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éroceedc'ngs of the Madras Ga:vem’lq&zmt, Public Works Department, o , @j;é

Bth August 1875. ° '
T e I
Read the fellowi:ilg letters :— !
No. 76. From Licutenant-Colonel J. HtM. SHAW-STEWART, R.E., Consulting
. Engineer for Railways, to Lieutenm‘lt‘sColonel J. MULLINS, R.E., Officiating
Secrotary to Government, Publie Works Department, dated Madras, 22nd
/ : h G RET U oL g

Ar the request of the Agent of the South Indian Railway, I have the honor to

Jay before Goyernment, his letter, dated the ch instant, No. 654, giving cover to a letter

Vv from the Chief Engineer, in which exceptiop is taken to certain proceedings of - the

Revenue Autherities in the Chingleput

_ District. A letter* from the Collector

| of that District, bearing upon the same subject, is also submitted for consideration:
‘ The circumstances to which these letters relaté may be briefly described as follows.

é 9. Towards the close of the year 1874, severf complaints were made by Mr.

Nicholls, the Engineer in charge of No. 4 District, Northern Extension, of dificulties

thrown in the way of his work in consequence of the interference and opposition of
cortain of the Revenue Authorities. These complaints had reference chiefly to three

points. ;

3. The first subject of complaint was the issue of a proclamation by the Sub-
Collector of the district, prohibiting the quarrying of stone without licemse, It
7‘( afterwards appeared that this proclamation was based upon G- 0., No. 80, dated the
_ 14th November 1873 ; end that a notice upon the subject had been published by the
L Collector in the District Gazette on the 7th February 1874, By an oversight in this
| © office, the Government Order in question was not communicated af the time to the
] Railway Authorities; and the notice in the District Gazette seems also to have escaped 3
| i o ontion. The result was that the Sub-Collectors proclamation was looked
. o as.an order interfering with the quarrying operations of the Company. The =~ .

* No. 341, 19th June 1875,

complaint was of course withdrawn by the Railway Autherities when the circumstances e
became kuown. s o 2% = : | ‘j
4. The second subject of complaint was connected with the removal of stone :
from the old fort at Karanguly. The railway line passes through this old fort; and
in August 1874, at the instance of the Company’s officials, the Collector of Chingleput _
,

gave permission for the stones being used in the construction of the large bridge over
| : the Karanguly river, upon condition that the Company chould agree to pay for the
stones, if reguired by Government to do so. Mr. Nicholls brought to notice that the
" Rovenue officials were not only taking the best stones from the fort for Local Fund
works, but were also removing some of the stones from within the Company's
lockspitting. The  complaint seems to have originated from a misunderstanding on
* the part of the Ruilway Enginecr, and after some 'wrrespom}ence and explanation it
was 1150 mthdrawn. _ : | it
' 5. The third and principal subject of eomplaint was the alleged impressment
‘of labor by the Revenue officials, and its withdrawal from the Company’s Contractors.
‘Several alleged instances of this were brought to notice by Mr. Nicholls; but, upen
being referred to the Sub-Coliector, their accuracy was directly denied by Mr Ciale
" after inquiry. made by him. Subsoquently he Company’s Chief Enginecr Al
peraonal‘inveisﬁgation_ into the grounds of the complaints brought forward under this
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rossedings of the Madras Gm{mnt Public Works Department
‘ 5th August 1875.-

head b scholls s 2
x:?i{i;g;fh‘ms’ and the result was that he was satisfied as to their being valid
be re-investi tej(; (;meet. M. L°ga“3%01‘ﬂmgly requested that the matter might
. e =7 A Qollodten, _Upon this the Collector referred the matter to
him fo hold a formal inquiry into it: but the
gainst ‘the investigation bein ducted by that
and the inqui _ : , g conduc y u
withdrew the; m;zm iy mo‘r—fhng!y ,a‘d_;énmed, Subsequently the Railway officials
during eight dap te?rt,hand. tl;e mquirywas opened upon the 17th .May and lasted.
e It wﬂlys AT detalled at length in the letters herewith submitted:
a0 requenty thop s 2 M. Logan profests against. the rosult of that inquiy)
re-mvestigation. . H. - watter may be laid before Government with a view to its
‘_:“ f:tlgt?‘twn. He writes as follows e
urgenﬂyrzgi::;w.r:e ftha.t = se_am}ﬁng inqﬁix‘-y into the real state of affairs 18
e misdan r.., fe eeling Qf many of the people in the localities under reference
Pémon e 'stm%:n‘;us or th,ﬁm to come forward and state their gricvances unless some
.y":v‘,; ; ” i ‘ ,nncanneetea‘. Wth thﬁ sub’diViSion (5 dﬁpﬂt&d to confluet the
7. In order to enaly

le the Govérﬂ;ﬁént \to deal § . tor. it
Beems necessary to lay R verment to deal sonclusively with the matter,
and it is theret s bﬂ?qre themme Whole of the correspondence which has passed;
S 8 .nmmm:e:' thsentmth this letter, acvompanied by a précis. 52

thero has heen & ;;?0&@“’?‘1- bfitﬁéwe complaints and the inquiries into them,
o A T ot press of work upon th: ?

o amn of e Nirthved, Lo o e Ao o e T

.C_Gllﬂctor’ and l'f‘quested

“in Thompson, when inspe
Government, 27th A “*MD Indian Railway in January 1875
g : :_:" e Al h}?}lﬁo;&ed* that the delay in the progress
w oo of work was attributed by the Railway
o W&&Bevenue Authorities’; and he was afterwards
Mﬁl’ m the 26th of February, when evidence Was
© “O4Rer was also present at Chingleput upon the
' ¥ by the Sub-Collector ; but the inquiry was
by the Company ; and on the 17th May,

er to attend, il

Consulting Engineer for Railways, ‘ated

PJect of the inquiry recently held af the instance

MY was copducted by the Acting Sub-Collector
md 0? the Railway officials, and Tasted eight
xeoption tomy stating that the inquiry was to
5 but a3 in your No. 899, dated March
A‘g"ﬁ requests that a further inquiry may be

duys.  Tn ‘your lthan, 1 s O dop
bo heldat the special cerrp 7 0 653, 53

1875, the following appoars

held, ot which the Railway Asthor;
t _‘ ; v AN 5 B e ekt Y : 55 %
t:‘mf%%t yonwﬂlinmm a full R Jmnns 1 have the honor to request,
© 09903 comrect, There is nofling 4o ghog fhs 'z " Lt i quite clear that my statement of
% e el M. Barlow was asked to hold the inquiry in
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Proceedings of the Madras Gowm%nefit, Public Works Department,
; 6th August 1875.

it aid ith il s officials to prescribe by whom
i ease it did not rest with the Railway Company's o :
fﬁfﬁ;ﬁiﬁym be held. As the events complained of ocourred in the Sub-Collector’s
e turally deputed to hold the inquiry. :
chvmzon: E;:ig‘;f the mimrl_; was prineipally confined to the alleged 1mpressmfmt of labor, a:nd
that o.f the two earlier complaints that as to quarrying had been grudgingly withdrawn, I think

i tice the complaints seriatim. e g
3 be-“g: 5 azt:;;ﬁm.-—'f‘he first ¢omplaint appears in an enclosure forwarded with your letter No,

1,124, dated 27th Novomber 1874, and is to the following effect i A proclamation has Just been
1s,sued’ by the Sub-Collector prohibiting quarrying of Sﬁfme» &e. &e. ; Sul;seluentlc;mp - 53 b:
gimilar offect were afterwards roceived ; anybody reading the. wording o .t 1939 o 9:;1“’0 =5
led to believe that the Sub-Collector, of his own accord, had issued an enfllre ¥ nev; A ’:""
foring with the quarrying operations of the Railway Company ; the fact being that b; ‘;"‘; e 5 Iy :
as in duty bound, giving effect fo a notice by‘ the Ctillector. of the dl-Sf}I’lOt, om sy the

s triot Gazette as far back as Tth February 1874, 2 notice which t‘he Railway Authorities should
District de:hemselves aoquainted with and conformed to. I ohserve in your letter, No. 1,201, dated
]11;:; mlsaeeember 1874, that you excuse the irregular action of the Rgil.ﬁtay officials by_ stating thet
through an oversight in your office the order of Government prohibiting ?he i o stonts

‘thout a license had mot been communicated to the Agent, South. Ind'mn Raﬂv{ay.. I w.ou]d
witho e e i bk Hame'is imputed to the Sub-Collector in this complaint is entirely
obs.erv? ted ab . chf:s of the case. The order was a, general one, issued by the Head of the
\lll.jus.tlﬁ i 4 < {feot to orders passed by Government, and the Railway Company officials have
stmt;t, glvinfs to blame if their work was hindered by their own non-compliance with an order
onl.y emse ; 14 have known. Under all the ciroumstances, I em unable to understand what is
which {:he{h sho encton in your letter, which is apparently a quotation from a letter of the Agent,
meant by e E’I};,Pilwa « that the Railway Authorities did not take exception to his proclamatior,
o Indl&nl : atfl;er in which it was brought to boss on them.” An order proliibiting
but on.ly to the tm o coriain conditions, can only be enforced by stopping those quarrying
ql;lﬂ-f;ilirlli,) zﬁglyuwith those conditions. There is no other way of enforcing it. It would have
who .

" boon well if the Railway Company had frankly withdeawn this complaint and admiited .t-hs.t they

. 3 ing if. : . .
were ;n faﬁuii;‘::’;‘:kgﬁ) vis FROM KARANGULY Forr.—This complaint first appears in a letter

y i No. 14, dated January 1875. The complaint is to the
from }? Nm,h{)]_ls’ wn:i:;;i gxasy{:eﬂ:n granted by Government to this Company to use stone from
o Tect, « that g0 P‘; o6 body of men had been employed by the Sub-Collector to select and
Kamngu:}): F;::; : z;lt‘;g‘;” further complained tha’ stone was tflen from within the Company’s
remove the . ,
lockspitting. uttor complaint, it appears from tho Sub-Colloctor’s letter, dated 17th January 1875,
o f::; ih:to; ;as acbuslly taken by the wudder&'thrfmgh. ignorance, from within the limits

iy that it was probibited and stopped as soon as discovered. It would further appear
allsege"?: but tha Tly been stopped some time before the 20th December, the date of the Agent’s
:h"t;;ﬁ b’;d a.ctua. g I must also bring tonotice that the Department of Public Works
B way, and also wholly uniatentionally 2 . . §rE
ginned in lengﬂg gﬁéﬁ;or{vﬂs mistaken in suppesing that this practice stopped as early as
A.pgmnt y ?1 s had been issued by competent authority to stop it, and if those orders had not
stated ; bulti :;‘ v:ith, the obvious course was to bring the matter to the notice of the officer who had
Peen ;o;:;)ordei's- f would also remark that no partislar part of the Karanguly Fort, or the stone
anme bolonged to the Company, who had only permission to quarry in it in common with other
73 li’mo;g It was no doubt more convenient that stone within the Company’s lockspittings
depnm_ 1:, leit» to them, but that this was not dons at first affords no grounds for imputing special
sho o0 to the Revenue officials in the neighbourhcod. When brought to notiotf orders were
romptly issued %o stop the practice. The Bailymy Engineer on the sp?t :vmte as if the sto'ne in
fh » fort, had been made over exclusively to the Company. In Mr. Smith’s report o Assistant
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it Mem‘, Public W,
i Sth: August 1875,
Engineer Nich | e
“eineer Nicholls, enclos WE R e _
through My, N; h', ieiosure to your letter, No, 39 ,
s v T. Nicholls to the Agent, and santﬂh td’ dated 14th Jannary 1875, which was forwarded

- From tho forg, &?""‘»’”‘g oo T 08 Ageot. withont remark, Me Smith
Cw Bha.ll _ 0 ot mean that authdn@” are from fifty to sixty carts a day removing stone

‘ bo wi P umher o g e
e e g R T N e iy b o5
L 1ision that any. one, exsept the Railwey Gogrer . L0 Stons.” Mr. Smith s
mdl T};@mﬁbﬁ'mm - a‘ ol ]:;ay oy e tnking S’wne; gf fn;:t. seems clearly
; L5 A i rom the Aeant 14 R o s
B (Wi&énﬂYaéf ,d?edl%th January 1875;%3&58@ % your offics, dated. 28th December 1573,
i * 50D of the pen for March 1875 4 more particularly in letter dated Hth November,

1 o Qf' &Beomx){a‘
v men }1.“ besn 'mp?:ﬂtgeh R:}:}Way p&l;y & x:fxf:hb;c:fouﬂngmeer to the Agent, in which one
 Popois of ki e SUb-Collasto 5 saect uad ernove g ‘2nd, that » large body of
NS0t remove tho best of the stones for the

W i Hpenes. i
. Sremoving the post shones § gibourhosd ™ Tn the
: TN A i 118 i S gamelett o A
it wors tru that ghe o g s writr i e e gl
; uld have W e ok 1 ey (] wnder the impression
mf%ﬁa: l‘t”‘ib]lmt cwiise of complaint, ":"—immh:}n}» by another department, the Cgmpsmy
Looal Fug -5 %o tho best o wly&ther’gt wANE 7B ly point out that the Comipany have B0
pa ; ; bt h‘;’;: %;h:z; have simply a right in common with the
e s S e to quarry in the fort. 'This is admitted
o8 uted Nowndee® 1678, framm ilio OLit
i3 bt o g moer fo the Agent; but it is diffimlt t0
ot 5 ight to any

o

otor’s SR
R e B sty deagged in, padethiten
B e R s e
th of hmm‘*"mmon%m wo g,““’" Sub-Collector is not the Prasident of the
Kokl :Z‘)ﬂﬂm P‘Mﬂt“ﬁmmun;r wm carried out. From the ahove it is clear
S nﬁmﬂj‘g ort, kﬂd’;ﬁ@ * 3 ﬁmmpprellension of the Railway Compaty
or which o ‘veatiﬁr;;nzﬂ of stonc from within tho Company’s
I&m‘l&d that he 500n. s pointed ont. In this oase T
B oh awars tha|

hnd made a complaint which was not
; wmpi‘:? ttmnfb'_ of this sort has been done.

' this Wlﬂc;n el that of impressing laborers

B0 detod 12:51?;&!' to have taken place early i

e 3 danuary 1875, enclosed in your

P ﬁpzﬁea‘mg to this alleged impressment of
ool it fsta to carry on work in this section.”
g ﬁted that the alleged impressment,
btk i ;:1:)1’% '?lrﬁﬁdy qnarried from any of
g seotion of the district.” Here i3
Cih : toiqmry stone, & matter already
R e i o would now draw attention to
: eml @@ﬁ'ﬁf his statement the following
R ?"h‘fﬁpﬂﬁé in November and Decefii-
ol b ol ik i sppos®
e Q"; :ig“ng unusual or that such an
BEate on in the Progress Reports
e om of Ksaping lim informied a o the
it ;:d%_ Gxee«pt from thg Inspector,
e féx&;@&ﬁ?ﬁ? -oqgtﬁﬂea Limeelf fo
5 Just ae it came from the
"‘;‘::::: the Cliof Bngineer. - Thoso fact
oot return to this subject lter on.
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 with the Tahsildar’s

Proceedings of the Madras Govemr_i_e_ni, Public Works Departmnt,,
| bth August 1875. .

6. The complaint sent with your No. 39 was referred to the Sub-Collector, Previous to
this a complaint had reached the Sub-Collector and he had called on the Tahsildar for a report,
r 1874, The Tahsildar therewith forwarded a statement taken

which was made on 24th Decembe
from the Contractor, in which he in a categorical mauner withdraws his complaint both as to
quarrying as well as to impressment of labor ; he states that zome of his men had gone to work

in Karanguly with his brother’s consent. The siatement given by the Contractor before the
TPahsildar was received and abstracted in the Sub-Collector’s Office, and ‘was forwarded in original
arzi to the Collector with e Sub-Collector’s letter, No. 13, dated 7th
Collector in his letter, as well as the Tahsildar in his arzi, both of them
at the time forwarding the Contractor’s statement, refar to its contents. ' Mr. Barlow in his letter,.
No. 26, dated 29th January, Karanguly, in answeting your previous letters, refers to an extract
from the Contractor’s deposition, the original being then before him. I must beg that this may

11 appear further on.

be borne in mind as its importance wi !
7. At the date of writing this lotter, and for nearly three woeks at about this time, Mr.
uly engaged in the settlement of the talnq. Nothing was eaid

Barlow was encamped at Karang
to him about the matter. The complaints might nbw have been supposed to have been disposed
ot of that opinion, and Mr. Logan, just as Mr. Barlow

of ; but the Railway Authorities were 1
was leaving Karanguly after a stay of three weeks, wished to have all the matters re-opened. Mr.
Barlow naturally declined to do this. Mr. Logan's reason for wishing & further inquiry seems

to have been to enable the Railway Company to be represented at the inquiry. I would hers
point out that each and every complaint originated with Kistnama Charri, the Contractor. This
is ovidgnt throughont the correspondence. The extong to which the Chief Engineer identifies
himself with his Contractor is shown by the following extract from his statement :—* every witness
brought has been produoed by Kistnama Cherri. I, proceeded on information Prodhced by
Kistnama -Charri through Mz, Nicholls. It is not my: duty to say whether I am responsible for
this case, or whether Kistnama Charri is responsible for*the statements made in this case; it is left
for the other side to find that out. I will not state who has engaged the Barrister in this case.”
 The Contractor had before the Tahsildar withdrawn all his complaints. As the Contractor was
the sole source from whom the Company’s oﬂ'mials‘ received their information there was
apparently nothing left to inquire into. : _ = ;
8 On Mr. Barlow refusing to re-open the matter, Mr. Logan himsel! proceeded to hold an
inquiry. He admits in his statement that he confined himself to examining the witnesses produced
have occurred to him fo examine any of the other Contrae-

by the Contractor. 1t never seems to : ' )
tors, or to have struck him as strange that when such “iolessle impressment was going om,

Kistnama Charri should be the only Contractor to suffer. ‘
It was during this inquiry that mention is first made of triangles being set wp in
Karanguly Fort and village. No previous mention had been made of the matter. Mr. Smith, the
considered it to be a matter of such every-day occurrence

Inspector, who states that he saw them,
as not to be worthy of mention even to his immediate superior, and this when he was in constant
' communication with him on matters connected with the works. Mention was also made by some
of the witnesses that people were flogged. 1 would now rofer to the result of the inquiry in
 which the Chief Engineer of South Tndian Railway was assisted by Counsel.. The' fact.of the
impressment ; of the

sotting up of the triangles; the flogging of some person or persons, names
snknown, for no witness is able to give the namo of any one flogged, or to state that he himself
gaw any one flogged is testified to by witnesses—eoolies mostly in the pay of the Contractor, most
of them at the time of giving their evidence under advances from him.
Mr. Smith also deposes t0 having recognised 150 men af work in Karanguly as having
 been employed on the work ho subsequently modifies this statement, but still asserts that he
recognized from 50 to 60 by sight, . ’
©* This witness, 8s beforo stated, saw. the triangles frequently, but was not impressed by such
an ordinary sight. it I8 >
e st this evilence, Best, as to the triangle, there is the evidence of Mr. Nicholls
constantly’on the spat, who sduits thak he st Hayesoen thetrisngles had they boen in the plce

TJanuary 1875. The Sub-
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Proceedings of the Madras Gove':mment, Public Works Depart

i ment,
5y b'h August 1875.

meéntioned ,by the witn, ' - g L
Tiegoty Co‘ll e esses Who assert that they saw them; second, the evidence of the Special

who was moreoverw?: W&ﬁta.t i{ aranguly at the time when it is alleged they were at that place,
4 oons 4 ke v 2 Bl 3
Sl He Btates;;}m nstant communieation. with Railway Authorities about g,ccommodatwn

: t he neither saw nor heard anythi
Bimilar evidence is given by the I anything of the matter.

the Inspeat i ﬂsMO{Of Schools, an  entirel y independent witness, and
nothin?::’a:::if dP:h(iT[‘r That the wl.mla stery is an invention is furth®r shown by the fact that
0 ;lBurlow dunng his th;-ee weeks’ stay at K&rang uly, Sithin ox. weaks of
of whom were employed -tﬁz;gh }fe b m daly communieation with the ryots of the talug, many
witnesses produced b); o n,elg'hbou_nng Works, as is proved by the statement of several of the

ikt e the Railway Uompany that the Jummahbundy put a slight stop to their

A ¢ : 4
woﬁt sz&;izz :ﬂné:zg u::::e:ﬂ;mh i nge of this district is aware that it _is not their
manner and nothing he;rd of it e sloy » believe that people could be flogged in en illegal
there is officia] documenta evild i fhmugh 8 Contractor a month after the event. Finally,
the triangles could net b ry ence, evidently genuine, produced by the Tahsildar, to show that
5 er::: 2t Karanguly as they were at a village some miles off, and had
€0

been there for some ¢;
Ry me time. i i h !
triangles ang flogging are entirely § a.lﬁe,o.m ather conclusion than that the statements as to the

1 to the effect that h :
work e few men employed the Rail ho weant to
: :;1 :‘;‘: i‘local Fund Works went with his brother’s mrielft e g
inter jolated, m?cxlntr}f; ;P:.fn o tx'xe deposition referring to impressment was found to hage been
Leon KOVl Q, and thatetl:nce mtend.ed to be drawn was that the word read evino had eniginally
1 have already drawn Qajeztgatlw'e had been elided presumably by the Tahsildar.
anilded in original {0 the Sub-(}omn to the fact that this statement of the Contractor was for-

“Olieator’s office, there read to 'hi]i;e?:z W,';.a abstracted in his office, and was sent in original to the
’tby U Had the de osition b i m'red, to, and an extract of it given by him in & letter
Words s < ogiuger § een.ﬁ.lm a8 320w appears, it could not have escaped motice; the
gwing, or &G’umaata_h write ;:;:d.mmm" ¥ They are not the words that any one would use %n
*nglish “ they went on his g [ m“d“_fga & deposition; it is as though one should say It

‘ ocumont has beon 4 One is as much English as the other is Tamil. It is
¥ |  ' Loy n tamperad with, and tampered with sinee the inquiry held
31"15 “t“‘°m°?§_ befOre t'ixe‘E TO‘:;nk‘;)y the 'evideﬁ(,e and conduct of the Contractor. He gave
ves made known o e Ra;;;a;wn 24th December 1875. The effect of his deposition

‘ the thn: ‘}v:nmm ot Koy 1 ﬁhﬁm&nﬁf early in January, and that it had been so
the Chief Enginoer, taxed hic. . n - @ Contractor in that month. In February Mr. Logan,
inquiry, which was xed him wit, having onth. In February

o held in My VI8 given such a deposition, but it is mot till the Tecent
2,0 Re held in May, hng il n, but it is no
e mentions the fact of g dwtimmg several days, that the Contractor for the first
‘ °: the sense of the sentence tampered with has
5v¢ De | o oe O emsure and fresh writing | impossible to
s AR BION Yl St o writing, it would have been imposst
# 8nd then elide it Unfortung te}y;.:-".‘\*@mﬁa 75 the only resource of the tamperer was to add s
: one of the am .st"‘-l‘}?.fh‘da statement is written in the form of question
gerveriod sentence. There is hesides the TOmain in their unaltered form, and so contradict the
huter Wntben with the same ink and at o iemm of competent witnesses that the s and elision
o plam. to any one who examines the; . °Fent time to that of the body of the deposition. 'This
mnclusxon that the &ocnment h&s 'been gta,, 3 h‘l“ﬂsﬁon. I therefore came to the unhesitating
h“de‘“e.ry motive to do o, At My, Loga ’?mm‘i With in the interests of the Contractor who
:;ehe dldlbefore the Tahsildar, Tpe depqi’ ‘s;r.mﬂmf% Mr. Logan taxed him with having deposed
® complaint as to impressment whihi, v its unaltered state was a conelusive snswer 0
5 “”mpla.mts. The Railway Authoritis ;Oﬂﬁd S 9tigin to this Contractor, as did each of the other

“N" be likely to foréve him for misleading them.
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1 District, to Lieutenant-Colonel J. MULLINS, R.E., Officiating Secretary to
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Proceedings of the Madras Gov i nt, Public Works Department, | |
b5th August 1875. o

¥

11. As to the difficulty of getting at the rocords so as to have the opportunity of tampering
with t-hem; T need only remark that it is notorin}r‘s that the expenditure of‘ a few rupees have
given acoess to documents of o far more import- nd secret nature than any in a Talugq Cutcherry,
and that in the Presidency town with all poss... orecautions taken to prevent 5}1ch nocess.

1 will now proceed to notice the other evidenge brough"c byi the Contractor in supp?rt of the
charge of impressment. - [Je professes to give the nanies of maistries whose gangs had been impressed.
These names he derives from entries taken frox%n another book subsequent-ly produced. Thg:
accounts produced by him are unintelligible and iui;‘_aomplete, and the entries mos'tly und:?ted; }?ut
he states that they are the only accounts he keeps. | It is clear that no one having dealings with
coolies in the number, and making advances on the seale, this Contractor al.leges that h.e does, e(.mld
carry in his head numerous transactions of all sorts, extending over considerable pen(?dg ?f time.
I can therefore come but to one conclusion, viz., thait the accounts produced are not this witnesses’
real acoounts. and that he has motives for the non-production of such accounts. Tosum up, I can
come to no o;her decision than that this complaint 15 as groundless as the other fwo. The small

substratum of fact which has been used asa fowmdafi;ion for this complaint is pretty clear from the -

evidence given by the Contractor. He admits t-?mt when the vfrork 13 stopped Py Tain he' gives
advanoes to the coolies in his employ to keep them together. It is proved by his own evidence
and $hat of some of his witnesses, that rain sufficiently heavy to put a stf)p to th‘e works he was
carrying out ocourred about the time of the alleged impressment of coolies. Itis probajb_la t.hm.
his brother was only too glad to have his coolies kept togvethel.' free of expense by their being
employed on other work in the immediate neighbourhood for which he' had not to pay. Subse-
quently, when taxed with being backward in the performance .of his contract, the Contractor
accounts for it to his employers by stating that the men had been unpressed : T may add that t.he
works then being earried out by the Local T'und Board were not liable to b.e aﬁectffi by ﬂ{e rain.
12. The expenditure of much time and paper would hove been savecll if Mr l\mhol?s instead

y 3 of sending every complaint, just as received from

Vide statement: ** [ made inquiries d:r th: ‘f:saﬁt:::z;m: the Contractor without ‘any inqu'iry deserving
3‘:?3‘;2‘2&2;‘1’;?333' o s of the name, to his official superior, had com-
municated direct with the Government officials

on the spot. 'This M. Logan evidently agrees with moin thinking o be thz n&nall s his
deposition he states, “ I did consider it singular that xgqne of. the Rail ;;ayA 1': ox';h;i émn & word
about the irregularities stated to have been commﬁ:ted either to the Acting Su e ector or
Oollector who were at Karanguly,” but the Chiel Engineer does not seen; to have pointed out fo
his subordinate the expedi.e'ncy of so acting in futu;e‘ In order to ent.!.b ? us to render eﬁw
assistitios. assistatice whith T shall always be ready fo afford and mmmiﬂtﬁz? myd subordinates
affording, I hope that this course may be adopted henceforth. Muc @ and unnecessary

i ved,
corre;}:ﬂd;!;ozo :3111;1:; }::Oiz d remark that though ifhere are railway w?rks in other parts of the
distriot, and there are other Engineers and Contractors, this 1 the Onl‘y instance, as i:ﬂl' as I.am
aware, in which similar complaints have been brought fo'rward, 8 wxoumistance WhJCh,.I think,
should have led the higher officials of the Company to ?‘*“‘“{ 81 OQm?hmts w?th cautu‘m, and
should have prevented them endorsing, without due 00!151(191‘8&0‘11, S upHag assertions and imputa-
tions couched in terms which are happily not frequently met with in official correspondence,

| From R. J. MELVILLE, Esq., Acting Collector of the Chingleput

 Qovernment, Public Works Department, dated Saidapet, 20th July 1875,
No. 65. :

_ Wits reference to your official memorandum, No. 547, dated 9th instant, T have

l,;- honor to forward the record of the inquicy, held by Mr. Crole into the case of
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