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local influcnces at work of a strong character. Mr. Moore’s admissions shew that he
was  biased against the Tahsildar. I do mot mean to say that Mr. Moore had any
personal hatred or animosity against the Tahsildar, but the latter has ‘ememies who
Lave been going about spreading rumours against him, and Mr. Moore has been
giving foo ready a ear.to these statements. It was only yesterday your Honor
heard in Court that Mr. Salisbury had told Mr. Moore that he had heard that
the defendant had told Mr. Pennington that he (Mr. Moore) “ad takem a bribe in
this very case. It is true Mr. Moore told us that he not believe it and, there-
fore, did mot write to Mr. Pennington but he at one ‘time contemplated doing so,
Such a rveport must have had some effect on Mr. Moore. Mr. Salisbury, the very
person who thus set Mr. Moore against the Tahsildar, has been in €ourt assisting'
Me. Wynne'in the conduct of this case. (Mr. Brandt: ¢ I did not see him’) T saw
Lim assisting Mr. Wynne and Mr. Wynne cannot deny it. I challenge him to do so.
Mr. Miller to Mr. Wynne,—“ Do you deny it ?’ (No answer.) So long as it is mot
denied 1 have a right to say that Mr. Salisbury, who gave the idformation to Mr.
Moore, has been actively engaged in assisting the proseeution. There are others as
well who have been assisting, as for instance the Revenue Inspector. Mr. Moore says
that he did not speak to him, or rather does not remember to have spoken to him ;
but I ask your Homor, as between inan and man, whether there have noi been very

in one’s defence, for what possible evi
" pebut such a charge
. from~ Shunmuganm Pilla
" pillay, it musb be - reme

.

J
-C

Now there is a character equaliy sfrong the other ‘ilway. Mr: Martin’s ntten‘mo§
was also drawn to the Tahsildar receiving bribes ; but Mr.' .Hartxn éktn}:: tz;r;d ii;z;
he enquired and fonud out that these reports were malicious an ‘a Ji'derin(;.
¢irculated by the Tahsildar's enemies. I would :fsk your Honor whether, Mcon;; ’:
Mr. Martin’s experience, his opinion of the Tahsildar doejs not ovter-balagw r. (;‘orfzavii
and whether Mr. Moore’s opinion is entitled to any weight agamst. the mass o. veﬁht‘
dence in favor of the Tahsildar’s character. In all such case as this, cha,r:ct;er t;s bl
mﬂy ghield a man has, and it 18 fortunate when pef)ple -havg; good characters i yl)
[;ért them, especially people in t'he position of" my elient. 1t must Iie;iborn? viryc a‘nmngiei
in mind that character is the only defence that can be set forward agamns |

of this sort. And now with reference to the charges. diim e

The first charge is thab the defendant asked for a bribe of Rs, 5.000,‘ and -& of

) tv worth 50,000 Rupees. Now here we see how far character goes

S : :dence can -the Tahsillar be expected to have to
? Two years ago the Tahsildar is said to have asked for a bribe
y. Now one must look at the probabilities of the case. Shunmugam
mbered, was the deadly foe of the Tahsildar, and had been. 0
for over 8 years. Complaints were made over and over again by Shunmugam Pillay against

the Tahsildar and yet Shupmugam Pillay is put forward as the man from whom  the
8 L]

sctive influences ab work. There is another question I would remark upon. Mr Moore,

Tahsildar® sought a bribe. But Shunmugam Pillay, you will remark, gets out of 1t very
a

< 4 - 3 - . ’ - Tak & th g ‘::.}
. in this case, volunteered to be a witness (Mr. Brandt ;— Mr. Moore was.called. by o . . = g | &8 - N THe tays he was told of it by two of his sateﬂ:es Ht(; 11 1 w;m:fgi:{, ;;: s;;onl (; i;;
~ the Court”) Then your Honor kmew Mr. Moore’s opinion and called hime I was S LA , back and pull the strings, leaving the other two to bear the blun g ? i

e B

not here then ; but the evidenco given by Mr, Moore was recorded as given on the
part of the prosecution, and he there makes a statement of the bad opinion he had
of the Taksildar. I ask your Honor to contrast this with the good opinions regerd-
~ing the latter. expressed by his superiors’ in the testimonials filed. Mr, Moore has

- Moore will, if called upen hereafter, be able to give us his reasons for having made
 such statements. e certainly did not ab the time he formed his opinion know more of the
- 'ahsildar than yon or I do. He formed his opinion at the close of ‘70 or at the be-
. ginning of 71 He was not then in charge of Museri, and he yet gives such an
opinion of an official in another Taluq whom - he could know nothing about except,
- from henr-say. Now your Honor, do you think  this "wasa fair proceeding on the
part of Mr. Moore? Bui let me draw your Homor’s attention to the character given

- by the Head Assistant in charge of the Museri Talug at the time, to the opinion of

{he ‘Tahsildar’s immediate saperior Mr. Martin. Mr. Moore was young in  yeats
_amd young in experience ; Mr. Martin expreases his ﬂop_i_nim; of l:hp Tabsild}ﬁ- e an
" 'experience of three years and § monthe (Here Mr. Miller read Mr. Martin's testimoni e

I have had Setn Row under me ss Tahsildar for tho past 3 yewrs and 8 months
~and I have found remson in that timo to, agree with the opit'ii‘cma espressed mga.pding
 him by the numerous gentlemen from whon; " Jie holds certificates. 1 am particular
~ in -expressing this opinion regarding him because, afte‘r the 'Iqte armflgement of village
_appointments, numerous reports were set on- fqﬂh ?f : hs l.lavmg recelvleél large sums
of "iiuoney for these appointments. From the enquiries which 1 mm.?le m!;g the several
specifie complaints, and frein the character of the under-hand way in Whlﬁh‘ Fhe reports
‘were cireulated, I bave come to the conclusion that the reports were maliciously false
and circulated by the Tahsildar’s enemies. 1 have .myself always. fopnd‘Se{;.u Row to
be ecnergetic and active in conducting the work of fhe? more. than prdn{anly heavy
Talug which he has o 'manage and as far as I can judge his character is free from
Llame. : |
] (Signed) ©. W. W. MARTIN,

‘ ‘Tmcumc‘)éou,' 29th Janﬁqrj 1871, Head dAssistant Oolleetm:.'

? _wot in_ s position at all to give anch an _npigion _ (here. Mr, Miller road Mr. Moore’s- -
' deposition) Tt is as strong a character as Thave ever seen or heard, and perhaps Mr.

- preferred against the

the Tahsildar (Here Mr.

A by i ibe i d to have been’
4 who the party is from whom the bribe is allege
Bierefarsy t.?e Ponmde::g time of azking, and the terms. These two agents say that B0
asked, the manner lves. They will not give us an opportunity of testing.

t but themse ill
one else was Pfre:;zir statements; as-§o- the exact 'time,| place manner &Ko, all .thay say -
st ocnrred 9 or 2} years ago. I sdy there is much room for doubting what
s ot ! :

s, St 10 - s bribe that is asked for?Rs. 5000 in cash and
i s Th?:) ggglzoww?:tp::p:fhy to the value of Rupees 50,000 had beewil asked for
gl e 11 ,have' been made in this way ? Most certainly not. Where ag.am are.these
posid ".‘he reqn;%sl the Museri T alug. In the very Taluq where ‘ﬁhe defendant is '..l‘ahmldar i
la.n&s 51tu?.tefl s ;1 bounds of probabilihy that the .parbiés could have had the tl.nng set';tled ‘
1t is ab all within f; !‘vit“iea. Certainly the Revenue anthorities often do very cgnoua ‘thmgs,
by the Revenne 3UIO, © T+ these side. Was it possible, however, for the Tahsildar to
b his own Taluq without the whole transaction being

:on of so much property in | ‘ i
) gO: P?Ss:;:?;m is ao‘palpably-absurd that I wonder such n charge should ever have befez;"
ks Tahsildér. Tet me call your Honor’s attention to the conduct o

: ' ‘ : laining against
: +ds show that he had been constantly complainin,
i il Shunmugam Pillay’s deposition.) Now,

Miller read a portion of : . .
as one ought readily to listen to ? Here 13 a man who admits

Shunmugam Pillay.

are these statements guch

thi i baf S ice. Certainly,” under the circumstances of the case, nothing

s Vi ne him injust the o
sildar hf‘““:g;sgéx;:r him tg have said that two of bs “3?"“, had tol&dh::ns; :h::s ont:::
‘;ﬁ; ‘Tzswrhad ‘asked for a bribe. T ask if Shunmugam Pillay has acte
Tahsildar ‘

' the contrary _ shot
gt wouldﬁhwbeie:f);th hour, after Mr. Moore had sent the 'lfahsx’ldar’oupwof 1;1;}::3
man. Ab ©he rpose avowedly of getting up charges he comes with his s ryk Sy
P ﬂ:e fc‘; pHe gays he was' afraid’ to come forward before and make
a  half fyears’ ~OLG, :

intery ] in to state
ts and yet he was not afraid during the interval over and over again ‘
statements o yeb- |

[ ildar favoring
e - Collector that the Tahsildar was fav : ! P
o .pe:}tw!‘l! ;:‘ ts:a.pan be safe if such evidence Shunmugam Pillay’s is received
him injustice ! NG GROUS

: : i sam Pillay's deposition where the
i AR o VPOYW::; 02::::;’;“}‘ Here Shunmugam Pillay is tam-
o A ' He should never have been

latter. tried to ex : e '
;eribg with justice, -and is guilty of contempb of Court

¢ the Tahsildar; -that he was always complaining of the Tah-

I hayve po hesitation in saying that he is a dishonest

his opponent and doing .
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allowed to give his evidence in such a manner. (Mr. Miller then passed on to the
«depositions of the two next witnesses, portions of which he read) Now, If the Tahsil-
_dar was making this demand why should he not have done it that night, why have
asked these men to come the next day? It was & deed of darknmess, yet he seeks
day light ‘fo’f it. Nullamuthu gives his evidence as to this same conversafion. Accor-
_ding to" his story he asked for time which was granted by the Tahsildar. He waits
Aor. his friend, they go along with the Tahsildar, return home and go again the mext
- morning. Now what evidence is there here. There is the Tahsildar’s ‘demial on the
onc hand, and. h;s.bmdence of the two agents of Shunmugam Pillay on the other; and
1 submit that, after wexghmg hoth, yonr Honor can come to no other conclusion than
iy that the story is untrue.

Thc next bmnch of the charge agamst the Taheﬂaar 1s as to the taking of

the buba of Rs 200 0. The 5th and 6th  witnesses speak to this. With reference

. to the 5th witness, Gopa.l Iyér, he is a man utterly untrustworthy. Here I must ex-
o pxeas mv regret that T hadl not the opportunity of observing the demeanour of this
 witness in Court, and I do nob know whether your Honor has made any remark.
TR wmxess said he was a servant of Oolagathal, but this was contradicted by all
 ihe other witnesses ealled for the defence. He admitted too that he was a dismissed
Rurnam—dismissed by the Tahsildar—that he (witness) was committed by the Tahsil~!

_i dar on a charge of Forgery and that he was convicted b‘r the Sessions ‘Court. It
~is true the High Court reversed the sentence but that did nob alter the  case very
- . anuch so far as his' fee hngs were concerned towards the Tahsildar. The very circum-
- stance that the defendant sent Lim up for trial shews that Gopal Tyer could not hay,
em:eﬂ'.amed tha besh af fesliugs towards him. He lost his place as Kumum on. account,
of thab uﬁ';ur, and we ocan nnt'iersta.n& too that he has come here backed by his em.
"~ ploy r——Shnnmngam Plllm—-o'ur noted enemy The other witness, Ramalingam, also stated
that of Oglagn he ‘

Vwatneases ;oan ¢ orn ‘in’ the service of our encmy Shunmugam Pills;,
2t There ‘seems to be somé nm‘mec’tmg Imk between these two, and there is a very strong
- presumption . for supposing that Shqnmugam Pillai is at the hot.tom of the - case. ~ Gopa]
s Tyme: conmaerad that the Tahsildar was the cause of his roin, and wished to have
e lnm removed from ﬁm &stmetf N’ow, your Honor, ‘he' bpeﬂs as to the communica.
b tnon ﬁurmg the regis%mhon Jof | ﬂle ‘Hecnment when the Rupees 2,000 were asked for
Foﬂr people were named as’ “bemg‘-‘ "prEsent ‘ab the conversation, and yet the Prosecn.
on do not eall “F ue of these four men. ‘Now until the defence produced these

T prbsecutxon is to get at the ttnt
--ﬂms to get rid of the Tahaﬁﬂ'”
 Tolding the evidence of these people from the Comrt.
- much mfmmatmn and light as possible on. the caso. Kw,
| pnmel as witnesses for the defenca, and ]; “do- m'b

, and not to geb a conviction per. fas et nefas  and

_'lmxr Bonéé wa ezﬂed these

. Auirly f'mi a8 witnesses shorﬂd, and they mfre not shml:en at all in the cross examin-
“ation. They one and 4ll .gave very decided mformat;on and evidence as regards
whut booL place ab ‘the reglsbmtxon« They denied that the Tahsildar asked for the
Dribe or said what be is alleged to have said.. What
had i’ mmmg forwavﬂ ahd ﬁenymg that” Gopal Tyer ahd Ramali
g Oolagabhal it they were really her servants ! le hﬂmig o ‘the money is also
(tgposed to, and Seshagtr'”' it is stated, was present, and that the 'ahsildar told him
" %o count the moneyw-out ;S‘eshagm was not called . by the promeutmn, bnt we called
S PR ﬂns' As to Ramalingam’s endenoe, ‘his statement that hew wis
e ‘b.fmdy dviver 4n the employ ‘of Oolaga thal was contradmﬁea by all the other witnesses
L ;&n& then he gnres us. an emrdmmz ‘account as  to how ke came to be called ax a
}1 his € o e o

T but  this too was contradicied by all the other

- people where were they 7 Hare ‘we have auoher unfaic proceeding. The object of n |

! The prosecution, I say, did no% ach fairly in with-

ab they gavo i‘.hexzr end@nca 7

object could these men have
malin am were aervmm‘ ‘

and got« Ioave Then ‘

y

(=

e

T I

(Mr Brandi observed that the witness was cerfainly prevaricating.)
Then ‘as bo this witness I 1egteb exceedmwly ‘that your Honor did not perinit him
$o be recalled and to be examined = as to the proceedmgs of the Sessions Court
‘sanctioning his prosécunon for perjury. As  to the docomentary emdence Eh;re; d;s
:Oolaguthal’s petition sent in after the alleged giving of the bribe that the Ta s; g
'had noﬁ behaved properly to her but was shewing favor 10 Shunmugam Pillai. ¥ m’a
Tahsildar, as it is stated, had favored Oolagathal she would not. ‘have gent in this
' petition, making the same wmplmnﬁ agmnst the Tuhsildar as Shunmugam Pillai was doing.
."‘ With reference to the colleetion of the kist the collector ordered. the Ta.hsxldar to take the kist
stin the land or the cropsif it had not been already collect-

' from any one who claimed an intere
] eii Thty; Tahsildar was acting as he was directed by Mr. Penunington to act and throughont L

| qubmit, he was acting honestly. There is nothing to shew that he was -acting frandulently.
vUntﬂ he received Mr Penuingwn’s order .he did not receive any kist; this mha
| circumstance w'hlch should be considered. (After’ some further remarks regarding t ev
4 collectmn of the» klsb Mr, Mxller concluded.) Taking all thls into consideration, 1. subm::a‘
i ‘the Gourtz q§n come fo no. ocher conclusion than that my chenb 18- not gmli:y

| ing the ‘al‘nth

g ey il

»»»»»»»
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£ varions kinds in Magistrates’ Courts,
andHappell, the Head Assistant
Ltain an order declaring that he
agathal disturbed

suit, had recourse to summary proceedings o
mugum Pillai endeavonred before Messrs. Clogston, Austin,
Magistrates in the years 1871-13
was actually in possession of the w

72-1873 respectively, to o
hole of the family property and that Ull
his possession, but with no success, as they,
for their interference in their Magisterial capacity and
gum Pillai tried to settle the questivn of

one and all, considered that there was no groit
farther were of opinion that Shunmu-
ummary proceedings, instead of
1 suit, hence their refasal® to interfere. 1
s were not idle and they had also
Revenue. Shunmu-

division by these s
a regular civi
meanwhile, these two partie
recourse to the Revenue Courts as to their right to pay the Government
gum Pillai alleged that he was entitled to pay the
canse the family was undivided, but on the other
entitled to pay the moiety of the Government Reven
_ joyment of the moiety of the family lands enjoyed by
ber. Mr. W. S, Whiteside Collector and Magistrate of the District settled the
who should pay the Government Revenue, by conclusive
March 1872 ¢ that the Kist {Government Re-
Income-Tax thereon shall be piid
hat until restrained by an order
o Verabuthera Pillal shall con-

* Vide Exhibit K.

Government Revenue for the estate,
hand Ullagathal maintained that she was

O i oo e D T AN ST

-

ue on the whole estate, as she was in en-
her deceased husband asa divided mem-
question as 0
Vide Exhibit No, L.

_ ings on the 13th
venue) on the several portions of the family land and also
.by the parties in cccupation or by their representatives and t
-o‘r‘decree of a competent Court, Ullagathal widow of the lat
tinue to pay Income-Tax and Kist on the lands held by her decensed husband.’
y in Council will kindly
ehalf of Ulagathal.
‘Shunmogum Pillai
ue who directed¥ on
Pillai. By virtue of
enne was recognized

Y'O"def is of ubmost moment in the présent case and Your Excellenc
note, that it was passed without any representation by Memorialist on b
: Agﬁnst this decision of the Collecto
i ~ preferred* an appeal to the Board of Reven
the 14th June 1872 that Revenue smmbf 2eceiVed fmmm?miugm
this order Shuamugum Pillai’s mere responsibility for payment of Rev
but he wes not placed, as he coveted, in possession of the moiety of the family lands that had
his demise.
omUllagathal.
t of lands, the
al themm-in-hw Hence thdm
his end to obtain possession of Ulla-
of inability tomeet the
1t& sale of crops, where-
ps grown by Ullagathal should
but also of what was due from

* Vide Exhibit Nos, 3T aad TIL. .

remained in tbfg ‘ enguymmt of Veerabathera Pillai and of Ullagathal the wife after
ShunmugumPillai was accordingly payingtill December 1872 the Revenue due fr

.- Bubhe did mot relish the iden of being made to pay the Reyenune due on accon
 produce of which was enjoyed by another viz., Ullagath :
magum Pillai had to fall upon & new device to compass
gathal's lands and that was to complain to the Revenue authorities
~ demand of Govt. & to request* abtach
> by it was intended that the cr
be attached in satisfaction of Revenue due not only from Ter
Limself. Mr. Austin the Head Assistant Collector then in charge, compiied with the request
1T of 1864 {(Madras). Memorialist was entrusted with tho
nd attached crops of Ullagaihal. This dowager lady was
rcive measures and carried hor complaints first to Mr. Moore
tin and ‘who affirmed Memorialist’
Pennington the then Collector* * on the 4th July 1873 requesi-
‘ ing that she might be allowed to pay the assessment due and so
relense what she called hee crops from atta '
~sale of crops for arrears due by Shunm
that he saw no objection to her doing so,
an interest in the land or in the crops attached mig
lease it and that if the Head Assistant Collestor
should be considered eancelled.’
on the 25th July 18173, Ru

'+ Vide Exhibi¢ Ko. V.

under the Revenue Recovery Act
execation of Mr. Aastin’s Order a
alarmed by Memorialist’s cos
who had sucoeeded Mr. Aus s proeeedings and then to Mr.

©* Vide Exbibit No. V.

b

chment and protesting ngninst the attachment and
ton replied to the effect

ugum Pillai. Mr, Penniog
as under section 35 of Act IT (Madras) 1864, any
ht pay the assessment %o re-
ders eontrary o this they
Order and paiu
i the Karacad Village,
der® had been
Ullagathal, In the meanwhilo
t of all arrears including
making pryment at tho
orialist's chargo went anc
inopoly on the Tth Augusb 1878, 5
ays fertile in :
inDecember

one claiming
had given any or
‘herself the benefit of the

Ullagathal gave
-11-5 for the release of her crops

, and Memorialist, to whom Mr.
- * directed, nccepted payment from
vod and hastend to proffer payuwen
lagathal and
underMem

Pennington's or

* Vide Bxhibit No. VIL

Shunmugum Pillai was undecel
the portion which had

, been accepted from

carried, Shanmugum Pillai, alw i
sossession of Ullagathal
‘Section 530 of the Criminal
Tlogston, Austin, asd
‘complainant to a

| . dence in case No.

"' Gage No. 46 (4th and Gth line

ploined of having suffered disturbance in the self same acts that had formed the sabject of
Ullagathalis complaint and My: Moore on that application restored Ullagathal's petition to his
‘ gle and held an enquiry about it ander section 530 of the Crimi-
R nal Procedure Code and Jecided* on the 18th January 1874 with
the gravity of & eivil tribunal that ¢ the family’ had ever been ‘ an undivided one’' and that i
Shunmueum Pillal was “in possession of all the ancestral landed property’ notwithstanding:
that M;gistra.tes, ander orders from the High Court, could decide nothing more than who
swas in possession during the thres months preceding complaint, departing in this respect
from the course pursued by Messrs. Clogston, Austin, and Happell, his predecessors in office,
who had all referred Shunmuagam Pillai to a Civil Court. Soon afterwards there arose a rumour
to the effect that Mr. Moore had passed the present decision, in consideration of his enjoy-
ing Shunmugam Pillai’s Bangalow at Museri rent free, and also in considerition of 7,000 Rs
received from Shonmugam Pillai, the decision being in contravention of the deeisions of three

of his predecessors on the subject of similar petitions, presen ted by the same man and also of b

" his own order in December 1873. Memorialist's three discontented sabordinates viz. , Adei-
kalam Pillai, a Taluq (tumustah, who bad been at one time dismisse&*»fa'iﬁ‘ihafi&g brought

el s g A false charge of bribery agaiast his immediate saperior an over-
e Bahinis T seer in the Tanjore Distriet, Suchethananthum Pillai; the Manager

of Peramure Minor Estate who “hen stood accused of several cg::hai'gﬂes' of thefts before
" Memorialist, and one Syea Raffa Sahib, Revenue Inspector that had cheated Government in

2 fishery sale, and some other cuemies were nob slow in misrepresenting o Mr. Moore thab
pice  Memerialist had been' ;liﬂnsﬁiuﬁeﬁialj i cfrcnla.ﬁng' this rumogr, while Memdrialﬁst had nob -
e aqggﬁ;;t} (Vide Memorialist’s défence‘state{nen_t' 1 case No. 46_’}}:' And indeed Mr. Moore
i ,dépdé‘ed“in the course of Memoﬁli'st’s' trial fo having learnt farther that Memo‘rialist had
| peen over-heard in a private conversation with Mr. Pennington to accuse him of having
Been under obligation to Shummugam Pillai. Mr. Moore was led to suppose that Memoria~
list had injured his reputation, It is to Mr, Moore’s prejudicé, thus or however conceived
. against Memorialist, that the cases d.es‘c'ribecl .‘and commented or in the following paragraphs,

aud which, have resulted in Memorialiqt?a conviction, degradation and imprisonment, are

1

| chiefly owing. Mr. Moore ‘hsﬁumﬂj}bﬁﬁgﬁﬁ to revenge himsell upon Memorialist and

fading of fair means; began to fabricate cases of bribery “against him, Memorialist cannot

. help being so positive in his averments regarding Mr. Moore as his conduet in conneetion
* with Memoriolist’s trial has betrayed anything but an houest regard for justice and Mr.

.

" Brandt in his letter to the Revenue Board dated 27¢h June 1874 states * Mr. Moore was per- -
gonzily interested in the prosecution of’ Memdrialist. About thistime in aceordamee with

| Jestuin arrangements mado by Mr. Pennington the District officer, Mr. Moore left his station
o Museri for '_I'ri_ehin::apoly‘,fhgtqmﬂy belonging to Mr. Penvington for pqndnctiug the Annual
 Qettlement of the latter Talug, _and Mr. Pennington himself arru'edlt Museri, the Annual
Setilement of which ha liad taken apon himself. Nearly two moaths passed quietly before tho -
- - Annual ‘S@tﬂeﬁ:&ﬁbs wera complated and Mr. Pennington was able to return o 'l?ric},‘lir_.:tqyé!y.; -
e M Moore, haying likewise just then finished his owa Settlement of the 'Trichin.o?oly
o ‘ Talug, met¥ Mr. Peunington ongor abont the 92rid April 1874,

before rejoining his Division and Memorialist’s qutvuq of Museri,
In his conference with My. Penuington Mz Moors .gdmf;;;s*.
toes !  having requested that officer to suspend Memorialist on his —
| “reporting to him officially’ rggﬁa'éﬁin‘gf’-?qemg_ cb;argés which he pragggazeé bo have &i;ogwrgi- :

SOTERTR L M Pennippton declined to suspend Memorialist but at the cat-

Hﬂtsfn M‘Mw nest solicitations of ;Mr’;, Moore agreed io remove Memorialist. to

saren distant Talng: ~How thesder of Mr. Mooce and
,’ | M Penmngton as influenced by him got the better pf*t'heir judgm@ s “l‘élemf from i.hen'

]mnng resolved, independently without previons sanction of the Bou"\i' of _Bgvgpge, to tmnﬂ-
. Momorialist fo Woodiarpalinm, one handred miles from Museri aad from the precipi-
.0 in which the Tahsildar of the latter Talug was sent for and. ire ot '3 ﬁoymnaeﬁto :
B Momorialist's station and relieve “Memorialist, the order* of Mr.

e

. ‘Vi'rler H,r._v Manre's evidence
pages 12 and 18 of Procesdingsin
. gase No. 0% ;

e VideDit&of s

% Yide Exhibit €. TPennington’s, addressed to Memorialist on the subject, beihg 3
e L placed in the hands of the relieving officer* himself for delivery
Sl it Qe to Memorialist. Tt behoves Memorialist at this stage to make

P the following remarks.

3 In the ccurse"of Memorialist’s trial, which took placevsnbsequently,Shunmugam 1—f111ax,
Bl  complainant in the first case, stated* on the 3rd June, 1874
il e s;; d & of & ypot ho preferred his complaint for the first tmx? to l}ir. }{oqre
<8 - < 90 days since’ and Arupachells Reddi complainant i the 2nd
% Vide page TIL of evidence in g5 sfated that he ” told Mr. Moore abont the bribe after the

from bottom of page.) appeal was decided in my (his) favor” on the same day that Me-

IS S »»:’i.-wv_,—»‘ SRl sl



anorialist’s decision as  Sub-Magistrate was reversed, which was on the Isb May 1874 It1s
:herefore wonderful that at the conférence® with Mr. ‘Tenning=
: ;evli%e ;{; e Ui a({)?eotz glie'_??.nd Apf-xl precex'ling, Mr. Moore should bave been
; : el vx;c; what 1Inforumhon was laid against Memorialist on
L S i s t:; 4th of May and that between Mr. Moore who bad
i Rl G oubhy and who had had nothing to say against Memoria-
s i gl ha((zlc\}x ucting the Annual Settlement of the Trichinopoly Talug
e :()t ; Jjush (:‘hfm returned from the Settlement of the Museri Talug
express any opinion® of his own even after the conference, it should
: l:ltis:t: bteex; arranr;or}(id that Memoralist shounld be transferred to a
i S e nb place. .‘ o unavoidable inference is that Mr. Moove
| Fow m;;it; tzzfzu};;:; :;?zf;d;;:feps::;?t :trmssanesr wixo, on tl.xe one hand, farnished lum with
e g Rk ng orf on the 22ad A.pml that there were ‘serions charges’
P il a:n on the other, mduceq complainants to come forward al subsequent
) ely on the 1st and 14th May respectively to prefer those charges.

Vide para 3 in Exlilit B,

5. o resame the narration, Mr: Pennington reported® to

i | Vide Exhibit k. the Board of Revenue, M emovialist’s transfer earried ont by him-

s = Vide para. 1 Exhibit E. self professedly for purposes of “an inquiry into certain very seris
ki E 2"5 charges* ngu,ix'ssh’ Memotialist, ¢ which i3 twas) being con-°

; ncted by the Acting Head Assistant Magistrate Mr. Moore’ ®

x but really for th : if v Lt

e o I x . ety e purpose of gathering materials for Memoria-
I:Bfi : ;r‘:“;’:ﬁm: ‘lﬂfliﬂg his absence at a distant place. It may noz; be amiss for Memoria-
P y to call Your Excellency’s attention to the contradictory statement of M.

; 4\1 3 1 A ar P
vide Mr, Moores evidence page oore in saying¥ that Memorialist's ¢ transfer was for reasons

ol : 13 in Case No. §2. : inno way connected With the present charges,” against Mr.

e e - Pennington’s statement in the report® tc the Board of Revenue
A i that the transfer had been made ‘ pending sfn inquiry b

Vide Exhibits C. and ‘ ' | s

. - and D. Mr. Moore! Tn obedience to the orders¥ of Mr. Pennington,

B S e ‘ i Memonialist left Muserion the 30th April 1874 to join the
Z:’;;ii:;}imi;u; :I‘.xflnq.‘anﬁ Mr. Moore who 1-qmrnc& after au absence of two mont,hsJ arvived
o e e evening of the samo day. On the 2nd of May 1874 Mr. Moore rushed into
P oirme i aoxrmhsﬁ s‘house all on a sudden without any previous notice with a search warrant in his
i e au;d : (;n company with Adnkalam P:llm, Sachothananthum ® Pillai and Syed Saffa, Sahib,
s .e v ,'to once before as Mamorial-\it’a: cnemics, to see if he could find the mozans of
’crmnnahug : Memovialist.  Your - Excellency in Coyneil will gracionsly note wﬁaf;
st’;ouhf_ have been Mr. Moore’s motives in sanctioning and carrying out under his personal
fhrectmn, this wnanthorized and illegal scarch into Mentorialist’s house without any cause
'The Board of Revenue on receiving Mr, Peunington’s report* disapproved of the measu;r(')
and passed tho-m-&e'r;quoted‘ below— * The Board consider it
T : -mo’gﬁ objestionalle in every way that o Taksilder dwuld be &mﬂ
auway toa distance in order that serious charges against him may be inguared into in ki JI
sence ufad{behind'fdfback‘ F tile Collector feared that the Tabsildar’s inﬂuenceb woul:{“ : }:
?en:t mmemom‘mmgmma against him, and there was sufficient cause for belieax;i}
9§' nocessary, vt‘sfxe Tahsildar should have beon suspended. The Board e«unobtherai;oré‘r&tzﬁj
the order kerém weported. ~ Sctu Row must be sent back to Museri at once and the sl
~of Mr. Moore's inquires up to date reported forthwith.” On the receipt of the foregoing
Order from the Board of Revenue, Mr. Moore made false representations 10 Mr. Brandt, who

R S

had never been in the District before and who was thercfore entirely guided by the represens.

tations of Mr. Moore and thas got him to write to the Board as if some six charges were

pending againsh Memorialist and, that these were feint, their needs no other proof than thab

all but the two present cases werd renounced. My, Brandtin his letter to the Board of Re-

~ yenue épegks of & Dacoily having bean treated as assault by Memorialist in the capacity of
L Vide Letier o 105 dited SEb-Magistiia, o8 Poretaire gratification of 100 Rs. while. in
11tk May 1874 berewith fled. reality no Ducoily had taken place & it was with Mr. Moore that the

3 - R comghmem bﬂge&& My Moore hod ovdered Memorialist
it up ‘as @ cass of Tourt’ = only. Mr. Brandt observed in the
ety ialist lind taken  a bribs from one of tho
\ Wﬁﬁ@n';m deliberately
vers against Memorialist and

eonnaction with this

e S Ls g P
;4 e e e d

had just then relieved Mr. Penuinzton as Distriet officer temporarily for a few weeks, who |

o o .
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| an esplanation, after proseci

' Mr. Brandt’s application alone, .
high hand. After prosecution was closed, unable to resist the evi-

' dence of strong bias against

. not granted at the ins

 be tried exclusively

 Government in explicit terms, gnd'frequoﬂ@subseqmat‘ ! ?\m-.am
P ‘aﬁsi’ﬁhkeh)‘,empkwmgmdﬁambsemnw o

of Sudder Fonzdaiee Udalt will, by Circular orders,

i b 5

Awal il himsfalf ¢ thought* at first that it (the first case) would not show,
or might not show, more than partiality and inexplicable conduet

in regard to the dispute betwoen Shunmugam Pillai and Ullagathal.” Up to the 2nd June
1874, the day on which Memorialist’s Criminal tria] commenced, the only information he
had reccived was that he was to be tried departmentally®

*Yide Pars 2 Exhibit G. and naturally of course 1o Counsel was retained. This mis-
atation as to the nature of the enquiry was purposely made

represe
{o deprive the Memorialish of the aid of an able Counsel from Madras. On the very day thab
the departmental enquiry was to have commenced, Mr. Brandt suddenly announces it is to be

a criminal trial and instantly puts the Memorialist upon‘ his defence without granting &

reasonable time  to preparé his defence, though requested and closes the prosecution in &
single day in each case. Memorialist here begs leave to observe that according to the rules
of Local Government gauction to prosecnte & Tahsildar in his Revenue capacity must bs

given by the Board of Revenuc after they shall have gone into the evidence and asked the
Tahsildar for an explanation, but in the present case the Board of Revenue did neither and
resentation of Mr, Brandt's letter where he says thab

gave their sanction ou the bare misrep
a case of dacoity had been pro.eeedéd with by Memorialist - as one of aszault. And sanction
to prosecute a Pahsildar in his Magisterial capacity mast be given by the Government

themselves after they shall have gone into the evidence and asked the Tahsildar for an
explanation, but in the present case the ¢rial was conducted even before obtaining the sanc-
tion of Government who granted it by Telegram without going into evidence and calling for
tion had closed. Had the Board of Revenue or the Tocal Govern- -
from Memiorialist hefore sanctioning his prosec-u-tfwﬁ on

ment colled for an explanation ‘
Memorialist wonld have been saved the disgrace  inflicted

maliciously on bim with &
him on the part of the Head Assistant Magistrate, Mr. Moore,
who had been so conspicuously active in ¢ getting up’ the evidence which was simply repro-

duced in the District Magistrate’s Coart, and who leaving Museri his head quarters and
without availing himself of the privilege leave he had then obtained, persisted in atbending
 the trial and even suggested questions 6 :
' cases against him might be committed to the Bessions Court, whete he would be tried by &
Judge and Jury who were then uninflaenced by Mr. Moore. Bat this reasonable reqme' was
tatico of My, Moore who was sure that the charges would not be proved

that this request was very reasonable will be clear

and that conviction swould not follow and »
to Your Excellency in Couneil from a recent ruling of Local Government based on
Tist’s caso that all Tahsildars and Magistrates, Depuby Tahsildars and Magistrates, should
by the Sessions Court. Another important ‘consideration is that all the
 witnesses for the prosecution had been privately trained and exercised in the evidence bhey gl
were to givejduring the irregular and illegal exparte criminl cavestigation held by M. Moore
 in the absence of Memoria iulist when the statements of every one of them had been taken down
o cath prior to sanclion having been given for any prosecution whatever. And when Memoria-
listi&ia at Tength succeed in procuring Counsel from Madras, the permission requashed‘by
" the Connsel to cross-cxamine the witnesses for the . prosecation, under Section 218 of the
Oriminal Procedure Code, was mosb illegally refused by the presiding Magistrate,Mr. Brandt,

ences of a skilful cross-exami nation, fﬂﬁ-hbugh‘,;ll‘.f the

~ who was apprehensive of the eonsequences ‘
. witnesses were present in Court and in direct violation of the following benevolent order of
(nob just now within Memori-

e

. | ; i 7 14 gty ol R e
1.~ The Governor in Council further desires that tho Board of Revenue and Courts
impress upon all Officers under their

ERETS ci SO

 control, the necessity of careful and close examination of all charges brought against their
Native Public Servants. If on the one hand those servauts are to be held strictly respon-
' giblé for the due exercige of the powers entrusted to them, and any abuse of those powers is
 to entail severe punishment, it is ab loast absolutely mecessary, both in justice to the in-
dividusl and to the public interests, that the servants of Government chould not be eonvicted -
-on light or insufficient grounds, should not be sacrificed fo rera elamonr nor caught by plots
concocted purposely to entrap thom. It is indispensable thab the investigation into the al-
~ leged offences should not be hastily nor imperfectly conducted, that every opportanity be s
 afforded to the acensed of proving thoir innocende, that the evidence both against them and
in their favour be closely sifted and carofully weighed, so thab their guilt if they are found
guilty, be not left as a mere matber of surnise, but the conviction be such as to follow neces-

sarily from a reagonable and dispassionate congideration of the entire case.”

o the prosecution, Memorialist pleaded hard that PITE .







’beeu traced to no precise date either at Mr. Moore’s preliminary enquiry. The vague expres-
sion of two years previonsly had been entered and the oceasion of Registration at Ullagathal’s
house had been pointed to by noue at Mr. Moore’s enquiry. It was however “afterwards felt
that. assigning of a particalar date would be necessary at least to ome of the charges ; so
Mr. Moore searched into the Talug records and finding that Memorialist had proceeded on
the 20th May 1872 to Ullagathal’s house on duty, aud that this must of necessity be admitted
by Memorialist, Me. Moore tutored witness Gopsla Aiyer to mention that date. That this
date was pitchforked into the charge will further appear from the incongruity of supposing
that Ullagathal, who was then in possession, of her husband’s ' lands and paying Revenue
herself, uttter Mr. Whiteside’s order, psid ’onba to Memorialist, for a favor which she did not
need to solicit then; as sho had obtained it by Mr. Whiteside’s independent order and as she
conld not a.ntxmpate aurémturban%e to her possession and consequently had no indncement
to pay a bribe. As the 0856’ agbpresent stands, made up by the prosecution and approved of
by the Magistrate and Sle‘gssm”~ Judve. Ullagathal shonld have had the prevision to know in
1872 when the bribe is alleged  hiave hoen paid, that the Board of Revemue would subse-
‘quently reverse M. Whiteside’s order,. Slmnmuga.m Pillai himself wonld be paying for a year
Revenue for thﬂ crops of Ullagathal's, he would.request attachment of the crops in 1873, the
crops of Uﬂagatfml wouldbe attached for the Revenue arrears of Shanmugam Pillai, Ullaga-
thal would then comphm fo Mr. Peunmgton, and this Mr. Pennington would order Me-
morialist to receive Revenue from Ulagathal and Ullagathal would be simple enotgh to
understand for an act of favour what Memorialist had been directed to do by the District offi-
cerin 1873,  *

~ Tn para 69 of the District Magistrate’s Calendar the arguments used in which ihe
Magistrate considers fo he most favourable to prosecntion and to he decisive against Memo-
rialist, the l!agiatmte Iays great stress on the fack of some vﬂ]nge Revenue Accounts having
been sufferred %omu&mue in Ullagathals name after the Board of Revenue ordered collection
- of Revenue from. Shanmugam Pillai. “Memorialist fhinks that the Magistrate has misplaced
 thestress. The order of the Board of Revenue had no forther meanine and could have
bean mtendb& to cmg‘gy hgékh'ﬁr than that Revenue should be collected from Shunmnenm
~ Pillai. Mr. Whiteside’s Wﬂwm Ko,_l dated 13th March:1872 plainly proves that Ulla-
 gathal was in pﬂsésshm and she wiy paying Government Rev:
of Revenue did not decide. the question of possession ot‘lan&sm o W after the Bonrd’s
Or&er, Ullagathnl rema:nﬁ in pcsscsmon ofvhaﬁ she bad’ béen hossegTing

the fnvonnﬁe argument af Mr, andb viz., t‘hsi some R &
Uﬂagathsl's name in them ‘eannat serve Qn' a hasis of Memart

hs!'.’s communieation with the Treasnry Dy. Co]]eammg#rdmﬁlﬁejpaymeut made by Shnn- ]

‘mngum Pillai is considered unusual but Momoncﬁs? equ Seo nothmg' uuns:ml in 1t as 'S}nm-
‘mugum Pillai had acted unusually in making pn.ymen&' fi
Trichinopoly instead of Memorialist's 'I‘aluq Treamg‘ a&"kq 1 in gef.tmg the payment
~ ~carried to its proper head in the accounts Memorialist ¥as nenpasita difo correspond with the
: "-f,’Dapnby Collector, besulgs a commumeahon of thig kind with a'&pnty Collector in charge of

i TMWy and his_qrders ¢an ‘Hiever hiave been imagined fo be of & any nse in Judicial proceed-
ing. A great deal of‘sdp!nsm“is nst by the Distriet Magistrate and the Sessions Judge in

~their Calendar and Judgement paran 6018 respechvely in. connection with the fact that Me- o

morialist received Revenne on the 25th J nly 1878, from Ullagathal and this act is mﬁa'pta

by themas a violation of the orders conveyed mﬁbé?p@ew&ngs‘* of the Board of Revenuo

Exhibit No. IT. dated 14th June 1872 which dsi'eéted that Sbunmugnm Pillai was respon-
sible to Glovernment for Revenne.  But it soems to. your Memorialist an important point fo

have deserved tho attention of both these Courts whether Revonue was roceived from Ulla-

; _gathatbyllamoﬁalist before Mr. Pennington’s order dated 8th July 1873 (Exhibit No. VIIF

.ﬂ _The order of the Board

d the” receiving of Revenue from Ullaguthal as the mtngnmg ‘Shunmogam Pillai
: saﬁnfy the Governmeut Revenue appm-ent‘ly to secure attachment of
1 fma wheﬁké?mmnom Fecetwdafkf Shpnmgm ‘Piﬂsi -

-

not, although My, Brandt thin
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ﬂwﬁuary mz.sa&.by tha pmecutbon

th&t were sta.ted by pmsecuman

i

and the S'es:mua Judge agam consxder it to have been Memorialist's duty to remonstrate
against Mr. Pennington’s order as this order was in their view antagonisiic to the order of
the Revenue Board quoted above. Not to say that remousirance if oue had been attempted
would in itself have been constructed into an act of msnbordination, Memonialist humbly
begs to state that Mr. Pennington's order was in striet conformity with the Revenue Rocovery
Act No, IT of 1864 (Madras) and that Mr. Penningbon reiterated (Vlde Exhibit X) his ori-
gmal order in reply to a communication from Mr. Moore reporting® that Memorialist had
received Revenue from Ullagathal and inguniring if Me. Penning-

ton’s order anthorizing this procedure on Momorislist’s part was
proper. Both the Courts have also omitted to attach any weight
to the fact that money received from- Ullagathal was eredited to Shunmugam Pillai’s acconnt.

Vide exhibit No. 8,

The u*al evidence for the prosecation in the second count of Case No. 52 is so Lonﬂlct'

ing and contradictory and the autecedents of the two witnesses

* Goyal Aiyer and Ramulingum. Fabo aloes speak to having conveye 3k shoiey fear Ullaga-
thal's honse and paying the brx‘b@ are so disreputable that their evidenee avould
not ‘lead to 'conviction even in ease of the meanest felon. Gopal Aiyer, who had been
Kurnum (Village Accountant) subordinate to Memorialist, had been fined séveral times by
Memorialist for concealment of cultivation, and had also been committed on a charge of For-
gery, to the Session’s Court by Memorialist where he was* sentenced to six years' rigorous
imprisonment and the fact $hat he was released on appeal to the High Court would clearly
ks otherwise, a]]ay his embittered feelings towards the Ma-
gistrate (Memorialist) who sent him up for teial, ahd got him dis-
* Vide pare 44 °§qm§}“““" missed from his situation of * Vitlage Accountant. This witness

g g e hud stated to Mr. Moore during the ingairy coudacted by him

that he had accompanied “ two years previously ” Parimanum Pillai and Tlaga Pillai, when

these took 2,000 Rupees to pay Memorialist ab Museri but he did not then say that bribe was

1d he 20th May 1872 or the day of Registration nor did he mention Ramelingum and
Ib)[:l“u():[;tlhu as having accompanied him. IHe gavoa different version before Mr. Brandt,

namely that he. himgelf carrigd the money on the 20th May 1872 the day of Registration,
a_ca.(mpamed not by Parimanum Pillai and U‘Iaga. Pillai, bilt by Ramalipgum “and Sella Mutha,
of whom the former wasa perjurer by profession and the latter was deceased for several

years. Ramalingum, the other witness, Wwas not only a notoricns perjurer but had also been
' ordered by Sessions Jndge to be prosecnted for giving false evi-

* Vide exhibit H. dence concocting 8 ease of Dacoity. ¥ Ramalingam  is admitted
* Vide pura. 45 of Magisirite's by the Magistrate himself to have ¢prevaricated’ * in the present
Judgment in sase No. 45, Case s deﬂﬂy this was a suborned witness. When the Boar&’

Eaﬁ&bion was applied for, Gopal Aiyar Wwas the only witness agaiust Memorm.hsl; Subne-
quently feeling that the testimony of a single mtness Wonld ‘not do, Mr. Moors sought ont a

noted perjnrcr-—liamnﬁngum—for a second

The Distriet Mag’nsembe who observes in Para 65 of his Galeu&ar & Firsk wms a
bald statement” from the witness and ~who had sfmte& in & latter to the Bosrd of
Revenue that the evidence given before him was that given before Mr. Moora * only

: ly to state in the above

amplified to'a wvery great degree” , fiads it necessary express

parigf::h that he could see* no appwmme of the orol evidence huving been got up to ﬁtm with
This is nearly proppm{; np what would oﬁxermse be

Wxth regmi 0 the dfet‘e
no finding. Memom!mt submits

N 'i‘i-‘f-‘,-*i-“-*"““ S A
nce wxi-nesses on whose ovﬁenea the Sessxons Ju ige reeords
that they instead of bemg selected by Memouahst were those,
thﬂess No. 5 to have been present on the oecasion of Re-
L tion and on that of yment Fof bribe. These were , unshaken in cross-exumination and.
b‘lemmhe& character and in tlus respect in_ marked contrast to the

, Wl%ﬁesm pub forwsrd, bythe prosecuhon Their evidence eata.-

‘ 'ar men ef

¥ Apag&l"@f ﬂﬂeﬁﬂ fn Plishes ‘the fact that prosecution wilnesses Gopola Axya.t and
Case No luf.m Dines

* Ramalingum No. 6 and 6 on whose evidence conviction is based, -

ey o . i had never beai in the emplof of Ullagathal but were in the

service of Shunmugam Pillai. It is farther proved that, of the sum of Rupees 2,000 men-
tioned to have been borrowed on the bond and referred to in para 63 of the Magistrate’s
Calandar, only Rupees 1, 300 was paid by lender on the 20th May 1872 and that this was
paid on the same day by mlagabhal the lendeo for the Government Revenue due from her,

. the Board’s order making Shunmugasm Pillai responsible for Covernment Revenue not

iumng been passad then, This oral testimony is corroborated by the entries of payment of
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Revenne in the Receipt Books of Village Accountants bearing that date, which the Magis- " 12l ' . i )!\ !
trate coolly declares to be fulse, holding that the mouey received as lone was for being paid ' bad levied in ihe Judgment oub of which this charge of bf’ibCI'.‘/' arose. If nof, Mem.or ialist
as bribe to Memorialist. Memorialist submitted that the entries spoken of were snpéorted { ; would respectfully snggest the question.—Where did the money come from to' pay this fine ?
by the Taluq and Huzarve (Collector's) Treasury Accounts, but the Magistrate declined to Arunachella Reddy and his co-defendants were admittedly so poor as to be driven to borrow,
send for tl?em and ascertain the trath. Your Excellency in Council ean command the pro- for this purpose, and yet no other but the one loan is spoken of. Neicl.ner the Cour‘t of the
duction of these accounts and satisfy yourself. On finding that the Magistrate had the . first instance nbr the Appellate Court considered that Aranachella Reddi a poor stranger at
boldness to declare Village Revenne acconnts false, Momorialist requested that Ullagathal _ Museri counld not have found fgcility to borrow for purposes other than the payment of the
the alleged giver of bribe mjght be cited and examined as » witness, but the Magistmte : - ( ¢ fine. The 2nd witness is a peon in the Head Assistant Collectf)r’s ~0fﬁc.e nnd'er }[r. Moo!:e.
‘most unjustly refused to.-do so. The Magistrate’s expressions*  ‘ ‘these entries ; He was an enemy of Memorialist's because Memorialist had decldeif a'gams(: ‘bxm in a case in

* Vidls para B3 of Calendar 5o, 2T0 . WOrse than worth nothing. Every Revenue officer { which he and another were in dispute about & house. Moreover, is it not improbable that
h koows how often false entries are made with ulterior ob- ) Memorialist should have taken a bribe in the presence of a peon belonging to the office of
Jects in these receipt books, there is not the slightest proof that they were made a Magistrate possessing appeliate authority over Momorialisi. The witness says that he ;

rialist convicted the defendants which was in March 1874% when the
Head Assistant Collector’s office was at Trichinopaly as admitied
Vide exhibit No. 4 Case 6. o pineelfund ot at Museri. No doubt witness said that he

at the time they purport” can have no other meaning but that the sum-acknow-
ledged in the epiry was embezzled and misappropristed and he could and must have
commenced criminal proceedings for embezzlement immediately. ButMemorialist is po- : ‘
sitive that the _ accounts are geouine and that the village accounts mlly' with was at Museri on leave then but he admitted that he had no written orders granting the leave.
the Treasuvy accounts of Balance of cash rendered to the Accountant General ; that the And the leave is entered neither in the office Register of Mr: Mcore kept un.der o?garg from
Local Governtuent should not have taken the pains to determine the fact of payment which | Government, nor in the official Distriot Gazette either of wi.nch mizst cout?'nn notice® of ail
they eounld have easily done isa grevious misfortune. With reference to the money alleged such leave granted to servants in Pubiic Service, Sihed iy

was present when Memo
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‘ : ; ity 3 h g * Vid [ District Gazette . . f granted
to have been found during the search of Memorialist’s house by Mr. Moore and the Magis- _ 2 ai.tachlc;:, cosie(;c 'l::;: gmnwd their oﬁium} statu;bmag ge a}:;d il i;::ggl,? ]:;::;: i u:)th::
trate’s remarks that © no explanation was given of this acenmmulation of money,’ Memorialist 4 even to Village menials is duly never so short. e Srd witness was defon
3 g 2 2 ) FbainG: viminal case in which Memorialist hed convicted and sentenced
begs to say that no explanation was demanded from him. When however the Police Inspec- . ! _ ‘ ;5 There was an appeal pending before the Head Assistant
tor who accompanied Mr. Moore for the search was suddenly examined on the 12th June [874 ‘ him to pay a fine of Rupees Z9. o Wi app 8 ‘ e
that is lone after prosecution was closed, he said, the box* - ‘ Magistrate from this decision cf Memor‘xahst. M?' el o i .aenbence S fagave

* Vide Tnspector's Deposition o009 40 g& Ph b iRt vl itk sy ik : evidence against Memorialist. He shid he was the person through whom the bribe of
Page 14, The box weuld be rather THI0€ gs, each bag containing 1,000 Bs., both of which be i ; T e dium of communication between Memorialist and
mors thai halt a yard broad admits to have merely guessed. Memorialist declared that it Rs, 100 was paid. If he had been the me 2% T '
ARons iaeTaentle Yorde ta depik ' 1st witness and also a friend of Memorialist, would Memorialist have eouvicted him? There-

one yard in length. contnined only 8,000 Rs. and could not possibly contain more ‘ 3 =29 { gk N dgr

than 12,000 Rs. and offered to produce the box to verify his as- : ‘ fore, is it probable that he was the friend of Memorialist ? The sxgnfﬁcant, fspb that tl'lg st
sertion and cite Narayaus Aiyangar who was present during the search to bear witness to and this witness who ave living in separate Vi-llag‘.es_mevt. together in th‘” Head 4}5515““5 A o
the sem it actually contained. Before however the box and the witness eould be produced H Magistrate’s office on the 1st May 1874 to give evidence oue and the same day remains tobe

the Msgistrate passed the sentence. ___explained by the prosecution. It is hence quie clear that &1l thls nsppened ;7 i o IR
, . s The evidence of the 4th witness who was convicted along with the Ist witness

by Memorialist consisted of what he had heard from 1sb \lvitn.es.s am? ghogld not tharettore be
recsived in evidence as being entirely hearsay. And‘ that this evidence, hearsay a:lt ;as.
should have been fortheoming only at Memorislist’s trial by Mr ‘andt several s:ee shi ter ;
" he had had the benefit of Mr. Moores order quashing Memo?mhsts Judgment aw@ _m to
- have been suborn'ed-. The 5th witness was the man who.len_f. ‘ tile Rup?eshilsﬂﬂ t.o ;lst wztngs:
' without obtaining any bond or without noting the tranmhqn- aown in his private acooun
that all the witaesses were dependant in

ora _ Your Lordship will observe i : nd
for a memorandam ou Moore’s good graces. Memorialist submits tha_t this case
of it is of the most  unreliable

~ome way or other upon Mr. ! ) £
ik e oral testimony in support il o e
: trathfulness in it. The evidence

i is one manifestly got up and thﬁ i e ok
it B th vidnncéiﬁ‘ie carries s ong ma 4 5 saay e )
ol efore Mr, Moore and Mr Brandt is contradictory. The convict-
‘ « Had this case steod alone and had
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Memorialist next proceeds to remark on case No: 46.

8. A complaint of Dacoity that never took place was made by one Sadasiva Reddi
against Aranachells Reddi and seven others to Me. Moore, who referred it for disposal to
Memorialist directing him to fake it up asas caseof hurt’* Memorialist held an en-

V - quiry and the charge being fully established against the defen-
’ &;d:g:i'p"“ 26 of Magistrate  Janis comvieted them of hurt and fined them in various sums
et aggregating to Rupees 175. Memorialist is accused of baving ve-
"ecived in view to acquit them a bribe of Rupees 100 from the defendants so convieted by
* him. In the first place, it is absurd to say that a bribe was paid to the Memoria-

list by a party whom he convicted especially -when- the Meniorialist * Lad every facility AT i gl
of these witnesses as g

. to acquit them, if he chose, for ‘he could easily have believed the alibi set mup by the 8 > S Lo 98 «f his Calend 2 ‘
prisoners. In the second place the three witnesses px‘m forward in the case were :I,l cojx,wicb-' 5 g w"g‘m‘“ sl 'pézcj:i;:ﬁ;g:;:?e;?h{;l& hae thought it dyficult to Eelieve bt
ed criminals. The evidence regarding the payment of the alleged bribe was that of first 8 \ J 4 : ﬁem &m:am’;:f uZes decided  only tw; days ago ete.” Thus Mr. Brandt 5
witnesses as follows. The first witness for prosecation was Arunachella Reddi who bad i ¥ ; ‘ ){gdwufhicon:v.w 3 ‘ n &e cat n tha evidence afforded therein independently, but
, been convicted by Memorialist. He complained to Mr. Moore of*having given Memorialist ,#\¥ ,mﬁﬁ'ﬁm,?mt;:ﬁs:ﬂo 52 Ik e ; i ‘ g o i
- a bribe of Rupees 100 and if thia complaint had been founded on fact he ought to have com- ' lf_;..I} i er iy g ALl ¢ idat m&‘,}ﬁﬁ@gﬂﬁ@ AL
© plained when he appealed from Memorialist's Jadgment. He had also had opportunities of S ! 9. ‘While believing that b has made oat  very strong case “g.”?: R Masiiins
making the complaint to Mr. Pennington while he was at Museri hence it is a point of cou- S8\ | e :éonyiot.'iqg,;_npon the simple merits of cach indivi&ﬂﬂ chm.’ge bronghﬂf; a ;g:;yé@ m}gmah* s
siderable importance for Memorialist to urge thas the first, complaint of bribe in this case : :\1 E e . listrests his ?’*”m‘ relnnm ﬁpmm;“g%mhm aupambt o
was made to Mr. Moore after Memorialist’s Judgment under appeal was reversed to gratify R} m SR m hereto appended “il‘;a wﬁmhhe g‘;‘m ; fqekh Members of the
the complainant. Mr. Moore at the time made some very strong remarks to the cffeet that R sl e - officers m“mﬁb%mﬁmﬁ!mvma% years long.
this Judgment savoured of dishonesty, aud - after ks had dons sa the charge of bribery was Mgl - Bl SRR ;,;, mfﬁny ‘belioving that the Court
at oncs made on the same day and witnesses were waiting. And the District Magistrate, in- % - Memorialist filed copies of the above tesWmOmE. & Yorno oub by them and because Mr.
.. " trying your Memorialist, endorsed Mr. Moore’s views.* But the o would not fail to appreciate Memorialists ?"’,’,ﬂ’%'hi, «was don in the conrse of Memoria- -
5 Jidopa 30of Cllenderlt and - Soqgions Judge, on apppeal prononneed in explicit torms®  that CHy ~ Brands had had no experience of him Wh‘w”c‘;‘;sed  With a view to destroy the weight due
SRR TURR IR ke eaw “nosigns of dishonesty hore.” Besides, Avunachella Reddy TER ) list's defence and when prosecation had been ¢io , a bad opinion of Memorialist and the

i =~ ;::& mwh mﬁ: mmmlmﬁ;namg that prosecation had been then closed. All

~ tated, the money alleged to havo been paid as bribe was borrowed by him from the 5th
ot accorded ‘for him to be rigarously  cross-examined by

tless have appeared that the Rapees 100 stated -
i the fine of Rupees 175 Mewmorialist

o2 AT : o e Camorialist’s Counsel to the Court.
Ry et : following address of Memorialist’s _
# by ﬁ%:ﬁ’“‘ Eo&eﬁhl ‘this ““umelﬁfgainnteere& to be a witaess (Mr. Brandb.—Mr. Moore was

“# oalld by the Conrt.”) Then your Honor knew Mr, Moore’s opinion and callod ki, I was
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..n}ft here thef1 ; but the evidenco given by Mr. Moore was TeCoX
tha prosecution and he thers makes & statement of the bad opinion

ded as guen on- the path; of
ha ihad',i);f:t}gg_ Tahsijdar. |

« 1 aele Your Hoborto contre e e d
our Hénorto contrast this with the good opinions regarding: the latter expressed by

i hiﬂ £0 L'TiUI‘S if the AT s >
P y the tcwmo::‘uﬂs hle.d. Mr, Moore was not i 8 position at all to give il
. 4 ¢
an opinion (here Counsel read from Me. Mogre's Deposition. * it

* Videpages 10 & }:1 of evidencs
= pvidence ¢ ] have formed the opinion 8s veg ‘ds his characi 3
opinion a§ regards s character that he is
to in performing tis . duties

in Case No. 52,

b T grossly corrupt and would not hesita

either as Tabsildar je = ¢ v LRE

2 sildnr or Muistrate to act contrary to what was his dufy if sufficient pecuniaty

inducement offered.”) It is as str

- ! . t is ng strong a character as 1 have ever scén or heard, and perhaps

6. Moore will, if called upon hereaft : : : ; :

= P pon DEreatier, be able to give us his reasons for having made eneh
batements: e e e - i ;

auT hsiidsr {1 & Gty G oty A the tame he formed ¢ ns opiniol, know more of the

‘ansuaar Lo ¥ 1 : X Sl 3

B Ha“ youn or 1 do. He formed his opinion ab the close of—70 or ab thie begrng il g
e 2 a8 not then ¥ . v . 3 ! ‘ ! &

2 p ;'Las not then i charge of Muser, and yst he gives such an opinion of an n_ﬂiciittl (i} ; 3
R AMoLie Gon ; i o e ‘ Lok

= Z ;h'r kzdzq whom he could know nothing about exeept from Leigsry. Now Your Honory . . as ;
¢ do you think this ws A 3 : L : e (o

= HOE SR as a fair proceeding on the part of Mr. Moore ? Bat let mo dray. Your

5116)5 miion 1 . ; : . :
r's attention to the character given by the Head Assistant in charye of the Museri Talug

& vk ; o p 4
at the time—to the opinion of the Tahsildar's tmmediate superior, Mr. Markin.  Mr. Martin &
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EXpress - : : d i L ‘
! : ¢s his opinion of the Tahsildar after an experience of three years and eight months,
! ¢ gs follows,"— : 3
g (1 ‘@ ' 5
En 2 Ithave had Sctu Row under me as Tahsildar for the past 3 years and 8 months, 4
; ail el . ¥ : S 3
; , ave fonnd reason in that time to agree with the opinions expressed regarding §‘A
T : : b
holds certificabes- ] am particularin %

him by the num eroiis gentlemen from whom he

expt?ssing this opinion regarding him! because, after the late arrangemen
appointments, {1870-71) numerous ronorts wers set on foot of his having received large
surs of money for these appointments. From the enguiries which 1 made into the
cter of the. under band wey in which

t of village

e

—

= b e el

:;:’“1 specific compluints, aud from fhe chiara
i i _;:pwt‘s b C“j"““‘*‘ed: 1 have come to the conclugion that the roports were mali- i
g “é:?mg’s:d% ﬂl}d cu"cnlate-d by the Taksildar's enewmies, I have mysell always found 3
e ““"%ﬁé&y&rbt energetic and active in condueting the work of the more than ordin- o)
e i ‘nluq winelihe  has Lo minage, ind; as faras I ¢ ‘adee, hisseharacher o s
is free from blame. sl 2 YRR IT e Wi o S ey
. 1
=1

“1 wonld ack Y ' - ‘
- asle Yoor Hono 0 st : ! 3 Ela e
v whether, considering Mr. Martin's experience, his opimion

of theTahsildar d ¢ «
i o068 not over balance Mr, Moore's and whether Me. Maore's opinion i$ entitled

1'90&11 waicht “ e : ; ;
*be ior:f vt,,;sg,x:t:h% ma‘?‘s;f :"d‘mw in favour of the Tahsildar's character. 1bmust
; rongly in mind that ¢ : S guica = i

« against calumsios it chavacter is the only Qefence. that can b%set forward

fection in the pr ;ee?h “,”"f‘d :a"”a”‘f‘ %o seek an outlat of escape through sny flaw or jmpers

£ e T S eiee ok fham Yeue B

) veed from every stain and impatation, the spotless’ Qhﬁilmf:“” sand the | |

ifar Rl bent Sl

ol

2::&;115:&&@ !;f_‘(v’f b‘“‘h of which ho has been most wrongfully bereft.” :
St ape e g e Hiné ho humbly conoelvss bhe SAeS £
i 'Grimimigp : dxm are legally viliated, according to Sections 142 and 466 of
i e Afo.ce are, thr‘ough those procecdings having been de f@i@mménced
e Bg&‘, : -f ssistont Mogistrate Mr. Moore; on the 1st May 1874, while the sanc:
rd of Revenue to his prosecation was only aceorded in their proceedingi

3 dated Gih 1 m il
'E mo;a;h:‘l ‘)tl}rxl \{aj 1\‘3'4 4, No, 1168. Mr. Moore commenced an ex-parte criminal trial of M- gl
| st on the 1st May, searched his house, under a criminal gearch warrant nddres ed b

. linal Sear et S Sl

: t;‘; ’Ins!;fctf"' o P"h‘“’: and, even commenced to break open the locks on:the ORI
ora.the keys werfa compulsprily deuvema up to him, on the 2nd May, w ‘f-t gt seyeral sub-

: eqxfgfxt déys all pnat to the 19th May, the Head Assistant Lfégistmﬁe ﬁgﬁkﬁ@ deposi};i_on
f witnesses for the prosecution “ on ¢ath " ; and consequently the Pfoce%a{ﬂg’ against Me-
‘morialist can not be held to have b commenoed; 85 according

Bve, subsequent to"

i Sees B SIGLY o the view of 38 Sessions Judge, * they
NodeetdMkie k0 dhe sanction of the Board of Revenue being received by the
Sl  District Magisheate:
in ouncil will have resd in Roports printed clesn aud neatly 50f
i Justice ia Tiflie 68 L Troea®) & ondnoted is sound and safisfuc:
t thess: suich statomenta of tho reports and
X cinl

2o dadgment is unable !
77 owmits to record a finding on the ovidence of Defence Witnesses. b requettes. |
- by awritten application t0 send for Exhibit A from the Collegwr’a office ’fmd to consi &gjr‘_;xf‘lh s

" did not rebut the theory. of the | sontion in the se C% miy Shake WA (PR '

jarisdiction particularly &
convict and sentence this person on & criminal
probability bat also to geb his sentence
affirmed by the Appellate Court, which is at {he same place and of which the presiding Judge
iy a member of the same, Convenanted gervice and i8 in terms of familiar friendship with the
Magistrate, living next door. The general tondency among the Covc:.nanted members in thess
days is to sapporb one another and pot to betray one of themselves, bowever 111 and injuri- »
ously this one may have behaved in 2 partienlar case. While Memorialist’s Appeal mheua i Ceiew
&t the Sessions Oourt, Me. Moore deliberately ahsented himself from his Head-Quarters with- el
took care to be present at the Comt on the peeasion of hearing, took his seab
ing Judoe, and was sastructing the Pablie »lfrosqcugm',r w:]g’ile : 2
_he had not been suthorized {o do so by the District Magistrate. The Sessions Judge, who vy
appeared to take a View altoge 1o to Memorialist roserved Jadgment for many days R
for reasons not known; and Memorialist and his Counsgl Mr. P. O Sullivan qnd pﬁop}e of el
the town generally were disappointed considerably in the kind of Judgment deliverad event-
tuslly. The fact of the Qessions Judge’s Judgment having Altered froni favourable in the
beginning to unfavonrable in the cnd is borae out by the discursive WAUOED in whictrh the |
* first Count is discussed and annulled snd the brief and summary Wa¥ in which the convietion
an the second Count is tonched npon in ,Pmsmf’hs 17 to 23 of his Judgment in €ase No. 52.
Further the Judgment of the Ap: a te Coutt sebms to have been written with & view to
console and discloses more mssqul ‘than trath as wilL-appeaLx~'from—Whab follows- Ggp«la gt
t ] contradictory statetaents before Mr. Moore and Mr.

n Magistrate malicionsly digposed to one under his

fo arraign,
carrying an air of

an. Buropea
native is not only himself able
charge wholly fictitiouns and yeb

out permission,
on the Bench beside the presid

Aiyer, 5th witness in (@m‘m 2 made tory ot b
. Brandt, as stated clsewhere in this Memorial and Ramalipguu the 6th witness 18 admitted by
aud yet the Sessions Judge in para 22 of his

' the District Magistrate to pave ¢ prevs.ricated,’ ‘ _ '
of false sweBring: ‘The Sessons Judge adroitly
The Judge Was requested |

to discover fraces

- shew a marked leaning 80 (agatha SFREE
et " is among, the :i"e'céraé of his office il to e
-' nined his reasons for the omiseion: Fpmon it

. nas Nob eXPIALEE O
e et thio Coutt asf it Sy
s Sussfons Judge hessuppressed e,

B Rovouk fox et SR,

of tho parties to 'hhe'diépl!w:-ﬂbd@“ha I?‘“‘P"WE‘““>’ s
- regeived bribe from Ullgahal the one party and for having
oam Pillai the other pacty, for which latter caseno

-alist is confident thb this peryersion of

mipgm'a_.‘ﬁﬁaaﬁm:&
b8t convicte &him‘both for having rect
‘ bribe from Shunmuga

tompfadtorecawa shges 4 g
on had | applied for or receivet: govisliah BROSEL . S S
o atable to the cvil personil . RSEETS T L i emone
O a skttt Geperals OF 1 h‘h’“u"d‘w Bepaona
o eusbaio M. Moords FOpUIRticR:

tibly lead Memorialist tosus-
\t.'h@' Governor and his ¥
mstances so unfortunate, Mem:

jast thi perfect farce of & etiminal risl, conducted in defi-
a Proced ure, in defiance of all the rulings of the Local Go-
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, what sadden and suminary manner
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