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Sovernor in Council of the Presidency,
Fort St Seorge.

The humble Memorial of T.C. R. Malaya Pillai,
late Ranger, 3rd Grade, Tinnevelly
District,
ost A{cspcrtmlln Shefoeth,

That your memorialist begs lbave to appeal against the order of the Board
of Revenue inits Proceedings, Forest No. 316 Misc., dated 6-4-97, (Ex. AA.), confirm-
ing on appeal the order of the Conservator, Southern Circle, vide his Proceedings

~ dated 31st October *96 (Ex. A.), removing your memorialist from his post of Rano'er,

3rd Grade; and in so doing begs to submit respectfully as follows :—

1. Your memorialist was a Ranger, 3rd Grade, drawing Rs. 80 plus a Conveyance
Allowance of Rs. 29 in the Tinnevelly District. He is anF. A., and passed out of the
Dehra Dun Forest School, obtaining a D. D. R. certificate in the year 1888. He has had
12 years’ pensionable servicé in the Forest Department, and won from successive
D.F.Os.—(Messrs. Stanbrough, Brasier, Marshall, C. D. P. Thornton, and even Jrom
Mr. Bryant himself),—and Conservators—(Col. Campbell-Walker and Mr. Cherry)—a
name for honesty and exceptionally good work, as will be seen from the remarksin his
Service Recrlster, the half-yearly Reports on his conduct and the Inspection Reports of
his Range. * Your memorialist earnestly craves the mercy of Government to send for
these records and bave a perusal of them. Your memorialist was transferred from the
Wynaad to,the Tinnevelly District and posted to Srivilliputtur Range in 1893, with
a view to set matters right there ; and how well he had fulfilled the trust imposed on
him would be apparent from a perusal of the two Inspection Memoranda of the
D. F. O. (Mr. Thornton) in January 1894 and of those of the present D. F. 0.
(Mr. Bryant) in February and June 1895 and in February 1896. As an instance of
your memerialist’s exertions, he may cite that the Grazing Revenue of the Range,
which was only about Rs. 390 (three hundred) when your memorialist joined it, rcse to
Rs. 4,900 (four thousand) within a space of two years and-a-half. To achieve this
object, your memorialist had to kqep a strict watch over the conduct of his subor-
dinates and to report a number of them who were habitually conniving at illicit
grazing and some of whom were either dismissed or suspended and the others .
fined.  Your memorialist had thus been, in trying to do his duty, forced to
become unpopular with his subordinates who began to send in anonyous-

_petitions e 'Wamst him, all of which, however, after due enquiry both by the Tahsildar

and the D. F. O., were proved to be false and malicious.
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2. Meanw;hile, in _November 1895, a Foréstei', named Wilson, who is now
reported by the D. F. O. to be a hopelessly corrupt man, was transferred to do duty
under your memorialist. At first the Forester worked well and applied himself
heart and soul to his duties. " Your memorialist had therefore ne reason to grumble
against him and told the D. F. O. that he appeared to be turning over a new leaf.
This was in December 1895. But as time passed on, this hopeful c\,'ie\\'
gowardsf the end of March, the Forester got himself entangled in some Criminal

ases of a private nat: ] . av . .
N recsm'q > ™ we, and, in o.lder to defray the cost of defending himself,
bad urse to levying blackmail from Contractors and Ryots. Information
regardu.lg this reached your memorialist towards the beginnine of Appi] ‘06, It was
also evident that the Forester was for some time past afraid of 1: Ll d
quarters, Pudupatt : : : Past afraid of living at his head-
i Lo s : upatty, owing to his having entangled Limself in these Criminal Cases,
an ough your memorialist repes ed hi ) .y
G : y is lel.)edted]y ordered him to proceed to Pudupatty, he
oulc not go there and was offerine one excuse uf T
theref . S Xcuse alter another. Your memorialist
‘therelore severely reprimanded the Forester and wrote ) mi-Offel ' 1.0
on the 6th April 1896 from ' whither v . . c.la]ly to the D.E.U-
nthier your memorialist had gone for the

Easter Holi l‘richinopo]y,

as ol
er Holidays, and applied for the F orester’s immediate transfer from the Range.
your memorialigt again wrote to the D. F. O. and con-

* On return to head-quarters,
firmed hi i . .
it j'?)ur ;zeﬁ.s:il;llil:t le:tefx' by despatching an official one on the 0t), April 1896. In
cl,iarged and élso si:ertgfrtxh ftu]iilsever?l mal-practices witl, which the Forester was
. : . "Lher cmr«res which wer o ot
i:fnztre-rl-d;lrlng your memorialist’s absenceD at Trichinopol(;’ l:l:l(:luasltl ttm‘l‘g‘tllmxstt 22(5‘
1 ire i G :

e alist would enquue' 1nto these charges and submit a furtl l ?l‘his
: cont;el;' repm;]t tw'?sd submitted to tle D. F. 0. op the Htller;ep.(;rt' d its
nis are detailed in para. ¢ of the C ", 1 4april an

Ex. A). ! ‘ onservator’s Proceedines, dated 31-10-96
e(md the) SuSAS a.resul?lthe Foreste}' Was suspended by the D, P OD (;n ;11 e~dl"tl A yril
e P peilsm.n order communicated to hip on the 20th idem . I tllc ‘ea t'ImL

er = - Inthe antiune,
1aving got scent of your memorialist’s reports againgg ],i:; ?lﬁ;l;ittcd
o ’

a petition tO the D. F O on the ].1 p i o
. . . . th A y 3 M 1 1
| h , v : th llli lt . l lll 1696, Lllal‘glna )'Olll‘ memor ialibt “.lth

}]iaVing nf?fved, fro-m the latter | _ 8 f‘a; It‘Ot(lme Kuppu Raja and with
b nown ?S The (xraz:ng Case” was, o 1'at purpose. This case
y the Ifo,.est.e,..to resenge Limself I quiry to be false and concocted
g/ozér :zlzenugmlwt), and rebounded ¢ c‘l’.f/“ 535 also on the Itanger
ot the Censervator’s Proceedin Selt—ride second clauso of para
};lottedd mischief in otler directio : OZ;GStOP thereupon undauntedly
demanding the suspension of + "Wy writing to the D. F. O.
tations wec;'e of no lavail he :‘011 Finding llO\\'c\'e: that his re u'cscﬁj
D. . 0., who e s t bp esented on the mornige of the 28th Apil 1 fI tl
-+ Vs Who was then at Srivilliputgy, (y ° =t April before the
; e . Your memorialist’s Jyer .
o;f. J.‘;m)pomgy )Igapp;opmatmn (which was split by' the DS lll‘td(()l-f!l]al ters), a charge
charges) and produced certaj '+ Y. into the fiest three
charge also was vague and j ld i £ of papers ag evidence. = Seqi "] T t this
S, the F s1¢ and indefinite and thag t)e D. F. 0. Lo ceing that this
upon it, the Forester’s spirit of Vengeance rose to its eyl esitated to take action
sented the same noon a charge of Qpiy; Tmating point and e pre-

o ) riminal Miga Topriati g,
on the list) in which the Forester botl, desperateﬁﬁ allld 3::&5':\’1“1011'18 t]hc ol dmrg]‘;
v sly mmplicated himse

5 S vV S 3 a l) U181} )i (0} l(] ,d 3 k! CI'

was changed.

however, found on ¢
ot only on Kuppu

n the Foregter him
g8 (Ex. A). The
08 and kept const
I memorialist.

sary also shared the same fate, 4 himse

3. TFrom the above summ
days between the date of the F

‘presenting the other charges. If these latter w

ary, 1t will be seen 4,

at tllC‘]‘ r e
Ol‘ester I)I'OSQ . [EHA\)

his o as an interval of 17
D.e : 'st charge ang the date of his
lue, “'hy “’el'e th(\y not prcsented
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the same date as the first, especially as the transactions relating to the charge of
o ‘, le-ar misappropriation (of which your memorialist has now been acquitted by the
tomporaty. rred in August 1895 and the transaction in respect of which your memo-

rd) occu ..
B-Olail £ lwas chareed with criminal misappropriation took place on the 29th February
rialist was charg

})891;? , (q)‘(‘p., It cannot be that the Forester, out of pity, did not want to betr.ay‘ your

, . :alist in the first instance, for, in his first charge against your memorialist, he
memoT he lenoth of bringing forward a fulse and concocted story. The only expla-
wel'lt to! ]ve fm-] N for this lt()m(r interval between the dates of presentation of the first
pate” thlele O;):e uent cbarcr:s can be that the unscrupulous Forester (admitted to be
and of tlle " 211 hands) Dhad been contriving by every means in his power to put
;-msc;]guo?:és f?:]lse charge after another against your memorialist as his successive
orwar ¢ -

attempts to ruin your memorialist failed.

Your memorialist therefore respectfully and earnestly entreats that due
our me . : ' ‘ ats '
i be given to this circumstance n dealing with the charges which your
weight may be g o

alist will now proceed to discuss.

memori
397 " N 1alie . J
4. Five charges have been framed against your memorialist from the F orestel 8

e namely :(—
reports above referred to, y

(i.) Temporary misappropriation of Government money.

(i) Habitual manipulation of Government accou‘nts before entering
payments in the cash-book.

(iii.) Disobeying Code Orders—Sections 137, 138 and 149.
(iv.) Receiving an illegal gratification from one Babu Raja.

(v.) Submitting in connivance with Forester Wilson a false voucher
for Rs. 180 in the name of one Narayan Chetty who only
received Rs. 45. ,

Your memorialist begs permission to begin with the 5t11 charge, as beil?g the

' charge on which the Board lays any stress and in re_

“And ot ce;.sa?;rg‘ees:f:: ference to which it accepts wholly the Conservator’s finding

was ‘i"/"f:"“"""’! and with & e which is in the latter’s own words merely a supposition (vide

tvoit:r;zggefw‘l'5°" with who"  the marginally noted extract from para 19 of the Conser-
l",?n"e'“»s on friendly ter® vator’s Proceedings, dated 31-10-96.)

5. The circumstances which led to‘ this charge were briefly as follows :—

On the 16th February 1896, the D. F. O who was in camp with your

~wialist directed him to undertake the construction of the Rest HO}lse at Pudu-
momona B2 nsapuram) and complete it before the close of the ‘official year, the
patty (0F Mldni‘n% declared bis inability to finish the work within that time.
Contractor lfwliqtathereupon represented the difficulties in the way of finishing
Your memo.I:I; i; so short a time and was told in reply that he might count
the work : Zance of the Forester who had his head-quarters at the same station.
upon the nss h of this assurance, your memorialist wrote to the Forester, who
., charge of Mudaliaruthu Road work, on the same day and directed

was then rt;c cod ;:Z once to Pudupatty and take charge of the building work.

Y memorialist was at the time accompanying the D. F. O. on tour through
our

his Range 2
the 99nd February.

9 (two) months before the presentation of the Forester’s complaint to the

nd proceeded with the D. F. O. to Pudupatty on the evening of .
On the morning of the 23rd the D. F. O. inspected the build- -

o,
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Ing site. Only the out-houses were taken on hand ang we
The D.F.O0. directed your memorialist to jssye
building also which was brick work anq hum‘y it on. There were no bricks ready and
your memorialist thereupon enquired whethep bricks could be Lad in the neighbour-
hood. He learnt that one Thenkasi Murthi Naidu, 4 ryot of l’udup;xtty, had a
sufficient supply of hricks for which Le demanded R, + per 100), Your memorialist
offered Rs. 3-8-9, but the owner refused to accept the offer. g4 Your memorialist had
to leave Pudupatty that Very evening with the D, F. 0, he asked the Forester to try
and see if he could settle the price for Rs. 3-8.9, The next day (the 24th) your
emorialist got informatioy from the Forester that the ownep could not be induced to
reduce the price, hut that the Forestep had made arrangements with the brick-
burner,. engaged Dby the origiual building Contractor to make the bricks, to
get brfcks of a' l.)etter quality brepared for Rg, g per 100), if, as per agree-
ment with the original Contractor, 33 cart-louds of firewood wepe allowed free, to be
cut and removed af his (the brick bumlel"s) cost, to bupy the bricks. As this
arrangement was the same

as the one originally entepeq into by the building
Contractor and resulted in g clegp gain to Govermnent, inasmuch ag even with the

cost of firewood the price per 1090 bricks amounted only tg 4 little less than R, 3-6-0,
. Your memorialist consented to tle arrangement ypq Procecded himselg to Pudupatty
on the 27th to Inspect the moulding of the bricks. 11, found that 30,900 bricks had
already been burnt, that the Temaining 30,009 were being mouldeq ready to he
put into the kiln the same evening ricks were really of & botter
quality than those originally bargaineq for by Your memorialist. The potters
demanded through theip Headman and Contractor, Narayan Chetty, that the full amount
of Rs. 180 might be paid to them at once, ag the balance of 30,‘)06’bricks was virtuall y
ready and would he delivered from the kiln on the o Your memorialist,
however, demurred to this request anq paid only Rs. 90 which he Laq brought with him
to Narayan Chetty through the Forester ang said that he would seng thz remainine
amount when he reaches t]q lead-quarters op the 20tp, Accordinn'ly on the Qﬂti
(the day on which the balance of 39,09 bricks were ¢xpected to b re:d V’to be deliver-
ed from the kiln), your mewmorialist, sent the remaining money and l'vcceivcd a paid
voucher for Rs. 180 signed by the Payee Nara)'av, Chetty and duly attested by the

Forester in token of Payment. }is voucher, aftep havin

- F. 0. who diq 1ot take any ol)ject; i
. : i Jection to it,
bgc on the other hang Passed it apd ncluded the amount in the Distpict Accounts.

re in course of construction.
orders to take up the main

6. It is now alleged by the B

ard at tle instance
Conservator

of the D. I, 0, 4a ‘the

(i.) - that though tlhe Workmen ¢xamined may lave myde mistakes
mis-statements on minoy boints, the hroad fact remains that the
the amount charged for (¢iz., Rs, 180) ;

and even
bricks diq not cost

(11.) " that the Ranger anqg the Forestop together
departmentally and submitted 5 vouche
made under contract ;

had a numbep of bricks made
r which represented that the brick had been

(iiL)  that the Ranger shoulg not have

(iv.) that the Ranger’s action was ¢

aken with g view
eonnivance with the Forester With whey }

to wrongfnl gain and in
10 Was on friendly termg ot the time,
Before entering upon 4 discussion of the seve

ral allegations, your memo-
. . g ]
rialist begs to bring to Your hxccllency’s

benign consideration that the only

@ been incorporated in the -

entrusted the wopk to the Forester ; and

Ty ‘

Pl

it s

qw;{
e,

\> PRI STINN P S iy s o ey I WA e

B e T A,

Rt e ot S R

-

PSR oot e e

L ’ . ’ ' . 5
far ) o .
1 (-f' evidence it could be called) taken and relied upon to establish them
evidence (if e :

was :— . N
(i) The report of the Forester, (Exhibit P.)

(i) The statewent of the Forester, (Exhibit F.)
(iii.) The statement of your memorialist, (Exhibit Q)

(iv:)  The depositions of three potters, (Exhibits I. to K.)

(v.) Do. of 2 supposed wood cutters, (Exhibits L. & M.)
(vi.) Do. of 2 cartmen (Exhibits N. & 0.)

An analysis of the above evidence will, your memorialist hopes, sufficiently
1) N h o e . 3 3 3 ) »
i Your Excellency of the utter injustice of the finding of the Conservator
convince . ) ) P
" which is based upon unwarranted inferences and probabilities.
Wwhicii . .

ANALYSIS OF THE EVIDENCE,

7. The charge at first emanated from the Forester’s report (Ex. ). It m,ll
a - be seen at a glance that this report and the Forester's
£t contraiciion bebween subsequent statement (Ex. F.) are hopelessly irreconcilable.
his report and is subsequent In his report (Ex. P.), the Forester pretended to give the
e enditure incurredin the making of the bricks and stafed “that only
details of the~ e“fP nt and that he would substantiate this by means of records ; while in
5. 91-5-4 WE tip: 2nd May, keflatly denied all his previous statementsand affectedtoknow
his s.tate‘m ent'(,) . o_lf t7ze details of the tramsactions and said that all that he knew was
nothing 107@“"“"’11 the voucher for Rs. 180, took the mark of the payee and signed the
that he prepalft ess for the payment, all at the Ranger’s bidding, though a single pie
vouchel_' asa v ltlr:e ayee. If thereLad been even a shadow of truth in the Forester's
did not pass'to £I1atp only Rs. 91 0dd were spent, why could he have not sub-
ﬁrStt'altlegé;zlzg promised by him in that report (Ex. P.) and why should he have
stantiated 1t ‘

coined au altogether different story ?

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED.

-ing to the contradictory statements of the Forester above referred to,

Owing to the D. F. O. should have naturally thrown away the charge

and acquitted your memorialist; but far from doing that,

being suspended. ‘ ended your memorialist on the 9th B[dy (le s 7 days after the

the D. F. O. bus}:‘) without having given bim any opportunity torefute the Forester’s

Forester’s sta‘te’mzll ",g afterwards (11th May), a statement of Jour memorialist’s ex.

a.lssertti.ozs- (c?)::f?nir?;.it to some questions put by the D. F. O bimself—Ex, Q.) was
P anario

‘ant. Flat contradiction between
ant.

Not heard in defence before

faken THE EVIDENCE OF THE WITNESSES,
, F. O. did not exefmine the witnesses at once but allowed 18 days
The D. & fo elapse from the date of the Forester’s first z'epQrt. On
(1) The witnesses were tutored the 16th May the D. F. Q. proceeded to Pudupatty, the
e 'ho was the Forester’s accomplice (vide page 19, para 23 last clause
Range C]erk’,-“l ](; aving gone there in advance 3 days previousl)f and e‘fidenﬂy
oft th(:l ﬁlzn::iltlse)s s;S (v;ic (i)is Travelling Allowance Bill for May). Seven witnesses
tutore '

ho were apparently selected by the Range Clerk were examined.
-
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charge of conniving at illicit grazing, by the fairness of trial in which the truth was
established and the Forester was rightly condemned as having concocted the story
to wreak his vengeance on the Ranger (your memorialist.) It can hardly be supposed

The statements of these witnesses were not taken on oath, nor were the
T AY g ) ] \ N e Qs ] N
(11) Trregularities in taking down statements taken in English translated into vernacular and

the evidence. read out to the parties and their signature, obtained in token
of their correctness.

Besides, your memorialist was not summoned to be present at the enquiry,
(11) Tnquiry conducted at the no.r was he glgn’en an opportunity to cross-examine the
back of your memorialist; no  witnesses to elicit . ) . . X
B O Y e ored. ! s icit _the truth from them or to cite his own
witnesses and examine them. In this rexpect, the enquiry
1 > g 1 & (Ypaqal LT .
differed from that 'c%h eady held in the “ Grazing Case” which was proved to be false
and concocted, as in the latter cross-examination of the witnesses of the Forester and
the production of the witnesses for the defence were allowed.

The questions asked were leading ones. Almost the same set of questions
(1V) The questions asked \;'ere
leading ones. ' questions themselves were very significant and suggestive.
For example : the 1st question in Ex. I, the statement of Narayan Chetty the rt;mn who
signed the voucher, was: “ Did you muke bricks for the Bungalow #” and the answer
was: “I made 60,000 bricks.” InEx.J.and K., however, this question was ampiiﬁed
into “ Did you and your partners make the bricks for this Bungalow ¥ The question
appears to have been purposely amplified so as to conceal the fact that N arayan Chetty
was the principal party. Again the questions in Ex.J., (1) “ Who paid you the I:t
Instalment ¥’ (2) “ Who paid you the 2nd instalment” and (3) ““ the 3rd instalment who
paid you #” were altered in Ex. K.into (1) “ Who paid you the 1st instalment?” and
(2) “ Who paid you the 2nd and 3rd Instalments ¥ If the same questions as in Ex. J
were repeated in Ex. K., probably a difference in answer might have been ex:
pected. Thirdly, the question “Who paid you the money” is absent in Ex. N.;
while in Ex. 0., it is suggestively asked “Who paid you the money  did the:
Ranger "’ '

No testing questions were put to find out whether the Statelnénts made
(V) The absence of testing WETC true or not. For instance, the potters examined
e say that they received payment in 3 instalments of
Rs. 15 each. In justice to your memorialist who was not even allowed the oppor
tunity to cross-examine them, they might have been asked when and where theva :l\-
ceived the payment. This will prove the truth of their statements, as it can be y _]b.
verified from your memorialist’s weekly diary submitted to the D. }:. o. ) casily
memorialist was on the date referred to at the place mentioned.
whatever was made to sift the evidence‘of the witnesses, who, as your memorialist
has already stated, were mainly tutored to speak to certain general state ":?“a hl
in thg absence of this test coupled also with the fact that tﬁeip Statl» atements ; anc
subjected to ~cross-examination, it is absurd to conclude that
corroborated each other and to' draw inferences therefrom.

whether your
In fact no attempt

lnents were not
their evidence

8. The Conservator says in his Proceedings- (para 14, Ex ) tl
necessary in departmental enquiries to follow the provisions of t’heﬂl.)l.‘ )
the Evidence Act and that Government merely requires the adoption of s
for ascertaining the truth. Your memorialist does not require tlné th n N s-u.nple e
Procedure Code ouaof the Evidence Act should be followed ;o t;ﬁ I)‘ro'vmons of the
certainly the enquiry should be conducted on lines sufficient to arri '16« wtely letter; but
for this purpose your memorialist should have been allowed an o ‘.t: a _tlne truth z}nd
the adverse witnesses and establishing his innocence by citine '_};POI. .un‘;ty O‘f exposing
a course which the D.F.O. had allowed to be followed ino 1‘,‘;15 I::le?,.m'h:s l:;ha;f—;

-nquiry into the firs

at it is un-
ocedure Code and

were asked of the potters and the cartmen and some of the &
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that no safeguards whatever should be taken in departmental enquiries to gaugethe
truth ; nor can it be the intention of Government that such should be the character of
the enquiry where the extreme punishment of dismissal is awarded to its officers.

.9, Nevertheless, it is clearly evident from ‘the statements of the witnesses exa-
mined that even without an attempt at cross-examination

V1) Contradi@ory, conflicting ’ : ' \
e or to test their truth by circumstantial evidence, they are

and false statements.

extremely contradictory, conflicting and false.

First—The evidence of Shunmuga Devan and of his associate, Getti

" Veerappa Naiken (Exs. L. & M.) are full of contradictions. Shunmuga Devan

saysin Bx. L. (1) that he and Getti Veerappa Naiken cut and supplied 35 cart-loads
of‘ﬁrewood, (2) that they both together received  Rs. 15 in two instalments, once from
the Forester and once from the Ranger and (3) that afterwards he was not present
but that Getti Veerappa Naiken told him that he (i.e., G. V. Naicken) had received
the balance of Is. 18 to 20. Getti Veerappa Naiken, on the other hand, says (Ex. M.)
(1) that fe alone cut and supplied 30 cart-louds of firewood, {2) that he received
therefor Rs. 80 in Sfour instalments of Rs 7% each, from Shunmuga Devan who re-
¢ Ranger to give to him. From this it is evident that these witnesses
aive their evidence in a dubious manner cach depending upon the other and pointing
:‘,o him as the ‘man who had received payment, and that therefore no reliance whatever
can be placed on their statements. .Ib is also clear that they have been brought for-
ward solely to implicate your memorialist by their false assertions which were in-
tended to convey an impression (1) that Narayan Chetty was not the principal party
in the making of the bricks but that the work was done piecemeal under the Ranger’s
and Forester’s orders, (2) that the payment for the supply of firewood was made by °
the Ranger and the Forester and not by Narayan Chetty and (3) that the rate for
both cutting and carting firewood was Re. 1 instead of Rs. 1-12-0, as your memorial-
ist will shew below. But by their hopelessly irreconcilable contradictions they are
forced to betray themselves and thus reveal the object for which they have been en-
gaged. ’ A ' » :
Secondly.—There is also another very patent fact, which proves beyond
the possibility of doubt that these men were false witnesses who were not present
at the time of the brick transaction. Getti Veerappa Naiken abovereferred to was
absent from Pudupatty at the time of the brick transaction (23rdto29th February .
*06) being engaged as a cooly on another piece of work, the construction of Mudp-
}iaruthu Road, (up the Ghaut Forests at a beight of 4500 ft.) Wb
the nominal rolls for those days would testify. Your memorialist humbly prays that
this record may be sent for and examined. How could he then have been present at
Pudupatty to cart firewood ¥ There is thus clear proof that he is a false witness and

there is no doubt that others like him were tutored and brought to give false evidence.

Thirdly.—As already pointed out, Shunmuga Devan in his evidence (Ex. L)
says that he and Getti Veerappa Na{ken toget'her had cut a.nd supplied all the 35 cart-
loads of firewood required for moulding the bl.'lcksAand received Rs. 33 to 35 therefor ;
while Getti Veerappa Naiken states (E‘( M.) that lz.e alone supplied 30 cart-loads and
received Rs. 39. Alaghiri Devan who 1s also e:_gannned as one of the persons wlo
ted firewood (Ex.0.) does not refer in lis statement to either of

the above men and says that he received the payment from one Babu Nailen qud
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Theruvengada Devan, to whom the whole amount due for ca‘rtage was Pmd'_.]Ag?l n:
Narayan Chetty (Ex. 1.) says that the persons who carted firewood to the kiln w fsrc
Sundram, Pickimuthue and others. Now which of these four sets of statements is
correct and is to be believed ? (1) Were the cartman or cartmen engaged fo“r th?
work Shunmuga Devan and Getti Veerappa Naiken as stated by the fof'mm" ot
(2) Getti Veerappa Naiken, alone? or (3) Were they DBabu l\alcl:eu and
Thiruvengada Devan as stated by Alaghiri Devan (Ex. 0.)? or (4) Were they
Sundram, Pichimuthu and others as stated by Narayan Chetty (Ex. Lj¥ The answer
to this question itself is sufficient to convince Government that the whole evxdéll.cc
was a hoax and it also provesthe truth of your memorialist’s statement that the wit-
nesses were mere hirelings and were tutored for the occasion. They spoke to what

they had been taught and on points on which their information was not complete they
contradicted themselves most disgracefully.

Fnzu'thl_:/.-—’l'aking the evidence of potters (kxs. I.J. and K.) there i3 no doubt
that Narayan Chetty was the principal party in the transaction and as such signed the
voucher for payment. The Forester says that he took the mark of Narayan Cletty in
the voucher. But Narayan Chetty however purposely refrains from telling the truth
Jest he should be caught and states that he did not sign any receipt (Ex. L) ; while the

" second potter examined says that all the three of them signed the receipt (Ex. J .)and the

question was not askedof the third potter at all (Ex. K.), because probably the statements
of the 1st and the 2nd potters wer

that e alone signed the Muchilik
vious day, while the Ranger w

e contradictory.
awith the Forester who had settled with him the pre-
as lying down in a neighbouring house ; whereas the
other two potters state that they three conjointly executed the Muchilika with the
Ranger. In regard to payment, Narayan Chetty states that je alone received the
three instalments, the first from the Forester, the second from the Forester, the
‘Ranger being present, and the third from the Ranger ; whereas the other two men

state that the three comjointly received the Payment, ¢iz., the first instalment from
the Forester and the second and the third from the Ranger.

10. Besides the statements taken were incom

Plete, some of the material points
(Vi) Tocomplete and ot 0 the transaction that ought to havebeen elicited having been
cient evidence.

quietly passed over op suppressed ; nor were all o even the
principal parties concerned examined. The evidence and therefore the w
was incomplete and partial. For instance (1) the cal'tmen—-Snmlamm, Pichimuthn and
others referred to by Narayan Chetty in his evidence (Ex. 1) were not examined to
ascertain whether they were really engaged for the work, how 1
engaged, who exigaged them, what they h

hole enquiry

any cartmen were
s ave been paid forcartage and who paid them,
. 0 g .y 11 ’alk n i . r ! i

&e. ? (2) Nor were Babu Naiken and his partner 'lermengada Devan from whom

Alaghiri Devan (Ex. Q-) saysthat he received payment similarly examined to know
- from whom they received the money and how much, and Whether they were the only

cartmen engaged ? (3) Arunachella Deyap (Bx. N.) states that he and several others
7 .
Who these othe re, how much each of

carted mud for making the bricks.
them were paid, who engaged them, whe paid them, from where did they cart the mud
and whether it was all brought on the same day or op different dates, and such other
- ¢ ,
ansaction and eljcjt the truth from the

' men we

questions as may tend to throw light on the tr
witness were not asked. This is not, a]],

11. The Foresterin his original report presented o
(VI Certainitems maliciowsty  (E%: P.) stated that only R,

omitted in arriving at the cost bl'iCkS and pr
of the bricks, o

the D. T\ 0. on the 23tk April
01.3.4 were spent for the
¢ details of the charges incur-
iciously omitted to make mention

etended to give ¢,
red. He, however, very mal

Moreover, Narayan Chetty says.

TS
Oy
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of the charges which must have Dbeen paid for cuttinfg and‘ carting firewood and 'for
transporting mud from thé tank-bed to the bunga.low site. '111(.3 t-nud used for moulding -
the bricks was already stored at the .bungalow flte by the original cont-m'ctor of the
building, Babu Raja—ride his petition to D. F. O.fowards th.e end of February or
- commencement of March ’06, in which he refers to it, _and which \T'as ret‘ur:ned to the
;’O nge Officer with an order that the cost incurred should be paxd: . This mud was
m,.‘l . ted to the kiln and utilized for making the bricks, the original contractor
" ‘m;SPOIb " »aid by Narayan Chetty the cartage incurred by the former in transport-
.lmvmg ee(;lft’;m th):e tankdbed to the bungalow site. No attempt has been made by
ng e r‘mz) to elicit these facts and the amount paid on their account or to examine
the D.Rl‘ :1 t;) cl)gn’ow how much he received and from whom. If these two items,
t]flzzl,lnaii;ly, the cost of cutting and ‘of carting firewood 3“1‘1 of t:'an§porting mud
.f- the tank-bed to the bungalow site, are added tothe Forester’s list of charges,
rom f making the bricks would not have been less than Rs. 180 as your memo-
tl_]e.COSt .(])1 H]law l?elow- The D. F. O. and the Conservator have taken the clue from
g 1a11;t “Zs t:rle The former thinks that only Is. 45 was paid for 60,000 bricks ! 11 The
gz)ense(:'l;a.tor,. however, fixes the charge at RS', 86-4-0 as follows :—

Paid to Potters (Ex. L to K.) R | ...Rs. 4-’? 0 0
s wood cutters (EX. L. & I\I) A ) s N ese gy 3&). 0 ' 0
’ one of the several cartmen for cartin gmud (Ex.N.)... ,, 5 0 ¢

one of the several cartmen for carting 3 cart-loads
of firewood ont of 35. (Eg._ 0)

e 9 2 4 0
ToraL Rs... 87 4 ¢

———————

”»

60000 bricks or Rs.1-7-3; per 1009 bricks. * The Conservator has subtracted
for om the above figure and adopted Rs. 86-4-0, as then he could reduce the cost
Re: 1 i!wn;P\s. 1-7-0 pebl' 1020 without the fractional part of pie. This calculation,
to ??alte (?1 strikes the eye, is erroneous and incomplete, Rs. 5 was the charge paid
asit ¢ i:fu O,y mud to only one cartman who himself says (Ex. N.) that several others
for car m: »d with him for conveying mud and received payment. Stmilarly, Rs. 2-4-0
were e'n{;%bunt aid to one cartman for carting 3 cart-loads of firewood (Ex. 0.); while
as ti]e ?mo)aid Pfor the remaining 32 cart-loads (for it is clear from the evidence that
il'l'e . l-:llizis of firewood were supplied) was not taken into account. The Board,
it cal. -. does not seem to accept either the D. ¥. 0.%s or the Conservator’s figure
ﬁozvzeerle’]y (1);akes a vague remark that the bricks were charged for much alove their

u
cost. ‘ _
12. Your memorialist will now proceed to work out the correct amount
‘ ' ‘that ought to have been spent, relying on the incomplete
and insufficient evidence of the witnesses examined and
certain other facts connected therewith which were omitted to be elicited.

Calculation of cost.

Firstly—As alrcady pointed out, the evidence of Shunmuga Devafl ar.ld Getti .
Veerappa Nail\:en (Ess. L. & M) is quite untrustworthy and must be dismissed as
eerapl as they were false witnesses. The wood-cutters really employed for the
Wort'hle’ss’ “ f );xamined Shunmuga Devan and Getti Veerappa Naiken having .
work werel :Oin tl:;eip place to implicate your memorialist and tutored to say that they
been brf)l;ég 18 carted firewood for Rs. 1 per cart-load while the local rate n the ghaut .
out as uef bflrivi]]iputtul' Range for cutting firewood alone is Re. 1 per cart-load. A
forests © to the cash book where felling charges in Parayambuli, Kongetti ' Medu
l’e{derl‘i’;(ciipa: ty coupes are charged for from 1891 to 1896 would prove this statement,
an '
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The cost of cutting 35 cart-loads w
(g)s)t SO: :a:ltlhlg the firewood from :ﬁgdfg;::tazgoﬁ:: L(i)lnnw s o e
. 35 . . ' " AL X
annas );Jer caell't—l!;;d C*:;;’i:“? o \ere carted and that they were paid at thlczt'?-d*‘t (fb 1\’
D e, 26-4-(.), Thirg]o?re. the cost of carting 33 cart-loads would be l“}lf N 1:
already stated, the . “va);r‘; regard to the cost paid for trans*;ortinlr. ’ : :
e Dovan (Ex N) Says-thatnf\:ed fx't?m ‘the bungalow site to the‘kiln ':;(ih‘\l _, a
Forester says 1 anna 4 pies wa%dm.u.xlb pies was paid for each cm-t-lo'u‘l \\-1‘.1‘111’1‘1-
repart that SR m- dpth' It would appear also from tll‘e" P 1_1 "Jt" \,C
Therefore the cost of carting 280110 ar\t\.eil'fadferllo\'ed (vide Forester's report Okll? (11;;
:;t o loer rate would amonnb to 23«)0‘; 3 il:l’(; tlxe bungalow site to thc’kil.n.e"g.'x‘
e added the cartage paid to the building cont'mcjt‘orm; Rs. 23-5-4. To this has to
or transporting mud from the

. tank-bed to the bu i
n site. T i
galow site. The distance from the tank-bed
bed to the bungalow site

is more than double the di
. . istance from tl
cartage should hav n the latter plac i
Thusf v ﬁat\ ; amounted to about 280 cart-loadspx oe. to the .knln. Hence tho
g all these charges together, the total cost ¢ 2unias § pes or Rs. 46-10-5
st amounts to—

For moulding bricks...

2 cuttl.ng wood ... .. Rs. 45 0 0
» carting ) w B2 00
carti

» ing mud ffrom the bungalow site to the kil e 9 26 4+ 0
» » rom n . 5

Sundries about - the, tank-bed to the bun .l no 23 5 4

about ~ galow site ,, 46 10 8

» 312 0

ToraL Rs. 180 0 0

It 1s clear fro :

m the ‘
appropriating any portion e c;bove calculation that there was n N

Forester’s report asserti of the amount paid to the C‘ o possibility for mis-

ing that your memorialist had mi ontractor and that the

1sappropriate

the clue was taken b
. ' th
malicious. y . e D. F. O. and the Conservator, w

d, from which
. as utterly false and
Secondly.—The sa
S Y- me Contract ‘

ransaction. supplied fiat tiles font1 actor Narayan Chetty had, sub
RO D o the oot for roofing the same buildine » subsequent to the brick
hallenged e ofré :n .the cash book for MarcT, alts(l){s. 1:8:‘) per 1009 as
ofit. The size of the bri siminal Misappropriation wes Jaune) This rate was not
_ of the bricks under considerat; on was launched forth in respect
ion wus "1

size of these flat tiles; i .
s; and if the latter had cost Rs. 1 Sll(l)OIe t]{an three times the
s. 1-8-0 per 1000, how ¢
s ould the

bricks which were thri s bi
irice as big have cost only Rx. 1.7-0
$. Led-0 per 1000 as su
a3 supposed by
Thirdly—Mr. Bryant hi osition #
. . Bryant himself pas h
not have done so if he consider passed the voucher f
f ol COl}Eldeled that the brick . or :RS- 18‘). IIe \\'()llld
or. s did not cost the amou t chareed
. nt charge

the Conservator ! Can th
8 : ere be‘any at
’ om of probability i ‘
¢ ¥ this su
supp

, Fourthly.~—As alread | |
| Yo—i y stated T si i\
Lomanded Too 1 per 1000 fon the briCk:nkam Murthi Naidoo, a ryot of Pud
( 1 udupatty,

Rs. 3-8-0, as admitted by ‘or . and would not part wi
s y the Forester himself. When sucrl);alt with them even for
$ was the local 1
al rate, was

it possible to get the bricks
s made for less
that busy season of the , o> than Rs. 3 per 100
1 th year, the harvest time, when lab per 1000, especially at
except with the utmost difficulty ? abourers could not b 1
. e procuret

Fifthly and lastly.—"
! stly.—The rate for whi
Jess than the rate given i . which the bricks w ' i
: g in the forest Schedule of rates maint‘ji?mdwpplwd e
aimed under Section 15
ot

ke

o amee et w man R LA eman s e

sane man and if they
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of the Forest (ode or the rates given in the Schedules of other departents, such as the
Local Fund and Public Works. According to the Forest Schedule of rates for Srivilli-
puttur Range, the rate for bricks of the size under consideration ranges from Rs. 3-7-0
to 4-3-- The above being the prevailing rates in the locality, does it stand to reason
to suppose that the 60 100 bricks could have been made at Rs 45 for the whole lot
or at annas 12 per 1900 as stated by the D. F. O.or at Rs. 1-7-0 per 1000 as surmis-
ed by the Conservator ¥ These rates are too ridiculously low to be accepted by any
were correct, it might be confidently stated that the several

£ Government as well as the public are being systematically cheated,

departments )
aid by them ave more than double, and even treble

bHecause the rates accepted and p

the rates mentioned by these officers. :

13. Your memorialist has thus shewn that there is no use whatever in trusting
to the evidence recorded and in inferring therefrom that the bricks did not cost the
amount charged for. The witnesses examined contradicted themselves not only on
nts as observed by the Board, but on vital points also, and there could not
orse co_ntradictions in their statements considering that they were only
cted set of questions suggestive of their own answers and that these
answers Were not tested either by the D.F.O. or allowed to be subjectéd to the test
of Ql-oss-examination by your memorialist. Further, your inemorialist has distinctly
proved that the supposition thata p.ort,ion of the money paid for the bricks was misap-
propriated ig without any founda‘tlon; that the amount charged for the bricks was
by no means excessive ; and that it was not possible to expect anybody else to supply
the bricks at Jower rates. With these facts before it, the Government may judge

. st and equitable to endorse the conclusion which the Board has

whether it 38 18 I
t the bricks did not cost the amount charged for—a conclusion,

arrived ab, viz., tha

which W82 not only hesty and pl'ecipitous‘ butb arrived at without a due deliberation of
the facts, seeing that the enquiry 1048 partial, incomplete and conducted at the back of
list and the? he was not allowed any opportunity to disprove the state-

examined and establish his innocence.

minor poi
have been W
asked a sele

your memoria

ments of the witnesses

14. Coming now to the second allegation in' para G supra, that the Ranger and
the Forester together had a number of bricks made departmentally and submitted a vou-
ented that the pricks had been made under contract your memorialist
into arguments begs respectfully to crave the mercy of the Govern-
her for Rs. 106-8-0 givenby this very same Contractor, Narayan
an and flat tiles for the same Rest House(Pudupatty alias Khansa
rds the end of March 1896 and compare it with the voucher for
lying bricks in February 1896. The first pamed voucher

Chetty, for supplying P
Puram Rest House) towa
Rs. 182 given by him for supp

will, it 13 believed, be in the Accountant-Gene'ral’s Office and a comparison of o
which your memorialist humbly and earnestly requests may be done as boch
ansactions with the same i.ndi"id“ﬂl for the same building within a few weeks
will go clearly 0 convince Government that the brick transaction did not
from the pan and flat tiles transaction, in respect of which no ob-
jection bus beet taken and tha Narayan Chetty was the agent for supplying
the bricks i the same way as he subsequently supplied the tiles. Besides, even in the
diétorted statements of the witnesses examined, there is cufficient evidence to prove
that Narayall Chetty was the Agent or Contractor in respec'b of the whole transaction
and a3 such signed the."O“ChC‘-I‘- In Ex. I in answer to the several questions, Narayan
Chetty 2> peplies in the first persot Smgl.llars (e.-) I made 60000 bricks, I got As.12
per 1000, I executed the muchilika, the bricks were purnt in my kiln and so forth.
7. and K. as already stated the question

«Did youmake the bricks for the
W (vide. Ex. I) was purposely altered into “Did you and your partners-

together,

relate to tr
of each other,
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icks, etc. ¥ so as to give it a color that Narayan Chetty was not the princi-

ek the b“:'Ilcr::)\fe: ;101:e of th: cartmen examined except Shunmuga Devan (whose
Sj:dziZZy;\;dotllat of,Getti Veerappa Naiken were, as already shewn, wholl y f(ibucattul
and incredible) allege that they received payment fron.l the Ranger or the ‘orc:’ el:
- The question who paid the money was not asked at all of Aruflachella D.e\'an“(D.\.:. A .]) ,
while Alagiri Devan (Ex. 0.), even when tl{e sug:gestwe question Dl:l ' lf 1¢
Ranger pay you?” was put, says that he re'cexved his share ff'om Babu Nai h‘fl
‘and Thiruvengada Devan, who were not examined as to who paid them tlu? money.
Thus it is clear on all hands that the evidence adduced was purposely mtgnéed
to hide the fact that Narayan Chetty was the principal party 'for the w.'hole transaction.
Further, Narayan Chetty, however much he might be unvwilling to disclose the .fact ?f
his" having been the Contractor because he was tutored not to do so, 1:% still
forced to make admissions which indicate that he alone kno'ws the details of
the transaction, having been the principal party thereof.. For instance, he alpne
appears to know the names of the cartmen employed to bring firewood ; wl‘lereas 'tlnc
information of the other potters on the point appears to be vague and indefinite.
Further, the voucher for Rs. 180 has not been proved to be false. Neither Narayan
Chetty who signed it with his mark nor the Forester who attested it deny having
signed or attested it respectively. In the statement of Narayan Chetty (Ex. L.) he way
asked whether when he received the money, he signed any paper and he answered
no. But the voucher was not produced before him and he was not asked whether Le
did not affix his mark to it ?* Then only the truth or falsity of the voucher could be
established. Thus the evidence so far as it goes clearly shows that N arayan Chetty
was the person through whom the supply of bricks was arranged for and as such he

signed the voucher. There is therefore Do reason to believe that the bricks had
been made depértmentally, as surmised by the Board.

15. The third allegation is that the Ranger shou
to the Forester.

In the first place, the work on which the For
the supervision of the making of the bricks and assisti
coolies and cart for expediting work at thag busy period of harvest season when there

is generally a scarcity for labour. Is this work then one which should be undertaken
by the Ranger himself? If so, of what use ig the Forester ?

ester was employed wag merely
ng the Contractor in procuring

1I.  Your memorialist was touring with the
He could not therefore have been present at P

bricks earlier, even if he had wished it, On the very next day (the 27th) your memorialist,
repaired to Pudupatty, illSpected the bricks which were being moulded, satisfied himself
that the quality of the bricks was up to the required standard angd that the money
agreed upon was actually due to the payee, paid the first instalment of Rs, 99 and went
tg inspect other works which were in progress and \Y].lich had also to be pushed on
and completed before the closg of the official year. Dig your memorialist then ghipk
responsibility in having entrusth to the Foreste.r t.he supervision of g piece
at his own head-quarters and which your 11.1exn0r1.a115t could not be
ally supervise baving been touring at the time with the D. I, 0.

D. F. O. until the 26th February *96
udupatty to inspect the making of th

e

of work
present to person-

11I. The D. F. O. himself told your memorialj
assistance of the Forester when he represented to |,
ass he way of completing the work within so short
;n 2{ :o t.h); Forester for help if he could not he entry
s?l(:;h as the supervision of tllle making of bricks ¥

st that Le might count upon the
im (the D.F. 0.) the difficulties
a period ; and how else could he
sted with a matter of minor detail

1d not have entrusted the work

=a
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1 3 sharge for icks was
ber of bricks bargained for was supplied ; (3) that the charge for the bricks
" number o g

¢ 1 was due to the Contractor and paid
not excessive; and (%‘) that: iltlse am::il: tlflf::jfi;iin fully satisfied himself by pe.rs?nz;.l
to him. O au t'hebe' - Y(’)ug memorialist sent to the Forester the second instal-
enquiry and exa‘mm-atlolr)lécause (1) it was certain that the amount was due; (2) your
e O'f RS- '9) . szgl e Contractor that he would send the money that day.; gnd }(1‘2
o dle the Contractor was sure to complain to your memorialist tha
if payment was .noti m: xrlent and this he would certainly have done, as subsec-lulﬁfnt to
he ha nov re'cewil' ' s{a.id Narayan Chetty was employed by your memorialist ,m
s -1: tiles for the same Rest House, as already stated above. ?t was
malking pan wn e ecessary for your memorialist to proceed a seco‘nd time lt;o
e deaﬂ)}' ltl;l: ﬁhe pﬁrpose of paying the second instalment. Further, the
Pudupatty mez:‘ Zted by the Forester. There can therefore' be no room for sus-
V?l}dleli‘nwgfeaabZ;:nce of any complaint from the contractor himself.
picion

1 v [+ alist
6. The Conservatorsays in his Proceedings, that the Ranger, (your memorialist)
16. e

1 s specially warned. Again, the Board says that thf’ Ranger Wzs lnodt
whom e wa ‘ P ting the Fovester to the extent alleged, especially after he ha
justified 1n tlzs':: him. Both these statements exaggerate the real state. oi"f facts.
been wat'nedl aaalwhat was the nature of the warning received by your memorialist and
In the ﬁrst"yp a;f e’u,s the extent to which your memorialist trusted the Forester and ho“r
Sb.’condlyi. “hi'r:sjelf in the power of Wilson? These questions are not answe.re(.i,
did help d(f:orule conclusions are expressed. The only warning your -me?mon?l;;t
- 'On({ \b C,ut. the Forester was that the D. F. O. told your memorialist ora 'Z
receive 41;01 ster first joined the Range to have an eye on him. .Bl?t tl'le subseque}tll
when the ¢ o;e Forester was entirely satisfactory and your memorxahs.t informed 1: le;
CDOHI?“;“ ;)ﬁn:seif of this. At the time of the brick transaction wéxicltl _wer\s' in t::?,::zryotr

U : he Forester’s conduct. Neve .
of Febz.-ua-.rya%lere ;i-ajoz;)ptl'zf;ytfrs:: lzi‘;thforester, ag stated by the Conservator. 1())111
memOl’la-llSt : I}lleV ke an advance to him without taking an Adva.nce RecoYeI‘a_ e
no occas1on'd1dE e Iaa page 15 ) or allow him to make a payment without satls‘i:ylll'lgt
V.ouch(:‘l' ride 1. .el :'as actually due. In the present case, your memoria l;e
bimselt that the mOIfjoyarrancre for the bricks, because (1) he hlms-elf could notO .
asked the F OreStflr necessal‘?f arrangements, having been on tour Tvxth the D. F. b-,
presenf: o mﬂk}‘j o o'enlt natldli'e of the work, the making of the bricks could not te
(2) owing to t © ul‘c‘ memorialist was able to be personally present at t.lle spot to
postponed until your ts, but he repaired to the place at the earliest oppor-
mal_ce the ar?angelln.en S,l ¢ about the details of the transaction ; (3) your memOI‘la‘l'lSt
funity and Satls'fifidd];?zZelf that the bricks were being sold at the time _at. a;.( pr 1ce
had alm?ady satis eh ; oreed upon ; and (4) the rate Cll.arged for the bricks ua;
much higher than tha aol te paid at other times as testified to by thfa Schedu.le 0
even less than tlu‘e normaﬂifi_1 ntp considering the difficulties in Procurmg t:oohes . at
Rate.s and was Juft‘ 'tsu ‘c1en "to cover the actual cost of making the bricks w1th
the tu?le of the har'\ . t S:EZOC:)ntractor. Seeing therefore that therei Wwas no room for
very .lfttle profit ex er;riZIist could not but entrust the work to tlTe Forester under the
suspeion, ?f)ur m:f::}ces Lhe was then placed. At the same time, however, your
Pecuha'r lfm(;ugst;ken all the necessary safeguards to ascertain b.?’ personal exam.x-
‘lnetliz?an'jl;stttl; amount was actually due to the payee, that the bricks were sound in
na

quality, &c., &e. The Board says that * he (your memorialist) had been at the spot and
quality, &c., &C.
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made enquiries about the bricks” and then jumps to the conclusion “that it concurs
with the Conservator in considering that the Ranger’s action was taken with »
view to wrongful gain.” How the' one follows the other it is difficult to under-
stand! It is true your memorialist had been at th
and from these enquiries he learnt that the amount
was actually due to the payee and that the price paid was by no means excessive
but on the other hand very cheap, considering the quality of the bricks and the

difficulties in procuring i i : . .
procuring coolies at the time and also In getting bricks elsewhere.

¢ spot and made enquiries;
charged for (viz., Rs. 180)

17.  The fourth and last allegation, viz,
- with the Forester with a view to wrongful

merely a theory assumed to explain the tran
Board says that your memorialist was on
time. From what records this was deduce
thrown any light on this point in his Pro
of his Proceedings in which he says that «
on good terms with the Forester and neitl

that your memorialist acted in connivance

saction and Punish your memorialist. The
friendly terms witl, the Forester at the
d it is not known, nor has the Conservator
ceedings barring his assertions in para +
all tlnl‘)ough he (your memorialist) continued
1er submi ints " in “i
is a,l.so reported that the Ranger (your memoria]istl)m::;irct(;?g:{x Ct,; ’tl a;d 'ag;am vele
asking th'fa,t he might plead for the Ranger in 3 charge of bribery } ’(;e ox eftelrz ° b
Madasami Nada?n..” Does the Conservatop intend that your m y ?‘-11' o le r{-
stantly complaining of the Forester from the moment he join (jin:ﬁndl o shoulfi ° CIO "
tkere. was no cause for such complaint 2 He says “ al.} tlf . ;: fange, ecen '-c ;-e.t
continued on good terms.” How long? The r's conlnc:elf{%oluyo\l\fthl X;ZT(;;;;

laste:d only for a little more thap months,  He joined the Ranse o oo
e it it . (50 st o g ot
under him for any length of ;in?(; ai?l y.(;m: m?mor.ialist f“d not have the Forester
could have made commen cause wa thex 1 ;:t(el:l‘iiu])?;:;dlble' to suppose that he
after.havir_)g served Government honestly for 4 period f\eslitew months
to ruin himself and hig hard-earneq name fop houes(; 3
that your memoriali.st reporte orester as .Y ’
came to your memorialist’s notice, instead of trying to lm'Shnoon

did not act in league with the Forest
er.  As for the state .
: ore - Statement that your memorialist
reported well of the Forester, it has been already pointed out,lﬁ,} :lltx] xrx;.mox'utlhs’rs
at the Forester

sfactory and your .

. memorialist i 3

of this. In regard to the charge of bribery referred to ljv l::f::”ged the D. F. 0
A Onservator, your

memorialist begs to submit that it wyy .

was proved to be such. T was brou{,:l:l; lfyu: lye an unfounded ang frivolous one and
who was convicted by criminal courts, merely wpitrson’ ha
Your memorialist therefore thought it to pe llitl
his while to appear before the cdmplainant to(1 .
D.F.O. that he might be allowed ¢
Forester might be dirvected to appe
Can this circumstance which occurred long

report against the Forester be ip any way consty

rialist was entimate with the Forestep » Yet guchl }lt_‘d as .shewin
the above assertions there ig Hothing on recol-(i o <]ue the infere
on terms of great intimacy ang friendship Wwith i}:ew }hat
words (vide para 2 of its Proceedines + e F

&S under Appe;
eventually arose between your memorial; Ppeal).

Foreste

, especially
years, and thus tried
esides, the very fact
as his irregularities
Up matters, shews that he

HAVING 10 so¢ial position and
& View to anuoy yo
unbecoming and 1
answer to his coyy,
0 be represented eithe
ar for Iy

ur memorialists
10t at all worth

by a Vakil, or that the
N and proye the falsity of the charee.
before your me °

g that your memo-

nces drawn. Barring
Your memorialist ¢ was
101‘95“’"” in' the Board’s own
The Boarq ¢
When and Lhow?y As
I' memorialist finding
liged to report against

1€ 1WO untj] yo
sfactory wag o,

gain, has no foundation in fact. It was .

Plaint and asked the

ays that a quarrel

0

-

stehoe L. .

L St e e L B T

. o \,
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him and the Forester thereupon tried to ruin your memorialist and concocted false
charges to incriminate him.. Thus it is clear that the theory of intimacy and friend-
ship with the Forester is not founded on records nor can it stand the test of reason and
argument. It is purely an imaginary one put forward for the first time by the
*D.F 0., borrowed from him by the Conservator, and endorsed by the Board, to base
the supposition of fraud in the fifth charge now under consideration. ‘

Bésides, your memorialist has already shown that there was no fraud at

all in the transaction and that the evidence upon which it was concluded that there

should have been fraud was one-sided, concocted, contradictory and therefore incredi-
Your memorialist Liad all along acted bond Jide in the transaction
and the -previous testimonials of his work would show that he had always been an
upright and straightforward officer, for otherwise he would not bave risen in the
department so soon and so rapidly. Your memorialist therefore leaves it to Govern-
ment to judge whether this charge of having acted in connivance with the Forester
1s consistent with the facts as set forth above. The Conservator, in order to explain
thie cliarge of fraud against your memorialist, supposes that there was an int;imacy
between the Forester and your memorialist and on that supposition builds another
supposition that “it is necessary thevefore to suppose that the -Ranger’s action was
taken with a view to wrongful gain.” Unfortunately, the Board also concurs
with the Conservator in his finding which, as is shown, is built upon a series
of supposition. Your memorialist therefore craves the mercy of the Government to
judge whether it is right and proper to dismiss a public servant of the standing and
service of your memorialist on the mere supposition of fraud without definitely prov-
ing that he had actually committed one, on the strength of the evidenceof the
witnesses of the stamp examined, taken at the back of your memorialist without any

~ attempt having been made to test their statements or opportunity having been given

- to your memorialist to cross-examine them and to cite his witnesses to prove the falsity

of the charge—an evidence which has nevertheless been proved to be tutored, coucocted,
contradictory and false. B

18. Your memorialist has thus narrated the particulars of the case. He has
Conclusion.  Shown the circumstances under which he entrusted the work to the F orester
and tried to convince the Government that the rate for which the bricks
were supplied was far too cheap to leave any surplus to misappropriate, that the
evidence of the tutored witnesses was insufficient and incredible, that the brick
transaction did not differ in any respect from the tile transaction for which a voucher
for Rs. 106-8-0 was given by the very same Narayan Chetty in March 1896, that your
memorialist personally inspected the bricks and ascertained from the payee and his
work-men that the full amount of Rs. 180 was due to them and that there was no reason
to doubt the payment as the voucher signed by the mark of the payee and attested bythe
Forester bore testimony to it and as no complaint was received that the payment was
not made until the Forester’s malicious and false report against your memorialist of
the 28th April 1896 in which he went to the length of seriously implicating himself
in order to be sure of your memorialist’s fall. [ Your memorialist has thus been made
& Scape-goat at the instance of the Forester, has been robbed of his reputation, robbed
of his bread and that of his large family and thrown into the world without any
support. e has been condemined, after having served Government for 12 years
zealously, honestly and well, without a fair hearing, without a fair trial and upon
distorted and concocted evidence. | o
Your memorialist therefore humbly begs Your Excellency will be graciously
Pleased after careful perusal of this explanation to establish his innocence and thus
render justice to him. ' ’ ’

-
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19" Turning now to the other charges against your memorialist, the first three
namely :—

W om . e
(1) .'l.emporary misappropriation of Government money ;

‘.. N . . - ’
\n)‘ Habitual manipulation of Government accouunts before entering
D >

payments in the cash book; and

(iii) Disobeying Code Orders, Sections 137, 138, and 140

- (31?:1 r:;v;f.h 1rregular1;1es in keeping accounts. The Board acquits your memorialist of
e serious of these charges, namely, temporary misapprapriation of money

+ and finds him guilty only of the minor charge that “in contravention of orders he

kept his accounts in a careless and irregular manner, well calculated to facilitate the -

commission of fraud.” In arriving at this conclusion the Board says that : “It i
abuno?antl‘y proved that the Ranger, instead of writing wp his cash book f? 1) y asi y
practice of doing so from time to time and for this purpose had fre u;1ztéalty e
some ela,bo?'ate calculations on loose sheets of paper before the accorm?- illi I;) 9'0 o
a form 'uj'hzch would permit of their satisfactory entry in the cash bboL"5 C",;fl" y Zeahwed y
calculations shew that at times deficiency was disc.overed, which haci to b;e i

” vide para 4 of Board’s Proceedings under Appeal. aerountad for

20. In the first place, our memorialis . o .
quarters, the cash book was usj;d to be writtetbu;)(‘:)g;]t;)mstlil;)irlmtant; a? Wh;h T oad
abse:nt on 101{3 tours ; but when he went on short tours foryS or 130 when he was
panied by his clerk, he was not in the habit of taking his cash bo kd.Y S I'una.i.ccom.
long tours, as arule, your memorialist would make a’rmn?’ements o holt with h1m.' In
places, su.ch as Rest Houses, Choultries, etc., well secured az;ainst robbera aé c_Ol.lvTement
Taluk belng.notorious for incendiarism and dacoities. %ut in shorts’t_ “V_lulputur
not be pqsmb?e to make such arrangements, and your memorialist w 011111‘8 lt» woud
have to live m tents far away from villages at the foot of, or u theolu'l(l constant
therefore not in the practice of taking his cash chest and ,also It)he ; 111' sl.) o was
such as cash book, ete., when absent on such tours, which, after all va ual »le records
- i.’or 3 or 4 days. This practice was going on always ev;r Gince » would last .on‘ly

301f1ed the range and even before his time and nobody took exc gour Iﬁelnorlallgb
going on short tours your memorialist used to take only s‘ucip on o W.hen
be necessary to pay for the works in progress, and as soon ‘ml(l)ney as might
head-quarters he would enter the payments made by him in the ciZh f)o;itlll‘ned 0

Besides, there are no orders requiring tl; : . ) :

“daily. Sec. 137 .of the Forest Code, 211((11 Edilt?ion,e ézi’l;lyb:;]\uitl: l;;a \vthteu up
Officer * to enter in the cash book all money transactions as the o le D‘ISI.Jursmg
. not necessarily imply that the cash book should be written u Y {’90111'. This does
impossible to do so when, as stated above, the Disbursing Ofﬁsex(- “ }y.

remote localities leaving his clerk at head-quarters. 5 The 1I'akaway on tour in
vouchers for revenue collections paid into the Treasury at headc erk would receive
Disbursing Officer would also receive revenue and make paYmel;g‘}arters ; while the

In fact it i

All these trans-

actions wouldhave to be shown in the cashbook “in the order i
rderof their occurrence,” which
H

is apparently the meaning of the words * as they occur” i .

purpose the D_isbursing Officer would have to \\.?raitcflilt‘il ll?e S::ti;OH 137, and for this
before writing up the cashbook,as he hasto know what itemsof rec .FILS t'O heaq-q.uarte»s
Treasury during his absence and for which Challans were recei:v3 lg b“ er.e paid into thg
matter of fact, this is the practice followed in all the Ran eeOﬁl.y his clerk. Aga
Forest Offices. Cash book is not written up daily, norisit l'i tics ces and District
the Officer is on tour. practicable to do so when

B aaa S PUSY |

3,
|
1
}

- calculations werem

maining. 'Uhus the entries in t
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21. Secondly, the Board says that your memorialist was in the habit of fre-
quently going through some elaborate caleulations on loose sheets of paper before
the accounts could be reduced to a form which would permit of their satisfactory entry
in the cash book. What the Board exactly means by this, your memorialist fails to
understand. On making payment your memorialist would always receive a voucher,

~ which would Lelp bim to enter the transactions in the cash book on return to head-

quarters. The loose sheets of paper referred to consisted of two sets :—1. Loose scraps

of paper, in which figures were jotted down by your memorialist to check the balance

in hand after making payments; and II. Rough cash sheets, in which entries used
to be made roughly at first, so that there might be no corrections when entering them

in the cash book. - Your memorialist used to make the jottings on scrap papers for -

his own information to check the balance in hand after making payments, while the
rougli cash sheets were kept towards the neat maintenance of the cash book. The
sheets in set I. with asolitary exception are all in your memorialist’s handwriting
while those in set I are generally in the handwriting of the clerk. For, as already
stated above, during the absence of your memorialist on tour unaccompanied by the
clerk, the latter used to receive Challans from contractors in support of revenue re-
mitted to the Treasury and he would also receive paid vouchers from your memo-
rialist. These he would enter in the rough cash sheets pending your memorialist’s
return, when your memorialist used to check the entries and incorporate them in the
cash book. As soon as this is done, the loose sheets used to be thrown away in the

waste paper basket.

99. Your memorialist did not keep these loose sheets with any dishonest motive, . -

nor did the idea of doing so ever enter his mind ; for if he had any such motive, he
should have destroyed them then and there imstea

paber basket. He had recourse to the loose sheets bond fide tonote down the figures
he balance on hand and with a view

tor his own information in checking t
to avoid corrections in the cash book ; but he never, in his innocence, believed that
they were capable of being misconstrued in the manner in which they had been. More-
over, the practice of noting down the figures on a separate piece of paper before
entering them 1n the cash book or any other account book is in vogue in almost
all the account offices,—even in the office of the D. F. O., as it helps to keep the cash
Look neat and tidy and also to check and arrange in order the several entries, Your
memorialist therefore adopted the same practice. The Board says that elaborate
ade on these loose sheets. It is not clear what it means by this
alist used to enter separately the details of (1) the ad-

In the loose scraps, your memor : . : :
f such advances either m cash orin paid vouchers;

vances made ; (2) the recoveries o

(3) direct payments made by him out of the amount t
the collections received, 0 that he might see at a glance what amount was

actually disbursed, how much stands as advance and what is the balance re-
hese scraps will be-
d to by the D. I 0., vide sheet numbered 11, the follow-

for instance the one referre
the body of the sheet :—

ing will be found entered in

Cheque No. 2z Rs. 650 0 ©
Revenue Collection s 2212 4
Do. » 9 o0 o0

. » 08112 9

Cashon hand ,, 514 7 9

) » l67 5 ©
Payment , 110 13 4

- —

T T

d of throwing them into the waste .

aken by him on tour; and (4)

something as follows :—Taking’

VRO PP L o or CONE:? e e
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Rs. 167-5-0 was the amount taken by your memorialist on tour and Rs. 110-13-4 was
the money spent out of it. Out of this Rs. 110-13-4, the actual payments made were
entered at the topmost corner of the sheet, while the details of the amount paid as
advances were entered on the reverse of it. The items entered in the rough cash
sheets (Set II.), on the other hand, were exactly the same as those subse-
quently transferred to the cash book; and consequently it will be seen that there
would be no difference at all between the amounts of the items entered in

' these rough
cash sheets and those entered in the cash book. '

_ It is thus patent that your memorialist had recourse to these loose sheets as a
matter of convenience and partly also of necessity and that he had no dishonest motive

" in having had recourse to them, as the Conservator’s charges w
The unscrupulous Forester, desiring to make capital out of t];?em a
ist, surreptitiously made away with these scrap papers' in conni
Clerk and he well succeeded in his
Ranger has been punished for no fault of . his and left adrift in the world after

having served the Government for a peri 2 i : :
g ; b period of 12 years during which his conduet was
never once considered suspicious.

: 23. Thirdly,
- ab times deficiency

ould seem to imply.
gainst your memorial.
vance with the Range

as rcgards the Board’s remark that the rough notes shewed that
was discovered, your memorialist begs to submit as follows :—

. The .allege'd deficiency was merely fictitious and has never been proved to
exist. The ordinary way to findout a deficiency or misappropriation is to count the money

- in the cash chest and see whether the amount there corresponds with the amount

a:-;hown as cash .ba¥ance in the cash book. But instead of following that procedure
nl your memorialist’s case, deﬁciency was inferred in May 1896 f:om (:ertali)n entries
in the loose scraps of paper relating to August 1895.  The entries were as follows:

No. 1. '.L\'O. 9,

Cheque No. 2 . 650 0 0 .Cheque No. 1 650 0 0

Rev. Coll. ... .. 2212 9

Do. 9 0 0 .. Rev. 9 0 0
681 12 9 ' 659 0 o

Cash in hand - 514 79 .. Cashin hand e 9ld 7 9
Rs. 167 5 o awd.., 144 § 3

_— Payment... 110 13 iL

33 10 11

To house... 17 8 ¢

| To V. M. of Venkatasapuram... 13 00

32 8 O
swd,,, 1 211
atrfa;%rmngertrf"... 1 0 o

“No. 1 was in your memorialist’s hLs 1y e
his Clerk. Rs. 167-5-0 shewn in No. 1 wa:n(c:l::slitc;:id“tl(])ﬂe 1\('). 2 that. of
Your memorialist pointed out that it representeq money taken bre‘};f“'e xplanation.
chest at head-quarters while going out on eireujt and that afty llm from the cash
tour he jotted down the amount on a piece of Paper to help him e:O 1:] trettgln from
: O_enter the pay-

machinations with the result that an innocent

rs )
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‘ments made therefrom while on tour preparatory to entering them in the cash book.
“In No. 2 which was as already stated in the handwriting of the Range Clerk, he

uses the word &sw:d which was taken to inean deficiency. It will however be
observed from a close examination of the several entries that the Range Clerk’s figures
(the first portion of them) were merely a copy of the entries made by your memoria-
list in No. 1 with the item—Revenue Collection 22-12-6 omitted. The Clerk
uses the word &8 to denote balance (meaning balance of money with the Ranger
which he has taken out on circuit); for if wS had meant deficiency, how could
payments have been made out of a deficiency as the next item aftér swd would
show ? Your memorialist was directed to explain the meaning of the item—To house,
17-8-0. He pointed out that it meant batta due to your memorialist and ‘sent to his
house, as evidenced by the entry in the Cash Beok for August 1895 supported by your

memorialist’s Travelling Allowance Bill for the amount drawn in that month. In this ‘

connexion, your memorialist begs to remark that Sheet No. 2 in the writing of the
Range Clerk was suspicious and unauthorized. It was written in anink which was
new and quite distinct from the ink of the other sheets written by the Clerk at about the
same time. This was pointed out by your memorialist to the D. F. O. on the 28th of
April 1896 when the charge of temporary misappropriation was presented against
your memorialist by the Forester. Further as stated above, the first portion of the sheet
was merely a copy of the entry made by your memorialist in No. 1, leaving out thé item
Revenue Collection Rs. 22-12-9 and there is also the fact that the Clerk had no necessity
to make these entries. When your memorialist takes money on circuit, he invariably
used to enter in his own handwriting the amount taken and the payments made
out of it on a piece of paper on return to head-quarters to verify the balance and
to enter the transactions in the cash book; while the Clerk used to keep only rough
cash sheets, shewing the amounts of vouchers received by him on account of
Revenue remitted to Treasury and of paid vouchers received from your memorialist.
Thus all the scrap papers (from pages 1 to 17) with the single exception of the one
(page 18) now under consideration are in the handwriting of your memorialist, while

the rough cash sheets alone are in the handwriting of the Clerk. From the °

above explanation, it will be clearly seen that the Clerk wrote and introduced this piece
of paper surreptitiously in connivance with Forester Wilson at the time the latter

brought charges against your memorialist in order to involve your memorialist into-
" trouble and that he used such words as &8, To house, etc., to make it appear

that your memorialist had misappropriated money. It will also; be seen that the
word &nd does not occur anywhere else bul in this one sheet in the hand writing of the
Itange Clerk. 'The inference iy therefore clear that the clerk made the entries
in this piece of paper not at the time of the occurrence cf the transactions, but long
after it, (i.e, some two ov three days before the presentation of the Forester’s charge)
with a malicious motive in order to make it convey an appearance_that your memo-

rialist tampered with Government money.

1

A word or two about the Range Clerk’s connexion with Forester Wilson will,
‘your memorialist truéts, not be out of place in this connexion. Firstly—.-Ftovester Wilson
is admitted to be a hopelessly corrupt and unscrupulous man :.md it is by no means
difficult for one of his character to buy out a man in the pcsﬂaon of a Range Clerk
drawing Rs. 12 per mensem to serve his purpose.  Secondly—The Range Clerk was all

along a friend of the Forester and bore even false evidence in his favor in a Criminal case,

wherein the Deputy Magistrate remarked: *Of tl.ce witnesses for the second ac.cuse-d
(Wilson), G Perumanayagan Pillai (Rangs Clerk) us ?ztle-ﬂg/. zmtrustwurth;{/. His evi-
dence seems to me to be totally false. He has contl'adw{ed Limself most disyracefully,
as a perusal of his evidence will show.”—Vide judgment in C. C. No. 18 of 189G on the

ERRNE oY
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Jile of the Deputy Magistrate, Srivilliputtur. From these facts, and there are also other
facts to prove that the Range Clerk did not like your memorialist as he would not
al%ow him to swindle Government money, it is evident that he had acted in collision
with the Forester..

24. The Conservator states in clause 8 of para 11 of his Proceedines that vour
mfamorialist confined his explanation to three loose sheets only, whereas he \L\j’as su );lied
thh copies of 25. Your memorialist begs to state that he was asked to ex hirll) Ionl
with regard to 3 sheets. Further, your memorialist had explained to tl‘lep (D F dy
then and there that all the papers connected with the loose sheets were not ro.du. d
yvheg !;he charge was filed against him, but only such scraps as were likelypto thr(fw
suspicion and as could not be explained without reference to the other sheets connected
with them which were maliciously withheld. o

25.  Your memorialist would not have dilated on these points so much but for
the fact that the Board of Revenue appears to have completely misunderstood the

position. It says in its Order, para 5, that in its opinion all that is distinctly proved

against your memorialist with regard to these charges is that “in contravention of
orders he k i i ir :

epi; }ns: accounts in z’a,’ careless and irregular manner well caleulated to facili-
tate the commission of fraud.” The Board thus exonerates your memorialist from
the actual commission of any fraud and to this extent it does not accept the

- . y . 3 - .
Conservator’s finding. But it agrees with the Conservator that your. memorialist

kept his accounts in a careless and irregular manner and violated the provi

sions of Sections 137 and 138 of the Forest Code. = Your memorialist has aII:'e'Ld .
pointed out that he did not violate the provisions of Section 137 ; on the other ha(n(iy
it was on account of the extreme care that he took that the account should be neat anci
tidy, that he was found fault with. Nor did he keep any irregular or separate accounts
within the meaning of Section 138. 'The loose sheets should not be confounded witl
irregular accounts properlysocalled, for they were merely notes to help your memorialist
in entering the transactions in the cash book and were thrown away the moment th

transactions were entered. These sheets were not kept and retained separately as a (:,
of the record and then only they canbe called irregular. In fact, almost ever ¢ i
is in the habit of jotting down figures on a piece of paper before enterinz them in h:

register or other account book. ITe does not thereby keep irregular acc Oun;s I‘em In hl.S
your memorialist had beeninthe habit of keeping his accountsain a careless a;ui o tl']er, N
manner as stated by the Board, how was it that his carelessness and irreeul rregular
not noticed by the D.F.Os. (for your memorialist served durine his ter st
this Range under two D.F.Os.—Messrs. Thornton and Bryan’c),O

arity were
tenure of office in
during their half yearl y

inspections of the Range conducted under Section 208 of the Forest Code ¥ And
e? And can

it really be supposed thatit escaped their notice not once or twice
memorialist joined the Range in October 1893 until his connec’tion with i

in May 1896. The answer to this question itselt is sufficient to convince thel G[l lvt eased
regarding your memorinlist’s innocence. He has been sacrificed at the alt Ozt?rnrr.lent
and by unscrupulous subordinates his name has been dishonored and Llilr ° ningue
blighted. In fact, in every inspection of your memorialist’s Ranee th I?DPPOSpeCtS
remarking that the accounts were kept neat and tidy and not egen, ?)n’c o T O was
irregular and careless—uvide D.F.0.’s Inspection Memoranda referred
para 2 supra. ' '

but ever since your

e that they Wwere
to at the enq of

26. Thus it will be seen that these cliarges of irregularities in keepi
charges Nos. 1 to 3), n regard to which the Bo ‘ r Comsermne:
s g ard accepts parily the Conservator’s

finding, are like charge No. § already' dealt with, based upon mere unfounded
" ed supposi.

Accountant

B2 choann g g bap gt b SOk b
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‘sions on insufficient evidence and mere Suppositions.

* justly by examining the v
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tion and unwarranted inferences. Further there has been really no violation of the
Code orders as stated by the Conservator. ’

27.  Your memorialist need not dwell at length upon charge No. 1V. ¢ Receiving
an illegal gratification from Babu Raja”, as the Board acquits your memorialist of it ;
but a few words in regard to the origin of the charge may not be out of place as
shewing its utter hollowness and the way in which charges were framed against your
memorialist. The charge was a sequel of the Grazing Case referred to by the
Conservator in para. 9 of his Proceedings, dated 31-10-96, (Ex. A.) and which was
originally brought forward by the Forester in his report to the D. F. O. submitted

* on 11-4-96. The story as told by the Forester was that Kuppu Raja, the man whose

goats were impounded by the Forester, employed Babu Raja, his relative, to bribe
your memorialist to permit the illicit grazing of his goats. This story however on
enquiry fell to the ground with the result that it established the innocence of your
memorialist and the malice of the Forester. The Range Clerk, who was cited by the
Forester as a witness, thereupon came with another version of the story, saying that he
saw Babu Raja coming to the Ranger’s house one day with Rs. 200 which he (Babu
Raja) said he brought on behalf of Kuppu Raja whom the Ranger asked for Rs. 250 to
clear his debts. On enquiry this statement also was contradicted both by Kuppu
Raja and Babu Raja and it was elicited that the lat brought the amount for pay-
ment on account of his lease of Valaikulam cg};"ec ut that owing to some dispute as
to the adjustment of certain other amounts due to him, the money was not accepted
and the man therefore took back the money without paying. Nevertheless, the D.F.O.
allowed the charge to stand and based it on the uncorroborated statement of the
Range Clerk whom your memorialist has already proved to have been untrue and to
have been acting in league with the Forester. The Conservator, however, seeing that
it was futile to uphold the charge of illegal gratification on account of the overwhelm.
ing evidence against that. supposition, converted it into one of temporary misap-
propriation of money in that your memorialist might not have disbursed to Babu
Raja the money (Rs. 284-6-5) shown as paid to him in the cash book on the 19th March
*06, but might have kept it with him (i e., your memorialist) in safe custody for the
Contractor. To support this view, the Conservator indulges in a series of probabi-
lities; but he forgets that these probabilities might not aftec all be realities and that
therefore no conclusions could be based upon them, much less a conclusion which
affects so vitally the reputation and interests of a subordinate of the standing and

service of your memorialist. The Board however has now acquitted your memorialist

of the charge.
it is evident that the story of the illegal gratification was

a false and base concoction, brought forward by the Forester, to use the Con-
servator's and the D.F.0.’s own words, “to revenge himself not only on Kuppu
Raja but also on the Ranger.” Your memorialist would not have dilated on these
points were it not to show that the D.F.O. and the Conservator based their deci-

Another point which your
memorialist wishes to bring to your Excellency’s notice is that in this charge the

enquiry differed from that into the other charges and was conducted formally and
vitnesses on either side with the right of cross-examination.
the innocence of your memorialist and

uitted your memorialist
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