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To

Bis Greellency 1he Gobernor in Gouncll,
Fort Saint George,
Madras-

The humble Review Petition of T ‘
> . Ramasan1 A
lzts?dinqu-gxsp?zor,v Cuddalore Circle 1¥x¢)§;
in No. 74, Vinaithi i S
oy Ma,dras,mm irtha Mudali Street,

R IXCELLENCY IN CoUNCIL,

1, the Petitioner, pubin an appeal to the Government—= Vid . .
T rymiLg ey

co enclosed marke
Your Gracious Excellency in Council will kindly be leased & 3
justice, entering upon the merits of the case. P 0 Teview that4order and do me

May IT pLEASE YOU

ounds of Review are, that I have sin

ment which 1 had not ‘obtained when [ first addressed the c(;cfx}::rtng;gﬁ; se%l}:? d dCOPy of a docu-
I enclose marked B proves clearly that 1 am quite innocent. The cor is document which
the 15th July 1897 as will be seen from the certificate of dates thereonpy was obtained only on

Gimilarly it was 3 most unfortunate thing that I di ; N

appeal to Government, the Assistant Inspector’s dep;gsition in (2111% Iif:fi:?ﬁ“{ (‘)v ith my ﬁ-m
the list of records given in Enclosure A. This is a most important e 12 s ourt.—Vide
enclose it marked C. ment and I now

These two docume

9. The gr

nts, among others, conclusively prove that th . .
. A : at the As
either got up T connived ab his informant n?m?d Amir Rahiman Merkayer,—-m??s:&;fsg ::fsz
d that 1 am quite jnnocent. Under these circumstances I efrnestl;'

up o false case against me an ! !
iew of the order 11 the light thrown upon the case by these two documents

pray for 3 kind Revi
g, “The case againsh me is that Ianda aumber of Pariahs committed theft of Salt .at,

about 8 p.M. 01 the night of the Tth August 1895.
1 was put to th annoyance and exrpenses of a criminal prosecutio™

a disgrace anazietg._ o
and I wos acquitte —Vide Enclosure sing the Judgmens in the case, 25 also D 1, being

od extract from D for facility of perusal. . oD 1, being 2

o put me before a Magistrate for theft of Salt by &

print ’
The Department having chosen o Pt T L
o Judicial tribunals and the fairness and equity due to

ablic servant, the usual respect due t ;
¢ Department should abide by the decision of the Court

Government gervants require
on the direct issue.

here have been many Grovernment Orders and Board’s Proceedings to the effect that

if the Department choose to pub their servants to the disgrace, anxiety, annoyance and

es of criminal prosecution, rather than exercising their own powers over them, they are

. the direct 1ssus and they should abide

expens : hor tha %
estopped from getting aside the Judicial decision on
by it. )

4, Depuly Commissio‘ne'r’s Proceeding® No. 3582, dated 22nd Novewber 1395. The
Deputy Commissione’, in passing the order of dismissal says *“ They have only been
acquit,ted on the grouud that the evidence against them was not sufficiently strong “x @ .

With deferences I beg to gubmit thab this view of the Magistrate’s Judgment is
incorrech. '
\ ment, (Vide Dand D 1), the Magistrate says.—

there 18 1O evidence whatever

a. 28 of the Judg

« Against the last three i
t of the three accomplices

clearly shows that the only evidence available against me was that of

o other evidence whatever.”

Now I earnestly beg that Your Most Gracious Excellency in Council will see whether

the Magistrate gave me the acquittal on the technical ground that evidence of accomplices

could not be used when uncor_roborated.or whether leaving alone the technicality of the Law

i sing for a while that these thres

—or in other words, 8uppo
gubstance which made the Magis-

accused in the present case,
& M

g were ot a.ccomplices,——there was onything 11
peons a8 worthless.

para peon
t the evidence of these three para

trato rejec
‘h#
/ .
'
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5. Evide

25, 26, 27 and nee of Para peons.—

was that of :cczli t{liit the evidence ofml‘:;ﬂes%ess of —No doubt, it i
evidence of accompl' es. Butit was not p Para peons (the onls t, it is fully discussed i
Law to reject the IczvlicdeeS i I“f truth, the M;:Jiegted entirely fo?' tjha”:ilable evidences?zg:'l ptaras).
above clearl nce of accompli gistrate knew o e technical r insl me
was ready tg lSls}low that'lf their evidzrices on that score alnd has stated that t}elasw_ that it was
se the evidence against 1(1:12 had not been ot,}(:ne' _ Lis words in t}:&re is no rule of
. erwis e paras. quoted

The . e stai
peons were telli::ason why he did not use t . stained and impeachable, h
among others Shg‘:zg:tczt(ilus %\ie all throug hhe ’f‘;;xdence against m , he
e Ma + The followi ® was that th
ose three para

accomplices :— gistrate di . 1n,
o did not beliove they fow extracts from the Judgment
ent,

r eviden i
Co a8 witnesses and not as

me there. The Magistrate has fou

by the way the evi
by the way the evidenco says he di a physical impossibilj
acious lie that he got out at allil’ ::g Ehere was I:EOSSﬁblllty that Vetti could h
? ence it er egress availab " ave got
le. Ilence it i out
it is an

The Magistrat
« o says—* When it 1
ground whoss en it 18 sho was g |
« %f’.fect with :;hgz;lzhh%ait: aszf?; tP a’:-a P901:;ﬂ;v.¢i}clla:e the lVGtti cloeu?:l.aﬁolglehfetfﬁhed me to the pl
o tHy ‘ 0 CUTY
e ty Offficer to the scene of Oﬁeng: io%?zzg out, viz., etzaltog_,;‘eg up, ave gol ou place.
¢ , (4) I not also b Tinging ¢ '
" asser.twn. Otherwr'}s: ’tllother place the Magist ave been fu’ﬁlli d.’}f Sub-Inspe(-[o,. and th
¢ and it i3 a question ho“:%:"t";:dd certainly 'r%ot ;?te Bays—® # ¢
e evidence ot ave made such
an absur

¢ such an astounds v ;
nding falsehood could be rel; these witnesses who were d gwe a Lis to their
audac

dly false statement

ed on i .
6. Falsehood ‘ in other res T0u
0 pects.” 8 eno
were only & few out of m£n5 ‘;;‘; 3;60?,’8 evidence~(Continued ’ ugh to speak
SS10N8 usge N0 )'_Th
)

o that thele thaee ore
o 3¢ three
gistrate to be audaclz)'?;;:

that the Magi
7. : . agistrate reject ol
Analysis of evidence.~It will thus b Jected their evidence ag worthl
e Seen— less.

(1) That there y
were only t} .
(2) That the Magi y three witnesses ava]
agistrate h against me—
as found them al @—three para peons.

38) Th :
and . ( at the Ma . l—al
astounding falsehood. gistrate rejected their evide:clet:: t:,lree to be andacious I;
orthless and ware,
as auda ¢ iou,

() That th .
uncorrobor , the Magistrate rej
ated evidence of accorfpliCese rejected their evidence gl
’ 30 on the 8¢
ore that it
was

) 5) Th i
to sh ( at the M
shift the blame on me, agistrate found that these para peons had
8 had a ver
Y strong moti
ive

peons who were th : d
Liars. o only witnesses against ml:angg l{d?gistrate to sh
eld by the M

It is no wonder, therefore

(6) That th
ere was 70 other evidence whatever agai
avnst me.

81 n{. t
I was « Mistake of fact.—TIt will
correct :Tcl?lutllited on the ground thatl ththuﬂlbe geen that the De
not for ¢ at Twas acquitted for ¢ evidence against me wa puty Commissioner’s vie
naufficiency of evidence as heilfiagt z}i evlt;ien':e, i.a., for :bgglt ;"ﬂiciently .vtrn:qval,e“.’ that
Y the eputy COi‘nm' . ute absence of 5 18 not
1ssioner, svidence and

"9, Under th :
the Deput ¥ these circumsta
vy Commissioner . ncgs, T earnestl
cancelled and I be restored VSR }fhl::c lin;s:ake of fac{ g:ayr’ng‘:;;g%:;d?r of Dismissal passed b
y. sion of the Jud y
gment be

10. Slack Supervi
all to sh ¢ uPG]‘vzsion,_H( .
ow that T committed theft olvlaist};‘:‘? Shotwn that there i3 absolutel
vy to it, I be ely no evidence
t at

T 0 y Al n] i
tt d d?y Lnm O t ] agls‘ rate ' ' .Lh

I ( . &t I u

11. Magi ’

the Magi agistrate’s  Side '
deci;;I agistrate draws certain infere;mark"’ about my baing ““priv

1857 Pt;n or Jufigment, but are mer ces which 9Vidently do nozmy to the ofence.—~TInpara, 31

it was laid down by the (?toveure casual side remarks or Obp' (t)sse'q? the value of a Judicial

| mmont of Tudia that. T tha sases of piblic servan. Tuly

of public servants who

Ll

. Quiter dictum

e e

‘)
' 3

« gre dismissed in consequence of facts o inferences clicited at a Judicial trial % % th
« procedure (viz., thab the charge against 3 public servant should Dbe reduced to writing 1?1;
ed to writing, ete.), may be unnecessary or impassii;le."

« defence should be either taken in or reduc
This rule was imisunderstood it seems and in 1883 the Government of Indialaid down

the following rule i== ,
« Doubtless trials may oceur in which the conduct of some public serv i i
. T ant
“up with the matter under adjudication that any after-enquiry igto it by the li:asd(.) :ﬁﬁi
but what oftener bappens is that some censure is passed on

« Department would be superfluous,
o remark from the bench, which he has no opportunity of answering

« g public servant in a sid

¢ or which the presiding officer may not have thought of sufficient importance t0 require verifi

Tt would be extremely hazardous and unfair to accept such a remark as & deliberat;

4 there seems 70 safe gen'eral rule except that a public servant, unless hinself
has a vight to,‘,defend himself departmentally against any

Judicial trial,
y have therein incurred.
le of the Government of India, I, not having myself been convicted

right to defend myself Departmentally, and yet the Deputy Com-
| e me an opportunity of explaining away the side remarks or
of the Magistrate, which, by the bye, seem to be almost a contradiction of what
4 in the preceding 30 paras. of the “oliberate Judgment and is quite a surprise.

has been state

12. The Magistrate’s side .remark No. 1. In para. 31 of his Judgment, the Magistrate
jolent inference from one circumstance alone. His words are as follow :— °
« If the Sub-Inspector and the Petty .Oﬁicer had not been privy to the theft, how
« could the pard peons have ’l'ntended to explain away the ahsence of seals on those ‘heaps to

« them on the following day.
Magistrate, he never asked me, as 10th accused or of course as

"Phis difficulty of the Magis (
Sub-Inspectors to explai . With due deference 1 beg to submib that a moment’s thought
will show that the absence of the seals on the heap argues (if anything at all) more in my
<5t me. 1he supposition that 1 was privy to the theft is quite inconsistent
the heap. Yor if the galt had been taken out on my permission
d observation and detection next day, arrange‘i .

e, to save & earances and to avol
I should havé, PP o1 of the salt. The fact that the heaps tampered

the heaps at once & salb
ffifﬁ‘fe:fﬂﬁi,f ! had bad no hand in 1t. '
The theory of my defence ig, not that 1o theft.took place. My theory is that my

enemies, the’ named Amir Rahiman Markayar in particular,
m‘r:mgeé. for o The para peons had no difficulty at all to explain away the
absence of seals on the heaps anY more b what they had to explain away the perceptible
deﬁcit in the heaps- explanation for the deficit 1n the hea‘.ps and for the absence of
seals on them nexb day they must already have had cub zmcl dry. The theft was not stealthy
. oen orguniZ9 on the gcale of & daring robbery by an open attack on the

‘Magistrab himself says that ";he ﬂ;’rii para peogs h(whom he finds to be real
p ° " axa number of thieves and the quantitzy of salt=—"Vide
r thiete: have:‘ eEr;, Josure D)- P° it is ciear that they had their explanation cub and
A s so large that they three were overpowered.

This same explanation serves for the

« cation.
« Judgment, an
« gonvicted at @
¢ hnputat'ion that he ma,

Now under this ru

draws & V

absence of geals. in

i sntended t0 mselves by saying that no salt was

1f the para peons had 107 7 had the difficulty of explaining away
t theft or rather daring robbery and

removed, then only—and not till then wou
. _ But the, plainly admit thel
the absence of geals on the heaps ] feilt b 3’v el explanation E T o souls.

removal of salt. Hence they neve e int 0 horofors BOn ot and it of e, ot
‘ i 1q inference o1 e poinb rect ; is clear rom the
The Maglstrates ’ has no other reason at all or evidence at all to

perusal of the Judgment that the Magistrate
infer that I must have been privy to the offence- ‘ . o
I appeal to the most gr g of Your Excellency 11 Council to see and decide

e
hether from the singl ¢ the absenc® of seals on heaps which have been
w .

defend the

g manners 81 inference that I must have been privy to the
open darvnd b all fair to & public gervant of 19 years’ unblemished

egitimate d
nder Government.

13. Magistmte’s i
o circumstance viz., absenc
ervision tver the Factory was8
knowledge: ' ‘ . .
carried away stealthily or clandenstinely, then it may be & question for

ient and, efficient arrangements t0 prevent such

1ade sufticien
itself has proved that the I'actory had been properly guarded
a daring violent

rotested the theft. In fact, it was
1 be said to be slack in my supervision
that there were

t been properly locked, or
oless supervision may be legitimate.
ber forcibly carried

<

ference about slack supervision.—ln the same para. 31 and from
the Magistrate alternatively infers

o of seals on the heap, the
so very careless that there was room to pass off salt

gervice U

the sam
that my SUP
without my

obbery by force snd resistance.
] ok that the drying ground ad no

the allegations were 1 !
no para peon ach laches, then 8n inference of car

1Lere there are no such allegations. The allegations are that o large nui
away salb ander my orders and with my help.
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i ; . for iti .
~ discussion of the origin and tr my citing any witnesses for

Rahiman Merkayer.”

4 0

The Magistrate has found that T

above about the falsel " could not
ehood of witnesses prove it have helped 5o and the quotations giv
given

] 3. (a) U ndel‘ bl e i 1 o t
A 1856 clrcun Sha ces e suppo 9.t 0 f
gl n g 1 y ¢ ied inl. t;he, Jlllld H[el ]’t l l " l‘l H
St!o" :y egat i'ed b the fdcbs b]llh(}d o ut. on lny

If, for instance, it be i
Jat ey ’ e i
which would facilitate clandestirllg s?zﬁdence that I w

on the other hand
Enclosure B, nd that 1 was ve

part is

. as leaving mv .
5 I might be held to be c:gelseals in charge of others,

ry careful to hav ess. But it is in evi
' ght. Vide also

14. Under t i
charges. nder these circumstances, I earnestly pray t}
' at Imay be acqui
¢ quitted of the

(1) Of being privy to the offence and
(2)  Of careless supervision. , '

15. No Departmental Enquiry.—1It is a

after my acquittal by the Magistrate, alth b
el

v h' t,
Government of India ough ¥ that no Departm .
quoted abo gh, under the ryle-— ental enquiry was hel
such Departmental enquiry had vl?éeil al?;lgmiltled 130 ha.v: Zucililhe safe rule—la.ig do)\'nvn by 1:}1(:
’ cou

Assistant and D 5 S
eputy Commissioners,—— bave proved to the mori

(1) That a certain li
r censee at whose mi
combined with certaj 0se misdeeds I .
1 could
(2) That it was 1 peons, etc., got up thefz?t and would not connive,
’

sfaction of the

hand i .
to get a handful of }r’: n glove with licen i
(3) That they could easily ind?lnc :o carry away salt; sees and their Pariah coolies,
believe that the Sub e

need not fear;

(4) That Mr.
wh; vfr);slqgtilsasr;%is%ledAs§istant Inspector, a very thi )
. theft actively or atelea::th me connived at Sfl};h é(;lr{nbf:nen_d of the licensee
(3) ‘That,in short, the whole was duped to believe his frien d’l.;:telo‘? and dodge of
daring robbery ook pl was a premeditated dodge by whi Tsion agninst me ;
spector about 24 mileP; :ce 85 50 early an hour as 8 PyMw 'IZCh (1) a theft, nay o
for him to arrive at thezay had timely intimation befo;e(tlx) the AS.SiBtant f -
(6) That, as noticed by the M cene of offence to catch the thiey @ event, justin time
they COntaineg saelt ﬂlgl;}strate, the introduction of em es in the very act;
Romantic events w while no salt was ever put i Pty gunny bags as if
(7) That th vents were indications of & dodye ofirer " O™ and all
e Defacto thieves did ge of theft, such

i not steal for thei
and the Petty Officer —their enemiesil-li‘nlggnteifletftb

e Pariahs t '
-Inspector had givenos:a"y away salt by making them

nction to the deed and that they

ut merely to implicate

16. Noo ,
tunity for Ventilals
mental opportunit pp'or vty for Ventilation.—But n
thers was !Il’o e elsg,it; atso given me to ventilate the c;g:b er;]fortunately for me no such
mak enter into such details for my defenci' 'l‘Iln the Criminal
- The prosecution it

¢ out a ")rimaf .
acie case acain
there was no necessity at all gamnst me, and hence the Counsel fo

Depurt..

Pll'?sfgcuti(m'

self failed t

r my defence advis 0

ed

uth of the case. defence or entering u;‘:}z t{y};;:

no opportuni .

nd hggv th;néta); gt::agl,"eg me Departmentally to show by wh

f hrelying entirely on ;ll?at:\?g? to tSte'all 80 openly as thaty Iwh :;n the gang

they may bhe for the ' materials have been elicitad : @ no other
purpose of giving h elicited in the Judici

17.  Assistan giving a true 1f1ea of the case, icial

b As, however,

of thieves was got up a

al!;ernatwe now than o

trial, however meaore
L]

‘ . t 1
the following words e 1o Mr. Colguhan’s stats of mind.—His sworn deposi
' eposition has

(1) “On the 23;
(b s L et i i
3) w1 as that salt was being passed out ;
(4) « AMsz'thed o ]82 information to the Circle Inspzrtoff:the Factory iliegally.”
see of ¢ L. 2 X
. .f ¢ Kudikadu Factory was my informant, his name is Ami
. , m
Now the questions for decision are e !

1st.—Whether it i
8 true that :
2nd.—Whether, if true, on 23eC July such information was at al given

: the Assistant
3rd hlVr;ht hen and there, ant, Inspector aad Inspector took statements f)
rd.~Whether the inform o
ant stated specific i
vague undefined rumourlike infm[‘);(:gg;nsbances or events,

4th.—~What actio
: n the Assist: ,
such illegal passing 01:2 2?:‘3:1?.8 poctor and the Tus

or was merely giving

pector took thereon to provent

& Departmental enquiry, If-

e g e A o —— s

23

examined ab
evidence that

« grranged to 8
« the Range OU

)

. tant cmission.—1he Inspector and his records were nob
17. (a) The most lm_l”’tr Beyond Assistant Inspector’s own statement it is not n

oints- ]
all_on these P h information was given at all.

on 23rd July a0y suc .
in his deposition that the Inspector and himself

. 8
The Assistant Inspector §aJ larly from that day. I asked

"o what was going o We were watching regu

Sub. Inspector and the informant to walch.”

(1) Was this true?

(2) 1f true, was it enough ? . - e s
did they not put the Police on the watch, seemng v

@ Wéle. Inspector Was to be the thief ?

i Sub. Inspector watch as ordered ?
() 1t true, 40 the K i(; he not find out and report the preparations for theft

x id watch, why d . d out and re orted by the
©) If bo di o matter said 10 bave been found out ant. por y
on 7th August—=0 2., the informant.

other special watch, vt
pector that ¢ men had collected ”

. Assistant Ins
t the informant told the Assistan Sub. Inspector.” This informa-

" 1y is stated tha I 1t that ight from the
and that they Werd goe ov‘;; egeivzlfﬁes away. %So the informant must have Eeenhthe men
tion is jven ab 7-30 lf.htf,es earlier to allow the informant walking over two and 2 ; alf m(;;:s
collecte at least 30 ,mn} 1f so, why did not the Range Sub. Inspector'put on specia guard to
to give the informatior’ - 1 o % colleclion ¢f men and other

tch me on the first information of 23rd July, notice th
wa 4

Preparations.
Why was not th
omission ?

Range Sub Inspector examined at all ? Is he not to blame for his
° .

] ctor, Amir Rahiman Merkayar, }md not been 80
g of the ASSlSt?lnt i’;ﬁ a1l the trouble to go to the Assistant Inspector
o the Governri, g of theft, this theft was to go undetected? Was it

to blame for not watching ?

ab. Inspector
pector t0 plame for not having put the Police too on

very moralﬁand
miles off an

23? 1f 5o, is not the Range
Is not the Assistant and the Ins

on first information. . ‘ |

Range Sub: Inspector had only been examined on these

the fiction of the first information would have been out

guard
. d the
18. 1fthe Inspector a0

lines in the Court or Departmental]y,

first information on 93rd July as alleged, it

alb once.
. here was & .
19. Granting, howev:ﬁ';;hafnitr Rahiman Merkayar_ offended at my fstnct»trlxlesfi thk:;
mply gtrengthens WY thﬁozy 3 from that time and was making preparations for a the —10
61 atre : .

. nceive & o : .
hin, began £0.COBY e implicating ™° in it

e to TUIR me.~This informant is an inftuential

o Merkayer's 'yrf;)‘tzt » Cuddalore Circle. Now that this personage

Amir Bahima® 0 :
. n Contract of Salt “Qorzi{cities in this case, v12. As informant on £3rd July.
licensee & ntly in ab threo ® zp watch set on me by the Assintant Inspector and the
figures P " 7th August just a few hours

ly :

; he on'y .
jef or pmcmcal}y t the intended theft on
(2) Ae the Cal:g 3) As the me“;’:;t; ‘;‘gw ‘:o:-ds as to his feelings toward me.

I ing and M rohibition. On or about the
s irregula? scrapmgsalt at '?—38 AM,, an unauthorized hour,

His hat
%) she there he began scrapmg'ch had been rejected the previous day for

her beds on the pretext that the higher

o U.P.ond * pie
3 trongly opposed this procedure and P
er the densify would or ;OA.%:I.Y hepgvas allowed to scrape only in

ter
ence and only afte % maunds as estimated for the day.

. ly 3 .
hich gave him on y o others having scraped the previous

d no others, the o A
dtf};;: (:gybgnscéped. This irritated him very much.

This 12 tt:t:lrllyyrefused the other antecedents and the subse-
(v) His undus influence with the Assh ivance of the Asst. Inspec-

i onn.
t events chow that guch Irregular goraping bY him had the ¢
ov ]
(tl::nwho was a great frien

d of the licensee.
ndshipe—At this stage,

man thab gerape

Inspector.—The

fs f frie it is not possible to give better evidence than
Proofs for
w circumstances:

is Licensee’s words on
to have at once believed
ation of such an import-
of independent in-

these fe '
. . )
; . actor placed SO much faith in b
bt Gzrcumstance.—-—The 2%?‘? J irll;?tﬁat hle)a and the Inspecto: atre g;ziﬁ:
i :thout the least attemp at v
};ﬁtﬁ?g:rg enue by means

formation.

tion affecting Salt Rev



CE TS -

perT—

y

4
3
-

i pe——

W e ewa

. 0O
6
9ond Circumstance.—The Asst, Tnspector did not think it necessary to give information to

the Police about what he heard on 23rd July. He thought he
could safely rely on this Amir Rahiman Merkayar.

3yd Circumstance.~The Asst. Inspector at once believed the information of 7th August

and never thought it fit to inform the Police, He relied so much
on Amir Rahiman.

4th Circumstance.—Three days after I offended this Licensee in Cuddalore Range in the

matter of the irregular scraping, the Assistant Inspector at once
got me tranferred to Kudekadu for no official reason. The Assistant

Commissioner had not sanctioned it and I had been in Cuddalore

only 2 or 3 months and in the ordinary course I was not to have a

transfer so soon. The object of the transfer was that I offended the
Licensee and was to be put into his possession entirely.

‘ (¢) Dis character in this case.—He is said to have given the information on the
7th August and also given a written statement in P. 12. (The departmental information Re-
gister) before the Assistant lnspector, , :

. As a witness before the Court he denied having given any such information in P 12
and added that he did not know what the Asst. Inspector wrote down, *

Now either he must be a liar or his friend the Asst. inépector. o

) Vide P. 12 and their depositions, His own household servant too denied all kﬁowledge
of the matter. The whole turned out to be a fabrication of the Asst. Inspector. Vide para. 29,
Enclosure D. ' .

The truth is (1) that both the Licensee and the Asst Inspector resolved to ruin me,

(2) That I was therefore transferred to Kudikadu where the Liconsee has pans
and greater influence than at Cuddalore. B

(8) That the Licensee with, or perhaps without, the connivance of the Asst.
Inspector, got a few Pariahs to steal Salt, with the help of peons

(4) that by a pre-arrangement of hours, i:hg Asst. Inspector arrived

(5) that the whole blame of theft was thrown on me.

RN

91. Fabulousness and Romance of t.he story of the Tth Auqust 1895.—Itis in evidence
that the Assistant Inspector who acted on this important information received at 7-30 r.M., on

the 7th August 1895 sent only his men in advance on foot tothe scene of offence 24 miles off, '

and himself starting for the place } of an hour later in a dog-cart, met his force with the

alleged thieves and stolen property ready for him by the time he reached. The coincidence of

time and possibility of circumstances on this ‘point alone would, if considered, lead to the
detection of the truth. . L .

22, The Assistant Inspector on his arrival at the place neither examined the peons
nor questioned the accused at the outset—(Vide Enclosure D); nor did he, in his very
first report to the Police, make any mention of my name or designation which must have been
the foremost in his mind, taking into consideration the alleged information he was then in
possession of, and also the alleged statement of the para peons directly implicating me ; nor did
he do 80 in his report to the Inspector that night—nor did any of the para peons (;vitnesaes
against me) volunteer any such information to the Assistant Inspectot.© He would have done

this had the story against me been true; nor was I asked at any time for any explanation, or” -

at least after the enquiry by the Police Inspector the next day at 1 .M. But I was merely
handed over to the custody of the Police to be prosecuted, and the guarding peons who were
solely responsible for the safety of the salt in their charge, and who were therefore to be arrested

and prosecuted were taken as witnesses to give evidence against me. It is a peculiar procedure
in my case and is most significant. oo T R

23. It i3 also pointed out by the Magistrate in para. 30 of his Judgment (Enclosure
D) that, in the morning the Cuddalore Party, the Petty Officers and peons were indeperidently
conducting the business of transporting salt without the interference of any of the superior
offcers. This is a procedure against the Salt Commissioner’s rule, and yet it was approved of
by the Assistant Inspector. This was done simply to aid in their - nefarious object against me
with the apparent consent of the Assistant Inspector.

24. T beg respectfully to submit that I have putin a total service of 18 years under
Government, whereof for the last 13 years I had been employed in this department and my
gservice had been altogether of an unblemished character. {Iy special services have been
noticed in 1886 for detection of over 500  Salt and several Abkari cases, in the inspectton

WW

. WM"\%

0 - : 7

. o . 1

oputy Comntissioner, who then promote
Mr. .R‘%“dfé;;h;?sgeci}:n gervices in having (in the ngonth
do D ntl d and transferred to Nellikuppam from Chidam-
' ; he French frontier (60 gallons of French hqu'or)
vy ing detected 200 salt cases during

! i in hav
an the risk of my life, and 10 .

baram), detectec G. T. Thornhill 1n November 1837, Again in

e bar? s ¢ dirampatnam Circle, I was sent out
:he year, Were speciol the Kattumavady fac tgrslf, get?t?ﬁet? 50 salt cases and brought to
1890, whe L wol ohe month, during which pef:r% let off, and secured convictions in them
Yie Pl‘eventi"e alb & o :VhiCh the Kattumavady tlI:e PZnal Code for escape from custody,and got
e e ol an e artmentally. In 1892, in the Vallam Range,

erall) Abkari cases, and1 g_ot in 'recogmmgn 1%}71_9111@-

. 5(.3[‘;1 Tebruary or March 1.893, while I was 1n N illa~
to the 3rd grade, £ T detected 11 Abkari cases, two of them being
and 8 balh s into high rented areas, apd the Inspector,
low rented M000, his report to the Agsistant and Deputy

o in ) y
sm:l‘ of Petitioner’s services whereof the aforemen

o dishonest or careless public gervant.

. tioned We Your Most Gracious Excellency in Council will be pleased to

i f pay from the
5 re pray that Sub-Inspector with arrears of
- ixll t}rf;efzppcﬁnbme ?Si‘;‘zo?;;g; for which act of justice 1, as in duty bound,
)
o the date ©

m y o)
date of his guspension

ghall ever pray:
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