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' APPENDIX T.

I, the petitioner, was in the service of Governmenb for 30 yeau all of
which are countable tawards pension. :

9. Till about the close of 1894, I was Shroff in the Dharampuri Taluk,
where most unfortunately for me the Tahsildar a certain event (Vide Enclosure L
being my petition dated 17- 10.94)—an extra-official one—occurred, whlch made
hate me to the worst degree and made me feel his powers.

- 3. His treatment of me since that occurrence had become so very unbear-
able and harsh that in an evil hour I thought I might lay my grievances before
the Sub-Collector and get away from this Tahsildar, whom I found I had, though
unwittingly, offended so very badly, even if it were for exta-official reasons.

On the 17th October 1894, I put in a petition to the Sub-Collector (Vide
Enclosure L) asking for a transfer, representing at the same time the circumstances

which led to the Tahsildar disliking me to that extent.

"4, Onthe ‘October 1894, the Sub-Collector, most unfortunately for
me, referred this petition (Enclosure L) to the same Tahsildar. The result of
this reference was of course what could be expected —especially in the-case

of vindictive natures. It added fuel to the fire that had already been

kindled in the Tahsildar’s heart agamst me by the most unfortunate event already
alluded to. He that had been merely treating me with harshness for the occurrence,

now began to work out for. my ruin. He had evidently two motives to take
immediate active steps arramst me— o : oo

1st Motive.—He was put to the necessity of saying that I was his
' enemy and that hence I was sending a false petition against
him—a necessity for self-defence.

9nd Motire.~—~He became vindictlve and his temperament would

not allow him rest of mind at all unt11 he ruined one that
attempted against him:

>

5. It is no wonder therefore that on the 5th Now}ember 1894, i. e., nearly
20 days after my petition (Enclosure L) against him or days after the Sub-Col-
lector's reference thereof, the Tahsildar wrote in his No. 2093 that I was *“ reported

to have been exacting monies from village officers and from contractors * *.”

6. On the 23rd November 1894, i. e., about 40 days after my petition
against the Tahsildar and about 15 or 16 days after his first report against me,
the Tahsildar recorded statements from a large number of Village Officers and
Contractors in support of what he had already reported in his report No. 2093;
dated 5-11-94, wz that I was exactmg momes from Vxllacre Officers and Contrac-
tors.

.
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7. The keystone of the case.—Now the main question for decision is
which of the two events took place first, i.c., who was the first to sprak ill of the
other. Or in other words, did the Tahsﬂdar - speak ill of me first or did I gpeak ill
of him first. So far as documentary evidence goes, it will be seen that I spokeill
of him first : for my petition against him is dated 17th October 1894 (L), while his
Arz1 No. 2093, dated 5-11-94 which is the very first paper in which the Tahsildar
has written ill of me is dated nearly 20 days after it.

No doubt so far as official positions are concerned, the words of a Tahsil-
dar should carry greater weight than those . of a Shroff. This may be true only
‘when the pohcy of administration alone i 18 concerned and that too when his opinion
is opposed to mine in a matter concerning a third thmrr But in the eye of pure
justice and when it has become my unfortunate lot tlnt [ and Tahsildar should
stand opposed. to each other, the dxﬁerence in our official posxtlon cannot have a
voices : : s
. Now 1t suits the Tahsxldar to say that Le began to watch me and hence
I wrote acramst ‘him. He puts his watchmg me as the cause and my petltmn L as
its effect. , But. there is ;0 d document to show that his Watchmg me is of a
pnor da,te to my petltlon

Whereas, my defence is that my petltlon dated 16-10-94 (Enclosure L)
was the cause and his Arzn No 2093, dated 9-11-04 was the effect.

. The dates make 1t most- probable and poss1ble that my contentlon is” true
and lus, false. = : : R

8, My tra.nsfer to Hosur —This is made much of. Enclosure M,

bemtr the Takid of my transfer to Hosur from Dharampuri is dated” "~ : and
the several deposmons against me were recorded on the23rd November the earliest,
ride Enclosure N series, the depositions or Appendlx III.

The Tahsildar seems to have made much of my transfer to Hosur, as if

the transter had been calculated to dehbera,te]y procure my absence during the
time evidence was recorded aonmst me.

o AWI.JCD I was given the ransfer I rever suspected that the Tahsildar had
such a motive. - When I was transferred I hailed the news of my transfer with

greatest joy and T thought that it was given me jn compliauce with my request
in my petition dated 17th October 1€95, Enclosure L.

. Now that it has been made known that the transfer had been procured by

the Tahsildar deliberately to prevent me from being present at the examination
of witnesses agaiust me, I find that I had been hood- wmked and made a victim to
a combinaticn got up by official influence.

. * 9, Appendix III being a memo. of statements of mtneqses shnws that

all the witnesses are persons caring for and influenced by the smiles and frowns
et' the J.ahallddl ,

l‘rom pala 2 of the Tabsildar’s Arzx, No. dated 26-3- 95 it will be
séen that the first four statcments of thosé now enclosed are from persous who

- my cross-examina

> . [ 81

generally take D' P..W. and!Local’ Fund contracts and the rest ‘are from
Village ITunsiffs, Karnams and otherss «+1i .2 srtau -

. . Local Fund works are connected with the Revenue Department and they
nnot be said to be independent. of the Tahsildar. The Tahsildar having powers

to give Minor Irrigation: works and sorts of Local Fund works on. contract, these

plofessxonal petty contractor 8 cannot be said to be dlsmterested witnesses.

3 ﬁ

They say they had to pay me a Rupee or so whenever they had to cash
cheques, as if they. could not get cheques cashed without this black mail even after

referring to the Tal

v1l as they alleoed | | '
- It necda no pomtmg out that the Vlllacre Munmffs and Karnams who now
3 e\actmcr a, black msxl Whenever they rem1tted village collectlons are

say that I Wa Lac
cortam]y ‘not’ dmnterested Witnesses mdependent of the Tahsﬂdar.

Y
cep gttt TRig)

10 Moreover the storxes repeated by them have got the stamp of
untruthfulness on theu' vex y face. ' | | | |

T 11e. 'I‘he fact is that none of these worthies of WltneSaeS even thoutrht it ﬁt
to complam of this, ever ‘before either to this Tahsiidar or to any other Tahsildar

or Sherxatadar.——It i3 most s1gn1ﬁcant that they all come out only after the Tahsil-
dar began to colleet matenals ao'alns_t me a,fter I offended hlm w1th my petxtlon.

R .
- vt

12., A perusal of Appendix II and IIT w111 show the Worthlessness of

the —whol o seb of evidence—all recorded  behind ‘my back and (2) not subjected to

tion, (3) recorded after my transfer to another Taluk, and (4)

by then‘ Departmental superxor 'the Tahsﬂdar Who had become my open enemy

1 Sub Collectm 3 uewc.—The Sub-Collector divides the charges into
lst exactlon from four contractors from 8 annas to a rupee in every

two, tl

Rs. 100 cashed and Snd cxactxon from Vxllwe Oﬁicers at a rupee a head for

each kist.

1st Charge- "_The Sub- Collector supports this by tke statements of four
contractors. - They say. they had to pay this black mail i in order to procure prompt
pay’ -ment and to avoxd belno p'ud in small coms.

I is admxtted that the paywent by each ot' these four is spoken to by the

payor alone’ and ot corrobated by any second person. - Only in one case the story

lias been made more complicated.

Comw—lt is said T made a. double deduction in the case of a
Contractor Venkatarama Mudali.~ The story i3 (1) that a cheque for Rs. 293 had
to be cashed and it was agxecd that ‘T should take one Rupee, (2) that I deducted
the amount from Rs. 233 and paid for his cheque only Rs. 207 1nd (3) that he
« without knowing. that ke (I) had. delucted one Rupee in the 21 d cheque I (he)
o paul Lim {me) @ anothea Pu{wc 'whwh too__he:._(l ) had taken. ”_A . .

uk Sherlstadar or Tahsildar to get a remedy aframst this habltual '
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Is this a believable storf ? fWould'a Contractor. take the amount of h.is‘
cheque home without counting it. as this story the stamp of truthfulness aboutat.

Again he says after he went home Le counted it'and found the money was
short by Rs. 2. What did he do ? ~He says he told this to three Taluk Gumas-
. tahs and then went to my housé and demznded me and ‘I returned that one Rupee.

Ts this a likely story? What was the necessity for his telling this
disgraceful story to three Gumastahs and that too before demanding its return.
1f he were a contractor who was used to pay me money to coax me into prompt
payment and to avoid payment in small coins, would he be not afraid that if he
were to tell this matter to three Gumastahs, he would thereby offend me. the
more ? Again would he think it worth his while to insist upon the return of one
Rupee then and there after making so much fuss, instead of quietly waiting for
the next cashing to settle his dispute with me then about that one rupee ?

Necessity for this Compicated Story.—The shrewd Tahsildar feeling
that the story of even a single payment had not been corroborated by even a single
person except the payor, thought it fit to get the corroborative evidence of these
three Taluk Gumastahs who are his own subordinates, and they now come forward
with a hearsay story that the contractor told them so and so.

These three Gumasta{ils dxd p‘ot sée! 1) the p'ay'me.ht, (2) nor its return :
nor (3) have they heard me speak to them or to contractor about it. .

. The fact that such a story was got up Speaks volumes about the worthless-
ness of evidence. o Lo

14 | The Sl‘l;b-06llieét0r‘ says‘ about the s't‘a'temevnt of these four Contractors .

as follows— the evidence of the Gumastahs is the only evidence which the Tahsildar
Las beew able to obtain in support of the four Contractors’ statements.” He then uses
the usual stock argument that cases of bribery are not capable of eye-witnesses.
But in cases of systemé,ticvblackmail payments by annas and by a3 many people as
have to transact business with me, there would be no difficalty in getting a few ol
‘them in support' of a s{ngle out of hundreds of alleged payments.

Jide Appendix IIT on this point and on other points.

15 Tahsildar’s Motive-—The Sub-Collector says :—* The Shroff has, it
is true, sent me a petition in which he charges the Tahsildar with various acts of mis
conduct” But to show that my sending up this petition could not be an adequate-

motive for the Tahsildar to take action against me the Sub-Collector alludes to

certain points. -
1st Point.—He says ¢ The charges against the Tahsildar which have been
dealt with by me in separate proceedings, are none of them very serious and have

been found on inquiry to be in majority of cases entirely without foundation.”

In reply I bez to submit First that if the inquiry had been conducted in
Jdue course and without snubbing me first and showing the people that I suffered

for writing against the Mahsildar ‘and that similarly witnesses would guffer
2

r <
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if they spoke against Tahsildar-—if "the inquiry, had shown impatial turn of mind

in the beginning, he would have arrived at a different conclusion.

2ndly.—That if I had been allowed to substantiate my petition against
the Tahsildar in due course before the Tahsildar could hush up the things, the Sub-

- Collector would have come to a right conclusion. Vide my petition dated 5-11-94,
Enclosure L.

8rdly.—For motives, it is enough that the Tahsildar knew that I wrote
against him. It is not necessary that the cases must be true. If I reported true
cases against the Tahsildar he should and would hate me for exposing him though
deservingly: if I reported false cases against him he should hate me more for
undue exposure:

‘Athly—All the' charges are not false. The Sub-Collector says they are
not serious and the majority are ill founded. * Serious or simple I exposed hin.
That is enough of motive for him to bring me to ruin.

If he thought I exposed him by false cases too, he gets a étronger motive
to get up false cases against me.

.= PRI e - . ) AN A .
A G Point IT;~The Sub-Collector says * The, charges, moreover, were made

;it a time when the Shroff had reason to know that Tahsildar was watching his
\ conduct.” :

In reply I beg to submit the following for consideration 1st how did the
Sub-Collector satisfy himself on this point beyond the Tahsildar’s version? Was

. there any written complaint against me about which the Tahsildar was watching
me secretly ? Had the Tahsildar written to Sub-Collector, before the date of my

petition dated 17-10-94 at least a Demi Official saying that he was watching me
and why. ’

After the receipt of my petition, it suited the Tahsjldar to tarn the tables
by saying that he had been watching me.

. There is not a particle of evidence to show that the Tahsildar was watch-
ing me before 17-10-94.

16. Proof on probability.—(1) It is highly improbable that I would have asked
?or a transfer if I had known that he was watching me. If a man fears that there
13 som ething smoking and’ cloudy pending over his head, he would never like to
facilitate his ruin by getting away and thus leave open room for persons coming
up against him. Generally persons under clouds stick to the place with a view to
try to tamper witnesses. While so, why did I ask for a transfer myself ? -

(2) It is highly improbable for another reason. If I had been watched
or knew that I had been watched, I should have thought of coaxing the Tabsildar

and influence him through his friends to drop the matter and excuse me. No fool
would think of irritating him then, ‘

. 1?' This shows that on the date I wrote the petition the Tahsildar was not
watching me at all. -

e ———————ER el T
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*18. The Sub-Collector in para. 4 alludes to past conduct for which I B'eg to
submit that there is nothing of the sort. Vide para, . of petition,

19. The Sub-Collector in para 5 says—

(1) that I bave completed my service towards pension and that
I should be deprived of it.

On this point I solicit attention to the benign ruling contained in paras, .

9 and 10 of G. O. Np. 2290, dated 3-12-93.

(2) - that the Tahsildar was against criminal prosecution and he
~ (Sub-Collector) agrees with him. e

It was for this reason that when on the 29th May and 2nd June 1896 I
expressed my willingness to be prosecuted, the same Sub-Collector induced me no
to subject myself to a prosecution. ' Vide my petition, ‘

20. It is thus clear that I am made a victim of official combination just after
my pensionable service. : -

167 773‘/*
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APPENDIX II.

1. The Deposition made by Santha Meah Sahib of Tharmapuri on the

) 23rd November.

" That in the month of June 1894, copper coins were given me in exchange
to the cheque of Rupees 83 and he told me that silver coins would be paid if half
a rupee was given to him as a deduction and accordingly when half a rupee was
promised to be paid he deducted at the rate of half a rupee and paid the amount.

At the end of June or at the beginning £ July he deducted half a rupee
for the cheque of Rs. 69 as usual and paid the amount, -

That in or about July he deducted Rupee 1 for the cheque of Rs, 190 and
paid the amount. :

That in or about September for a cheque of Rs. 326 he told me that the
-amount was 3 large one and that a deduction of Rs. 3 must be allowed him. As

+.Idid not consent to it he deducted at the rate of Rs. 2 and paid the amount.

That in or about the end of September or at the beginning of October
when I told the Sheristadar that there was a cheque for Rs. 340 and odd he direct-
ed me to receive the money from the shroff. And on my demanding the shroff
for payment he told me that it had become evezing and that he would not pay me
unless he was paid 4 rupees at the rate of one per cent. failing which he said he
would not pay the amount. Subsequently I myself went and asked him and he told
me also in the same manner. Unavoidably I promised to pay him Rupees 3 and he
paid me after deducting the said 3 rupees.

That in or about the end of October for a cheque of Rs. 500 he demand-
ed 5 rupees. I did not agree. Sohe told me that he would pay copper coins and
change at his leisure. I did not accept to take it or I refused to takeit. After
putting me off for about 2 or 8 days he told me that he would: not pay mesilvep
coins but paid me currency notes.

2. Deposition on the 8th December—Munniya Gownden, ete.

That in or about March when Mooneeya Gownden and Chinnappa Gown.
den took the cheque of Rs. 194 to the Sheristadar he directed them to take it to
the shroff for payment. The shroff demanded them to pay one per cent. I con-
sented to give one rupee at first and subsequently rupee and a half, He paid me
the amount, after deducting at the rate of rupee and a half.

3. Deposition of Govintha Chetty and Boorichetty of Lalapet on the
10th January 1895. :

That in or about April for two cheques amounting to Rs. 1,151 and rupees
326 in October the shroff demanded payment as usual, I paid at the rate of one
rupeo for the first and eight annag for the second. :

e e ———— " T —
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4. Deposition of Vencatarama Moodelly and Subraya Moodelly of
Tharmapuri on the 22nd November 1894, '

That in or about February 1894, Whexr. I went
Rs. 240 he told me that he would piy me Rs, 50 and ¢
demanded of me one rupee due for doinig s6 and on my agre
he paid mbo the amount after deducting af the rato of h

to cash the cheque of
hange for the rest and
eing to pay half arupeo
alf a rupee,

That at the end of March or at the beg

: A r a inning of April when T went to the
shroff to cash the second cheque of Rs.

. : secon ) 298 and odd he told me that I must pay
him as asual and also told me that I paid him short last timo. T told him to take

one rupeé. He deducted one rupee. In addition to this he used to deduct half a
rupee or one rupee out of the work I do in the Cutchery. Without knowing that
he had deducted one rupee in the second cheque I paid him another rupee which

money after going home I found the
amount was a short of Rupees 2. T reported to Gumasta Rama Iyer, P
Rama Rao and Lutchmee Narasimmah Iyer employés' of the
shroff had also received one rupee in addition to the rupee
Subsequently I went to the house of th

: e shroff and demanded
and he paid me the one rupeo he had received from me In excess

eriya
Catchery that the
I usually pay him.
him forits return
5. Deposition of Gumasts, Ramia

Iyer Periaya Ram Rao and Lutchmee
Narasimmah Iyer on the 11th J anuary 189 '

s

o o :\fenc‘atd}'am Moodell
shroff had also taken further
him to inform this to his sup

y told tl-m't’ he had paid the shro
rupee on the full amoyy
eriors if it was really so,

{f one rupeo and the
6 of the cheque. We told
He went away,

6. Deposition on the 3rd December 1894—Sattia Sivaya Ramayryar,

That in or about January 1594, iwhen Sattiasivaya. Rama Iyer, Villars
Munsiff of Sobattur brought Government kis v

_ s ' b ¢ ¥Isb money o be paid to the shroff he
put him off for some time without accepting the money anq demanded of
-at the rate of one rupes per villago and that

and that in accordance thereof he h
in the kist of February and that it had been the custom of the Village
pay at the time of kist.

him to pay
a3 paid him
Munsiffs to

7. Deposition made on 2nd December 189 $-—Nalla Gownden.

When Nallah GQWﬁdeﬁ took the monics of Munj Reddi and Munsiff
Rami Reddi in or about February he delayed receiving it and demanded a rupeo
per village.  After payment he réceived the said money,

8. Deposition made on 2nd Décember 1894 by Anthonj Moothoo.

o As »Kolagathoor‘ Munsiff Maria
him he cut a rupee and when Lo paid on
the money and also gave the cut rupee.

unah Gownden had not paid money to
¢ rupce in the kist of April fie reccived

o, Depositidn made on Gth December 1894 b

¥ Pagalpattee Munsiff Sree-
nivasa Iyer.

: [ 31
7 ,

On my paying one rupee to the shroff at the Eroosal (Government kist)
of February he received the rupee and then accep .d the Eroosal.

10. Deposition made on 6th December 1894—Muniya Gownden.

‘When I Thombarakampatee Munsiff K. Mooneeya Gownden br.ought the
kist money of March, the shroff demanded me to pay one rupee per vﬂlagela.gd
afier I pa,iyd one rupee from the separate money I had, he accepted the Eroosal.

11. Deposition made on 6th December 1894, Venkatappa Nayadu.

i am of Moothnallee sent the pay list of Febru-
Vencatappa Naidu, Karnam o .
{ er:hr:x?oh h?sp Thallari and when the pay list amount was slfort by one
T O e & ostioning tho Thallari as to its shortfall, he (Thallar) told that
:Zpe;’ a?f dzgu%ted one r?lpee according to customs made by the Munsiffs. Then
e shro

the Munsiff of Koodoomapatti told that he had promised him one rupee in the last .
e

Kist and he was right in having deducted the amount.

He told to give his paj less that one rupee and he also told that each and‘
. every one of the Munsiff’s has been paying so.’

12. Deposition made on 7th December— Venkata Rangayya.

When Koodoomapatti Vencatrangiah brought the kist money of .'Ianuary

hroff demanded that one rupee must be paid per village. On my telling that

;h}(: iernot brought the one rupee he asked and on my telling him to take the
a

ee in my next pay he accordingly took it in my next pay. This I came tolearn
rup

by Karnam that he has accordingly taken the rupee and also came to learn that
pZyment was given less that amount.

13. Depoéition made on 7th December—Venkata Rama Nayadu.

When Vencata Rama Naidu, Munsiff, Alley, took the last kist money to the
hroff, the shroff demanded that something must be paid to him. Thereupon I
shroft,
paid one rupeo to the shroff. .

14. Deposition made on 7th December, Venkata Thasiri Nayadu.

When Vencata Thasiri Naidu, Munsiff of Balajangam, took the last kist
. Ac ingly I paid him one
money he demanded the usual payment must be made Accordingly I pai

rupee.

5 . Deposition made on 7th Degember—Chinnathamby.

' i illage Munsi Toothnally came
' nahthamby Gownden, Village Munsift of Moot :
e Wgezi(t}t}:llﬁis kist money of March, the shroff demanded hl.m that he
il}t 01‘1;1 bouthhijsr(cme rupee a3 paid by all other Munsiffs.  Accordingly paid.
should pay :

16 Depositioh made on 6th December—Mathey Gownden,

' . i of brought the
Gownden, Village Munsiff of Jaroogoo '
' Thathhen M}?th?; d that it ;;as late and that he must pay bim the' usual
o mon:y oIf P:iluallx‘iym half a rupee then and paid the other half rupee in the
one rupee.

next kist.
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17. Deposition made on the 8th December—Govindan

I Govinthappen am the Karnam of Yalageri. My brother’s son is the
Munsiﬁ'at Bolana Hallee. He used to pay to the Shroff something during kist
time. During last kist the. aforesaid Manigars told me that they used to pay him
one rupee per village. ' '

18. Deposition made on 6th December—Venkatesa Gownden.

When I, Vencatasa Gownden, Village Munsiff of Yalageri took the Iroosal
he detained me for a long time without taking it and told me that unless 1 paid him
one rupee he would not take it soon, I paid him one rupee out of the money I had.

19. Deposition made on 6th December—Sami Setti.

~ Sami Chetty, Munsiff of Alley, was detained by Vencatarama Gownden
without taking money forthwith and told that he must be paid at the rate of one
rupee per village. I paid him one rupec out of the money I had.

20, 22nd J anuary 1895.—~Head Gumasha Sreencvasa Chari.

I am looking after the business from the end of February 1894, My seat
Is placed near the seat of tho Shroff. The Shroff is in the habit of talking pri-
vately with Munsiffs who bring the Iroosal money from the place where he is seated.
Blacksmith Subbah Naidu used to keep talking with the Munsiffs under the orders
of the Shroff. T did not notice it as it did not concern me and I was looking after
my own business. I noticed the conversation that took place between Kolagathoor

Munsi.ﬁ Anthoni Moothoo and the Shroff in respect of some money transactions
touching the kist of March or April.

21,

Bahal Deposition given before the Paroompallay Birca Revenue Inspector—
Ungasingari. '

Ungasingari Naidoo, Munsiff of Pal;oom 1
gasing » D : pally, I paid one rupee to the
Shroff as usual.” I have also paid to the Shroffs who W;ro before him.

22. Before Do, _11th December 1894—Konipatti Munsiff.

T'have paid one rupee to the Shroff on 17-8-94. I have paid him according
to usual custom. I have paid him even at the last kist.

23. Before Do 11th December 1894—Tambutu.
I Thamboothu Naien, Munsiff of Alley saw the Shroff at the Cutchery

(Court). He (Shroff) asked why they have not paid him the annual payment.
Thereupon I paid him one rupee.

© 24, Before Do. 11th December 1894—Ranga Rajoo.

My Village Munsiff told me that Ranga Rajoo, Kurnam of Boopallay
tharap has paid one rupee to the Shroff at the kist of March last. Tt had always
been the custom to pay him annually. Whereupon they told that they themselves
have paid rupecs to him, :

e

LI

e

e e e e e &
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25, Before Do. 12th December 199 4.

On the 12th March 1894, I followed Mathey Gownden and Thallari who
took the eroosal money to Cutchery. I paid the Shroff one rupee. I paid him
considering the usual custom of payment. In or about February when he sent
word through his Thottee as to why I have not sent my mamool to him. I went
along with the kist to Tharmapuri. '

26. Before  Do.  13th December 1894. _

I Tholoor Moothoo Chetty, Munsiff of Tholoor, &c., paid one rupeo to the
Shroff on the 12th March 1894. As the eroosal amount was a large sum I accom-
panied to pay the amount, :

27. Before Do. 14th December 1894.

I Chinnapalley tharap Vencatiah, Munsiff of Anjannelly came with the
eroosal money on the 12th March 1894. I paid the Shroff one rupee. Consider-
ing the usual custom I paid. .

28. Before Do. 14th December 1894.

Munsiff of Anjanallee told me that Chinnahpalley tharap, Munsiff, Venca-
tiah, had paid the Shroff one rupee in the kist of Marchlast. I told him that
you have paid him as othersdo. In this way it had become the custom to pay him
annually,

23. The report submitted by Rama Rajoo, Revenue Inspector of Paroom-
pallay Birca to the Tahsildar of Tharmapuri Taluq, Camp Anjanalley.

As per your oral order I have enquired the undermentioned people,
namely.

‘These admit of having paid such illegal gratification to tbe Shroff and

1. Anga Singari Naidu, Mansiff of Paroom- further it appears by the marginally

pally. . noted village Munsiffs’ statement that
PafémChlnkanna. Gownden, Munsiff of Koni- each of them had paid the Shroff Var-

3. Salaya Gownden, ' Munsiff of Bootha tharajooloo Chetty one rupee even
Nzl_kn;}’:&’;} Gownden, Munsif of Chinna. in the kist of last March. Furthermore
palley. it appears from the statements of the

5. Moothoo Reddi, Munsiff of Tholoor,
6. Vencatiah, Munsiff of Anjanalley,

Kurnams of the aforesaid villages that
such custom is still in force. If you

should order me to investigate the matter I shall do so and submit such report

I have herewith forwarded the 8 statements of the enquiries made by me.

30. The above is the sort of evidence collected against me. The wording—
the loose irresponsible style—in which the deposition are given account for the
Tahsildar and the Sub-Collector thinking that a criminal prosecution

could not stand.

Is it fair that onsuch evidence—mostly vague and hearsay—recorded
at my back and without oath or cross-examination, I should be dismissed after

30 years service ?

16y 77;\,/.~mw~@5) |
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APPENDIX IIL

To
THE SUB-COLLECTOR,
. SALEM.

Most Hoxvorep Stg,

In obedince to your honour’s kind endorsement order No. 698/Ver., dated
28th March 1895 and despatched on the 2nd April 1895 on the Dharampuri Tahsil-
dar's report against me, I, Varatharajulu Chetti, Shroff of Hosur Taluk office, most
humbly beg to submit the following explanation.

. The Contractor Chandamian Sahib has deposed that in the months of
June, July,; September and October 1994, when he came to cash cheques in the
Taluk office he paid me half a rupee, one rupee, Rupees 2 and Rupees 3 res-
pectively, and that on the 5th Occasion I delayed payments to him for 2 or 3 days
and then paid him in the shape of currency notes. He has further stated that as
soon as the cheque came in for payment he would show it to the Sheristadar and
he would simply tell him to go to Shroff and receive the amount. Whereas the pres-
cribed procedure for the payment of the cheque is as follows :—the Contractors first
go to the Sheristadar for the order of payment, then he tells them to go to Nagadi
Gumastah, who then obtains the signature of the Contractors on the reverse of the
cheque, then enters the amount under disbursement in his chitta and then write the
order of payment in the cheque, which goes again to the Sheristadar for his
signature and it is then that the Contractors are sent to me to receive payment
and never before that. I then immediately enter the amount under the head of
expenditure in my chitta and pay the amount.

2. There has been very occasional payment of copper coins and silver
ones of less value than a rupee only on the order of the Sheristadar if the amount
of them in the Treasury on the occasion was very large. But if the Contractors
would not receive such changes they would again go to the Sheristadar and ask for

payment in full rupees and on his -order a.lone I would pay them accordmOIy and
never on my own responsibility. :

. 3. As for his statement that on the 5th occasion I delayed payment to
him for 2 or 3 days and afterwards paid him the amount in the shape of currency
notes, I would respectfully leave it to your honor to judge how I could have so
long delayed payment of the cheque, which had been first shown to the Sheristadar
and had finally, as above described, received order of payment signed by him. If
I had really thus delayed, he could and w>uld have readily complained agamst the
delay to the Sheristadar or the Tahsildar on the spot. Nothing could have pre-
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;r)ee%ii’dedhfx::‘ afr;t:m(zoi:gf io.hHe never did so however. It cannot therefors be
nent 1f he has now stated somethine as t 1 1
to please the Tahsildar, probably on his pressure, with a vie;uioaggéﬁig Ilfiz’filxzﬁ?

Besides, he is Kusba Stam
p Vendor conversant with rules

3 ] . y 4 f
Tahsildar’s house and chit-chatter with him ; such beinz the case i; Zqilsu:tlt:r oL tho

1 o L) ate
to his payment to me from8-as. to Rs. 3 on my compulsion were true, wh L
1‘13:,1 havi'le informed the Tahsildar of it even once during as many ag 4: why could he

en he had not done so it may fairl 3

. y be presumed that it i
Tahsildar that he has uttered hordes of falsehoods against m; 13 but
L=} .

or 5 months.
to please the

;?eques is l.ikewise meant and prepared to be against me only to
plarix:;;; ;e:oe’;?;sc;fﬂrlnoney fx.-om them had been true, they could and would ha
e ;nto ¢ o practice to the Tahsildar and Sheristadar, who u;’(; have
aired into the (():z:;cla nz;.ndfcolildefnned me for it. There was nothing ofo th 111?"9
* ot b o o of the kind. But the present case against me is th ooms
: 1mosity of the Tahsildar against me. . = Hhoouteome

' 4. According to the Tahsildar’s
respective Contractors the receipt of chequ

the office through fear of being noti
Tahsildar.

o 5. Itis further reported ahsi
Alyar, Periya Rama Aiyar ar{)d Lékhls:{nit::ri:hzlidar o it
tractor, Venkatarama Mudali had been to them wi{;r’t
me Re. 1'of his own accord, that I had paid him the ch
and that I had thus made Rs. 2 and that they hadc
the matter to the higher authorities. If what Venka

t the 3 Gumastahs, Rama
haye all stated that the con-
he complaint that he had paid
€que amount deducting Re. 1
simply told him to represent
tarama Mudali had told them

as unjust were true why could they not, being public servants themselves, take it to
" the notice of the Sheristadar and Tahsildar then and there and aptly proved upon

the case. .They had not done so. Iam therefore led to think that having smelt the

misunderstanding between me and the Tahsildar and very probably at the instance -

of the Tahsildar himself, they have made such untrue statements against me,
thereby probably expecting to gratify their master, the Tahsildar.

. 6. The Village Munsiffs- of Kusba-and Perumbeali Frikas have stated
that they have paid me for the Kists of February and March last at the rate of
Re. 1 per Village, that it is customary to pay me thus every year and that it was
according to that custom that they paid me so. They have neither paid me so far
have ever received any such thing. In this connection I have only to submit that
when Contractors have been so successfully influenced by the Tahsildar whether

t is not possible for him to influence the Village Munsiffs, his entire subordinates

in his jurisdiction and under his strict control. -

7. Anthony Muthu Pillai, Village Munsiff, Kolakathur states that I cut
one of his rupees paid for the March Kist as he had not paid me money and that
he had therefore paid me one rupee at the April Kist. The coin said to have been
cut by me with the ill-motive of deducting it from the amount on account of his
failure to pay me my due was not a current coin but an uncurrent one then and
there shown to the Sheristadar, then entered in the uncurrent chitta and kept
along with the already accumulated uncurrent coins for being despatched to the
Huzur Treasury along with the periodical remittances to it. It is then that the-
Hence it is a lie that I cut it for deduction in the amount and that he
rupee of his own accord is another piece of lie. If I had really done

ke it why could he not have reported against me then and there to the

coin 1is cut.

paid me one
any wrong li
Tahsildar or Sheristadar ?

8. Some of the above said Village Munsiffs have stated that they have
made to wait a while instead of receiving the amount of remittance at once.

been i
But during the tim
remittance has to be ca

fore takes some time an

o of Kists remittances come from many villages and each village
refully examined and received into the Treasury. It there-
d I have not wilfully made them wait as stated by them.

. 9, In the deposition of Boopali Tharap, Karnam Ranga Aiyar No. 24
dated 11th December 1894, he has sta.'ted that the V.illa,ge Munsiffs had told him of,
their payments to me at the March Kist of the previous year at the rate of Rs..
each and of the same being customary every y?ar. March of the previous year
from that date means March 1893 when I was in the Taluk Office, Tirupatur, and

I joined Dharmapuri Taluk in January 1894. ,

10. In the deposition of Chinnapalli Tharap Karnam Venkata Aiyar,
14th December 1894, he says that the Village Munsiffs had told him
t the March Kist of the previous year at the rate of Re. 1
d thereon that they had simply followed the example of
he previous year from that date means March 1893,

No. 28, dated
of their payment to me 2
‘each and that he observe
others. Here also March of ¢

when I was employe

Karnams of these two Tharaps it will be clear to your honpr that the whole is a

d in the Tirupatur Taluk Office. From the depositions of the |
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arcel of falsehood and (that these have uttered dehberatc_) lies ﬁhr%uin;hfii o
gisxhay of otherwise incurring the serious displeasure or spite of t 9 absildar, wh
is a terrqr; to all in the Taluk.

' '11. Besides in the depositions of Village Munsiffs of Ksnl;pattl,biixfgg;
palli; Tholoreland Aggana Halli,‘I datedtllthf, ;2;{:1,1:331 ;ﬁ(}i{al’ti:hesee;:: er 1992
| svenue Inspector o

be‘iore R?‘:)ati{: Zal::,t;:fdiet:e;lf remitfance made 10 'months. previously. How coxtlid
thoss I ecisely remembered the exact date of remittance under .10 mon hs
e e pé te yIt is therefore presumable that these Taluq Officials 1n ht, S
Pefore t;}lalfb : x:ﬁin to the pleasure of the Tahsildar must 1.1a.ve preparei t. es:;
?t;::;; trlxgmselves carefully referring to those dates of remittances apd o tgme
y . ' :

their signatures.

12. ' In the above mentioned Revenueilnspector’s repcrt, dztredTlaihsl;g:ss

ruary 1894, from the camp of Aggaunna Halli, I}e says that z;)slg)and .

’ders when he asked the Village Munsiffs of Perumba o St

perﬁon‘ai,l v ,s to whether it was customary with them to pay th.e Ta  Durot

D et g over ear, they admitted the custom. As there i3 a misunders anb1 :1

i)oT\:Z};E] fngv:;g S'ILhe ,Tahsildar, it may be that the Rever;lue %nspe:ﬁ:: ﬂli:sR ::e-
y 1 i nd it is therefore .

S gst usps2‘10}';11?};:1;‘;;2%’?:;::: s:ys-that since the 'fime of Igiy -Zih;g;
mue II}SPSCtor Oioacl;ing'l'was receiving paymenté from thease V;llfzge 0 01‘ s

Ixx;;nf)\lvsnfissz ?vlth o view to make hay on the eve of my departux"e?.

13. For the disbursements of money for the Road Aveflxili:a: t;;zei:) tII;Z

Tahsild ested me to lend him Rs. 25, saying that the same w1h })coum e

P re% .+ received for it on Arzi. Butas I had no .money t en A

oo Sancmo'n l?nge uest. He then obtained it from the Union Chairman, a;lr -

com‘ply Wlt'hb " Z'dqit; to.the Village Officials. This fact will be clear to your otnc:1

Z%u?hzniiisptu:;d Jisbursement account of the item be sent for and inspected.
- .

. . The Tahsildar has since then been spiteful against me.

14. On the 17th October 1894 I subnc%itted a petition ;ﬁo h}:uru::tl‘l;z
inst th '.l‘ahsildar. Concerning that the Tahsﬂdarf seat for xfxe o hi % s
s e’ Akber Khan, on the 31st idem. On my going there he qu ;
t%n'ough i peonl’lether I had submttted any petition to your honor and I answere
‘fxoned e 'ﬁ?W He then continued to ask me whether I could. prove the facts
in thc? aﬁ“ll'ma_tlvi;- and on my positive reply to it he observed thai:. lf'he had knowg
.ther’: mbzo:ftasl:jh a nature he would have been very stiff :md.d Stm;-t in mg‘r Icis:dafot
e : i ossible. I then said to him :—*
treate?tiz :Lx:l; iilieeigiglg:sizslgea: Stg deserve a treatment like this, whereupon
comm

“he told me to be off and I then left the place.”

. 14, Having heard that he had been concocting casessi;lga.i;:; x:; bi;)rg;
ber 1894, I submitted a petition to your hono.r on the 5th idem em "

'.ISt Rove® facts therein. Enraged at these two petitions, the T?hsxldar 1's sal
“l’crcl:gh:x}:r:z;z:;:)l;?senb for the contractors -and village officials and invented: these
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stories against me and secured them in the form of depositions from them. All
these. depositions were obtained from them between 23rd November and 14th
Deocember 1894 subsequent to the dates of my two petitions. "According to their .
own statements if I had really received any money from them some one of them at
least would have complained against me to the Tahsildar or Sheristadar then and
there. Nore of them had dons so till the latter part of November when the Tahsil-

dar began the work of my ruin. From this it may be clear to your honor’s judg-
ment that the whole case is brought about out of malice or spite. '

16. In Nagadi Gumastah Srinivasachar’s deposition dated 22nd Janu-
ary 1895, he states that when he was doing that duty he observed me whispering
to the Village Munsiffs and that as it did not concern him he was indifferent about
it and that he noticed it when I was once disputing with Kolathur Village Munsiff,
Anthony Muthu Pillai. When he cannot say what that whisper was about and
that dispute about, it is of no value. It is also curious to see that he alone should
have noticed the whisper or the dispute and no others in the whole officc. The
first person that could have conveniently and easily noticed any irregularity
in me is the Sheristadar under whose very nose I work and when he does not
appear to come forward with.any such statement with his observation of any sach
whisper or dispute; the words of this particular Gumastah alone cannot be
believed. His disposition against me richly answers his own and as shewn below :
Why Srinivasa Char has stated so will be known from the following fact. When

he was promoted to the Head Clerk’s post from Nagadi Gumastah’s post the Tasil-
dar appears to have been dissatisfied with the arrangement and so written against
his promotion on the score of his incompetency for the post and recommended his

. revertion t5 the Nagadi Gumastah’s place. He was just then expressing to ms

how this Tasildar was a stumbling block in the way of his prospects and asking me
how to please him. I could do more than sympathize with him on the occasion,
Probably to secure the favour of the Tahsildar, which was all important in his case.
he has chosen to give a false statement against me. - o

.. 17, The Tahsildar’s report snys that I left a bad record about me in the
Taluks where I had been before I went to Dharmapuri. When I was at Authore
the Tahsildar of that place enjoyed the mango crop of the Kusba Government
Tope that year instead of putting it to auction, which fact I reported to the Col-
lector by a petition. The Tahsildar learning this paid Rs. 3 to the Village Munsiff
of that place and asked him to remit it to the Taluk Treasury with a report as to
its being the sale proceeds of the tope. As the money was entered in the chitta as
the sale proceeds of the tops subssquent to my petition to the Collector, I
happend to say how this could be, as it was about 4 months since the time of the
crop expired and that if the sale of the crop had been true why the proceeds had
not, until then been sent to the Treasury. Thereupon the Tahsildar learing

this anti-dated the report 4 months before that, thus making it appear that the sale
had been made then. - Then on the Collector’s enquiry into the matter, the Tahsil-

dar was excused with a severe warning and I was asked by the Collector what I

wanted from him. Then I wished to have a transfer from that Taluk elsewhere
and I was accordingly transferred to Uttankarai. If any one has misappropriated

the Government money by employing fraudulent means, I have made representa-
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tion of it to higher authorities, where I could not have avoided it. But 1 am not a
person of such a disposition as to represent to them what has not actually takea

place. It is such superiors in whom several loop-holes can be found that
dislike me.

18. The order of suspension cams when T was ill of fever at Uttankarai,

The severe type of my fever was such as to foree mo to look upon the order of

suspension as quite agreeable to me and reckon it as leave on forfeiture of full pay

as I was about to apply for it and could not haye

to the very great difficulty of procuring
the weather was particularly bad there.

the great necessity for leave,

a substitute for me especially then when
Hence I did not, in my own interest for

care for appealing upon the order of suspension,
but remained silent, finding satisfaction in my relief from work just then. A month

or amonth and a half afterwards another order came to me to say that the suspen-
‘sion L had already undergone was quite enough and that T might join my appoint-
ment. Therefore the period of suspension was only one month or 11 months and

never 3 months. This Wi]l'be clear to your honor on a kind reference to my
Service Register now with your honor.

19." After the Tahsildar had conceive
the nature of my replies to him at his
have on that day or the next prejudice
that Mr. Govindarjalu Nayudu,
A & B to the Tzhsilar.

d a contempt and spite for me on

quarters as represented in para. 14, he must
d the Sheristadar against me.

: : Hence it was
the Sheristadar, happened to write 2 notes marked

. "
Tt T T T
L e e

Braatanli i samt I o
k offic at Dhatpuri it has been
ransact business. If that door be
Toties and Thalayaries cannot be received
tho interval being too small for the bags,
and before me when I examine the coins and
the man stand before mo into the bhrgafu it
difficult to examine tho current and the incur~
guished in the darkpess, Therefore it is that
never shut during office hours. But the door
Siness to be transacted in tho darkness, With
reated with studied severity probably at the
unt of the misunderstanding between him and

- .istadar that the closing of the door was an intro-
duction of an unprecedented practico and that in the case of his having any suspi.

cion in me, I would sit opposite to his seat and transact business ; but I never told
him that I would sit outside as stated by him in his note to the Tahsildar.,

20. In the Treasury room of the Taly
the practice of the shroff to sit by the door and t
shut the bags of money brought by
between the iron bars of the door,
Besides he who brings money has to st
count them. If the door be shut and
becomes dark enough, then it will be
rent coins as- they cannot be distin
the door has been kept open and
was ordered to be shut and the by
the impression that I was thug t
instance of the Tahsildar on acco
myself, I happened to tell the Sher

. 21. T happened to say to the Sh
-opportunity for me,” because 1 thought that
‘in union against me and bent upon my ruin.

eristadar, “ This is not a favourablo
he and the Tahsildar appeared to bo
-3

99, Tn all the Taluks where T have been,

e : I have never been in the habit
_of receiving money from the village officials, contrae

tors, &, Had I had such habit

got it even if applied for, owing

4
¢

there must have been complaints of the kind ‘against me'frqm'fhe vi1¥age oﬁicialé,

contractors &c., of many other Taluks, I am glad to say that)in al} my life as S.hro f
the present instance of concoction against me at Dharafnpun) no complaint o

S:; E;cind Eas been made against me either by a village munsiff or a contractor &c.

93. I must respectfully beg to submit tha.t.; it i.s not impossible, for.a
Tahsildar, if he only wills it, as your honor ‘c'an well imagine, to thorooghly. ;uxfl

o ition, with the help of the village officers, contractors &c., in .hls
a mag.:;;YOE:: who;:n he has perfect control, and who do not generally shrink
sdl ’

juri . inst thei i their general
] ng to please him even aganst their conscience, o g ”

-from doing-a thi .
motto being to please him at any cost.

' » institute an enquiry into the case con-
our honor be pleased to institu . .
e as at. ::ig;on to your honor dated 17th October 1894 against the Tah.sﬂdar,
fained ?Ze}l) to substantiate any charge against him with documentary evidence
I am prep v ~ . .

‘i .« # fol : ‘g
*, a¢ contained in, official yecords.

"’ ‘. 2 '
pe ' (Signed) VARAD\AI}AJULU CHETTY,
£ e o

(True Copy.)

—t—————

To -
Tag SUB-COLLECTOR OF SALEM.

The humble petition of Varadarajulu
Chettr, Shroff, Hosur Taluk. '

» Hoxouzep Stz S . .
Mos I most humbly beg to Tequest your honor will be graciously pleased
lidate the following with my explanation already submitted to your hono:‘,
Y conslf the Tahsildar of Hosur, on the 16th ultimo, in obedience to your .honor s
i];;lrgugs ement 698/Ver., dated 28-3-95, as the same was found to be left uninserted
ndor Tes G4
previously through oversight. _ -
i i lace to Salem on the after-
The Tahsildar of Dharmapuri left the p Sal
f géthrshj te?nls);r 1894 to attend the meeting of the District Board held on
oo 2 7011 d retulx)'ned on the 1st day of October 1894. Having halted at Salem on
the 27¢ M; h. and 30th September he has entered in his Diary of that mont?l a fals'e
the 28th’t2t: h,i: havine attended on those dates to Revenue and Magesterial busi-
statemen 5
. ness ab the- Headg:izl:e;:c;m Mr. Rama Rao, Diary-Wri.ting. Clerk, in the Taluk
- tho above mfsrmchit lying near the table of the Despatchmg" C].erk Mr. Aroona-
o}fiicltl(?, i founa ::) oy of which is enclosed hereto for your honor’s kind perusal. As
chella Lyar,

i esented the same to Mr. Strinivasa

L am quie ig'norant o }Ifnsiizhg:::ilzgtz ]l:nlzéerstand that, that ch.it was written by

e Nifgadl Gml‘;as;at ’of October directing the Clerk to bring to him all the .Tapal.s

b e asoor, nd all copies of Arzis submitted to Huzoor during his

received ot HUZOOI':H? from the 26th September till that date (Ist Oct.:ober).

;;sezzil?:tl)f}?: n3].a;lzf)lz1a'silda,r was abscnt at Dharmapuri for those 3 days is now
en ‘ T .

manifest.

N 7 o

After the lapse of 4 or 5 days during which I gathered

R
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3. I further humbly beg to state that it i3 but natural that the Tahsil-
dar who was prone to make a false statement in bis diary was as well ready to
create a perversion of facts to suit his purpose. There are other various records
which in my vindication will go to prove his absencein the head quarters on the
dates specified above. Besides I am entirely disposed to corroborate all other
assertions which I have made in my petition against the Tahsildar submitted to
your honor on the 17th October last.

4. In conclusion I most respectfully beg to request your honor will be

pleased to meditate deeply into the matter and to render me justice. For which
act I shall ever pray.
- : I beg to remain, ete.
(Signed) VARADARAJULU CHETTY,

/

/ 6 / ? 7 (True Copy) {\’ N
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To | |
His Excellency the Governor in Council.
Fort Saint George,
. . MADRAS.

The humble appeal petition of Varada-
rajulu Chetti, late Shroff -of Hosur
Taluk, Salem District,care of M.R.Ry.
R. Padmanabha Baoji, 3/1, Hanuman-

. o TR taroyenkovil Street, Triplicane, Madras.
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i,'I\Lnr 1T PLEASE YoUR ExcrLrexcy IN CouNcCIL.

%
kY

LR
y NL‘\ Y \ ¥,

Ay
Ly

_This is an appeal against the orders of the Board of Revenue contained
in Board’s Proceedings, No. 3282, dated:18-7-96, Enclosure A, directing that
“the Collector’s order of dismissal must therefore stand.” This order has been based
on the ground that *the appellant has not exercised the option given to him of
“ standing a criminal trial for the offences prima facie disclosed at the Depart-
“ mental inquiry.”

2. I, the appellant, was dismissed by the Sub-Collector of Salem, ride
Enclosure B, being Sub-Collector’s Proceedings, dated 30-5-95 : and my appeal to
the Collector was not of any use. Vide Collector’s Proceedings, dated 25-11-95,
Enclosure C. I appealed to the Board, vide Enclosure D, being copy of my appeal
petition to the Board. In para. 15 thereof I wrote as follows :—* That the petitioner
is ready fo submit to o fair and open trial whether Departmental or Criminal
in which he shall have an opportunity to cross-czamine the witnesses put up against
Lim ; of adducing his own evidence and take the consequences whatever they may be.

3. In Enclosure E, being Board’s Pro eedings, No. 2233, dated 15th
May 1896, the Board was pleased to record that * before formally confirming it
the Board desires to know whether appellant would prefer to stand a criminal trial
on charges arising out of the disclosures at the Departmental inquiry.”

4. This portion of the Board’s Resolution had not been communicated to
me by the Board or by the Collector but its 2nd para. was communicated to me
which ran as follows—“ The petitioner is referred to the Collector who has received

% orders in his case.”. Thereup0n 1 put in a petition to the Collector on 29.5-96
asking for orders; mdc Enclosure F.

5. A statement was taken from me thereon with reference to the Board’s
order, dated 15-5-96, No. 2233, Enclosure E, and it was recorded in the following
terms i— '

B 3



[sg131 . . 2 ]

“I am told that if I am willing to take the risk of a criminal prosecution
““ on the charges on which my dismissal has been based\' I am now asked whether
“Iam willing to be prosecuted or not. My answer is that I would prqfef' 1.wt to
“be prosecuted, I may be prosecuted if the Board likes. 1 prefer to be criminally

“ prosecuted as that is my only chance of recovering my appointment.” Vide
Enclosure G.

6. My readiness to be prosesuted.—I most carnestly solicit the special

attention of the Most Gracious Excellency in Council to this clear, nnambiguoqs
wording in which I expressed my readiness and willingness to be prosecuted, in

e
reply to the Board’s Resol%ltiqn to prosccute me.

7. But the then ‘Collector*

directed me to reconsider this my willingness
wmore deliberately and give another

answer,

I solicit special.

attention to the words underlined in red pencil in Enclosure
H, being copy of my pet

ition dated 2ng January 1896, which runs as follows —

. TiD oTexr my "‘:./57,9‘70{ -gu?@afapuqufrcb » Translation :
“I said I consent to beg prosecuted. Thereupon your honour told me that
“ although I had saiq 8o, it did i that I might reconsider
fore.”

I was afterwards given copy of the Board’s Order No. 2,033 dated

o 15-5-9 and my special attention W3S \
A hfl::l:(l:?:slglfl :}?;: flrawn to the words of the Board quo.ted .
the appeal decision of the Acting Collector 1n the margin, from which it was polnt‘
Passed against petit y the Actmg Sub. ed out to me that the Board haﬁng
Collector was fully justifieq arrived at a decision already, the chances
of my getting tlTappointmenb even if
ssful, were remote. For it was pointc‘l \!
Téported in para, 17 of the Arzi No.
showmg that he Qiq not himself hope
d wot stand the g of a criminal prosecu

I stood a criminal trig} 5
out to me that the Tahs
dated 26-3-95, Enlosure J, in terms
that the evidence he hag collected woy]
tion. His words are as follow :—

nd came off gucce
ildar haq already

the Shroff will speak for
Ses are speaking absoluto

. e
» however, safe or desirzble

»
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Moreever the Board itself having, instead of withholding a:ltli rzservu}g
° imi i ne in
isi 1 case, as is generally do

; ini ill after the decision of the crimina .
1ts opinion, 2111 af e; ressed its appreciation of the evu?ence.) alrea.dy. collecte(; .
case:S o ———-we’ etlfe influence which the Board’s wording in Resolution dage |
o6, e to have exercised on the minds of the witnesses who Were.d:;tllf ((i.ISE
15115.96’ vg:ers was likely to be that the villagelofficers would be afraid of dis
villages officers,

-

- leasi n the Board (never mind the Tahsildar, Sub-Collector and the Collec-
pleasing eve

tor) if on oath they were to break down.

9. Under the four fold circumstances, viz.-, (1)_ the T‘j‘hSﬂdarS.iPrt‘;‘It:;
. ) 7 of his Arzi that a criminal prosecution.might fail e:ven 1h o

tion in para. 17 0 iction, (2) the Sub-Collector’s concurrence Wlth.t e Tah-
was full moral. gon:d’s a ;rival at a decision against me exp.ressed in strong
sildar, (3) the hoa'n fluence which the Board’s words were likely to have had
terms, an.d (4) ¢ e.tl sses who were all Board’s Departmental Subordinates g23
on the minds of. g ) nf.it was pbinted out to me that the only effect of my consenting
vilages OﬁicerS),f tc.a criminal prdsecution was not likely to be a chance of recovery
to subject myse 01 (1) a cost of a defence (nearly Rs. 500 or so for .Va.»klls &t‘:-).
of my post, but on n{i (3) the fearful plight and ordeal of e:, cr}mmal trial
(2) distress ?f o ef; ointed out to me and I was directed to reGonsider my con-
when these thmgstwd am}; withdraw it it I liked, T very naturally thought that for
gent to be prosecu et he cost and troubles. of a criminal defence might well be. saved
a oor man 111:;0 (’II‘;’ <hen T went against the suggestions of the Local Magistracy
and especia

i fore the same Tahsildar as
the trial was to take place be
and ?150 @ Wl?:fI;re the Sub-Collector that had attached greizt; value to the
g dy collected ari had based his dismissal order against me on .that
evicence alfe;" fJ:)re any Magistrate, subordinate to that Sub-Collector* or a likely
evidence or be _
friend of the same Tahsildar.

Such directions from the Collector himself (the same gentle- )
10. Bue b-Collector) and advices from others under the circums=j .
man as was Su ’.te' unsettled my mind (naturally for a poor uneducated
tances narrated, &‘}10 at odds with a powerful Tahsildar backed by Sl}b'
man like me fig gcilectol‘) and on the 25th June, ie, 6 days after I was
Collector and the (;3 oard’s Resolution, I put in another petition, Enclosure K
granted copy of til(; r's wording of his para. 17 and pointing out to tl.le Mosf; Houo-
quoting the Tahs} : itable inference from the Tahsildar:s wording—wiz., that
rablo Doard the : nevlll etitioner must fail in a criminal trial,” and prayefl that
s the charges against the Pt and trouble and ignominy of a criminal fox:mal trx.al, the
I might be ;});rei utll(lle tfe():nd had actually been predicted by the Tahsildar himself,
result of which ¢ ) :

a shrewd Magistrate.

.—¢ Since the Tahsildar who is a Magistrate

My petition ran a3 follovs dated 26-3-95 to the Sub-Celector in so many

himself, says in para 17 of his Arzl,

3 bl 3 -
» be ed th&t the Sub-Collector has agreed with the ahsﬂdar m his
Hei'e it must be remen ber : T

views a.bO nc 08111‘9 B.
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words. [“ It does not however scem safe or desirable to launch into Criminal
Courts against Shroff| the Honourable Board may themselves presume that the
charges against the petitioner must fail in a criminal trial and that therefore any

formal trial of them is inexpedient.”

11. In submitting this my secound petition to;the Board, the Collector did not,
I fear, make mention of my statement dated 29th May 1£96, Enclosure G in which
I had expressed my willingness to stand a trial, which was repeated in my petition
dated 2-6-96, Enclosure H. '

~ Fair justice would require that all these three papers should be
read together as a whole and construed together. For in the last petition dated
29.6-96 I did not withdraw the consent I had given to my criminal prosecution in
my statement of the 29-5-96 repeated in my petiticn dated 2-6-96.

The Collector not only omitted to mention about any consent but also

said with reference to my last petition as follows :—

¢ presume it means that he declines a trial in the Criminal Court.” . Vide

Enclosure K.

12. Tt was under such circumstances that the Board held I did not ex-
ercise the option given me of standing a_criminal trial, Vide Enclosure A. I
leave it to the Most Gracious heart of Your Excellency in Council whether the
papers justify the - presumptions of the Board in face of the clear wording of

‘Enclosures G, H and J.

And T earnestly pray that Your Most Gracious Excellency in 'Council
will kindly be pleased to go into the merits of the case and do me justice.

13. Merits of the case.—For details I most respectfully and humbly
crave the gracious attention to Appendices 1, II and 111, from which it will be seen

(1) That the Tabsildar asked me some loan, and on my refusal,
became quite offended with me and began to treat me

harshly.

(2) That I therefore asked the Sub-Collector for a transfer to

another Taluk stating as my reason how the Tahsildar was
offended with me and how he was guilty of other serious

© irregularities.
o ot

) (3) That the Sub-Collector instead of taking up the inquiry into
his own hands on the ground that serious irregularities

capable of immediate proof had been alleged against the
Tahsildar referred the petition to the same Tahsildar.

(4) That after that date the Tahsildar became more enraged and
rasolved to get up cases against me.

- e v————c e
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(5) That after my transfer from the Taluk, the Tahsildar caught
hold of a few Local Fund contractors, Stamp Vendors,
Revenue Inspectors, Taluk Gumastahs and 23 YVillage
officers—all of them depending upon his good graces

and afraid to offend him by refusing to oblige the
Tahsildar and got statements to the effect that whenever .

any cheques had to be cashed or Village collections remitted
into the Treasury, I was levying black mail from them.

!

(6) 'That this sort of black mail affair was never mentioned by -~
any one of these, nearl_y; three dozen witnesses—all subor-
dinates of the Tahsildar—to this Tahsildar or to any
other Tahsildar or to any Taluk Sheristadar ever before
I offended this Tahsildar with my petition, Enclosur
L, dated 17-10-94; '

Nor did they complain even after it, of their own accord. They were
obliged to_say what they said, merely to humour and please the Tahsildar and
they were promised by the Tahsildar that they would not be put to the necessity of

repeating the story on oath subject to cross-examination in a Criminal Court
—a promise which the Tahsildar wanted to keep up as his words in para. 17 of his
Arzi. Enclosure J betray and a promise which came to be kept up, by the Collector
not putting my statement G and 1 together showing my consent to be prosecuted:

14. Many of the privileges which thé most benign rules of Government of
India contained in the following paras of G. O. No. 2290 dated 3rd December 1393
have been denied to me. :

(1) The Tahsildar first entertained a dislike or unfavourable
opinion of me and this led him to think of my ruin and
by his report be lod the Sub-Collector to entertain un-
favourable opinion of me which led to the hasty
acceptance of worthless evidence establishing seri-
ous charges of Bribery.

Ip pard. o of the G.O., N.o. 2,290 dated 3-12-83 the Government of India .

“ The Court had in view the habit of dismiss-
*“ ing native officers in consequence mearly of the
“ unfavourable opinion of their superiors or for
7y % glight reasons but as a rule subordinates are
“ now dismised only on very precise charges of
“ delinguincy. The same disposition of mind,
“ however, on the part of Kuropean Superiors
« which in former days led to the dismissal of
“ native subordinates on slight charges now too
“ often lead to the hastly acceptance of evidence
“ ag establishing serious charge.”

has drawn the attention of the Local
Government and Heads of Departments
to the ruling contained in the words
quoted in the margin, to the effect that
no subordinate can be dismissed for the

mere unfavourable opinion of his supe-

riors.

Here the date of my petition against the Tahsildar, viz., 17-10-94, and
dates of the depositions and first report against me show that I have been made

a victim to such unfavourable opinion.
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©)) in para, 8 thercof, it has been laid down that subordinates should

‘not be dismissed for vague allegations but only for charges capable of being specifi-
cally stated. The ruling is as follows :— )

. i.
“Itis necessary, therefore to lay down as a gcneral rule that no subord
* nate should be dismissed except on grounds capable of beine stated.”

The allegations against me are too vague to meet this requirement.

In my case it will be scen t)
specified by time, place and occasion,
that I was in the habit of exacting money,

at there i3 no specific charze, i.¢, a charge
The statements are vagucly to the effect

witnesses ought to take place in myv prese i
has been deliberately overlooked.

None of the several Depositions was

taken down in my presence nor
subject to my cross examination.

It follows thereforo that

under this ruling it is most irregular and quite
against the orders of the Governm

ent of India, that those depositions taken behind
gainst me and T should have been dismissed.

(4) It has also been laid down in

para. 6 thereof, that it is no cnough
that evidence recorded behind the back is th

en shown to the subordinate ang then

15. All these privileges have bee
absolutely necessary that theso ruling
strictly than in any other case,

2nd.  Because the witn
Tahsildar (i e., Karnams, Monegars, Ta
Stamp Vendors and Contractors) an

This ovportunity was not given m
of the most interested witnesses and bihind

¢ and I wag dismissed ou the evidence
my back.

16. Worthlessness of Evidence~(1) Appendis III shows the
worthlessness of the evidence used against me by the Tahsildar and as pointed out

[ 71

0. No. 2290, ~ted 3-12-83 it was only the same disposi-
. . 4 R

by the quotation from O le opinion ] s tended the affairs to the “ hasty accept-

tion of mind as z_tﬂf“w“(; ab

 Jence.

" of worthless evicent the case

ance i st sienificant fact that the Board do n'ot b(;liiihgisclosed

2 Itis a‘?;;ey :old that offences have beenhp?mc:i m; acte fonees

has been progv?%;guiry » Tt needs no argumen; to S a;:n:e f Macistrate cannot
by Departmental . 1d to be proved. For 1nsta g .

t be held to - e offence. Hence in every
are not held and canno int discloses a primo facte o _
issue processes unless the c‘émf”:iizl 903 of the Criminal Procedure Code there is

ec

. 3 ima facie
caso nob dismissod un](fiiel;: on actual trial it turns out that many Such prim J
u

. , ce. .
prima facie offen nd many more are acquitted.

: d a .
cases aro dischars? ne'that I, a public servant of 30 years’ standing,
Os

ed but merely for offences which were put by

Hence it amounts to sayl

o offencos prov

o mi rn . . )
stand dismissed fo o to show prima facie offences

ion in a sty . .
the prosecution the circumstance that the Board have punished me with
eover ine

(3) Mor ishment only for prima facie offences and not for offences
is

i i . No. 2290
highest Departmentalpund o tho ruling contained in para. 8 of G. 0. No ’

. . 1 ti
proved is directly OPP’Tie has been laid down in clear terms that *‘The intention
here 1
dated 3-12-83, W

et of.”
hat no servant of theirs should be dismissed except on pro
t is tha
of Governmen

£ nor even evidence in this case. If. for instialnce ]3 sz;yi';
: (;)ribe to a Magistrate and B says t'hat in .1888 z E ) f iy
that in 1892 he Pal‘?‘ : ate and again C says in 1894 he paxd, a bribe to t zjtf .g] >
a Dribe to that Magis :3. por B can speak to having seen C’s payment ori ’DEI
ber B’s payment and if neither B nor C can speak to A’s p-ay-'
A por C can speak t0 enfi s spoken to only by the alleged payor .(an accompll)lce)
ment—and if each payllzle —is it fair to suppose that cases of bribery haév.e A ee;n
himself an.d: bi :lf:;{iois’tmte by the depositions of these A B and C? Similarly
proved agains o

each and every 0
cay who else saw e
touby at least 2 couple 0

(4) No pro

trate,—and if neit

ment. Not a single payment has been proved or spoken
his pay : :

tnesses except the alleged payor.

Is this called proof ?

Each one’s statement is worthless even for his own payment :—
(5) Bac

(¢) Because he is an accomplice.
(b) Because he never told it to anybody then and. there. .
(c) Because he never told it to' Tahslidar or Sheristadar then an
i there. : '

use he 1s a direct subordinate of t‘he Tahsildar who
@ B?Z?ther for the reasons alleged by me which are facts or for

easons of administration as the Tahsildar. pre.tends,)-
:vas bent upon finding evidence against me, Vide his Arzi

Enclosure J.

f the witnesses says he ;paid me a black mail but does not
ne O

Yt i —eeem
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(¢) Because he was not examined in my presence.

(f) Because he was not on oath nor subjected to my cross-
examination.
(6) Many witnesses are mere hearsay witnesses.

17. Under these circumstances as I have been made a victim of mere
clamour and unfavourable opinion and as not a single payment of blackmail to me
has been proved I earnestly pray that the order of my dismissal be cancelled and

I be restored with back pay.

18. Here I beg to solicit attention to the benign ruling contained in
paras. 9 and 10 of the G. 0., No. 2290 dated 3-12-83.

9. « It may, indecd, be thought that in some cases a compromising
“ suspicion is in itself a sufficient reason for removing a subordinate from the
« sorvice of Government, but, if so, this should be Louestly stated, and there should
“ be no pretence of proof when there is only suspicion. The subordinate should
“« not be dismissed with disgrace but allowed to resign or simply relieved of his
« office. And in such case it is more necessary than ever that the exact case
“ against him should be carefully recorded in order that he may, if possible, satisfy
“any other employer who has the means of livelihood in his gift.

10. ¢ The possibility of men being removed from the public service
“ on more suspicion suggests the difficult question of the moral liability of Govern-

“ ment in such cases to make compassionate allowances. It has been decided and
« the Governor in Council thinks rightly that the admission of such liability would
« work mischief to the public service in its general effect. But if a man has

« earned or nearly earned his pension, his would not be a proper case for removal

« on suspicion. He would necessarily be an old servant of Government who has

e reached a time of life when it could be most improbable that he could turn to

“ any other occupation for livehood. The sudden begzary of a man whese working

¢ days are drawing to a close is as severe an_exercise of power as the final sentence

“ of a court of justice and should not be inflicted on hap-hazard principles. The

« Pension Rules, moreover, provide that a portion of the pension may he with.

< held from those whose service has not been entirely approved.”

Now in my case I have completed my service for pension as the Sub-Col-
lector himself admits, The Sub-Collector also admits that the charges are not:
capable of béing proved by eye-witnesses. The utmost the Tahsildar and the Sub-
Collector (who says the case cannot stand the test of a criminal trial) could say in
their case, is that there is no proof but a strong suspicion.

If so, mine is not a case for disgraceful removal from service by dismisal.
I may be removed on pension, making a small deduction in pension under the
pension rnles.

Precedent.—In a case in which it was clearly made out that there was
a defalcation of Rs. 30,000 by the Deputy Collector M.R.Ry. Vengu Pillai’s neglect,
ho was not dismissed but allowed to retire on pension deducting -4 per cent.

)
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19. Some insinuations are made against my paéb conduct. T am afraid
this petition, which is already too long, would be swollen if I were to explain each
of these Items of the past. :

1f I were fuitly of anything in the past, I was punished for it then and

‘there and I solicit the favour of a perusal of the following ruling of the Government.

. ¢ The admission, however, of evidence of previous bad character requires
great caution. It was argued lately in a petition that "if one fault is taken as evi-
denco of another, the first punishment of a small fine expands into dismissal by a
gort of natural growth into. It is certainly not uncommon fer dismissing

officers to support a weak case by reference to previous punishments for mis-

conduet too slight for confidence that it received proper attention.”

The ruling appplies very aptly to my case. "Seeing that the present case
is very weak, a reference is made to past conduct.

Good conduct—I enclose my of testimonials for good conduct,

20, Under thess circumstances I earnestly pray—

(1) That Your Most Gracious Excellency in Council will be pleased to
£nd that the case is not 2t all proved or rather disproved and thus to cancel the
order of my dismissal and restore me with back pay. “

(2) That if Your Excellency in Council should be of opinion that there
is room to suspect though no proof exist I may be allowed to retire on pension
instead of being made to starve towards my grave.

J6 197 ® - 4
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Proceedings of the Bourd of Rebenne

(Land Revenue)

\ o 160%. Mis, dated 5th May 1897.

Read

letter from C.H. Mounsey Esquire, Acting Col-

} leclor and Dictrict legistrate of Salen,to the Secrotary to

the Commissioners of Land Revenue, !hdras, Io 2091 datea 22d'

April 1897,
° i
,0,0,.7 2,.20,.1 r,.r..r AI," .".,' r :
GEEEKEEEELL TR L L LSS ,
|
+ Recolution:e—mememmmem o Subnitted to Governmenty
2. The Board has no recommendation to meke in the Peti

~tioner?g behalf,

Se The delay in the Collector?’s office in forwarding

this appeal petition is alluded to in para 5 of the precent

-

letter., The Colledtor should take steps to enforce the obser =—

vance of the Governmeni petition rules.

s

(True Extract),.

/

s Secretary,

P 1

To the jecretary to Government, R,.D, with the Collector?s letter

& potition & twelve files of records as per list.

7Gopyy to the Collector of Salen, - E
fﬂ/ﬁ.s.n; | T
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