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in Council of Fert S21int George,

Reference No. 1297 dated__171h November 1598,

The memorial of A.Krishnzswami Alyangar, late 4th

clexrlk, Deputy collectuor?s officc,Tiru:oilur,Sounh Arcot Dis~

Aismissal from the service,is

vricu,appealing Bgalnst his

submitvuved Tor the ordels of GoveI'nment,

e The memorialist was dismissed by the Collectol, ;
South Arcot,on the following chaxges: - &
(1) that he was ‘the author of a psefdon;mous petition “y
sent o the Bozrd containing grossly delam3Tory eﬁd Talse =& _ﬁ

statenents ggainst the Huzur Sheristadal.

(2) that,while Special Fund clexl of the Collector?s offiece
he improperly secured the lodgment witheut disposal in the
Cuddalore Tsldk office of an official report which hat‘.m
prought to 1ight Ly@ fact that 2 keaxrnam had drawn pay Toxr &
paxriod when he was on leave and was not entitled o any PAY.

e The first charge arose out of the receipt by the
Roaxd of 2 pseld onymous petition defaming the Wazur Sherlis-—
radar. South Arcot District,which peritiones W3s transferred
o the Collectox fox disposal,The Collector held an inquiry,
apd after a comparison of the writing and lanpguage of The
pevition with the wWriting and language of other documents ad-

nitvtedly written by the memorialist,and an exzmination of the

ink and paper used,came TO the conclusion that the memorialisk
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His EXCELLENCY

SIR ARTHUR E. HAVELOCK, ¢.c.m6., G.C.LE
COVERNGR 0/ COUNCIL 6F THE PRESIDENCY OF
FORT SAINT GEORGE

MADRAS

The humble memcrial of A. KrisaNaswamI
A1vancar, Late Fourth Clerk in the
office of Deputy Collector, General
duties, Tirukoilur Division, South Arcot
District.
Most RESPECTFULLY SHOWETE,

That your humble petitioner was holding the post of Fourth Clerk in the office
of the General Duty Deputy pollector, Tirukoilur till 18th May 1897 when the
Collector by his Proceedings * dated 13th May 1897 dismissed him from public service
on two charges.

 *Marked A

2. That thereupon, your petitioner appealed to the Hpnorable Members of the
Board of Revenue who, in their Proceedings * No. 3869 Mis, dated 14th October
1897 (herewith appended) dismissed the appeal, declining to interfere on petitioner’s
é behalf,

*Marked B

3. That petitioner now begs to approach Your Excellency in Council, with
this petition, praying that under the circumstances set forth herein and in the
appeal petition to the Board (herewith appended*), Government will be pleased to
reverse the order of the Collector referred to above and restore him to his post.

*Marked C

4. Your petitioner begs leave to submit that the printed copy of his appeal

petition to the Honorable Members of the Board of Revenue may be referred to and |

perused for a full explanation of the two charges brought against him by the Collec-
tor; and petitioner prays that in the disposal of this petition Government will be
pleased to give due consideration to all that is against him, taking a dispassionate
view of the whole matter.

5, Thetwo charges are :—

d (a)

“that he (petitioner) is the author of a pseudonymous petition submitted

to the Board containing grossly defamatory and false statement
against the Huzur Sheristadar.”

(b) * that he (petitioner| improperly secured the lodgment in the one dis-
- posal in the Cuddalore Taluq office of an official report, by drafting

- with his own hand the word * lodged ” which the then Taluq

Head Accountant initialled.”

6. As to the first charge
Petitioner emphatically denies having anything to do with the pseudonymous
_petition in question and the gronndsstated by the Collector are quite insufficient to
establish the guilt of any person, These are fully discussed in the appeal petition
to the Board. In support of his order and to prove that the two charges have been
made out against the petitioner the Collector, in his letter forwarding petitioner’s
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““in vain”? At this rate, every person who tries for an office

~paper was available till very recently in the office .
subsequently the Special Fund Department supplied its own stationery. The petitioner

2

appeal petition to the Board, makes certain statements and assign certain reasons‘

which require some explanation.

7. In the first place, to show that he could have no prejudice against the peti«
tioner, the Collector says in para 2 of his letter, that of the two charges, one * wag
initiated by the Assistant Collector, Cuddalore Division while the other was the out-
come of an independant enquiry instituted by the Sheristadar”, Petitioner most
humbly submits, that at the time the two enquires are said to have been made he
was at l'irukoilur, doing duty in the General Duty Deputy Collector’s office and ,was
not aware of anything. HEnclosures * will clearly show that petitioner was refused
leave from 21st December 1896 till 18th. May 97 in spite of his repeated applications
for leave and made to remain at his post. The Collector while attempting to show
there could be no prejudice on his part clearly exhibits his strong prejudice in para 3
of his letter. He says “ he (petitioner) was offered an opportunity of an explanation
before f_ormwl sentence was passed on him”. This clearly proves that the Collector
had prejuiged petitioner and his mind was prepared to reject whatever petitiones
could offer by way of explanation. 1In the same para (3), the Collector says “tlo
records of the enquiry will show that he petitioner was proved to be the author of
the cowardly petition on the strongest documentary evidence .
bare inferences from the alleged similitude in writing and the statement of the
Sheristadar that petitioner must be the author of it, petitioner submits there ig no
evidence of any kind to conviet him with the authorship of the pebi'tion In question ;
and yet, the Collector says there is-the * strongest documentary evidence *, What i;
.18, it is hard to find out.

8. ‘Secondly. To show that petitioner had bad feelings towards the Sheristadar
the Collector states certain circumstances which petitioner was quite unaware of an(i
then says in his order “ He had for years been trying to get the Sheristadar to take
him into his department but in vain’. In para 4 of his letter the Collector says
“the word lum referred to the petitioner, not as he supposed to the peon . Petitioner
once again submits that he never entertained any ill feeling towards the Sheristadar
Petitioner had nothing to do with the peon and never tried for an appointment unde[:

“the Sheristadar. Granting for argument sake, that the word him in the sentence
above quoted refers to the petitionar it doss not in any way make the petitioner’
position worse. Why should there be enmity if as the Collector says the trial Wa:

and fails to get it

must be presumed to be in bad terms with the officer to whom he applied

R .Thirdl-'/'. When referring to the paper and ink of the psendonymous petition
in question as evidence of petitioner's guilt the Collector in paras 6, 7 and 8 of his letter*
eays as follows :—(a) * Theolder form of Government paper merely have the im

pression of the water mark on one half of the sheet” ang « a small supply of this

(b)*In 1892 and for sometime

who was Head Clerk therefore purchased the supply and ¥or- reason of hib ‘Gwa
supplied black, red, and violet inks.” It will be seen from the Collector’s own statement
that the stationery of the Special Fund Department was supplied by the petitioner
in 1892 and subsequently petitioner submits that till the close of 1894, all the special
fund stationery were purchased by the petitioner in the local shops at Cuddalore. Peti-
tioner therefore could have no access to Government paper till the close of 1894, At the
beginning of 1895 the new form of Govt. paper bearing watermark on both half of
the sheet was supplied to the 8. F. Department as to other departments. Petitioner
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whs doing daty as Special Fund Head:Clerk till 24th October 96 and as Fourth Clerk
in the General Duty Deputy Collector’s office, Tirukoilur from 21st December 96 till
the date of his dismissal 7.e 18th May 97 whers also the new form of paper was in use.
Petitioner therefore submits he could have no access at any time to the old form of
Government paper bearing water mark on one half of the sheet ; and to the knowledge
of the petition, there was no supply at all of this paper to the Special Fund Depart-
ment or the General Dnty Deputy Collector’s office to which the petitioner was atta-
ched. It issimply strange that the petitioner should be supposed to have caught hold
of this paper & the purpose of writing a pseudonymous petition. It will thus be seen
the from this circumstance the writer of the petition in question cannot be the petitioner
Tiovegard to the ink also, petitioner’s supply to his department lasted till the end of 95
At tho beginning of 96 Government supplied black ink as also paper which was the
one in use till the petitioner was transferrred to Tirukotlur wherealso black ink was the
onein use. It is not true as the auditor is alleged to have said that the violet ink was
discontinued at the instance of the Treasnry Deputy Collector. The audit and se-
cond clerks who are stated to have said so have not been examined in the presence of
the petitioner and have not beon subjected to cross-examination. It will then be
seen that petitioner was not ¢ partial to violet ink™ and that ink was not in use in
the office at the time the pseudonymous petition in question is alleged to have been
written. In fact it was discontinued long prior to that date. After all, violet ink is
not such an uncommon article. It is obtainable in all shops and any person may
have recourse to it. So it is most humbly submitted that nothing could be inferred
from the nature and ink of the petition in question, adverse to the innocent petitioner.

4

10. Granting that petitioner * nearly always used this kind of ink (violet)” as
stated by the Collector in para 10 of his letter is it probable that an *astute”
aiyengar and “ an adept’ as observed by the Collector would have chosen to write in
that ink whereby he could easily be detected ? Is he the only person that could use
violet ink ? The Collector remarks in the same para “ what looked like an innocent
peculiarity was really a secret sign ” What the “ secret sign ” it is not explicable
nor is it stated by the Collector granting however that it was a “secret sign” is it in
the least probable that petitioner would have ventured to make use of it in the
pseudonymous petition in question and that at a time when he was reduced and has
incurred the displeasure of the Collector This is a point which the petitioner
submits, the Government will deeply consider.

11.  Fourthly ;—Another ground on which the Collector connects petitioner
with the authorship of the pseudonymous petition is this. * It was written about the
same time as his appeal to the Board viz 7th January and the appeal of peon Muni-
se.ny” (para 10 of his letter ) Petitioner has already submitted that he had nothing
t¢do with peon Munisamy. As to the statement that the petition in question was
written about the same time as hasappeal to the Board i.e. 7thJanuary 97. Petitioner
begs to submit that is exactly the reason wlﬁy the author of it is not and could not be
the petitioner. * Is it probable that a person appealing to the Board against-the
Oollector’s order would venture to send a psendonymous, petition at the same time
damaging Collector’s Sheristadar. What gould be the advantage to petitioner by such
aprocedure ? Asa matter of fact, petitioner was at Irikoilur while peon Munisamy
was in Cuddalore subjail.

12. Fifthly Then as to the similitude of the writing in the pseudonymous petition
with the admitted writing of the petitioner. The Collector in para 10 of his letter
gays that certain words- certain letters are similarly written and formed in certain
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documents in the handwriting of petitioner and pseudonymous petition. The latter pet® Current NO-‘-I T50 l Q¢
tion in question is not before the petitioner. The petitioner was not asked to explain i
the alleged similarities in the formation of words and letters and it is not unlikely % :

that some words or letters will appear similar in different persons’ bandwriting. No

inference could therefore be drawn from such circumstances even if they really exist. ‘ From m o-s—~o\. 9"{3’ Rouv. uﬁ/v\d\__ GQAA") ! . '

But petitioner most humbly submits that the Government will be pleased to make the

: n

“ = ‘ A 9 ;
comparison between the pseudonymous petition“and the admitted writings 'of the B . Yo | 294 M Dated ) | W vt o Aty 189 4
petitioner and satisfy itself before coming to any conclusion in the point. In Section 6 of A :
para 10 of hisletter the Collector says “the style of the petitioner in his admitted docu- & , : FOR ORDERS.
‘ments is identical in that adopted in the pseudenymous petition and goes on to exemplgy H 5 ‘
in'terms” most humbly beg to bring the following to your honors gracious (favourable 8 | : L
benign)consideration his partiality for words like consideration arrangement. Asregards } )’e\ﬁ- CL++IQ{L OARA- ) w‘_ o ‘I o

‘this point petitioner submits that above form of style is not peculiar to him alone and

that almost all petition writers and even high educated men adopt this language : t'/bw/k [PV W%%Mq M&A Lt Al J

when addressing Government officials in authority. It cannot be denied for a moment | ¥

tl:{:]h the (llanguaie zndgwords pointed out above are commonly in vague in petitions &ﬁ,‘_ e, e RIS, WN‘ 0y By m "‘:f-
addressed to high ‘Governme ials., : : . 4
scrutinby he éﬁud:}g the similarit;tex(:i(;:]io tisove(:;lljszc)lls as:g sphtt}-)aast;s.fm?et‘i:?i?rf:: : A" 'S"M ”b‘/-’ M : Wros d'V’WM
' submits it is a thing that could be ruti : i b ‘ b
"A ~the Goverr;(;nent Wﬁl make in the ixl:::t‘i:;soz:yab?alsl:::Jnail.forA‘:htII?: :;in;st(i}zlneﬁgzg- : L'\( Ww e w“‘\”“
“tior ou bmit it i O P i ‘ ¢ B i X
‘ tuhew‘:r\;;ing oiud)ir;:;‘;z;sp::sto::msual to find similarity in words and phrases even 1n M\W o*- R w Mq (_CJ,:(L %
1t is therefore submitted that all » mpartial : ' BB
examiner could not connect the'petitior::: s:'itiri}zaoz)szzf;::?xnﬁi p?t?:io:tl o KPW - S 2 «J OHDKOA ‘t M ' .‘
13+ A4s to the second charge ; " ‘

Petitioner submits his only fault if fault it conld be was that he helped the Talug pound . D<k /‘_A/e.k__ \) . 6'“/\ MH_ @J o et

gumastah in writing the word “lodged” in a village report as the latter wasignorant ' ¥ 1 D Larnan N
-of English. Petitioner submits he never knew the contents of the report and had no -  axiie "&' ‘*{3

other motive than to help a brother clerk at his request. Petitioner never intended to DR : Q ' P g
commit any fraud nor as he aware of any fraud; and it is not explicable how the ! Hﬁ’ oas : tv ol (_FP': P ‘6'5“
- intention of the petitionerinvolved any pecuniary loss to Government, | Ve Y 0¥ e }, vi! &
[t is not as stated by the Collector, the petitioner’s duty to check this work of i 3 % a\ y {. u 4 ""1 ‘*
the Taluk pound gumasta, In fact such reports always remain in the Taluk Office
and are never despatched to the S, F. Department -of the Collector’s Office. The
Talsildar or th‘e Head Accountant who are bound to check and initial it, is the _ » YAs ot 2 X s Ao d 96 .10 9%
persons responsible for the accuracy of the statements therein made. In fact
petitioner had and could have nothing to do with the report in guestion. Merely
because he wrote the word “lodged” for the Taluk pound gumasta a$ his reque
petitioner could not be considered to have known its contents or the accuracy thereof.
y .~ “And it may be submitted that petitioner has already suffered for his imprudence in
yo helping the Taluk Pound gumasta by his reduction from the post of L. F. Head
’ Clerk to that of fourth clerk in the ‘General Duty Deputy Collector’s, Office. Peti-
. tioner submits that he should not be punished twice for the same act. It is probably
= P joined to the 1st charge, so petitioner presumes, to make it all the more stronger.
168 5 14‘_’ "1 Plti’tionér therefere most humbly prays that Govt. will duly consider this

@

% i ;ﬁ?"? ﬁéﬁiioq}a]oug with the printed copy of the appeal petition to the Boa:rd and taking
- aliberal and impartial view of the whole matter laid before it, set aside the Collec-
‘tor’s order of dismissal of a public servant of 15 years’ standing and restore peti-
i, o |. tioner a poor and innocent man to his post. : '
£ 7290, For which act of kindness and charity petitioner will as in duty, bound” """ ~
e EVER PRAY.
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