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His Excellencp the Right Honorable

SIR A. E, HAVELOCK, G.CMG, GC.LE,
Governor of Fort St. George.

The humble Petition of C. DEsRAcHARI, Late
Sub-Inspector of Salt and Abkari REevenue
Department, Adirampatnam Circle,

Tanjore District.

FURTHER PAPERS.

Most RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH THAT :

The petitioner begs to appeal against the Proceedings of the Board of Re-
venue, Separate Revenue Department, No. 4874, Miscellaneous, dated 23rd Novem-/N - &
ber 1896, confirming the order of dismissal passed by the Deputy Commissioner,
S outhern Division, in his Proceedings, No. 384, dated '26th January 1396.

9. The charges framed by the Inspector and Deputy Commissioner against
the petitioner and on the strength of which he has been dismissed are as follows :—

(a) Overstayal of casual leave granted to him from 17th to 21st May 1895.
duty before the forenoon of the 22nd

‘ J » G.0. No. Department. Date.

() Reporting falsely that he returned to
May 1895.

‘¢) . Leaving his Range to go to Chidambaram without the previous p

the Inspector.

ermission of

(d) Falsely reporting that he put in a petition for casual leave for 24th and 25th
May, when he did not do so.

(¢) Reporting that he left his Range on the 24th May, when he really left it
on the 23rd. :

3. Before answering these charges, petitioner begs to refer briefly to the
circumstances which led to the enquiry. J :

4. The petitioner’s father fell dangerously ill at Chidambaram in May 1895
and he had to settle his family affairs. The petitioner being his eldest son had to
go thence (Chidambaram) to see him. He accordingly applied for, and obtained,
casual leave for 5 days from the 17th to 21st May 1895. On seeing his father, he
found that he could not live long and your -petitioner'" "therefore', despatched an

application for a month’s privilege leave by the early morning train of the 20th
idem with a request to wire its sanction. The petitioner expected to receive the
telegram by 7-30 a., on the 21st. As it was not received, he left Chidambaram
by the 8 . train  with 2 ticket to Mayavaram, leaving behind instructions to
his people at Chidambaram to redirect the telegram to Mayavaram or to Tiruvalur,
so that he may return to his tather at once. Having received notelegram at Maya-
varam, he went to Tiruvalur with another ticket. Receiving no message there
too, he took a third ticket to Muthupet and arrived there at 8-45 p.M., on
the same day (21st May 1895), and punctually joined duty on the morning

' of the 22nd idem. He was making enquiries about the Inspector’s whereabouts,
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to see him and personally request him about his privilege leave. But early
on the morning of the 24th idem, a messenger brought a letter to petitioner at
Jambuvanodag, in which his brother requested his presence at Chidambaram that
very night for the settlement of family affairs, as his father frequently lost his
consciousness and was sinking fast and was not expected to live for more than a
day or two. His brother also requested the petitioner to collect an amount due to
his father at Tiruvalur to meet the expences connected with his father’s illness and
anticipated decease and funeral. Thereupon, petitioner went from Jambuvanoday
to Muthupet Railway station at once, and despatched an application for two days’
casual leave for the 24th and 25th idem, and left Muthupet by the 8 .M. train on
the 24th. He broke journey at Tiruvalur for the purpose above referred to and

after finishing his business there, took the next train to Chidambaram and arrived
there the same night, i.e., the night of the 24th May 1895.

5. The grounds on which the several charges were framed are set forth in the
Deputy Commissioner’s Proceedings, No. 384, dated 26th January 1896, and your
petitioner humbly begs to submit below such brief explanations as are called for-

The Deputy Commissioner’s charges and remarks are printed in small * types and
petitioner’s replies in boldert types.

6. The first and second charges stand or fall together and they will, therefore,
be dealt with together:.

CuARGE (a) :—Overstayal of casual leave granted to him from 17th to 21st May 1895.
Crarce (b) :—Reporting falsely that he returned to duty before the forenoon of the 22nd
May 1895.
7. The first charge against the petitioner is that instead of rejoining in the
forenoon of the 22nd May 1895, he did so in the afternoon of that day.

8. % “In his application for further casual leave, dated 25th May, and given to the
Inspector in person (Exhibit C) the Sub-Inspector has clearly stated that he joined duty on
the 22nd May, but does not say whether it was on the forenoon or afternoon. Again, in his
explanation, dated 22nd May, (Exhibit W), he clearly states that he returned from leave to-
day in the forenoon, viz., 22nd morning. In his explanation, dated 5th June 1895 (Exhibit D)
however, the Sub-Inspector says that he returned from leave on the 21st night about half

past eight and it appears that there is no train which would enable him to reach Muthupet
in the morning.” ;

9. 1 The Deputy Commissioner tries to make out that the petitioner’s state-
ments are incorrect, but your petitioner most respectfully begs to submit
that it is not so. In Exhibit C, which is a second application for 2 days’
casual leave submitted on the 25th May under the orders of the Inspector, the
petitioner stated that he “ joined duty on the 22nd.” He did not mention whether
it was on the forenoon or afternoon, nor did he make any statement as to the time
when he arrived at Muthupet as there was no necessity for it, nor is it usual to do 80,
seeing that he joined duty on the due date and at he proper, tie g
of his arrival at Muthupet on tﬁ; mﬁﬁmjﬁ i5—proved—by : ;
Exhibit W, the petitioner reiterated his former statement, wviz., that he * returned
from leave to-day in the forenoon, 7., 22nd morning,” meaning thereby that he
returned fo duty from leave on the forenoon of the 22nd. This statement is not,
your petitioner humbly begs to submit, capable of any other interpretation and
his meaning receives confirmation from the fact that at that time there was no train
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that reached Muthupet earlier than 2-30 p.x. In the course of the De.partmental
enquiry conducted by the Inspector (Exhibit D), the petltlo.ner stat:,e;il, in reply t;)ha
specific question, the time of his arrival z.mt. the Muthupet st.atlon, whic VV.aS. on . e
91st night- In his connection, the petitioner begs to point out t,?e.tt 1t,1s extra_
ordinary that the Deputy Commissioner does not refe.:r to .the petitioner’s report
which he submitted no sooner he returned to duty in which he stated that he
«joined duty on 99nd forenoon ”’ (Exhibit 00). All the .a-bove fact's : clearly show
that your petitioner returned to Muthupet on the 21§t night and. ]Qmed duty on
99nd forenoon. It is respectfully submitted that this stiatement; i in no way in-
consistent (as the Deputy Commissioner as§umes) W.lth th.e statements he has
previously made in Exhibits C and W. The time of his arrival at .Muthupet was
not mentioned in the latter as it was needless an(.i unusual to do so, in as much as
he had joined his duty at the proper time and this was stated when the Inspector

had asked him about it.

10. “ There is the evidence of the Station Master of' Mubhupet . given to the Assistant
Inspector on the 21st June 1895 (Exhibit P), that the pet:ntxoner arrlve?d one aft.er‘n'oolilz dar;d
that they went together to inspect certain Toddy shops, hce'nses of Whlc? 'were initialled by
the Sub-Inspector in the Station Master’s presence. The licenses (Exhibits N a1‘1d 0) : were
seized at once and found to bear the date, 22nd May 1895. I see no reason to discredit thg
Assistant Inspector’s report, because the Station Master subsequfantly on the .27th Aug}mt
1895 (Exhibit Q) gave a different account of the matter. 'I-‘here is no reason why the ésswst—
ant Inspector should have reported falsely and seized the licenses (Exhibits N and O) if the
Station Master had not given him the information necessary.”

11. The Deputy Commissioner here refers to an oral evidence suppc?sed t-q have
been given by the Station Master to the Assistant Inspector. The. p.etltIOI.leI‘ is not
aware that any such evidence was given, but it would appear that it is unlikely that
he (Station Master) gave any such evidence ; for in his written statement befgrfa the
Inspector (Exhibit Q quoted below *), he distinctly stated that the petitioner
arrived at Muthupet one day by the evening train arriving at 8-45 p.m., and that _he
(petitioner) examined the Toddy and Arrack shops the next morning, 7.e., morning
of the 22nd May 1895.

12. % “I remember his coming to Muthupet by the evening train arriving at 8-45 P

dav in the month of May last. The following morning he came to the Station and I then
‘i 4 him from there to the Hospital. We left the station sometime after the 8-10 a.m.
a»ccfi mpﬂ(;llet tl d. When we got near the Hospital, he said he would go on and examine the
g g fi ;‘eturn in a few minutes and that I should wait for him at the Hospital. I
TOddY_ShOP . ¢ into the Hospital and was speaking to the Apothecary, who isa friend of
accordmglthG: t,;me afterwards, the Sub-Inspector joined. It would be about 10 or 15
g The Toddy shop is situated close to the Hospital. On the-night of the

d to above, I did not walk home with him after the arrival of

mine-
minutes afterwards.
Sub-Inspector’s arrival allude
the train.” % :
X : . S RE s ‘ ion i firmation from the

: +¢ “statsfment of ‘the Station Master receives confir HE e

i ’_l‘h‘{s hi report of the Hospital Assistant (Exhibit b

«iii. I remember that the Station quoted in the margin) who states tha(_: he (peFl.
Master said the Sub-Tnspector returned by - i6n6r) arrived from leave by one evening train.
one evening train.” In this connection, it may not be out of place
here to state that the petitioner’s diary (Exhibit A) clearly shows that he arrived
at Muthupet on the 21st night and inspected the shops the next day, the 22nd May.

f
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14. If any further evidence was wanted to substantiate the petitioncr's slate-
66 21595, Duty in No. 7 pasty. ment that he arr?ved ‘at Muthupet oa the n_i‘g.ht
A SihE et Lo Rab-Tndpectioe o8 of the 21st May, it will be found in Exhibits
Muthupet Railway station. Halt-Mu- GG, HH, and II, (true translation quoted in
thupet. the margin) the note books of peons, Nos. 103,
HH. 21—5—95. Duty with No. 7 (Vythilingam), 757 (Doraisawmy), and 301
party. At night met the Sub-Inspector (Mariappan), respectively, in which they have all
g;ufi‘;;i‘ipe“ Railway station. Halt- noted that they met the Sub-Inspector (peti-
ST e N (e tloner). at the Muthupet Railway station on the
AR el S 21st night and that on the next day, i.e., the
e SR ON AR D 22nd, the ked with the petitioner in the
at Muthupet Railway station. Halt-Mu- A y W(?I‘ lie. ; .e p -
thupet. villages mentioned by himg. It is also submitted
that both the petitioner’s diary and the note
books of the peons which are kept in the ordinary course of business were
written up long before it was known that any enquiry would be made against
him. Tt is really very strange that the Hospital Assistant’s report (Exhibit S) and
the peons’ note books (Exhibits GG, HH and IT) which are very important re-
cords in the petitioner’s case were altogether ignored by the Deputy Commissioner
and that not a word is said anent the entries in these documents either in the Ins-
pector’s report, or in the Deputy Commissioner’s Proceedings. The Deputy Commis-
sioner states that there is no reason why the Assistant Inspector should have seized
the licenses (Exhibits N and O) if the Station Master had not given the necessary
information. In the first place, the petitioner humbly submits that it is unlikely
that the licenses were seized as alleged. They were inspected and initialled by
the Assistant Inspector, N on the 13th and O on the 14th June 1895.
The date of the alleged seizure by him was 2lst June, but a perusal of
the same licenses shows that they were inspected and initialled by another
Sub-Inspector, M. K. Gopalakrishnier, on the 2nd J uly, on which date they
must have been with the shopkeepers. As the petitioner’s case was not
closed till the 17th September following, it is quite unlikely that they were
returned to the shopkeepers no sooner they were seized. Secondly, though the
Deputy Commissioner states that the licenses were seized by the Assistant Inspector,
the Inspector in his report states that it was he that seized them (vide portion
: _ .. quoted in the margin). In these circumstances,
tia,‘l‘li dst;‘:e‘:h:h%;:é"“;{?y ‘1"35‘;1‘ and arg Uhe petitioner humbly'su.bmits that the statement
filed as Exhibits N and 0.” of the Deputy Commissioner that the Assistant
Inspector seized the licences, on information
from the Station Master, is contradictory and is not borne out by the facts proved

or capable of proof.

15. It appears that there is a train which arrives at Muthupet from Chidambaram in
the afternoon. The one which arrives in the evening starts from Chidambaram in the morn-
ing. Now in his explanation, gategés ”pt}z.&August 1895 (Exhibit E), the Sub-Inspector states
that he left Chidambaram on the morning of the 2lst and arrived at Muthupet at about
8-30 ».w. He says nothing about having stopped anywhere en-route. It seems from the ticket
registers of Chidambaram and Muthupet that no ticket from the former to the latter was
issued from Chidambaram or received at Muthupet on the 21st May 1895.”

16. The petitioner stated that he started from Chidambaram on the 2lst
morning aud arrived at Muthupet in the evening. As the ticket registers do not

o ot el g g,
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show that any ticket was issued from Chidambaram to Muthupet on the 21st and
as the petitioner did not state that he stopped any where en-route, the Deputy Com-
missioner assumes that the petitioner’s statement is false. It is respectfully sub-
mitted that this assumption is incorrect. During the Departmental enquiry held
by the Inspector, the petitioner was strictly enjoined to confine himself to answer-
ing to questions put to him and not to give any explanation of the matter. He was
asked to state when he left Chidambaram and when he arrived at Muthupet and he
gave therefore specific answers to these questions as ordered. No question was
put to him as to whether he stopped anywhere en-route, nor was he asked to
explain the reason for the absence of a ticket from Chidambaram to Muthupet on
the 21st, No opportunity was allowed him to explain these facts. Indeed, an expla-
nation on the first point is hardly necessary. According to the rules of the S. I. R.
service then in force, the local train leaving Chidambaram in the morning did not go
direct to Muthupet- The passengers travelling by that train had to break their
journey at Mayavaram and Tiruvalur, waiting four and two hours, respectively, and
then change trains at these two junctions to go to Muthupet which they reach at
8.45 p m. As the petitioner had stated that he took the morning train from Chidam-
baram, it ought to have been presumed that he should necessarily have stopped
en-route at these two stations, and he was not asked about it and further no specific
statement to this effect was, in the above circumstances, necessary. In the case of mail
trains also, they had then to wait at these junctions one and six hours, respectively.
As regards the second point, the petitioner begs f;o‘ state that he had 01.1 the 20th
May applied, from Chidambaram, for a month’s privilege leave to enable him to attend
on his dying father and settle his family affairs and that he had requested the
Inspector to wire its sanction. As he did not receive the telegram before he left
Chidambaram, he had left instructions for its being re-directed either to Mayavaram
or to Tiruvalur, where he had to wait 4 and 2 hours, respectively. And ashe
thus hoped on receipt of telegraphic sanction of leave to return to Chidambaram
without going to Muthupet, he did not take one ticket for the whole journey, but
took a ticket to Mayavaram and thence to Tiruvalur; and as he did not get the
expected telegram at either of these stations, he took 2 .third ticket at the latter
station to Muthupet. Further, if the Deputy Commissioner’s surmise the.),t. the
etitioner travelled from Chidambaram to Muthupet on the 22nd and joined
- the afternoon were correct, there ought to be a through-ticket issued
(.luty A baram to Muthupet on that date (22nd) according to his (Deputy
from (?hl_dam ,a) theory. Butthe fact is that no such ticket was issued on that
. cumstance absolutely negatives the Deputy Commissioner’s
; d reasoning based thereon, and strongly supports the petitioner’s state-
S anh took ieZe-meal tickets in the course of his journey from Chidam-
o tl;‘ththolfpef on the previous day (21st) for the reasons stated in para. 4

day (22nd). This cir

baram
supra. .
17. Tt is therefore not surprising that noﬂtiZket 3;:as taken by petitioner from

s baram to Muthupet on the 21st, and this point would have been made clear

.C e tmental officers had either called wpon him to explain the circumstances,
bl me;/ ‘}‘mr es against him and had taken a written explanation from him as
4 fmmgi‘;/fmt:ndigg orders of Governm ent, or given ham an opportunity or leave to

requare fucts fully This your petitioner begs to submitg has not been done to this

explain
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date, though repeatedly prayed for by petitioner. He was not also allowed access
to the records at any time though prayed for.

18. “A ticket from Chidambaram to Ponnerai was issued on the 22nd by 1-15 a.u. train
(Exhibit KK), and it seems probable that this was the one taken by the Sub-Inspector’

although the Inspector’s arguments in the second letter read above are not conclusive on this
point.”

19. The petitioner humbly begs to submit that this ground is untenable. Pon-
nerai is neither in his Range, nor near it being over 25 miles off his range and the
petitioner could, therefore, have had no object in going to Pennerai. No evidence
is referred, to show that the petitioner took a ticket to that station, and your peti-
tioner begs “respectfully to submit that the theory is altogether unfounded. It is
admitted that the petitioner inspected the shops at Muthupet on the 22nd May
and if he had cut at Ponnerai, where the train stops only for a few minutes and the
Station Master being the only Railway servant, having multifarious duties including
the issue and collection of tickets and also starting of ‘rains, petitioner would not
have been able to alight from the train and obtain a ticket and get back into the
same train-in time before the startin g of the train. Thus from the above, it would
be evident that if the petitionerhad taken a ticket to Ponnerai, as surmised without any
evidence, he could then have gone to Muthupet only by the next train that left Pon-
nerai then at about 6-30 .. and could not have reached Muthupet before 8-45 p.x.,
on the 22nd, by which time the shops admittedly inspected that day would have
been closed and the inspection admitted could not have taken place. It will be
seen that the whole of this argument is based on assumptions not supported by any
facts, and the Deputy Commissioner himself admits that the Inspector’s argu-
ments are not conclusive on this point. The petitioner’s statément is true, reason-
able and natural and has not been disproved by any truthful testimony.

20. “The Sub-Inspector nowhere states that he took aticket from Tiruvalur on the
21st and he did not write to Petty officer, Krishnier, to meet him at Ponnerai, but at Muthupet.”

21. As already pointed out, the petitioner did not state that he took a ticket
from Tiruvalur to Muthupet, ._8s no enquiry was made of him on this point and as
there was no necessity then for him to make the statement voluntarily, especially
when he had been enjoined to confine himself to answering specific questions put
to héwng%ntion 18 respectfully solicited to the Inspector’s examination of your
peti ione}'(; Frot which it will be seen that nowhere was the petitioner asked to
state whether he took a ticket  from Tiruvalur and it is, therefore, not surprising
that the petitioner did not give an answer to g question not put to hirgé h fact
that he wrote to the Petty officer, Krishnier, to meet him-not ag,Pg“rfneraiQinsfead
of being against your petitioner as presumed by the Deputy Commissioner, is com-
pletely and conclusively in petit:igner’s favour. It proves against the Deputy Com-
missioner’s surmise that petitioner had no intention of cutting at Ponnerai, as, in fact,
he did not do so. Moreover, even if your petitioner had travelled by the 1-15 A.x.

-train of the 22nd according to the unsuppoﬁe&theory of the Deputy Commissioner,

the petitioner ought to have cut at Tiruvalur seeing that no through-ticket had, in

fact, been issued from, Chida‘ml_)aram to Muthupet that day; and if this can be pre-
sumed without an y:m&&ﬂmw:&am& it i not clear why a

-~
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i i .M. train of the 21st, which
similar presumptlgn ca not, },)f ’p}ide m' Eeggggt to tl}ﬁ 8 A ;
presumption would be in accordance with the facts of the case.

99. «There is one other point of importance. Exhibit V is an app'lication for pIrlv-ltleie

H;' e month sent by the Sub-Inspector on the 20th May fro'm Chidambaram. In i , he
e nswer may be wired to him at his address at Chidambaram. The applica-
i a}? a‘e reached the Inspector before the morning of the 21st as the Sub-Inspector
e nOtd :‘Z return telegram could not reach him before 8 o.M. on the 21st, the hour
45 k-nve, & . ef Muthupet started. The Sub-Inspector would not have given his address
i thCh 2 tmln'f Otr had been his intention to start before the telegram could arrive, and I
Ry sy 111 had no such intention. The next train would be the 1-15 A.M. train on
hav€;2n Oddou;i}ihﬁfe (;ocumenta,ry evidence discussed above all points to as the train actually
the 22nd, whi -

taken.”

The Deputy Commissioner presumes that the fact that the petitioner had

: 23'- ddiess I:,f, Chidambaram shows that he had no intention of starting on the

§l]vzn hIls T:he ordinary course of business the petitioner’s application for privilege
Z 180 n

hich was posted by the 1-15 .M. train of the 20th May, would reach Nega-
leave, whic

by 6 a.m. and Vedarniem (the Head Quarters of the Inspector) by the mail
patam by M.

b lewr Tz &
“74"/‘2'9
Ll ﬁ,

before 3 par. The cover having been marked urgent, the petitioner expected to . #
boat betfor M.

the sanction for the leave through wire before 7-30 a.mM., at the latest, on
ve

g i ion, 1t i i 1 ly natural. As the
: tion, it is submitted, is only na
the next day, .., 21st, and‘ ghls xpectatio B

' £
telegram was not recelve(f;he le

iruvalur, so that he might return to Chidambaram if the leave was sanctioned.
i th,inO' improbable in the sequence of events in the matter, whereas the
Theret WZS ;(;issif)ner’s presumptions are far fetched and not borne out by facts.
Deputy Co

« is finally the oral evidence of the Orderly Peons’ (Exhibits F, G and E.I),

e et tor arrived and met them at Tiruturaipundy at 1-30 p.x. on the 22nd, 7e.,

sy thefSUb'Ins}Z‘;‘iﬂ above referred to. Their evidence is, indeed, contradicted by that of
by the afternoon

t relieved by him until 10 or 11
H Woodagu Party, who states that they were no : .
g 'o (;(:; out :yythe Inspector, the Petty officer’s statement is contradicted by
A.M.; but as poimn

his own diary-
hibits F, G and H are statements of peons Nos. 757 (Dorasawmy),
25'. EX # ';d 301 (Mariappan), respectively, recorded by the Inspector
108 (Vlthlhl.lg.am) aas transferred from Vedarniem to the Adirampatnam Circle.
tltmnerd"‘;t one another in meterial particulars. Peons Nos. 757 and 301
e le relieved by the Petty officer, Woodagu Party, at about 7 a.m.
stated that they wer ting the e%&rlﬁwyﬁrypraipundy at 1-30 p.x on the
for the purpose of mefa’g %’1‘;"8"[{% The "place of relief was stated to be ““ Muthupet
22“‘1;/“’?@?9@ o 757 ;nd ¢ Muthupet” (2 miles away from the former place) by

o 5}’ 5 NO'103 is not sure whether it was * in the village or in the Woodagu
No. 3.0 ; vahﬂe ?{[O'thupet) Their statements are therefore utterly worthless and
(18 miles from Mu

7 : i from the fact that they are at variance with what
SRR X‘g ‘;ififi??; in their note books,( Exhibits GG, HH and IT)
e e reco; Z ccuorred # translation of which is given in para. 14 supra}
i oo ciw, :h : they m,e ‘the petitioner at the Muthupet Railway station
which i t0 th.e eﬁec;t isamost respectfully submitted that it is rather strange that
g ‘tztISt z;i]rzents of the peons, which is the 1st record made by themselves, in
the written 8 : 16V,

Y
Y

after the pe

€3,

pe 3 ¥
{ Chidambaram by the 8 a.M. train on the 218t ik tu cidrbine
leaving behind instructions at Chidambaram to re-direct the telegram to Mayavaram ¢~ <™ 7 “;
eaving

-
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the ordinary course of business,should have been altogether ignored by the Deputy
Commissioner (indeed, he had made no mention of them in his proceedings), and that
he should have thought it fit to give credence to their subsequent contradictory state-
ments made before the 1nspector. The peon’s statements before the Inspector not
only contradicted one another and opposed to their statements originally recorded
in their note books, but are also shown to be completely false by the Woodagu
Party Petty officer’s statement before the Inspector. If the peon’s statements that
they saw the petitioner at Tiruturaipundi at 1-30 p M. on the 22nd May were true,
they must have taken the 8 a.m. train at Muthupet for Tiruturaipundi on the 22nd,
as the distance between the places is about 20 miles. But the Petty officer, Woodagu
Party, (referred toahove) states that he relieved these peons only at 11 .M. on that
day ; and it is, therefore, impossible for the peons
; to have met the petitioner at Tiruturaipundy at
Thifk-ukaii—slzflz- Mi\tfl?‘l;u:ﬂngavali'v .1-30 p.M. on the 22nd. If any further evidence

HHE. 22595 (1) fl)da.'ruthanga- 1s wanted to prove that the pegns’ _statements
valy, (2) Therkukadu. Halt-Muthupet. before the Inspector are false, it will be found

I 22—5-95. (1) Marnthangavaly, 1D the fact that their note books (Exhibits GG,

True translation of Exhibits.

(2) Therkukadu. Halt-Muthupet. HH, and II) make no ‘mention of their having
. o Cinweltd éﬁm&g* met thwetitioggr at Tiruturaipundy on the

22ndg On the other hand, the entries‘in thems, (vide translation in the margin) go
strongly to support the petitioner’s assertion that the peons met him at Muthupet
Railway station on the 21st night, that they never saw him at Tiruturaipundy on
the 22nd;, and that they worked with him on the 22nd in Maruthangavaly and Therku-
kadu villages (a fact corroborated by the petitioner’s diary—Exhibit A—of that
day), seeing that the two last mentioned villages are within a mile and a half from
Muthupet but are at a distance of over 20 miles from Tiruturaipundy.

26. The 1st and 2nd charges the petitioner humbly begs to submat are not, it will
be seen from the above, supported by the facts of the case and by any documentary evi-
dence. They are based wholly on presumptions which are altogether unwarranted and
most unfair to the aggrieved party. The documentary evidence available have altogether
been, ignored and the petitioner had been adjudged guilty on perjured oral evidence and
one-sided reports. The petitioner, therefore, humbly begs that in these circumstances the
Government will be pleased to exonerate him from these charges.

27. Cuarce C. “Leaving his Range to go to Chidambaram without obtaining the previous
permission of the Inspector.”

28. The Deputy Commissioner in para. 3 of his-proceedings observes :—“The
3rd charge is admitted and no reasonable excuse has been put forward by the

Sub-Inspector for not obtaining the Inspector’s orders considering that that
officer was encamped close by.”

29. The petitioner humbly submits that his father was on his death-bed and fre-
quently lost his consciousness. Early on the morning of the 24th May, a messenger
brought a letter to him at Jambuvanody, in which his brother requested his presence
at Chidambaram that very night as his father was not expected to live for more than
a day or two and as the settlement of family &ffairs had to be completed before
then. The distance between Jambuvanody to Muthupet Railway station is two
miles and the train leaves the latter at 8-10 a.m. The petitioner had thus only two
hours before him, He despatched at once an application to the Inspector for 2
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day’s casual leave for the 24th and 25th ide¥n, explaining the 1%rgenc'y.for .the leawfe
and requesting that his action in awailing h.lmse}f of the leave in anticipation of his
sanction may be approved. The very peculiar circumstances of the. case——.the du.ty
of the eldest son to see his dying father, apart from the fact that his family affairs

had to be settled before his father’s demise,—would, the petitioner hoped, be con-

sidered a sufficient excuse for leaving the place without formal permission. In

reply to the Deputy Commissioner’s remark that the Inspector was encamped close-
ctfully states that he returned from casual leave on the
Muthupet and its neighbourhood on the 22nd and 23rd.
He was not able to ascertain the whereabouts of the Inspectort whose Head Quarters
:s Vodarniem—27 miles away from Muthupet——;_and even %f he .ha.d k?own th_e
’s camp on the 24th, i.e., the date on which he received mtlmat.lon of l'us
In'SPGGtOI‘ " (:13 t Chidambaram that very night for the settlement of family affairs
bex‘ng Waf'e fa:cher’s serious illness, it would not have been possible for the petitioner
O.W b hls aseen him, or to have obtained sanction of leave, as he had only two
sl avi{m to catch the morning train leaving Muthupet, and the Railway
hom"s i t;ro miles distant from J ambuvanoday, where the petitioner had
e Wa{-,sh 5. and the Inspector’s Head Quarters is 25 miles from the place of the
55 r‘nped’ 151; The petitioner begs to add that a few days after, his father
etltlon;r }sl' a;as.t- In consideration of the extraordinary circumstances of the case,
breathe.t. nl:r prays that the Government will be pleased to condone this slight
th:oﬁe;' ;i)ldgment committed in the impulse of overpowering filial affection.
er

30. Cmaree D. Falsely reporting that he put in a petition for casual leave for 24th

by, the petitioner respe
21st night, and was ab

and 25th May when he did not do so.”

« The application for casual leave is said to have been sent on the morning of the
d it finds a place in the Sub-Inspector’s Despatch Register (Exhibit Z) as No. 226.

an -
R v disappearance of this application has not been accounted for.

The mysterious

31. As already stated the petitioner did put in an appllication. for casual. lfaave

he 24th May 1895. This was numbered 226 and his Register (Exh1§1t.Z)
i the paper Was despatched on the 24th May. The cover contaning
Sh?ws B g cent on the morning of the 24th May to a Petty officer named
i ml}nber-ia-nswuctions to forward it by a special peon to the circle office (vide
Krishr}wr b ; ;ylation of which is given in the margin. The Petty officer in
Exbibit DD) & mhb 24th May (yide paper marked Al) a translation of which
s Vé'ém that the cover containing the application
for casual leave was despatched to the Ins-
Order to Petty officer O the first pector by 7 P.M. on that date (24th May). The

ade peon of Party No- i that application should therefore have reache('l t‘he
. The enclosed &% co;er:ent to circle office in the usual course, and this in-
are to g0 £ InSpecm: ::;t peim-, your ference is strengthened by the registry (No.
b i"ﬁ;fﬁeef ’;viihlihe order must be 1903), in " the Received Begister of the Ins-
il;.::tligand this order returned: 2 pector’s office (vide Exhibit marked B1), of the
24-5-95 ] sd. C. D'Sg:;_l}:ip}ctor. petitioner’s application referred to above. On
B, The entry of two_covers in- his way .back to Muthupet on the 2£th Ma}"

teadN .of .one cover to Tnspector i8 & he petlthnel‘ came. to know, at Tiruturai-
:lerical erTor. pundy Railway station, that the Inspector hafl

: ; 4

his arzi also 3
1 1 argl

is also given 11 the miargi,
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Translation of 4 1.

encamped there and so he got down at that sta-
RESPECTED SIR,

tion though he had his ticket to Muthupet to per-

Veeran of Party No. 7 brought six  sonally explain to the Inspector the urgent na-

covers with an order stating that two g o the circumstances under which he avail-

covers were ad- . 2 o s

To Inspector cover 1 4 - " ed himself of the two days’ leave in anticipation
To Petty officer, ressed to the Ins- A -

No. 7 Party cover} pector and that Of sanction, and as that officer said he had not

s " they should be des- seen his leave application, he presented to him

patched by a spe-  another application numbered 227 (Exhibit C)

cial peon to circle - jn accordance with his instructions. It is respect-
office. The covers were received as noted

B i marain: - Fhesclibt: Macinding £ fullx submitted that the entry in the Received

orders, T have despatched by a special Bvegister alluded to above could not refer to the

peon the one cover addressed tothe Ins- Second application, seeing that the Inspector had

pector. As stated in the order, two covers jp Lig report (vide paper marked Exhibit C1)

SiTee to Tnspector meby mob. e % e Assistant Commissioner, dated the 23rd
ceived. I beg to inform this, 4

T gy December 1895, No. 2830 (in reply to the

Petty officer No. 455. 1)eputy Commissioner’s Proceedings No. 5388,

24—5—95, dated 18—12-—95), stated that the second

7 ru.  application (No. 227) was not registered in his

office. It is not at all clear how the first leave

application had disappeared. Thus there is positive proof ‘to show that your

petitioner despatched his first application on the 24th May and the Inspector’s

office Received Register shows that it was received there. The mysterious

disappearance of the application is therefore a matter for which the Inspector’s
office alone is responsible and not the .

poor petitioner.

n
”

W B
S e

”

82. “The entries in this Exhibit Z, from Nos. 214 to 226, bear dates varying from
22nd to 24th May 1895, but they certainly appear to have been written all at one time.”

33. [Exhibit Z is the petitioner’s Despatch Register.
written up by the petitioner himself with the same pen an
submitted that it is not surprising that they look alike.

As this Register was
d ink, it is respectfully

34. “It is a significant fact that of the N umber,

Nos. 214, 215, 216, 217 and 221 were
only received on the 29th May,

No. 222 on the 30th, No. 224 on the 27th and Nos. 225 and

226 not at all. None of these were received by Inspector until long after the Sub-Inspector’s
return from Chidambaram on the 25th, and the onl

were not written until then and were all antidated in
story.”

Y proper inference seems to be that they
order to give colour to the Sub-Inspector’s

35. From the petitioner’s Despatch Register (Exhibit Z), it will be observed
that Nos. 216, 217, 221, 222, 224 and 225, all addressed to the Inspector were des-
patched on one and the same day, viz., 23rd May. According tothe rules of the
Department, all such papers should be put in one cover and this was done on the
present occasion. It is not therefore understood how one of them (No. 225) was
lost and the rest happened to be received at different dates as stated by the
Deputy Commissioner. This may probably be due to the fact that the Inspector’s
Received Register was not being properly maintained at the time. This surmise
is borne out by the fact that Nos. 217, 222 and 224, though admitted by the Ins-

‘pector to have been received (vide paper marked Cl—Inspector’s letter
No. 2330, dated 23rd December 1895)) do not find any entries in the Received

.

MRS

o

B

. Y. , Further, the petitioner
Register. % .

bmits in ti1is .connection that Nos. 218, 219, 220, 223 which were .despat.cheti with

e ddressed to the Inspector on the 23rd had reached their destination on

e d it is not understood why the letters addressed to the Inspector

S “tl: received by him on different dates and one of them altogether

e S o circumstances, it is submitted that it is rather hard on the

reliable documentary evidence shoulwe d;s%z(gig a.;dﬂtlléa;nl:j
&
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missing. In thes
itioner that o
poor petitione
should be condemned on the strength of such an 4
pector’s Received Register appears to be. -
36. ‘“The explanations connected therewith (disappearance of the leave :,lpphc.z:itxon)
. ; tampering with the evidence
ibi d EE, shew that there has been some pering
Exhibits AA, BB, DD, an A

the part of the Sub-Inspector which is in itself very suspicious.”
on the pa

It is not clear what is meant by  tampering with the evidence.” If it is
3 ¥ titioner induced the witnesses to give a version of the facts favour-
sl tha't theifp el:ut incorrect, the petitioner humbly begs to submit t}.laf' not a
able .to e (’1 ce has been adduced to support the charge. In Exhibit AA,
Partwle. o STER t taken by the Petty officer, Krishnier, from Peon No. 726
which. 18 a Statime;rd June 1895, the peon explained the delay in the delivery of a
(Pothiyan) on tte him on the 23rd May 1895. On the other hand, in Exhibit BB,
cover entruste;i foth; Giis oon before Assistant Inspector), he stated that no
(the statemeli osted to him on the 23rd May 1895, and that he did not make any
cover was en I:lbefore the Petty officer. It is in the first place not understood
such statemen Exhibits should have been brought forward in connection with the
w.hy e f );ecwe application which was despatched on the 24th May 1895. How-
(lisappooraen . the petitioner cannot be held responsible for the contradictory state-
efer this nay be;he I;on. The first of the statements, it will be remembered, was
ments made b3yd JulI;e i.e., before it was known that any enquiry would be made
e r‘t' ner. ’ while on the other hand, the second statement was got out
against the g l(:1er ’ eculiar circumstances. Attention is respectfully solicited to
e thenggg?;]ﬁch tllie Inspector gave directions to the Assistant Inspector as
Exhibit F, m

follows :—
o

, s : i how it i
38 * u'Next get hold of peon No. 726 and ask him about his explanation, and how it is

S Tmon'k punish him if he will speak the truth, &c. ; also enquire of his
i
true, and promise

men (peons) ab Muthupet.’

39. The petitioner
nates of the Department,

need not say how this will be understood by the subordi-
and it is not a matter of surprise th?,t the peon was made

i g statement. Any Way, as these Exhibits d(? no.t have atny
to contradict his 0‘71.1 ’s case, he could possibly have had no motive in tartlp'ermg
bearing on the petltlone}r1 il ot therefore dwell upon it any further. Exhl.blt ]?D
with this evidence, ik I&a‘ 1895, of the petitioner to Petty oﬁ.icer, Krishnier,
is the order, dated o co{rel‘ containing the casual leave application No. 226, by
directing him to send ﬂ;es ector on the morning of the .24th May 1895. Ifl Ex-
a special peon to the :Emde by Petty officer, Krishnier, before the As§1§tant
hibit EE, (the stat:m(:;l June 1895.) the Petty officer stated that the petitioner
Inspector on the -«23 soatch to the Inspector by a special peon on the 261th May
sent him a covel; f;znteoll’wious]y refers to a different cover (which has no relavency
1895. This state
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in the petitioner’s case) and not to the one containing the leave application, seeing
that the Petty officer had already admitted (in Exhibit Al)yhaving received and
despatched the cover containing the leave application to the Inspector on the
24th May at 7 par. It is therefore not understood why this Exhibit (EE) should
be brought in here at all. If the petitioner had been given an opportunity of cross-
examining the witnesses, as should have been done under the Standing Orders of
(Government, he would have pointed out then and there the irrelavency of this
evidence. As it was, these statements were taken when the petitioner was on two
month’s leave at Chidambaram and the whole enquiry was conducted in his absence.

40. Cnaree E. Reporting that he left his Range on the 24th May when he really left

it on the 23rd.”

41.  The petitioner submits that at the end of para. § of his Proceedings the

The Station Master’s statement in
Exhibit Q :—

“Isaw him again after that on the
Amavasai day. He came to the station
and left by the 8-10 a.mM. train. I re-
collect this occasion and fact, because
being the New Moon day and a Hinda
feast day, I asked him why he was
leaving on that day without performing
his ceremonies. Had he left by the
afternoon train, I would have had no
reason to make the remark about the

, ceremonies to be performed, as they have
to be performed only between 10 AM.,
and 12 am.”

The Hospital Assistant’s statement in
Exhibit S :—

“I recollect that the S. I. saw me one
morning at about 7 or so in a short time
after his return and told me that he was
going back as his father was hopelessly
ill. On this occasion, I asked him Rs. 5
due to me from him, as I was in need of
money then which he paid. I do not
remember the date, but as he said,
it was a special day for the Hindus.”

quotation in margin). Moreover,

Deputy Commissioner limself admits that the
evidence adduced in support of this charge is not
conclusive and he has consequently eliminated it
altogether (vide the second line of para. 6 of his
Proceedings). The petitioner will not, therefore,
take up the time of Government by dealing
with it. As that officer however considers that
the petitioner’s statement is an exceeding-
ly improbable one,” he begs permission to
point out that it is not so. The petitioner’s
statement is that a messenger from Chidam-
baram came to Muthupet on the night of the
23rd May and on being informed that the peti-
tioner was at J a.mbuvanoday, he came there on
the morning of the 24th idem. The petitioner
at once returned to Muthupet and taking the
8 A.M. train went to Tiruvalur and, after finish-
ing his business there, took the next train to
Chidambaram and arrived there the same night.
These facts are proved by the statements of the
Station Master and Hospital Assistant both of
whom stated in Exhibits Q and S that the peti-
tioner left by the 8-10 a.. train on the Ama-
vasai day which was the 24th May 1895 (vide

the ticket register (Exhibit MM) shows that

two tickets (and only two) were issued on the 24th May 1895 from Tiruvalur to
Chidambaram (and not seven as incorrectly stated by the Inspector in his report)
and this shows that the petitioner and the messenger travelled on that day.

42. Further, the absence of a through-ticket from Muthupet to Chidambaram

on the 23rd, which according to the theory of the Deputy Commissioner there
ought to be (had the petitioner really travelled on the 23rd), corroborates the peti-
tioner’s statement that he did not leave Muthupet on the 23rd, but that he (accom-
panied by messenger) travelled on the 24th alone.

43. In addition to the above charges which have been framed against him, the
petitioner has been accused of falsifying records and telling deliberate falsehoods

13

in connection with all the charges. It seems to be unnecessary t-o deal separate];;
with these vague accusations, seeing that they stand or f.all with the. 5 forma

framed against him. The petitioner believes that in the preceding paras.
charl%es cceededb in showing these charges to be untenable and unfounded,
:}:sd ifa ihissuis so, the charge of falsifying records and of making false statements

necessarily falls to the ground.

44. In conclusion, the petitioner would respec‘?fully.solicit the at:tenti‘(il]l1 9f
Government to his petition to the Board of Revenue in which he .has dealt wi . in
i the several charges framed against him. The charges virtually are -t ree
fletall v (1) overstayal of casual leave, (2) falsely reporting that he put in an
o m‘unb.er—; r casual leave, and (3) leaving jurisdiction without permission. As
AL f;)rst charge,. the petitioner’s own diary (Exhibit A) and hiszeport
regar.d g t}(l)eo f taking over charge on return from leave, corroborated as they are
(Exhlblt )0_ the peons’ note books (Exhibits GG, HH and IT) and the “"ritten
with the ent?;}i: Station Master, (Exhibit Q) and the Hospital Assistant, (Exhibit S)
statelnea.nts o e that the petitioner did join duty on the forenoon of the 22nd
Conduswf’ly I’;’;(l):;n such independent documentary evidence was available to bear
s S h of the petitioner’s statement, it is respectfully submitted that it is
¥ fihe tmt' : them and frame a charge against the petitioner on the uncorrobora-
;1 ljifig:aiot::‘i;ﬁlony which have all of them been shown to be utterly contradictory.
e
TheIseCO ctor’s Office which, on an examination, is not only found to be anteust,
i a piece of evidence but also does not bear out the charge; on the contrary
mﬁ;t t}}Mz:s;p(;i)tio’1‘1er did put in a leave application is cle,ar frqm thfa petitioner’}i
tch Register, corroborated as it is by the Petty officer’s arzi to him of the 24t
i dvising despatch of the application to circle office. TAS .regar.ds. th'e last
T the petitioner begs to submit that in leaving his jurisdiction in anticipation of
charge efi,)he leave he had applied for, a procedure adopted in urgent cases, he
e d on the support of his superiors in view of the extraordinary circum-
St '?1 ecessitated him to leave the station, viz., his father being in his
et z)tally unconscious state and the consequent necessity there was for
i ra being the eldest son, to see him without delay, tc_) settle the fam.ily
o R rform the necessary ceremonies before and after his father’s demise.
affairs, and to pe :hat though “the original offence might have been met with by a
The Board st.a,t.e ; t. the manner in which he tried to evade its consequence shows
less severe punishmen ’th and unfit for Government Service.”” The petitioner res-
him to be utterl.y unWOzh eycharge of evasion of consequence of original offence cannot
pectfully submits tha.t when thesupposed original offence itself has not, in fact, been
be brought home to hﬁl"oner hopes he has completely established. The petitioner
committed, as the petl lharges against him were framed on entirely untrustworthy
having sho‘im that.: the ¢ it is to say the least of it unfair to consider the peti-
and insufﬁ(:lenf.? ewden:es stworthy and untrue without any evidence whatever and
tioner’s a‘s s?rtmlfs oy rtunity of cross-examining the witnesses and without
without giving him an OPPC;I esy framed against him with the connected records
giving h1m oy ':f;e?zxcl::iion from him, as required by the standing orders of
and obtam;ng ; ;::lpetition}; r has served in the Department for nearly 13 years,
Glovernment.

death-bed in

nd charge is based entirely on the authority of the Received Register of 5
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having risen by hard and honest work to the position of the 2nd grade Sub-
Tnspector (with salary Rs. 60 per mensem) and so far his truthfulness and honesty
has never been questioned. On the contrary that he could stand against the
‘Dbesetting temptations of a low paid subordinate will be evident from the fact
that he successfully prosecuted to conviction thres offenders against Abkari Law
who attempted to bribe him. A reference to the defaulter sheet and service
book will show that his conduct was uniformly good. He served with zeal
and energy under many officers, all of whom have appreciated the services of the
petitioner and submitted promotion rolls in his favour, so much so, that shortly
before your petitioner was drawn into this unfortunate affair he expected a promo-
tion to the Assistant Inspector’s grade. ST ;

~ 45. The petitioner hopes that having regard to the position held by the peti-
tioner in the Department and to the entirely untrustworthy evidence on which the
charges have been framed against him and to the hardships he has been needlessly
subjected to, the Government will favourably consider the petitioner’s case and res-
tore him to his appointment with arrears of pay. For this act of mercy and
Justice the petitioner shall, as in duty bound, ever pray-

Your Excellency’s
most obedient and humble Servant,
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