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To
His Excellency the Governor in Council

71TION
PETIT : Fort Saint George
b MADRAS.

17
ﬁ'_-'-’\f :?NE DEP&'he-humble petition of Deivanayagam Pillai dismissed Curnam
of Chidambarapuram in the Nanguneri Talug, Tinnevelly
District, residing at Karuvelangulam in the said Talug.
MosT RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH,

That the petitioner most humbly begs to state that he was deprived
of his hereditary appointment of curnam under circumstances which do not justify
his dismissal.

1. The Head Assistant Collector, who originally decided the unfortunate
petitioner's case, had stated that Sangaralingam Vettian was a fictitious person. The
Collector and the Board of Revenue, without due consideration, confirmed that
opinion (Exhibits 1 to 3.)

That Sangaralingam was not a fictitious person, but he was a real one
and doing duty of the Vettian can be inferred from the following circumstances:—

(1) He was appointed Vettian of Chidambarapuram in 1887 in succes-
sion to his deceased father Nallamuthu Pillai agreeably to the Tahsildar's order
(Vide Exhibit 4).

(2) Subba Naidoo, who was acting Village Munsiff of Chidambara-
puram in 1891, reported to the Taluq that the Vettian was absent from duty in the

month of October 1891 (Vide Exhibit 5.)

In the Diary kept by Subba Naidoo as Village Munsiff, he haé clearly
entered that the Vettian attended to duty from day to day from the 24th to the end

of September 91 (Vide Exhibit 6.)
(8) Sangaralingam was, in the presence of competent witnesses, regular-

ly receiving his salary for 2 years and 7 months from January 1887 that is the
time of his appointment to July 1889 (Vide Exhibit 7.)

(4) The said individual continued to serve as Vettian till Subba Naidu
reported, as stated above, his absence from duty on account of which the payment
é of his salary for the month of September 1891 was withheld (Vide Exhibit 8).

From the month of October 1891 to January 1892 his pay was credited
to Government on account of his absence from duty (Vide Exhibit 9.) .
" All these could not have, the petitioner begs to submit, transpired
regarding a fictitious person.
{I. The Head Assistant Collector had, in his original decision, stated that
one Sudalaimuthn, though Vettian in name, was the Village Munsiff’s servant. The
Collector found fault with the petitioner for not reporting that fact earlier.
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That he is not to blame in this connection and that it
first brought to notice that the said Sudalaimuthy dig n

will be known from the following circumstances:—

was he that at
of render gervice as Vettian

(1) The village Munsiff, without the petitioner’s knowledge and consent;,
recommended Pariah Sudalaimuthu in January 1892 fop the post of Vettian of
Chidambarapuram stating in the report that he employed him in anticipation of
sanction from the 5th of that month (Vide Exhibis 9). But the nomination wag
sanctioned only in January 1893. (Vide Exhibit 10).

(2) The Munsiff Moniagar debited Rg 25-11
one year and 27 days in the collection list for March
a view to bring to notice that the said Sudalaimuthu di

to pass the debit in the [rusalnama and prepared it wi
(Vide Bxhibits 11 and 12).

1893. But the Petitioner, with
d no work ag Vettian, declined
thout entering the gaid debit.

The Taluq Head Accountant there
Munsiff Moniagar and after making oral enquiri
on the Irusalnama.

1pon sent for the petitioney and the
es passed the following endorsement.

“To Curnam and Munsifl Moniagar, Both of you bein
each other, you donot completely close accounts ang 80 the Ia
Trusalnama. This is very improper. Prepare No. XIII showing all the Nt
made and submit all the accounts complete, in consequence of non~receipt, of which
no payment could be received into the office. (Vide Exhibit 11),

g at variance with
tber has gent 5 separate

From a perusal of the particulars in the Trugalnams, it will be clearly
seen that the petitioner objected to the Vettian’g Pay in arrears being passed for the
‘period that he rendered no service and that the Petitioner coulq have, under such
circumstance, derived little or no benefit from the Vettian's pay then under dispute.

The petitioner humbly begs to submit, thay ¢ 4, Talug authorities had
set about enquiring formally into the matter then and there the fray, 3 complained o
would have been brought home to the Munsiff moniagar,

III. The collector in his decision (Ex. 2) has stated that th,

‘ . € petitioner prepared
a suspicious Irusalnama on 7th April 1893 in a pey book: pe prepa

The petitioner begs to submit that
necessity than choice. The few leaves that had rema: W book rather from
rendered useless as they had been soiled by oil (Ex.13).

IV. The Head Assistant Collector hag stated that ¢ ]
the letter of 1890 (Vide translation embodied in Ex.1).

concurred in that opinion.

he petitioner has written
The Collector angd the Board

The petitioner begs to déxy his having written it.
sake that he has written it, what does it show? Tt
pliance with certain proposal made to him regardin
cannot conjecture how he could be taken from this
of the Vettian’s pay.

_ Granting for argument’s
Simply shows that he refused comi-
8 Vettian’s gervice. The petitioner

t0 have misappropriated apy portion

~10as the Vettian’s salary for 9
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5th June 1896. ' .
| Submitted thx;ou.gh the Board of ¥ ’
) ) Revenue, Madras. ‘ y W A TaWw Ry

(24

3
V. The Collector has in his order (Ex- 2) stated thus:— .

There is, I feel sure, no moral doubt that there was some undei‘standing
between the Munsiff and the Curnam such as was indicated in the letter of 1890, and
that it was carried out either continuously or intermittently to the profit of each.

The petitioner begs to state that there is in the records little or no proof .
to warrant such conclusions. 3
Vettian Sangaralingam was appointed to his post in 1887 and there is o

O a Register showing particulars of payment of his salary for two years and seven months
duly attested by competent witnesses.

His subsequent salary up to August 91 was regularly paid to him and
acquittance rolls duly obtained. The records are availuble in the Talug office of

Nanguneri.
For the month of September 1891, he was not allowed to draw his pay
on account of his absence without leave (Ex. 8). fi
His salary for the months of from October to December 91 was credited i
‘to Government as he did no service during the period. : I
i
From January 1892 to January 1893, the payment of the Vettian ‘?E
Sudalaimuthu’s pay was debited after the petitioner objected to its being done. (Vide ;‘1]1
supra).
Under the above circumstances it is quite improbable that the petitioner =
would have misappropriated any part of the Vettian’s pay.
The direct evidence obtained against the petitioner is contained in the -

report of the Village Munsiff and the depositions given by him and the Veitian. These
documents simply show that the petitioner demanded a portion of the Vettian’s pay but
the men do not swear to his having received any amount (Vide Ehibits 14 15 and 16).

M i

L 0 T e O Lty > R iy el QUL At R DIVTIIES, 22 e

The petitioner in conclusion most earnestly and humbly requests that
your Excellency in Council will be graciously pleased to peruse all the records submit-
ted herewith as per list enclosed, to call for perusal such other records as are in the
Taluq records and after reviewing the lower Courts’ decisions to grant him redress by
re-instating him in the office of Curnam of Chidambarapuram of which he was unjustly

deprived.
o For which act of kindness and justice the petitioner shall ever pray. -
\

Duplicate sent direct to the
Government of Madras.

3
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List of documents submitted by Deivanayagam Pillai dismissed Curcam

of Chidambarapuram in the Nanguneri Talug, Tinnevelly District, with his petition
to the Madras Government dated 5th June 1896.

Exhibit 1.

”

»”

»”

¥

"

»

”

»”

”

L+

7

”

Lo

8.

90

10.

11,
12.

13.

14,

15.

16, Copy of the deposition given

Copy of Proceedings of the Head Assistant Collector of Tinnevelly dated
928th December 1894.

Copy of Do. of the Collector of Tinnevelly No. 47 dated 8th August 1895.

Proceedirgs of the Board of Revenue Madras No. 6137 Mis. dated 9th
December 1895.

Tahsildar®s order appointing Sangaralingam as Vettian No. 1022 dated
8th April 1887.

Copy of acting Village Munsiff Subba Naidoo’s report dated 1sb
November 1891.

Do. His Diary from 20th September to 10th October 1891.

Original register shewing payment of salaries to the village establish-
ments of Chidambarapuram from January 1887 to July 1889.

Copy of the acquittance roll obtained from the village establishment of
Chidambaraparam for the month of September 1891.

Copy of Chidambarapuram Village Munsiff’s report dated 14th January
1892 recommending Pariah Sudalaimuthu for the post of Vettian.

Copy of the Tahsildar’s order No. 59 dated 28th January 1893 sanction-
ing the appointment of Sudalaimuthu as Vettian.
Copy of Irusalunama of Chidambarapuram for the month of March 1893-

Copy of deposition given by the petitioner before the Head Assistant
Collector on the 26th September 1894.

Copy of deposition given by the petitioner before the Tahsildar of Nangu-
peri on the 1st March 1894.

Copy of the report from the Village Munsiff to the Talug dated 14th
January 1894.

Copy of the deposition given by the Village Munsiff before the Tahsil-
dar on the 4th February 1894.

by Vettian Sudalamuthu before the

Tahsildar on the 4th February 1894.

N.B. The portions deserving notice are underlined with red-pencil.
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€ F;S\)

Toe
Ilis Excellency the Governor in Council

Fort Saint George
MADRAS.

The Tumble petition of Deivanayagam Pillai dismissed Curnam
of Chidambarapuram in the Nanguneri Talug, Tinnevelly
District, residing at Karuvelangulam in the said Talug.
MosT RESPECTFUILY SHEWETH,

That in continuation of his petition of the 5th June 1896 submitted
to your Excellency in council through the Board of Revenue Madras, the petitioner
most humbly begs to submit herewith the Tinnevelly Treasury Deputy Collector’s
order current No. 464 dated 6th June 1896 refusing to grant the petitioner extracts,
from the acquittance Rolls Register, of the entries relating to the payment of Vettian
Sungaralingam’s salary for the months of from August 1889 to August 1891 with
the payee's autograph signatures and those of the witnesses in whose presence he
was receiving his salaries and to most earnestly request your Excellency in council

~will be graciously pleased to send for and peruse the above records before finally

disposing of the petitioner’s unhappy case.

Nwa N And if, after due consideration of the petitioner’s whole case, it appears

to your Excellency in council that it was hard on him to lose his appointment and
that his case deserves redress, he most humbly prays that your Excellency in couneil
will be gracious enough to restore to him with arrears of his pay the hereditory

: office of Chidambarapuram curnam ‘from which he was dismissed.

‘For which act of charity and justice the petitioner shall ever pray.

gth June 1896.

Submitted through the Board of & o
Revenue Madras. Iy ,‘}ﬁ er L

Duplicate sent direct to the
Government of Madras.
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b 'HIS Excellency the Governor in Council
:_*L;dgﬂ's pgn © }4.. _' - Fort Saint George
7 LAND RBVENUE. + | 'MADRAS.

ec'd
Lo eefition of Deivanayagam Pillai dismissed Curnam
of Chidambarapwram in the Nanguneri Talug, Tinnevelly
District, residing at Karuvelangulam in the said Talug.

! MosT RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH,

That the petitioner most humbly begs to state that he was deprived
of his hereditary appointment of curnam under circumstances which do not justify
his dismissal.

A g T I. The Head Assistant Collector, who originally decided the unfortunate
N g o e b petitioner’s case, had stated that Sangaralingam Vettian was a fictitious person. The
& 13 Collector and the Board of Revenue, without due consideration, confirmed that

* o opinion (Exhibits 1 to 3.)

That Sangaralingam was not a fictitious person, but he was a real one
and doing duty of the Vettian can be inferred from the following circumstances:—

(1) He was appointed Vettian of Chidambarapuram in 1887 in succes-
sion to hig deceased father Nallamuthu Pillai agreeably to the Tahsildar’s order
(Vide Exhibit 4).

~ (2) Subba Naxdoo, who was acting Village Munsiff of Chidambara=
puram in 1891, reported to the Taluq tbat the Vettian was absent from duty in the
monf.h of October 1891 (Vide Exhibit 5.)

In the Diary kept by Subba Naidoo as Village Munsiff, he ha.s olearly
entered that the Vettian attended to duty from day to day from the 24th to the end
of September 91 (Vide Exhibit 6.) , Foam

(3) Sangaralingam was, in the presence of competent mtnesses, regular-
ly receiving his salary for 2 years and 7 months from January 1887 that is the

time of his appointment to July 1889 sVuie Exhibit 7.)

(4) The said individual continued to serve as Vettian till Subba Naidu
l reported, as stated above, his absence from duty on account of which«ihe payment
. of his salary for the month of September 1891 was withheld (Vide Exhibit 8).

From the month of October 1891 to January 1892 his pay was credited
" to Government on account of his absence from duty (Vide Exhibit 9.) :

All these could not have, the petitioner bags to snbmxt, ﬁranspxred
regarding a fictitious person. ‘ 5

II. The Head Assistant Collector had, in his original decmon, stated that
one Sudalaimuthu, though Vettian in name, was the Village Munsiff’s servant, The
Oollector found fault with the petitioner for not reporting that fact earlier.




to pass the debit in the [rusalnama
% & ! (Vide Bxhibits 11 and 12).
At = E1 = The Paluq Head Accountant thereupon sent for the petitioner and the
‘Munsiff Moniagar and after making oral enquiries passed the following endorsement.
on the Irusalnama.
' «T Curnam and Munsifl Moniagar. Both of you being af variance with

each other, you do not completely close accounts and so the latter has sent a separate
~ Trusalnama. This is very improper. Ijrepare No. XIII showing all the collections
 made and submit all the accounts ecomplete, in consequence of non-receipt of which
o payment could he received into the office. (Vide Exhibit 11).. »
] From a perusal of the pgx?ﬁculais in the Irusalnama it will be clearly
~ seen that the petitioner objected to the Vettian’s pay in arrears being passed for the
" period that he rendered no service and that the petitioner could have, under such
' circumstance, derived little or no benefit from the Vettian's pay then under dispute-

1 o3 B 1'l‘shgr'p§ﬁt‘ione'ghnmb1y beglz;‘to sﬁb'mit,‘thpc if the Taluq authorit.ies had

' set about enquiring formally into the matter then and there the fraud, complained of,

would have been brought home to the Munsiff moniagar. ¥ e e :
© TIL The collector in his decision (Ex. 2) has stated that the petitioner prepared
» suspicious Irusalnama on 7th April 1893 in a new book. '

The petitioner begs to sabmit that he opened a -ﬁew  book rather from
necessity than choice. The few leaves that had remained blank in the old hook were
rendered useless as they had been soiled by oil (Ex. 13). -

, IV. The Head Assistant Collcctor has stated that the petitioner has written™
~ the letter of 1890 (Vide translation embodied in Ex.1). The Collector and the Board
i ;ctf!_lcnrrcﬁ in tlflat ?Bmgp WL : |
"The petitioner Beg'si'to'ﬂet.if his having written it. Granting for argument’s
<uke that he has written it, what does it show? It simply shows that he refused com-
liance with cerfain proposal made to him regarding Vettian’s service. The petitioner

i )
‘ } | j 3 That he is not to blame in this connection and that it was he that at
] <1 : first brought to notice that the said Sudalaimuthu did not render service as Vettian
/g : 7 will be known from the following circumstances:— - '

% ‘ 4 | pa (1) The village Munsiff, without the petitioner’s knéwledge- and oonﬂenf,
i: rocommended Pariah Sudalaimuthu in January 1892 for the post of Vettian of
3 Chidambarapuram stating in the report that he employed him in anticipation of
5 canction from the 5th of that month (Vide Exhibit 9). But the nomination was
E , sanctioned only in January 1893. (Vide Exhibit 10).

2 Ay N e , : (2) The Munsiff Moniagar debited Rs 25-11-10 as the Vettian’s salary for -
% « - 2 1= ono year and 27 days in the collection list for March 1893. But the petitioner, with
i | : a view to bring to notice that the said Su dalaimuthu did no work as Vettian, declined
s and prepared it without entering the said debit.

55y

.

;i : ‘ : e e cannot conjecture how he counld be taken from this to have misapprbpriated. any portion ;
: ' ' ! of the Vettian’s pay. ‘

E .vl.ﬂ } i
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V. The Collector has in his order (Ex- 2) stated thus:—

There is, I feel sure, no moral doubt that there was some understanding
between the Munsiff and the Curnam such as was indicated in the letter of 1890, and
that it was carried out either continuously or-intermittently to the profit of each.

The petitioner begs to state that there is in the records little or no proof
to warrant such conclusions.

Vettian Sangaralingam was appointed to his post in 1887 and there is
a Register showing particulars of payment of his salary for two years and seven months
duly attested by competent witnesses.

His subsequent salary up to August 91 was regularly paid to him and
acquittance rolls duly obtained. The records are available in the Taluq office of

Nanguneri,
For the month of September 1891, he was not allowed to draw his pay
on account of his absence without leave (Ex. 8).

His salary for the months of from October to December 91 was credited
to Government as he did no service during the period,

From January 1892 to January 1893, the payment of the Vettian
Sudalaimuthu’s pay was debited after the petitioner objected to its being done. (Vide
supra). ‘ :

Under the above circumstances it is quite improbable that the petitioner
would have misappropriated any part of the Vettian’s pay.

The direct evidence obtained against the petitioner ié contained in the
report of the Village Munsiff and the depositions given by him and the Vettian. These
documents simply show that the petitioner demanded a portion of the Vettian’s pay but

the men do not swear to his having received any amount (Vide Ehibits 14 15 and 16).

E The petitioner in conclusion most earnestly and bumbly requests that
your Excellency in Council will be graciously pleased to peruse all the records submit~
ted herewith as per list enclosed, to call for permsal such other records as are in the
Taluq records and after reviewing the lower Courts” decisions to grant him redress by
re-instating him in the office of Curnam of Chidambarapuram of which he was unjustly
deprived.

For which act of kindness and justice the petitioner shall ever pray.
5th June 1896.

Submitted through the Board of
Revenue, Madras.

Duplicate sent direct to the
Government of Madras.
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Tist of documents submitted by Deivanayagam Pillai dismissed Curcam
of Chidambarapuram in the Nanguneri Taluq, Tinnevelly District, with his petition
to the Madras Government dated 5th June 1896. :

Exhibit 1. Copy of Proceedings of the Head Assistant Collector of Tinnevelly dated
28th December 1894. .

9. Copy of Do. of the Collector of Tinnevelly No. 47 dated 8th August 1895.

» - o

3. Proceedings of the Board of Revenue Madras No. 6137 Mis. dated 9th
December 1895.

, 4. Tahsildar’s order appointing Sangaralingam as Vettian No. 1022 dated
8th April 1887.

., 5 Copy of acting Village Munsiff Subba Naidoo’s report dated 1st
November 1891.

. 6. Do. His Diary from 20th September to 10th October 1891.

Lo d

, 7. Original register shewing payment of salaries to the village establish-
ments of Chidambarapuram from January 1887 to July 1889.

8. Copy of the acquittance roll obtained from the village establishment of
Chidambarapuram for the month of September 1891. v

b}

, 9. Copy of Chidambarapuram Village Munsiff’s report dated 14th January
1892 recommending Pariah Sudalaimuthu for the post of Vettian.

, 10. Copy of the Tahsildar’s order No. 59 dated 28th January 1893 sanction-
ing the appointment of Sudalaimuthu as Vettian.

, 11. Copy of Irusalunama of Chidambarapuram for the month of March 1893.
Copy of deposition given by the petitioner before the Head Assistant
~ Qollector on the 26th September 1894.

, 13. Copy of deposition given by the petitioner before the Tahsildar of Nangu-
neri on the 1st March 1894.

., 14, Copy of the report from the Village Munsiff to the Taluq dated 14th
January 1894,
,» 15. Copy of the deposition given by the Village Munsiff before the Tahsil-
dar on the 4th February 1894. »
16, Copy of the deposition given by Vettian Sudalamuthu before the
Tahsildar on the 4th February 1894.

” 2

N. B. The portions deserving notice are underlined with red-pencil. ; . ’ 3
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ASSTT. SECRE™'™.
13 JUNis96

His Excellency the Governor in Council
| | Fort Saint George
8 | MADRAS.

The humble petition of Deivanayagam Pillai dismissed Curnam
of Chidambarapuram in the Nanguneri Talug, Tinnevelly
District, residing at Karuvelangulam in the said Talug.
Most REsrucTruLLY SHEWETH,

That in continuation of his petition of the 5th June 1896 submitted
to your Excellency in council through the Board of Revenue Madras, the petitioner
most humbly begs to submit herewith the Tinnevelly Treasury Deputy Collector’s
order current No. 464 dated 6th June 1896 refusing to grant the petitioner extracts,
from the acquittance Rolls Register, of the entries relating to the payment of Vettian
Sungaralingam’s salary for the months of from August 1889 to August 1891 with
the payee's autograph signatures and those of the witnesses in whose presence he
was receiving his salaries and to most earnestly request your Excellency in council
will be graciously pleased to send for and peruse the above records before finally i
disposing of the petitioner’s unhappy case. AR A
' And if, after due consideration of the petitioner’s whole case, it appears
to your Excellency in council that it was hard on him to lose his appointment and
that his case deserves redress, he most humbly prays that your Excellency in council
will be Vgrra.c‘ions enough to restore to him with arrears of his pay the hereditory
office of Chidambarapuram curnam from which he was dismissed.

[~

VTR, Y ‘
LN Vsl roavas 7 venld

For which act of charity and justice the petitioner shall ever pray.

L

gth June 1896.
Submitted through the Board of
Revenue Madras. 8 | -

#  Duplicate sent direct to the
Goyernment of Madras. :

189 4
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His Excellency the Governor in Gouneilf
UK Fort Saint George

| '  MADRAS.
The humble petition of Deivanayagam Pillaid%smimd Curnam

of Chidambarapuram in the Nanguneri Talug, Tinnevelly
District, residing at Karuvelangulam in the said Talug.

e
T
,.
e

LR=

Mosr REsrucTruLiy SHEweTH, ; y
That in continuation of his petition of the 5th June 1896 submitted

to your Excellency in council through the Board of Revenue Madras, the petitioner £
most humbly begs to submit herewith the Tinnevelly Treasury Deputy Collector’s
order carrent No. 464 dated 6th June 1896 refusing to grant the petitioner extracts,
from the acquittance Roll§ Register, of the entries relating to the payment of Vettian
~ Sungaralingam’s salary for the months of from August 1889 to August 1891 with
payee's autograph signatures and those of the witnesses in whose pre
oseving his slavies an to most earnstly request your Bxcelloncy i coun
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gth June 1896.
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- Submitted through the Board of
- Revenue Madras. }
Duplicate sent direct to the B
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Endorsement No, & 79 {, 290 Mgw |

REVEN UE DEPARTMEN T,

THE petitioner is informed that no appeal lies

to Government

under Section 23 (1) of Madras

Act III of 1895 ¢ o Cg \A_,Lt,g_,ll__{

(\1{ o W gl 3

(By Order.)
(0=

).

Unaer-Secretary to Government.

Forr Sr. GEORGE,
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