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| URTHER PAI’E"}}},S_ 3 }\{ : The humble appeal petition of Krishna §
RS., g o Sustri(lato Nagadi Guppslah, 410082 s, -, o525 ;
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MAY 1T PLEASE YOUR Excrrrexcy 1§y Couoxetr,
I the petitioner am of 17 years’ standing in Government service of which I »
gerved 13 years as Nagadi Gumastah on Rs. 20. I was dismissed the gervice for certain E
alleged faults and on appeal the Collector was pleased to acquit me of the three out of four }
!
{
{
|

- et

| |
P . . ' o ‘ { charges and to cancel the order of dismissal and modify it into one of degradation from Rs.
’ ‘ . - ;'L 90 to Rs. 7 a month and from the Superior service to the Inferior.

9. 1 feallam partly to blame for this partial redress given by the Collector. For
general incompetency and the other three were more S

out of the four charges, one was of
serious such as forgery, misappropriation and so forth. 1 .1
”ﬁ

The time allowed for appeal to the Collector was too short to enable me o obtain 3

R e
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Y
—

§ N \‘

‘ copies of all papers required to explain away the rather vague charge of general incompet-
in its very nature one made up of a large number of particular instances
orefore I contented myself by explaining away in full the
. C | ' three other charges of serious nature in my appeal petition to the Collector and stated, with

’ reference to the vague charge of incompetency, that the time was too short and I could not
yot geb copies of the papers, adding at the same time a8 much explanation of this charge of
incomnetency too as the materials then at my disposal enabled me to do.
Vide the last paras of my appeal to the Collector dated 22-12-93.

y that charge too in a style in which I am now able to

¢ . ‘ ' . 3. 1f I had explained awa _
do, the Collector would certainly have acquitted me of that charge too and would have res-

tored me to my post of Rs. 20 with back pay.

' * Here I earnestly beg to allude (though with greatest deference and reluctance,) to a

] gad truth, viz., the difficulty I feltin getting copies of papers required. In cases, like mine, in

5 which a poor servant of Government is brought to ruia on account of any extra official ill-will

of local subordinates in power or a poor subordinate is made a victim of mere clamour, or

combinatien or office clique, such local qubordinates who are in reality the Defacto opponents
put into the possession of the poor victim, any

! ' » .
| Cree s > .~ ¢ Of the poor victim, are paturally unwilling 'tO . .
" records which would expose the combination or clique or which would tend to the good of

their poor victim whom they Jeliberately ruined.

o | ' ency—which was,
| extending over a few years th

P

T e
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ub in my printed appeal petition to the Board (enclosure

-1 * M
In my case, even whenIp .
important papers bearing on the charge of incompetency.

app> .77 )1 had not had copies of many 1 .
T had therefore to pub in a supplement and after the Board’s dispnsal, I had to put in a Review

with reference to the papers since obtained.

4 TIn short it was on account of the difficulties and the delay in getting copies of
papers that I was not able to file a full and satisfactory explanation of the charge of incom-
petency either before tho Coltector or befoe the Board of Revenus in time. Under these
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circumstances, I earnestly pray that your Excelleney in C

ouncil will be gracious enough to
peruse all the records and do me justice.

5. Importance and Singnificance of Dites —In this case the dates are most impor«
tant and significant.

M. R. Ry Venkatasubrayalu Reddiar Avergal had soon to leave the Taluk and he

seems to have left to his successor, (my old enemy in Gadiyattam Taluk, M. R, Ry. C:

Madwa Row now Tahsildar of Arcot) the work of finishing my ruin by bearing a sort of

corroborative testimony in support of his predecessor’s opinion of me that I was incompe-
tent. The dates of arzis stand as follows,w=

I. About Incompetency (

' dated 12-9-93,

II. About Forging the Head| o,

I\I‘d 43 .8-35.
Accountant’s Signature, adva Rows No. 4307 dated 19-8-35

4 3. M. R. Ry, Venkatasubrayalu Reddiar No.

92 -11-9:
III. About Forging the Tandal, 0 dated 14-11-93,

Veglaagagtibbarayalu Reddiar No. 43 dated
IV. About the Misappropria- -9-94 from Walaja.

tion of Rs. 12-12.0, L 5.

These reports show that M. R. Ry. Venkatasubrayalu Reddiar Avergal wrote against me
about incompetency first in arji No. 687 ang two months afterwards added one ¥
and again about a year afterwards added another of For
his successor M. R. Ry. C. Madwa Rao (m

one about Incompetency and another about

Madawa Row No. 8989 dated 24-7-95.

of Forgery
gery and one year after that again
y old enemy in Gudiyatam) sent up
Misappropriation.

I most respectfully beg to leave it to
whether these dates do not bear out the theory

some pretext or other.

two reports

your Excellency in council to see and decide
of the Tahsildar’s determination t0 ruin me on

6. The charge of General Incompetency means a generalisation of a number of
instances in which I was found incompetent,

Singular instances of delay, errors or blunders, or neglect of duty, though bad in

themselves, may not amount to Incompetency or general Incom etency. Such singular
, may _ g

faults may be due to temporary special reasons other than Incompetency. For example, it may
be that when a clerk is overworked or when ho is ill (or has any great of mind,) ho may on
such special occasions fall into delay, error or neglect of duty, The overwork
distress of mind ceasing, his work may be all right. Hence iadividual iustan
intervalo cannot be taken to be instances of general Incompetency.

, illness or
ces sed longo

7. Evidence of Incompetency.—The Collector says “ Continuous bad record even
during the last few months before the order of dismissal, the appellant having been fined no less
than 15 times between February 1895 and the beginning of August 1895.”

Af o
Period I.—In reply I submitted in my printed appeal petition to the Board (Buclo ) Crarer—r

that dividing my whole Service into three Periods, I stated that during the first 7 years of
my service from 1879 to 1886, there was no bad record against me, In refutation the
Collector has pointed out that during that period of 7 years I was fined thrice.—¥74

({“L) (1) One rupee in March 1883,
(?) 4 Annas in Juno 1884,
(3) 8 Annas in October 1885,

Ze

Footnote (n)—The Collector says the reasons for the two fines of one Ruapee and of cight annas are not

known ; while thp other viz, that of 4 Annas was for neglect of duty. The reasons are so vague that at this distance
of time, T cannot very well explain them away

‘1, Venkatasubrayalu Reddiar’s urgi No. 687.

[ W o

dr

- -
+*(acts or omissions) formulatel and br

»—~ ©the Cash Balance Report.

3

an F] ) o

was about 28 months.

Even granting for argument’s sake only that th?se three fines were inflicted fc;r
s on due and mature consideration and comf'icmon and were not mere1yhthe x;ilsu 6
£ whi r hasty or short tempers of Tahsildars granting z?lso t.hfxt the f:aults on those thres
o 1_.1m3 ° t the results of any special overwork, indisposition bodily or meut?,l for thfa .
o eas on ver nztino- these for arguments sake only, Ileave it to your Excellency in council
time b(e.lng—g;adici;e whether these three fines during 7 years snd after long intervals‘——-
to ;0;\3 liet:;: ?n a Nagadi gumastah of a heavy Taluk without a Deputy Shroff—necessarily

and tha 2

good reason

~~-Omean General Incompetency.

. tial officer that has actually seen the daily work of a Nagadi gumastah i'n.
An impa cular will not fail to declare that it should be counted towards my credit

that Taluk in parti .
AL i the 7 years.
thut I was not fined oftener than 3 times during ¥

8. Moreover I beg to submit that  these off hand fines inﬁicf.;ed by the head of .an

< mi terial subordinates cannot be treated as bad r'ecords in the sense of making
office on 12 i et the snbordinate on future occasions.—Or in other words they are not of
use of them. e 11e require to be recorded in the Service Books. It 1s in this sense
the sor WIH'Ch thi r: :}?ereq\vas no bad recogﬁz;gainﬂt me in the Ist period. As explained
that sul:mltted : . ted petition (enclosurei) m)z’idea, of a bad record is that they .sl.xould be
in pora ;alofl:]iysip;l:oil fIa),cts and evidence and explanation in defence ahout specific faults
¢ Recordec ¢

ught home to him. >

The admitted fact that the reasons for the two fines of one rupee and of 8 annas are
he admi

J ) o v at alllo hey were, perha,ps, ()ﬁ-hand
ll()l} kﬂ' WD ShOWS tl a;b no records were dll I
1 l fr'amed

inis
fines imposed in 8 haphazard way on a min

tempered or angry mood.

terial by the Tahsildar in any special short

I ministerial subordinates, and especially overworked Taluk Gumastahs always
Such mims

d it prudent not to oppose such small fines however undeserved they may be, lest they
find it pruden
provoke the Tuhsildar the more.

. iod JI.—The second period of my service whs of 7 years from 1?86 tt? 1893 and
9, Period 11 been stated against me. They have been fully explained in para 13
only two instance_s 'have " eel Ll §eithe1~ of them were acts or omissions duly brought home
of the prinﬁed petition (Tine (:,g,'g not in reference to any acts or omission at all. When a..general
gome. In fact o.ne of tzlen:] ‘an Tahsildar wrote on it warniog me to take a note of ti.ne instrnce
circular was rec'elved’ the »2 gion of mine was alluded to init. The second was indeed an
tions, No special .act or‘OB‘ﬂS But my contention is that the Head accountant is to blame
omission. A spocific omIEOn ircular that particulars of Cash Balance should be given in
for the omission  Thers Wi &.t'c ulars were given: but it did not strike the Head accountan
: < of ulljzlis;fur;ad pay ani travelling allowances had to be distinguished

nor me that pal‘bwl.ﬂals ° . norance in which the Head accountant and I shared: and I
Ths whe o2 lf 1(liecree for this ignor\ance. I have already repented for it;

confess I ax. to blam? tq s:n:his singular instance of an ignorance of a particular circular
But what I contend i3 t:a,l incompetency in a petty clerk while the Head accountant and the
:im}m?ltlam:/‘;::;:odtt)greit: is to instruct and guide the petty clerk are exonerated from-all respon.

"ahsildar

sibility. .

from the rest.

Summary of Periods I and II.—I¢ will thus be seen that during the first 14 yearg
£ my ser‘v?ce of which 10 years were spent as Nagndi Gumastah, only five instances counld
ofm

et
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possibly be set forth against me, Of these five, the reasons for two fines are not known. Of the

remaining three instances, one was a fiae of 4 annas for neglect of daty whatever it may mean
o .

aud one was a mere prudential warning note for future carefulness and not a record of a past

or present event and the other was an instance of an ignorauce of the requirement of a

cixcular order.

I leave it to your Excellency in council whether thess five instances during 14 years
of service—five instances of long intervals—may be iudex of general incompetency and
whether one who could manage the work of Nagadi Gumastah for such along period without
more faults can be said to be incompetent (b). :

11. Having thus shown (above in brief and in extenso in the first 20 paras of the

printed petition. - EnclosureJT) that during the 1st and 2nd periods of my service extend- 0
ding over 14 years there was at most only one instance of fault against me viz., ignorance

of the fact that the undisbursed pay and Travelling allowances had separately to be dis-

tinguished in the Cash Balance Report. I beg to state that my troubles began in the 8rd
Period i.e., in 1893.

Fons et origo of my troubles.—The recordsin the Government and Boards offices
will show that there were serious charges against M. R. Ry. Venkata Subrayulun Reddiar
Avergal. He and another Tahsildar M. R. Ry, Rajagopala Mudaliar Avergal were in bitter
empity with each other. The former wished that I and some other clerks should join parties
and take active parts in their fight. He wished thas I should bear false testimony in favour
of himself and against his opponent. Both prudence and morality deterred me from siding
either party. M.R. Ry. Venkata Subrayalu Reddiyar Avergal was sadly disappointed in his

hopes from me and hence determined to avenge himself for this supposed wrong.
’ /

Period III.—/From the middle of 1893 to the date of my dismissal in 1895—
having showa that thefs was only one Record against me (worth the name of record) during
the first 14 years qf/ély gervice, I now beg to state that my troubles began in the middle of
1893 in connection with the misunderstanding between Tahsildars, already explained in my
appeal to the Collector and Appendix I

In this sense therefore any record subsequent to this date cannot be considered to be
record of past conduct noted down in the course of business. All records subsequent to this
date are materials purposely and deliberately picked up and used against me eventually.
Matters trivial in themselves not ordinarily taken notice of in others (aimost all overworked
Taluk Gumastahs and Accouatants are more or less apt to fall into petty errors and faults),

are magnified and noted down in any particular clerk when he unfortanately happens to be
the object of the superior’s dislike.

No way of avoiding intentional record of censure:—It may perhaps be asked
why if a Gumastah koows he is purposely watched by the superior bent upon flnding fault
with him, for eventnal rnin—why a Gumastah, conscious of this most sad and pitiful, pligkt,
should not work harder and avoid giviag room to any spiteful remarks and records. Buta

moment's reflectin will show that it is impossible for a weaker person to escape being caughtg

by the more powerful, when the latter is bant upon the other’s ruin. A Taluk Gumastah’s
work i3 almost undefined. The Tahsildars may go on adding work after work to a steady
Gumastah till he necessarily bends down and yields to the heavy pressare.

12, Value of records subsequent to 1893.—The records framed siuce the (c)
middle of 1893 have not under the circumstances explained above, the value of events in the

Footnote (b) Inthe Treasury Department, Objection memos, alteration statements and such audit slips are
very common and that none such could be stated against me is to my credit.

Footnote (c)~M. R. Ry. Venkata Subrayala Reddiar Avergal rejoined the Arcot Taluk (after bis troubles
: in March 93,

WE o o

[ESRGRE Sp———

«nstances provi

. 14 years (10 years as

" Nagadi work.

e L

5

o of business or of records tramed ante litum motum. They are deliberately ot np
co“rsdq to be ultimately used against mo, as they have actually been. They do pot possess
recot‘ S 1o

i my incompetency.
apy value as evidence of my P

13. Instances of incompetency enumerated in Arji No. 687 dated 12-9-93.—1 b-eg
. ; gracious attention to Appendix 1 and 11 in which each and every specific
oo fg lly explained away. It will bo seen that I am not guilty of any of them
ul{seb up against me by the Tahsildar partly ?n spite towards me and

ally at fault.

to invite the
instance has been
and that they, wereb a

ctly to screen others Ié | |
= he printed petition which I enclose as Appendix II, I have given ot}_ler
o eo'pconaterally how far from being incompetent myself, I was really preventing
ng _far fror

ing i i landers in matters connected with the Treasary.
tant from falling into serious b
the Head Accoun

(d) Fifteen times fines between Febraary 1895 to Auzust 1395.—=The Collector
1 rcumstances that I was fined 15 times between February and

tress on the cl

ial
lays specia Si. ¢., within the course of 5 or 6 months.

August 195

It is nob at all surprising that a chrewd Tahsildar determined upon the ruin of
is ising

. Nagadi Clerk should be able to find out pretexts or reasons to fine him so many times
a petty Nage

or even more.

13. Grounds for 15 times fines.—With a view to showing to the satisfaction of the

£ te most Honourable Members of the Board of Revenue; thab there

: v no grounds at all for those 15 fines .within the course of 5 or 6 montbs
were 11 realitys pot bona fide fines ;uflicted in the ordinary course of office work but were
and that they we e of items of evidence, jntended for use in support of M. R. Ry. Venkata
deliberate creatlf’n 16 Arii of 1893 about my incompetency—with a vigw to showing this, I
Subrayas Reddlyirthe ﬁale statement or pspers showing the reasons and dates of these fines—
aﬁplied fo::::’j ;ranta 1 this most jmportant paper on which the Collector has laid the
1 have no .

greatest SLreEs to hold me incompetent.

Collector, or at least o

The Board of Reveaud held that [ have not shown that my  superior officers were
e Boar _

-7‘/(/ /iﬂ*‘/*71r‘£

16. My supeviors opinion that T am incompetent {s wrong.—

y: »
wrong considering me incompetent.

) Thave ghown that for 14 years of my service I was never held to be imcom-
(o i

- £ T had been doing my work for
i otent for 14 years, and i g m;
petents i nOtI\lIi::gip work) with little or no romarks as already shown, it cannot be

1 that I became jncompetent for the same work 14 years afterwards.
said 1ha

’ ! d every year's exparience must have
day’s, every month’s an . b b
(b) Rathzr :cvezl 1 g};v;ﬂ greater facilivy to my work. Itisa well-k’nown Prmcnple
added to my compe'e b{acomes second nature. Hence it follows that 14 .year 8 service must
that constant prac;l;‘:d mastery, over my work and in fact I was quite at home in my
have given me & .

. ases I have corrected the blunders of the
(¢) Ihave also shown that in many ¢

314 . tod appesl petition to the Board. .
\ 3 of the printed app J
Vide para :he toms of my failure which the Tahsidar has enumerated
own that has laid stress were not my failures at all. Vide

Tlead Accountant.
(d) T bave sh '
in his Arji No, 687 on which tha Collector

Appendix 1L

1b st respectfully to golicit the most gracious favour of Your Excellency in
eg MmO

ouncil to see an ' .
Shat I was incompetent was Wrong, otherwise than by proving.

Footnote (¢).~—1I have reasons to believe that this number is exaggerated,

L e = e

s T L

d decide how it is at all possible for me to prove that my superiors opinion

e e v amre e

> N
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1st. That I was not:
£ ‘reported to be incom
(of which 10 years I was Nagadi GurE:Z::;; §°" 4 years of oy service

. ePOT 'II h ld
2“(1 t 1 y

‘before M. R. R
: « R. Ry. Venkata §
his troubles in March 18&)%23?"111““@yulu Raddiar Avergal returned from

8rd, That none ¢ i
s o% the }tems of failure stated b ‘
ar in arzi No. 687 relates to me y mo even by thia binssed

4th., That the bia
. 8 and the determinati >
by the inherent Tmination of the Tahsilda PN
mi‘i‘appropriamt,ionprobatlve evidence that seriousr::to ruffme is provec
set forth by them have b ases of forgery and
5th, e been found to be false (¢).

That the fact whi
while before th
Reddiyar Aver ore the return’ of M. R.R
my in°0mpetenia: il:;n h;]s 1trouble there was nci;‘:;::iatai].subm{;ulu
‘ i whisper aboub
and 2 other re while before that eve P
mark : nt there
reported in quick s ul‘ccs d.urmg 14 years, there Werew::e only 3-ﬁnes
fines in 5 or 6 month: ession after that event and th many 1{';ems
3, showed a marked contrast ;’;et:eret:.? bimes
he attitude of

the Tahsildars agai
galost me and hence prove conclusively th
vely that all the

materials collect i
cted against me since and after th
er at event were

I | f e
[he[‘a‘e creation o vidence aoalnSh me a

me, even grantin

’ g for ar ’

expl . gument’s sa

plain away thosg materials conclusive‘;; only that 1 am wnablo to

6th,
That I have however explained away

etated agai : N i
against me as in arzi No. 687. ach and every item specifically

thl Th itey :

over and ove i
r again for the details and offering f III have been asking
ull explanation.

That I have not b
L een granted
dividualwar details. ed papers to explain away these 15 fines j
nes in in-

8th.

gth' T ‘ ‘ o

explanation that th
ese 15 times fi ithi
LD & nes within 5 or 6
e g. Venkata Subrayulu Reddiar Am(mhs per the
ou . 1ime when there were oth i vergel from his
? niing sainst o other arzis of seri
incompetency.

10th. That the Tahsi
. ah
15 times ﬁn:l:d;‘;g' R. Ry. C. Madwa Rao Avergal who infli
(b6 0300 of mi in 5.or 6 mouths, was tho same Tah 10 icted these
misappropriation against me, which th: gllltllar as set u
ollector held as

altogether nnprov
v X ed and that this ci
this Thasildar too against me, 18 circumstance proyes the tendency of

to do so.
ccasions

lt.

or (2) He may overload him wi
' im with work .
thus Tood him fnto dolay, ork too heavy for him to get through and

or (3) Hemay,b
, by overworking and ¢
- fecti and foo great hasteni PR
ection or blunders for want of sufficient ti;‘:gn ‘felard tbu.n into imper-
. asle is waste.”

Footnote (e) -—Ihe COH y ent

o o ector says th&),

; h t B _C, t the cases Of forgel y have no suﬂic' pl‘()o w

appropr ation set up ]C y BI R R C ]I 1 B I l i t ll 1 i £ at all while the case of mie-
g B b ab p!(”ed v. de Pﬁlu- Of l‘lis Proceedings duted.

727 4 -75

7

~= -~ ghould be degraded

P
et T wd Al TERET T T
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m falsely such ag by holding him responsible for papers

or (4) e may é,ccﬁse- hi
er put into his hands or for papers which he had

which were nev
already returned.

ges II and III that M. R. Ry. C. Madwa Rao Avergal in

1 have shown in’ Appendi
—most of which did not belong to me.

particolar overloaded me With work
Tt is therefore no wonder that he must have been able to fine me 15 times in 5 or 6
1 explanation for 15 times fines and I am yet unable to see the

months. This is the genera
particulafs of these fines and I hope I shall be able to explain away each and every item of
these 15 times fines, when details are given me. _ o

stress on the fact that M. R. Ry. C. Madva Rao Avergal had no

The Collector lays
1ly just like the biassed Tabsildar M. R. Ry. Venkata Subrayala

reason to hate me Extra Officia
Raddiar Avergal.

I have showa in Appgndixe
too was my old enemy in Gudiyatam who by procur
of stamps, caught me in a deficiency of a pack of envelopes which were however, found cut
£ the printed petition _ :
oy : r10 Z5EF ) g€

the next day. Vide paraso .
/ oo e . .
be does not remember the details of this event while in his

he alladed to it.

< T, 11 and IIT that M. B. Ry. C. Madwa Rao Avergal

ing mv absence during the Examination

The Tahsild'ar now 5ays
Arji Nol7¥Rated 2/-7-§5
This contradiction combined with the fact that neither he nor his friend M. R. Ry.

Venkata Subrayalu Raddiar Avergal had laid sufficient stress o this event in reporting
against me (although for it) shows thab they had the guilty heact

about it and foresaw that this event would be & sure index of M. R. Ry. C. Madwa Rao’s
attitude towards me and they wero afraid that this index would mar all the value of the

materials of evidence collected against me by him.

1f I had been competent and did work from 1879 to 1893, is it

18. Incompetency.
etent afterwards.

conceivable that I became incomp
en place abnormally since, it must be plainly
dical officer tosay whether 1 have become

1f any physical or mental change has tak
ity for farther Service and not incom-

stated so and 1 ghonld have beed sent to 8 me
since incapacitated. The ground would be of 1ncapac
petency. .

apacity for office work and my unwil-

In fact there i8 neither incompetency Bor inc
t another by bearing false testimony

lingness or incompetency to help one Tahsildar agains
was the real cause of my ruin.
Is it fair that 8 petty Clerk on Rs. 90 of 17 years’ gervico should be made a victim
of Tahsildar’s private revenging gpirit ! Is it fair that after 13 years Service on Rs. 20, he
to attendership which means. '
duction of 13 Rs. all the remaining days of hiS‘service,

m s monthly re
() @ degradation sn rank from clerk’s grade to that of a menial servant,

(3) o degradation from sup
(4) ® consequent deprivation 0
Service.

erior Service to Inferior.
f the benefit of Pension rules of the Superior

19. Under these circumstances it will be seen 9 (1) that my incompetency has not
any Evidence 0T at all events by Evidence of dates prior to the date of

and the Tahsildar,

been proved at all by
£ action between me
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