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& The humble Petition of Murh

Q ' r%ﬁ"MENT. OF X\\}g Ez-Karnam of Munjaluppam village of the Cudda-
: lore Taluk, South Arcot District.
May It Prease Your EXCELLENCY,

That your Excellency’s Petitioner most respectfully begs to submit the follow-
ing particulars earnestly hoping that they will receive your Excellency’s kind and
favorable consideration.

9. That your Excellency’s Petitioner was the Karnam of the village of
Munjakuppam in the Cuddalore Taluk, South Arcot District on a salary of Rs. 7
per mensem and was dismissed from duty by the Deputy Collector on the allega-
tion that he demanded a bribe from a Darkhastdar.

3. The occasion: That one Dorasamy Naick, a Police constable at Chidamba-
ram, tendered a Darkhast in December 1891 for a piece of land in the village of
Vudaramanikam. But the land was made over to another by the Tahsildar of the
taluk. On appeal preferred by a Vakil on behalf of the constable, the original
assignment was reversed by the Deputy Collector and the land reassigned to the
constable. In this connection the Vakil produced before the Deputy Collector a

" Jetter addressed to the constable by the Peritioner in support of the superior

claims he possessed. This Jetter stated that the land would be assigned at Jama-
bandy, and if he sends tree value Rs. 3-4-0 and also Rs- 3 he would have the

patta soon after Jamabandy. (Vide Enclosure A.) This is the pivot on which
the entire case revolved.

4. The mistake of fact: The Deputy Collector on reading the letter mis-

- understood the contents and thought it to be highly suspicious and doubtful, without

taking into consideration the collateral events that attended the occasion. He
began to enquire privately and it was, to the misfortune of your Excellency’s
Petitioner, represented to him by persons ill-disposed towards him 1in such an
ingepious way as to produce an unfavorable impression in his mind in regard to the
Patifioner, which misled him althrough. The man who succeeded the Petitioner
as Karpam was a dead enemy to the Petitioner and the Deputy Coliector's
interest in this person, who is also of the same caste as himself might bave had
something to do with the wrong opinion formed by him.

5. The misrepresenta,tion: That the Deputy Collector, swayed by the first
impulse, which is not unnatural, and laboring under the misapprehension that

" the letter was written with fradulent intension, which had already been impressod

in his mind, asserted in order to maintain his assumption. (Vide Enclosure D.)

irst. That Dorasamy Naick in his appeal complained_that the Petitioner
demanded a bribe of Rs. 3-8-0, for assigning the land to him and produced the
letter to establish his statement.
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Refutation: The Petitioner begs to submit that the amount due by Dorasamy
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appropriate a portion of the tree value as asserteqd by the Depnt

v Collectop on the
single evidence of his first impulse. Tt was all a matter of Presumption. The valye
of the trees, it may be added, was never sent to the Petitioner, nop

as there any

&

9
J
: ted that the.
: at least be suspec s
. : - der that it may . f it. The decision
T tion whatever in orde . ny portion of it.
IHOY}G'J t'ans:'xctlol o intended Lo mxs;u)F>"f’P"m.te 2 'i\p)oor Karnam to be made
Petitioner might m}z of conjecture and assumpblonl-) g Odlloatisht
: su by s a Depu 5
e 'd]t]‘ » Yt‘zgthe aceidental eccentricity of a Deputy R s
g se tha <
a4 be imagined how improbable it is to surmise
ii. That it may be imag

i ’s service and experience would be Sg
itioner s Kol
nani snd Bevenpoofseriofifhe et riting a letter to a Darkhastdar,

. .ospects by openly W G ic service. This is
Clind S ot pros;l)t‘ifltu a{)pibe in matters afl’ectlng ]t.uiibllc
. ‘ "Ce Ofﬁcer asKing g not have existed.
thd.t"m.:.fgned aright, impossible and could | Pty
R verg: That e wafsl Oun'bing of a letfer
1 x ] he wri e
8 Punlsh_mentcf,’:fdeseof attempt to take bmbe,m:])g'd ey gy
it “flth 2 qtoo‘:], misrepregented.ﬂ"d' ;]mss.b not too severe? Is it com-
which was m's"r?d:r;]t,ion. For this a dii’»m’,ssal . ; ;lleoed attempt to take bribe
/i fradulent 1nte ion ? A letter o g _
with :;,-ate with a charge of assumpt;)lic o g L A DR
mens cont - pu

; inno e , e made to visit with
should bring on an 1 if mistakes they be, b

= istakes, S o]
omissal | Such trivial mis : hich is set aside for extreme cases !
e f dismissal from service, whi
the punishm

oard of Re-
the Collector and the B R
were preferred to . . A
8. The usual appe.als e]rnpuaue would not interfere W}th the order et
who in their ngitoy awgs cxjriewed by them in the light thrown by him.
the case

(Vide Enclosures E. and F.)

venue,
Deputy Collector as

; e enclosed. M, 23 ol ol ibe Eiid
Their orders ar ware that in instances
: : btlessly awa
joner is dou

's fri ; n liberal consider-
AN : f”“n‘.i’ amfi L‘}’:S Stt;'(i);zal nature of the
your Excellency has :a . that, on a consideration o ) 1eem e T s
;xtion, and ear11e§tlykp :nd the severity of the pumks)lmor.de,rino S S
exaggerated mista ende i R Ll i
=t m
tee s been
Petitioner ha
to his former post-

For which act of generosity y

9. That the Petit

our Excelleacy’s Petitioner shall ever pray.

LIST OF DOCUMENTS ENCLOSED.

v : mi Naek.
Jetter written by the Petitioner to Dorasa
A.—Copy ©

. ' Origi assion-
i Nai g against the ongmal assig
ition by Dorasami Naick appealing ag:
etitio
. arkhast land.
Mouoegar of the vaage.

ik ) Of
G Coé,)(;ut, of the D

ition by the e
— f depomeion \ t dated 2ud Aungust 1803,
C.—Copy © Collector of South Arcot d:
< Deputy 0
ings of the

ceed el |
D.—Pr((;i"missiug the Petitioner
N

3 : NO. 22 d: I5th February 1896,
:} . s of the Collector of South Arcot No. 22 dated 15th Fe
af’,;-Proceeglnf peal of the Petitioner. \ i hided
ik be Board of Revenue (Land Revenae) dated 13th y 1290,
dings of the

Petitioner.
{5 . . . . le appeal Of the
i PRGOS 205 Mis. dismissing th
No. 2200 Ms. ok

(Lot 1roedresr oo o oy

MCTHOOSAW'MY PI].:TJAI,
e : Ba-Karnam, Manjakuppam,

CUDDALORE,
MADRAS,

5 oo, (7
November 1896. } /64 d;(bﬂ7 7 '
/7/ ‘foﬁzly Q2. ‘n7 /57/7»{(/(4& =4 Z
A('- 7 (ﬂ;’l{( '1»4?«’7174(.(/1};‘ Q/w
(':){(241213(1(1’1’4'»{‘/!}'(/,4‘/
Prraitras

1L G

e IR



Gobevnment of J¥adras.

Read cpe 223 yﬁé.

NG R e M i 0

REVENUE DEPARTMENT.

Endorsement No. 53%%'3—7/

BN s
S T

T TR e T i b,

Tar petitioner is informed that no appeal lies

to Government under Section 23 (1) of Madras

Lo faLC’ A weas Act III of 1895. 4_o : cg.pbwv&(@
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(By Order.)
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Under-Secretary to Government.
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