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.
]
! - Fort Saint George. \
! . ) - 13
SO Tre Appeal of Mr. E.'HL BROOKES, =
‘ ’ Assistant Tnspector, 2nd Grade, Salt, [ N
° ( Abkari and Customs Department, )
-y ‘ " ~ Vattanam Circle, Madura District. ! ’
o , , SHOWETH, \ 1‘ ‘1
That appellant who was an Inspector in the Salt and i \
Abkari Department, in the probationary grade, was, on W
the 17th July 1895, while 1u charge of the Kuttanguli PEy
Circle, reduced to an Assistant Inspectorship of the 2nd 4 s
Grade and placed at the bottom of that grade under orders i1 X !
: of the Board of Revenue, Separate Revenue, a8 containe }Z‘ .\
. in their Proceedings, No. 3001, Mis., dated 17th July 1899, RN
K (vide Exuipir A.) RN

h N ) of the Southern Division (Mr. W. A. Fowler), dated 4th :
o : May 1895, No. C. 34, and 19th June 1895, No. 2587, =
wherein that officer brought, as set out in para. 1 of Exhi- F
bit A, the following six charges against appellant, Vize 1 i ye
(1) Bad work whilst in charge of the Sonth Trichinopoly Circle. ::s“
(2) Bad work whilst in charge of the North Trichinopoly Circle. f 1
(3) Impertinence and nsubordination towards his superior officer. { %‘i

} . To : - %

. HIS EXCELLENCY THE RIGHT HONBLE | |
g §ip frthur Elibank Havelock, eg6, G6ER, L

2

B eI e
S,

e - mpamrrwrn #°
S PR -

9. That, as will be observed, the foregoing order was

-le

passed on two reports made by the Deputy Commissioner

S

demand for money-.
(5) Assault on his second clerk.

(6) Drawing certain sums of money for tentage and carriage of records
in excess of what was due.

(4) Assaultinga certain Sub-Inspector and peons in connection with & h{?

« 3. That, as regards the first charge, it will furthél:
be observed that the Board state, on the second page of their : 1
Proceedings quoted above, that *“on his inspection of the %g

1

« South Trichinopoly Circle of which Mr. Brookes (appel- 1\
¢ Jant) was in charge, the Assistant Commissioner, Erode . o]
\ ) - R L\?} t"("?‘
. g ‘ o
R o { b
- . ) 7 ’W ‘ 5;*
/ TG b1
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:: _Sub-divigi(_m (Mr. Krishnasawmy Iyengar) noticed several
Irregularities of which the following are the principal:—

(o) Groes and unaccountabile delay in the disposal of matters affecting
the conduct of subordinates,

(b; Bad it v by N 3 A i
SQ“\K‘ \t‘::lrt e\::a eg Mr. Brookes and hig long stoppages at certain

{©) Lax supervision over the work of Lis subordinates.

(d) Disposal of the great majori
: ity of cases at Lead-qu
{:)aysmg unnecessary tmu{)le to the accused and-qv:'l’::f:;s tl‘:;
Tinging the preventive establishmeng repeatedly out of their
" ranges to the consequent neglect of theiwr work,
e Omissiontowriteup the P 21 (Crime Regi
. egister) daily i
?rlg}lttaﬁl ;e« O:id' notes of enquiry in segeracir)cn:l’r?l;:?: Hf;)‘:'r?
and 1n one case which 'wag rose '
() Faitare ro - prosecuted before a Magistrate,

$ in the neighl
‘Irre\ wusly ordered, unsatisfacto: oo of

acenses, non-compliance witl, t
mmns at re
to keep correct accon
Liceuses,

A. Factories as
ry diepoaal of applications for A,
It the distinct orders g1ven to change
fineries at short ntervals, and farlure
nts of applications reces ed for saltpetre

(¢) Las SUPErVISIon oy
Kubtalor o over the doings of toddy shop-keepers in the

(h) Unsatibf.wtm'y result of the

into the Mappur Mahanum

: coupled wit}

o o had never visited that part of hll)s Cirtflel. the factt

L 'ssion to sce that the old marks
manuer laid down n the Circular Oxlllere .

miles of luy head-quarters.

introduction of the tree tax sy xtem

hat the Inspector

cored out on trees in the
T even n topes within o few

4. That, as recards the i it i

.4 at, as reg: ¢ wregularities specified aboy

t g ed above
;t‘; will be noticed that the Board remark in réference to (u),
that the Assistant Commissioner hag quoted seven instances
N support of the charge which, in their opinion, “

“ show heyond doubt the utmost indifference on the part of Mr. Brookes

to the conduct of his subordinat ich i
by the Deputy Commiasi()nerl: (:, S far ho eerence. ax o b enemaried

Cipline and el qiommis et S oes far to account for the bad ‘state of diy-

. Appellant begs, firstly, in connection witl, the fore-
going remarks to observe that the Deputy Commissioner
(Mr. W. A, Fowler), who expressed the above opinion ig
not the same officer who reviewed the Inspection Remarks
of the Assistant Commissioner, dated 21st, September 1893
(Exusrr B), but his (Mr. D. D. Murdoch’s) successor il:
office, who, after the lapse of over one year and six months

subsequent to the date of the Assistant Commniissioner’s
report and over one year and five months after the orders
passed by the then Deputy Commissioner, addressed the
Board in his letters quoted at the lead of these Proceed-
ings. Those letters, it is unnecessary for appellant 1o
state, must have been written on facts, as personally
represented by the Assistant Commissioner (Mr. Krishua-
sawmy Iyengar). The Board appear also not to have
been informed, that particulars of the seven instances
quoted by the Assistant Commissioner were never officially
communicated to appellant as should have been done, and
his explanation called for and reduced to writing in reference
to them. In the circumstances appellant respectfully
requests that Your Excellency’s Government will consider
irregularity («) as not established against appellant, as the
standing orders of Government hiave not been observed in
regard to it. The particulars of sub-liead (¢) were never
officially furnished to appellant and his explanation or
defence called for. T
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5. That, in regard to the next irregularity, viz., (8)
“ bad itineration by Mr. Brookes and his long stoppages
“at certain selected centres,” it will be noted the Board
make reference to a * very careful analysis” made by the
Assistant Commissioner of appellant’s itineration which,
they say ¢ show that Mr. Brookes did no inspection
worthy of the name,” &c.

-

In regard to the foregoing charge appellant begs to
remark that the Inspection Remarks of the Assistant
Commissioner (Exmipit B), are dated 21st September 1893
and the review or marginal remarks of the Deputy Commis-
sioner, (to be found in the same Exhibit,) 13th October 1893,
or more than one year and five months prior to the Deputy
Commissioner’s report to the Board. The delay in bring-
ing this matter to the notice of the Board appellant
respectfully submits almost nullifies the utility of the report
and is far from just to the appellant. Further, extracts of
paragraphs 10 and 17 (f) of the Assistant Commissioner’s
remarks (Exwipir B), dated 21st September 1893, (the
former of which has reference to complaint (b) ) were not
forwarded to appellant by that officer, for his explanation,
till the 3rd March 1894 (or nearly five months after the
Deputy Commissioner’s review). ExuiBir B-1. The pro-
cedure adopted of sending extracts instead of the full text
of remarks being opposed to the practice usually observed
in such cases, (as the review of the Deputy Commissioner
is always written on the margin of the Assistant Commis-
sionel’s inspection remarks and is not a separate paper),
appellant applied to the Assistant Commissioner on the 81st
March 1894 for the full text of both the Inspection Remarks
and of the Review (Exaipir C). In making the foregoing
application to the Assistant Commissioner appellant took
occasion to observe, as will be noticed from a reference to
the document (Exuisre C), that

“if you (Assistant Commissioner) think I should not be favoured with
this (that is, the full text of the Deputy Commissioner’s review) I request fon
will refer the matter to the Deputy Commissioner, for I do not think 1t will be

just to myself to furnish any explanation unless I am furnished with what I
require.”

One object which appellant had in view was to satisfy
himself that Mr. Krishvasawmy Iyengar, the Assistant
Commissioner, had not exaggerated matters to gratify’
vindictive feelings, for the Board itself has, in its Proceed-
ings under appeal, come to the same conclusion as appellant,
viz., that the Assistant Commissioner entertained a * dislike”
to him. In reply, appellant was informed by the Assistant
Commissioner that he was of opinion that appellant was

“ entitled to get copy of only such portions of the Deputy Commissioner’s
Review as concern you” (him)and that he did not therefore *see the necessity

for referring the matter for the Deputy Commissioner’s orders.” (Vide
Exmsir D).

Accordingly, appellant, on the 6th June 1894, submit-
ted his explanation (Exmisit E.) on the two solitary para-
graphs furnished to him, to which he begs respectfully to
invite attention. In that explanation appellant endeavour-
ed, as far as was possible, to meet the statements made
by the Assistant Commissioner in paras. 10 and 17(f) of
bis Inspection Remarks referred to above, and begs in
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s begs to submit that the Standing Orders of the de
. ~appear to have been lost sight of in the matter and

N
- 4

4

reference to them to observe that it occurs to appellant
as noteworthy (1) that the eall for his explanation to the
sub-charges (1) and (e) should have been made six months
after the date the complaint was made, five months after the
Deputy Commissioner had passed his orders regarding them,
and not till two months after appellant had been transferved
from the South Trichinopoly Circle, when appellant coul’d
have no access to the full text of the Deputy Commissioner's
Review. The specific charge itself, i.e. (b), appellant begs
to observe affects the period appellant was emp\gye& \}n
South Trichinopoly Circle, tiz., jrom 4th J uly 1892 tobt e
end of July 1893 (vide para. 10 of Exmmt B.) or about
three years prior to the date on which the Board were
pleased to order appellant’s reduction.

Avppellant respectfully begs Your Excellency’s Govern.
ment will be pleased to consmider this extraordinary fact
when dealing with this appeal, as it seems only reasonable to
expect that charges should not be brought against public ser-
vants after prolonged periods, unless some satisfactory canse
for the delay can be shown, and where such cause cannot be
shown, appellant respectfully submits that the charge should
be totally eliminated from consideration. As a matter of
fact, appellant, in his defence, established, in reference to
sub-charge (b), that between him and his Assistant they
were out on tour for 319 days out of the 393 days which
comprise the period relating to the charge, viz., from 4th

July 1892 to the end of July 1893, In regard to the
remaining days appellant submitted, as he thought,a satisfac-
tory account, particulars of which will he found narrated in
paragraph 3 of his explanation, dated 6th June 1894 (Exui-
-+BIr K.) In regard to the question of itineration, appellant

pattment

: sufficient,
credit not allowed appellant for the tours performed by ?Es

" Assistant.  Circular Order No. 1 of 1891, para. 79, reads
as follows : — ’

. ;;Tt_) ensuredtl};e proper working of preventiv
v stantly spected by superior officers. 4s a qeneral rule 1t may be
. :;ther‘ the n:l{l»ect(l)lr fl»lr &X\ Assistant should be constantly on :{mr 'S::nbg;?;
1e view with whie ssistant Inspectors we .
~ quarters of Factory Circles.” pee o sanctioned for the head-

e partics they must be con-

Further, Circular Order No. v of 1891 reads thus ;—

“ Every Sub-Inspector or Party should be visited in his o it
not less than once a quarter exther by the Inspector or by one oflhisrAls:iq:::f:

but the duty of inspecting the range of any one Sub-Inspector or Party shoul
not, as 8 r\,l’le, be (i’elegated to an Assistant Inspector mmg two qnirze;): ig
succession.

In addition, appellant is aware that the then Deputy
Commissioner had passed orders himself that he was
desirous of seeing Assistant Inspectors take their fair share
of touring. Appellant submits that it is clear from the
foregoing orders that the Assistant Inspector was to take
his fair share of touring and therefore the touring actuall
doue by his (appellant’s) Assistant should be calculated with
the itineration performed by appellant and an opinion arrived
at on the whole, or on the total number of days spent by
them in camp. If the matter of itineration is considered
with due regard to the foregoing principle and orders,
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appellant respectfully submits that his itineration for the .

period embraced in the charge has not been * bad.”

6. That next, as regards sub-charge (c), the Board
rematrk that
“the Assistant Commissioner has furnished figures which show that

Mr. Brookes must have been, as the Deputy Commissioner remarks, incredibly
indifferent about the movements of his men.”

Appellaut begs, with all deference, to observe that the
above is a very summary manner of disposing of the cow-
plaint in question. If Your Excellency’s Government will
be pleased to turn to paragraph’10 of the Assistant
Commissioner’s Inspection Remarks it will be observed that
he nowhere states that appellant was indiffdrent to the
movements of his subordinates, or that he failed to review
their weekly diaries, or to inspect the village registers ;
and, as a matter of fact, appellant begs to state that the
foregoing diaries and village registers were always care-
fully reviewed and inspected by him. The Inspection
Remarks of the Assistant Commissioner refer in particular
to the South Trichinopoly Circle which is to a very great
extent an Abkari Circle, as is borne out by para. 32 of the
foregoing paper. It is noteworthy that the Assistant Com-
missioner has nowhere given figures to show, (1) how

"quickly marking was done to the convenience of those

from whom revenue is derived, and (2) how abkari detec.
tion improved not only in quantity but also in quality, beyond
the tardy admission made by him that ¢ abkari detection
shows an improvement as compared with last year,” In
these matters appellant begs to submit that he was credibly
watchful, not" “incredibly indifferent”: of .the;movements

satisfactory financial results.""-"Appellant regrets the neces-

sity of troubling Your Excellency’s Government with a few7 Rees 2,

further remarks under this head as the Assistant Commis-

sioner’s representation of facts is not strictly correct. The Ziwsy asben

Assistant Commissioner says that the increase under illicit
transport indicated undue attention to * petty offences.” It
the figures given by the Assistant Commissioner are scruti-
nized it will be observed that “undue attention” was
bestowed on important, and not on ** petty offences,” 'sqc}u
as *“smuggling” and ‘““using false measures” and  illicit
tapping,” and it still remains to be explained how *“illicit
transport” has been, regarded by the Assistant Com-
missioner as a “petty offence,” Appellant begs also to
. invite particular attention to the fact that no explanation
was called for from him in regard to the complaint compris-
ed in sub-head (c), and that, therefore, it should be entirely
excluded from consideration as in the case of (a). Para-
graphs 10 and 17 (f) of the Assistant Commissioner’s
Inspection Remarks (which alone were furnished for ex-
planation) relate to sub-heads (b) and (e) only, and not to
' the other sub-heads. - - * ‘

"*7. That, as regards the next sub.head (d), vz,
disposal of a great majority of cases at head-quarters, the
Board consider it sufficient, they say, to quote a circular
issued by appellant directing the Sub-Inspectors of certam

,
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ranges to bail the accused in all cases of arre

Trichinopoly, the head.quarte st to appear at

rs of appellaut,

. Appellant begs respectfully to i . .

in respect to this matta?aic seen):s toelxxslva:nbtei? his action
stood. If Your Excellency’s Government will be mllsundep-
turn to th,e last sentence of para. 16 of the ssisf eased to
missioner’s Inspection Remarks (Exmisir B)it wil] ant Com-
there stated that * all the four rag il be found

es i iohs
taluk are so conveniently situate £es In that (Tr lchluOPOIY )

- $ d, and so
circle llead-qllarters,” ]n the Circ’umstanczsery 01088 to the

«

the accused and witnesses The pri appellant to
, : rit :
circular was to keep down the pgndrz‘:x?; 2?12(;29?1) ythe

rapid disposal of them and thy . :

both of the Gover.nmeut and the %ot:rdc ﬁ:ﬁ; zﬁilgle Wﬁshes

not be kept hanging over the heads of accuse(}‘ o:S should

any lengthened period. Besides, the ‘circular i}I)le ron Jor

was issued on the 17th April 1893 and ceased to be uestion

after the Assistaut Commissioner took exoopt, mtforpe

four months later. Appellant begs again top s?;b‘» '(:. i

. reference to(d) that no explanation was called for frox[;nl i,
\y\, o TR .;F- nm.

:ﬁ‘& tbﬁ‘} 8. That, as regards sub-cliarges (e) to (3) the Board
&\\1 vasad. =13t will be observed, express the opinion that they ¢ have
Ly \::;m:bgen 3stabhshed by the Assistant Commissioner,” addine
s that Mr, Brookes was called upon to reply to the several
R Ny charges noted above and his explanations” were received
s ‘Q“A\?fher considerable delay on the 17th Juune 1894.” It is
RN Wmurthgr Eemarked that appellant “has offered no“explan-
S atidw o stvefal poinfd and for the'othér-Painty his explan-

N Gt i : L FETIRRE - S U ST R
gation is nob satisfactory,” : Tn+the: Board’s: opihion; the =

AmNaa N T firgt charge is © full substantiated”
ATy frst culgab] a y subs .antlated. and that I\I,l. Brookes
'y pably neglected his work in the circle.’

EGEETRL
‘\"‘:L e 2 30 [N .

«\-ﬁ\a*.x\”& ‘ Appellant begs, Wl(;h all deference, to observe with
A a o\ Teterence to the foregoing remarks, that there has been

oy *-‘*“‘Ti"‘“ s}?me misconception of facts as they occurred, for, in
RIDY the first instance, appellant was not  called upon to

S Y %epl];}to t‘}_{g several charges noted above.” It has alread
N Y ey, Deemistated ihiparar-b of Sthis appeal til_mtxaprelljmb‘

e e i nishEQ b o the - At ant r A 3y it
Y w;;mf}was fufnishéd by~ the AS.SJSﬁan‘ﬁ«comlm-%@neEﬁvm;»p‘m‘,. 2

s 234

Q%o - 10and 17 (£) only (Exmisrr B-I) of his Inspection Remark:
‘& N E (Exs1err B) and not of the whole documentf)and that thou;{}?
e ‘,\\ appellaut applied for the full text, he was informed in reply
» * that he was only entitled to such portions as concerned him

N (vide para. 5 supra). In the circnmstances, appellant again

* ¢y begs to contend that he was not asked to explain any other
N irregularities than (b) and the latter portion of (e}, and it
v is for this reason that appellant has, in preceding para-
graphs, requested that the other charges should be entirely

excluded from consideration as the standing orders of Gov-
-ernment were not followed in regard.to them. Next, as to

the delay alleged to have been made by appellant in making
his explanation, he begs to submit that if reference is made
to Exwisrrs B and C, it will be observed that Exmizir B is
dated 21st September 1893, and that it was not forwarded
to appellant for explanation till the Srd March 1894, ov

rd

*

e

cedure,

7

nearly six months afterwards, and that after hearing from -
the Assistant Commissioner in reply (Exaisir D) that he was
not entitled to the paper applied for, appellant submitted
his explanation on the 6th June following. (Exmimir E.)
In the circumstances, appellant submits that there was no
avoidable delay in furnishing his explanation, On the other
hand, the Assistant Commissioner, it is respectfully submit.
ted, appears to have been guilty of culpable delay in allow-
ing a period of six months from October 1893 to March
1894 to elapse before he made his call for appellant’s expla-
nation as to sub-charges () and (e).

As to the partienlar irregularity (e) the Assistant
Commissioner writes :—

“ From the 2nd March to 11th April, and from 15th June to 26th July
% 1893 in the case of Salt, P. 21, and from 1st March to April 14th, and from
« June 17th to July 8ist i the case of Abkari, P. 21, the entries are in the
« Assigtant Inspector's handwriting. The P. 1s, received during the above |
« period were handed over to the Assistant Inspector in two batches.” (Para.
17 (a) of Exnisir B).

P

Regarding this matter the appellant begs to state that
there was nothing unusual for the Assistant Inspector in
the South Trichinopoly Circle to write up the P. 21, and no

objection was taken to the practice.- From the figures ,#- %3 s A

in ExmBrrF which is a comparative statement of the

entries made in the P. 21, of South Trichinopoly Circle by 4=, Zeg,

the Assistant Inspector, both in appellant’s, and in his

predecessor’s time, it will be observed that the total entries €2z~ &~ Daws

made by the Assistant Inspector during the former period/cv_ =

was 459 only, while in the latter they numbered 629, and 4
no objeckipn was taken to appellant’s pre@ecessor’s pro-
m-;,;UL._ il & S i v} B

¥

Comimnissioner writes i— : ‘ A A

« (. R. Nos. 188 to 191 received by the Inspector on the 25th August
o had not been entered on the date of my 1nspection, i.e., 3lst idem.” (Para.

17 (@) ). -

There was a very good reason for this omission as
the P. 21 Register was not in appellant’s possession at the
time, it being with the Assistant Commissioner who was

inspecting the preventive recprds and who finally iniziall 4,
tl:% bo?k on the 31 fiﬁﬁn—w‘ -%”4.‘ :ﬁf
A’ & aule 7,/“'3
VA é' w/%'dof,h 4 M 74

Next; as to t mission to record notes of inquiry, *
&c., as to which point alone explanation was called for, the
Assistant Commissioner in his Inspection Remarks writes:—

“In C. R. Nos 207, 213, 214, 220, 221 and 222 of 1892-93, record of
“ enquiry and disposal of cases was not noted up to the 9th January 1893;
“ although the cases themselves had been disposed of and included in the
«P. 22, for week endfng 15th December 1892. In C.R. No 251 of 1892-93 a
“ gimilar irregularity is noticeable.- It is to be noted that the case was
“ charged before the Magistrate and convicted. When questioned about 1t
“« Mr. Brookes stated in January 1893 that he would make a gearch for his
« notes of enquiry which he sa1d might have been on a separate sheet of paper
“and report agamn. But this he never did and had any such notes been
“ made they would and should have been filed with the records. Probably no
“ regular inquiry was made. I enclose the C. R. Nos. for perusal.”

It is remarkable that the Assistant Commissioner ¥
should only in September 1893 take notice of a matter iﬁ
which it is alleged occurred in January 1893, nor does he'’
say how the matter came to his notice as he was not

inspecting the CircLe then. The general explanation to be
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made to this matter is that in cases released departmentall y
under Head II noinquiry is required ; an order of disposal
in the P, 1 being all that i3 necessary. No arrests were
made in the cases referred to which were purely of a technical
nature and the persons informed against were not. required
to attend but were released under Head II; (ride page 9
of explanation made on the 9th June 1894 and markea as
Exwimir E). Head I is thus defined in para. 37 of Chapter
1V of Circular Order No. I of 1891 ;—

“ Persons charged with petty breach isi
« the Aireons charged n ﬁrsﬁzl n{e." es of the provisions of Section 56 of

The persons in these cases were shopkeepets, and
spl?Seqtzﬁntly the Board desirous of still further empha-
s1sing the unumnportance of such cases issued its Ci
Order 3 of 1891 which reads thus :— e its Cireular

“If the Inspector considers any Abkari case in which no arrest has been

*“made to be purely technical, no consecutive i

" s number shoul

" 1& 2:: 5;&2:. lﬁ.eglcst@er, buta rqr;arkdshou]d be made :g:x‘;;ﬁmtg:yei‘tﬁz

" h lon 18 considered necessary. These cases should not be

" :’;xgv;nkm {‘he P. 22 returns. A note should, however, i: sm?:le i!:xo the

ren ks column of P. 22, showing the number of cases, which, but for these
rders would have been release departmentally under Heads 11 and I11*

PRV N C. R. Nos. 207, 213, 214, 220, 221 and 222 of 1892-93

- o i

[13 : . .

Were® luikl]{antcaies' n }’vhlch no arrest had been made and
lant b purely technical.” In these circumstances appel-
+;ant begs to mvite attention to the following remarks made
.in his explanation, (vide Exaisr D):—

LR N wrce P *1f you read each P.1 carefully you will observe that each report deals
Y ~ 3*-‘-'3: " :{:tl; a0 offence of a technical nMnZeyand therefore you will, I trust, acceds
RPN A “an?l ?o nquiry is necessary in cases of offences falling under Section 56,
N - o 1t any other disposal of mine is scrutinized 1t will be seepthat Id n:tvxer
..;-.\‘ - . (o feichnatuodt: ik sadd S st m' -y -m Forpe an us
4 ww’ wape o Puttingo lucuuvemmcé‘ﬁﬁup‘.;km‘:x‘wmmG' ulhriié i M‘L—:ﬂ.—qu S
"’-\ ~ \. SN e . Pttt o™ MG st gt S
' A . : .. ine
O Ty S R*’gal'dmg the alleged omission to record notes of in
LN LS Quiry on the P. 1 of C. R. No. 251 of 1892-93, appellant
‘"""‘“’:“:’2"% said in his explanation— ’
LA -
AN TN, “When accused persons came after office hours it was my \’ﬂl‘?‘“’Nz‘;

-

AN

~ helerk-and haswould, prepar@Yrom them

) L

b
K
L) k
ANY 1:.

1\ aad findlly file'them with 4he P13 T ¢

Rl

oo % on 8 se hem with the
* parate prece of paper and record them
. ;ﬁig&h‘:ﬂ-ﬂw my Assrl,stant. Inspector in geveral instances, adopted this

"The next day the notes would be handed over to the
: the charge sheets

he'notes Yere- hot

“forthcomng the clerk bhd evideéntly destroyed thiem as they
were on a separate sheet of paper. Besides, the ‘mﬁ"ﬁz
quoted is a solitary one, and from it no inference “_'Olu be
justified that the practice was general. It will fus t..xgr ted

. observed from appellant’s explanation that he ati’ uﬁd

. the absence of the notes in this solitary case to the periidy

. of his 2ud Clerk Strinivasa Iyengar.

9. That, t, in regard to the second c:h_arge, viz.,
“bad work gong?x:h’il;t in charge of the North T nclnnop}:)] y
Circle” the Board observe t_hat « M. St. John,f th‘e; t 'irli
Acting Assistant Commissioner, had to find fault w1

Mr. Brookes for much the same faults and omissions brought .

to notice in the South Trichinopoly Circle, the P"i“"ipﬁl being

(a) Not writing up the P. 21 immediately on receipt of P/S, and sus-

pected manipulation of the dates of rece\pt.. of the P/S %o cover
the fault.

~ Al T
« hﬁ;
o N~ i
-:;:‘01\4*\»2@-& \3 PRNE Y S
~ o~ >,
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(5) Undue delay in the disposal of cases and in the despatch of returns.
(c) Absolute neglect of personal detection.

(d) Effecting no imirovement in itineration so strongly remarked on in
the South Trichinopoly Circle in September 1893.

(¢) Halting at certain favorite and central places and neglecting inspec-

tion at a distance from plgge/

besides other delinquencifs; paggu(a{sf)f/ w{xich are set out
in paragraph 3 of their Proceedings (ExmBir A). The
Board find that this charge also is “fully substantiated,”
assiguing, as their reasons for so finding, that ““as in
regard to the first charge, Mr. Brookes does not furnish
explanations on some of the points and the explanations
that he does furnish are unsatisfactory’” .and that appel-
lant has endeavoured to justify himself by * vain and shifty
arguments.”

In regard to the sub-heads (a) to (¢) of the charge
under explanation, appellant begs, firstly, to invite atten.
tion to the fact that they are more or less similar in nature
to the sub-heads of the first charge as set out in paragraph 3
of the appeal, but relate to the North Trichinopoly Circle.
It is said by the Board that the irregularities referred to
were brought to notice by Mr. St, John in his * Inspection
Report.” Appellant begs to state that he applied to the
Deputy Cowmmissioner for a copy of this document and of
his reply, for the purposes of this appeal, in the month of
September 1895, and it will hardly be credited by the Gov-
ernment that he was not furnished with the former paper
(Exmiir A-I) till the middle of March 1896 and with the
latter (ExuiiT A-II) till the end of September following, and

then only after much correspondence which will be found .

set out below. The delay, therefore, in submitting this
appeal to the Governiment is mainly due to” the difficulty
éxperiended b Appelifdt in obtaining the foregoing papers.
Appellant’s defence to the second charge rests mainly on
them, and without them it would have beeun practically

useless for appellant to have attempted to make any defence

at all. In reply to the application made on the 7th
September 1895, appellant was called upon by the Deputy
Commissioner (Mr. Fowler) in his Proceedings, dated 26th
December 1895, No. 6079, received 16th January 1896, (vide
Exuisrr A-III) to give a “ more clear description” of the
paper required, though appellant described it in his appli-

cation as * my reply to Mr. St. John’s Inspection Remarks

and my irk remarks in the margin of BMr. St. John’s
Inspection Remarks recorded in the Inspection Book of the
Trichinopoly Circle.” With such a_clear description appel-
lant is unable to understand how the papers required could
have been mistaken for a “ progress report.” In reply to
the foregoing call, appellant wrote as follows :— '

« With reference to para. 3 requiring a clearer description of the papers
1 require, I beg to state that in Board’s Proceedings, No. 3001, Mis., dated 17th
July 1895, n connection with the Inspection Remarks of Mcr. St. John, it is
stated thas I have stated sn explanation. 1 do not think an explanation was
either called for or submitted on the points touched upon by the Board. I1f
such an explanation is to hand I beg I may be favored with it ; if on the other
hand 1t has neither been asked for nor given, I beg I may be informed
accordingly. It will be found that I have made notes on the margin of the
Inspection Remarks of Mr. St. John iu case I should be required to furnish an
explanation. 1t 18 & copy of these notes that I ask for.”

No answer being forthcoming up to the 24th February
following, appellant sent & reminder and was informed
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by the Deputy Commissi in ki .
0tk Marc}}) 1 8y96, o llsggollzetrh ;;1 his Proceedings, dated

“ some of the copi .
despatched and that oIt)les of records applied for by Mr. Brookes have been

hers will be sent to him in due course.”

The first documen
the Inspection Remarks
he acted for Mr. Krishn
ment to which the Bo
gl‘t'] :E:;raf;ri?’ciedmgs, and on which they base the second
fullybperﬁsedsan?ippenant. This document has been care-
nothine by and Te-perused by appellant and he can find
hoting in it 0 Justify the charges set out by the Doard
In paragraph 3, except as to the « tailure to test soils Wl(wn

b which came to hand was

copy of
of Mr. St. John (Exmipir A-1), ‘I:r{xcn
aflawmy Iyengar. This is the docu-
ard make reference in paragraph 3

108pecti
2 Very Satisfuotes faltpetre factories,” ag regurds which
bis is a very important faot s & -1 TUished by appellant.
defence to the second cha?:t 1 connection with appellant’s
Your Excellency’s Gover°e’ and he respectfully begs that
mind that appellant nment will be pleased to hear in
" explanation ob< o was mever called upon to make any
Board ip para‘. 3 :3:3](1; the ""'eg“]a}'ities set out by the
to which he"t'aft:-r) "’Pdas to the testing of soils (in regard
that  Mr, Brook 'gn that ther?fm'e the Bosrd’s remark
of the points and i? 0€8 not f.ﬂl‘msh explanation on some
not satisfactory *’ .© .e'xl’lﬂl{atnons that he does furnish are
was called fol:y in - }ncons'Stent with facts, Explanation
Board’s allusion t reterence to one matter only and the
what vague and 0 “explanations” seems therefore some-
clear to the Gov ?'mblguous. In order to make matters
the reply made etlm;f ot hereafter and to obtain a copy of
testing with w1} }0 r. St. John's remarks regarding soil
late ag the 14th ch appellant had notgbceu,&upushed ull so
eputy Commise: pril 1896, he wrote another letter to the

s h.Y nmissioner in the following terms :— )

copy ofa‘x;?yt};:p}llongz io inform you that I have not yet been favored with &
explanations r fy {r. St. John's Inspection Remarks nor of the other
T6b5, No. Spe1"uced to in para. 3 of Board's Proceedings, dsted 17th July
as “unsatisfa’cto,.};'n :ngxpla‘f‘latl_ons, that the Board referring to, characterize
observe that it is more th:rsx eiv?xltfl and}x:hxfty sr_gummtsked }On Nk k‘lr;.?‘lay-
oL S ' e e s i oy o8

% »
Regardmg the other explanations it was impossible for me to say with

regard to what matters they had reference till I had seen Mr. St. John's

uI M
o hpection Remarks fﬂmlsﬁod me on 13th March last, and in my letter,

“ elttlfgr%ird March last I asked that a reference be made to the Board so that
“ earl @ explanations or information regarding them be afforded me as
¥ 8 possible. 1 beg to invite your attention once more to the delay.”

Sbortly after, appellant received from the Deputy

ommissioner copy of a very important communication

from t}}e Assigtant Commissioner, Mr. Krishuasawmy Iyen-
gar (vide Exmipir A-IV) wherein that officer writes : —

“I pID NoT caLL TPoN MR. BROOKES TO EXPLAIN THE DELATS IN
THE DISBURSEMENT OF PAY TO SUBOKDINATES, IRREGULARITIES IN KELEP-
ING UP THE CASH BOOK, NEGLECT TO INSPECT CERTAIN ARRACK DEFOTS AND
BHOPS, AND THE OTHER MATTERS REFERRED TO IN THE UPPER HALF OF THK
OTH PAGE OF Boakp’s Proczepises No. 3001, Mis,, patep 1718 Juiy

::8.;2;)’ AxD I NownERE sTaTED THAT I HAD CALLED UPON HiM FOR EXPLA-
ON.

4 The foregoing statement appellant submits practically
lllsl)oses of the irregularities to which the Board refer in
their paragraph beginning with the words, * Besides these

11

delinquencies,” &e., except as to the soil testing. Turning
next to Mr. St..John’s Inspection Remarks (ExuisiT A-T) it
will be observed that even in that document no information
or facts ave there furnished on which the irregularities
specified in (a) to () could bebased. Inthe circumstances
and with a view to obtain some particulars of any other
information of which the Board may have been in possession,
appellant addressed them on the 11th June 1896 as fol-
lows :—

“¥ have the honor to forward herewith a copy of Deputy Commissioner’s,
No. 2174, dated 14th May 1896, forwarding to me letter of the Assistant Com-
missioner, Trichinopoly Sub-Division, No. 1513, dated 26th April 1896. You
will observe that the Assistant Commussioner states that he did not call upon
me to explain 1n regard to the matters referred to in the upper halt of the oth
page of Board’s Proceedings, No. 3001, dated 17th July 1895, and that he
nowhere stated that he did. I beg to say that I have had correspondence
with the Deputy Commissioner about this matter from so far back as 25th
January 1896, and as I am desirous of obtaming copies of the explanations
referred to by the Board, or information 1n regard thereto, I request you will
be so good as to inform me what explanations the Board refer to in the 5th
page of its Proceedings, No. 3001, Mis, dated 17th July 1895. I allude to the
explanations which the Board characterize as unsatisfactory” and refer to
* as remarked hy the Deputy Commissioner he endeavours to justify him-
gelf by vamn and shifty argaments’” * * *

Before the foregoing letter could reach the Deputy
Commissioner, appellant received that officer’s Proceedings,
dated 9th June 1596 {(Exuisir A-V) wherein he observes :—

« paragraph 3 of the Board's Proceedings is somewhat vagnely expressed.
« Tt seems probable that what the Board meant was not that the Assistant
« Commusstoner called for an explanation but that he found matters in an un-
« catistuctory condition upon which he made remarks, no explanations being
« necessary or possible. (Italics are appellant’s).

Also that “copy of Mr. Brookes’ letter, No. 672, dated 12th September
« 1894, submitting his explanation for the only point on which evplanation
“ywas expressly called for by the late Deputy Commissioner Mr. Levy will be
« turmished to him on the production of two copy stamped papers.”

This is practically appellant’s defence, viz. ; that there
was only one point on which he was called upon for an
explanation, and that was in regard to the failure to test
certain soils. In reply to the foregoing Proceedings of the
Deputy Commissioner, appellant wrote on the 21st June as
follows :—

“With reference to your Proceedings, No. 2709, dated 9th June 1896, I beg
“to note that you have been pleased to observe *that Kara. 3 of the Board's
« Proccedings is somewhat vaguely ex ressed.” 1f this be so, I feel all the
“more impelled by the desire to obtain from the Board direct its own views.
“In my appeal petition to Government there must be, I submt, embodied
“ facts w1t¥n no uncertain ring, such facts I beg to seek from the Board. You
# have been further pleased to observe that it seems probable that the Board
« meant that *“no explanations were necessary or possible.” Regarding the
¢ necessity of obtaining er?lanations from a Government servant, I rely on
«G.0.No 1373, dated 23rd September 1887, and as to the possibility of afford-
“ing them such a continge;siy, 1 think, is to be met by me alone. However,
“ be this as it may, the Bo; :
“ graph 3 of its Proceedings, No. 3001, Mis., dated l?th July 1895, certain expla-
« nations, alluding to them 1 the final sentence in no unmistakeable terms.
] beg, therefore, you will be pleased to forward, with as httle delay as possible,
“ copy of my letter to you, dated 23rd March 1896 forwarded for transmission
“to tge Board by the Vattanam Inspector.” * * LA

Appellant further informed the Deputy Commissioner
that the Assistant Commissioner bad sufficient stamped
paper in hand to furnish the required documents and that
his appeal to the Government was being ¢ long delayed
owing solely to not being furnished” with the necessary
papers. The next document with which appellant was
favored was the Board’s Proceedings of the 18th July
1896, No. 3024 (Exmsir A-VI) wherein they “declive
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to examine the records again to ¥ * auswer bis

question,” adding that appellant ““should h i
for information before the lapse of nearly a yaga‘;.'fpphed

The Board were not aware appar
though their Proceedings reducingp ; pp:{iggtofu;hehia:: lt)bat
dated J uly 1895, the appellant, as shown in the inmedi tet;n
preceding paragraph, was unable even up to J 1896
to obtain all the copies and papers necegsar(; tﬂlyfm%
h;s :&ﬁLf'Appeﬂant regrets that he has Beet:) 11:232
to obtain xotmd the Boa}'d any more satisfactory reply
than ¢ qu(; ed, but it will be clear to Your Excellenc ’s
Govermast % cosdrtonof s Goreging Exars

: e Depu issi

graph 3 of’ the Board’s Procetadiix)lgg7 isc‘(a:]:;;jv?nl']\?;agar?-
eXPI'F&SE,!g and that “ no explanation” was * ne‘ces 2y or
E‘?::x ) 1;3 tol the Assistant Commissioner’s remarl?g ryar(\)(;
B fgr (::az fpmqt‘ on which explanation was exp;esslv
e o e turms 1ied by appellant in his letter No. 672
duted 12th September 1894 (Exatrr AIT). The foregoing
missionerp %\I wn.h_the admission of the Assistant Com-
leaves the(m x;,t Krlsh.nasany Iyengar) in Exuiprr A1V
Lo £he : er entirely free from doubt that the irregu:
e :1 r:ies] .?;ét ltn connection with the second charge, were
rogards fhe testt o appellant for explanation, exrcepl as
garcs the fes mghof sotls, and the Board could not possibly
they chalfact ve had t;]‘le exglanations before them whiéI;
ity are erize as unsatisfactory” and as “vain and
Sty ar ,:'mr(xients. The 'only‘explanation which appel-
b ever ];ax :'Bto t.‘l\ne Asgsistant Commissioner i8 that con-
from the I;e tlT o -IL, copy of which was not rveceived
appeal, (il 1 P‘é__y \ Jommissioner for the purposes of this
oppembl \fac;it, \lbleptember 1896. Ttis herewith snbmit‘-
ot the ffilur ;:a y appellant’s defence to the complaint
very simplo o e gtest certain soils, The explanation was a
referencg ¢ lfr,l :(clz., lgha,t; as the saltpetre factories to W{liCh
already licensed h: hiz t‘\;% Assistant Commissioner were
vequired 1o test the soi\}; Sepesors, the appellant was hot
Tn support of this cmmgﬁi:l)l:le ;‘enewa\ of licenses by him.
Glmmisionr o ths Buurd's Givuta Oplr N AXIT of
ins e’ctiml:;w"('i they directed that *“in future yenrs f: (’h
fre‘.ls)h bior alnl.test will not be necessary before the rc{ T: ;
Jant’s.) ’ l,?ﬁlﬁ wfa(;zses to old factories.”— (Italics arg a? e‘;f
plied o the ;i order appellant submits js very clear anépa -
¢ old factori ,I'Cllmstances’ as the factories in question w C

a'c ories’ and appellant merely venewed t\&; 1icenls‘e\: ore

10. That, next, in paragraph
. . 2 ’ J14 4 ’
ceedings, it will be observed thaﬁ. app(:a{l:::s i?oz((:iussed[’rg;

having removed, withou issi
from %he North Trichin : ]ierm.lssxon, a number of papots
opoly Circle. Before proceeding to
answer the charge, appellant begs to invite attention togthe
fact that the Board connect this matter with charge2 as
if it related to the North Trichinopoly Circle whergeas in
point of fact, the papers in question were connected with
the South Trichinopoly Circle. This point is not of much
importance but it still has a significance of its own. It will
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further be observed that the Board make no mentionjof the
nature of the papers. Ib would have been better if they
had, for the Government would, from a perusal of their
remarks, have at once seen that the papers were of no con-
sequence and related only to punishment and promotion
rolls of subordinates forwarded to the Assistant Commis-
gioner (Mr. Krishnasawmy Iyengar)by, and while, appellant
was Inspector of the South Trichinopoly Circle. The papers
which form the subject of these remarks were obtained by
appellant immediately before his transfer from the North
Trichinopoly to the Kuttanguli Circle, and if the Govern-
ment will be pleased to refer to the copies submitted with
this appeal (ExmIBITS BI,1I &III) it will be at once clear to
them that the appellant could nob possibly have had any sinis-
ter object in detaining them, for they were of no personal or
private interest to him and had no reference to any charge
or irregularity pending or decided against appellant. In
ghort, the following are the circumstances under which
they were detained as reported (EXHIBIT B-IV.)to the
Deputy Commissioner :—

«When I was in charge of North Trichinopoly Circle, 1 addressed the
« Aggistant Commmssioner in my letter, No. 652, dated 8th September 1894,

« with 8 view to obtain certan records recommending punishments and pro-
@ motiong in order to bring to notice Mr. Krishnagawmy Iyengar’s methods in
s« matter'of discipline. Tle endorsed that letter in his foot-note, No. 2731,
« dated 1st October 1894, on to the 1nspector, South Trichinopoly Circle, who
« ook 4 months to forward the papers to me, for I recerved them only om
# the 31st January last, or just when I was under orders of transfer to Kut-
«tangul. While handing over charge of the North Trichinopoly Circle to
« Mr. D'Vaz, I complained to him of the delay and ab the same time informed
«hym that [ was taking away the papers as they required my personal dis-
“posal. He made no demur. Shortly after my arrival here, I serutimized the
« papers and found the record incomplete. Thereupon I addressed Mr. D'Vaz
«1n this office, letter No. 75, dated 21sb February 1895, (original enclosed).
« Hig reply reached me on the 12th instant.”

When Mr. Wood took charge of the North Trichi-
nopoly Circle from M. D*Vaz, he wrote and asked appellant
what had become of the papers referred to above, and
appellant made the reply quoted by the Board at the foot
of page 4 of theiv Proceedings. Appellant begs to state
that the Board have apparently not been correctly informed

as to the contents of Mr. Wood’s letter. He asked not for

the return of the papers bub as to what had become of them.
(See also page 2 of Kixhibit B-V wherein the Deputy Com-
“rissioner makes use of the identical words ¢ what had
become,”) and appellant submits that having regard to the
particular enquiry made, there is mothing out of order 1n
appellant’s reply. Appellant admitted that he had the
papers with him and promised he would return them when
the necessity for their retention has passed away.” Neither
was their removal clandestine, as they were retained with
the full knowledge and consent of Mr. D'Vaz, appellant’s
immediate successor in the North Trichinopoly Circle. In
the circumstances, and keeping in mind the worthless
character of the papers, it seems therefore unnecessary to
have madea * mountain of a mole-hill,”’and for the Assistant
Commissioner to have brought the matter to the notice of
the Deputy Commissioner and for the latter officer to have
carried it as far as the Board, considering also, that when
called upon by the Deputy Commissioner in his No. 1984
of 12th May 1895 to return the papers, appellant did so ab
ounce and furbher asked that they should be returned to him
4
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a3 the necessity for their retention had not

Appellant begs also to state that he would passed away.

have returned

the papers to Mr. Wood had he asked that they should be re

turned. The purpose for which

4 the pape .
was purely oﬂicqa,l, and not personal, irf I?a:\?r;ve:: adetalllned
was contemplating the submission of 3 rePOrt,’ ppellant

against the Assistant Commissioner’s methods immplaining

discipline, and his apparent unwillingness to gurs;gﬁril?f
®

authority of the Inspector i i
Assistant Comm.ission%r wasov::ralselas tshu;orgmatﬁ;s, The
apphed fqr certain records in view to carr inuppet, oot had
going object, and as soon as this object ‘gasbd?u the fore-
appears to have become distasteful to appellant’ e, 1t
superiors. Hence the haste with which the :lmm?dmte
s}ossegswn_ of appellant were withdrawn, Appéllljveri in the
Yxab in view of ’the foregoing explanation 2511(1‘“-l brusts
our Expe]lenqy 8 Government will be pleased pemarks,
more lenient view of this matter than the B . dto take a
and acquit bim of ‘“insubordination,” and foar has done
to place at defiance * the rules and ord halvl
ment,” which, be it noted, are not quotedel

y intention
s of the depart.
by the Board.

11. That, next, in regar
would respectfully submit that t%et(x)nactl;:: g]: ()?’) appellant
judicata, and that 1t does not seem fair to a : e?;mcally Lot
should for a second time be brought up nagﬁlsff}t that i
cannot be alleged that he has been guiltyoof an “'?’ ‘as 16
act of 1psx}bord1natiou since being warned by the hts; ])ul ther
Comrfnssmner, Mr. Levy. Appellaunt trusts Y‘our Eputy
1ency_s Government will be pleased to regard this mattxce'l-
the l.xght. now submitted, and exclude the same fro o
consideration when dealing with this appeal. o your

12. That,next,invegard to o

to have been committed on a Suk?fllt.&)eegt(’}vas: mgttts a“%% -
and a peon, all belonging to the same ra crp ly ety
officer and peon being directly subordinatgbi; ti:\e e
Inspector, aPpellanb begs, in the first instaunce, to ]?) Sub-
that the Acting Assistant Commissioner Mer, St J c())h o
whom the complaint was sent for inquiry, did ‘not fn-’ v
any charges against appellant. If his rept;rt (EnisiT 7Ca11ne
is kindly perused by the Government, it will be obsery ()1
1};1hat he has been particularly careful in bis language chr
he merely says that “the complaints resolved themselves
“Lnio, and were enquired into as (1) an alleged assault o

*  (2) a similar assault” * * (Italics are appellant’ )
The result of this officer’s finding, as set out inp th(e lS)t.;
paragraph of the foregoing Exhibit, is as follows :—that?s
W _“In fine,as I have found one a it wi
. Zrifih g:gxew]iiféugtggénx&i:sgsgri xilfz hen(é%:gl;(: tilli; 2%;821 x?(flgg‘;%d(’:oﬁszgg flf)::
B L) O R SN b A Gl
e pr0- 925, shoul » 1t is very necessary they should be
e such sy wover bo expested tosenes 1 suboranintes wnderteks soeh

“ tagks, they must acce ith i
. , they m pt the situation with its risks for in justi
superior it is imperative that such should be proved beyond Jtl;x[::lscl?a(tigwt }(13

“ a doubt.”
The foregoing finding i 1

i g is that of appellant’s immediat
superllo.r, an officer who approached and inquired into thz
cowplaints with an unprejndiced mind, and appellant

1
I

[
I
1

15

- .MM*.\_&

Ily submits that the opinion arrived at, after a full
respectfully i entitled to the respect’of the Board

and persoual inquiry, ,

Excellency s Government.
and of Your was the officer gelected by the Deputy Com-

Comimissioner |

el
charge, an_d 3}:3(1 justice, either stand

ples Ofeqmtythat, guding baviog, ffisuib happens,
) llant respectinlly
ts favor, appe bim the fu
ellant will make 1o allu

+d and to the Deputy Commissioner’s
challenge the statement

it of drinking
tted statement
the attention of
John's report

! Governmeut will give
. sumstancess 8PP

i Boa

luston of the r

?omfu-ks quoted therein, excepb to
Tt b ¢ was eviden

that apLy ut\aaiusb this much-to-be
. L=)

: in invl
b pleasure e St

it he observes —
the bills themselv

« attential 8 than 3 days. The
wto have ¢
urn

. Mwmd:,ment “:' 'ﬁrookes while suﬁenneg ro
« consum
“ From evl
w tho Sub-1nspecss’
« gfficer 1t “: ““g od 8 prescription

t,'ende e :
denco {or oT pesty officer
e £ in case No. 1

o bas 8180 B e this respect 1
« iccounb.h' nt‘l’;‘ ‘%‘:{;’nw :—1:1 d‘ m s diaries about

« gtate of his

the Goverumenb wil

to enquire into the comp
lant ought 10 accordance w

es and 8cce
ted to the gi‘lp}ﬂy 0

t is accepta

The Assistant

laint set out in this
ith the princi.

or fall by that officer’s

idently in the hab
-regre

ting

ting them
40 drams O

]

to be in
trusts Your Excel-
1l benefit of it. In
sion to the

as produced,
f arrack said

amounb i8 astomshing bub

n we const
m and under treatment for

i nt &
1% lm}a)gz?t;ed that he was 80 aaling.

der that this Was

fever.

of the fallure of either
witness 88 the Medical

for medicines taken on this

k the

mplams
comp pellanb 1'espe(3t'
4 not to

fully trusts tlr:x - ned against appellant.
1 ¢ .

xt, a8 regavds
lant may co

his 2"(1. olerks 1P the fact that the Board the

’ . d not b
elief had 1o
appellant; as 1.118 in the circumstan

g to the

charge (5,) iz |
nteu‘ob himself wit

een senb A
ces it canno
pond fides of the

oplmon a £l
matter to form an tically had nott
plaint, for, the deldk‘ e, Of {:om'sea to

Me. St Joln’s conclusions

ple and coincides with the
thus perio »*

was

false, and there- -
Deputy Commis-

ants shoul

d be

com-

ing to lose having
his jnterest to see
trouble pefore he

in fact, @
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‘ Lat there was consider-

1lant begs also to a@d t % :

bl égl.ay ,Auplﬂi ba:;"u f%rnished with the papers requir ed for
able o

’ £ this appeal. This delay was probably uo-

the %11{)}1): Zivsi:g to the documents whicli refer to the charges
avoida

. recei f the papers
. merous. After receipt © )
being minfylzullj?m‘;:” so unequal to the t_aslg of drgwg\gluig
appellaﬂ ¢ ]l owing to the mental strain induced by b

16

i “fulflment of Mr. St. Johu's prophesy—vide last paragraph
g of Exuisrr C-1. *

With reference to the remark made by the Board that

3;2:}5(1:5853 that be was compellgd ton :52{1151’ ciﬁi{'it:l;:;
. sthe clerk cites aswitnesses the Sub-IUSpector,MusiriRamre, m :uths’ privilege leave, supported yarl
i1 and two peons who corroborate him,” it may be supposaed N

by the Government that a formal inquiry was held into the
matter, Appellant begs to state that there was no official
inquiry and that the corroboration of the complaint consisted
in the clerk forwarding sritten statements given to him (not

to any superior ofiaial of appellant’s) by the Sub-Ius . pes
(who is also an Iyengar Bralimin) an()i h)i,s orderlies. &)ﬁc:{:; ” 7;’4@/
circumstances, 1t seemns inexplicable how any value can be ‘- £
attached to such statements, made, as they were, behind the 7 7/
back of appellant and not subjected even to the most elo.
mentary tests of accuracy. Appellant therefore trusts that
Your Excellency’s Government will consider this charge
also not to have been established agaiust bim. °

g ‘ 14. Lastly, appellant begs to refer to charge (6,) viz

) drawing certain sums for tentage and carriage Ofol‘eco,rd ¢
excess. Considering the length that this apSeal has alr . ;n
assumed and as appellant hag still to trouble Yo . Eem i
lency’s Government with ur Lixcel-

! ' ) afew concludine .
geverity with which he has been dealt %itimg;]?hgs};gﬁée

appellant will not refer to the details of thig clar X

merely invite attention to the conclusion ;?‘%lieanlgomg

t - thereon, that they « will give him (appellant) the be,.;:f‘if,
o]Elthe doubt ni;xd acquit him of fraudulent intent.” This

' . charge may therefore, it i ‘ . :

3 k prode. y » 1618 s.ubu}ltted, be regarded as not

which leave has just expired. X

) : tfully toinform Your
s hally, appellant begs respec .
. C {17 'nc]?:]‘(l}oy\;el}n}x)nenb that he has been }f%}ltlnﬁol‘lsség
E.xce % oy the duties of an Inspector from 9t arc b 185
e dlschflflfjg] 1895, and to submib that the pums‘m "
| o ;e((; by rhz Boarc,l is very severe; and out oé a&lgliggfeé
ce ’ as ; i ich, if any, may be
. regularities which, 1T " ‘oo
T tion to etg‘zl.lzsemglblished against him. The Boa:‘dst %gil;
2;1:{10;& double reduction a_lllldbap;;ell:;gs g:‘ai Spa,t‘izm: on
cop? -nment will be pleased, h . )
Egcfgfi;ﬁyosf (E‘r‘?’?:‘cts and arguments seb out in this Memo
sider

1 the order of degradation passed and to restore

s o € .ohatl y rade of
) 1?:)3{)&(3"(;““ arrears of pay, to the Probationary Grad
a ]

Tuspector from which he has been reduced.

: I ’ . 4 -
" | . / . %7 | . I,
~ - . z :

re WWJ(;‘*’/:

L1

15. In conclusion appellant b
! 4 ; < J1H eos ver
‘ (()}nce movre bt;) SO]IIC!; {.he attention o?:' YouZ lgii%?f:lflgy%
overnment to the following very mater: : i
appeal, viz. ; S Very maferial points of his

I e
c e i
™

g -

(1) Thebextl-aox'ding.l'y lapse of time which hag occurred
etween the date of the irregularitieg alleged
agamnst appellant (1892.93) and the date of

o . - e of the
g::gns 1mexf passed on him by the Board (1893),

(2) that the standing orders of Go
trined in G. 0’s., dated l5t},V€’I‘nment as con-

Sept
No. 1401 ; 31 December 1883, Mo 9oeh o 22

» No. 2290 .
23rd September 1887, No. 1373,1 o 22905 and

plied with in many respe

wast:\ot furnished in writi

‘ or charge against him, neither was Ij an;

tion or defence called for in sever;‘lmi:siglr?(;;-

. In consequence of such informality and depar.

o ture from the standing rules, appellant reg gct.

’ fully submits that the charges to which tl,hes;

3 r<_3marks apply should be dismissed from the con-
sideration of Your Exe

i of ellency’s Government,
X 16 remaining cha.rges, 1t will be observed,
refer to rather unimportant matters and in

regard to them it i3 respectfully trusted that

e g g

mamn e

9, Were not com.
cts, in that, appellant
ng with the complaing
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Y appellant’s explanations will be regarded full | : o
: “ and sufficient. ? ;‘?
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