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No,811 Misc.Datad 4th March 1899, 3

Raad lattar from C. H.Mounsay Esd. ,Ag.Collsector of ‘

Coimbatora to. ¢ Sacratary, to tha Commissionars of Land Ravemis, i3
ladras,R.on Pztn io.48-Rav, Appl of 1898,dat~d B4th Fsbruary 1899, '-j

——— " ——— - -

submits wo. Govarnm=nt tha memorial of —-=

Tha Board
M.R.Ry.A.Subbaratna Sastri,latsz Deputy Tahsildar and Sub-Magis—==—
Lravs,Avenashi,Coimbators District,praying that his memorial 0 --

His. Excellency ths Vicaroy im Couseil,ths transmission of which -—

was withhsld in G.0.No.505 Mis.Rav.,datad Srd Pabruary 1899,may ba
iy ;

jastinavion,.The atvtantion of Covarnment is inVie-

forwardsd O

its

tad o tha language in which the prasant memorial is conrchad,

r JTrus Dxtract/

Ag . SECTSUATY .

Pn the Sacratery: o Covarnm=nt,Ravanua Depertn=nt,with

memnoTial and Spclosures.
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IS EXCELLENCY THE RIGHT HON'BLE,
SIR ARTHUR ELIBANK HAVELOCK, G.C.M.G, G.C.1E,
GOVERBNORB IN COUNCIL OF WMADBAS.

The humble Memorial of A. SUBBARATUNA
Smastri, late Sub-Magistrate and
Deputy Tahsildar of Avanashi, Coim-
batore District, Madras Presidency.

Rourd of Hebewue

(Land Revenue),
MADRAS.

Te

 Most RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH

In obedience to the enclosed order of the BMadras Government, dated Srd
February 1899, No. 505, Mis. withholding his Memorial to the Government of India
forwarded on 13th October 1898, on the ground that the appeal was made more
than six months after the communication of the dismissal order without satisfactory
explanation of the delay, Your Excellency’s humble Petitioner most respectfully begs
permission to point out that the Memotial withheld was not the appeal but only a
supplement to the appeal (Enclosure II) which was submitted within six months
after the communication of the dismissal order and which the Government was
already pleased to forward to the Government of India (Vide Enclosure III). If
however the appeal submitted within the prescribed time should receive no considera-
tion on the ground of the delay in submitting the supplement, he respectfully begs
| A leave to give hereunder, as briefly as possible, the most horrible and extraordinary
—' § circumstances which led to his dismissal, and show that it was entirely owing toy

those ocircumstances and what followed as a necessary consequence thereof, that it.\

was utterly impossible to submit the supplement earlier,

T E R —

; 9, An accused person against whom a complaint of house-trespass and
assault was lodged before Petitioner, was maliciously induced by Petitioner’s enemy
the Police Inspector of his division to prefer a false complaint that the case was

 instigated by Petitioner, and to allege falsely that it was instigated because he had
previously rofused to do some help on account of a woman who was again falsely
alleged to have been Petitioner’s mistress and who had died.

1 3. This-complaint against Your Excellency’s Petitioner was enquired into
S kb b T 0% . by the District Magistrate Mr. H. Bradley as a File case without notice to Petitioner

and found to have been utterly false and concocted.
4, Thereupon, the Police Inspector who was all the time working systema-

3 S S

o tically against Petitioner, won over a certain disreputable person completely, and

Q ‘ prepared him to say that the woman had been in Petitioner's keeping.

! 5. The Head Assistant Magistrate, a young native who was for r

P & be i  acting on the Tnspector’s tales against Petitioner, and who had  ~
previously spoken to the District Magistrate personally in the matter, forwarded the
concocted witness in the custody of the same Inspector, knowing that the Inspector
was Petitioner’s enemy and Mﬁiﬁ!&ﬁﬁ%ﬂ@i’?ﬁﬂﬁ that the witness was
got up by the Inspector ; and by means of further false representations, induced the -
District Magistrate to accept the witness implicitly.

Subjeet.

i, Lo

A T e, . -
PRSI e R e
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The dismissal order was communicated to him on 30th October 1895, x
13, The dis :

; ed.
i.e. 37 days after 1t was Qpa.;ss r humbly begs permission to submit that the sole uos:
i No.w , Peh'uovx:';ether the entering into Petitioner’s alleged intlmgcy
tion at issue. in this case ‘Swas not illegal and improper. There was never gny com-
with the deceased '?m:; eased woman or any person interested. in her. behalf .that
plaint either f‘ro i hastity or that he had any manner of intimacy with her ; no:i'
B he!"c f d‘efama.tion from Petitioner against the e who defame
was there any complami; 0d kept the woman ; nor was any civil, crimma¥ or Revenue
him by alleging !;hat hed :nder the Code of Oriminal Procedure either with the cliluty
;. Court or Officer mve‘st:e into the alleged concubinage, for any othe.r cause. Sohi;c:re
or the power of ean"fE.g;. on to enter into the matter judicially, which the Co % or
was a clear logal probibi 1]d the Collector enter into the matter departmea.ntally. 0!.',
admittedly did. Nor cout unish Petitioner for keeping a woman, as will I;e m?e:;
the Government conld :;ll? grovernmenb did not punish him for'ke.epmg ifhe ec'szathe
fest from the f““’t b ': If the Government had really punished }:um fO.l‘ lta e
woman as gehev(e,gldb{n;v; plainly stated so. He is Eot awat"ehofd a% oimsg::hlzz aac(; |
ismissal order W : w has ever been punishe >
?':S::;j:h ¢ Gove.rnmei.l‘? s;n;?f? ?vlf:; 0t:'olobe taken notice of, very few Government | .
If suck vices in priva And if the private character of Gover'nment serva;zl;d we::
gervants could l')e S&f';]- best and most of them must become guilty of false : s :
to be enquired into: t ed T el A SF_‘EI_{,P’:}E?"_,._S?GT“S' Accordingly,
it is simply virtuons 81« conduc of public servants neither prohibit the act ?ft liree!r]:
tm?f;latmfm;m an enquiry into the matter. SboiI _thexien ::;sda,l:;: rl: _ewj;s $
ing a woman nor & ed concubinage departmentally. @ ;
ni“""“’ 4 er.zf":: ll;l::)itti]c::etn:hgat he had instigated : f: l:; ch];f‘gi:ic:g;:;st:agr::
omplaint again : : leged concubinage, but the Dis ' Sapmasihe
:“t; % connectwn::':: ;lfletl: faglsity of the complaiu‘b that .l:; n:’lel‘ ::::;:;ne:: |
so thoroughly convlbout it nor did he think it worth while to m ve = Z’tione’r s
Petitioner a word 2 Board. Nor has the Collector reported that i o
it in his report to t:,he larity as a consequence of the alleged co(tlmubmlalziie.c s
mitted any Ofﬁ"‘“] :r:fuw proved, Petitioner could have bﬁ.?eu plac§ :}’: S g
if the comﬂlam‘:' ¥ t enquiring into the alleged concubinage. In i unisi:ed 5528
trial directly o eﬂi(:ial irregularity, he cou!d have been deparf‘{;1 e; ;o{ I;md the e
he was g‘“il.tf Of_ any ;19 private matter. But the Governmer?t ) t; ol g =
without going .mtoh t bhe committed the above offence or any lrfr 1? % w:s ; G us, - &
o 5“515’“’::’;1;; P t: 5 i" ot::led.Colle:tor had wished : :
s s ter on any account.
e S o s, L i b
for a mom?n.t do so; but the Collector st‘;rong y a S e
ordered Petitioner to o S S T AR
character 0

| : 1t that the enquiry into
“the private Council will be graciously pleased to see that the enquiry

Your Excelleﬂc.?; li)li]nagﬁ was quite illegal and improper in every way. ;
c wes :
the alleged con

]5. Theu’ 1

t of such ap enquiry was worse than illegal and thag
o e n such a charge was equally so,

6. The District Magistrate accepting the witness recorded a sworn states
ment, that the woman had been in Petitioner’s keeping, without the least knowledge
of Petitioner, and in the presence of no other than the above Police Inspector, know-
ing that the same must llavq_'bq_gp fabricated by the said enemy of Petitioner,

—

inage of which it is imperatively laid
Procedure, that no court should take
person aggrieved by the defamation,

down in Section 198 of the Code of Criminal
cognizance except upon the complaint of the

8. Moreover, the District Magistrate just on the day preceding the actual
examination of the above Witness, questioned Petitioner also upon oath whether‘;t
was not true that the deceased woman had been hig mistress, recorded his sworn
denial and unnecessarily disgraced him, which, it ig humbly submitted, was against
all civil and criminal Jaws respecting-the sacredness of a man’s private character.

9.‘ In accordance with this vie
Petitioner might be retired on pension as he told falsehoods in g

concubinage, the Board of Revenue was pleased to cal] upon the Collector to explain

his unauthorized examination of Petitioner pon  oath about his private character.

must be always inexplicable,
10. So, it became all the more necessary for him to
believe that the aforesaid false evidence which he had also uged a
by submitting it to the Board, which was again,
anything about it, was not false and fabricated but

But the Collector could not explain it, as it

make the Board
gainst Petitioner
without letting Petitioner know
that Petitioner’s denial was falge,
11.  Accordingly, the Collector wrote to the Board that ho had since seen

a photo ofePetitioner said to have been io the possession of .tho deceased wo'man 3
but the photo was never shown to Petitioner, and was as it must necessanly'bo
another fabrication of false evidence. He algo made several other statements which
Petitioner has shown in the Memorial to be misleading, incorrect and untrae; and
consistently with such répresentations, changed his original recommendation into one

.\ for dismissal. Admittedly, the Collector had also had a previous personal conversas
\\ tion with one of the Commissioners of Land Revenue, in connection with the matter,

12. At last, the Collector was Supported thus : “ The Board after carefully
perusing the records” left untouched altogether

the point originally noticed by itself
viz. that the District Magistrate’s examination of Petitioner upon oath about his private

character was illegal, for which reason alone the Collector's report ought to have
been upset then and there ; misstated the aboye illegal act of the Distriet Magistrate
as his putting Petitioner upon hig defence which really never took place ; and
made no mention of the aforesaid false evidence actually placed before it, or of th¢

pleasant and painful truths ; and accordingly agreed wi

that Petitioner falsely denied that the deceased woman w
t this the Board congidered that Petitioner's ot
0 ’

yport that denial were so many other falsehoods, ang consistently, recommended
s;:ltp Petitioner having told falsehoods on such a scale should not be retained in
: :vice Accordingly, the Government dismisgeq him,
service.

] . .
:lief ‘;)unishment inflicted on him o
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16. As however the Govern
had previously drawn the attention of {
to the character of the enquiry,

ment itgelf so punished him even though he
he Collector, the Board and the Government
he concluded that it wag simply his misfortune ; but
Was to show that the charge was not proved, which, in

was purely a malicious falsehood.

17. Agreeably to his confidence, he found the Collector himself to state in

Lis report copy of which was granted 5 months after the communication of the dis-
missal order, “ Were it proved that the Woman had been in hig keeping I sbould have
recommended his prosecution,” and thus clearly admit that there was no evidence

prove it; while the Board and Government did not specify any ovidence to prove

the same. Thereupon, he submitted his appeal stating that the charge against him
was unfounded and not supported by the evidence, on 27th April 1896,

18, However, the C ollector, as submitted hereinbefore, had made several
extraneous, misleading, incorreet and untrue statements in the report, by which the
£

Government had been apparently led to think that he had kept the woman. There-
fore, he felt it necessary to show in a supplem

not be accepted as proving the charge ; but the
to grant all those records which would enabl
had expressly referred to those records in
some correspondence, the Government also fi
informing Petitioner that those records *
Ezclosures V and VI,

Collector refused (Vido Enclosure 1V)
e him 5o to show, though the Collector
Support of his statements; and after
nally confirmed the Collector’s refusal,
would not assist him in his defence,” Vide

19. This Government order was received b
“.e. eleven months after the .communication of the
after his submitting the formal appeal. He could
vented from obtaining the necessary redress.
the records refused would not assist him in b
him. The expression might mean that the
ment itself as worthy of no consider

Y him on 30th September 1896,
dismissal order and five months
not help feeling that he was pre-
The meaning of the expression that
18 defence, was also not quite clear to
records were rejected by the Govern-
ation and were Consequently immaterial to him;

: gainst him that he could gain nothing by getting
them, though he alone, in the consciousness of his innocence and in the interests of

hig defence, could know what he couid gain by seeing ther, Still, without brooding
over his persistent misfortune and giving up bis cause, and without losing: S
e L osh UFE T as he could prepare without the requisite
materials, and submitted it printed, on 9th December 1896, but with very little by

of convincing the Government of India of the real truth of the matter, as the supple®
aent was necossarily imperfeot. He™iridd By ipscta)! petitionsta Hbiain nn lasit
view with his Excellency the Governor in ordep to “disclose the secrots of the
misfortune referred to, in person ; but he did not succeed, While 80 painfully -iw&ud.'
he happened to be irresistibly led to the conclusion that the abovementioned language
of the Government could only mean that the records rofused were not relied upon by
the Government and that the Collector’s statements based on them could not theres
fore provo that ho had kept the woman. ~ Accordingly, he hoped that the order of
dismissal would, of necessity, be revised by the Government if ho put in a Review

5 i

Sacrétary Mr. Davidson that his ~ *

4 the then Und_ari ted a petition request-

. ining from ; he presen A , 2
Pgtition, So, ascertaining vernment, he preseiiEs = £ etitioner
supplement had pot et left the Madeas ) ow addressed to itself. But Pe Ey i

pplemen ik J6 ireated as 8 Review of tho Government declining
ing that the same or- Ot BB, o = ;

: ing the ord
wus entirely disappointed by B8 - _ ey eceived by him on 17th
modity its formes oohefes 2 g Tfier tho submission of the
90. This Governmen 'the> and eight days atver 425, Ao profed that

S mon <3 that it was not
November 1897, i.e. eleven admitted th aware of

tor himself admItEeT t have been »

:n o that the CO“‘?" Collector ‘E‘.‘_‘é,.,...,..,-.,-»—-v—-"
supplement. Seeing L coping bacouse {he BEHE Sy ector that, tho
the woman had bees 11 the point fabricated B 21 “any evidence proving the
the falsity Qf,_&be.ffidfg?e, o0 as they could 'D.Of',’ speél:y- 'coj’lectbr's own statements,
Board and Government f n:h;ed into beﬁiéﬁng, = b-y Ato‘iaé and Ae’l‘i‘abla him to meet
same; that they were howewi to grant the red” red Ir % od to inform him that the
but yet they were not P! vernment Was i e but not let him know what
those statements ; that the Goe ¢ him in Dis g the Government was not

rds rofused would not @ssi® and that still
reco .
igt him m
records would assist

ok et . ly thing %~ 40
the mattors * T | oht that the best and on _ AN a
. .o order: Petitione hhmg . & the witness suborned o SN Asj v\l
pleased to modify its mglnﬂpzf*“nity of Grmmmmmgtha%'ﬁhb woman had been . '/ &
' eod in cognito th . il
ho could do was t0 826 8% 980 Lo e stated " 7 that tho Collestor saw Peti- J"»’P, LAy
his onomy the Police TP (5 oy hom i a9 S8 L ol and beyond all doubt )«-*’y e

in his keeping, and the T¥ demmmpﬂﬁdy' allezation that the woman had o
: ) nd thereby AL sod than the By I3 ietly fall down. B g
tioner’s photo, 3 s . osoot |iim must quietly T
that there could 0t be 8 87" 0 hole fabric 888 e for suchan opportu- 17 T
Doen his mishralhs - codbi IgROAIREIRE Sy o ibion' b0, Shis Bioversone Tt
But ho had only to 707 refusal, 10 ‘dd;; :orp the Board and the local Govern- £33
.’ ” [l bk (25 7 :

: : f its g rmination before
nity, and in case Of © . il ek tomadm @ ISMEInALIon BEIOH
todi whioh must be .g’l.ﬂ‘lo ﬂ[ﬂ'ﬂﬂi‘ caamﬁﬁ“ a4 ndtwa basbye*“s ofbls ]lfB nob

» i nns‘f""d w&yhadm“pa A f his. Therefore,
mignk, A over. E’ML‘I: ,nd trouble for 10 fault 3 t of deféﬁ:ﬁﬁon
many monthe MEH astent 85T 20 todgd 8 "’°”’§§maesima opportu-
only in vain DY early in Do L pacting to get £h0 happoned that
without losmg. pt ’ wvw"milnn;.we@k ot g0, Bat, 36,0 hPP mplaint
against bis sud thats VIR S 10 o boforo whom the compla
nity as a matter of oonfl‘t ; Wof . risdiotion, had been just recently
Mr. A. O. Datt the A?.;mbu the law b lgest: B2 25 f the same Collector. He

, o 3 repol'f-' ) . :
‘had to be lodged coll::"' to thab Pﬂf""? ;‘h.zt Jost he should record a finding -
ipy into e

e s i .
degraded from Sub a0 M é ested af once _to. the. »bh.en District
did not make 3 . Bradley: Iam t might be summarily dismissed nn.der
Obnfm to the Npo“ SPW , that the gamp g ;‘a> te did not approve of the suggestion,
am'” ur' B : ST y 4

1. obtained the records of the Collector

= Ibni-'ﬁf TG e e tt:!:h(:bg::g,tﬂhde Enclos}:rgs.x & XI);
Vide Enclosure® Yﬂ Mnﬁiﬁgmw ;;d, quite qog't;pary to the plain law on
n:': ?" M“Eécrmve that he had not kept the Horian,
~patoner should PO ither tho truth of the defamas
. the. ,dafénda’?t .;; ‘geﬁ"jugﬁﬁed under any circumstance ;
r ,‘ ;umfyms ;‘5 ;fde‘t"i'ﬁgfh&t‘he's}]ould not be gllowed a.fteixi.l
retitionefdd:: ﬁow',',gn; the 'eﬁdenqg let in by‘ the defendant, as w

evide g Mot PR L

tion or the ¢l
and insisted 0B
wards to produce ot
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Ty

6
: . :
be seen from the affidavits filed by his FPleaders, Enclosures X I and XIII, Howe ' ;r (5) whether in the s o.'r' [P laeraanh ?.dmi.ssion t!.:at ii.; Pas
considering the enormous loss of time to which he had already been su.b'eot ;V‘;’u ; not proved that the woman gl beensin. b kagping, Ttﬁwa:
obeyed the order and produced the best evidence that could ever be s : proper that the Board. (?r Uoperpmogh .maﬂd conc-lude ey
T d _ produced to ¢ - any evidence that Petitioner falsely denied the keeping;

prove the negative, and proved that he had not kept the woman. Thereupon 1 y &5 = :
l{!‘;%_t_@ﬁs_@gtgd certain material facts appearing in the recorded evider & % (6) whether, if this conclusion 13 e legltlmate., i f'easonable ¥
to show that the defendant was justified in thinking that Petitioner hadm):’ st,o 1?’ : suppose thab Petitioner’s statements consistent with the above
womart, and threw out the case on that ground. No appeal lies a ainst eg o o ' denial were false;
discharge ; and Petitioner wished to try what little remedy was leg; IIoau ~0 . ]l?l‘ 7 7) whether, in such circumstances, it was not fair that P_eti_tioner
put in Revision petitions before the Sessions J udge and the High (;ourt ; ‘;Cton- ingly i ( should beg to know the evidence and records upon which he was
exeﬂrizise of their discretionary powers in the matter, both the °coqutS d,is r:ft 1;1 t:o : found guilty of falsehoods ; ;
pet.ltxc{ns on the ground of privilege, without calling for the records ‘SS: t ;9 ' . ther, on the Government refusing to let him know the same, |
believing that Mr, Datt would not have made any misstatements in I;is ju‘d'g::nllmll (8) i:l::as:';t an unavoidable necessity for himto try to establish

- ig o, X Ok e nce in the judicial course which was open to him, in
s goz Ic.o') ;I‘ilseg:;l: fgzat é);'d::: m(]?:.l%;:)})wés .pnssed on the 10th August 1898, :I;i:]‘::::xpected to be able to do so within a f'ew We?eks at most
ey judicialf Bovies R b rsmaine; e h,imef‘xtlxoner was thus disappointed even and in which he would have surely eﬁ'ected his object but for
Mr. A. C. Dutt for knowingly disobeying a dirccticol; “i); i‘;:"lj‘g: a(.:: mrl,l(?(;nlt ngainst ' ; Mr. Dutt’s deviatiro_!i.fl:?fjljﬂ_l?}?m D the matter ;. .
or in accordance with the suggestion of the Acting Chief Justice’ Ofutlc. v . P, 0.), _ ) amkind and me.rcflful that the delay which was 80
verbally made, to apply for sanction to prosecute the above malie 18 ; igh (‘:ourt 1 ( ndis pensable and which Petntlon.er had. no power to -prevenc,
in which case, hie could not escape on the ground of privileze, Buti;?]:, or perjury, T should be taken as a ground for withholding the Memorial.
occupy & considerable length of time in addition to other ha:dships. IIc: L;Zritf?::::;id . Excellency in Council may be graciousl

04, Your 0 so.many_other ways of leading the Board

N w‘ . o . -
> etitioner had kept the woman, failed to examine in
the aforesaid witness of his enemy and get it proved direotly

poned both the steps; and trusting to Justice itself, he prepared a fresh
with such reliable materials as he had been abls to gather
’

10 La\L

and submitteq it printed,

on 13th October 1893, requesting that the same might be forwarded to the G i
mont of India in continuation of his formgl dial: overne i Petitioner’s prese;” and how, in the face of the repeated orders of the Viceroy on
\ t her; . ;
; ¢ he had kep : he Board and Government not to notice the failure.
22. Thus, Your Excellency in Council will be graciously pleased to ::: gubject; ib W8 pfls‘:]: :;l;:p:ct.fully begs permission to submit that the fact of
that the delay noticed in the submission of the supplement was Py 3 ;100 Petitioner mosb h‘}m i'he Collector was himself convinced of the falsity and fabri-
unavoidable : :
r was i d not have come into existe but fi
23. Petitioner most humbly begs permission to ask whether in accordance ) t::ir;t:gbe witness’s s.tat:::‘: ::,;::h; ::ruihex:‘: was otherwise no reaszze wh; t;:
: : ¢ B 3 ition:
with the world-famed principles of the British justice, and the most benevolent \ dis recording 16 18 Pet:::t there was no evidence to prove the alleged concubinage.
orders of the Governor-General and Vigero abou : : tor should siabe : that statement, it would be impossible with all his '
_ y t the dismissal of public servants Collec A let the Board see . ;R \ : '
' it was not absolutely necessary to congider ; : " But if he did not eto Jead the Board to think that Petitioner’s denial was false, So,
y assertions Board ; and avoided the necessity of explainin
(1) whether it is just that Petitioner should be dismissed on g b : Pel's:::“rﬂy genb thﬁ. stmm::'i‘t?e:smin Petitioner’s presence, by stating ltlllxit hf
 charge of falsehoods which arose only in consequence of . ; ll:e !:,miasiO“ to examine 5h:mer stated that he was unable to make his defence.
justiﬁ.able enquiry, and deprived even of the pension Wh?:h u;:- g dl; not do 80 “”::&ioher, the Collector was also never questioned as to what
had rightfully earned for his 27 years’ servico; : '? But, unfOrtuuataly fo!; Petitioner for his defence before examining the witness in
: ity he had o 3%% = hat Petitioner could neves b
(2) whether, even in that case, it i Moessity be BaC == a well known fact that Petitioner could n?ver prove that
should be supported by the ;vi;:n:‘:t. necessary that the chargd® ‘ his presences though it 3 o except by cross-examining and falsifying the witness
SR G - } he had no: kﬂPf ‘_h:iw.;,lndeed, Petitioner m;dfe such' :; ‘st:t;exz'xent,'but t;e c:uld
1al that he gh . : ng the . it asked to make his defence without being given the aboye
of the evidence, if any, in support of tl:): lgb:: . s:kv:n:) Other'iﬁ&mm’ xf.askeat:ntouite = st his will owing to the Collector’ :
furnish his defence befo b s g0 and enabled to ity md he mldﬁ it a A e
re hie was dismissed ; o - opportunity reposterous nature of the statement would convince that it must have
Gt ¥ AL . p o : d in all his previous petiti
(4) whether it is not necessary ¢ , ~ ; gure. The VY B " d Petitioner has ‘proved in p petitions the
same at least after dism'ry.] »t he should bo informed of the " mongly abéaineds in which the statement was exacted from him. He most
185al and enmabled to make s proper siroumstances of pressure
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respectfully and humbly begs permission to submit that be is under the most pgin

- necesgity of adding here very regretfully that the local Government had, just 5 m

~ before, passed the following remark about Mr. Bradley as Secrotary to the Comenis-

‘ sionemvof Salt and Abkari, as will be seen from G. 0, No, 189 dated 4th February
1890 which is quoted in Appendix 1V of the appeal of one K. Krishna Row to the
said Government :—“ When Subbasami Row was examined as to the part he took in

_ certain pecuniary transactions he himself was in respect of these matters in the position

' of an accused person and must if he admitted the borrowings on behalf of K. Krishna
Row have incriminated himself. He was under no legal obligation to give any
information and what he gave was apparently against hig wi]l.” The pressure and

. disgrace were such that Petitioner would rather retiro and do worse, Bus all this was’
due to the joint conduct of the Police Inspector and the Head Assistant Magistrate
who was shortly after prosecuted by a certain whore before the District Magistrate
of Salem, the now Honourable Mr. Lelany. e Paeianive

25. In conclusion, the appeal was made within the prescribed time, It :

was made on the only two grounds on whicl, it Properly rests, vis., (1) that Ay eh_tggﬁ'- :
was unfounded, and (2) that the charge was not supported by the evidence, That
the charge is unfounded was manifes because it had arisen from a non-observance
of the fundamental law which it has always been unnecessary for poor Petitioner to o
point out to the Government the framer of all laws and rules. That the charge is
not supported by the evidence was equally manifest from the fact that the Colleotor
himself had officially reported that there Wwas no evidence to prove that Petitioner
had kept the woman, which fact the Governmen could not help noticing in forward-

ing as it did forward his appeal to the Government of India, because the Government
order had been entirely based on the Collector’s report. Thus, the appeal has'
always been capable of being decided without any further materials,

LG (5 Saomiiny {or & supplement aroge however thus:—Neither the
Board nor the Government specified any evidence proving that Petitioner had kept
the woman. ' peci alsehoods themselves which were included
in the charge. o, he was obliged to believe thag the charge was entirely based on#
the Collector’s own statements of the unreliability of which Petitioner ol S

convince unless the records refused were granted, or the twe entirely concooted
witnesses—the Inspector’s witness and the photo witness were examined in his pro-
sence. Hence the delay in the submission of the supplement in question,

P

(6) But all “this supposed evidence and wang of evidence are quite
immaterial, regard being had for the above deseribed character of the enquiry into
the matter. | Q .

(c)  Petitioner has not been very willing to undergo snoh long and oonﬁnu- {
ous hardship or give the Government so much trouble; but his impressions of tho
British justice are so strong and indelible that his innocence compels himfﬁiﬂq‘

d obtain the necessary redress, ‘ IR el s
| In these circumatances, Petitionor most humbly begs to pray that Your
Excellency in Council will be graciously pleased to order the tnmhqop.,dt
Memotial withheld, for such orders as he may deserve on the merits oﬂl:li

S Y
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