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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
o Tth May 1875.

No. 50. Read the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 14th

April 1875, No. 917:—
Read the following letter from W. 8.

WHITESIDE, Esq., Collector of North

Arcot, to J. GROSE, Esq., Secretary to the Board of Revenue, dated
Palmanair, 14th December 1874, No. 661. :
1 mavE the honor to bring to the notice of the Board of Revenue the follow-

1. Original English Memorandum of the Sub-
Migist;rate in Calendar Case No. 121 of
1873. ]

2, Original Calendar sent by the Sub-Magistrate
to the Head Assistant Magistrate in Calen-
dar Case No. 121 of 1873. i

3. Copy of Proceedings of the Acting Head

Assistant Magistrate in Criminal Appeal
No. 23 of 1875. ’

4. CopyofSessionsJ udge’sJudgment in Calendar
Case No. 107 of 1873. i

5. Five original statements taken by ‘the Dis-
trict Magistrate marked, respectively, A
to BE. ; 3

Translation of statement of secogd prisoner in
Calendar Case No. 121 of 1873.

ing circumstances in regard to the offi-
cial conduct of Venkatarangam Naidu,
the Sub-Magistrate and Deputy Tahsil-
dar of the Narrainavanam Division, and
to forward, for their perusal and return,
the marginally-noted records.

2. In Calendar Case No. 121 of
1873, on the file of the Sub-Magistrate
of Narrainavanam,one Munisami accused
(1) Latchminarasn and (2) Chinnigadu
alizs Munigadu of the theft of a sheep,
and they were convicted of that offence

by the Sub-Magistrate under Section 379 of the Indian Penal Code, and each
sentenced to imprisonment for one month and a fine of five Rupees; in default of
payment to further imprisonment for seven days. ]

8. Against this sentence the prisoners preferred an appeal to the Acting
Head Assistant Magistrate, who quashed the sentence, and remarked that the Sub-
Magistrate (who,at the time of the trial of the case, lived in the house of one Venkata-
rama Naidu of Nindra, a very wealthy and influencial man,) must have well
known that the case was false and concocted at Venkatarama Naidu’s instigation,
and that the Sub-Magistrate had, as the appellants alleged, played into Venkatrama
Naidu’s hands, one of his laborers being the prosecutor in the casé, and there
being previous enmity between the prisoners and Venkatarama Naidu.

4. In subsequently reviewing the Sub-Magistrate’s proceedings in this case
of theft in connection with a charge of perjury against Chinnigadu alias Munigadu
(one of the prisoners in the theft case), the Sessions Judge, having gone fully into
all the circumstances of the case (vide enclosure No. 4), fully concurred in the
remarks of the Acting Head Assistant Magistrate that the Sub-Magistrate, Venka-
tarangam Naidu, had throughout acted in collusion with Venkatarama N aidu, and
further recommended, in the concluding part of his judgment, that I should

inquire into the conduct of the Sub-Magistrate.

5. It will be seen from the Sessions Judge’s judgment that the important
part of the charge against the Sub-Magistrate was that he abstained from mention.
ing in the record of the trial held by him those facts which tended to reveal
Venkatarama Naidu’s connection with the charge of theft against the prisoners

“then before him, or from alluding to the circumstance that the complainant in the

case was one of Venkatarama Naidu’s own people, and that he neglected to record
the real defence made by the prisoners which embodied those points,

6. 1 accordingly summoned before me the prisoners Lutchminarasu and
Chinnigadu alius Munigadu, two Police officers who were present at the trial of the
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case, and the Sub-Magistrate Venkatar

g :
tements from them, which form the five enclosures A to E

7. Fro .
m a perusal of these documents and the Sub-Magistrate’s calendar of the

case (enclosure 2), it wi , 2

f““y(set out hm?v: ;;e:l:utbe AR th?t’ although Venkatarangam Naidu has not

altogether omitted mentia ara;n o Naidu was concerned in the case, yet he has not

the case. In his Eng]ighon of his name or of the prisoners connecting him with

has briefly mentioned Mt'e: of the second prisoner’s statement the Sub-Magistrate
'med something about Venkatarama N‘aidu, but in the vernacular

statement taken ) 180
from the prisoner (translation of which is enclosed and marked

No. 6) even this sli 2
) is slight mention has been altogether omitted, and it is to be borne

B s Py
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angam Naidu, and in his presence took

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
Tth May 1875.

10. It happens that about that time cattle-theft was rife in the district, and
I had occasion to notice with disapproval many extremely inadequate sentences
passed by the Subordinate Magistrates on parties convicted of that offence. To
check the crime I therefore published a notice in the District Gazette desiring
Sub-Magistrates of the lower grades to abstain from trying cases of sheep or cattle
lifting, but to refer the cases to the Divisional Magistrates. The Sub-Magistrate
Venkatarangam Naidu declares that he did report the occurrence of this charge of
sheep-stealing to the Head Assistant Magistrate, who ordered him to dispose of the
case himself; this, however, is merely a quibble on the part of the Sub-Magistrate,
He may possibly have reported the occurrence of a petty case of sheep-stealing
and asked instructions, but there can be no doubt that, if he had informed his

B,
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divisonal officer how he was himself situated as being tenant of the real complain-
ant, the order sent to him by the Acting Head Assistant Magistrate would have

prisoner’s defence.

8. Th -Magi . :
e Sub Magistrate explains that this omission might perhaps have been

R X
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I have now ordered him at once

the result of i ) i 1
and who i:;’i:::e;ti’}::e:o'h:be 'I;ﬂ:t i e cle.rk w:ho i o fossions A stat?m.ent x ! e dl:posal'b erve that it is now upwards of th ths si h
o, ke s t is explanation is, in my opinion, admissible 95 | ( 11. i I mazr ere 0Ds ; « py 0 rfi;e months since the
el i pleriargima, ent; the statement was, of course, recorded in the 4 i Sub-Magistrate’s O(ﬁce was rex.nov_e from arramav‘ana:m to Puttur, bu‘t the Sub-
ciasn gl :D h agistrate, It professes to set out verbaiim the defence & r.: ¥ Magistrate still continues to reSfde in Venkatarama Naidu Sh()\.lse at Narrainavanam,
RS »and £o have been subsequently read aloud to, and accepted by, him (RN which is more than three miles frgm Puttur and from his office. H(? excuses
accurate rendering of his defence. In reality, however, it was just the T‘f‘d i himself by saying that he can get no house at Puttur, but I do not believe this.
) ) g & 14 4 to remove to Pattur and there reside permanently.

1

reverse. T i
he whole gist and purport of the defence was that the charge wasa

”-.

AN s S5

LT

-

false 1m : :
one trumped up against him by a very wealthy man in whose house the Sub--=-

Magi : oF
d:;f:::“:ea:;:itt:e;u?m;ng, and subsequent investigation has shown that that
It is perfectly incrédib.l tl:l s t.h ¥ WI?OIO of this was, I may say, carefully left out.
el W _etra at if, as is asser-t.ed, the statement was read over to tl.le,
Sl it ¥ nkag!g te (supposing him to have been acting bona fide and in
did not by an ey N_‘“d“) .did not notice at once that, as recorded, it
‘incredible that {h means contain the prisoner’s defence. In like manner it is
Sy e t;;:lm?ner .vmuld have been zontent with so grossly incorrect &
either tile Sump . A 1 t alleged he did, without demur, It is manifest that
et enid :lgmijrata, in .orde-r to protect himself in case of some future
' zllusic'm’ togthe ;: { e h“" own note of the prisoner’s statement a brief
and so show tha e]'l: ion that was being made of Venkatarama Naidu’s name, &e.,
t he acted honestly in the case, or that, with the most culpable

carelessness, he all
defence as 1:0 thou:;:d the gumastah to record only such portion of the priaonel’s

the prisoner,

9. The
that at the

.

8 case in whi
which he was well aware that his landlord was the real compl

case, as known Qt:ml:'bonnd to have at once reported fully the whole facts ©
umself, to his superior, the Head Assistant Magt

requested the¥ the :
sume other Bubu:gai?hl:t:fht be called up, aud transferred from bis file 10

v 24 E
&-_-‘7‘.._‘__.-}-‘-"4. e T
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fit, and that even then the statement was not read over 10 '

Sub-Mag; T | its
m:b ?af“m.‘tea. in his statement before me (marked 5 E), ado**
of the trial in question he lived, and does still live, in .

belongi i
ging tl) VGnhtal‘ama Naldn, 1 comide‘. th&t, in taking up and d‘gpoﬂng Ofv _ :.
winant, € -

conduct is extremely suspicious and deserving of g4 f the :

istrate, 8
hat of

12. The Board will perceive from his statement given before me (marked
5 E) that, when I questioned him as to his living in Venkatarama Naidu’s heouse,
he at first asserted that he did so with the knowledge of his divisional officer and
declared that he had made a special official report on the subject of his present
ence at Narrainavanam to the Head Assistant Magistrate, specifying minutely
of the arzi, but, on an after-thought, he subsequently
his statement, and said that he had not sent such a

resid
the number and date
voluntarily contradicted t

report in writing. : i
13, Venkatarama Naidu, who has been so often mentioned in this letter, is,

though so wealthy a man, of very bad c'haracter. He has figured disadvan-
tageously in both the agisterial and Civil Courts. I have myself convicted
him of criminal breach of frust in respect to his own sister’s property and fined
him Rupees 500, a sentence against which he made no appeal. He has filed false
suits against parties with whom he was at enmity in divers Munsifs’ Courts on
documents which have finally been pronounced forgeries. He turned his own
mother out of doors as soon &s he came of age, and she had to file a suit against
him for maintenance, which he contested vigorously for a length of time, and
| he found the case was going against him. He has

finally compromised When

long been unfavorably known to the Police, and some years ago was actually

tried by a Deputy Magistrate on the charge of cutting off a man’s ears. Altagether
he is one of the last persons with whom the Sub-Magistrate should be on intimate

torms, and I regard as discreditable to him his having continued to oceupy his

house needlessly.

14. While the pxjesent inquiry was going on in my office, it came to my
knowledge that & peon attached to the Narrainavanam Sub-Magistrate’s Office wag
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hanging about i

o A anz(rixyl chu:(;:berry in a suspicious manner. He had discarded his
et e ;eason to suspect that he was being employed by fd
g ;n,d :-0 s:acret. agent, to pick up information as to what was
gt g S; P amper with the parties I had called up for examing-
% Tkire gy :Et;strate, thez:eﬁ.sre, into my Cutcherry and asked him
repeatedly declared, in th gibel e ?v?th him. In reply, Venkatarangam Maxgh
e rvmef s (;ught a.e most posgtlve manner, that such was not the case;
i D WEZ peon with him, and did not know that one of his
peons was there, he mus,t h re my office then was ; and if, by chance, any of e
Magistrate) had nothing & ave come on business of his own, for that he (the Sub-

Ing o say to his presence there. ,

15. 1 then sent f
or t
he peon, who was eoncealed in a private house j and, on

asking why he had
co ;
the Sub-Magistrate’s 1‘1)1:;1 po I.,alma“f"r, he at once said that he had come under
Palmanair ; and that be;s and with bim; that he had no business at all at
» before starting for my office, the Sub-Magistrate had

ordered him to appl
f ’
: Ppiy for a week's leave, which he then gave him, and to follow

him to Palmanair, and that be
?

taking leave. yond being so ordered, he had no reason for

16. On refer
day the Sub-Magis:;.r;:: lt(:;,t t:.e Helad Assistant Magistrate, I have found that the
cation in writing for seve dls 0’3106 to attend mine this peon did put in an appli-
the same time appoint ; £ l?a"e, which the Sub-Magistrate granted, and at
abesoite, 461 Et i Bl sl substitute to perform the man’s daties during his
us clear that the Sub-Magistrate wilfully and deliberately

told me, in o
’ pen cutcherry, a
could not possibly be misg];en gross falschood on a matter of fact on which be

17. Tt s, of course, j :
? 86, impossible for me hereafter to place any reliance upe”

made b
y Venkatarangam Naidu. A Sub-Magistrate who will not

I a matter o :
t comparatively trifling importance to the very face

of the head of the district wi
ready to resort to fE::t : ill, L need hardly point out to the Board, be equally
00d to protect himself from blame under more “’io:t:
lig

Circumstances, or
to
conceal facts that he is desirous shquld pot come t0

In the course :
of this i .
8 Inquiry he first falsely declared that he had officially rep? b
the

his "eﬁidence 1
in YV
:Immber and date oefn:::amm.a Naidu's house, giving, of his own &C€COT™:
y

ha : :
ftatement, he Withdre:: :.one) possibly call for that arzi in order to ver
(but the Board wii} see ﬂi: assertion and confessed that he made 10 such
as he did from inadvers t that was » matter in which he could not have gpoke?

vertence); and secondly, as I have shown, he has been gul

of wilful falseh
ood on th . g ina=
vanam to my office, e subject of his peon accompanying bim from Narraind

18.  Under these o '
retain Venkaiar:ngaez ::lr?; m"‘“%s, I confess T do not see how it i8 possible 1
A man who has bee aidu any longer in the responsible post of Sub-Magistra™
n detected in g flag R : ouwherry

in the presenc rant untruth

: e of m ruth, spoken to me in open LY

hereafter trea ¥ gumasta, duffadar, and peons, is not one whom :dc:z
lac

t with or f
eel respect for, while no confidence could be P

b

~ Agarampet station, W

Proceedings of the Madras Governmont, Revenue Department,
7th May 1875.

19. This is not the first time on which his conduct has formed the subject of
official inquiry and comment, and I beg to refer the Board to their Proceedings,
No. 193, dated 12th February 1873, in which Venkatarangam Naidu was redaced:

from the post of Tahsildar to that of Sub-Magistrate.
" 90. I am of opinion that he should now be dismissed from the public service.

he Board to be too severe a punishment, I beg to

If, however, that appears to t
recommend that he be removed from the post of Snb-Magistrate»and suspended for

one year, at the expiration of which period he might be employed in some

subordinate capacity such as Revenue Inspector.

rm—

Excrosvre No. 1,~Original English Memorandum of Snb-Mng'istrm in Calendar Cm

No. 121 of 1873.

e

Excrosur® No. 9.—Original Calendar sent by Sub-Magistrate to Head Assistant Magis-

{rate.

¥

P

Excrosure No. 3.—Copy of Head Assistant’s Proceedings in Criminal Appeal Neo. 23 of
1873. : B e

Excrosveg No. 4. ~Copy of Sessions Judge's Judgment in Calendar Case No. 107 of 1873
B e ‘i‘w S HSTE N T SRS ~- ‘ A e = X

~ ENCLOSURE No. 6.—Tranéiaﬁon of Statement of 2nd Prisoner in Calendar Case No. 121 of 1873.

Suemrrep for the orders of Government.
Latchminarasu and his brother-in-law Chinnigadu alias Muni-

gadu, were aceused by one Munisami of having, on the 5th August 1873, stolen a
sheep belonging to him. They were tried on this charge by Venkatarangam
Naidu, Sub-Magistrate of Narrainayanam, The evidence for the prosecution, if
credible, no doubt fully warranted a conviction, but the accused alleged in defence
that the complainant was a servant of one Venkatarama Naidu, and that the charge
was a false one maliciously concocted by the latter, whois a very richand influential
eribed by the Collector as a man of bad repute. In support
to the charge being false, they cited the Head Constable of
: ho deposed that on the day the theft is alleged to have been
 committed, both prisoners came to the Police station (three miles distant from their
village, Nindra), and the second prisoner thon lodged a complaint againsf; Venka-
tarama- Naidu, charging him with wrongful restraint and extortion of a docaiadat.
Next morning, while still at Agarampe
Munsif of Nindra, arrested on the charge of theft.
3. Itisto be observed that, though the prisoners’ allegation as to the charge
being concocted by Venkatarama Naidu is brietly alluded to in the notes of the trial
recorded in English by the Sub-Magistrate as also in the calendar, no mention

whatever 18 made of Venkatarama Naidu’s name in the vernacular statement of the

second prisoner. The Sub-Magistrate says the omission may be aseribed to the

"2, Two men,

person, and is des
of their assertion as

t, they were, on the report of the Village.
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inexperience of

be regarded :s t::::.clferk 5l ,tmk down the statement, an explanation that cannof

that the prisoner’s :aa(’tofy since it was the duty of the Sub-Magistrate to 560
tement was fully and accurately recorded as required by law-

4. The pri
eppealed to ﬂ:ep;:;e: Tt co“."'Cted by the Sub-Magistrate. They " then
collusion with Venkamrzsmta:] t Magistrate, alleging that the Sub-Magistrate had, 11
a false charge. Owin % I\afd“: whose house he then occupied, convicted them o%
had been recorded gt tﬁ = t-he lncomplete way in which the prisoners’ Wn,“
trate found it necessar et(:nal before the Sub-Magistrate, the Head Assistant Magi¥
and on the evidence = take fresh statemnents from them. On these lf-“.e““’".“
regard to the Snb.hf m-"o"'l}" recorded he acquitted the prisoners, remarking, ™
believing that the sagmm‘t_t' s eonduct, that there was only too much ground i
Venkatarama Naidy’ n'l:. Magistrate had, as alleged by the appellants, played ¥
charge of theft was s hands. He further observed that he had no doubt that the
the Sub-Magi concocted at Venkatarama Naidu’s instigation, and be thought
agistrate must have kuown it, gakon,

5. The char
against Venkaﬁtraf;;\{ ‘gongful restraint and extortion brought by ;
made to the Police g !:egardi.,g which, as before mentioned, complaint e
» Was then investigated by the Head Assistant Magistrate- The

be acquitted Venkatarama Naidu and committed the comPl‘i“"‘ -
Though the

Chinvigad®

= Qbinnigad“ to
S g the . Session
~ 2ssessors found him guil 8 Court on a charge of perjury- v
- out hesitation aequi ty, the Judge, believing the charge to be groundless, Wit
itation sequitted bim,  1u hus doowion 1 this case the Sessions JAdE® TR

m‘. Wm 2 - no¥ By
ﬂ“’ft which ‘B':: :‘:::um:mm both antecedent and subsequent 0 WM&O:
t‘i;ve gaitiom of u,eo;l |l'ghtcz:ct:: ::tur_e and origin of that charge and

M) ) ‘p X ned. , ’
the service of P‘;‘m hn-’ln”““v first prisoner in the theft case, had been 1%
very wealthy man, who in b.deﬂ, who is described by the Judge 8 s WP‘”‘“?.
: . is own neighbourhood i fect rajah,”
ood is a perfect rajab, e House

day he was taken to Venkatarama Nal
for the inter”

to the H
ub-

hiﬁtant |
| who, as the Judge thinks, injudiciously referred it Wfb‘"‘z i

Magistrate, a man of the sam®

the accused Venkatarama
Z eo:my ltfe Sub-Magistrate, Though the written oompl:i‘:
Planant promised to give further details 0P e:;; the

house was the :
18 n oceuni

was Very ﬁlu’ srid ﬂ‘m
WAter Wag combron. it T s
minarasy, L omised by payment of Rupees 100 to the com
i ew:;id. Chinnigadu, second prisoner in the
a5 minarasu, Wwas taken to Venkatarama Naidu's b
faken a silver ¢ - ¢ 10 s1gn a paper to the effect that Latch
¥ ::;:’ng)ng to Venkatarama Naidu. Next day
1arasu, went to the Police station and cowple!

and on the followin |
. /wing day th ested on the
Lich higs Leen afread)g ﬂ:{ed.ey e |

heft case 874

ﬁxenkam' Naidu

Naidu, whos®.

minarasé "éd’»:
ch;,.pigadn._
ined ogain®

charge of

‘prisoners ¢

- possibly through inadvertence o

~ case off his file

_cessors had done, Lecause

Praceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
Tth May 1875.

8. Velfka_tarama Naidu’s gumastah then brought against Chinnigadu a
charge of criminal breach of trust, which the Head Assistant Magistrate dismissed
as palpably false.

9. The Head Assistant Magistrate next investigated the complaint pre-
ferred by Chinnigadu against Venkatarama. The result was that Venkatarama
Naidun was acquitted while the complainant Chinnigadu was committed to the
Sessions Court on a charge of perjury, of which he was acquitted by the Court
the Judge remarking that he believed the prisoner had been the victim of ;
powerful and unserupulous man, who had the authorities under his thumb, and
who, with their aid, had done his best to ruin him, and that he had little doubt that
the complaints made by Latchminarasu and Chinnigadu against Venkatarama
Naida were substantially true. The Judge also concurred in the Head Assistant
Magistrate’s view as regards the charge of theft and the Sub-Magistrate’s conduct
in connection with it, and directed that a copy of the calendar in the foregoing

case be sent to the District Magistrate in view to his taking notice of the conduct
of the Sub-Magistrate and of Venkatarama Naidu.

10. The Magistrate accordingly held an inquiry. He examined Latchmi-
narasu and Chinnigadi, who reiterated the assertion that the charge of theft was
a false one coneocted by Venkatarama Naidu. They added that they had pro-
tested against their trial by the Sub-Magistrate, saying they did not expect justice -

from him, and asked him to refer the case to bigher authority. Two Police
Cossbables whu liad oot prustate al e Llal Were 4i80 eXa N, ‘t'hey say the

prisoners pleaded an alibi, and asserted that the charge was false and concocted
by Venkatarama Naidu. One of them, Casavooloo Naidu, adds that the first
prisoner told, the Sub-Magistrate he did not expect justice from him. He also
says that witnesses for the defence were not examined, and that he heard the
omplain that the Sub-Magistrate had not summoned and examined the
witnesses they wanted.

11. In his statement before the District Magistrate the Sub-Magistrate admits
that on their trial for theft the prisoners asserted that the charge was false and
concoeted by Venkatarama Naidu. He accounts for the omission of Veukatarama

Naidu’s name in the statement of the second prisoner by saying that it was
n the part of his gumastah. He does not remember

said they did not expect justice if he disposed of the case,

but ho says they spoke very loudly and angrily to him, and at first refused to
make any statement in defence, alleging that they were sick. He says their
11 summoned, but some of them did not appear, and the prisoners

witnesses were & : n
dispensed with their evidence. He did not ask the divisional officer to take the
because he did not suspect that the ‘case was got up maliciously

but adverting to a circular he received while the case was
disposal by third-class Sub-Magistrates of cases of sheep-
stealing, he applied for instructions to the Head Assistant Magistrate, who directed
him to dispose of the case himself. He denies that he is of the same caste as Venka-

tarama Naidu, and says he oveupied Venkatarama Naidu’s house, as all his prede-
there was no other suitable house available. He points

| Constable Casavooloo Naidu, when examined as a witness for

whether the prisoners

by Venkatarama Naidu,
pending, prohibiting the

- out that the Hea:
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* true, as the Board presume it is,
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Proceedings of the Madras Gaovernment, Revenue Degpartment,
7th May 1875, |

As to the Sub-Mamstrate s living in Venkatarama Naidu’s house, if it is
that his predecessors lived in the same house, he

is not very much to blame, but he ought to have been doubly careful in his official

dealings with Venkatarama Naidu.
The Board consider that the charge of havmg told a falsehood is not

15.

16.
established, There is simply the peon’s word against that of the Sub-Magxstrate -
and there was no very strong motive for him to employ the peonm the way
sug

: 7. The Sub-Magistrate ;wa.s only lately reduced' from the grade of
Tahsildar to his present post. The

* Board's Procsedings, dated 12th Februsty poog gro of opinion that the present
1878 No. 193. :
g case shows that he is unfit to be trusted

they accordingly reoommend that he be reduced to the

with magutmil powers,

post of Revenue Inspector. ' il
(AtmeCopyandExtract) .

' ‘ (ngned) H. E. S’I‘OKEB

7t ~ 4 A Actmg Secretary | o

4

~

Ommn mm!ox, Tth May 1875 No. 698.
; sz reeommendahon “of the Board

énrﬁaj angs | ﬂanln’nmmoﬁ'enithEhﬁtof Magmtmtes.
g . (True Extract.) s - :
 (Signed) D. F. CARMICHAEL, L

 Officiating Clicf Secretary-

To the Board of Revenue,
the Accountant-General.

- bhe J udioial Deparbmeﬂt
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