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~ and withdrew the darkast.

ForT ST. GEORGE.

MADRAS.

Tre Homsre PETiTiON oF KrisaNAswAMI AryER

LATE KARNAM oF MARUTHERT THARAF Krisana-
6181 TALug Savex Disrior.

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHEWTH :—

1. That your Excellency’s humble petitioner begs to appeal against the

order of the Board dismissing the appeal preferred by him against the order of the

. Collector confirming the order of the Sub-Collector dismissing your Excellency’s
humble petitioner from the office of Karnam of the above~-mentioned Tharaff.

2. Your Excellency’s humble petitioner was removed by the Sub-Collec-
tor on 3rd October 1894, on account of certain false statements contained in a
report made dy him and the village Munsiff in respect of the Darkast of a certain

lands vide para (5) of the Sub-Collector’s Proceedings (copy enclosed Exhibit A.).

3. Bofore proceedingany further your Excellency’s humble petitioner
feels it incumbent on him to submit.that the office of the said Karnam was held
in the petitioner’s family for more thana century, petitioner being the last person
that sncceed to it, and that during his tenur of office your Excellency’s humble
petitioner discharged the duties of his office to the eggge satisfaction of his
superiors and was never found faul with for anything don  or omitted to be done.

4. The charges formulated against your petiﬁon‘er are.

(a). The Karnam falsely reported that the Village Munsiff had eksal
puttah for fuslies 1300 to 1302 but as a fact he had not for fusli 1302,

(). The Karnam omitted to mention all the adjecent lands of one
Kanni Goundan (appelant to the Sub-Collector).

(c). The Ka?n;ipx stated that Kanni Goundan signed his name asa

witness in the A"x’mtica 'f;&hereas he had not done so his explanation as to this is
false. He pretends Kauni Goundan signed notice relating to eksal puttah of
fasli 1301 where he did not do so, S .

X

5. (a) As to the first charge your Excellency’s petitioner would humbly

~ submit. - ,

~ Firstly ﬂmt the statement is not altogether false. Because although

 there was no eksal puttah granted for fusli 1302, still an application was made

by the respondants (to the Sub-Collector) in that fusli also and the puttah should
have been granted except for the fact that the respondant themselves said that
they did not want it for that year because the Jamabandy time was very near
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, Secondly your Excellency’s petitioner could not have intended to .
make a false stgtement in the report, hecause in the A memorandum already

su%fnffﬁ%ﬁ' ;ﬁ?"h";m in full. A’ reference to this (copy encloged Ex. B.) will show

that the eskal pugtas for fuslies 1300 and 1801 as well as the application for one
1802 and the circumstances under which the same was not granted are all faith-

fully stated in colmns 11 and 12 (portions under-lined in red~ink) by your Excell-
ency’s humble petitioner, By this your Excellency’s in Council will come to
know that your Excelency’s humble petitioner has stated that the Munsiff had
eskal puttah only for fuslies 1300 and 1301 and not 1302 as observed by the
Collector.

6. (B) As to this your Excellency’s humble petitioner would humbly
submit that in preparing the A memo he went entirely by the boundaries given
in A notiec prepared by bis father in respect of a darkast of the very land by the
respondents in fusli 1300, No. 36 b being shown as southern boundry in the A.
memo a8 in the notice pgepared by the father. In tho subsequent report however
No. 385 ¢ was shewn as tlie adjoining land held by him. Asto No. 32 it does not
adjoin the darkast land being seperated by a channel. At all events this was the
reason why petitioner did not mention Survey No- 82 as an adjoining field. 1'his
the appelant Kanni Goundan has stated in the darkast he presented to the
Tahsildar on 1-—11—93 (copy enclosed C). So that it will be seen that there
was enough in the darkast and in the report to show that Kunni Goundan (appe-
lant to the Sub-Collector) owned some at least of the adjoining lands while the
respondants owned none.  If therefore the circumstances were to guide the Taluq
anthourties in determining which darkast was entitled to preference, there was
enough said by the petitioner already that the appelant was entitled to the land
in preference to the respondits. If however it had been the object of the peti-
tioner to defeat the appelant then what he had stated already was enough to
frustrate the object. It will be claer tl.xerefoga'that no fraud was intended..

7. (C) As to this your Excellency’s humble petitioner humbly sub-
mits that the A memo was not with him when the report was written. He could
not have possibly hope%'o mislead the authourities by this statement as the A
memo was with them. Again if it was a falsehood it was which one would not
venture to make, as it could not possibly escape detection. The only reasonable
inference in the cicumstances will be that the statement was made inadvertently

by mistake. This will be seen to be more probable from the following circum-
stances.

(1) The land was obtained by the respondants (Rama Goundan and
Kuppa Goundan) in fuslies 1300 and 1301 and they had all but obtained it also
in Fusli 1302. TIn no one ofithe three yeoars did the appellant express his wish

_to-apply for the same.

i il . The darkast of the respondants in fusli 1803 was published in the
village and the appeldut was petfectly aware of it and yet he never claimed the
W v, , ‘a : j L 3
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o Dinadlip ¥ E

iii. When the Revenue Inspector inspected the land with a view t0
‘assess the value of the trees and held an enquiry as to a portion said to be neces-

 sary for communal purpose, appellant was prosent but never signified his inten- -
tion to apply for the land but acquised in what was being done, As your Fxeell”

encies humble petitioner knew that appellent had never cared for the land apd 3
nevor claimd it although he was present at the proceedings taken in conpoction-

S
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o made the innocent mistake of supposing that appelant
In the appeal petition to Bt';}:e Col]eIctor y::r

’s ht iti equsted him to enquire the Reveuue Inspector,
gt 1::;222 I:zif;::?::irllrb‘:ar him out on the point. But.; .unfortunately
w.hom ok 22 ¢ oranted. Again your Excellency’s humble petitioner had most
i eired the Honorable Members of the Board to order for the enqu-
oo ctfullyf req:s he thinks that by doing so it will help his case a goqd deal. 'Po
u:y sunght 'mf.’ rtune the Honorable Members too were not pleased to gl.-ant him
e mf“ c1)3\16 they have simply stated in the order now appeale.d against .that
:ﬁ:t g:lslrzﬁor"s order in appeal as well as the reasons stated by him were right.

with the other darkast h
hilmself had signed the A memo.

i be clear your Excellency’s humble petitioner was not
s 8{- a: t v::rgf:lh l;f!alsehood ory fraud. Certainly this was not a cage m'whllc:h
8’“1lb71§ llznc ’s humbls petitioner could have got any illegal gr_a!nﬁc‘attl0.1111 y
it <ful applicant (1st respondant Rama Goux'xdag) in whose
h fraud, the succes PP b e
.guc he false statements are supposed to have pee made g g
R cnat s 1f. Petitioner was quiet new lo kis duties having just sucee ed his
e h‘(!ll'l :}i : mistakes made thefors are not improba.ble-. : It woﬂd also be
B bt d tlfat it was inevitable to a certain extent that petitioner should depend
mmemhbezf;]] o Munsiff as the older official in prepring the memo and the report;
:f}?: zn:ort:ﬁgately for petitioner, was the person interested in the matter.

cy’s humble petitioner

: s your Excellen
9. In these circumstances ¥ alty should have been

humbly submits that it is hard that the extreme pen
inflicted on him and he removed from the service.

10. Your Excellency’s humble petitioner begs to sub mit that he is a big

i lately
i i i the employment from which he was
gt P upo:’edeof th?a z’ery means of his maintenance.

emoved and thus he is now deprived y e : g
':?Vords cannot express the difficulties he is undergoing since his removal '

office in supporting his family. N

: titioner, therefore throws himself upon
ke E:ecegrel:ilzi gsh;::t:? irf;our Excell_emfy’-s anﬂ.humbliv ;p;:yc: s1;: ‘
the benevolent g]:a d inexperience as also of all the clr_cumstancgskod the‘reb;f
ol l‘usEyoul;; ? may be pleased to acquib hi'm of wilful fraud an
tt‘,:&:ll};?ll'ﬁmx:: e‘:jloz the fraits of the above mentioned worthy grace.

For which act of kindness and justice your Excellency’s humble peti-
or wni ;

tioner shall as in duty bound evef pray-

e
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