinga Taven was given in the afternoon of the 25th January, after
'B. o thde deg (-)'SIivassa Mudali s:ems to have written the statement B ; after staternent B .was
e :;n ears to have been executed, and was perhaps next day, 26th January, given
dm“"} ?“t PaIT’:;‘ d laipimd when given was probably immediately taken to the originators of the
o S”“‘”{’:a ‘ : :1 ;m and then perhaps, it was taken to the Sheristadar for his advice.
Pl a;nd s 'f‘:n \ t,lda ’ 97th January, Chedumbara Pillay went very early to Mr, Cadell, and was
by 1;e n;ax She}n,';stadar, who, had he not scen the paper before, or at the time of the visit,
B o ol:\e ent for Srinivassa Mudali, and taken all the parties to Mr, Cadell with the
o Onci\ aveWtzls no use in adopting this course if my hypothesis be a correct one that the
P;Pe.ft d]-}utkn]:vrvethe contents of the paper. While efforts were being made by the confederates
tso oell;l:at;\ ;leable and available proof of the document A4, ha.vin.g been. given by Mr, D'Montel to
Srinjvassa Mudali or Chedumbara Pillay, others were engaged in getting up the rest of the plot,

: ¢.. (he story about the peons and the re-payment to them of a portion of the bribes received
" l’ e

fmmSt(;leml.t ‘s to be recollected that at the time the plot was hatched important changes were being

made in the Salt Department, which in themselves p.erh'aps S\?ggested the nature and clnaura.:'rte(rl :f
the plot, and no doubt farnished the tools emp‘oyed'm 1t, wh.ﬂe a clever party deput'ed ;0 fed?a;
could easily get together and frame both the direct testu'norfy of the evxdenc? inc lef’moge
£ the peons, and also prepare and obtain what is termed the indirect proof the evidence © e
O 1t forward to substantiate some incidental parts of the story of the alleged bribe
w.ho are brfmg ) . wanbed for all $his, and therefore it did not signjfy whether there was .httl'e
givers. Tlme-Wﬁ-M D'Monte into paying down the amount of the paper- Nor did it signify if
delay in drawing = <ession of the paper. Ithad been seen by the Sheristadar, and perhaps
Mr. D'bonto gct gosiwa s testify to its-existence and nature, while the money in the hands of
‘i';}:::’::?;u‘:ﬁl’: ora Cthumbara Pillay would prove that though given ina Natkottai Cherty’s
bej 683

pame, the paper was intended for one of them.
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6l. Asto ‘h? party t‘? whom the paper was given, it is all conjecture. There is no proof
whatever to establish to which of the confederates it wasgiven. It may have been given to cither

Srinivassa Mudali or Chedumbara Pillay, though probably it was given to Srinivassa Mudali;
the records shew that Mr. D'Monte had more to do with him than the other party, and perhaps

.~ the suggestions in paragraphs 88 and 49 of the Prosecutor’s summeary on this point may be

accepted as a p\-ol.oability, and as indicating something on which a vague assumption may be
based ; but I admit with me it is all conjecture.

62. We have seen that Srinivassa Mudali has utterly failed to establish by ev idence that the
paper was given }}‘m for the reason assigned by him, and we find that bis own conduct, subse-
‘1“9“‘1‘5’ to the getling of the paper, utterly falsifies such a plea. Let us now proceed to review
thfa e:xience ?dduced to.stport the story of the bribe-givers. I have said that I altogether
!t.)?eecantd z;:t;m;“y of Sﬂmvassa.Mudali and Chedumbara Pillay as utterly wortlless and incredi-
fOt’the purpose 0‘; u“::e:‘thﬂu Peheve their story that the paper 4 was given by Mr. D’Monte
ther disoredis the Whol. fe l:xrcufnstances which it has been alleged to have been given. I fur-
&o., is surrounded widh s(:) the ev1denc? of their. \:w%tne?scs, because the story about the bribes,
pa'pable contradictions andm“"Y_ grave 1m[.)robat.nht1es, if not impossibilities, 60 many gross and

glaring inconsistencies, so much perjury and falsehood, that it is

n l‘ellanc Y i i

63. And here, I
analysia of the evid;nceczr;lt(}): ;J)ut contrast the ability, minuteness, and severity which mark the
the analysis of the eviden fe efence by the Prosecutor, with tke absence of these qualities in
ce for the Progecution, Ilad this evidence been subjected to the same

severe treatment, I should have L i
to the Proseoutors ansioss, ad nothing left me to do but to have referred the Government

64. 1 haveendea : .
cutor has striven to acc‘:z:g ;zra:.:]g“ o reasons for .not belicving the story by which the Prose-
us now look alittle at the histor : ?aper'. it being in the possession of the confederates. Let
of the document as foand i1 .they of the circumstances preceding and giving rise to the execution
this case. On the 18th Januar records ; they may help us in coming to a decision in regard to
unfavorable to Mr, D'Monte andy, the Collector .Smeitted a report to the Doard of Revcoue
distinct charges nor any lega'l procfte'?(:ﬁr::nded bis removal fiom the District ; but there were 12
65. On the 14th Ja i as rumour, report, and surmise.
the case of Ramalinga, Ta‘:‘e‘:‘ag;:;COUector .hz?.d questioned Srinivassa Mudali on Lis share in
in that case. His denial wag notur - 0'(;7)' Srinivassa Mudali denied that be had tuken any share
detained at Vellum, and was in g ffc:or. ¢d, nor was he allowed to roturn to his duty, but he was
X n daily intercourse with Chedumbara Dillay, who wz:s « geeking

“* employment and hopi
L ing to HE .
trafickine i noping to obtain it by bringing home a charo i ) »
g 1n appointments was a poin ° arge against Mr, D'Monte.” The

report. t on which great stress had been laid in the Collector’s
G6. It was probable, t} )
be taken on the idea of éeli:ifme’ that this part of the repert suggested the course of action to
pose as Srinivassa Mudal ? H:ha;aper from Mr. D'Monte, and who so fit a tool for this pur-
moted by him and employed in ra be'en much thought of by Mr. D'Monte, and had been pro-
but had been appointed by the C;Slponstb'le duties, and had been recommcnded for a hish fost
would probably not be again emplzc,t:(; 1.11 the revision to g very subordinate ona. Mr. f)'Mont;
and 5o he had better join in oot )M in the Dlstrlct;nothing was to be expected from him;

. . al H .

degradation if not promotion, Ile co?xsmstt ‘1]‘““: s secure for bimself fmmutity from further

: en :

better, he pretended to aid Mr. D’'Monte byen ’la'nd in order to effict the proposed purpose the
raki

of them, regarding the Collector, N D ng statements which bear falschood on the facs

that he was persecuted, and 1hat PIOts.W Monte accepted these statements as favorivg his view
. . ere bei . . ..

a paper to Srinivassa Mudali, ¢ being matured against him. e is induced to give

but the f 3 .
-that of a bill of exchange, which be; orm in which it ig given puzzles the schemers, Itisin
¢ing unaccepted by the drawee remains a dead letter. Thi,

| S—
)
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paper, it is alleged, was frst given to Mr. D’Monte’s writer, axlld is then transferr.ed to Srinivassa
Muda;i and is immediately handed by him'to Chedumb%ra. Pillay, who carries jtoff. 1fa })lot
is supp,osed, the next step would be to take it to the Sheristadar, whose advice would be obtained
d the document would then be produced the next day before the Collector. But .we are told
z‘f‘hedu:abara Pillay did not go to the Sheristadar, but went the morning affer be got it v.ery ear.ly
to the Collector, being full of important informati.on, but so full tha.t. be xs.unable to divulge it.
He is then told by the Collector to go to the Shenstad?.r, whonr{ he suf:ply informs that the Col-
lector desired him to go to him, and communicate some information he .1s.possessed of.. %Ie tells the
Sheristadar that a document had been given by Mr, D'Monte to Srlmva.s.sa:zMudah in o.rder to
re-pay certain bribes, which had been reccived by .Mr. D'Monte through Sanassa Mudali. dTbe
Sheristadar is content with receiving this information, and tells Chedumbara lelay. tofgoh?n try
to ade Srinivasa Mudali to produce the paper b.efore t.he Co-llector ; and he waits for his next
: Persu \lector as the fittest opportunity for informing him of the nature of Chedumbara .
“~m t? the Oo e‘cca,mion There is, I must confess, something very strange in this course of pro-
P.lla'y ] concllm:nl‘ e s.tate d above, it is not at all consistent with the Sheristadar’s antecedents,
c?edmgl, ant' ﬁt and intelligence, nor even with his previous conduct and behaviour. It is not
his zeal, a; ivi )’-t accordin:to ex,perienc?’ Natives are not usually so slow in action against one
E\atura . .t is no downf:U they ate interested, or have been actively engaged, unless there be
in whose dxsgrla o s. The sight of the document 4, and a knowledge of its nature and purpose
a renson. for 8 m?g: ;ﬂt and account for the slowness, and nothing else would, The document
?vo.uld SOlve- the t‘ y cha.nydwriting, 4nd was supposed to be in Srinivassa Mudali’s possession ; but
is o Mr. D Li?n eisn it to connect Srinivassa Mudali withit. It was drawn out in the name of &
thers a2 I:';ht :tn got' Negapatam. The native method of obtaining proof to shew that the paper
e o en Zo and ;as prepared for Srinivassa Mudali, would be, as 1 have shewn, for Srini-
bad b:[n g llv'et o;)ta'm the payment from Mr. D'Moute of the exact sum mentioned in the paper,
vassiff y ?bll ‘:0 gecure the payment of the money in the presence of witnesses; at all events
end It pos¥ fe exactly tallying with the amount specified in the document obtained by Srini-
aa amoun; or mo(rllzken immediately to the Collector would be deemed impregnable proof in native
vassa M :,1’ i was given to Srinivassa Mudali; the proof they needed. It is the sort of
eges that e Paplt“‘ roduced in this country, that I believe there his hardly a gentleman of
proof 'so co?nm;))n y Pnu who hag not had cases of "the kind brought before him. And if the
experiencs It | ehCO}l geen seen by the Sheristadar and perhaps others, they would testify to
?;P:}:a:::;:u::’d es;:;;:egnce, while the money would bring home proof against Mr. D’Monte of

having given & document for a corrupt purpose; artd there was also time allowed for getting up
aving give pose;

the r?’t oflféhteh;:;;-[’omes{s be correct, We have & solution of the difficulty which would other=-

s e from the extraordinary want of action on the part of the Sheristadar when Chedumbara
wise arise fro 4 before him, and the delay which was allowed to take place in the production
Pillay a!’pear;:1 ;:no oth;r way can this delay be gatisfactorily accounted for ; and we find the
of the Paperh . hief actors in this case quite consistent with and supporting the hypothesis.
conduct of eﬁc cieChedumbara Pillay and Srinivassa Mudali endeavoring to obtain payment of
the 9?1?1:1 m\e‘rr:io:ed in the document, and satisfied witli nothing short of the whole amount. Mr.
D’Monte is equally anxious to regain possession of the paper. Con.ferences are accordingly h.eld
for some days. A mediator is brought up from Negapatam.. Promises are made on the one side,

held out on the other, and neither party succeeding, the paper is taken and produced
:;;e:;sd?:ecollector Of course before matters had proceeded to this length, the confederates
o .

had prepared all (heir materials, their evidence in the case of the bribes either directly by writing
ad prepa

or through other agents.
69. Much, however,
the hands of the two informants.
ia some points to be weak and :
inquiry is not @ deep and gearching one,

depended on Mr. D’Monte’s explanation of how the paper had gotix.no
Mr. D'Monte gives this explanation, and it is fouud oninquiry”

assa.ilable ; the evidence for the prosecution is recorded. The

and the blots, the improbabilities, the extravagancies, th-
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inconsistenci ietl

- Tooon ,,ume:::; an;l the c(;)ntrndlcnons are not brought to lizht. But such there are in the case,
4l fm m?re a.rd to be reconciled than those for the defence; and when I 1ock u

i the case, these inconsistencies and contra 7
. 3

dictio i i L1
elapsed between the getting wp of th ctions were increased by the long time wlich had

o teen ¥ and the cross-examination.
. et me now proceed to angal

4 : yse the first part of thi ge i g
x have already noticed the Jast part as fully as it needs :oticinf't s egraems oy 1
. 7). The first part of the story, divested of N

. 1 questionab! i

at a time when a hale i all questionable and debatable matter i+, that

the Police being Ziiifﬂf?e? ;he ehsmbhshment of salt peons was being made in consequef,we if

stores, M. D' S or the Lsal.t Pem’!s as the guardians of the salt in the pans and the
unity to'demand from three Peons named Tadi Verasawmy

» Paramanan
through Srinivassa Mudali of (he 2d Kurtha Rungasawmy Naick of Negapatam, the payment
sums of 30, 15, and 25 Rupees respectively, in order to retain

g
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them in the service, and that th
. ) e thre 3 :
Mudali who paid them to Mer. D'Mou:e peons paid the amounts required of them to Srinivassa
72. That three Pe
Naick, Govinden, aa g::t‘::o h:l bee.n reduced in the Adrampatam Division, viz., Ramasawmy
Mr. D"Monte required pathy Naick went to Verdarniem to endeavor 10 get siiua:
money and bei uired one to p1y hin 25, and the other 20 Rupees ; G ~
th yP ish eing unablo to raise the amount, obtained a e
to the Peishcar of the Diviy; . ’

said money lender, to pa;’v;)l;:; Raga"lenga'r, requesting him out of the money due by Lim to the
promised to give it when Lis o pses to Govinden ; that the Peislicar not having the money at hand
: Srinivzss:c':;le dl_le, and in the meantime to stand security for the pay-
to his wife and obtaineq 20 R : u.d“h accepted this security and mortgaged jewels belonging
~V Rupees which he paid Mr. D’Monte ; thaton l}?e P oms

y and Govinden got an order of a
. th Peons were appointed by one order

'. ; that Sabapathy Nai ;
p4id the amount to Srin

ivag .
told it would be credite: a Mudali who ¢,

- et b g

ions ; that
that Govinden baving 1.0
letter fromn a money lenderin his village,
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ayment of the sums
ppointment throuzh
but that their names were not
ck wasasked to pay 25 Rupees ; that he broualit and

3 to his broih ok it to Mr. D'Monte ; that when it was paid he was
ray another 25 1y : €T, who was not removed from his office, and 1hat he must

. to .

he did not do 80, his brogher WOuldngt a.bel't for himself; that he remonstrated, and was to'd if
together 22 Rupees ; that he pa iy sy <07 V3¢ he went back 10 a relation and scraped

- that this amount did not satisfy M :)?I\I; to Srinivassa Mudali, who paid it cver to Mr, D*Monte ;
to get more money from his rel, « U'Monte, an

d he was told to bring more ; i
. " : g more ; that being unalle
of lns. father’s, anq begged him tOO;’:nand friends, he went to the Peishear Ragasiengar, a friend

) d H . «
E recurity and promige ty pay the 3 T eh.m}l) 3 Ru;.)ees, Which he promised to do, and that on bis
mort Pees, he obtuined Lis order of appointment ; that Srinivasca
"ao : N
. raage of some of his property. Srinivassa Mudal; says that

»Sabapathy voluntecred to pay 13 Ru-
tood security, and which e, Siinivassa
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‘ pees, and that it wag th;
‘) - k ‘ Mudali, paid Mr. D° Soper el Rag

had been twice appointed acﬁmlsme one See(hapathy Iyen, a Sult Curnum
car of Vedarniem, Raga“ienga: :}mprmhy at Vedarniem, was told in conversaion by the Peis!

ot.her servants, paid a bribe (o 1,\11- "i;‘he would not be confired in Lis Post, unless l_kexf}:_
with Mr. D’'Monte, who old hin Monte » unless be, like the

; that Le went to Vedap iem
! and ]
reduced, but being ampl. o d, m he muygt Pay 100 Rupees; th L e

collecting for five Years in orderso, he received from b
from his father’s brother, wi
D'Monte,

that Mr. D’Monte told him }
. ¢ wo
haviag failed to do so, he nless he paid ini
g . th v .
to the Collect.r, to wl;om z:sm:educed 8gain D oad Samng 39 Rupees; that

. » and only got inted .

of Adrampatam, who

conference
. at he tried to get the amcunt
s fath(.ar €0 Rupees, which he had been

L pen NI Gy,

an

. Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenuc Department,
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%4, Thatona Volunteerin his office, Rajahma.dam.Guu.xsamy Tyen, having askedbfor_a‘ po;t,

Mr. D’Monte told him he would give him one if he .pald him 5(? Rupees ; that-not a\;{ng the

money, he spoke to Srinivassa Mudali who took two rings from_ him v?.lued at 35 or 40 Rupees,

W ’ d for 30 Rupees, and further pawned some of his own‘](?wels for 20 Rupees, and

Wh}Ch be Pawnet to Mr. D'Monte, when he, Gurusamy Iyen, was appointed Curnum of Adram-

i paid th.e;m?u?ter his a.ppointment Srinivassa Mudali, visited Adrampatam, when he bo.rrf)wed
N ﬁa.;al;nu’pe;:a:d paid them to Srinivasa Mudali, but that he never paid him the remaining &
Rl1pe7e5s. It is further alleged that Srinivassa Mudali borrowed some money for Mr, D’Monte from
B hx;ﬁn of Vedarniem, ove Pitchu Shastry, who had purchased a large quantity of-salr. wholesale

: :t ar zliarge discount. This amount Siinivassa Mudali says was 140 Rupees, but Pitchu Shastry
says it was Q?O'Rupees-t art of‘the story. The sums alleged to have been paid are aggragated
76, This s the Srst? in the margin, and amount to 430 Rupees, It
s is ofimportance that each of these sums should
Tads Vemeammy e+ s+ s+ 0 %ttt 30 be provéd to have been paid, for it willbe found
;Zﬁ::';;.éﬂ“;my'-: Y e e e > ‘;g that it was for them in the aggregate. that the
Ramasawvmy e se 0 0 T 00 10 L0 L0 .90 paper A is alleged to have been given; the

fnden oa es er e Tt e e 80 T
g:l;amthv v oo wa ee e teove et t0 T 9o difference of 20 Rupees between the amount

octhapathy fyen o7 LW e e e %0 puidand that of the bill it is alleged, Mr.

Pitcha shastry oo o+ 0 0T D’Monte promised to see about at some future

. time. : : K

i desirable also here to draw attention to the declaration made by Srinisassa Mudali,

. o did Mr. D'Monte get through him any other sums of money under any pretence,
' that ebno B l; ‘th.ose ;nentioned in the margin of paragraph 76. Can we believe this (‘leclar-
name, 0% e0L0n L2 b with the low, degraded, and shameless conduct imputed bo Mr. D'Monte
“io“.? I.s " consls“;“ ‘hers? If Srinivassa Mudali’s statement be true, Mr. D’ Monte is foo'-

by this witness and llleh? osi't.'lon his character, and his means of support for the paltry sums

hardy enough to peril LS P 1f \:'e do not believe this statement, what has become of all the

pamed by the .Pros’ecuu?on-H&d they received back the amounts taken from them, or were they

others who paid bribes ith Mr. D'Monte. In either case, why was no mention made of them ?
content to 1eave.them mk‘their money why were not their receipts produced ? If such instru-

If they had received bac them, why were they taken from the three Peons Rungasawmy, Rama-

ments were nob taken fro?m 1t wﬂ{ be recollected that Ramasawmy Naick said he never asked for
; sawmy, and Pa-ramé'man bis name is included in Srinivassa Mudali’s list. Ifit were so included
the retarn ?f bis bride, y::t v:iuld some time or other ask for his money, how was it ascertained
on the contxngencydtha: bien re-paid would not require back their money 2 Or, what was there
that.;ther's v:}}:: I;Zsenzf the parties named, that they only should be included in the list for

peculiar 1D

430

* .Payt;nenI‘; ?f o proceeding to analyse the evidence recorded in support of this part of the case,
78. Defor g

4 material discrepancies which invalidate and weaken if they do not
haps be permitted to make a few general remarks on this part

and to notice the serious an
destroy such evidence, I may per

of the casfl“h i certainly nothing novelor extraordinary in the idea of a corrupt native official
=0, erel °

f great and radical changes in the establishment of the office presided over by
ge o

taking adva.nta ortunity to aggrandize himself and make unlawful collections frorr.l those
him, end 08 dt?:qo‘;gmins in office, or newly appoints. Such seasons, I am afraid there i- g 01
whom ho promotes,

j i f a very plentiful crop
v happily too frequently made the harvest time o
ground for beihevmg,. alre ‘;:]ivepsirza,nts, and if Mr. D'Monte be the dishonest and corrupt man
1 _of bribes by influcntial

i; be is supposed to b.e. therzrlsn:‘:n have yielded. But the point on which this probability hinges
which 8§1 malr;yhtx)f htus ;O:O‘:rgpt and dishonest, and this point must not be essumed, but must be
is that Mr, D’Monte
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reason why he should not have fallen into the temptation to-
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.

proved. The evidence to be conside
sufficient to raise even a suspicion of
charge is preferred there must be gui
gate, but not more dangerous than up
8§0. Itis an axiom in man
P2y for their situations, eiher ¢
common fund shared in }
therefore there js nothing startling in
denger of being discharged, or actuall
did pay money to retain or obtain o

red below is that which is produced to prove the point. Isit
guilt 2 If not, are we to assume that siwply becanse the
1t ? ThLis would be a most dangerous doctrine to promul-
sound,

Y parts of the country that peons and other inferior servants do
o the Head Native Officer under whom they serve, or to some

¥ & certain number of the Officers in the Court or the Cutcherry, and

the statement that Peons and Curnums and Omeedwars in
¥ discharged, or secking employment, did offer to pay and
fice ; but it strikes one as strange that the sums of money
asked for are so various, and that Peons have no difficulty in these hard times in realizing at a
very short notice what cannot but be considered a large sum for them—two years’, one year and
six months’, and four monhs’ salary,

8l. Afteran experience of many years gained in the Southern Districts, in the trial perhaps
of a larger number of cases of corruption and bribery and other official offences than falls to thée
lot of most public officers, I must confess that there are noveliies in this case which tend in my

mind 10 raise the strongest'suspicion that it has been got up by Srinivassa Mudali, or his ally
and friend Chedumbara Pillay,

or some man of that class to serve some purpose of their own.
82. Mr. D'Monte is represented in more than one instance to have parleyed with the
victims of his cupidity,

and to have settled with them without the intervention of Srinjvassa
Mudali, the sums of money th

€y Were to pay him, and yet, in no instance, does he receive the
money directly from them. Srinivassa Mudali must be called in even when absent, and must
be the mediom of payment. This i very strikingly illustrated in the case of the Brahmin
Seethapathy Iyen, who having higgled with AMr, D'Monte as to the amount he is to pay,
andd h;\{!ing in Srinivassa Mudali’s absence brought a portion of the money required to be
paid, Mr. D’

Monte declines to receive it, but calls for Srinivassa Mudali or awaits bis
arrival, and then tells him to take it gy

if it were more dangerous or disgraceful for Mr.
D'Monte to be seen by these his partnerg in guilt, receiving the money directly from them-
'el‘fes than from Srinivassa Mudali, The bribe-giver and the go-between turn aside a little,
while Mr. D’Monte goes into the tet; the victim pays his money to the go-between, who takes
1t in to the Deputy Collector, who decl

object or advant.  th ares it to be either sufficient or insufficient, What the
or advantage o is mode of proceed; . .. . in
each case the or Proceeding is, I cannot divine, unless it be to secure

S theesen::: ?-f a v:‘imess in. addition to the giver and receiver, or it way be a clumsy
between the giver :,)ndc e 0 employing go-betweens who Degotiate in secret and separately
msy be rendered | re.cexver, in order' that detection and ¢lear proof azainst the recexve.r
cation with eack, othmpracxt;'cable' a’s the Principals are never seen by, nor hold any commupnis
which it is allegeq h“' T Mr. D'Monte could higgle with peons and others for the paltry sums

t8ed he received, why should he scruple to receive direcily from them the sums he

Or why should Le wish to make the act of receiving less secret than the

) £ detonss Any additiona) witness to the payment of the bribe only increased the
chances of detection, ang pPlaced My, D'Monte at the mercy of one

with g Power that no single bribe-giver Ppossessed
3. A go- i i .

o ag;:x::;wee; mhthe ordmary method of proceeding among natives acts as a buffer, s
-goat, * A0 the nove] in thi

oy g e o ethod alleged to have been adopted in this case,

B e e hlnkely ta prove troublesome and dangerous,
b a turther noye) characteristio brought to notice in connection with
Ro-between. Though harq and g

N urelenting at one time in cirrying out to the utn,
18 m

scene of the parley ?

who could turn agajnst Lim

heis simply

tlis worthy
0st extreme

Pawns the
» 8 brib

canunot pay, be denudes his wife and

™ to pay Mr. D’Monte on behalf of a comparatiye stranger

e which if the pa

. rty from whom it was demanded dig ot pey,
épt out of the situation offered him,
A S T
. . - ' : l’
— T T
¢ -y,

-y e s

-
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AT

bity and rigour on the one hand, and generosity and tenderness
rbity

. L. e ings of
85. ' 'This alternating ace d are novel characteristics in the habits and proceeding

oun the other, contrast strongly en

: to pay 3 Rupees,
mative bribe-tabet we are told that Sabapathy Naick, a Peon, was desired to pay
86. In one instance

. d yet, in order the

o this small amount, having already given 47 R“Pe‘:;’ ;:up:::es cnstead of 3

but was unable to ra;:le "o seoure his appointme“t' he volunheezs 1o galtfo pay 47 Rupees instead

. e o

more surely and quickly ing already been once tricked, and ma rupt Peishcar Ragavie

Rupees, and this Bto: :f::;l:i: porocme the 13 Rupees, he goc;s.to ;hefl;:;ﬂ;‘:‘;lf; e guarantees and

of 25 Rupees.  Bu him, although said to be a friend of li, pawns some
, t a stranger to him, ° between Srinivassa Mudali, p

encar who, almos d time the generous go-be : b this peon had not

il nt, and a secon only, but the 13 Rupees which this p :

promises payme D’ : av. nob the 3 Rupees y.. 1d that to be in keeping with
of his own jewels to pay, ay, Itisneedlesstoa : °

born red, but which he voluniiztese?npni his alleged generous friend, the Peishcar, ever
thse nivassa Mudall the 13 Rupees or even the 3 Rupees.

r

been requi .
i se, Del
this extraordinary €aseé,

. H bribes
ir pledge, or pay to ledge his word and promise to pay
redeem their p ishear is twice found ready to pledg
in: a Peishcar 13 twic
$7. Again; 8

. ; ey .
r {WO pEOX]B H]s W ord 18 accePted by a p()()l‘ penniless man WhO 18 ready to pawnh s.vufe Ba.nd
’ . . t a on the stren th Of & promls_e whlch
W‘ a sec d ime to pay a larae sum Of money g 3
'8 ) on
children 8 |e e]S

im, would not be kept.
. st have taught him, ’ to help them, nors
former experience mu ¢ usually so obsequious towards peons and fread:n > o apit tho rondis
. . 1 C
88. Peishears aretl'lje as withholding the appointment not pal'dd'?r:,nt peons, the seekers of
with so easy an ahe"zarl to pledge his own property to help these indig
.. Judall
of Srinivassa ) .
rllx?:ﬂfavor, or rather of Mr. D’Monte sd? pare
now analyse and €O s iected to a cross
89. B-ut'le: “}ie recollected that before any thn{:;s was s:b;eover to him. But as these state-
detail, and it1s to . s1ion given before the Collector rea facts and occurrences,
had heard his prev.mus dzposl lof p?xre inventions, and do not relate Fo ?,c:ut:tm < Ives and forgetting
ments arein my belief o he "i'psecond examination not only cont rad.lctma bx;t contradicting even
we find the witnessesin ;;nt and subsidiary circumstances of Lhe.xr st:ry:om a cow, at another a
the more ;mmaten'al ptien A peon for instance, tells us at one ume]-le; 1L be should forget the
the important main facts. paid to Mr. D'Monte. Now, it is not like yl ne ; bat if the story
H ney . . : tion were a real one;
sowel, to obtain the mo i cwel if ihe transac :
Jowes f his cqw - T;:n he’may easily afterwards forget his lesson, afxd f::g
e CO““; a j;Wel for a cow ; aud the testimony of new :ntt,[;;t ‘n
an . i t on
¢ the first version of the story, shews to my mm:df(:;othe chasion-
supporting the lust and n:; false, but that the fresh. cnes 100 ba\}r]e .beznrg:me which account
general these witnesses W that the peons are true witnesses and their story true, t tho thing
For, admitting for an mstanth true one ? The one given soon after the ccc.:urre.nce ) .
ould be most likely to be the tater ? 1 see therefore great reason to disbelieve t}}e gtorie
we 1. or that made eight months later ¢ the peons sold or mortgaged to them their property.
related, ‘tnesses, adduced to prove tha P ' tory as to how he got his money, and
thege new Wi ieses wq peon tells Mr. Cadell one story ken by surprise they
We shall find in this case, but after nine or ten months, taken by surprise,
another.” They had got up a lesson, d by them to confirm their testimony support the Jast
;neddforgot‘eﬂ it, and the witnesses adduC; ik lyoes or perhaps a few jewels does not easily fOI'ge:
1 ulia ’ .
1 e or two depiived o .
A peon ha,nnglb“; OZrLion of his little all.  1le must recollect ;vhat :];]:Vj;qinr;nd oad.
é 14 &
the sale and loss of & ‘lllrgu.:concomitant circumstances, but he cannc.t O}Z?Pcase we see the cone
Ilo may not reco}}ef\;aaﬁ'ectino his welfare and his enJO)*ment; but in this
. ateria e ai forgotten.
ing acts so ma retty well recollected but the main facts forg 1 comare what be has said
comitant facts § “th the evidence of Peon Tadi Veerasawmy, and comp iven before Mr
: in wit . s f 1the same story,as g *
90. T will begm b Srinivassa Mudali's version o ® ) T
th Srinivas . . tly or indirectly
before me and Mr. Cad.eu’ v::n most positively denies having ever 8“’3;;“1;;";;32 {n order to be
¢ to Mr.
Cadel sad mysel® ;l;h:a; or through any one dse, any money
ni 1u ’
through Srinivassa 3

. . he case more in
: iven in this part of t ..
he evidence given P examination, he

po:session of, and sale 0

he had been telling were a1 e
i e

vary in putting a cow for a jewel,

story.
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Proceedings of the M. adras Government, Revenue Department,

93. Srinivassa My

Proceedi - 14th March 1865
roceedings of the Madras Gorernment, Revenue Department, ; e ,
i
14th Marel, 1805, . ' nan is adduced as a witness to the payment of the bribe. Paramanan ™ g“"‘._
‘ 96. The Peon Params Naick paid 25 Rupees to the Deputy Collector 25(
J ined in his situati stated before the Collector that Veerasawmy InalcX p P ; E{‘?}
e ] retained in his situation. Ile statesthat he was transferred to Vedarniem some time in September , throuch Srinivassa Mudali; that this tock place near the tent, and he adds that he was present g:’ .
\ :; (zcsw})e'r 1862, the dfzy previous to Srinivassa Mudali’s departare from thence to Adrampatam; i whenDMr I’ Monte asked bim to pay the said sum, | ; ;
;’,"',‘ i tv .’\ ma ﬁhrlxéxia_ssa.. Mud.ah retu.rned to Vedarniem in February 1363 ; that he, during eigit or riue f : 97. In regard to this transaction, Paramanan, in his cross:exammatxon before me, stated - : } \
S ) oxT 3 ec,lnm.ng with April or May 1863, and terminatiny a few days before the Deepavally,a : bt . Mr, D'Monte's Tyne ot peon in attendance ; that in 1863, he cannct rec?llect the | G
R R native feast which oceurs in October, on eight, nine, or ten occasions lent Srinivassa Mudal: siall tha he Wads te 1:“; one day, one or two days before he gave his money, at 12 o’clock, while he was g; o
’ , . - m;ms of money amounting in all to 40 Rupees, that he fiest received back 15 Rupees, and amouth monginirnezr ’Mr. D'Monte's tent on the north side, he saw Srinivassa Mudali and ererasaW'my I .
/ »5 i;\ / after the Deepa‘{ally 25 Rupees; that these 23 Rupees were not all paid back in cain, 8 Rupzes stanc Otowards him talking; that when about two yards from where he was stfmdmg, Veera- IF
‘ ?l{y i"‘, - léeing returned in a cloth; that on receiving back this last instalment of 23 Rupees, Le gave comrlnnfto()k out of his waist 23 Rupees and counted them into Srinivassa Mudali’s ?andh; thha(; )
EEES rinivass i : : . .. ~ * ’ . 8aW . ’ ’ ide ; that after he -
K ](\[ s' / 1nivassa AMudali a receipt which was written by Srinivassa Mudali, and that the transaction was Srinivassa Mudali took the money into Mr. D L.Ionte-s tent on the south side; tha ba e ’ a %t
i c Witnessed by Cundasawmy Mudali, the Salt Curnum -d th ey, he came out and went about his business, and Veerasawmy went about his. i :
R 91. This ma : .. aid the money, . L. . e
R .; < .‘; some con&s?: .m'u}x] c((;nﬁrms gen?rally before me what he stated before Mr. Cadell. There i3 P * 4. There are apparently in favor of the Prosecution the rgcezpt. given by tb.xs Peon V?e- ‘.% -
» j R vies in the att':s on which the loans were said to have been male by him, and he also 98. (o 95 Rapocs, the alleged loan of this sum to Srinivassa Mudali about the time the bribe i ’. y
] f T‘ [ ' return f \eV o Sording the commencement of the loans and the time of Srinivassa Mulali' | i 1;)1. beenp g'n:en . on the other hand we have the denial of the wiiness, and his asser- 56'
RARRE i . . : ) 25
:l Py when ber(;:g lf'dmln(;e;]. I1e s1ys he began to lend S:inivassa Muddli in Febraary or March { 1 sal(i t: d:i:emoney with ’more was lent to Srinivassa Mudali, the receipt given not for the whole e
" \‘ o March s that h;";“ th‘:“Pees which Wwere re-paid when Srinivassa Mudali received bis salary in’ ‘ : tion “: «id to have been lent, but only for a part. The peon says the receipt was given when a Y
T l" . il t‘xe’wh o of hn tm 7 Rupses in April, and for eight months from 1 to 10 Rupe:s at a time, ' amotn Led ive it, and it is to be observed that the receipt was not taken till after Mr, *“;‘} X
i‘ ! : | : z s lmadeoie OA't e 40 Rupees that he had were expended ; and thit his last loan, ene of 7 Rs, ' ‘ he' was asie totg 1" ’suspended from his duty, and that the plea on which it was alleged by g hio
o § ; ! : re-paid in \In ;Pasy when the whale of his 40 Rupees wera paid ou*; that 15 Rupecs were “ D.M'onte " acuuz )Illave been taken is a false one, It is also to be remembered that he a.cknow- : \
P SR Wexl')e o ) ay. 863, and the remaining 23 Rupees in November or December, when 17 Ruuces i Srinivassa Muda (:nents The Peon, Paramanan, comes in most opportunely to hear this Peon 2
) ‘ Peb that h‘; ga,:: Z‘::’ ‘:‘d ShRulpees in o cloth; that he give no receipt for the fi.st amount, but ' ‘ 1‘idged no otbe:dp:I);Other Rungasawmy, who also denies having paid any money to Mr. D’Monte, ) I ;
A " when tha . . /Y a » o . ¢
by s , . Tor the last instalment, 54 s paid, and this not for the whala amouat of 40 Rupees, but | asieerc;sl?; Myr. D’ Monte to give a bribe, and also to see them pay it. 4 :
RS I % } 92, Tesaysh .. ‘ : . ion an adverse one, but I cannot find any of this y
P © % 8ays he never lent Srinivassa Mudali 23' Ra . Yo ls ‘ : his witness is called by the Prosecution ' .
se Ly . . ces at o that the larzest 99. This witnes
. i sum he ever lent him was 10 Rupees. Jvap ne time, and a
il .

it ; that he received it, ang on the Deputy Collector ordcred him, Srinivassa Mudali, to reccive

 tnesses Who attest the receipt saw B0 payment made, and their story differs from that of this
witnes
the same day gave it to the Deputy Collector at Velarniem.

]

94. On being cross.

i
1
b
| ; hostility. I believe his evidence is given as it was intended to be given. The receipt Sg;ver.l :)y £
. . . 0s . ¢ I y e s t 2 e
M 1863, he forgets th (ol states rega-ding this peon bfore Mr. Cadell that ia February or Morch ! him to Srinivassa Mudali bears 2 da:le s“bseq{,'emlffnfiia:ﬁiai:sf: Ziat?:a oidzlfl:a;?in::eon esr::m N
\ ’ rgets the exact dat 2 . : tonin he year, and even subseq g g i
A I’ Moante, therefor. 1€, orlers were recaived to reduce some of the peons; that Mr. P dar at the beginning of the y© Vellum, and is dated a day or two before Srinivassa Mudali left be ‘
! ; 23R » 16 ¢»gAve outthat he would reduce this peon; that he off:red the Deputy Collector vassa Mudali to come up to Yellum, t take it with him when he goes to Vellum. Then Y
3 i . not “pi;s- i he would retain him in the service, that the Deputy Collector told him if he did | Vedarniem ; and yet Srinivassa Mudali does o da d in evidence in suchga case as this. The i
R E s ‘ pay Lhis amount he would lose his appointment ; that finding it necessary he arreed to pay the : what was its use? Its only use was tobe produced in evidence :
LR amount, and brought it, wheq ’ o y ° ray
R
AR
IRy
b
.

. The Prosecutor has in bis abstract made use of the very argument which 1 anticipatefi.
| i ini mtness i his admission of the genuineness of the receipt and of the payment !
‘ {;'» ; collect at what place in V‘}“;Stl?ned, Suinivassa Mudali stated before me that he coal 1ot re- Though an adverse Wltl:\eSS \udali’s statement. There are other minor points worthy of note. i
k i ¢darn 5 1 H HI ” ' i assa 4 * . A
o i } could he recollect who werea pr‘:::n:}.letfo Rupees were given him by Tadi Vecrasawmy, nor ; prove theftrutlf o”f iSnncnoxivn o hole sum due, Srinivassa Mudali only pays a part of it in moaey, 3
Y i il establishment, he cannot recollect the :1“ at Ont. the da;y the order wasreceived to rc.llucc the ' I;steadt‘{ P‘;y;;; Is it likely the peon would receive these 2 Srinivassa Mudali tells him how he
- ' ale or time; this sk » in his tent R e rest in clo . s L. .
o whether he would be retained in the service : L iy th 1dpe;:n asked Mr, D.Mon.‘.o in n:de‘;\_ : . tbta.ined his money, and asks a friend to pay 10 Annas as mterest., the recexpfz is said to be given
b Rupees. ITe begged Mr, D)1 s e was told ho would be retained if Le paid 25 ‘ ? f tv who denies all knowledge of the transaciion, though said to be present.
S u would 0 honte to reduce the amount demanded. but that Mr. D'Monte in 1the house of & party . : : ;
‘4 :} uld not abute anything, and tolq him ¢ ) ceds a . | ho piving a receipt for a bribeis a novel proceeding, and one not likely to be resorted to, as 1t !
o ‘\ 1 after two days Veerasawmy brought \heo pay the wh(.ne sum to him, Siinivassa Mudali; that ! T 10511‘; Dtanding ovidenco azainst the parties, while it would answer no end. The payment of
v . - M . i o
PR C_O\mted 1t into his hands; that no one wmoney o h;m' "he Finess, on the Plﬂlf(’;‘"‘- ﬂ;‘d “! W(:l'be ec:uld not be claimed back. What would be the use of a receipt? It could not be"
- i time of this transaction, nor o Lat « 23 near at the time; that ko cannot recoliect the : a bri . There was no bond given by Srinivassa Mudali on the payment of
| - inside the tent, Veerasa“:m' n.w:""t s.tde of the tent it occurred; that he (witness) went : brought forward in C(?urt. ' er * ded. Tt sould bo only useful to show Mr.
T Le got no receipt. n d'd) Lomaining without, and paid the money to Mr, D’Monte from whem . the money, 50 10 receipt of its re-payment was D : y :
: ’g';i “ 05. 1 be\iz H ':l' id he give any to the peon t D'Monte ; and this obj ect was not kept n view. ;
o L1 ' e Ve 1t was part of \ . . ’ . ' '
\sl}ﬁ .‘E a bribe, but his story waspto be t::)e Pll‘ogramm.e th.“ this peon should deny having given i 100. There are marked discreparcies between l’faramanan’s account of t'be p;yr:e!zi}:l?f;?:: {
TR ! maia story would only add to fus ‘: ev.e-rly disguised, that his very divergence from the } money and that of Veerasawmy and Siinivassa Mudali, and all cannot be speal:nngf.. e rtll ’1 ]est' .
;/;\] ) this peon’s story been true, why ::1: ability and strengthen our belief in it. Now, hal : a5 I have before said, T believe their discrepancies are not natural ones, but are intentlona )
NI ? . 8 receipt neces ) ) ! 'k rication, ’
?1 by :’)he hff'“; A“d.ef’en if one receipt were suﬂicI;ent thary o the hsz-hpi;ym(:‘xz.ua:‘l .l ?’l 03 the tale should shew too many marks of fabricau o ' %
, ::2 p J bim from Srinivassa Mudalj included § » Why was not l‘he whole n} nt receive ! , . nv asto his being present during the payment of the money 13 i
o é the t ruth of the man’s story, and th in the receipt? Of course in order indirect'y to prove . 101. Paramanan’s testim y 8 Aludali. who ssys o one was present whon Veerasawmy “E
TR Y. - 1 . . . . 5 i
L ‘“."‘f : urged by the Prosecutor, iti; im rob:)lto bolster up this apparent and intentional blot. As diametrically opposed to that of Srinivassa Mudali, y
Pl or that Srinivasga ) dali P e that a peon should bo able to lend so larae a sum
g ) udalt should borrow of s3 inferior a subordinate. ° ;
Eeh
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
14tk March 1865,

e

was asked to pay the bribe, nor when h — . . . o
Mudali and by the bulk of th 8 he paidit. Dates are invariably ignored by Srinivassa

e Witnesses ; but when we can at all fix ¢! lly find some
weak point whi . em, we generally fin
point which can be exposed ; but while dates are invariably ignored, this peon strangely

Othel lClOIS n the 8Cene. ]

. However, it may be urged, on the i if thiswasa got v
case, Srinivassa Mudali would have taken care th:t Paraman:;l:::ll::o‘:):::'e Leen xeprc:enteg
during the periods of pa;lli’et:'e tx;;.l\{r. D"Monte wes asking them about their Lriles, snd also
was thought desirable not to b .t 18158 difficulty no doubt; but itis to be accounted for. It
it might appear to contradier ° ex?ct’ an.d to have some occurrence in the story which, while
taught to say they had lent mocn:e “;as o -realuy strengthening the story. So we have two peons
but the time of the loan, the amoz :S}:mwas“ Mudali, and had not paid bribes 1o Mr. D'Monte:
a bribe if it was any thing that wn 't ‘€ re-payment all tally and make it appear that it was realiy
as it were to strengthen t?ne stor * I;alfi by these men ; and then we have Paramanan broughtin
can see and dwel] with much fo y. 13. not “ﬂjorthy of remark here that, while the Prosecutor
he cannot see the greater incon ree on the incongruity ?f peonslending mouey to Srinivassa Mudali,

1o stand security for (& gl‘ulty f:\fpeons borrowing from a Peishcar and getting the Peishcar
Y tor them, and Srinivassa Mudali pawning his jewels for them,

to have been present dur;

102, w
four or five m:ntl?:bp;oceed to the Teon Rungasawmy. This peon states before Mr. Cadell that
he lent 30 tlore be gave his deposition, which would be in September or October 1863,

Rupees to Sriajvas: . A ) |
Tmoney no one was present ; th:: iludall to take his family to Vedarniem ; that when he lent the

that the salary of e rec.eived back 21 Rupees of this amount in two pay receipts;
which h ¥ ol one mouth was paid af Vedarniem, and that of 1he other at Negapstam, for
€ pave a receipt to Sri

. . nivass i; iV i g

money and i P b Srinias :allﬁ;dah ; that Tadi Veerasawmy knew of Lis giving the
103. Before me ke says,
lending the money to Srinjvggy
execut

h; did not say before the Collector that Veerasawmy knew of his
ion of the receipt b h'& Tudali, but that ho knew of the re-payment of the loan and the
Jhim. e also adds he was to receive 1§ Rupee asiuterest on the

lean, but that this
was not specifed : . :
Tooney to be paid to My, D’Specnﬁed In the receipt ; that he never gave Scinivassa Mudali the

directly or indireclly’ nor had be ev3 that he tle.ver either paid or lent Mr. D'Monte any money
1e4. Before the Co .en. lent Srinivassa Mudali any money before.

this peon that he i i ector Srinivassa Mudalj made the same gencral statement regarding
th:'xt the only way they could ho 0 Tndi'veerasawmy; that Mr. D’Monte 11d Lim and another
agreed to paypgotf;lretam their situations was, by paying Lim sometbing; that
tupees which Le brought, and which he, Srinivassa Mudali,

me 8rinivaggy L:dd“’-em.l’ the same day, paid it over to the Deputy Collector.
he foung Runoasawumah mlfl thnt. before Veerasawmy arnd Paramanan were ssked
™ to receive 3?) Rupez ‘;lklng with Mr. D'Moute, and that Mr. 1)’Monte call:d
hree days returneq “i‘: rom Rungasa\\:my ; that thispeon then went to Negapa-
-resent at the time he tome money, which he paid into Lis (witness’) bands; that
ia tent ; that he ok the money, nor when he paid it to Mr. D"Moxte, who

on} s
Munication with M:.YDT';:;:;‘I the money as Le was told, and knew nothing of any

103, Before
for any money,
him and told bj
tam, and after ¢
nobody was P
was alone ip }
Previous com

106. In this instance to

.. o P
money to Srinivagsy Mudal; . Aramanan comes to the rescue.

Hlesaw I ive the
or five days be for My, D'Monte, ungZisawmy give

Ile does notrecollect the date or month, but four
one dayat 4 ., Rungasawmy Naick gave 30 Rupees
rth side of Mr. D'Monte's tent, at four yards' distance
eiver, and bj No one was present but the two actors in the scene, the

and R aS:niva,ssa Mudali took ‘ht;m Iizeh'stood close by.and heard Rungasswmy count out the
gasawmy Temained op th . i
¢ north side.  On Srinivassa Mudali's return, he said ke had paid

s open hands itto the tent by the southern door, 1o '

) WWE;!;Q—W, iy - it U S
Y

Proceedings of the Madras G overnment, Revenue Depariment,
i} 14¢% March 1865.

e might return to Negapatam. Permission was granted ;

ked ifh .
the money. Rungssswiy © Negapatam, Ile (witness) did not at that time see him

he went to Vedarniem, and thence to
after he left the tent.

107. Before the Collector thi .
« was then a fellow peon with me, pai

s man gave this general statement :—* Rungasawmy,” who
430 Rupees and Veerasawmy 25 Rupees to the Deputy
i i i . I was present when
G o «ivasa Mudali. This also took place near the tent : :
‘ (/,ullector tt{:ogzl;exs;l;‘ pay the gaid sums.” This is denied by Srinivasa Mudali, who said
112 ‘\dl;ttzsa;r:sent- when Mr, D’ Monte asked Rungasawmy to pay, nor when this peon paid the
nobody w

amount agreed to by him.

108. Next let us look at the statements of this Paramanan regarding what he did. Before

i s Mr. D’ Monte in Srinivasa

:n June or July 1863, he was informed by ;
e Co'l’lecmr b 5331::1‘9:“;; four peons would be retained in the salt establishment there,‘ and
pudalts Pre(slezce(,]ismissed . that he advanced his poverty, when Mr. D’Monte told him he would
thas he wou'c @ ees that he at last got Mr. D’Monte to consent to his paying 15

in him i id 20 Rupees; ¢
rI:lalﬂ hlmtlfxth;epg;igto molztaane the jewel that was in his house to raise the money ; that he
upees § t-3a8-]

i taave the jewel for 15 Rupees on the eighth day after he had.b.een asked for' the x.noney,
did mortgag (-,Jrecollect the exact date, and paid the amount to Srinivasa Mudali as directed
;)hu;fr l;;-;:;:;(; . that the payment was made outside Mr. D’Monte’s tent, and the money taken

y ML ) ;
insi ini Mudali.
hide By BEVTS e this witness stated that when Mr. D'Monte asked him, before 10 A. m. for
109. - Defore mh' ‘tuation, no one, not even Srinivasa Mudali, was present,and that on
S ’:he amm’mt Mr. D’Monte consented to reduce it from 20 to 15 Rupees,

is L. was told to pay it to Srinivasa Mudali; that in the
end 1'1e e ;o-'p?Za:?;:\‘:ztxfixi:;net’t: I::e tent Mr. D’I;Iznte told him to receive 15 Rupees from
ev'emng thrtlfdlm ¢ enter into further particulars, though he told Srinivasa Mudali on going out
witness, B 111 ‘(‘10 to pay the amount; that he morigaged a pair of earrings valued at 15 Ru-
by e e o ‘ gn wif?e for 10 Rupees to one Sawmy Gounden, and with that money, his pay,
P;;S; \;:LOPnei;n;gn;ol;Rupe’es, which his wife had with ber, he paid Srinivasa “Mudali 15 Rupees
0l vz

i i i is village at half past 1
. ) asked for it, at 2 . M., having arrived from his villag ,
elg};:t;hys alter 1;;::3,3::; he arrived at’ the tent before Srinivasa Mudali and saw Mr. D’Monte
withthe money ; g

i i 11 him he had brought the money ; but

i in hi did not speak to him nor te g :

lying down in !1‘3 te;{t;:;i came and was standing near the tent, he gave him the amount, jvhxch

that when ﬁ“;;;iaizok into tbe tent, and came out without the money and said he had paid the
Srinivasa Mu

15 Rupees to Mr. D'Monte.
110. Srinivasa Mudali 0

the money to s¢
Dis remonstrating about

n the contrary says he was present when Me, D’Monte asked Para-
s P large a sum and offered 10 Rupees,
. he declared his ioability to pay so larg :
mai\an for 20[R‘g)’e‘slso’n:,};a:vozld not accept; that he then offered 15 Rupees, which amount Mr.
which offer X l'.d totreceive, and told him (witness) to take it ; that he and Paramanan were alone
D' Monte ugr;‘; D'Monte ; that after two days (not eight as Paramanan said) he brought the
r. ;

. ith .
present W paid it 10 him while standing near the tent door.

hat Paramanan gaid before the Collector he mortgaged the jewel
the only thing that he, a poor man, could convert into

v thing of value in his house. We see him afterwards becoming bolderand Wa.xing
theony ! llnb' ssad in addition to the jewel or Mailadi, of a pair of earrings,
Before me.:: :;epohs;:u.abdi at 15 Rupees, and these he mortgaged for 10 Rupees, and
1 and from money in his wife's possession.

money, and
111, It will be observed t
that was in his house for 15 Rupees,

money,
richer,
‘which are valued W o bis v
. m hi
de up the balance iro . ﬁl:pmy to whom he says he mortgaged Eis earrings and jewel
1i2, Sawmy Gounman’an's next door neighbour, but though he was acquainted with hifn
derposed that he{ was P:ifaw ‘hat Lis situation was ; that he brought a pair of Mailadis and a pair
for a year 1:1;1 did n?::‘:: 10 Rupees, the other 4 Rupees, and obtained from him 10 Rupees. He
of €apoos, e one W -

oot tell when all this occurred ; Lhat on botb occasions this peon came slone.
ca :
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is interview
113. Here are discrepancies material and numerous. The ?eon r:{;t hnl:d eceived
with Mr., D'Monte was quite private, Srinivasa Mudali says hel‘:“wzs told to receive the
M:. D'Monte's order at the time to take the money ; the peon says l? le about Mr. D'Moute
money at & subsequent period, Srinivasa Mudali varies his story .3' ntemudali's story befre
bargaining with the peon aboyt the sum to be paid. Looking at Snmvt;at the same time, and
the Collector, it would appear as if the three peons had all been asked & nan most distinctly
paid the Ioney at the same time. Again ; before the Collector, P;r;mtorrowed 10 Rupees
stated he got 15 Rupees on the jewel he pawned ; before m: h:;::t;rz lseRupecs. and Le gets a
f:da:}?e::;; :;23111;;21 ¥ to be the true one, as it \v.z:scgfue c::
but the latter story, DBut his friend says he 'br:ufl;:ua‘ ;;‘Rupe“,
not one ear ornament, and a pair of earrings; that the former “:r_s it was eight days
and the latter 4 Rupecs, on which he advanced 10 Rupees. The peon say X
between his being require

. aavs it
d to pay the money and his doing s0; while Srinivasa Mudali says i
Was iwo days.  All avoid dates and months.
11t Now, I would

. : discre-
ask is this discrepancy about the jewcl a material ;nl(il‘;:lplzx:::;abh e
pancy, or an immaterija] oue, such as can be fairly accounted ff"'_ by lapse ol-a, to’ natives ? Is it
observing ang relating things inaccurately, and without precision §0 Recfl;;;z lesson, and his wit-
Tot an unmistakeable mark of 5 got-up story ? The man had forgottef} his o large that Le can
Dess supports his second story, not his first, Is the property of this m:n-:niﬁc:nz allusion in
e disposes of ? Especially with that marked an ;lothe only one in Lis
o his great Poverty ; his parting with his only jewel,
house?
115. Besides s
bribes, Paramanan

from bis neighbour on a pair of earrin

witness to support not the first story,
£0 soon after the occurtence,
ornaments,

“forget what part of it

peaking to the peons Run

80¢s on to speak of mon;

me a singl

gasawmy and Veerasawmy being a<ked and p;;)r;lonf
esopaid by salt manufacturers whom he does n:t ) steci
. . H e
nor is he able to na e one of the party ; so his tesumony on this peint cannot be
and stands singly. Andg

. irchu
gain ; he testifies to GOO Rupees having been P&l.d by }on;l;:ti) N
Shastry through Srinivasa Mudali, and to his accompanying Srinivasa l![udah tc:l'l ):d L ‘},(,tb
house, and bringing this tmount on three occasions. Ilis testimony ". ?Omm ¢ Lh Iy’izchu
Srinavasa Mudalj and Pitchy Shastrys agent, though there is a !:”I:;::otué_:::;it‘sco Ru-

: ' counts lo ¢ X
:iis?"e:e ascpcut as sundries, which, El :‘;:'i‘:
degree, bears out this last.stat.en1ent;1“ :eithet
chn Snastry i3 dead, and €very one else iznores the account, the entry in which is furt e Merred,
° conclusive nor clear; for the name ;)'Montc'&
and it is impossible to say'lt is Mr. o
I look on this peon'f; en«%ence asul ‘l)x:nn Lo

itis contradicted ang nezatived on all mnte_ml points by all w
© sceneg he describes, and is at variance with mel.f. . tons : that two
served that none of these three peons cver lost t.l.xexr utu'\atv.xonD',.“onts o
ocally ang freely deny ha‘ving ever given an:ythmg toli r.e'er bad any
I do not even credit their statements or believe lh_at ) 1?' in regard to
Mu(lali, who howeVer, appears to be in constant difficulties ; y ,_.Iribd.
tting receipts from these peons on the alleged re-paymentdo b; tever
antial Proofs of the dennquency of Mr. D'Monte, was no Ol;)' \otte 43
ed out. The Teceipts could only be of use to show to Ml..;]cn ‘Srinivma
sa Mudali hag Paid back part of the bribes received. 1}“'- w ‘th Lim. bac
um, where My, D'Monte was, he did not take the l’CCL'_‘P“ ‘;:ad Srin;\'aSI
™iem from whenge they are carried to Ayapatam. AOW.ld he, when he
eipts for the PUrpose for which he alleges he got them, wo\lb L ,J Liny, or
W3 guing to Vellum, where he knew he would meet Mr, D'Monte, leave them | ehin o r’u\"’

would he, had he forgotten to take themy Wwith him, have fuiled to send for them. Excfpt I

Vide leaves marked G, 4, leaf No. 10,

I asked an

uninterested part
blurred,

Y in Madurg o
he 8aid it wag

“Rowanggh,'s resd the pars

fabricated ang Wworthless;
alleges were gotors in th
6. Tt will be ub
of them most unequiy
secure thejr situations,
dealings with Srinivasa
money. The idea of ge
and using them ag subst
one, but clumsily carr;
assurances that Srinjya
Mudali went to Vell
leaves them at Veda
Mudali taken the rec
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i ipt 14 be of no earthly use,
- de by Srinivasa Mudali, the rc:)celptssec:: .
s e in such a ca - . .
R pazmas Loupro faken ©° lt:e :;isgdllose their situations in the reduction o
: hey were, eons who ‘
unless indeed t B the thrce . .
. e N his appointment at Tam
he e:::blishment; and ﬁr;tbR;rf:s;Tycaden ‘hat, in sz 1)863, l::: l(t)(s;t ‘Ledzmiem e s T
t ‘. b . (GOVi“ . hat sume two
B nother peon . he was there th .
ik rlnallavancottai; t‘fat heha:(}l;a:ing heard during the’ ten daZ:d :SkEd oty for &
g,ﬁonte e tlm:; .tt aations he went to 3%, Momt;at he saw Mr. D'Monte tlie next
‘ LY m was Nno vacancy;
or three perone ‘Monte told him there
. that Mr. D'Mo
place; t

i i i [ rinivasa Mu
w ) to Sr‘lnivasa Mudall’ VVhICh he dld ’ ) Y
i tO g(’) tl t S
) d& hen

ituation ;
i ‘wou'd not get a situa
5 Rupees, and unless he lfrougzg ltR};e :ZS i b he went one
bim Mr. D'Monte wanted 2‘;‘&“;’“ hi,Sjewels and Obl:;nc:d iem a[I\)d paid him the money ; tha(;
Me. is village, s . Madali at Vedarniem, ’ e he remaine
t he went tohis vi ¢ Srinivasa ' R
ﬂ?:ht at 8 o’clock to the h‘?uie 1(; bim to Mr. D’Monte’s tent, agdth:same day received an order
m.:;t day, Srinivasa Mudallt °°nd said he hal paid the money, an
ne ’ out a '
. . that he came

without ; t .

. Te
apatam. before the Collector.
of aPP°intment 8s peos of Ne{; : in several of the stalements he dm:(f%:er pressing him for four or
Before me this peo:;)v:}"ile on his arrival, for a pllace,hz:mtold him he must give 20 Rupee;
. . D'Mo inivaca Mudali, who ntione
he asked Mr. D"Mo o to Srinivaca Mu ir village, but he me
says first, , told him tog . turned to their village, cow
. D'Monte to Govinden then re is village he sold a
five days Mr d that he and Go he arrived at his villag 2 Peon
lace, au inden; that when he to a Police Peo
if he wanted a p rred to Govinden; ey klace for 10 Rupees ¢
. hat had occu O‘ed his wlfe 8 nec or date he does no
nothing of w and mortgag . nset, the day d
barber, Vedarniem at sunset, t and went an
10 Rupees toaT s X. that he returned to edart _ id him the amoun \ ,
- ed Aloghiry Naick; that Mudali a'one in his house, p;; dali took him to Mr. D*Monte’s
nam“ ot and finding Srlm:{lsah 8 a. . the next day Srlmvasad ut ee whether Srinivasa Mudali
recoiients and at S A. M in ; that he did not s id he see him
in the next house, . h-mse[f wenf 1n ; . . ith him, nor di .
slept In . tside while he hi A ing in his waist wi Lis situ-
f him outsl : revious evening -g after, he got b1
tent, and le . had tied the p o vs t ; that two days !
which he lone in his tent ; d never gave any
had the money "Monte who was a ’ him his money, an _ ‘ok
Mr. D’} . dali to return him Alaghiry Naick,
any money to inivasa Muda ts wife's iewels, but that 5 )
p:'};n 'ythat he never asked S:Z never received back his wife's Jefi :’borrowed 10 Rupees from
airealy o Ms. D onte them, asked him for the money hem 1o, Alughiry Naick with one
i . > em, . 'd them o L to
had first pledge d Narraina, and pai ith his brother-in-law,
to whom he ig sigter's husband 1 . 'aced in pledgo with his . :
1 .in-law, his sis :s tewa's, which he p! : , inted out in his deposi-
Lia“ bw:ei:tere“’ and got ba,IcIk bl: :::?n ’regﬂfd to the dlscrepir]xu;s Eoelcf;z‘;
upee . . Hesta : fore the Co ’
whom he pays no lnte(;.eStid had been incorrectly ‘ecord;d l:e is certainly very different from tl:
. he had sa the Collector i samy an
tion, that what i's statement before the Collector that Rama
st Mudali's sta IIe says before the Racaviengar,
119, Srinivasa deposed before me. 'Monte a letter from one Rag B
what he depo i . brought Mr. D'Mon fter. two appolnt-
sboveand from b their situations, broughs T % 2 P AR P [ten days after, two : .
. ho hadlos ited on him;t d to the Peishcar a
Govinden w darniem, and wa tor prepared a Takee o
ishcar of Ve he Deputy Collector prep : inted, put it ina
the then Peis Negapatam, Lhe who might be appointed, ‘h
ing vacant at Neg of the persons ° Deputy Collector, he
ments falling v . ace for the names . it on his going to the Dep : ced
leaving spac my Pillay ; tha : ty Collector desi
Negapatem, =% the writer Ramisamy t the same time the Deputy in his presence
and gave it to t : ich was done; a . ion ; that in his pr
coze::ad it to be given to him, Whl:each from the two peons in {}u:b:no:}:)vinden saying he had
e ee . 3, bu 1
::m the witn®:5, o get Qa(')r Rﬁfma“my Naick paid fo h'I:l]p;i:’t)ivasa Mudali, and requesgdpl;:;
> iengar, e to him, e the De
in that of RagV : to pay the sam es and gav
andnl;::ney Ragaviengar };;om::;dCZlfeciJOr ; that he borrowed 2005:pe
no T he D2p bove two peons. ¢ Ra-
to pay 20 Bupeeso t;{ t;ees and gave the cover to'lhe] at ear, the date he cannot recollecs’ ::»:d
in all 40 Rupces, time last year, . intments, and wa
Collector in a8 says that some : their appointments,
man §ay jem, having lost k them what
r to Vedarniem, Ie. D’ Monto told me to as .
and Govinden came toge:‘ih:sked for a situation ; Me. D;;:“D“\Ionte did not spesk with
xln()a soarug days on Mr. D"\I-O; tix:; would each give 20 Rupees, Dlr.
ive; they sal
they would give;

120. DBefore me this
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
14th March 1863.

i

them. The same day that I a.ked him Ramasamy paid me 20 Rupees,” (Adrampatam is forty

.: f \d . 3 i i
‘mLes from Vedarniem,) “ ang | paid them to Mr. D’Monte ; no one witnessed this. Mr. D'Monte
gave me a cover and told ’

him the o I e to get the money from Ramasamy, and when I had got it, to give
e cover, : . * .. .

. did 80 and he went off with the cover and got his situation.”” Now 1lieso
statemen's are all irreconcilea

hat both the v ble with each other; the differences are not»light ores, and it is
tbo was tn ot € Witnessesare dcposirg to what is not true,  DBut let us look a Lttle more into
¥ which the money was l’&iaed by I{au)usam)v Naick.

9 . .
was it-tli;e ggﬁh;?pf{i‘ig? : Police Peon who said he was very poor and.had n.o means, says he
out a vow ; that Ramasax: ¥ E“O an.na or two m'mas a month out of Li’s pay in fmlcr 10 carry
money ; but there wag thi;y:s el. Lim to lend-lum some money, that he told him le Lad no
Rupees and lof: 4 necklons dcdrcd money, aud if lxe.hked he might Lhave that; xlx‘:n. he took 10
after four or five monthe " lj\n €apoo of his wife's in plelge, and was cl:ar,qed xmcrc{st; that
Pay half a Rupee and way ¢ ;;)ughtback-m Rupees anl took nway the jewe!s ; that he O.Tcl’vd- to
the ten into the vabseri Ub that 'he mvglft do as he liked, and that he put.ha'-f a I}up:e with
bke the truth, [t g tio mn Ox-' l\““'n.tlns partof the story alout x.lx‘e charity .box. is !')'uf. very
and there is a diserepane aglilntllc, too liberal, to.o free from supershuon'to be native :1&--111:9,
this fact. Byt then anaiz le:u the amount of m.te:est Letween tlu.z witnesses wl‘xo t.cp.o:e to
collected the money b; w]:i(.h lus rt:co!l.ecr. how this peon first cx;)hme.d th‘e way in .\\l.xch Lo
able to realize ouly 20 Ry 1 I:ﬂld his .nncg(:d Lribz, ¢ Isold all my jewels Ly which I was
articles of jewe'ry for 10 Ry pees. Xn.hu second story, ho mortgazes not all, but s;:ecxf'fc
this discrepancy betweon l::sp:ies, and raised the other 10 Rupees by the sale of a co.w. Now is
to imperfection of memor ) st and second statement owing to g louse woy of sating fac:s, er
that he caanot distinmibg’“olf !;) want of obgervation 2 Does the man pussess so lT.ll‘.‘"l propt rt'y
property.  Ile coﬂjur:s up a ce: ier he sells acow &nd mortgages a jewel, or sels all his littlo
ward declares he sold it, and instead of s<lling Lis jewels Le only
Parties might be able to co:l;:{:. nd lh.eu puts them in the keeping of a rclative, All theso
his own stalement, Lt contrad?ftat‘f tLis ttec.ond statement ; Lut the witne:s duesnot CO!’!O‘J(.I‘A.O
supported by the nyp, r 111: : it Which are we to Lelieve Z tle la:ter one because it i8
rqectﬂthe whole tale a4 false anq x:::):r one because it was first given?  or are we not forced to
9 o
]{Y:; b;lvl:;esnen person i Govindenup.
et us see whye 1. 1 What Srinjeasy
wnat he h'mS':

If says

a i ;
nd was tqld by him in aq a.n"r’
BEXL morning, at §

clear t

ptio

morigiges them to a holy

bers, (4]

Lis. » who lost Lis place at tl.¢ same time that Ramasamy lost

Mudali deposed before the Collectsr regarling this peon ;
—That after his arrival at Vedurniem Le saw Mr. 1)’ Monte alono
9 elock o tiﬁto‘rlx.e that he would not give hix.n a post ; that .s.e.clxl; Lim xh?
speak with it ; thas [;llfo rm, Mr. D'Monte told him ta g2 to Srisivass Mudali
W’an'ed 23 Rupees and des" i Finlvasa Mudali told Lim at thzs.lt pans that Me, D'Monts
Nadumu:t, Chetty 4 Ad red him 1o bring that amount ; that he went to a merchant namcd
viengar, Salt Py rampa‘flm and asked him for a loan of 2) Rupees ; that be eaid Raga-
would pay him the mouey ; 1| e, owed him money, and gave Lim a letiter to Lin saying be
W]‘_y he wanted the mone)y; ’a‘ dal he gave the letter to Ragaviengar at Vedarniem who asked Lim
S.inivasa Mudali to big U.wn When he 1014 Lim it was for Mr. D'Monte, Ragaviengar sent for
and asked him o Pay it to \;e I’;',‘d 'old Lim he would pay Lim 20 Rupees on Govinden's account,
tent, and leaving b outs;d:' wate i that next day Srinivasa Mudali took kinJts Me, D' Monte's
him (Govinden) t} g4 M, D’\[’ “‘fnt ', and afier xpeaking with Me. D'Monte, came out arnd told
*.he order of 8ppointment ;ngn - “‘°_u1d give him the appointment ; that Srinivasa Mudali received
time of h'is deposition re.’m;d t?l?ve 1t 10 him and he got Lis place. Ilssaid he bad nct at the
:;‘:t;: him ; that the know Rdgj\i?i‘f:yh who gav? "him the letter wi:lout any bond as he
13:;“6“1;. . 3ar had promised to pay the amcunt, but he cid not see
[~ Delore me thyig Witness g

ﬁzzt’ezaf aper, placed in an envel.)p:ea::il |
Ut Was told th,¢

1at the letrer he received from Nalumutta Chetty was
ie C‘)ntemq, b
on receiving ithe

wafered and sealed with the Chetty's sexl ;that Le ¢id
on presenting it he would rcerive 20 Rupees ; that
ad no money, but would pay tle amount inthreecr four

Razaviengar tolg him

ot e < S
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: Fovernment, Revenue Depariment,
dinzs of the Madras Government, Revenue ‘
Procecdings of 14th March 1865,

ot is id so, and Ragaviengar told Sriniyasa Mudali
days, but told him ¢ call S v'a::aif ujilt' :xl:::nhi;: :t 8 o’clockgSrinivga.sa Mudali went to Mr.
he would pay the 23 Rupeeli' : and said, * Mr. D’Monte says be will give you @ situation;” that
D'Montf’s: tent and cam;;teul:':lded Srin’iva.sa. Mudali of hig promise, pleading he had no money
after.wa\tlng threo dzy® the next day he received an appointment and went to Negapatam ; that
for l{ls expenses ; ‘hg.;[':,nte nor did he hold eny communication with him ; that two or three.
he did not sce Mr. dit mo’ured at Negapatam phat Ragaviengar had not paid Srinivasa Mudali
months afterhe bear o - . ob at four or five months after, he went to Adrampatam
the money be promised to P2y t:ha.t Y ° d: that he told him he had heard that Ragaviengar
and was asked by the Chetty o & hm:x:dbf;:d ’out and seftle the matter ; that aiJout four day\s
bad not paid the money',- and :}::dh:slifi hixﬁ whether he had paid the money, and on being told
after, he went to Ragax;enga'Ne apatam; that being afterwards appointed to Tambxkanal!pvan-
he had not, he xetirhe tQtam ga.nd told Nadumutta Chetty that Ragaviengar had not paid the
cottai, he went to Adfamp;acavienuar coming to Adrampatam he asked Na}dumutta Chetty to
money. After?vardsl.] ::er h;ha 1 ;a,i d the money to Srinivasa Mndali. He did so and fcfupd that
inquire from b ;v been aid. He further stated that after he went to Negapatax? .nenher Mr:
th(;umortney h:ds;:;iva:a Mpudaii ever asked him for the money ; that he never saw Srinivasa Mudali
D’Monte, B9 * in February. -
egain tll be saVT b ot tIhe f:llse:stl:f : ?:ifleit:{‘e Er a na{ura,l one? A peon wants money to pay
12£. s this story, wc aaintance, who does not lend him nor wish to accede to his request,
naa bribo ;8 Chetty, * m;: ana Peishcar ; the Peishcar hasnot got the money, but.Voll.mteersh to
s him a.letter olt'1 cremlount and promises 0 P&y it, and the go-between ?trxps his w,-lfe of : ;r
stand sech ot arres and advances the sum, and never asks for it egain. Ther,e isa St;'l -
which he mortgaﬁ, econ’s first story and Srinivasa Mudali’s, and th,e peon’s .c:eco}l)lf is
ing cor.xtmst b?twe?ﬂﬁt : Ed with Srinivasa Maudali’s first story. In Govinden’s deposn.xon e. or:
inconsistent with !ns rsua 0 to the non-payment by Ragaviengar, the rumours, the mterwev;
M, Cadell there is no alusio :aar There he implied he was accountable to the Chetty f‘fr ‘he
with the Chelly &“fi Ragl:vlebz;fo;e me all this is changed. He now states.he k.new early in the
. agi vta;ced biinhg‘::.had l:\ever paid the amount he had promised, and he implies that the sum
day that Bagh is concerned.
was neer i l.)e.paid \ 8“,1 ?t ::2? ioefia;a;: evla\ries greatly both with his former story and with
125. Srinhvasa Mude Mr yD’Monte never spoke to this peon about giving him m.oney, but
the peon’s act o.unt. e sf'ysto asi{ both Govinden and Ramasawmy what they would give ; that
told bim (Snmv‘asa Mu(;: l)ees . that Govinden went away and brought a letter to Ragaviengar
they each promised 23 ousieng’é\ ¢ then spoke to him and promised to pay the 20 Rupees for
from.a Chetty ; that aoz:' ved some of his jewels for 50 Rupees and paid 20 Rupezs to Mr.
Govinden ; that %m mortﬁaa ays both peons received their order of appointment and went away
D'l;;onte f:)rf :: '23;:; . thits I{anaviengar never paid him his money, and that though he asked
to Negapaiam 108 ' eacions, ] im off.
Govinden for Xt o e oc::::::I:;'aléil‘l’: lgef::t:rought bim the letter and told him it was to pay
126. Ragat’len%:i ;e told him he had no money just then, but would pay Sx:inivas?. Mudali
Srinivasa Mudali; tha frerwards seeing Srinivasa Mudali, he mentjoned this to h.un ; that
when bis pay came, and that o wanted to pay Mr. D'Monte ; that he never either dlrf:ctly ot
he did not kr}ow the moneytwa:r Co M. D' Monte; that he never paid Srinivasa Mudali the 20
indirectly paid any money t}? ago, or in July 1864, when at Adrampatam, Govinden broug.h.t t'he
s that BbOV;'a n;:n the gCt:etty’s presence whether he had paid the money to S:;?(;Vd:
Chetty and asked bira id he had not done sa he was requested not to do 80 ; that he di }:3
Mudal, end when R :;e to learn that he had not paid Srinivasa Mudali, that he never saw him
lfmow how' the}f)eob‘rlo;ht the letter till a month 2g0. Racaviongar and his
rom the time he 4 Chetty, a small Shop-keeperin Adrampatam, knows Ragavieng !
- 127. Nadumutta it }fthye: lutter of whom he has pecuniary dealings, Desha lyfmga.r ovtlug
father Des:? Iy;n%ar, e:xtzoo and 300 Rupees; he states that Ragaviengar owes him nothing,
him something betwe
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Proceedings of the Jladras‘Government, Revenue Department,
14tk March 1863.

but .when the peon Govinden came and borer
to give him a letter of credit on Ragavienfrw
He cannot explain why he shou'd o
the spot, and who had dealings wi

ed him to lend him money, he at length consented
: ar because he hoped he would not pay him tl e money.
g‘V? it on Ragaviengar and nnt on Desha Iyengar who was en
ation, and that he wanted the moneh ?lm.h' The peon told him, l-xc s1ys, that he had lost Lis situ-
from the peon. Two months aft v 113 expenses. Ile describes the let'er he gave dicferently
him; he said it had not. Af er’}n-]eet'"g Govinden he asked him if the money had been paid
viengar about the money. éh e'] this he h:.ul n.o conversation with either the peon or Raga-
in June 186}, when Ranz.l"ien:n y afier, this witness retracted this statemenr, anl s:a’ed that
the letter, and he told h?m o, :ilardc.xme.llom? about a marriag: in his house, Lie asked him about
in his acconnts of the loan 1o Gao r:ecewed it but had pzfid no money onit. He made no entry
128. The next party who .V“ll'den. because h? received no advice of i13 payment.
are discrepancies in this man’s ¢ 18 alleged to have given a bribe is the Peon Sabapathy. Tlere
first went to Srinjvaga Mudali W;}‘taf»ements as to the time and circumstances under which he
days he asked him to recom : ?f“"e the Collector he states it 10 Lave been sfter ?ig}.t crtcn
him on his arrival, and that :end him to the Deputy Collector. Before me he said he went to
and recommended by him ; th: ;‘cht ('iay he was tuken to Me. 1'Monte by Siinivisa Muddli,
asked by Srinivas Muda,li o, r. D’Monte told him t» go to Srinivasa Mudali, and tl.at Lewas
to him, and he wag deired t;0~3b11.r\dters:ood what Mr. D"Monte meant when he told Lim to come
jewels and a cow, and after tw r:lng 23 Rupecs. Before the Collector he says hie sold all Lis
four days, and solg one jewel a Od ays lfroughv. the money. Before me he says he was absent
and he was told the order of an f’ cow and calf; before the Cullector, that the money was psid
asked when he was to get hi PPOln.t.mem would be given. Afier waiting four or five days Le
would be given in three dal N “li’PmMment. Before me ho says he was tuld the appuintment
Srinivasa Mudalj about th e ‘.“ after waiting ten more than three days he again spoke to
Srinivasa Mudali for the ° #Pprintment. Before the Collector he states that when le asked
brother, and if he nisheg :p€0‘llt“‘°“t: he was told the 23 Rupees pald were on accour t of Lis
and asked if it were r.iAnht :) te e_mpl"yed he must bring 25 ftupees more ; that he remonstrated,
told if he did not pay : fu gh ake money for one purpoze, and epply it to anotler, when Le was
being afraid, he consentedrt e'l')s_“m he would be emploged and his brother dismissed ; on wkich,
rowed 22 Rupaes {rom Ran: 1 'Ing some more money, and went to Tritrapocndy where he bor-
money ;—before me, that thsa\;]my Taven, and returned to Vedarniem in two days with the
?‘PPOXDfment wou'd be given }I: ¢ asked Siinivasa Mudali at the end of thirtzin days, whea the
. g3ve was for your bTOlhert € 8aid, *“ you are a froward, troublesome feilow; the muney yoa
*and the Money too.” » YOu must bring 25 Rupees for yoursc!f or you wiil loose tle place
to Tritrapoondy and bor 8id I. am poor, and you are always askirg me for money, when Le went
129, Pefore the Cro(l)lwe:;l 25 Rupces of his brother-in-law.
f‘ame out of the tent he Saie; or he says that after the second payment, when Siinivasa Mudali
When Sl‘ini vasa ‘\I“(la,\ s

" ‘\ g - . .
: Ir. D’Monte wants the remaining money ;" Lefore me he gaid,

ome i 1
me in the evenirg he asked e wh

- teame out, I told him I was hunzry, and would go home ; when he came
wol'xld be sent ;" byt when b ¥ I was waiting; I might go and the order of appon-ment
Tema}ning 3 Rupees, ang Sa.id: set out in the morning, Srinivasa Mudali asked Lim for tle
. appointment came tiwo days of ® must pay jt. Before the Collector hio says the Sunuud of
days. He never asked for andler he reached his village ; before me he says it was four or five
ment wag tbrough Mr. D'\ Never received back any of the money he paid. Iis firrt appoint-
10t know of any others ha;i‘mte, on which oceasion he was not called on to pay for it.  Hedoes
a strarf.",er when he agkeq h[‘]g P:ld anything to Mr. D'Monte. e admits that Ragasiengar was
ily as aphysici:;.lhivl"a" of the 3 Rupees though his father attend-d on
: he WOUMhE" he “’_1‘1 h“.blzothrr what he had done, Le told Lim

Mudal; that Ragayie not pay it; ll{ls is confirmed by the br.other.
then ha’dand that Srinivasa Mudalibwh n‘;’;a,r never paid the 3 Rupcees he prfmnsed to Srinivasa
00 money he wyg unable to g'\i-ne i: ::‘;e to Adrampatam, asked Lim for it, and as be
um,

130. He says farther,
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_is seid about the fire and the red Turkey cloth.

- which Mr. D'Monte said, «Jet it be till to

Proceedings of ihe Madras Government, Revenue Department,
14th March 186.

131, Srinivassa Mudali’s version of this story before the Collector is a very different one.

Ile says, in the new arrangement, the Deputy Collector retained'mﬂy Rama:saW1uy Naicken, and
dismissed Sabapathy Naicken. The latter then came to \'Tedarmem and waited on M'r. D’Montf:,
when the Deputy Collector told him if he would give him 25 Rupees to retain bis brother in
for a situation for himself, he should be re-employed ; that the
ad only 47 Rupees, which the Dep.uty Co'lector told. him (witness? to ’receive,

which he did ; but as evel after getting that ‘amount Sabapathy "did not get a situation ?,nd
troubled him, he spoke to the Deputy Collector, who told him to ta};e gomething more froxzn him ;
that Sabapathy said he had no more money, but he got Refga.vxengar to stand security for
13 Rupees, which sum he (Srinivassa Mudali) borrowed and paid f.o' the Deputy'Collector, after
which Sabapathy was appointed to Adrampatam, but that he (Srinivassa Mudali) has never been
re-Pa{g;]s ;igrj)::'Srinivassa Mudali tells a story as different from his. original one, as itis
from that of Sabapathy. [Ie says when he and Sabapathy we're al-one m.Mr. D'Monte's tent,
Mr. D'}Ion;e agked Sabapathy togive him 25 Rupees for the Slt\l&blOlil which he. aske.d for, and
that on the next day the peon brought the 25 Rupees near the tent, which he receuied in accord-
ance wiih the instructions previously given him by Mr. D'Monte ; tha!i no one was_present when
the money was paid, and that he took it in while the peon stood outside, and that {lo one wda}s
in the tent, not even the peon. The peon, it will be re.collected, stefted that Mr. D Molx]ne '1d
not ask him directly for the money, but sent him to Srin}vassa Madali, who told bim v\h at whas
waanted ; that he was four days absent collecting the money ; that he was prese‘nt when the

i anding in the tent door. : . .

mon?:;{:as I—I;:u;:):; on togsay this peon waited on, and Mr. D’ Monte told him (Srinivassa I\i‘udag.l:
to credit the 25 Rupees to the peon’s brother, and get 25 Rupees more from Sabapatky for hi

. ) Sht 92
ituation ; {his he went home, and after four or five days brought 2
gituation ; that after he told the peon , e ek then 2

i re paid him near the tent (the peon says in his house) i
f;‘;?:;e:; ::(;c:a;veethei:n to Mr. D'Monte, the peon standing without, a'md not go'm-g m N othing
As Sabapathy did not get his situation after
eioht or nine days, he said he would pay 13 Rupees more for his_ situation, and that Ragaviengar
“.‘:,uld pay for him. The peon 8ays he went the day afier paying the 23 .Rupees, and that on
1hit day Ragaviengar promised to pay 3 -Rupees, und n?t 13 Rupees.for him,mnd that becaus:e
he was pressed to pay the 3 Rupees by Srinivassa l'\Iuda.h. As Ragawengar confirmed the peon’s
ot he went in to Mr. D’Monte and told him the peon would give 13 I.lu.pees more, o'n
stabemetts 7 .morrow,” that on the morrow he (Srinivassa Mudali)
torrowed 13 Rupees, he does not know where, and paid M:; D.’Monte. This occurn:ed ﬁfte.en'
days after Ragaviengar promised to pay 20 Rupees ff)t (JOVlndl‘?nf; he acted on h'xs pl:omlse
because he was Peishcar. Ile adds that veither Ragaviengar or Sabapathy ever paid him the
13 Rupecs ; that he once asked the Peishear for payment, but never the peon; that he had never
ther to retusn the money paid by Sabapathy ; that Saba-

been asked by Sabapatby or his bro ' thy ; b
pathy had volunteered to pay 13 Rupees in order the more quickly to secure his situation.

134. TRagaviengar says that he had never, tl'lat he knows of, Spok-en ) Sabapz?thy, though
he knows his father well. Oane day he came to his-house and asked him {o Ic.znd him 3 Rupc'eeﬂ
as ho wanted to pay it to Srinivassa Mudali, who had lent him that sum for his expenses while
he was waiting at Vedarniem for an appointment; that he told bim he had no money, but w.ould
a Mudali when his pay came; that be saw Srinivassa Mudali afterwards, he believes
he forgets the where and when, and promised to pay 3 Rupees for Sabapathy
that he never paid the amount, not being asked for it by Sabapathy;
11 him why he wanted the money, nor the nature of his debt; that be
pathy about these 3 Rupees, nor did he ask him about them; that he
he had not paid Srinivassa Mudali. Ile mcst emphatically denies all
been paid to Mr. D*Monte by eny one. This man

peon said he b

pay Srinivass
on the same day,
when he got Lis pay; but
that Sabajathy did not te
never again spoke to Saba
did not tell Sabapathy that !
knowled ze of any money having at any tme
i snow uncer suspersion ard guspicion.
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
14th March 1865.

135. Samoo Taven of Co
pathy in (Chittray) April 18
baffaloe and ealf, but has conv

mbaconum alleges that he bought a buffaloe and its calf from Saba-
63 for 18 Rupees, and a Mailadi for 7 Rupees ; that he has the
erted the Mailadi into a necklace for his sister.

¥ Taven also alleges that he Jent his brother-in-law Sabapathy 22. Rupeesin
; that he took no pledge nor bond, and has not been re-paid, and getsno interest.

137, The next bribe is alleged to have been given by Seethapathy. It is described before
the Collector by Srinivasa Mud .

ali thus :—* The Deputy Collector eppointed Seethapathy Iyen,
* Kurnum of Adrampatam as Samprathy, ten days after he saw the Deputy Collector at Vedar-
* niem,

who asked him to pay him something ; then he said he had 70 Rupees. 1 received them
* asdirected by the Deputy Collector, and gave him the same.”

138. Before me Srinivasa Mudali stated that he was not present when Mr. 'Monte asked
Seethapathy for- money, nor did he know how much he agreed to pay ; but about two mon.xhs
after his appointment ay Acting Samprathy of Adrampatam, Seethapathy came upon him talking
with Mr. D'Monte gt AMr. D’Monte's tent door. Mer. D’Monte told him to receive the u.xorxey be
had brought. It was iq the evening, he went to the other side of the tent and recewed. the
soney. Mr.QD'Monte went into the tent. Assoon as he had- received
D'Monte who was alone. Ile did not know that Scethapathy
money ; he never asked him for more.

. tor Seethapathy Iyen deposed that ten or fifteen days aff.er his
appo.ntment as Acting Sdmprathy at Vedarniem,Ragaviengar came to that place, and told him that
- Mr. D’Monte declared he would not confirm witnessia his post unless he paid him 00 ugest
and he advised him, Seethapathy Iyen, to accede to Mr. D’Monte's demand as many others had
done ; that he told Ragaviengar e had no money, on which Ragaviengar said he would speak to
the Deputy Collector abo ’
with the oiher salt servarts went tn gee him ; that he was told to remain after the others had gone s
and that when he waq alone My, D'Monte t;ld him that if he did not pay the 100 Rupees he would
not be continued in his Present office,
ment; that he pleaded hig Poverty, and wag told if he did not pay the sum demanded in ten days,
he woulii be dismissed ; that in July or August, he forgets which month, he raised 70 Rupees
;frb;)g’g\ling :znd other w?ys, .and went to Vedarniem to give it to Mr. D'Monte ; ﬂfal he nv;
bm.ugh; t(;: emat Vedarniem in his tent, and was asked by him whether he, the witness, ha't
Mer. D’Mox;te bzney i that he .feplied he could obtain 70 Rupees, which he had };roughti lb;
paid him 100 Rucame Angry with him, and told him he would be positively di’mm.ed unle“' ;
the bl B pees, and that o hia'cringing to him he allowed Lim some further tlm? to bring
e in ; that he sent for Srinivassa Mudali, and spoke something to him in private, an'd
the said amou:‘t’otgiin:mess’ o pfay over the 70 Rupees to Sfiuivasu Mudfﬁ; ‘ha‘t "0_ I{:nd
and,when he came out assa Muduli outside the tent, and he (Srinivassa Mudali) took it witkin,

o one it € » 8ald, he hag Paid to Mr. D’Monte, but he did not seo him do 80; thfv.

" S€ Was present af (he time; that he returned to his duty, but was not confirmed in
18 post, but wag 1educed to his for

vassa Mudalj at Vell o

r post ; that he did not pay the balance, anl asked Srini-
10 the Deputy Couecutm fo get him back 15 money ; that Srinivassa Mudali promised to speak
that he ras. 7oor i that he hever paid him, nor did he again ask for a return of the money ;
i Rupees he Paid by begging, and obained 10 Rupees from his uncle; that
. by smalj Sums the rest of the money, but he canrot tell from whom. *
40. Before me

i Seelhap”“hy Iyen declared that he knew of none of the servants employed

.1n Adr . . yen declared t one

60 Rdu;::agtiz;r:nl;laiznl;g g;:en My, Iy Monte any money, nor of his having asked them; th}xt the
five years to pay his ¥ bis father had py been obtained by begzing but had been collecting for

‘that b €8; that he didnot know whetherit was in July or Auust
ling b he money. When it had been shewn by Mr. D'Monte's travel-

_then iem in either of these months, nor had been there for some 1imes

uestion put by the Prosccutor, said be did not recollect wheu it

126. Ramasam
April 1863

No one was present :
the money he took it jn to Mr,
had been required to pay more

139. Before the Collee

maniaoeexpe
3 ns
¢ Went 1o Vedarniem to pay ¢

90k that he wgs notat Vedarg
this Witneess, in angwer toaq

ut his case; that i July Mr. D'Monte came to Adrampatam, and thatlLe

but would be reduced in the revision of the salt establish- .

S

e
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. t, Revenue Depariment,
: he Madras Government,
Procecdings of the 14¢h March 1865.

e

anmns

» v : that when he arrived at Vedarniem he wen.t
was that he wen to Vedaﬁniem t:;: ;:vyazh:hz:,n :1};: Z}wllefl a peon ; that Mr. D’Mo?te called Sr}ilr.n-
to Mr. D'Monte’s tent thaif ne e aoés not know from whence, and that Mr. D Mo.nte tol(ii tx};n
vassa Mudali, who came, Wlt"“ess:inivassa Mudali ; that Srinivassa Mudali callec.l him aside, too- . :
(witness) to Pa]); t\l;e mt(;n:ryilzowas sitting outside his tent, but vv-vei]nt int :c;i ;t:lc:eslzi(enit‘}::s::o&ezd; i :0
money to Mr. D/ATon Mr. D'Moate’s place at Vellum il

20d January be went 12 id: 6 saw Mr. D’Monte and saluted him, .
:}:Culti:if return the 70 R“pietshlserrofe;,albi; t:f:ir}:val'ds, when alone with Sriniv?ssa']g l;(:ta ‘l;i‘rl:
did nor s hi:r; f:;:;?;:::aohludali said he would speak to Mr. D'Monte about it, an
asked for it ; tha

ini i agai id he ask
f hi plication . that he did not see Srinlvassa Mudali again, nor did he a
know the result of bis ap ;

i mplain- .
hat though he presented & petition to the Collector in September, complain
. H - t at 2
bim a second time;

m i t

de any sllusion to the paymen
* d as Samprathy, he never ma ' . . i
ing that ho ad not §93?d°;1;ﬁ‘;njw how the Collector became aware of his having made this pay
of the 70 Rupees, nor ¢l ‘

- . . s sared b Mr. D’Monte :
100 Rupees{rh. ‘iness considered he had a grievance, and (llxad b:et‘l)l;n;l::‘: acteyd on at Vellum,-
1420 1s wiine g 1 d a ainst him’ an pro a t ‘s
: i i the hue and cry raised ag . t that he made the payment1
he therefore jolns 1 ) ot up. His statemen . id him
ime the plot was g . hen the witness swears he pal
where he was at the ime i o he was not at Vedarniem, waen R t Vedar-
) howing he . . D'Monte was a
refuted by M_r..D Mont:; e:::)mplaining at Tanjore 1n septefnbel' vhen 1twround to the southern pans
there. The “1bn€5;r:: appointment was in May. Mr. 113 Monlie We:rer dates and circumstances
niem, and his o¥D ted his petition. Now, here : ber that
o Q mber he presente been In Septem er
in July, and (?' :pgtiﬁs story to refresh his memory. To could n?inh:‘:ethe Collector. It could
enough surroundl ¢ to complain of his supercessi . Mr. D’Monte
sy for then he wen 'S visit, for then it was that Mr.
he paid his money, , ame round on his visit, ding to this
Mr. D'Monte ¢a : The money according to
not bave been befor? im, and desired him to pay the money. Mr. D'Monte
calied bim bo St?:] Wl;h hllxr:v’eabeen paid at Vedarniem in July or August, when Mr.
man’s story could only

‘g H 1 a]t- - . n be
September to V eda.rme‘;‘ bo ,’:ﬁ;gs:s i this case venture to name a date or a period which ce
1
143. Whenever the %

fixed, they break down, and show the falsity of their story.
xed,

i ee times as
lv asked once for the return of his money, and not thr
i he only
The witness 8ays

Srinivassa Mudali states.

144. Before me he
which he got the mo.ney
collected it by begging

i : in his
his marriage expenses. is witness so ready to complain, would have 1n
years for ! dly to be believed that this witne
145. It is hardly

. . : , 1 feel
Collector of September, omitted to mention the bnbl(i had he gx;e:pone
iti he Coliec : dit, and his altogether trumpe .
petition to t . nworthy of credit, ; , .
d that ;flei:;leved to have given a gratuity to Mr. D'Monteis Gurusamy
yw 0 = _

| llecto? as to the way in
; sq statement made before the Co 0 the
dl.ﬁ'e"s fron'ldhtlz sMr. D’Monte. Before the Collector he said hxs., fatf};er
;v hufb l;erp‘;lim -Before me he says it had been collected during five
or 1t 10 .

therefore convince
146. The next part

. 1y Collector
Iyen. Regarding him Srinivassa Mudali stated before Mr. Cadell that the Depury G
147, Legar !

: he same ; that
ked him for 50 Rupees for t
i drampatam, and then as . his account,

appointed him 2 9urr{1uull‘:; :}0 :;onley, M,r. D’ Monte asked him to pay the sum :‘;néslarae ami
Gurusany declarind ed s afier, Gurusamy gave him 15 Rupees in cash, av ever gase bim
and he did so. A fef:vQ(;yRupees which were then with him ; that Gurusamy
two smal! rings Wort ial points from that
the d:fference of 19 R‘{?eils;\i’s gtory before me differs in | one(;r two ;n:zi:; LII)T- D'Monte for

118, Srinivassa My at he was present when Gurusamy o n 50

Te says that ae pree” ' -he would give hi

given before Mr. (;?degluiii:s:id he would give him a Curoum’s office if “he
a situation ;that Mr.
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Proceeding
ings of the Madras Gocernment, Revenue Department
14¢h March 1865. ’

e

Rupees ; that Gu
> rasamy end .
to pay the price he demand ‘;avwed to get the price reduced, but failing to do 8o Le
oy ed, and on going out of Mr. D’ i 3 , he consented
gold rings, and promised after goin s ot o8 A D’Monte’s tent, gave him, the witsess
vassa Mudali) wentin to Mr. ') going to his village, to send the whole amount ; that he (Srini-
Mr. D' Monte gave Gurasamy 1y onte‘and told him he wou!d pay the amount demanded, on which
gagefi some of his jewels for K)Oer;‘a Sunnud of appointent ; that he ({Srinivassa Mud,ali) mort-
G?vmden, borrowed 20 Rupee; lupees, and as he mentioned when deposing to the case of
D’Monte for Gurusamy ; tha;t, ]mor-c’ he docs not know how or when, and paid 50 Rupees to Mr
Gurus.dmyss house and a;ked g aving occasion a month after to go to Admmpa'am he went u;
pess, loft Adrampatem « (ot au;x for tbe money ; that he promised to pay it before ’he the wit-
Iyen came out o him gad pai; h? (S{mwasaa. Mudali) was returning to Vedarniem G’ur usamy
. l " . ’
‘_I;I‘Omlse he has not kept ; that no m 15 Rupees, promising to pay the balance ina few days a'
anuary at Vellum, Gurusa one Wa:? present when Gurusamy pail the 15 Rupees; thut,in
on his account he ask ¥ pestered him very much for a return of t "
Pt sked Mr. D'Monte for . X of the money, and that it was
. etore Mr, Cadell per <L
aAs a volunteer since 1560 and(illul'uz?.amy Iyen declared that he had been waiting on Mr. D'M
Cdlrlampatam in May IS(;3 he w‘“‘:: tho occurrence f4 vasancy in the of;xce of éu Om;
* Collector that he would N ent to Srinivassa Mudali, and ask i i T
cive 5 , asked Lim to iuform th
samy Chetty, the son of the Ser;pees for the post, which it was proposed to cml:f'crl o(:x l()lep:ly
written ; that Srinivassa Myg 1.° of Adrampatam, in whose favor a Sunnud had “: "
that aftera little time | ali went to the Deputy Collector leavi him i now e
sented Lis clu e was called and w0 ¢ leaving him in a tope cutside ;
» claims, but dig went to the Deputy Collector bel .
vassa Mudali to te Dot speak about any money; th ector before whom ho epre-
i 50 2nd wroge aé up the Sunnud written in fay Y} : at the Deputy Collector orderad Srini-
a R . ol . -
despatched by post t unnud in Lis (Gurusamy’s) fa.soc: ) ‘}*f’ lshroﬂ eon  hat Seinivassa Hak
. § /or, V . .
vassa Mudali asked }Z.‘he I’elshcar; that as soon as ll;; z “: l ‘hefbtputy Collector signed o
ar v . o o
as 800D as he reacbedm:-ab?ut the money, and that he reel(‘)u; lrom D e e S
three gold ri e village ; and ni plied ho bad none, Lut would send it
gold rings by hi, that at Srinivassa Mulali'
sent it 5 that in Jup 0. valued at 30 Rupees ; that Tutall fequest b gave as sscurity
y th i
come there by the [§ or July Srinivassa Mudali cam Itmt being wlo ©0 g?t the money he never
Ramasamy Tavor eputy Collector to equs e to Adrampatam, stating he was ordered to
s application for some |e an Arzi to be written by the Peishear in faver of
eoged Srig; salt pans ; that he then asked him fc
5 T Finivassa Mudali to take the rings for 30 R . .the mones, but
o _pees more, making n all 45 R gs for JU Tiupces Ia part payment
the end of Japug of employ, he we 5 Rupees, and that he never paid the balance;
120, Bef Ty, be asked him £, nt to Vellum and Srinivassa Mudali Leing there t ;
a0dill when po oo 8 Witness " yetura of the money. ) o
cigned by him? t’;”iVed and gav; hiqen(;es al.l .he said belore Mr. Cad(ll, and says he was faint
dali for b 3 that hedid noy 3 deposition, and he did not know wh o
mself, h Dot pay any m what was written or
as he did at firg; bI\:t):‘lpo?slme that tgis ':“ey-to, or for Mr. D'Monte, but only to Srivirassa Mu-
) nding his hopes dis:n» in tthde hope of securing a situation, deposed falsely
o .
ppointed, denied all he had criginally said concein-

ing Mr. D’X[
onte. A .
keep the nd it is
three golden g strange th
D rings in hLi ° ata man 8o poverty-siricken shou!
$ Dossession n should have bieen able to

151, Iny
_ egard to th
sition before M e loans b .
. . Cadell. Syins ¥ Pitchu Shastry who di
him £ -t ell, Sriniy . astry who died subsequ ‘. .
the m;(;m Pitchu Shastry H thata;samudah states Mr, D'Monte toldulx(ilme:d\{ to Biving his epo-
went in:oy:nd paid it to Ay D’\i W:nt to the Shastry's house early on: orrotv %0 Rdupees for
n inner . Monte ; that | morning and brought
latter, Ar, roomand b i that he found the Shastry alone in hi 5
» Mr. D'Monte rought oyt g} ry alone in his hall, and that
1 wanted 1e money ; th . e
00 Rupees, which, be paid tlo()(l)IRupeCs, and that lfe we;: 0!n t?othse; occasion four orifive days
o the astry again and borrowed

try, but he ¢ r. Iy
Q28 n _ . A\Iont . .
Seetbapal}, ot know whoj th e ; that on this occasion some one was with the St
+ Jube

y did not accompany hj

that having none, he b
and that he addeq |
that being throwp o

‘lt l]e did i ,
n t mentlon thesc transactli )’ [t an.l b
0 ‘ S. actions tO an ona, (3 OB } at

B

* be re-paid in thirty days; that

AN AN

Proceedings of the Madras G overnment, Revenue Department,
141h March 1865,

[,

hat he gave 1D receipt, and is himse!f responsible for the amount.

generally that he borrowed 140 Rupees on two occasions from
who wanted money to send his wife to Calcutta, and that the

JSTSUUSVUUINRISUIINN

money for Mr. D'Monte ; t
Before the Collector he stated

Pitchu Shastry for Mr. D’ Monte,

Deputy Collector gave him no bond on this account. |
152. Defore the Collector Pitchu Shastry deposed {hat he had lent Srinivassa Mudali on

0 Rupees for the Deputy Collector, and that Srinivassa Mudali told him it would
it was not re-paid; that he on more than one occasion asked Srini-
put him off with excuses, and that as he bad not re-paid
d having made a gift of the money, and stated that he
clLarged interest at 12 per cent. per annum for it 5 that he never spoke to Mr. D' Monte about it,
and that he had dealings in salt. He bought eight heaps at once because Mr. D’Monte told him
if he did nof he could not get the authorized discount on a smaller quantity.

153. Pitchu Shastry’s agent before me stated that the 250 Rupees were borrowed from his
master in the month of Chittray or April 1863, by Qrinivassa Mudali for Mr. D’Monte, who he
said had just received a remittance Bill of 1,000 Rupees, and when the DBill was cashed the
money would be paid; that as the money was nob paid he asked Srinivassa Mudali for i, when
he told him that Ar. D'Monte had only been paid 140 Rupees of the amount borrowed, and that
he had kept the remaining 110 ; and that when Mr. D"Monte paid him he would pay the whole

with interest.
154. This makesup

one occasion 2%

vassa Mudali for the money, but that he
him he should sue bim for it. e denic

and from the depositions given by the wit-

the first part of the story,
learn that the sums of money alleg-

- nesses, we
Toan to Srinl- For Mr. . ’
vassa Mudall,  DMonte. ed by the parties pamed, to have been paid by
. ) %o i them to Srinivassa Mudali, amount to Rupees
Todi Veerasam¥ .o . N
Kartha Fungasawiny . 80 545, and not as he asserts Rupees 430; and
Paramansn e . . . . 13 A ,
Ramasamy  ee 0ttt 20 it when we put down Tadi Veerasamy's payment
i . . . 20 i - .
gﬁw},‘?ﬂ, toon N 2 have baen 8t 20 Rupees, and include the 50 Rupees alleg-
%wthnpﬂthyi Tyen o ettt 00 T’é’idmby ed tohave been paid by Kurtha Rungasawmy,
urusemy 1yeo . . . . . M. ]
Pitcha Shastry o e e 230 the payments would then amount to 530 Ru-
. s pees, or just 100 Rupees more than the bond
i 70 was given for; s0 that, in addition to the
—_— . . . qe e N
545 internal discrepancies and gross jmprobabilities

above, we find that the amounts paid by the

grg are indebted to him, do not tally with the amount of the

parties whom Srinivassa Mudali alle

paper 4. . . ] )
155. 1 am therefore driven to the opinion that this first portion of the case 1s by no means

established ; nordoT believe that any bribeshave, as alleged, at any time been paidto Mr. D'Monte.
And with evidence 80 worthless, I cannot pring my mind even to admit that there is any well
against Mr. D’Monte of having received the bribes charged.

grounded or just cause of suspicion
1 belicve, as I have frequently stated above, that the whole case has been got up, and that the

story of the two reluctant peons with their receipts, was also got up.
156. Lest there should be too marked a similarity in the evidence of all the peons, which
might attract attention and throw discredit on the whole story, two peons have been tutered to
give & different account of their payments, and they are the parties gelected for recciving back
{heir money #nd have farnished receipts. Tt may be said, how could the receipts be given while
the peons were at Vedarnicm, and Srinivasssa Mudali and Chedumbara Pillay at Vellum 2 There
was no necessity for these two parties being ab Vedarniem to get the receipts prepared. There
were tools at hand who could manage all this for them, and we have secn above that documents
can be executed at Ttanquebar While I am making the inquiry.

157. The gecond part of the case refers to the re-payment by Srinivassa
sums of money which he alleges be received from the Peons Tadi Vecrasawmy,

sawmy, and Paramanan.

Mudali of three
Kurtha Runga-

¥
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they :;3- I have pever heard of . . — -: ' . : isow accou.nt of everything valuable his wife’s Thali
- vhe pected from doiye ) 'Pmles who had paid bribes and had received th ] ‘ : chxld?en according to hn?own ’ ¢ y g 'a. , even to his wx s Thali. Where
1 - . lt. 13}0 b observed {; g 80, again secking a re-paym ece ive t. e benefit which ) : he go's his money from is a mysbery,.and this mystery raises a strong suspicion against him and
R distinctly say (h uat only three peons are all ‘i fl N Orthcm.,e,pecmhy public servants ; and his tales.
r‘g { a , the third ig Para::z::ey only asked fur arcturn :[n;o:)i:::: npflwd fra "u.”f" and tao of these ’ 163. I have reviewed the whole evidence for the Prosecution, and a more incredible and

i :‘ L and contradietog N a:;], whost.e Statement is found to be so ].*J:" ;ad lt':nt '.o. Srinivassa Mudali, and ‘ apparently fulse story than that set up by/th‘em, I .h-we never met with. Had .any subordinate
j‘\ \‘/ 159. The recy‘ € parties, whom he states took part Argely ffl-CJ with matter utierly deuied ' village servant been brought before me on such evidence, I should not have hesitated a moment
" % ; Cadell, nor were th €1pts produced in proof of these rc-pn ' in or witnessed the transactions. ' to pronounce the whole case got up, and dismissed it as utterly false ; and yet we are called on
{\ ,!;;"\ : are spoken of i ‘ll‘;ydalluqcfhoby Srinivassa Mo dali i;)l;g::;:m. ?v?re never prod u(‘(’d.bcfure Mr o ‘ to believe itin regard to an officer of high standing and p?sinion, enjoying a largff salaryt of thirty
A f fllu;t bave formeg areposmong of the peons beforo the CUUCCK:OMME l.chure the Collector. They ; years" gtanding in the gervice, and who has borne a very high charascter. All this was rxsked' and
o f 3 Teceipts dated seve‘;an‘yogatlae l}))rogramme of ihe case at the ‘i‘";»eﬂn “1'2 n:}t rlelnlé’ :llmwn vp glxjcn, i is to belost for the gmall sum of 410 Rupees squeezed out of a few peons and other subordinate
Pt 160, N 2nd Decey , . 1ll find these three officers. '

;:)(‘ i !"f : : of thoge datle\so?w’ Iv:l::-tlfccmun wasn:)hoerrel \;Sfr‘;;.l::(xl) {;t;lhs :L’ﬁlk?;.h Junuary 1831, ) c 164. If Mr, D'Monte, a8 .I have 01?served abo‘{e,_was c;f abhla'Of g e e e ved
’:ihﬁf . re-formed, reachod ¢ il be seen (hat the first inf sons B2¢ inz a rc:ur‘n of the.mm:ey at the first Lo manner deseribed from the parties mentioned by Srlnlv(fssa ud'a. i, he could not h.ave-stopped
‘;': i the Collector's off e Deputy Collector’s oftice i orm:tmz? that the salt estabiishment was to Lo where he i3 said to have stopped ; he must have put all his subordma.te.s undtr contribution, and

) o could not 1here£or:el 2t Vellum on (he o) Du:e ‘“50116‘1'863, an] that the final sanction reached ’: at Vedarniem if he needed a go-between he would have employed Srinivasa “_1“(13“ as his agent

H P4 asked for the regyr ave reached Vedaryiem bbc:;:] ‘e)r,l(ble. ,Im"“ig“ncﬁ regarding tae sanction but in addition to the dental of this worthy, we have the fact that no co"fp]amts have ever been

b i t that there wgs no f?oihxs money three or foy r)'d c ~l:“f . We arc-lold that Kuriha Rungasawmy ' . preferred to the Collector against Mr. D'Monte by any one of his subordinates, though, it must

: ‘ i DIy for a retupy Oefsh.cauge for alarm to in g Ji" eforehe gotit.  From these fac:s we learn have been pretty generally known that Mr. D’Monte bad fallen UI.ldel' the Collector’s severe

L ) not think it necessar is money, |y, June | ;e xurtha Rungssawmy on the 13th Decewber t0 digpleasure, and that complaints against him would be fa':vlomb}y received. .

LU :;x months 3 Tt‘"ardytlhen o try ang ot bl:Ckel;\ird of furtber contemplated changes, but hedid 165. Had Srinivasa Mudali received any othe.zr bribes .elther, they must have been repald'; \

) \{ ]\\ ; bns;)lcea.sure of the Coll° these Contomplated o ; s”money. Nc') orders were received for five of " and if so, where are the recelpts.? Or they are still due; 10 the latter case, th}: wa: not their
3 ‘!; | Ee? taken againet 1 ector, but he hyg : nges. . Mr. D'Moute, it is true, was under the amount included in paper A? Simply for the reason t-hat paper 4 was not given for the purpose
| $ motive that | ¢gq " 1 00 ot befurg {1 a30g Duos his return fiom leave, and no ac.ivn Lad 5t has been alleged by the Prosecution to have been given.

? ! iq!,; W8S in June ang sil:,cover for Rungm::m-;(x;d Dcct:mber; therefore, there is no more urgent ' 166. 1f the Prosecutor’s account of the paper is so utterly unw’rort.hy of belief, ax,Jd bears so
. : 'Wi SaWImy’s account tha:(;qnen”y i and yer ],); emanding back his money in December than thers ! much the impression of falsehood and fabrication, is the accotot of it .g\ven by .Mr' D l\.Ionte, e
RE Suppose that ng pay 18 only asked fo, ' .says he pressed for it, Unless we accept lunga- [ author and executor, more reliable and open to acceptance ? Tam l.tmcllngd to thmlli.not.

l{ w“l aving been empl)on?entwas mads at a1] 'e re-piyment of a loan made to Srinivassa Mudalioor 167. Thestory of the defence is certainly not encumbered with the absurdities and gross
!! ' ;f coctors of the plog lied. by Srinivagsy Mu(:] I}-ungaba“"'_’)' by Srinivasss Mudali, but that this p’eon jmprobabilities which surround the three parts of the story for the Prosecution ;.butjudged by
i i }; ‘ being employed 1o te; idea of hig granting : 1to Fet his p.y of December suggested to the con- , the ordinary rules of evidence, it too is found to fail, and t? be unworthy of credit. .
[RERf Occasion for the 92 a story of receipt for that amount and one other receipt, and 168. Judged by the critiques of the Prosecutoh it is clear that M., 'D’Monte’s story 18
' falsehoods and jnventions, linked gogether to explain away Srinivasa

throughout a series of
Mudali’s connection wit
b.fore us ampls evidence 0

easy to fabricate and get upe
s and others looked on as

mMoney }.

Rungasay Oney lent to
the §;:agm)’s re(:eipt marked belng '
stan (1] was cdlled fo[' w_ E. 'lvhi
_ances ag shewnp ith the rece;

¥ the off pts the ' .
cidl recopdy peon’s story is a'tered to suit the cxact circume

If this view of the case be concurred in, we have
s made in paragraph 23, that it is extremely
Public servants of all classes, ranks, and

and iv ..

sclectod for ul‘fcened from Srinivassa Mudali, I see no

Sreeipt £ i3 Iy date of the trausaction reforred toin
given for two monthly reecipts ; but when

h the document A.
¢ the truth of the statement

vidence in Tanjore.
respectable parties, are all ready to forswear them-

T N

P st it

b '
i for th » With the i aud he adds in b
i be the salary of Novem} two receipts, and wl | 3 in h‘xs account befure me, (hat a'ter receiv- stations, merchant . ‘
: [‘ i . erefore turneq bock €F Caghed, he ey 'ile 0n his way to Negapatam to get the receipt gelves in favor of one in authority, though ander the displeasure of the head of the District, and ;
P oney j ack, ang a peon carryi A 2 ' i . :
\a [r I 'aS§ayl\Il:3tia-ld. There i; no n:e‘Urned the Novemb, r't“‘g 1\?0\ ember's salary to Vedarniem, that recommended to be rehn?‘[oved fl‘O.m his :mt;et the Prosecutor has advanced in hi )
S » icall say any .y €htion of 1} T8 receipt to Srinivassa i 169. Dut though Tugree in much 172 In his sumAMary,
:‘fo:l;h ® Payat Ved:};r::img ofit. 1ei tru‘o's rletum journey before xhcl é";ltcx:d“h “;1 go:r'lhie cannot concur in all his conclusions. Many are forced and oserdrawn. Many are weak and ill-
e Tecei em apg the peon v , Dor does Sninle ) - sntellizible and ipadmissible. Neither do ] admi th £
le1 Iit, the other gy Nt’gapummbe:“ml tho Collector said he drew oneé supported. Many are wholl;; Tmt‘e“:;rye e cvines an s of bouiliy l:.:d ) ee' t::i :e
’ regard t » but he made no allusi . the remarks in many paris of the sur . 2
f}tlh’ th.e other 651 Jan:atrhe other tyrg n‘ce‘: t _ allusion to the return «hich [ would fain believe the Prosecutor does not feel towards his fcllow brother officer. Still,
rec-:idltﬁ"i.ren(:e of date wa:’-. One of the da:)e: i‘sh‘er(;‘ls a diacrerancy intlLe date ; one is dated tle there is much force and truth in many of the arguments P\lt fOl'Wal‘d, andI think Mutusawmy has
8 int in Enoli . ) . P '
who Eionl:dfuh of marked disc::non‘{l. itis hard to dnhlhlf figures, the other in Tan:il. Whether uite succeeded in ghowing the falsity and untenability of the def'ence set up by Mr. D'Monte.
28 we]f them, The Stort Pancies, Voth on (1 etermine,” The evidence in regard to these 170. 1 chall not recapitulate at length what the Prosecution has advanced, but.I shall, to
a8 from thog S of thes ¢ part of those who drew thiem out, and thesd avoid lengthening out my remarks, just briefly allade to thuse parts of the summary in which T
o .
from which I differ. i

8o ¢ Parties d;
f the Peons ; ang tes differ from op

Scredit ’

concur, and those
171, Irwill be se

e another, and frem Srinivasea Mudali

these dis .
¢ : . . .
repancies are not vn immaterial points, but en that those parts 1 concur in annihilate entirely the plea set up by

are such as throy &
being with the confederates. '

162, T, ; on the ey
~  Itis remarlk eVidenco ~
of peons a markable | . |
od pert 10W easily . , t for the paper 4
. D' Monte to accoun ing i ing b
]"esf’“ed to, and mznzenantf Cmtley M:ney seems procurable, and is made to be at the Liddi Mr ?;Ion'r; s: vy for the Jefence is, that Me. D'Monte being 10 want of money to bring his ¥
arge family, trayel Y 18 raised ag gp ) s0ld, jewels pawned or sold, sub-cripti ona o " s et o o ,
ey ind e i?:hm ppdowets pawned or {Iudali lbpt::}n b‘;“:c? ;m See Samoo Pillay’s doposition of g6tb July st close. {ime to an agent of Lis, Samoo Tillay, to lend . ""4,
out pay, and ‘ ’ «encd with 8 1
that, after he has s:ri is wi k |
:ripped Lis wife and . | o
LN
| o
:-;%_A - |
e L T s ewmenrrin ‘v;—‘-.%f-—n-wwwf:;;*:m‘?m'ff“s":{:*:i?ﬁ R 4
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Recenue Departmer.
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imself lend him the
him the sum needed. Samoo Pillay informe him that lhough'he coul:ll n(::’:;x;}fxn'xonte the
money, he cou'd obtain it from parties with “bomal:elmgi:ea:;:;f;’:fnShgikal Allsgapa Chctty!:
:nd V'ellap:)\licm Vecrapa Chetty, as bl:oke:)sn:’
whom Mr. D’Monte might dfaw for t ;l:)o‘-)tg,
would nezotiate his bill ; that accordm.gly o:‘ . :mm
January, Mr. D'Monte drew a bill cn .l e dpd "
Allazapa Chetty, and sent® it by the han A
servant Mooniandy, an ex-.\!asa?chee' c; e
ave particu'ar dircctions to Bloor'nzn(!) t.u:d A
was to take care of the paperas it cou‘m’m o
Lill, and was to re*ura wi-h all despatch;

See Saman T

ay's deposition before Collector, datsd 2ad
- Juoe 1861,

See paper A,
* Oa 25hor 24th, See Lallab Meah's deposition,

Cutcherry, in a letter to Semoo Pillay ; that he g

Do,

8 iv.
" having waited till the 28th January, and‘rccbem
” ing no intellizence of his s=rvant er of:.:. ,de'
[~] A ;
Mr. D’Monte on the 23th January sen
Do. do. :

ram to Samoo Pillay by his Peon Lillah .Me;h
?nquirinw whether the Liil had been.l":CC.l'vc ;
that thisopeon having heard cf the seriousiilness

Also Mr. I’ Moniv's Memorendum to the Board marked
G GG.
of his child at Negapatam,

) d that nothing had
ascertained that noletter hag beenreceiveq by Samoo Pillay from Mr, D'Monte,an

H i e in Nega-
been heard of Mooniandy at Lis housein Neg -
See Lallah Meah's deposition. that he retarned on the 09.h Ja“uary o
report ' who
reported thesecircumstancesto Mr. D Montc,went
on the next day, Saturday the 30th Janub.r):. py
off to Negapatam and there madeirquirics fo

Do. do,

Also Maruthay's deposition,

ing could be learnt of Moonia

. T ate l hﬂd
ndy bat that he Liad gone to Tanjore; that Samoo Pilley stated hie
received no bill ; that Mr. Iy

Bee Maruthay's ang A,

K fL'sservant
atam complaim'ng of lhe ab~ence (¢ h 3sC
eyes's deposition, ¥

and the loss of Lis bi:l; that this leter wast.rn
up by the Ins

from him fyur
and took ngo

thit Samoo

pector who spoke the neyy d
ther particulars of his servg
further steps in the matter
Pillay returneq with M,

. Verana’am
nt, but that ke could finl notraces of him at Negap

- See Sangno Pillay's deposition befors me
dezosition bef,

R . . Lis Peon
Mr. I)’Monte on reacking Tanjore sent
ore Mr, Cadell and that

,and Durmaliugum’
befure me,
80 Venkat tSamy Naick’s depositin,

Ses Coopiandy'a deposition before me,

By COﬁpiandy‘a

¢ dcennnt on the 4th P,
N samj Najek’

b
s on M"nday Jat Febm:y'm"y' by Venkaty.

- . - .
the father to logk for it ang bring it to him; tha
See Venkatatamy Naick's deposition,

that two public servants 5
paper. This is Mp. D’ Monte’s stor
reference to ¢ie dates, it will be f,
. 173, The evidence
direct

J- Examined
und to be

¢ ! ! ictions,
fuil of Inconsistencies and contrad
of the purtjeg exani

Iy at varisnee with

ment,and I apm compelj,

dto admit that there

—
T e

w;¢¢”‘—~m’\
T WY e . -

1 ) d there
instead of sending the messaze went ofT by rail to that place an

Mooniandy ard sent for Samoo Pilluy;tlatncth-

. ice at Nega-
Monte, o the evening of tho 30:], sentalitier to the Pul A

i y Ltained
1y, Sunday 31st January, with Mr. D'Moente and o

v he:e ;
than asking in some of the streets w hclherh.c lived ld “m;
D’Montz on Monday the 1.t Februiry to Tanjore, an

Durmalingum to call Srinjvasa Mu’dalx t;l::
Chedumbara Tilay; that Mooruiandy's f:ul..'
c¢:lled on Mr, D'Monte on the afcn.o?n of ;Ie
arrival at Tanjore to ask him for 8ome help when his son was almost in articulo movl!f. 83 -tl
‘ native doctor would do -roll»ing for lnlt‘l wit 1;
out money ; that Mr, D*Monte gave Lim s.tmd
money and told Lim thLat bis son had recex:d
& papcr from Lim (Mr. D'Monte), and 'b;g:,. \
t as the father ¢id not return Le (Mr. 1"Mon ;J
sent a peon to fetch Lim ; that tte peen C";‘
not find him; that he lears.t from the father
d been g the house in which h's son had died, and had mku? ““’ay' ;
in detail an ] compured closcly, expecislly wit

ned at the cluse of the case dues not f“b pot, l“f‘ 18
that of Mr. Chinncry and of ctheis examined before me at its ccmmefxc -
13 ve y much force though pethaps the cor clusiore

ey A e —
R TR b b SRR e
st o e o, dﬂ*}!ﬂ"’.;}-‘nwm B Y heraemiprgtar
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e
n t
he lema!]\S are too sever e) n the commeﬂts Of the I Iosecut()l 0 h

i ily shewn that the
. ink, satisfactorily s
are  little overstrained 2 Koyes, and he has,  thin

i Mr.

vidence of both Mr. Chmn.eriax;;d
. 1 es is .
i f these witness .
ev.de;];:o It will be seen that Mr

how that Mr.
innery would attempt to 8 it
Dr¥fonte andll;/{;i(ixl::’l: eﬁyrsl: complaint to the P:}Ix‘(;ljv; ::
’ s living a
hile Mx. D’Monte was
Tna.?:n‘:a;y ; while the Peon Lallah Meah makes
in J:

Negapatam,
‘which day he wentto I
llam until the 20th January, on w};‘ll:ursd'my the 4th February, and .
{ i a . ' .
out Mr, D’Monte walS a;l::zl;we, be is said to have dlged l(l)ins testimony, went to o lé‘l\lfonte)"
i ’ ary,
gain, inregard to the . is father, according to is vigit to be on the 1st eort
:\l:ilint was the day he died tvhat h::s:;ny Naik would make oul: Lis .vdl:;ce £ the several witnesses
3 0 enca . n the evi . tele-
. "Monte’s Peon h iscrepancies betwee Board about the
while Mr. 1 ny similar discrep D'Monte to the Bo h
here are many t made by Mr. t of Lallah Meah,
-a Monday. T the statemen t the statemen
: 175. It is clear too t-h;’:ttr:xth and even if we could ?ccefl) of stating to the Board what he
ram, was nof conaiste"‘?hwlt th (;f his own witness, convicte .
gram, %< out of the mou
Mr. D'Monte is

. ’ ition.
. Chinnery’s deposi
GG.and Mr
See document G

See Vencatasamy Naik's deposition.
ee

7 f t Q y ) e tl ue y 3
am ven b lJalldh L\]Ieah b 1) DI!- Chlnnel‘
1 6 '1 h

1d have been at
. D'bIOnte shou
. 's evidence Mr. S en too by a
for according to Mr. Ch"[‘,n:;ysent from Vellum, and it will 11)19 seeX-Masa.lchee
1 havle e1: f the last days and hours cf the

parts o

timony is false, .
t;zsmlj ore {"hen the tdegﬁ;m v:zsr;ailn severa
that the s . : it is not true. amaging to
reference tolda.te:;rwoven; it is not susmm: ! ’thle defence which appears fo 1x'ne _n(;oiz i:’:: throown
aie not clearly 1n int in the case for t ishes it to be believe . .
the poin . distress he wis cerit. Having
177. llowever, he anxiety, tke i he adopted to recos
; is the flurry,t measures he alleges been ionorant of the
Mr. D’Monte 1 er A, and the "Monte could not have ) h
loss of the pap :ment, Mr. D’Mo il it was accepted by the
into by the ith the Finance Depar:ment, Pillay, that antil i Telv the ex-
-hto do with the by him to Samoo hat it was not likely the
had wuch it of paper sent by hiff thless; and tha . epb
f the bit ob pap drawn it was wor discovered him, to aceep
true Va‘ue Y hom 1t was ara i Chetty, even had he disc I de with
tatkottai Chetty on W he Natkottai Chetty, .ble a cliss to collude
Natkottai rsuaded the of so respectable . had
1d bave pers have induced one Pillay that his letter ha
Masalchee could ha the money, or ha ning from Samoo Fillay : K
d pay him Af.er therefore lear o d Samoo Pillay to take
the paper and | D'Monte. Af. "Moute to have requested S: !
. 1efr dln” Nlr' h ror Nll'. D Mon tv to seize the party
him in defrauding been enoug ite to Allagapa Chetty .

. sod. it Wguld have apar and to wr . [l e bill fl‘Om beine .,
mhcarf“:‘;topping payment of the ulzgf h; would have effectualléy [;.r;v.ente: a:e told a telegram
s fo a co Dis, W M
::;flnin(" the paper. DY s::::d himself from any 1: S;u hIeTSte;Ieoputs the Police in requisition.

4 .

° uld have se g hitl.er and tather, . . ith him at Tanjore, be
cashed, and Wwo D’Monte himself run atam, and on his arrival wi ‘s made
i t, and Mr. D% illay from Negap L Pillay., No search is ma
lIsI sebr:'inns Lis agent Sam:])‘) fI:,:'l gfinivasa Mudali and Chedumbara Pi y. )

e o’ : ]
jmmediately sendcs, at first. . . . D'Monte
s"ange‘y,isl;:; man at Tanjore oF vel::?mpaliem of the miscarriage of this pape\;:]sl:: to i‘nquire
e : J t
for 111‘5':) The natural course for 0:’ have sent at once to Moom.andy. ) hous?ra iore and lastly Bt

t ‘d 'he was, would have be;ﬂ- eohe had gone, than to have inquired at Tanjore,
pre ends ras there, and wher
whether he W

or by post, to take steps
sted Samoo Pillay by a telegram or a letter by post, )
d to have reque
Negapatam, an

. . " Masalchee, there
have the Bill dishonored. ere true; that he had given the paper to the
to av ‘M ntﬂ,s stOl‘y w
- Mr. D'Mo
179. l.f

der him so
s letter three days to ren
ier of his letterin two or . far too camber.
f the cairier © " i otion was far to !
as nothing ib the n;n-;tlu:h“e(:mchinery that he allegeshhe Igut ";’:):cl:d to the conclusion thai
v iurbed. .0 I am therefore \ Lias not
. war . w. . D’Monte has
iousand perid the objectin vie ution, Mr.
a“xe and unnecessary for iven for the object stated by .1he Pr?secMr ])"Monte's letter to the
som h the paper was not 8“:‘ its_ execation, The allusion too 1;. L the Serishtadar had been"
"‘.]::f us a correct account © h‘ 97th January, as the date on Ilva,l‘clle was aware of the visit of
1 N\ . .
g“'iShmdar (marked 31) tor:azt gzainst him, scems to 1;dhca.t:b3ect of that visit.
. . se 1 . the
ploting i lmllex sta tthe Serishtadar on that day, an
Pillay to
Chedumbara 2

. L T leln v
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" and 40, and [ think he has

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
‘ 14th March 1865.

~

180. Though I do not agree inall that has been written by the Prosecutor in his summary,
nor do I approve altogether of the tone and spirit adopred by bim, siill I cannot but agece in
very many of his conclusions, in regard to the defence st up by Mr. D'Monte.

181, In addition to the incongruities regarding the dates noticed above, I quite think with

Muttusamy Iyen® that the conduct of the
deceased Masalchee, if Mr. D'Monte’s story is

. true, was that aliogether of a man unconscious
ofhavu’:g had i'n his possession any letter belonging to Mr. D’Monte, and that the conduct of
‘I:Ir. D.Mo‘nte in refpect of paper 4 was not such as to indicate a belief on his part between the
27th January and 5th February last, that his late Masalchee had the paper in his keeping on the
grounds stated in the 10th and 12th paragraphs of the summary.

182. Ialso agree with him in opinion that Mr, ID’Monte is not proved to have taken any

® Paragraph 7 of summary.

adequat is missi . . . .
. Bdequate steps to trace his missing servant to his residence ei-her at Tanjore or at Vellum, and

thaton his arrival at Tanjore from Negapatam
]

th he seemed more anxions for an interview wi'h
e confederates than to find his note,

' 183. Iulsoagree with the Prosecutor in the 13th paragraph of his summary, that Mr
D'Montenever sent a telegram, and that the statement he made to the Board that be had sent One'
was unfounded, and that he must have known it to be so when he advanced it.

184. I agree also in much that the Prosecutor has advanced in regard to Mr, D'Monte's
;‘at?meﬂt that.he solicited the aid of the Police to recover if possible, his document for Lim.
N r;]:;t th? testimony of both Mr, Cl.linnery and Mr. Keyes as utterly false. I cannot believe thag

ad Mr, D"Monte made a real complaint to either of them, they would have treate
they represent they did, or that they could have both destroyed his complaint. Mer. Chinnery

had he received one, would h i
: , ive sent it on to the proper authorit d Mr. Keyes woul
registered his and‘acted on it. e e Koy would huve

d it as lightly 3

185. 1 acree in th ) L
obse gree in the remarks in paragraphs 14 to 17 of the summary. I do not think the

rvations and conclusions of the Prosecutor in paragraphs 18 to 27 at all jus:ifi:d, and I am

of opinion that in these

paragraphs he has indulged in i i i

c . ed 10 lrony and faneiful arruments whic .

have been omitted without disadvantage ; ¢ ) e es
ge.

186- Iasreei . .
of the l’rosecuioiil::cn-‘:":h that is advanced in paragraph 28 of the summary, an1l the conclusion
of Lis 500 10 10 acd bel., 1: not prohable that Mooniandy’s father would have lef the dy:nz couch
8 g form . . .
have appeared to all af 1}s Oney to pay the native prac:itioner. The case of the son must

of recovery. tine the father is 8aid to have gone out to beg, to admit of no hope

187. Y agree too in the reason

5 i' . H 3 .
188. 1 cannot travel g 'g and conclusion in paragraphs 29 to 36.

e whole way with the Prosecu'or in the ar

qute b guineuts 1a parazraphs S

41 and 42. swildered himielf in his attempts at reasoning in paragraphs
189. Tam not re

ared ;
to Shikal Alazapa CkP Pared to rejeet Samoo P

illay’s statement (paragraphs 43 to 43) in rerard
etty, g - agraphs 043) in regar
50 than those of Syiq ¥sand T consider them

. ° every bit as worthy of credit, and even far more
190. 1 du ot ﬁ‘::s:h i‘gdah regarding Vellapolliem Alagapa Chetty.

Alsgapa Chorty,  Ho o ;1' amoo Pillay confounded Shikal Alagapa Chiatty with Vellapoliiem

do 50; Lut it \.vas ery n:t;iillOer.MD'M‘ome's queries (document N.) clearly show he did not

Negapatam for some years, or iz, D'Monte to fall into this mistake though Le had been in

191. 1 do not underst; .

not think the Prosecuto:’:btsz.d the dl:lft of the argumeuts in paragraph 47 et sepuilur. I do

Alagapa Chetty’s name bun}‘xIs on this Point are very clear. The document was drawn out in

or for Mr, D'Monte, I,t is i ‘ ;ﬂoney drawn for might have been intended for Srinivasa Mudali,

to show for whom it was in:;:! 3 Pr0§ecutor, if he will not accept Mr. D'Monte's'explanaticn,
192, T cannot fullo ‘ended, which I consider he has entirely failed to do.

w the re i i
concluong oot Dl asoning of the Prosecutor in paragraph 49, and I consider his
ived at in that paragraph base'ess. ’
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doubt Mr. D’ Monte’s intention in drawing on Alagapa Chetty, to conceal

~ 193, t?:Awas* ":t’ for whom the money included in the paper was intended, and t'he_docum?nt

:)h? nafneso' -;:SzaMZduli's possession, raises a very fair presumption that it was given to him,
eing in Srinl

v is shown, which has not been d'one in thl,s case ; and the very attempt at a
}l:ltzs:;l;:a:Z;t:th:rengthens the ‘Presumption against Mr, D'Monte. o
rinivasa Mudal’s desire to help Mr. D’Monte ajfter his an:xval at Vellfxm
r I believe that all he did was with design and with the .ob‘)ect of getting
on the 14th ’Janua ¥y writien acknowledgment of money due, on which he might base a (-:harge
from Mr. D Mo.nte igome the subject of inquiry in this case. I give him no credit fux: gramu.de;
much ;’hah :;l:t]isoar(Eere to his being possessed of, or being actuated by, any such high motive.
isw co .
his “ho'e  suomot approve of a1l that has been said in paragraphs 51 to 53, but I believe Mr.
D’szgxft;’s p.lea put forward for the execution of paper A. was not the true one.

a5 not called on as argued by the Prosecutor in par.agraph 54 tostate why he
Mr. D'Monte W lea that he hiad set up that he wanted 1t

191, 1 question S

wanted money if it was a true p

" 196. The remarks in paragraph 56 arc aimless and pointless.

i i ; h 58 that neither Srinivasa Mudali, nor
tor. T quite 267 Wlt;‘1‘ th:vf;otf:::;:ilw:: :ﬁ?:l?pled tshem to produce paper A. before the
he hasypiurtrayed with much force itnd wruth the motives which may h::vi
the part they have taken in the case, 1n paragrfxpll 59, but I cannot see thal
hown in the record that paper 4, was arecelpt.

Collector, and 1 thil.lk
actuated these men in

. ich i i oraph 59 as being the one
3 for the idea which is sef forth in paragrap g
1S, o dDO’BII sz‘t)earg :)vaélti 1‘1)is fetter II to the Collector on the 27‘th January. 0'.1 tha;
which hle: M;. a Pi(l)lay had been to the Collector, and -probably Mr. D'Monte knew this an
day Chedumbar

e wrote. » '

e y view of the Serishtadar’s conduct. I cannot

.+ <aid of this officer by the Prosecutor, His ability and precision are known to

e all that 8 2 1y conscientious, would he have faltered in bis evidence, or shown such

: wn ? both these, bis reticence in one point and bis weakness,
¢ a presumption not very favorable to his character.

199. I bavealready in my letter alluded to m

endors
all, Had hebeen thorough
weakness of memory a8 he h;ls sho.
i i ther, rais
s -ned or admitted, in ano is ch
feig ) - owed at some length the evidence for the Prosecution in regard to lh.e
200. Having reV‘edeo not feel it necessary to follow the Prosecutor in his remarks on this
ibes,

payment of the br om him in his conclusions,

ase.
prt of . i h ow, [ believe, said all that I need on this case. I have stated at length my
20l’ ave n ) s

.3 ion i his case, and shewn
ng the evidence for the Prosecution in the three parts of this case,

I totally differ fr

reasons for discredili.
believe the evi

why 1 1d have been very pleagant to me had the matter ended here, and could I have
202. It on: (;1?- t Mr. D’ Monte was honorably acquitted, and that Lis conduct was cleared

rded my verdict that Ml d. of all stain and reproach, but T have had to consider the expla.na-
’ in possession of the confederates, and to review

dence got up and fabricated.

recn
ag far as this case was concerne

i 'Monte for the paper 4 being !
e by e \I;nh?moto prose that he had drawn it out in order to raise money to send for

i it that I cannot accept his explanation, and

3 i leatta. I am constrained to adm}t -
his fdmlly. fromhcivclllol:of the story set up by him is false, and that he has t'Jeen corrupting
that Lbeliene ¢ lines and others to induce them by false evidence and perjury to support

tion g
the evidence adduced b

his servants and under
his cause. - | -
. false move in giving the paper 4 to one ol L
‘ 'Monte felt he had made a . :
203. Tha: ]tnl:' It),c]I::‘ed Limself to be persecuted and hunted by the.Collgtitor al.xd his ;sta
:,(;?ffdera:ef;l; Ze let perhaps he had laboured unceasingly and with purity of intention and act
1shment, /)

J
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in forwarding t? the _best of his power the public weal, cannot justify his conduct or the course
he has pursued in this case, in getting up false evidence to establish the false explanation he had
offered to the Collector and the Board of the cause of the execution of paper 4. Tt must rest
with the Government to determine how he shall be dealt with for the offence committed b l:e

it may have been in much weakness, yet I must add, with much deliberation. i

904. T cannot pass from these cases without recording : . s
character of the Prosecutor in this case; Ile hag filled ad::s?iiv};:igigxfsp::t?:t;iq;e .condulclt da nd
to prosecute a brother officer, and one standing above bim in the list of Deput ’COT;:;gt calie };n
has laboured unceasingly to discharge himself of his duty ina comscient'umsy‘ind : t'01':!. e
both towards the Government, his immediate superior, and the accused. Ibegit mayJ:: d::i:::lry,

_uoderstood that I do not believe him to be at all concerned in getting up this case, or any part of

it. He was called on officially to conduct the Prosecution only a few days before my arrival

Tfanqueb.al‘, a.nd he has simply acted officially in laying before me all the evidence placed beafoat
bim. His ability I need not dwell on; it is shown in his abstract and reply. Ilei fi o
who bears, and justly so, a very high character in the Tanjore District Iphy. Knaledge
myself very much indebted to him. . e o acknowlede

"905. 1 regret these remarks should have extended to so ‘
Ire : reat a length; b i
1 could do justice to this difficult and intricate case by curtailifﬂ them ¢ e h il mot fot
g .

206. I have also to apologize for the delay which has taken place in submitting this
report. ®

9(7. 'T'he evidence for the Prosecution was closed on the 12'h September, and the P
tor’s summary was delivered in ‘on the 16th September. Mr. D'Mouf;'s Case’ ) 1 rosecu-
soon as ready, on the 16th September, and was closed on the 20th September wa:“ a e‘rI\1 up 3‘5
defence was put in on t.he 26th September, and the Prosecutor’s closing rem.ark o Dh gy
Oc'tober. T.he.se were given me on the eve of my leaving the Tanjore District Is lim the 17t
writer, and it is difficult to prepare materials, or to copy my papers in the hurr).’ of m:::h:: ttn:;:

in the midst of rain and storm, 1 ho '
! : . pe therefore that thoug i
leniently viewed under the explanation above Tecor:ied ough there has been delay, it may be

List of papers connected with the 4th Charge.
17 Depositions taken before the Collector '

45 Depositions before Mr, Cl
Prosecutor's Summary. arke (fve for 'fhe Defence).

Defence.

Reply of the Prosecutor.
Mr. Clarke’s R eport on the case.

List of documents filed.
;.—;\I{'. .D’Mofite's receipt for 410 Rupees,
,—Srinivasa Mudali's statement before Mr. D’Monte.in R i y
%: Deg:s.mol::i?%:)i R.amachenda Row's .examination ofa;?il;i:p?: nV:dcase"
. ositlo alinga Taven and Srinivasa Mudali before th o
E.—Receipt given to Srinivasa Mudali by Peon Rungasawm © Collector.
F— . Do. do. by Veerasawmy Naick, ° d
G-~ Do. do. by Paramanan.
H— Do. by Srinivasa Mudali for December’s pay
1.— Do. to Vedarniem Rungasawmy Naick by V}apoori Asari
J.—Letter (olai) written by Srinivasa Mudali to V, Rangasawmy N.aickv

K.—Receipt given by P o : . s .
o D:cci o y Peon Rungasawmy Naick for having drawa Srinivasa Mudali's pay

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
14¢h March 1863.
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. CC.— Do. do.

. XX-""LI!‘Q D

. L.—Abstract of the pay of the Vedarniem salt establishment for November.

2 — Account filed by Samoo Pillay regarding his dealings with Allagapa Chetty.
N.—Statement of Samoo Pillay before Mr. D'Monte.

O.—Mr. Keyes’s letter to Mr. D'Monte, dated 925th June 1864,

P.—Mr. D’Monte’s letter to Mr. Chinnery, dated 6th February 1864.

Q.—Mr. Chinnery’s letter to the Head Quarter Inspector, dated 2nd July 1864.
R.—Mr. Chinnery’s letter to Mr. D’Monte, dated 23rd June 1864,

S.—Mr. D'Monte’s letter to the Sheristadar, dated 2nd February 1864.

7. —DProceedings of Government, dated 6th July 1864, in favor of the Sheristadar.

U.— Deo. 15th May 1864,  _ do. do.

i7.—Copy of Mr. Aorris's letter dated 2nd April 1863, do. do.

1¥.—Do. paragraph 45 of Mr. Motris’ Jamabundy Report, dated 7th August 1862, in favor
. of Sheristadar. ,

X.—Copy of Mr. Ballard’s letter of 13th May 1862, in favor of Sheristadar.
y.—DBoard’s Proceedings of 17th July 1861, do, do.
Z.—Mer. D'Monte’s application to Treasury Deputy Collector, for the advance of his pay for
January. : . .

AA.—Mr. D'Monte's letter to Collector for the advance of his pay for January.
BB.—Mr. D' Monte’s letter to Collector, dated 29th January 1864,

’ 6th February ,,
DD.—Proceedings of the Collector, 10th  do. .
E E —Collector’s letter to Mr. D'Monte, 12t do.  » ’
FF—Mr. D'Monte’s answer to the above, 12th  do. ’
G G.—Mr. D’Monte’s letter to the Collector  13th  do. .
[ H.—Proposal of Mr. D'Monte for the re-organization of the Salt Department,
1T —Mr. D’ Monte’s letter to the Collector, dated 27th January 1864,
JJ.—Collector’s note of Srinivassa Mudali's deposition.
KK.—List of witnesses put in by Mr. DjMonte, dated 20th July 1864.

LL— Do. do. , 28rd July
MM.— Do, do. » 206th August ,,
NN.— Do. do. » 3lst do.
00.—Salary receipt books of the Salt Deputy Collector’s Office. .

PP-_ DO. do. do.

QQ.—Order to Negapatam Peishcar appointing Ramasawmy Naick as Peon at Vedarniem.

RR.—Order to Sendalai Peishcar dismissing Peon Lallah Meah for being concerned in a
theft.

S§S.—Oraer to Neidavasal Peishear fining Peon Lallah Meah,

7T7~Do. * do. transferring Pecn Lallah Meah to Arasanagherry.

UU.—Mr. D’ Monte’s letter to the Collector regarding the arrangement of bis establishment.
y V. —Mr, D' Monte's order to the Head Clerk regarding the establishment.
17 17 —Mr. D'Monte's order to the Sendalai Peishcar appointing Deloyet Vencatasawmy as

Amin. ,
"Monte's order to Arasanagherry Peishcar appointing Vencatasamy as Acting

-

Amin.
YY.—Mr. D'Monte’s order to Negapata

at Negapatam- .. . .
7.7 —Mr. D'Monte’s appointing Vencatasamy Naick as Amin at Vedarniem.

AA4A— Do to ITead Clerk appointing Maruttay Deloyet and Muniandy Masalchee.

BBB.— Do. appointing Ramasamy Pillay as 2 writer.
CCC.—Collector’'s  do. to Superintendent of Negapatam, suspending Ragaviengar

on suspicion.

m Peishear appointing Vencatasami Naick as Amin
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o D DD.—Collector’ -
L f €CLor s dO. to Superinte .d
FAe gar for three months. ndent of Negapatam, suspending Ragavien-
NS A S EEE.—Collector’s Y X ’ °
A . dast to S
R PFF—Mr. D' a o Salt Deputy Col
4 g . D'Monte's Cj y Collector, dated 27th M
e GGG.—Mr. D e's Circular to salt Peishears. ‘ arch 1863,

*Monte's Memo
r. D'Monte’ explanation to B
onte’s statement before the Collector card of Revenue.

i I“‘pa'le““ar 3 BUSPODS.XOD.
! o » £

HHH-M

L JJJ.—Muttusamy lyer’
e sion. ¥ lyer's letter, dated 8th November 18 i
AR . ) 49 oo cr 18G4, regarding Ragaviengar's suspen-
wadrlo -—Cadjan ] .
| K . ‘; ‘ eaves, forming Pitchy Shastry’
. :“\ i t SHAILGOODY,? ye accounts,
Pl 12tk N .
“ ovember 1864, (Signed) T.CLARKE,

I
‘ Member, Board of Revenue.

e

ment, imzeﬂfepons of tLo result of the inquiry held by Mr. Clatke under
1€ charges trovght by the Collector of Tanjore against Mr.

! D'Mo
Lo i Nonte, Deput C
eyl G Yy O]lector of .S
o f overnment that District, be submitted for {he consideration and orders of

1. Ordered
that
the orders of Govern

' Sy 2 It appears alto

o ver gether
y elaborate apalver. r . Lonecessary for the Board to add, by any lengthy remarks, to the

RAes ’ re ¥5is of the ev: )
“* i corded, 8 evidence on each charge contained in \Mr. Clarke’s letters above
o l-:' 3
¢ ; ~5F 3. It seems suffic;
T fad; ullicient .
S ‘ rndmg thereon, and the;r ow:hat. they should state the nature of cach charge, Mr. Clarke’s
" ':?“: } . emarks, opinion founded on consideration of the record and of Mr. Clarke’s
g i ! . The ﬁnt .
charg : .
ge against Mr, D'Monte is that at Verdarpiem during the years 1861-62

and 1863, he s
ystemat)
excess salt to be storel(;:ally and koowingly, and with & view toserveh

D in th Lo .
epartment. e heaps, in direct contravention of the s

js own purposes, permitted
tanding rules for the Salt

-y -

£ A e =
T

" -

5.
Mr. Clarke finds that saly w

a vicl . .
icious system of me e in question, under

as stored in excess in the years and plac

th ) asu .. .
1; : knat Mr. D'Monte was nr;men‘ I_’l’evalent in the District long before Mr. D'Monte joined it;
owledge, and did not, ag sufficiently alive to the evils of the system whea it came to his

0 . . .
actpt adequate measures to stop it but that there i3 nothing to warrant
u . .

ated by corrupt motives in the course of inaction that he adcpted.

6. TheB
Oal'd ¢ .
epread oncur in thig vi . . .
and of long t;t:mdinn!:tg|s view. The evil of over-measurement 10 storing was wide-
g and stringent orders had been issued forbidding it. The practice

at Vedarni
nlem ma h
rapid sale Y have beeq i
[4) . 1n . .
fentire heaps; tended either to conceal excessive wastage, of to induce a more

: Bo . .
i ard co but . .
SALEY the comh:lsnder that his conduw:bout imputing corrupt motives to the Deputy Collector, the
' ; ;ance of the Practice Ct was very reprehensible in countenancing if not encouraging
o - The seconq ) :
‘ sold at N nd charge pgai -

egapatam g =€ 2gainst My, D’Monte i3 that in 1862-G3 he allowed new salt to be

e .. — e Sl
e e
POO-SY——— - e o -

. \[‘: i )
[ c to ‘he inst . nd veda M
U T n
by e certain partl'::tlons of My, Mor,;:m :hen old salt was on hand, contrary to standing rules and
e 5 1 8 1o the exclusioq 0;' t:; e then Acting Collector, and that in so doiny he favored
foe oo . - Ar. Clarke § e trade gencrally. -
. ' lnstraction uds that n )
1 4 s ew .
: ?i ; that the ol and newﬂaltlwas sold while old salt was on hand; that Mr. Morris's
IR 8¢ . ) A
W Verkatess Cher lt were to be sold in equal proportions to individual
0 "Q"' i 3?3'}‘;:’; gma?'.i' %;co, purchasers were 1ot strictly maintained ; that
AR T 0, 1 1 - . H . ’
,‘ N the u}f:acuon was .mos.t .marLed in the case of
b certain firms, with individual members of some
of which firms Mr. D'Monte bad pecuniary

‘Mr. Clarke entirely acquit
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A

dealings, but that on the of
1t trade, and that

largest transactions in the sa
plained of undue faver being shown to them,

prescribed by Mr. Morris.
9. Mr. Clarke does
satisfactory, orf perfectly pures
to an individual (Venkatesa Chetty),
10. The Board concur in this view,
Monis intended that his in
11, They also attach consi
that the old salt at Negapatam W&
11. The third charge is that in

not consider Mr.

own purpose
patam to rerail the same 00 the platforms.

13. Beyond the fact th
for the gradual removal from the platfo

14. Mr. Clarke, howevers
Chetty, already mentioned was 3
15. The fourth charge,
prospect of
received cer
one Srinivassa Muda
16. The case according to the prosec

1st. The payment of the bribes.

ond. The subsequent restitu

grd. The execution by Mr- D’Monte
object to place Srinivassa Mudali in funds to
had become clamorous.

17. This document is i
Alagappa Chetty of Negapatam ‘
Mr. D’Monte, who admits it8 authenticitys

18. The principal witness in this casé

inquiry and analysis of the evidenc

19. M. Clarke rejects the charge

less, and considers that the whole case has

vjon is fabricated and worthless.

90. e, however is compelled also t
ith the document

cu

circumstances connected w

and underlings 2P

21, Mr. Clarke believes that Mr-
feeling that he had made 8 false move, de
evidence 0 ¢gtablish the falsc explanation he

22, The Board,
conclusions.  They acquit Me
he deliberately attempted by

on full consideration

of the paper 4+

s, allowed the wholesale purchasers of salt at t

at Mr. DMonte was somew
rms, within a limited time, of salt purchased wholesale,

o him of this charge, and the Board fully concur in this acquittal.
notices that onet
highly improper piece of favoritism.

which forms the subject of the second letter
the revision of the Salt Establishments

tain sums of money amounting ia t

liasa consideration for T
ution involves three distinct sets of ¢'rcumstances :—

p the form of g promi

for value receive
but assigns & totally different reason for its execution.

against Mr.

d others to induce them by
D'Monte Was tricked into giving the Paper and then

liberately adopted the course of endeavoring by false

_D'Monte of the charge la'd against him,
{slge statements an

and the circumstances under W

Iy

her hand these frms from their larger capital necessarily had the

it does not appear that any other merchants com-
or were unable to procure salt on the conditions

D’'Monte’s conduct in this matter to have been

disinterested and honest, in view of the unexplained favoritism
with whom he had pecuniary dealings. ~
although they have some doubt as to how far Mr.
structions should form an invariable rule. ’
derable weight t0 the fact, which is in Mr. D'Monte’s favor,
s being rapidly disposed of in retail gales. -

1862 and 1863, Mr. D'Monte fraudulently and to serve his

he stations of Vedarniem and Adram-

hat remiss in strictly enforcing the orders

ransaction with the same individual, Venkatesa

is that in 1863 in

Mr. D'Monte corruptly and for his own purpose
he aggregste to Rupees 430 or thereabouts through
ctaining certain parties on the new Establishment.

tion of part by Srinivassa Mudali to three Peovns.

of a certain paper (document A.) which had for its
re-pay the whole of the bribes, the payers of which

s0 to pay the sum of Rupees 410 to Natkotian
d, @nd is in the handwriting of, and signed by

is Srinivassa Mudali himself, and the record of the

e by Mr. Claike is most full and voluminous.

D' Monte of receiving bribes as utterly ground-
been got up, and that “the evidence for the prose-

o the conclusion that Mr. D'Monte's account of the

A.is false,and that he hag corrupted his servants
false evidence and perjury to support his cause.

nad offcred of the cause for its execution.

concur with Mr. Clarke in both his

of the papers,
but they believe that

d false evidence t0 explain away the execution
bich it got into the hands of Srinivassa Mudali.

=1
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23. They are n
. ot called
D"Monte should b upon to expr ;
e dealt wi . press any opinion a . )
ith for his conduct in consideration :ft:h:l:;rzammr in which Mr-
mstances of the case.

24. They are of . .
3 opinion that th ‘

are according to their o e two persons, Srini

. wn shewi » Srinivassa Mudali -

Ragaviengar and Ramasawmivwgﬁ unworthy of xetention in the pub‘;ical::* 8"1& Chedumbm? Pilley,

former position ; and that th illay, have been hardly treated, and sl mlc: jthat the winessed,
6 conduct of Messrs. Chinnery a.’nd Ks " £ b;l restored to theis

ecse of the Tanjore DPolice

I‘equlles fuﬂ.het notice by the I altll('u"h one ()f l,i es: Ay \l l ad
c‘ Ins
| ‘ pECtOP Genera ’ o 1€80 Indl'

riduals has al‘e y

25. The Board h :
ave car . ’
sawmy Row, the Collector’s eSf:u? considered Mr. Clarke’s remarks on th
eristadar, in connection with document 4 ) (;"Edua of Venca-
: ey observe that

the Sheristadar m
: . ay have bee teot
first interview with Chedumb:r:el':;?s in not at once reporting to the Collector th 1
iLay, ~ or the result of his

for the conclusi but this i
ons which M ) is is not, the Board think :
made by Vencasawmy Row rt (i,;aﬂ‘e has built uponit. They are tl?nk', a sufficient foundation
with Chedumbara Pilla ou eeffect that he did not soe 1;, ¢l opinion that the statement
y must, in the absence of any evi e document 4. athis first interview

26, In the fifih denc H

. case Mr. D' . e to disprove i

in the years 1862 and 1863, rw;)hMonte.xs charged with having badl;mv:“' be accepted as true.

Chetty and Co. and Oliver and Co certaln firms trading in salt underpthie:lpecuni“y dealings
° . ames of Venkatesa

27. Mr. Clarke findsi
nds it pr
proved that Mr. D’Monte had pecuniary dealings with V
- i enkatesa

Chetty after e i
ste establishment :
and tLat ’ ) of the Salt f i
at Mr. D’Monte's statement that Venka;[:; oéhwlnch he was the chief and active part
a Chett Ariner,

previous to the establishment of the Salt firm w
as untrue

y had b : .
the Board. een his banker for a long time

and
, and made {or the purpose of misleading

. r. Clarke view M w
. lews Mr. D’ ’ i
28 r. D'Monte’s pecuniary dealings with an indivig
Mr. Clark tviduy] brought into

such iniimate relati
10 1O him 1 H . .
but docs not find it proved q:nt]?s official capacity, as highly improper ang
at the transactions otherwi 14 seri i
erwise partook of iouly irregulars
an

improper,
Y thing suspicious or

~9- ! i
rhe Boal‘d c¢oncur in :Ml‘. Cla ke’s Vie W Of thl

30. The sixth charge i i

. is th : ‘

Gd franduleny, snd w‘ui aiie\:ttlon 1}863, when about to go on leave to Cy

order maki . show undu ' i Lot Mont

er making over to him 500 salt pans in Adm?n;a;:!l‘n to otne Sheik Tumbj Llea;cMr. D'Monte
» notwithstandin

that the right of .
o b Wailt:no ,forc:a;axcn ;nlther parties to these pans was th d

) ollector’s order en under inqui

- 8 on the subject 1

' oyan, pass an
g that he had been told
ry> and that he professe(i

31. Mr. Clarke acqui
—_ ’ cquits hi
sojustice o others, He, b m of fraud or favoritism in thi
> however, blames hin for P s matter, and of any act of
as wrone or
(-]

of seeking the Collector’ -
r’s confirmati : S8 an .
onfirmation of his proposal g anabsolute order in the matter, instead
’

and impetuosity in action. s, but ascribes hi
€8 DiS error to w .
ant of judgment

82, The Board al
) . so acquit ) J
his conduct in the matter w qd Ir: D’Monte of the chare .
a3 deserving of such lenient ro(;" but are disposed to doubt wh
ut conside whether

ratio
se and fraudu;] o Mr. Clerkehas shown to it-
Monte) pagsede"t recommendation of which
and Ramali drampatam, the a_" order making over to oue
. 34. Mr Olarke finds no Inga Taven having no right Whnght to the puns in question
rejec's the evilence adduced ing::;:;i twl;ateVer for the imputatio atever thereto.
rt of it as v ns raised i

35. The BO . Vhou .
ard cousider that thig charge was veiyfa;§e and fabricated.
roperly rejected.

36. Wih tlese
.. sese remarks the B .
4 e Board
ecision of Govern nent. M. Clarke's labil;-!')mu the whole case against 3
ious and o r.

Le desired ‘in the way of materials

33. h 8 o 3y
I e eVBllth Chﬂ'I“e 18 thatlll ]3(;3 ona ’a
M!. D Monte hlmSE“ was the autlhor he (LI . D
2 r

Ramalinea Taven €
. e 500 salt . i
belng then under iﬂquiry’ pans in the vmage of A

B this charge, and

exhaus:ive investioati
investigation leaves nothi
ing to
o

-
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M. CADELL, Esq. Collector of Tanjore, to J. D. SIM, Esq., Secretax:y

No. 200. From W.
, tment, Fort Saint George, dated Tanjore, 17th Decem-

to Government, Revenué Depar
ber 1864 :—

13:0
en furnished with a copy of the Proceedings of the Board of Revenue

1. T have just be
dated the 10th instant, on the report of M. T . Clarke, made on the case of Mr. A. D’'Monte
Deputy Collector late in charge of the Salt Department in this District.
2. 1Inthecase (charge No. 4) the tone of that report is 80 exceedingly offensive, and seems
to throw such discredit on the conduct of the Prosecution, that I trust the Government, before
llow me to offet a short explanation, and which will

arriving at their Jecision on the matter will &

be forwarded at furthest in five days from this date-

R

he Board of Revenueé, dated 4th January 1865.
3rd December 1864, No. 401, submitting

ter from the Collector of Tanjore, dated 2
f the investigation held by him in the-

Read let
hjs remarks on the report of Mr. Clarke on the result 0
matter of the charges brought against Mr. D’Monte.
nsferred to the Secrefary to Government in

1. Ordered that this comm unication be bra
the Revenue Departments Mr. D'Monte’s case being now before Government.
9, Tke PBoard consider the ton® of Mr. Cadell's letter to be most objectiona.ble, and that

he has adopted in regard to the proceedings of a superior Officer charged by Govern-
nasi judicial fanctions, is inthe highest degree improper and unbecoming-

to 'VV.'HUDLESTON, Lsq., Secretary to
1861, No. 401,

the course
ment with ¢

From W. M. CADELL, Esq., Collector of Tanjore,
the Board of Revenue, Chepauk, dated Tanjore, 93rd December

Siw,

1. 1 have only been recently furnished with Clarke's report on the result of

{he investigation held by bim in the matter of the charges brought against Mr. D’Monte ; under
ordinary circumstances, I should not have felt myself called upon to trouble the Gover.nmen.t or
the Board with any remarks on that report, bub it is so full of recriminations and insinuations
aainst the Prosecution, and the whole tone thereof is 80 offensive and acrimonious, that in
justice to myself and to the manner in which the Prosef:ution has been conducted, for which
1 am solely responsible, 1 feel compellcd to offer a few brief remarks on case No. 4.

o TInfact, I cubmit, that it js impossible to view the report in any other light than an

attempt to throw doubt and discredit on the Prosecution; throughout, insinuations and recrimi-

9
nations of the geverest nature are most freely indulged in, and the conclusions which Mr. Clarke
that Mr. D'Monte was tricked into gl

ving a certain document to Srinivasa
that evidence Was “ got up” in support of this charge of bribery. Tt is
e opinions,

a copy of Mr.

arrives at, aré 1st,

Mudali s and 2ndly, )
or I might more properly call them copjectures of

tru

Mr. Clarke's ; but 28 they have b

strate they were based on some ghow of evidences what the nature and value of this evidence,

y is 83 exhibited in Mr. Clarke’s report, I shall now proceed to show.

g, Ttis in the first place to be borne in mind, that the whole fabric of the hypothesis s0
s on the assumption that Srinivasa Mudali’s object in

ingenicusly gtarted by Mr. Clarke rest .
Jemanding payment, after he had obtained the Jocument A, was to produce the money thus given
y his assumption is not sustained, the fact of Srinivasa

as evidence against Mr. D'Monte, for ift : ct vas
Mudali having pressed {or payment g in itself conclusive to show that what he (Siintvasa Mudali)
Y not evidence. Now, is it at all natural or reasonable to sup-

wanted was the payment of a debt, : ¢
would prefer having mere coin to &

pose that, as a matter of evidence, anyone il his senses ’ ? 6O
written instrument in Mr. D’Monte’s own haodwriting, the genuineness of which is nob
aud cannot be den'ed, and which, moreover, was drawn out in ths name of one who,

R

reall

e, that these charges are met :
een advanced, 1 gubmit Mr. Clarke was bound at least to demon-

—
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while he was unknow ,
pivasa Mudali himsel?? bc;tth(:;:nd fby Mr, D'Monte, was yet a friend and neighboue of Sri-
cable for any one to s;cure b hot h°1’ a moment be supposed, that it would have been practi-
equivalent for the same, and c(:trt 't]e doc?mfm and the money which had been givenas an
ingto Mr. Clarke’s m;n view) :;1“ ¥> Mr. D' Monte, who was so cautious as to disguise (accord-
the party for whom the document ° rfal character of the transaction and the rcal name of
document without getting the s was ntended, v.vou]d never have paid the consideration for the
its being doubted that t}: e femrned to him. Mr. Clarke’sown theory does not admit of
e person in whose name the document was given, must be some one

cOnnected With Sr;nivasa \Aludﬂl' e , P
; l, and lhe 3 i
. i i i ) co[:ld lhel‘efore havo bQED no dl(ﬁcull 1 lovi"o lhe

4. How then was it th i
et I emained b anOthea: :om:}:as.‘considered an effective substitute for a written instru.
e oty et ! ypothesis equally ingenious, and which hypothesis is according to
ot and others having previously seen the document, their testi-

mony as to the fact of i . .
of its having been in existence would have supplied the place of the dce
cou- .

ment itself, and thi .
evidence of» br.bthls tog.ethet with the production of the cvin was to be ad .
ibery against Mr. D'Monte ; but supposing that the coin hadabopte(l]) o :310“‘:‘08"‘3
een obtained and pro=

. duc (V] . =3
’ l t & e
ed would not blr ( afl\e again have been equdny [eady Wlth another h 9 pothesl", vlz‘, lhat t‘h

Serishtadar had furnished both the mone i

e e ot o . y ?nd the testimony 2 I submit, howev .

i om the al:a:;sthoefn:e:]ce anlf not w1.th hypothesis, however subtle and in:;nit::: iln:l

T e ingentivg, which Woulder'e ypoiihesm that Mr. Clarke brings to bear his experie:xce of

e o affved b 'glve l,]p in preference to coin not only a writ:en instrument, but
d by Mr. D'Monte’s friend and Cashier, Samoo Pillai. o

5. It was : : . )

Clarke's hypothe;’s) a:i:;?il:h?h this extraor.dmary and ingenious aim that (according to Mr,
& particle of evidence, but E:IV:: by the Serishtadar and to whom (it is again assumed without
without  breathing ;ime’v bei Gelstrength of amere conjecture), that intimation was conveyed
from Mr. D' Monte, and the d ing allowed of the fact of the document (4-) having been obtained
‘he aocurrence of a’n - ocfument itself shown. This again is hazarded as an explanation of
ment was obtained), and the ?5 ;en days between the 25th January (the cay on which the docu-
whichinterval wou]’d e th Februar.).y (the day on which it was produced before me), and
order to be produced b wise tally w.nh Mr. Clarke’s hypothesis, that it was obtained 1n

efore myself, It is scarcely necessary to point out, that to a mind of

orlinary understanding i i i
g, there is nothing so inexplicable or unaccountable in the fact ofthe

document nOt haVinD bee i .I T
2 n lmmed ate]y p Oduced ﬂnd iti ]
i ] iu ,i N af[er aﬂ 1L 18 the merest Co!ijectnfe lh&‘

6. Dut apart .
Jttention to t:e pr:lc:auclti:}}:fyzﬁth;m and conjectures, I would beg for a moment to direct
Srinivasa Malali, as a stronely su e document (A). with reference to surrounding circumstances
himmself to be in denger of Toiings::sc:?i ::;lmpl}xlcehi.n the d;linquencies of his master, conceive;
(and who, beyond al : ; he his probably told by Ca ;
clcar breast g{ everyl ﬂ?i‘:]‘:‘:’i’:,owas acn{ated by. self-interested motives znly)ef}?::l;?rl::‘ mI:(l]l"Y
dealt with ; aga'n, the le:;.ve ofw:bsi;l::q;:anni:; Tig:; b;; li;‘hﬂy passed over, or be lenie":;
Lucknow, : o Mr. D’'Monte for si
Tanjore ;nl:;i ﬂilfe;":‘:s ]f?xr::e Gazette-of the 2nd February, and »:v:sm:,'r;:z:; PL‘)Ceed %o
to roturn to Tanjor:a D e;;t the time generally believed that Mr. D' Moute d‘g nown i
fack of Seinivass Modalt being lod ask therefore, is thire anything so very im obable i tene
exceedingly doubtful, g o bo conclude that the payment of (h Tt Lo the
gly doubtful, and thus induced to produce the document 4 ¢ money oning to him was
n .

7. This docu it i
ment, it is to be observed, Mr, Clarke assumes to be a hundi or clieque, and .
» and on

1 -] i ] . Vi g been taken t

—

b S

of this document 4, and I would ask, can
rans thus :—

Received from Na
of Rupees (410) four hundred and ten, pr

VeLLUM.
o8¢k January 1864.

Can such a document be considered oth

jn substance to any thing except an acknow
it is to be observed, this document was obtained bySrinivasa Mudali to

D’ Monte, and its baving been diawn out in the rame of Ala-
hbour of Srinivasa Mudali, was, as admitted by Mr. Clarke

ment of money ? Further,
secure a future payment by Mr.
gappa Chetty, the friend and neig
himself (paragraph 193), a contrivance ad
disguise the transaction as being between

what necessity existed for Srinivasa Mudali taking the document for acceptance ? and the fact i
of Mr. D'Monte being never known to the said Alagappa Chetty, and not having had any assets "3
- - . » . o l
or deposits, 1n his hands, at once negatives the supposition that the document was, say bundi. ;‘j
. )

g. But further, as to the supposition of Mr. Clarke, that Mr. D'Monte, in order to be made
a victim of, was tricked into giving the document A ; I will not attempt to follow that gentle-
es and hypothesis, and on which his conclusions are built
up. Iwould only ask, is this at all likely when taken into consideration with Mr. D'Monte’s 1
about the very time he must bave been so duped, it is shown, j
he was manufacturing evidence on hig own account,? And is it therefore at all probable that a 4
D'Monte's natural shrewdness, and after a 30 years experience of official life, would

man in bis ingenious chain of conjectur
previous character and conduct

person of Mr.
a'low himself to be made the dupe of a lo

value of Rupees 10 monthly, and give to that subordinate a written document without any con-
sideration whatever ? Poes Mr, D’Monte’s conduct throughout this matter show such thought-
lesgsness and simplicity as would warrant the conclusion that he 1is capa

oud tricked 2 Let the sequel show. When Mr. D’M
asa Mudali to give back the document {4 failed, what does he do but

efforts to induce Sriniv

write a menacing note to the Serishtadar with no
hen he might be called to account for his having executed the .

he hears the document is actually produced before me, Mr. J

intention of using the same W
document., Again, the moment
D'Monte writes to his intimate friend and
communication on the same subject,
(Mr. Chinnery) not to be uneasy regardin
(Mr. Chinnery) was bereafter to give e
jn mind about this,
tam.” In accordance wi
friend, and Head’ Constable at
former one but which also turns out to
D' Monte’s Clerk and protegé Ramasawmy

document alleged to have been lost, and to stat
mily at Lucknow, while other witnesses are got ready to prove

raising money to send to his fa
that the document was entrusted to an

Negapatam for pegoistion, A woman

what the Salt Department was, is sald to have sta

servants” had been to sce the deceased S
9. I ask, therefore, can 80y reasona
so much trickery and intrigue, Was likely
10. Onsuch a hypothes
Mr. D'Monte is 8 got up 016,

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Dejoartmerit,
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DTSRI

ttukottai Alagappa Chetty, resident merchant at Negapatam, the sum

but which had in point of fact no existence, and telling him ,
g the loss of the document, a loss concerning which, he
vidence. In this letter he says, “Iam greatly relieved :
and I have addressed my Collector for it. 1
th this last intimation Mr. D'Monte further writes to Mr. Keyes, another
Negapatam, and in this communication likewise alludes to a

R Z.
RN T T R e T T e T T ¥
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PP ——

such a document be called a hundi. The document

omising to pay the same in two months from this date.
(Signed) A. D'MONTE. |

erwise than a Bond ? Does it amount either in form or .
Jedgment for the receipt and a promise for the re-pay-

opted by Mr. D'Monte’s own seeking with a view to ANE
himself and Srinivasa Mudali. . Such being the case, 5'

¢ i W Mg FTIEE

o e it

w subordinate of his own, holding a situation of the

ble of being so deceived |
onte found that from want of funds, his ’ ‘ 1
|

other conceivable object in view than with the '

associate Mr. Chinnery, referring to an alleged former r
H a1

have also written to Negapa-

have had no existence. Meanwhile, however, Mr.-
Pillay is being prepared to give evidence regarding the
e that it was drawn out for the purpose of -

Office Massalchee, then just deceased, to be taken to
living at Tanjore and who could have had no idea of
ted that two men and who looked like salt
alt Massalchee when on bis death bed. -

ble man even for a moment supp'ose that one capable of
himself to be so easily entrapged.

s, however, Mr. Clarke bages his opinion that the charge against
pnd then preceeds to ccnjecture” how, according to his ideas, the
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case has been so got-up. T will not, ho l‘ ) 14th March 1865. |
ened remarks on the analysis of ’h e e the Government or the Doard b 1 T - e
only beg particular attention to ft e e.vxdence as contiined in Mr. Clarke’s y any lengthe . e
¢+ hat report. a few brief notes which | have entered in an intrec;ll):::';dl would 14. In the case of Teaguraja Pandaram, that officer had come to see me a8 usual on the
11. 1 cannot, however, in this place bat f o ' .Iss:t::(;‘:yarz;(:r:geofnll‘oh:if;nilahyebe‘;::tso:ntl:yvteglem;,e:’ bhei;redhe savlvd t:]e Serishtadar ; s s
of the report itself; , . at respectfully cal i * vilow e ! ishtadar could have reported the nat
tone of tge judg:li’M‘ﬁr%?:ioe‘::’c:)tnz;i:ithes the spirit of thye adio::i;i?:z: t;;)ettl:ﬁﬂtxo::daz'dot?gog - commurics " "}a’de tl(l)' h’ti[}] l:'y ’Il‘xeagamja Pandaram on'y 5" Monday thi ith, the USE:
conjectures, and it'_ will be observed the§: :.:: ¢ lhrougho_ut based on the vaguest hypolhe):il:aed » :fqunfdahy—a ‘;,l‘-esm?{::()lnbw ll;mlls) ““le’ls"e“gthe.“ed; y the fuot fhet the orders for the sitend-
cution. Oan the other hand, no argu nents a::a‘;lvery;mgle instance unfavorable to the Pro:e- ) €@ o-t ° Par_ s B2 J e?r the last mentione date.
scensed, but such as have the force of demonstrati ove lO.ha‘:e weight if directed against th o ’ la.. ,It will be lhus. seens tha,t,. in_the cases referred o by Mr. Clarke, there was no such
most  eained inforences and conjectures are suff lons 5 while in the case of the Prose:ution th: « gelerity” or ¥ pro.mptxtude of action” on the parb of the Serishtadar as has been most unfairly
dnscre:}l)ancy in fi:he evidence for the Prosecution :::I::hl:t‘::l,:am f’h":“s‘hest conclusions. E’very . ass“mf’d’ axll)d . ;i Y :1”8 N :e :bs:"ed’ thta : i:i‘ o c‘“:s referred o, informatien
own theory ; if it obviously fav s . ay, is shown to su arke® 3 | was given y a public gervanf, the nex ighest in stan ing to the De uty Collector himself;
not, it is made to be the ryesul‘to;: clll:::i:fwas’ ;" is at' once accepted and admittsg(:r;?xltri.fcil:r: s L while in the case of the documen 4, the infortmation volunteered, was Z.WZH by & party Whose’
Loy his theory ; when it is found impossibTe ’tonu lsolzml ser"?s in some way or other to etren"t::: ‘ statements had 1o be received with the grestest cantion and circumspection:
: :::lmt:ml;;::z :1 ?E:,swh?n e denounces the Pfo;lcuiilsr;,g?;?:tte‘: Mr. Clarke’s language i:mild N ' 16. Mr. Clarke ag?in allu,des to the. fact of no active measures having been taken by the
i ' poin®, I forbear suying more. Lol e severest and mo-t acrimonious Serishtadar after Mr. D Monte's menacing letter of the 2nd February, as another proof of the
L tion of the Board and Government to th ould only beg further to draw th * gGerishtadar’s being concerncd in the plot against Mr. D'Monte—a stiange co £ i
e i o the utterly unwarrantable tr Wi ¢ atten- : 3 : T : ge course of reason B
B, Serishtadar at the hands of Mr. Clarke though indirect] eatment reccived by my B certainly ; but in this case 1013 clear, that no blame attaches to the Serishtadar, he having pat the
, 12. Mr. Clarke pretty plainly insi .y. . . ) . Jetter at once into my bands, and the plame therefore, if any, must rest with myself, and with
oo perjury, and though be do y msinuates that this Officer has been guilty of € . myself ooly. ’
;; 7:*2!.' i P e Seri jod oes not say it in o many words, it is ¢l ; g- y of forgery and ' o rapl .y . . . . N ’
2 ) ! .t orishtadar has been the master-mind i . s olear that in Mr. Clarke's own 17. Mr. Clarke again (paragreph 54) disclaims his having been in any way influenced by any
_: f b la.xke s own l‘ffmarks, :t will, however, be foundmhgettm:@,-v up the case. On referiing to Mr. ‘ remarks of the accused in arriving at his views of the conduct of the Serishtadar, and states
; 3 ::'Ei.: i Ezi:u‘;?c?z?n};};ﬁothesis 3*_Sainst the Serishtadar is, tthaatt.l;ll‘:a Z‘lll‘g Se;ﬂ blance of a fack on WhicE bo ’:)hi't thes? haWI b%nldfomm1 o v .m\t‘".e snd charaster of bi evidcfnce s given '
B o . o to me the information he received f ( wed two days to elapse before efore him. 1 woulc respectfully ask does this evidence bear Mr. Clarke out in stating that ‘ -
3 - 1" ho cution gf the document A by Mr, D'Monte, M rom Chedumbaram Pillay touching the exe-’ p « he sees reason to believe that the Serishtadar must have seen Chidambaram Pillai, if not Srinivasa I& ,
5 3 ; { ;1 ‘; i:}lli:i', conu'a.st; it wi.th‘ what he calls lhe'Seris;tS;::ie li};’s tlfe greatest sm.ess on this alleged o4 "“ grufi%::’dpef?re the. execution of the Bond;" and again, “.that Chidambara Pillai went to the ' . *" ‘k
‘ ; \{‘l hi ‘ ) of bi Ic)a'ses, and finds 1} impossible to account for it i promptitude and rapidity of action in R ‘ erishia df‘ ll'nmed\ately he got the paper A, and took his advice as to how he should act in . T E B
! | b i Ef% i b is being concerned in the supposed plot against M m ,ﬂny other way but on the conjecture i ” regard tc? it;” and ¢ further fears that he may have compromised himself by permitting Chidam- ~ TR
y RN ; ;; e rem'oved, Mr. Clarke's eipressio(,s wonldh galast r_. D'Monte. If this ground for insipuation . « param Pillai to belicve that he would be rewarded by a situation if he brought home guilt to ) ¥ %
EAN ‘; YRF "‘cc“?tmg Mr. Clarke’s statement of facts have no basis whatever to stand on. The Boa:d while ¢« Mr. D'Monte, and may have suggested the best line to take, if be did not actually give any i Y
v 5{ i. man’s conclusions. I deem it, however i ave yei'; found it impossible to concur in that entle ’ ¢ promise to them of reward.” Again, Mr. Clarke throws outa whole host of insinuations 4 H ! ”,,.
- S reality no substratum of truth, , my imperative duty to show that even these facts Eave ix: against the Serishtadar such a8 that, the sum for which the document A4, was given, may have : t ! L E
' % 15. Mr. Clarke alleges th . meant hush money to the Serishtadar ;" that the Serishtadar appointed a very clever Brahmin ’ 1 i }
g me the nature of the GOmng]uiitc;P the Serishtadar made an unaccountable delay in . to Vedarniem (paragraph 92) in ordc.zr {0 concoct evidence against Mr. D’Monte. :; ; E’:,
, thus made to the Serishtadat ion made to him by Chidambara Pillal. Thye- rep"fl.lng'to 18. VWith . reference to this litter statement 1 would respectfully ask on what “_“-h
Wednesday, and was ‘eportedwas bey?nd all question-given on the morning of th cf::’mumca.tmn authority Mr. Clarke congiders himself warranted in making this bitter and iosuliing ¥
days of the Serishtadar bein ;f’ me either on the next day, Thursday the "DS h T"”h January, A iosinuation against the S:rishtadar, but which is in effect a direct jgsult to myself, it 1s i
2 Tanjore with the Assistait' c;r:\day .and Thursday), or owing to the f "’t Lf (the ‘.’3“31 report ' impossible to perceive. Mr. Clarke takes it for gx:an.ted that every appointment made in my ’
however, under the imprmi()ns l;xzmmmion, it may possibly ﬁave been"’; .3 my b‘:ng engaged - office is made by the Serishtadar and hence draws his inference that in this case, the appointment
though I cannot be positive o that t,he. Serishtadar’s report was made as un a{, the 20th. T am, was made with a view to get up evidence. - Is this fair either to myself or to the Ser'shtadar? ‘{
days, and it must be remembn t};e point. At the most, however, the delasuz-don the Thursday, I respectfully but emphatically deny the authority of Mr. Clarke to build up theories of this .
Department had been des ate.;f 1 that my report on Mr. D’.\io;lte’s adm)jn'l n.ot exceed two ~ nature. Hlas he produced, o s he able to produce a0 iota of evidence to show that the Clerk he ;
delay is contrasted with ths aL ed on the 18th January some ten days pre l' lsuano?‘of the Salt - slludes to, had any thing to do with the witnesses that came from Vedarniem ? Or has he any
the records Mr. D’Monte’s orflsun.le‘1 promptitude of the Serishtadar w lfe V;}OU:I.Y . This alleged thing to show that there was the very remotest connection, or even acquaintance between him and
celerity in communicating cenﬂ: in connection with the Tth charwe. a dn e discovered ameng C the witnes=es? Vas this fact at least put in evidence by the accused (Mr. D’Monte)? Is he
these cases, s there a particle z;m {nformation given by Teagaraja Sa:\dn with an f\llege.d equal justified after the close of his investigation and during his tour through the District in collecting
fhe first of these cases, the onlo ev"dence to show what Mr.a Clarke w:r;dm’ But in neither of materials in this way and in using them against the Prosecution without giving it an cpportunity
in which nothing is Sz;id furthy evidence forthcoming is the Serishta:;a 'Seem to assume, In : ) to relent the inference pought tobe drawn fiom them? Judged by such conjectures and iasinuva- ;
Collector, and not that he e _th.an that he (the Serishtadar) commun'r i ‘;w“ deposition and ‘ tions as the above, 10 Serishtadar or any other public servant, can for a moment be safe. Mr. !
communicated it s0 soon as he had received itlca ed the matter to the Clarke, while he is s0 indignant b the idea of Me, D'Monte being condemned on what he terms ‘:
* mere rumour, report, and surmise, (vide para,gra.ph 6-1) is not slow to scize the fact of a clerk in LN
’ my office being employed at 8 particular place and to build up on that fact the conclusion that S
the evidence of the witnesses Who came from that place must necessarily be got up by him and ‘i» J
5 i
b
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by the directi . .

"5; em;o::fcgf;:f the Serishtadar, On the appointment of this Clerk 1 beg also to call the
ron . ’

Government. ment to my remarks on Mr. Clarke’s Salt Report about to be submitted to

) wi;lgi:e 2:::; ziypiur;i:r ﬁrgof were wantin:g of Mr. Clarke’s animus against the Serishtadar,
sonjectures tht the sama ph .of Mr. Clarke's report on case No, 5, where Mr. Clarke again
e v oty ¢ ic ex’mng heafl 'fha.t squested the obtaining from Mr. 1’Monte of the
A Olorkers sonfoctur suggested to Srinivasa Pillai the ir.npound'mg of the books. Ilere again
had ccetaton o tay af::ratrhe at fault;. the fact is, the Senshta}dar was at Vellum, and as I have
SR the’ ‘the producll?n of the document 4. he was never present or indeed ever

g the remainder of the inquiry then held ; the scheming bead in the last instance

was therefore mine, and mine only :

29, oain i
Srinivaca ﬁ:g;;?oprg?r‘:l:h ‘}115 M. Clarke assumes that it was my Serishtadar who permitted
the harsh treatment of Rag o duty, and tm’s contrasted with what, in Mr. Clarke's opinion, is
to quote his own words “Eal:'engﬂf and Mr. D M.ont.e’s C.lerk, Ramasawmy Pillai, furnishes him,
an assurance from my S,e '“{lt a strong ha“‘ne.for lnsm'uatlng, thal’: Srinivasa Mudali had reccived
by his evidence against i‘; aear that any tlu-ng h? might say agalost himself would be condoned
ot comment uao ah-x r.D Monfe. Is this fair or reasonable 2 It is scarcely necessary for
Government Wthp :1 this mode of mff‘renti:ﬂ reagoning. 1 can, however, assure the Board and
the Serichtadar hadeSP::'t to the specific facts from which Mr. Clarke draws his inference, that
above received fro nothing whatever to do with the treatment which the se\.eral palf:ies named
1 would only funh!: ms:] an.d that whatever they had to do, they had to do directly with myself.
report in reference : a h_Wlﬂt reference to the charge contained in paragraph 46 of.Mr. Clarke’s
his post for the ﬁm: - p.omt; that my reason for permitting Srinivasa Mudall to return to
believed and do evez; was S‘m-Pl)' that while the charge against Mr. D‘Mo.nte, who, a.s I then
not have been fair or now behevf‘. wag the chief delinquent, remained undl.sposed of, it .would
my reason for J‘f’t ‘O.P\lmsh his accomplice. With regard to the Peishcar, Ragaviengan
uspending him was most certainly not becsuse he did not give evidence against

Mr. D*Mont
nte, but because I had strong grounds for suspecting bim, as I have already stated to

Mr. Clarke, of an i
of an independent offence ; and lastly, as regards Mr. D' Monte’s Clerk, Ramasawmy
th witnesses and gcnerally

Pillai, 1 d .
acting t},:::;egf :‘m’ by means of my own Dalayats, tamperiog wi
under the Head Asss'i{aoz b?half of Mr. D'Monte, and I sent him in consequence fo do d-\lty
meat, Ramasamy Pila nt Collector at Mayaveram. When Mr. Ricketts took up .hxs appoint-
(Ramasamy Pillay) WZSJO‘“ed that o.ﬂ'ice ; but Mr, Ricketts again and 2g»in complained that 'he
of Mr. Clarke's enquir _c:l:l,“a“‘ly in attendance on Mr. D'Monte during 2 considerable period
sending a clerk to do dy't is clerk has been day and night clo-eted with Mr. D'Mounte. Can
uty at anothet office be, in common fairness, considered harsh treatment.
91. Onemore insinuation 1 cannot permit
Peon, Tadi Virasami Naik, to Stin; fo go unnoticed ; a receipt given by & certain
January 1864, and bee“‘; (;ls"mwasa Maudali is pronounced to be forgery ; it is dated the 5th
the 2ud or 3rd January (’a&l ¢ s“_Perintendent of Adrampatam pays a visit to the Sheristadar on
this is at once seized upon'er paying ljis respects as usual to the Collector on the 1st at Tanjore)
document was got up by the“s" (:“rmshmg materigls on which to found the insinuation that the
Serishtadar must have been erishtadar, If this hypothesis or conjecture is to be sustained, the
before, that Mr. D'Monte wp“:;sessed of second sight, and must have foreseen about three weeks
. which by collateral evidenc: 1(3 be persuaded to exccute the document A, and in order to prove
. false. But assuming Mr C,] :‘:ad previously recourse to get up the document alleged to be
then went to Adram;atan.\ ( a:re ¢ conjecture for the moment to be true, the Superintendent
send another distance of 35ami{3t°‘“Ce of 33 miles) to get up the document, and had further to
dated the 5th January, But ,hes to get .it exccuted at Vedarniem, and yet the document was
the purpose (if the documen{“ ” wh‘f“ it would have been equally couvenient and far more to
was fabricated at all) should the date have been fixed subsequent
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Proceedings of the

to the Superintendent’s ¥
bis anxiety to throw blame ©
made another hypot
the 18th January on Mr-
Mr. D'Monte into giving
But I must como
further in attempting to foll
and which have

T think 1 have succee
y and entirely an
ly to be regretted
4 entrusted by Gov
d away by his feclings as to in

L3 22’

conjectures,
Serishtadar.
gre made to rest, i3 purel
Government, thatit is deep
public service an

in the

have becn 80 carrie

tions and ins

evidence to show,

manner.

23.
duty to offer some remarks
favored and which is about

~
. P.S
the Judge of the Court 0

have from time to time
Government and the Board may i
. forward for the Prosecution ; but ho
Mr. D’Monte as a person likely to be

No. 202.
Read the following letter fro
STON, Esq., Secretar

Sir,

- gth instant, and regret th
able. With regard to th

that finding that certain stric
hension of a facts

hesis ap
D'Monte's tra
the document 4. w
to a conclusion and will not
ow Mr. Clarke through all
for their object solely a
ded in showing
assumption,

ipuations
bas acted other

Proceed

TRegarding myself, Ish

on anot

—With reference to par
f Small Ca
been spread
magine the e
wever this may be, I submit, that the groun
«gricked" are indeed very slender.

Madras

e

!
i

|

Government, Ilevenue Department,

14tk March 1865.
I

isit to the Serishtadar,
n the Serishtadar forge

d where he states, that t
ficing in appointmen

towards an officer on my €
wise than in

January 1865, No. 6.

I have just

receive

were founded on a misappre

to offer an explanation
cannot be considered *

Proceedi

Ordered to b

No. 203.

certain cha

s submitted for th
ngs quoted by the Collector.

ORDER THEREON, 14th

/
Miscellaneotlil

& Dated 8th July 1864,

of that District.

9. ‘The ficst,

rges brought against

i the Extract from the
at the tone of MY letter th
e concluding remarks ma
tares made by Mr.

thereof 5 I therefore respec
in the highest degree improper

second, and third

in excess of the proper quantity, &e.

No. 1,196.

Mr. D"Monte, Salt Deput

L ame. mmacne e e
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charges relateto Departme
The fqurth is the most serious.

e e b g

and why not before 2 3Mr. Clarke, however, ia
ts that in another place (paragraph 66) he has
be stress laid by the Collector in his report of
ts was the proximate idea of tricking k:
hich of the two hypothesis is to be believed ?
weary the Board or the Government ;
the maze of his ingenious and subtle N
nd entirely to vilify the character of the
that the basis on which all these insinuations
and I submit for the consideration of
that an officer of Mr. Clarke's standing and position
ernment with an important judicial enquiry, should
dulge in such bitter and acrimonious imputa-
stahlishment and who, there is not a particle of ‘
the most straightforward and conscientious : * ]
|
|
‘«
E

all not add a word further tha
her report of Mr. Clarke’s wit
to be submitted to Government.

agraph 8, I beg to submit copy
uses at Negapatam, and woul

about the District by Mr. D'M
ffect of such reports on the witnesses brought L

ings of the Board of Revenue, dated 14th January 1865.

m W. M. CADELL, Esq., Collec
y to the Board of Revenue, Chepauk,

Proceedings of the Board under date the
erein referred to has been considered objection-
de by the Board [ may be permitteld to observe
Clacke against the Serishtadar of this Office,
[ asked and obtained the permission of Governmeng
tfully submit that in so doing my proceedings
and unbecoming.”’ .

e information of Government,

March 1865, No, 54%.

1. The voluminous papers recorded above
relate to an enguiry held by Mr.
Member of the Board of Revenue, under the
Orders® of Government noted marginally, into
y Collector in Tanjore, by the Collector

—a— . weean

- —t

n to say that I have deemed it my
h a sight of which, 1 have been a

of a lotter just received from
d observe that similar reports
onte and his friends., The

ds for considering .
I

tor of Tanjore, to W. HUDLE-
Madras, dated Tanjore, 9th

with reference to the Board's

Clarke, 3td

ntal irregularities, such as storing
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L e
~

e AT

Mr. D'Monte gave a note

e e T T




‘-

B2 o S

il
=

- T iRarm - LI e TR RET

Ty

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
14th March 1865,

&f hand, a i .
ey to 1 ; Sl:le nf):::;c\::%r:i nsayi:'o ;epfy bribes extracted by him from subordinates, and as he
dealings with a firm trading ii S;?t am(ily from Lucknow., The fifth charge refers to pecuniary
e e ker for a long time %efore t}; ag to an alleged false statement that the chiefl partner was
in connection with :rders passed be thrm was established, The sixth and seventh charges are
duals ; in the one case, while thefn:tcere Dcp‘fty Collector making grauts of salt pans to indivi-
where the individual so’favored e Z?,s}lit:lb‘;::::rﬂ;: S:):\:{:lt(;r;:ecznsideration ; in the other,
o nt.

o I p . . .

that in case No. 4, extending ove
: : g over more than 200 ;
oeicad 1 the Bosnds Procoainga of the 10,8 Dg::f;:fl;;é:nd they are, finally, briefly sum-

Gove!“ ven thel ca ef 1 d
the fu! thet communications w ‘ T haS addlehs ot em,

and which are also recorded abh
h ave, There is al y c
rondition of the Sal Department ia the Dist:c: so a general aczount by Mr, Clarke of the

5. The unsatisfact :
: ory state of things revealed i
the cir . S aled by this last menti i
fo: hliscglttzrlces ct°n“’;cted with the first three charges, shew th;:t;?:e;?:F o, conpled w0
5€ 0s . * & 2 i
ol a,rranueiu:n.ts v:;: DeP(;lty ]Collector, while acquitted of corrupt moti:e“:-_xs c};)\.ms unfit
. 5 s evidently wanting in judg . ’ 1 his depart-
one instance characteri vorit: Judgment, and his proceedio i
e respec::t;:;ed by ‘favont.xsm and neglect. Indeed, thefe can be isov;erebm more than
o amization of Selt hea pg:;)ssoy;\ere:fns; in the discharge of his functions, more :sl:)etcit:l‘ll; ?: }x‘l‘;s
. the most im °
duties of e portant, though i i
of the Department, which he was appointed especially tz s::)::lv? sam; o flsagreeable
se and control.

6. The Government concur with the B
that the charges prefe X ye oard of Revenue and Mr, e R
thore i mach tha,zp - 0:‘2;5&11? .Mr..D Monte are not substantiated, bftl ‘:;e 11“ Zonsxde.nng
of Vencatasa & Co., adv.]erted r::: : e 1;1 bls. course of conduct, and his relation's w?ﬂl;eahy reticed,
nothing positively contraveni in the d}spoml of charge No. 5, were most i the Salt firm
avening any published rule or order seems to have be lmproper, though
en proved. It must

not be forgotten, however, that i
g ) , that in the case alluded i
ment for the purpose of misleading the Board e he s stuted tohove made an untrue state-

7. It might perhaps h
a’ .
D'Monte, to h;.ve remov:)d hin:i' been suflicient, had nothing more been alleged agai
ment focr employment, in whi h“;lrfl the Salt branch of the public service to sou?e :ho“‘““ -
however, the manner in whiq:ch 13 past official life might have fitted him Tl:)e " Dep?rt-
Mr. Clarke and the Board of R e has ch?sen to conduct his defence in the fourth ch:r:a Bt
but ab the same lime they conv?::x;lfe ’e%ect the accusationin this cise as wholly g;,e. dlBoth
underlings, and others to i um of making a false defenc ; ounciess 3
2 to s e, and corru i
Government are saticfied ltr;i:ce them by false evidence and perj’ury to su Et:ng-_ his servants,
witnesses who have. boon tamm sudpport of his story, the Deputy Col!ectg)rp};s bls ca:se;. The
Me. D'Monte o alles pered with and tutored f. - . rought furward
. o6 that the act] ' or the occasion. It c:
must have been awa:e that thz at;:ltlmn of his adversaries obliged him to use i;:stew:::‘cuse f;'l'
Y proper course for adopti pone.
ption by a Government Off
0 cer wa3

to state Openl y candid] an u a o ed and
Ys d tr 17 w
i N y’ under i 14
leaia hE est for con []Eld on by superior au horlty. ’

: l CO“ 3 er,
J i i

Council has no aliernati
rnat .
0. Inremurd ive but to direct the d:smissal of ) ’
gard to the Sheristadar Ven Mr, D'Monte from the service.

cc‘mclusions at which Mr,
_himself clear of the steps t

chos 4 : )
e to take a different line, and as a re:ort to the aid

now dec! i

o c,ares that every thing that has b

. eristacar had no concern in the mat e pone w

imputation of wrong doing e
D'

conduct in
any servant of Government, the Governor in

Clarke hay ardvec;sw?rn;lx Rau,.lhe Government do not concur in the
aken for brima.e h e. Sheristadar, so far as the papers shew, kept
81ng the subject of paper A. forward, and us the Collector

e as by himscl.f spontancousiy, and that the
overnment relieve Vencaswami [Rau from all

-
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Proceedings of the
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. Madras Government, Revenue Department,
S © 14tk March 1865. B
. » } ¢ .. .

far adopting the Collector’
il cannot but animadvert str

s opinion of his Sheristadar, His Excellency
ongly upon the highly objectionable character
of Mr. Cadell’s communication® in reference.—‘to
Mr, Clarke’s inquiry. The last named Officer,
from Mer. Cadell’s views, does full justice to his motives, and this fact .
most outrageous attack wholly without excuse,
Clarke had not done justice to  his chief
of his own conduct had been indirectly
overnment in defence of himself or his
of this he has written an extremely acrimo-
assailing Mr. Claxjke's conduct of the enquiry in the most unmeasured manner,
it with an interlcaved cof)y of Mr. Clarke’s report, in which he has
Tomentary, replete with the most objecljonab‘.e statements and

10. Dut wlxile 80
the Governor in Counc

® Dated 23rd December 1864,

though differing altogether
as the Government must term it

renders this, as

It was open to Mt. Cadell, if he considered that Mr.
Native Officer, or if he considered that the propriety
impugned by Mr, Clarke, to have addressed the G
sabordinate, in respect{ul, temperate terms. In place

nious letter,
and has accompanied

indulged io & ;unning” com
jnsinuations . oot .
-~ 11. The Governor in Council - entirely concurs with the Board of Revenue in consider-
«the tone of his (Mr. Cadell’s) letter to be most objectionable,and that the course which he

gard to the proceedings of a superior Officer, charged with quasi judicial func-

degree improper and unbecoming.”
ect and deference to his official superior,
tive but to remove him, and he will

ing
has adopted in re
tions, is in the highest
12. Such insubord
as Mr. Cadell bas exhibite
accordingly be transferred to ,a,nother District.
13. In regard to the persons who are referred to by the Board in paragraph 24 of
their Proceedings, dated 10th December 1861, the Government direc: that Srinivasa Mudali

and Chedumbara Pillai be dismissed from the public gervice. The Inspector General of Mo.
ass such further orders in the cise of Messcs. Chinnery and Keese as ha may

consider proper, The Board consider that; Ragaviengar and Ramaswami Pillai, two of the
witnesses who appeared at these trials, bave been hardly dealt with. The Government are of

opinion that the Collector has given a sufficient explanation of the reasous which g uided him in
ng them, but as the matters nowW stand they should be replaced in the

ination and absence of due resp
d, leave the Government 1o alterna

fussil Police will p

his proccedings regardi
positions whence they wer
1t. The Board will take into co

gubordinates who have been mixed up
Nothing short of dismissal

¢ moved. ,

nsideration the necessity of tem
in these transactious, and paid, a3
will stop these malpractices. ‘
ught to notice in this enquiry make it very desirable thata stringeat
n all pecuniary transactions between Revenue Officers of the higher
within the limits of the Districts where they are employed,

d to prepare and submit for approval draft of a C. O.on the
on, dated 26th May 1856, No. 601,

oving several other of the
they say, for their

appointnent.
* 13. The facts bro
interdiction shou}d Le laid o
grades and Soucars ot trading firms,
The Board will, therefore, be requeste

subject, takiog as @ basis the Extract Minutes Consultati
“Public Department, and the Despatch from the ITonorable Court, dted 12th August 1857, No.12,

paragraph 53, seferred to in Board's Cireular Order of the 10th Decenber 1857, The order will
include all Deputy Collectors and Magistrates, Tahsildars, and Sub-Magistrates, as well as other
officers in the Revenue Department Who m1y, though not included in the above category, be

bolding ofGces of equal rank and emolumeant,
(Signed) J, D. SIM, .

-

.

- Becretary to Governmenl, . .
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