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His Excellency
The Governor in Council,
Fort St. George,
MADRAS.

The huwmble Petition qfﬂ. ARAVAMUTHU
late Deputy Tahsildar and Sub-I
of Tittagudi, South Arcot.

-

strate

» -~ a
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an order of Government, R. D.;dated 24th June last, p} tioner has
puty Tahsildar and Sub-Magist: te to that

MosT

That by
been reduced from his original post of De

v g P - v e g .
of nedluk Head Accountant on a charee of having compelled his Office | asalchi ; J
& ) chi to _— ,

:
resign his appointment under a threat of remanding him to jail as he was found in
possession of a cap under suspicious circumstances.
9. (Government appears to have held that the petitioner, out of dislike,
compelled the Masalchi to resign and thus used his powers and position for private
ends. In arriving at this conclusion, the Government had for their consideration
only the report of the Collector to the Honorable the Board of Revenue, the
recommendation of the Collector, the approval by the Board of such recommendation,
and a statement of the petitioner (necessarily imperfect, as he then had mot an
opportunity of reading the Collector’s report) making known the real facts of the
case. Petitioner now feels that if all the facts had been brought by petitioner td the
Kind consideration of Your Excellency in Council, and if he had given his explanations
to the statements and arguments of the Collector in his said 1'ep01:t as he is now able

to do, justice would have been done to him and his innocence established beyond all
doubt.

3 Petitioner therefore begs to submit, for the kind consideration of Your
Excellency in Council, the following facts and observations.
Q (s i . :
4 On the 4th July 1894, when petitioner was Sub-Magistrate of Tittagudi,
was brought under arrest before him by the Station-house

one Namasivaya Pillai
a regular charge sheet and witnesses to prove the sam

Officer of Mangalég-with
The matter was taken up for inquiry by the petitioner, when th
requested the release of the prisoner on bail on the ground that the Station-house
Officer’s proceedings were incomplete. Petitioner thought it was a strange request
olice Inspector at that stage, and after some correspondence

to emanate from the &
with him refused to comply with it and remanded the prisoner for further inquiry.

ening, as poti‘rim‘\m' was returning from the office. he was accosted by

On the same ev

e Inspector of Police




¥

L‘v& -,
g

B

5 3

the Inspector, who lived next door to the petitioner’s office, as to why he would mot
a.?cede to his (the Police'Inspector’s) request, and petitioner, out of politeness, answered
him, when the Inspector stated he had a ruling in support of his request. Petitioner
had in consequence to stay at his pial for some time; while he was there, the Masalchi,
whom the petitioner is alleged to have compelled to resign, passed along the street with
something tied in his cloth and which he tried to conceal. When questioned as to
what it was, after a good deal of evasion showed up a good flannel cap, which he said
Seetharamiah, the Magisterial Clerk in petitioner’s office, gave him, and he then went
away. Then the remand in the matter of Namasivaya Pillai was talked about, a.n§
the Inspector, after expressing his dissatisfaction at the grant of the remand, aske
petitioner if he had made any remarks against him in the proceedings granting it.
Petitioner merely replied that he had noted the correspondence. At that time peti-

 tioner recollecting that the copy of the proceedings granting the remand had not been
signed for being sent up to the Divisional Magistrate as required, sent for the
Magisterial Clerk to bring it up for signature, who accordingly brought it up. It
was read in the presence of the Iﬁs;pector and signed, and the Police Inspector was
very much annoyed at the remarks made therein as to his attitude towards the prisoner.
Seetharamiah was then casually questioned whether he gave the cap to the Masalchi,
and he denied it saying he owned no cap at all. Then the Masalchi was called back,
and he, retracting his former story, said that he had picked it up; but as no
information could then be had as to its ownership, it was detained and petitioner
went home promising to send a memorandum about it to the Police Inspector.

Th‘e next da_.y (i.e. on the 5th July 1894) petitioner went to office as usual and
the .masa.lch1 also attended to his business in the ordinary course; but having had no
business of a serious nature to do, and feeling rather unwell, petitioner returned home
early ab 2 v..; before leaving the office, however, petitioner sent up a memorandum to
the Police I.nspector to find out, if possible, the owner of the cap and also as to how
the masalchi came to be in possession thereof, and petitioner also censured the masalchi

while in the office as to his general conduct and also with reference to the cap. On

this the masalchi became greatly vexed and irritated and in his usual way (whenever
he was ceflsured or found fault with) grew highly impertinent and said he did not
care for his appointment, that he was being severely dealt with, having been already
reported for dismissal, and that he would resign and look to his cultivation. Your
Excellency in Council will find, 'from the previous papers against him, that this
masalehi had never been caring at all for his appointment (which had also been
brought to notice in the previous reports), had several times been fined and finally
had been recommended by petitioner for dismissal or two years’ suspension and transtér
in the alternative on account of his indifference and disobedience to orders added to
a generally impertinent behaviour. This last recommendation petitioner begs to
point out, at the time the masalchi tendered his resignation, was pending with the
Divisional Officer for orders, and so he could have absolutely no motive to extort a
resignation from the masalchi under the circumstances at that time, as in the ordinary
course of business he would be dismissed or otherwise suitably death with, without any
intervention on the part of the petitioner. After desgakehing the memorandum as above
"said, he returned home at about 2 p.v., and about nightfall the masalchi came to
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petitioner to his house and presented his resignation and behaved in a very defiant
manner which clearly indicated confidence and impertinence. Petitioner was satisfied
from the way in which the masalchi then behaved that he was being set up by some
persons outside and that he did not care for, or appear to care for, his post. This
conduct, with the previous experience of the petitioner with the man, decided your
petitioner in sending up the resignation with a free and honest expression of his
opinion as to the general conduct of the masalchi and recommending its acceptance,
and as petitioner had already recommended his punishment for specific neglect of
uty, a reference to it was also made therein.

5. The above, your petitioner humbly begs to submit, is what actually
lace, and it will be quite evident therefrom and from the records that your
- had earned the enmity of the Police Inspector and the ill-will of the
n these facts petitioner is mow charged with having compelled the
.on under a threat of remanding him to jail with reference to the

masalchi.
masalchi to T
possession of the cap above mentioned.

6. The story against petitioner, as far as he is able to gather from the
papers (and it is really difficult to find a consistent story from the inconsistent,
exaggerated and discrepant accounts of the witnesses) is that petitioner detained the
masalchi at the office during the day and in the evening threatened to put him into
jail unless he resigned his post, and the latter incident is supposed to have taken

place at the pial of the Police Inspector’s house.

7. To prove the utter falsity of the above story, petitioner humbly begs to
submit the following matters, any one of which would ordinarily be held in a criminal
].)roc.eeding to be fatal to the prosecution, and the petitioner craves only for such
justice as would be meted out to a person accused of an offence, and especially in the

pr.esc?nt ca.s_e where the consequences to the petitioner are even worse than even in a
criminal trial :—

(b) The utter absence of necessity on the part of petitioner to take ?i:/

steps he is alleged to have taken in order to get rid of the masal
and the futility of the measure itself. )

‘

(¢) The proved enmity developed into a thirst for revenge on the part of

o
¥ i the witnesses who speak against the petitioner, especially of the
/ Police Inspector, the Masalchi and Ibrahim Sheriff. :
.,/ B Y \
/ \\(d) The proved falsity of the major portion of the evidence of the

witnesses who speak directly against petitioner. Petitioner would
humbly beg to remind Your Excellency in Council that even the

Collector has been obliged to admit that the evidence of the
witnesses weems grossly exaggerated and a large portion of it
was false.

I it (-
(a) The absolute want of adequate motive or sufficient inducement onf’,:‘ Arle '[","f'

the part of the petitioner to do the act he is alleged to have doned 3% T4
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(¢) The fact that the evidence of these interested witnesses was hot
tested by a cross examination so essentially n'ecessary to c;n vey
a correct idea of any matter under investigation espéciall '1‘16}
no documentary evidence could be produceg. : i

(f) The pl:oved falsehood of the very serious charge voluntarily Brought
ag‘amst. the petitioner by the Police Inspector, who again was
chiefly instrumental in bringing this charge also. |

(7) The gross inconsistencies and discrepancies in the evidence itself anm

the utter want of corroborati s
on of one principal wi 3
another. ‘ N :VIEness by
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supposed to have acted and the extreme probability on the other

by the Inspector and others for thei ini
eir, own sinister purposes.
o)

Aty

(1) The ut.ter despicableness of the character of the witnesses who depose ~
against the petitioner, - : . ;f{,j- v,

et

o 8. There is nothing in the papers to show any motive on the part of the
pet3tfonerv to do the very silly act which he is alleged to have done. Even if ti:
petitioner had wanted to get rid of the masalchi, his wishes were very n "
fulﬁhfnent, as the Head Assistant Collector, as he himself admits, was on the vointealf
dramng.p{-oceedings in the matter, and petitioner as a man of ordinary sensfaJ wo ;)1
not. precipitate matters and so direct any undue attention by proceeding in the tl L'
he is allfzged to have done; and besides no personal enmity or dislikeg;:oward “t?
masalchi is deposed to by any of the witnesses or by the masalchi him lfs i
whatever the petitioner did was solely with reference to his official d t'se : a%d
immedi‘ate personal offence is said to have been given to the petitioxl lez .
masalchi gbout; the time which would have induced petitioner to hay e
this sort of silly procedure. ARGl

9. Asabove said, there was no necessity for the petitioner to have taken
so much trouble in getting a resignation . from the masalehi with the certain
consequence of a complaint by him and an ‘inquiry into the matter when, by pressing

- a charge of criminal misappropriation against the masalchi with reference to the

cap, as on the admitted facts hq/@g_tgjmy,ms\g}lﬂg& the petitioner could have taken
o safer and surer way of gettingirid of him. Further, the resignation was absolutel}
useless, being retractable and could only do a great deal of harm (as it has now
actually happened) if it had been taken under compulsion, and petitioner could
certainly have anticipated a complaint it he had deliberately done such a grossly
unjust act as threatening the masalchi to resign in a public place as alleged by the
witnesses and could not have hoped to remain secure and without further troubles.

10. The Police Inspector, from the way in which he has deposed against

the petitioner and by the manner in which e has voluntarily brought two
- charges against the petitioner before the Collector, which have been deemed not to
o] Lo

hand of the resignation being the outcome of strong persuasion
Y 4

Y
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have been substantiated) has exhibited an intense enmity towards the petitioner.
That rightly or wrongly he thought himself badly treated and wanted to revenge
himself is apparent from the whole of his conduct with reference to this charge as

well as from his personally, unasked for, bringing forward false and trumpery charges

before the Collector to ruin the petitioner completely. Petitioner is greatly surprised
that the Collector could ever believe that petitioner and the Police Inspector were on
cordial terms at any time when, from the statement of the facts above set forth, it
would be evident that the Police Inspector was barbouring vengeance against the
titioner on account of the remand proceedings in the case of Namasivaya Pillai and
several other previous incidents, and a perusal of his evidence would clear]y show that
ery outset, been anxiously trying to represent the

the Police Inspector had, from the v
petitioner in the worst possible light and that he was at the bottom of this charge.

He was found also to be too ready only a few days previously to falsely accuse
petitioner of forgery when one of his own constables had made certain alterations in
As for the masalchi, his motive is apparent, and petitioner does not think
it necessary to waste any more time in proving his malice and motives, The other
witnesses—the peons—are found by the Collector himself to have been carried away by
friendly feeling to a brother peon and to have spoken falsely against petitioner, even
accusing him of a forcible confinement within a room ; and no surer indication could
there be as to enmity against petitioneror interest in some one else who is an enemy
to petitioner. Petitioner had been strict in the discharge of his duties and had often
to censure the remissness and carelessness of his office clerks in the discharge of their
duties, and this has led to a not pleasant feeling between the petitioner and his
subordinates. Further, petitioner was new to the station while the subordinates have
long been in that office and frionds with each other and also friends with the Police

, BT

a summons.

Inspector.

11. Your petitioner would enly beg to draw the attention of Your Excel-
lency in Council to the fact that the witnesses who profess directly to speak of
petitioner’s connection in the matter, viz., the peons, attempted to make out that
petitioner put the masalchi in confinement within the store-room under lock and key,
but this grossly ridiculous story being impossible under the surrounding physical
oircumstances was disbelieved by the Collector who found it to be false, and petitioner
humbly begs to submit that, if a witness is proved to have deliberately spoken untruth
in material particulars, the rest of his evidence also should be viewed with the greatest
suspicion, and according to this test the whole of the evidence against petitioner is
t:c}ioroughly unreliable as being the statements of proved liars.

12. The petitioner also states, for the consideration of Your Excellency in

touncil, that the witnesses who spoke against him were not cross examined or subjected

to any of the usual tests to which they would have been subjected to in a judicial
They could therefore freely indulge their feelings of revenge and speak
anything they chose, not having been bound by oath or affirmation. Petitioner here
begs to correct a misapprehension of the Collector when he says that petitioner
declined to cross examine the witqeg/sgsl‘b,efgm_i;hﬁ..uliaad_Assishant _Collector... The

})m%é—%*éiate that he was never asked to cross examine, and as a matter of

proceeding.
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fast he was not even present when two of the chief witnesses (the Inspector included

were exan.nined. From the records of the inquiry made by the Head As Tlte i
C?Ef’ff’.gof.%E_.?fi@‘?ﬁﬁ@?}b_ﬁaﬁ.ﬂlﬂﬂead Assistant Collector did not ask ei',itij:3 9'1;0
cross examine any of the witnesses, but only asked petitioner if he Wanrt),ed to o k

any remarks on the statements, and petitioner, intending to make a detailed expl W::a :
tv;;llslen ask;dtflor ]iEI[l tl(lie 1;51131 course, did not think it necessary to make anyprzllfarlz

en, and the Hea ssistant Collector has also recorded accordingly A

(Sub-Ma,glsbra,te) if he wishes to make an s - g
Si'ng, Ibrahim Sheriff, Vencataramanacyixaf‘xim::gs %?t:?:;:::’?m(eziz (;f Y}I’th(;nath&
Wls-h to make any remarks now.” But petitioner never dreamt that t:he char i
sex:xqusly urged against him would be sustained on such flimsy and evide tlge fml)W
ev?dence and that an opportunity would mot be given him t); cross exa.I:n'y 3;1?8
witnesses, and when at the time of the Collector’s visit just before etitiorllze ;
Placed under s?spension he applied for permission to cross examine }:;h 'tr i
in respect to this charge, it unfortunately was not granted. There w. ; -m xfesses
such made by tl.xe Collector with reference to this charge a.m'i no cross e:t:l? mt('lmry m
mad:e' of the witnesses who had spoken about it as the records will lmai a3
Petitioner feels confident that, if such an opportunity had only bee ¥ 99;11' e
Collector, the utter falsity of the evidence in support of this gr{)ssl Ii!macc(g. :1(1 iy
would have been made manifest, as was the case with the othez anlzlm 5 GChﬂ\'nrge
f:har-ge b?ought against the petitioner at the instance of the Police Imore e
inquired into on the spot by the Collector. The Collector would ::.Pector e
confident, unmistakeably have understood the motives of the witnesse’ Pe; i g
himself exonerated petitioner fully and from all blame. ke Wi

13. That the discrepancies in the evid . y
admitted by the Collector. But he appears to thinke:;::t, alZZvlianrgginagld gl?'(;lng 18
the witnesses aside, there may be a modicum of truth which might be 11e l(jiwt: i
that there was some sort of compulsion put upon the masalchi to get hisere i p;o e
Petitioner could only point out some very gross discrepancies and inconsisfgn 8
the statements of the witnesses which could not but stamp the evidence as :11 e:,b;n
false. The three most important witnesses against petitioner are the Police Ifspsctog
Ibrahim Sheriff, and the masalchi himself. The facts held to be proved against,
petitioner are that he restrained the masalchi in the office during the day and that he
threatened him with a remand into jail should he refuse to fﬁWﬁ%é first
portion, even the Police Inspector is obliged to admit that he had never heard of any
bad treatment of the masalchi by the petitioner not of any locking up in the room,
and also that, when he went and saw the masalchi in the evening at the office, he di

not complain to him of any confinement or restraint though he freely complained to

him of severity. This conclusively proves that the alleged restraint in the office could
e been communicated to the Police

not be true, as otherwise it would surely hav
Inspector. The masalchi himself does not state in any of his three statements that he
was put under any ordinary restraint in the office under the supervision of the Jail

Warder. One clerk says that the J ail Warder was watching though the watch did not
prevent him from going out whenever he chose and even of taking himself away
5 altogether, while the other clerk cannot even say that the masalchi was being

-
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watched, so that there is no evidehce at all to show that the masalechi was under
any restraint. On the other hand, now that the statement of the masalchi, that he
was locked up in the store-room and confined, is found to be false, the eviden,ce of the
Pol'ice Inspector clearly indicates that there was no restraint at all. The admitted
omission of the peons to intimate during the day the fact of the restraint of the
masalchi to the clerks in the same room is a piece of conduct quite inconsistent with
sympathy for a brother peon, and the entire absence of all complaint of such a thing b
the masalchi himself to the eclerks who were working there, unmistakeably indic;te§
tbg absence of any such restraint. There was besides an utter want of necessity for
patitioner to order such a restraint, as the masalchi would for the mere asking have
remained in the ordinary course of business, the more so when he was sufferin: under
a guilty conscience in regard to the cap affair. K

. 14.. 'As.r, regards the other portion, that petitioner threatened to remand the
masalchi to jail if he would not resign, the only two witnesses who give evidence
¥ Al & . =
connecting petitioner in the matter are again the Police Inspector and Ibrahim

Sheriff. Other persons do not speak anything about: petitioner’s connection in the

matter. No doubt the masalchi’s evidence must also be important. How little of a
threat there was, and how utterly false the whole story is, will be obvious on a

comparison of the Police Inspector’s statement with that of Ibrahim Sheriff, and

these two persons alone profess to have a personal knowledge of the affair. The

Police Inspector says that petitioner himself called for the masalchi and questioned |

him and threatened to remand him into jail, while Ibrahim Sheriff says that he was
asked to go and ask the masalchi at the office if he would resign or else he would
b(? remanded to jail. Again the answer which the masalchi ?s supposed to have
given is totally differentin the statements of these two persons. The Police Inspector
says that the masalchi replied “that he would consult his father,” while IbI:-ahim
Sheriff says that the answer was “ that he would not resign as he };adcommit,t,ed no
fault.” The two statements are not only different but directly contradictory, and in
the nature of things could not possibly have been the answers of the same :Z;m Of
these two persons available, the Police Inspector speaks of a difect communicati.on of
the threat by petitioner, while the other speaks of an indirect communication, each
negativing the other. This, the petitioner humbly begs to submit, clearly shews that

“the wholg of this ingident is a pure fiction, and apparently it is only this piece of )
evidencwgainst petitioner seems to have been believed as establish-

ing both a direct and indirect communication of a threat of a remand.

a Worse still the evidence of the Police Inspector and Ibrahim Sheriff is
conclusively proved to be untrue by the total absence of any reference to this alleged
incident in the evidence of the masalchi himself. If this had at all been true,
this incident is the most serious alleged against petitioner, the
but have stated it, and his reticence is possible only because what

» and Ibrahim Sheriff profess to speak about is a gross falsehood

considering that
masalchi could not
the Police Inspecto
and did not at all take place.

Again it 18 deposed by the Police Inspector that a remand form was sent
for, filled up at the Inspector’s house, but while the Inspector wishes to make out

a” e {C"# '.
ara w«/}/h._g{ ' :
2 X
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that at his instance the remand form was not sealed and completed and - petitioner
proceeded homeward to reconsider the matter, directing Ibrahim to bring seal and
pad to petitioner’s house, Ibrahim Sheriff says that at the Inspector’s pial the remand
form was signed and sealed, and the seal, too, returned to him to be taken back to
the office. On this simple point, which, however, is the most important in the whole
case against petitioner and which apparently has been believed by the Collector, the
two most important witnesses, and the only two, hopelessly contradict each other, and
seeing that one of them is a Police Inspector and the other an experienced attendant
of a Magistrate’s Court, the only inference which could be made is that they are only
indenting on their imagination and are both speaking a falsehoed. Though vaguel(-'
agreeing 'in the one point that there was a threat in all other important pa.rticulan:s
connected with the same, viz., how, when and where, and by whom, the threat was

conveyed, there are hopeless contradictions as would be expected from persons giving
false evidence. '

‘ Petitioner at this place begs to bring to the consideration of Your Excellency
mn Council the fact that the Police Inspector had been noted as a bad man not only
by the Collector but also by his own official superiors, and that Ibrahim Sheriff is a
suspect on the confidential watch of the Police and so under the thumb of the
Inspector, and on the discrepant, contradictory and, petitioner begs to submit, false
statement of these two untrustworthy men, petitioner has been condemned and reduced
from the post of Deputy Tahsildar and Sub-Magistrate with very good prospeets of
promotion and creditable service under Government to that of a Taluk Head Accountant
with one half of his original salary, with his charaeter broken and his good name
tarnished, and himself rendered an object: of suspicion to all his superior officers.

15. As to the place where the resignation of the masalchi is said to have
been written, there is the same sort of contradiction, and petitioner humbly submits
that, throughout the whole case, not one witness corroborates the other in material
pa‘rtic’ulars, which is a sure and certain test of falsehood.

4

\‘,_--M'*'f"' 16. The extreme improbability of the story, as given by the witnesses

" against the petitioner, is again remarkabl ile his previous report against the
) masalchi was pending for orders before the Head Assistant Collector (and petitioner
had absolutely no reason to expect unfavorable orders)-Mhﬂq the said masalchi

= |l could easily have been got rid of by a criminal prosecution for misappropriation in
respect of the cap, with no adequate motive or necessity for doing so, petitioneris
supposed, or at least alleged, to have restrained the masalchi first in a store-room, then
.in the Office hall, even without a definite knowledge on the part of the clerks seated
~“" in the same room, and in the evening inthe public street, in the presence of the Police
Inspector, who was an undoubted enemy, to have threatened to send the masalchi to

juil unless he tendered a resignation, which resignation could easily be withdrawn
under such circumstances, that a charge of a serious nature could be brought against
petitioner with the necessary proof ready to hand. Petitioner has only to state this

- to show how utterly improbable this whole thing is. ~After the petitioner had sent a
memorandum about the matter to the Police Inspector, he could not, while the memo-
randum was in force, do anything in the matter, and he would not in common prudence

: ’

9

have proceeded to remand the masalchi or even threaten him to do so, more especially
in the presence of Police Inspector. For the purpose of threatening him, the memo-
randum would have been quite as good as a remand. Petitioner begs to point out
that the remand is not said to have been handed over to any of the peons to threaten
the masalchi with, nor is it said any of them was asked by petitioner to convey the
threat of the remand to him. The Police Inspector and the clerks of the office and

the peons have admittedly discussed the matter among themselves in the office with ..

the masalchi before them and while petitioner was absent in his house. The remand
farm not having been entrusted to anybody, it has to be considered how a fear that it
would be executed could have sprung in the masalchi’s mind after the above discussion,
and how the peons, who are no other than his friends in office, could have threatened him
in the manner alleged, and whether they would not have acted with fellow-feeling, of
which they were ready to exhibit plenty in speaking of a wrongful confinement. The
resignation has only been given after consultation and deliberation and is the result of
deliberation and not of a threat as alleged. The immediate intimation to the Police

Inspector by Ibrahim Sheriff of the tender of the resignation will strongly corroborate

this fact. Petitioner was sure of it and so sent it on. The previous day’s remand
affair has now been used by the Inspector and others for a story against petitioner.

17. Petitioner does not feel justified (in this his review petition) in
traversing all the arguments used by the Collector, but he has answered the main points
against him. He does not think it necessary to traverse the statement in the report
of the Collector that the Police Inspector was then in friendly terms with petitioner.
The omission to give positive evidence about the wrongful confinement, cited by the
Collector as proof of such friendly relations, is deliberate as it would otherwise have
at the very outset exposed the falsity of the story and would have led to the
immediate dismissal of the charge as being out of the limits of possibility. There is
ill-feeling proved between the witnesses and the petitioner, as has already been set
forth in the previous answers, and how unfounded their statements are, will be seen
from a perusal of the papers. His not having sent up with the resignation the
usual declaration thatithe masalchi understood its consequences, his having sent it up
through the Tahsildar, are all noted against petitioner, but he begs to submit that
they do not amount to anything and are capable of an obvious answer. If he had
power to extort a resighation, he could as easily have got also the other declaration.
'Fl;e usual way in which he could despatch the resignation or any report is through
the Tahsildar, and if on any previous occasion it was not so dome, it must be 4
mistake of the despatching clerk.

18. Petitioner begs to submit that the result of this enquiry would have
been totally different from what it is now, but unfortunately for him his case had

been prejudiced by some remarks as to his character previously made. Petitioner did:

not consciously do anything to earn a bad name, but probably his plainness of
character and openness of manners had earned it for him. He therefore humbly submits
that his case ought not to be judged with any bias, as the remarks which had been
made against his previous character were based on mere hearsay statements made
necessarily by interested persons. In proof of the fact that his case has suffered by

e —
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Petitioner had ordered the reduction of the Jail Warder’s pay—a very small L=i
it twel.ve 95 Ut SR ABRTARY o2 by’ e eSS I;m Lk a petitioner humbly submits they are entitled to protection from the Gov
F—‘een made in the pay bill. But at the time the bill was put up foor Signgturz; ho lavve F'rom such a position as Deputy Tahsildar and Sub-Magistrate which dut (’“ ertr'l:mnt.
ina hurry to meet the Head Assistant Collector, having been sent for by him : ;v e was satisfactorily discharging, he was suspended on tfe spob ,pendin fur)thpe‘ ; 13““3"
the office was to be .then inspected, he signed the bills in a hurry without ex;mlf L without definite information as to what charges were held to be Stmi"' ag i (:’:! 19:1‘S
the(rin. B‘l;t fhap}:mng L R S e deductiortn::i so that he could adduce evidence in his defence, and ever since then upoto {:;lcnf ecelil ";
made, and after finding fault with the clerk, se . HEN of the Gov e ler ' im, Vi | i
‘ . ing i 8 e MW : 16 Government Order reducing him, viz., for a space of over 9
For this very ’?lnaﬂ incident it has been inferred by the Collector that the e(ilil:'tm?'. was left without even the subsiste;ce al,lowance whiﬁh used to be f:;iigstand Ol()ilq’
: sent th: fiost bill without the deduction to induce the Jail Warder to give efiders:: :‘-1' servants suspended pending enquiry into their conduct Petitionger ‘iS a pSOIP?HalC
okl con i 5 | : . . : . on i
z \f\"‘r conﬁec;og “flt;h tho present charge, but when e B i A i i | solely dependent on his pay for his maintenance and looking only for promotion in
oy \ o lé:; Lk vzltt  Fhas iy %ful confinement) bl el e il S5 obbas Phadbubtion ; the service to better his prospects. He was giving satisfaction to his superiors and
W really petitioner wanted to hold out an inducement to the Jai ' . Swesi boplag oo, @ ; | |
} ! L o i 1oping to do use ul service to the Government in the n h i
is absurdly small, and o4 , g 5 SRR > ible duti I ' o
and further petitioner would have only it G A s e responsible duties and looking forward to higher work as the reward of his diligent
earnest. and untiring work. From this he is now throw: %,
b A ), down, doomed to dis-

\

iy should' be over, o.r to avert suspicion have made out the bill with the deduction paying

¢ Y the difference hm%self. Eve_an the Collector and the Head Assistant Collector {11013 ) i g ol e sqne ety ebparioniog S0

that the e'xpla,natlon of petitioner seems probable, and yet this point also must be o

takfm against him. This clearly proves that his case had to some extent b :

prejudged and that it came to be viewed with a certain amount of prejudice whfjl?
3

un:.c:;tunat;ly ::l)r the petitioner, is quite natural under the circumstances. But
petitioner humbly submits that, in accordance with the humane inci Briti
principles of British to be victimised, kindly reinstate him in his former appointment and petitioner beg

justice, petitioner ought not to be held ilty before hearing him 2t hi

statements also must be tested fairly and ?:lldgid of fairly. E%;en t;h:1 gflll);c?::f izhat ::]“ to submit that this blamo s been forea upon bim WHCh 10 ¥ o W

to find from the evidence what was the actual threat conveyed, or how e tiif e snmmRgs hpd gr IO 5 Sl ,p' : ?wu‘( e, ml

i v e j P | caiohe ek i safon ‘ ear voice pronounced h.lm innocent, nay if he
?y opinion 1 somewhat general terms that there must have R s ]qume* of Government with unqualified success.

been some sort of threat of a remand to compel the masalchi to resign. While finding .

e $K ) :
g : 20. Pet}tloner, in conclusion, most earnestly prays Your Excellency in
?l:]mﬂ to reconsider the facts of the case and judge him fairly and in consideration
0 1 2

lo circumstance that he has unconsciously become the victim of intrigue and

cla hi b : L .
mour to which, Government hold in principle, executive public servants ought not

o

21, Potitt 3 oy
b unprecedentl (;(])ner begs, in addition, to submit that his case has been dealt with
edly severe manner. The punishment inflicted on him is quite ouf

ihat almost all the important and serious allegations of the witnesses are false ke

hol i : A BN 3

Io ;ls tt‘;};a,.t there muitlb 7so basis of truth for this and l‘xolds against petitioner. v of. proportion to the offence held to be proved. 2k :

In act his report w1 ‘u # show that no manner of a discpssion of the evidence with suspension for six months, then r dP gy i I?etltloner e .l)gen mishen

in support of the case has been attempted, but that his opinion has alone the previous salary (hot even S’uﬁ-’l : : tucled to an appointment carrying 070 half of
e il cient to keep his famityssaea starvation allowance)

and lastly declare :

Further,yowisl;nt(;)dtmée;;nfl t e thf’ post of a Deputy Tahsildar and Sub-Magistrate.
appointment ;:)r e y 1 passing Or(?ers in his case he has been left without an
donseqtience of af fe. months :.md odd in addition, which involves an unforeseen e
Wit orfeiture of lu.s past services extending to about ten years in the} Cod
sl e :}(lmslgquence which was not evidently contemplated either by the =«
i, 413 f‘ e _oa,rd' or by the Gove.rnment itself. Petitioner humbly begs to

e ol -h e 5 of so many improbabilities he should be considered to

wve committed this act of slight indiseretion which could evidently not profit him in

any manner, this sort of punishment is too severe on him, entirely dishea rtening, and

19. Petitioner is a very young mamn, & graduate, and entered Government bt IAlE : L
i i 1 SRR ot by i et g Sl At alicuiporiths - ast out during his early career the prospect of a promising and hardworking
young graduate of acknowledged abilities, is mot in accordance Wwith the humane

lower ranks of service 0 the post of Deputy Tahsildar and Sub-Magistrate and was e “» T ,
His judgments Suring the three pn.mnples. of f,he British administration. All that petitioner to his conscience was
o = PR guilty of isa little of haste in transmitting the resignation carried away by the defiant

been prominently sot forth and a few points in the defence touched and finally
the petitioner has been deemed guilty of having used some indefinite compulsior;.

0 Petitioner begs to submit that, when once it is found that witnesses are proved false

' in respect to material particulars, their__y_vpole evidence must be discredited, and
preponderance of probabilities justiﬁesil?,'?if(f the petitioner
indefinite conclusion should not be formed

portions in bne

especially s0 when the

should have been honorably cleared and an

against him after an elimination of the most important and material

evidence.

satisfactorily doing his duty as Sub-Magistrate.
vears he worked as Sub-Magistrate have never had to be found fault with by any , T ; i3 : et
¢ judgment 0 £ his and’ 1m11)ertment beiha\v iour o’f' the masalchi, and for this slight haste he has suffered
more than amply in reputation, prospects and pay, and has had enough of locus

superior tribunals and scarcely has any

% Except two. X
A been reversed by the appellate authorities. h G SR
e has nndergone 1s1n itself too heavy for him.

times s :
It some penitentive and the punishment
| g

Lo
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Petitioner therefore prays that even if Your Excellency should, after considering the
above facts, conclude that the case against petitioner should be held to have been
proved as to merib punishment, Your Excellency will, in your humane spirit in
consideration of the heavy suspension of ten months already undergone by petitioner
for this slight indiscretion, the extreme mental anxiety consequent on it, and the sense
of degradation following it, and the amount of locus penitentive had by the petitioner,
in consideration of his youth, of his short service in the department of his qualifications
for superior appointments of Tahsildar and upwards, and of the disappointment it
should otherwise cause him, order that he should not be shut out from promotion @
responsible posts of Sub-Magistrate and Tahsildar at least in the future.

For which act of grace petitioner will, as in duty bound,

EVER PRAY.

g
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