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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
14tk November 18617.

Read again Government Proceedings, dated 22nd July 1867,

No. 240. Read also the following letter from the Sub-Secretary to the Board of
Revenue, to the Secretary to Government, Revenue Department, Fort St.
George, dated Madras, 5th October 1867, No, 6,350 :— ‘

1. Iam directed to acknowledge receipt of the Order of Government, dated
the 12th July 1867, calling on the Board to give a distinct expression of opinion
as to each of the five revenue cases reported on by the Collector of Salem in his
letter of the 18th December 1866, and as to the notice that should be taken of
Teagarajah Pillai’s conduct in connection with them, if the Board consider them

proved.

2. The Government have no doubt observed, from paragraphs 1 and 3 of
the Board’s Proceedings disposing of the Collector’s report, that they consider it
proved generally that Teagarajah Pillai did obtain land in his talook whilst
Tahsildar of Ahtoor, and that he has thereby broken existing rules. I am now
to state the conclusions at which they have arrived with regard to each particular
case.

3. It is desirable to point out that the subject of the complaint in each case
was not the fact of the Tahsildar’s possessing land, but the allegation that he had
obtained it by oppressive and improper means. The evidence as to the oppression
was not essential to the revenue inquiry, and the Board have not been called upon

to deal with this part of the charge. This will explain why it has not been found .

necessary to notice most of the arguments urged by Teagarajah Pillai in the
Appeal Petitions presented by him to Government.
4. In the first case it is clearly proved that the land in dispute was parted

with by its owner because the Tahsildar wished it; that it was sold in the first
place to a stranger from another district named Mira Rowten on the 11th

* February 1864; that Mira Rowten took no interest in the land whatever; and

that he sold it to an individual named Mootoosami Pillai on the 28th March,r or
about six weeks after it had come into his hands.

5. Mira Rowten asserts that he acted as Mootoosami’s agent.

6. Mootoosami is the name both of the son and the father-in-law of the
Tahsildar. The Collector believes that the son was the person designated in the
Deed of Sale; the Tahsildar declares that it was his father-in-law ; but this point

is one of very little importance. .

7. Tt is clear that both the sales took place in the presence and at the instance
of the Tahsildar, and that no one named Mootoosami was present when Mira
Rowten executed the second Deed of Sale. Itis clear, too, that many months
after the sales took place the Tahsildar had an expensive well dugin the land,
and it is in evidence that he did not pay the full value of the work, and that what
he did pay, was paid through the village officers. It is shewn, further, that

although the J ummahbundy for the year was closed on the 18th January, and the”

gecond sale did not take place till the 28th March, the land was transferred to the

pame of Mootoosami Pillai in the accounts of the Fusly, contrary to the usage of *

the district, and that this irregular entry was made in accordance with instructions
from the Tahsildar. ' ‘ ‘
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: 8. The tenant, Ari Naick, an old and focble man, “who appeared afraid to

4 speak out,” before the Collector, states that he pays rent to tho Tahsildar’s
" father-in-law; but admits that he first ‘undertook to cultivato the land, coutrary
‘ to his own wish, at the desire of the Tahsildar bimsclf. Ari Naick’s son declares

' that the rent 1s paid to the Tahsildar,

9. Tcagarajah Pillai says that the land was bought for his father-in-law; and

" this is confirmed, as might be expected, by his father-in-law’s evidence; but the
: Poard cannot reconcile the conduct of the Tahsildar with reference to the sale,
' the transfer in the accounts, and the improvement and occupancy of the land
: ofterwards with any other hypothesis than that the land belongs to him, and that
" be has been desirous of conccaling the fact.
' 10. Tn the sccond case it is clear from the evidence of Vencat Soobien,
: Moonsiff of Ahtoor, a witness called by Teagarajah Pillai in his defence, that the .

Tahsildar directed Veneat Soobien to apply for a piece of land, and some time

afterwards made him give it up to Vurda Pillai, a relation of the T ahsildar’s, and

that the Tahsildar afterwards obtained it from Vurda Pillai and in;prox'cd it at
~ some cost. It is now a valuable piece of land.

11. Teagarajah Pillai declares that he has obtained & lease of the land from
Vurda Pillai as a vegotable garden, and draws attention to the fact that hohas
.noticed the lease in an account of the lands held by him which was presented to the

" Collector for Fusly 1274.

. 12. The Board consider it unnecessary to pronounce on the doubtful part o
" the case, which relates to the question whether the men who brought the complaint
¢ relating to this land before the Collector were in possession of the land when Vencat
* Soobicn applied for it, or not. \

. 13. The note with reference to the lease was not appended to tho Tahsildar’s
_ returns till aftera complaint regarding his occupation of the land had been made
" before Mr. Thomas at Jummahbundy, nor until, as the Board believe, the land had
~ been in the Tahsildar’s hands for nearly two years.

14, The Board consider it proved that the land belongs to the Tabsildar.

' 15. 'Thethird case is somewhat similarto the first. Two picces of landin
* Sharvoy Poodoor were transferred by the owner, in accordance with tho desire of
* the Tahsildar, to a man named Chokalinga Pillai, an uncle of the Tahsildar’s, who
lives at Salem, and was not present when the transfer was cffceted. The docu-
he presence of the Tahsildar. Vencat Soobien, the village

. ment was signed in t
_ Moonsiff of Ahtoor, and Vencatachela Pillai, the Curnum of Narasingapuram, caused

g wellto be dug on the
cultivates the land states that he was directed to do so by the Tulsildar.

16. From the manne ‘ rw
. ijn the land subsequently shewn by Teagarajah Pillai, the Board believe that the

“1and belongs to him, and not to Chokalinga Dillai,
17. The fourth case is not so strong. The evidenco of tho witnesses is
* sufficient, as far as it goes, to bring the posscssion of the ]arzd home to the Tahsildar,
but there aro noneé of the incidental circumstances which tend to support the
charge in all tho other cases, Discrepancics aro to be found, as Teagarajah Pillai

land under orders from the Tahsildar. The tenant who

¢ in which the transfer was induccd, and the interest
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
14th November 1867. ’

points out., in. the evidence, and, although they are not such as absolutely to
warrant disbelief, the Board hesitate to pronounce Teagarajah Pillai guilty
g .

18. .In the fifth case it is in evidence that, by request of the Tahsildar, Kist-
nappa Naik gave up land in favor of a Curnum named Ramien, and that Ramien

_ cultivated it, also by request of the Tahsildar, sent him the produce annually,

gave brick and chunam for the construction of a sluice, and transferred it to
tho name of the Vurda Pillai who has been mentioned in the third case

19. The Tahsildar made no defence before the Colléctor, but he has addressed
Government with the view of shewing that Ramien was a personal enemy of his

90. The Board considered it proved that this Jand also belongs now to
Teagarajah Pillai. S

91, The Board consider it proved therefore not only that Teagarajah Pillai
whilst Tahsildar of Ahtoor, broke the rules regarding the acquisiti:n of lands b.y:
‘public scrvants, but that he did it in so surreptitious a manmer, and told so many
falschoods to conceal it, that he has increased beyond measure the blame that must
attach to his original error.

, 22 Teagarajah Pillai insists upon deducing the conclusion that the Collector
himself had no confidence in these revenue cases from the fact that he left them to
inquire into Magisterial charges ; but it must be remembered that the origin even of
the revenue cases lay in complaints of extortion and oppression, and that the Col-
loctor having reason to believeas he had from personal observation, as well as from
universal report, that erimes might have been committed was bound, in the first
place, to try the criminal charges laid before him as a Muagistrate ; and as it turned
out, he had not time to enquire into a tenth part of the accusations which were made
directly the people were freed from the dread that Teagarajah Pillai could injure

them.

93. The Board have stated in their Proceedings‘of the 8th March 1867, -
No. 1,428, that if the Tahsildar had been proved, whilst still in office, to have acquire&
lands in the manner in which he has since been shewn to have done, they would
not in all probability have dismissed him after so many years of service. The
would, however, most certainly, haye required him to apply for pension, and the§
would not have permitted him to continue in the responsible post of Tahsildar,

94, Hence the Board’s reply to the inquiry as to what notice they consider
chould be taken of the conduct of Teagarajah Pillai in obtaining lands contrary
that they are of opinion that he should not be allowed again to

to the rules, is,
ors of a Tahsildar, and that he should be directed to apply for

cxercise the pow

pension. i .
95, The Board are very sensible of the importance of giving public servants

but they are of opinion,‘ looking to the facts which have becen
Teagarajah ccased to act as Tahsildar, and to the opinions

' expressed regarding his general character
by Messrs. Arbuthnott and Pochin* offi-
every Officer of the district whom they have had opportunity of
d be unjust to the people, as well as injurious to
o his Tahsildarship. The powers of Tahsildars

sccurity of tenure,
prought to light since

& Vide letter of the 23rd August 1867,

cially, and by :
consulting verbally, that it woul

the State, to allow him fo re-assum
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have been so greatly increased of late ‘years, and their position and prospeets have
simultaneously improved so far that they should, now more than ever, be men
of tricd integrity, and unsullied character. ’

~

No. 241, Oxprcr ToEREON, l4th November 1867, No. 2,690.

The Government concur in opinion

Miscellancou-.

' stances of the case, Teagaraja Pillai
cannot be allowed to resume the post of Tahsﬂda.r but must be required to take his
pension.

(True Extra;:t.)
(Signed) W, IIUDLESTON,

Secretary to Government.
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To the Doard of Revenzs, ¥
s» the Petition Department.
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Exd. 8. T Augustin,

with the Board that, under the cricum-.

o ek ARSI PP A o Yy ST . g b4 cadeg gy I B e ) e £ A S ———

. r A, -3

e

L ) 2.

RV s WL ey

A

\}( \ : P e k_

Letter from C. N. POCHIN, Esq., Collector of Salem,itvo the Secretary to the Board of Revenue,
dated 23rd August 1867, No. 226.

1. I have to acknowledge the receipt of your Official Memorandum, No. 859, dated 15th

August 1867, in which I am asked to give my opinion of the character of Teagarajah Pillai, late
| * Tahsildar of Ahtoor talook.

When in charge of this District in 1865, I carried on the Jummahbundy of the Ahtoor
talook, I then issued orders on several matters connected with the lands in different villages,
Navacoorchi, Patootoorai, Aragaloor, &c., in which the subtle Government officials (Curnums) had
been discovered guilty of embezzlement and concealed cultivation. The reports I received from
the Tahsildwr {Teagarajah Pillai) were of the most unsatisfactory description; omitting the very
pith of ali that was wanted. I issued repeated orders bringing to his notice the incompleteness of
the work he hal done, and requiring full inquiry and report, and at the same time, in the two

K

-

P e D P

3 /} ;; former villazes above referred to, ordered the suspension os the Curnum Ramien as he had been

{ S , € rr ying oa concealed cultivation to the loss of Government tg° the a.moﬁnt of Rupees 1,500. Instead
4 g ? !:1 of at:en 1) 11 to this latter order he allowed the Curnum ,to pew;,form the duties of the office; and as I
E y A 5 "Ba.ve foaad qnoeI came to the District this year, gave "the ﬁ'the run of the talook office; the
i' } by / esuit of which has been that the Paymaish accounts ’whu,‘h 6nsm (uted the principal ev1dence
; 4 4 arra,lnst ﬂ(’ nan, have been abstracted. I find that tlusi,eame;()umum was a great friend of Teava.-

fs rajah Pf'é:, and as he had proved useful to him in th9 acqulrmg’of‘land indirectly for himself,

y‘ﬁ '2 4 (Tea«amvﬁlelm Yhe together with his subordinates id ,}he s’hape of Serishtadar, Revenue Inspec-

4 ir dr assistad in every possible means in hindering thd dulprit bging brought to justice, and thus

t/ ': set at naught gnd defiance the orders issued from the Iquoorf On‘the close of the Jummahbundy in

f. 1865 | wa.w‘never more dissatisfied with the state of a ta’lmkﬁhan I was with Ahtoor. Teagarajah
+ + Pillai ha L.been in charge as Tahsildar for three or foué years, and the neglect in some instances,
¢ £ and I mig j‘»f y infer his connivance in others, was, in my dpmlon the cause. I remember on hi8
first secmg.ﬁ{:ﬂ aking inquiries of him as to his former career, and found that he had previ-
< ously b"/ astah in Ahtoor, but had got his promotlon to d, Tahsildarship in either Denken- )
< . cottah or Saukandruf' and that he had returned to Ahtoor as Tahsildar at his own request " On
»7"{he clos: of the Jummally ~dy it occv'red to  me, from the unsatisfactory Btate of thmgs tha.t,\hls
appilcation to return to T \ Moo 7 was
- --~ ~ acquisition of land discovered during the past year, and the other disclosures which were brought
’( ~to light during Mr. Arbuthnott’s inquiry no doubt were the reasons which determined his
(Teagarajah Pillai) sceking permission to be allowed to change to the talook of Ahtoor. The com-
" _plaints in Salem and Trichengode, which are both larger talooks thag Ahtoor, of the want of justice
done to them by the Sub-Magistrates and Tahsildars were very few, in fact not one- elghth in
comparison with those preferred to me at the Jummahbuundy in Ahtoor, and at the past settlement
geveral of the petitioners, whose grievances were then and there inquired’ into, showed the véryunfit, if
- mot unjust, orders that had been passed during the reign of the Tahsildar whose character I am thus
sorry to be obliged to consider and report on. If I remember right Teagarajah Pillai’s service was
- gome thirty odd years, and I put down at first the bad internal state of his talook to tha fast that
he was getting past his work, and was thinking of retirement should the tide of events go against
him. My return to the District has now satisfied me that he was totally unfit for the post he
- held; and that his conduct was such as quite warranted the opinion expressed by Mr. Arbuthnott,
.who had been in the District for some six or seven years, and therefore knew his subordinates, In
compliance with the Memorandum under reply, I have the honour to forward the depositions of
witnesses in the five revenue cases referred to. Tho Board Petition No. 2,320 of 1866, which is
- herewith sent, shows that forty complaints were made to the Board against Teagarajah Pillai, of
.which, Mr. Arbuthnott only inquired into six. The lite Saperinten dent _of Police had fifteen
complaints made before him against the same officer, in four of which he laid charge sheets before
the Ma'rxstrate Mr. Arbuthnott's letter to the Board dated 18th December 1866, No. 251, shows
that he dil not file or cntertain one-tenth of the complaints preferred, as he would otherwise have
been enzased in nothing else but their inquiry for some six months.

\-.
*

.-\

4
4
4

= —
- = 0 :g-\\ \Jﬂﬁ’\ ey AN s

- 2.
t

Excrosure No. 1.

Assreact.—List of papers forwarded to the Board with Collector’s letter, dated 23rd August
1867, No. 226. .
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Excrosore No, 2.—Petition.

Exd. J. Wright,
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