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To
Bis Greelleney the Bight Donoweable,
Sir Arthur Elibank Havelock, G.C.M.G., G.C.LE.,
GOVERNOR AND PRESIDENT IN CQUNGIL,
' Fort St. George.

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF A, SUBBARATHNA SASTRI,
1ATE Sus-MacistraTE, CorMBaTORE DiIsTRICT.

£

Most RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH,

a

Your Excellency’s humble Petitioner most respectfully begs to submit
herewith the supplemental Memorial promised in his formal appeal which Your
Excellency in Council has been pleased to forward to the Government of India.

9. Petitioner humbly begs leave to submit that there is really no case
against him. The so-called case arose out of an illegal enquiry into Petitioner’s
alleged intimacy with a deceased woman, as shown in paras 2 to 16 of the Memorial.
It stands on the false evidence concocted by Petitioner’s” enemy, a certain Police
Inspector, and forwarded by the then Head Assistant Magistrate with a Demi-Official ;
and it is supported by several incorrect statements contained in the Collector’s reports,
as demonsirated in paras 17 to 22. And this aspect of the case remains undetected
owing to one ungrounded statement and another unexplained omission in the Proceed-
ings of the Board of Revenue, as will be seen from para 23. But, had the Govern.
ment been so pleased as to grant copies of the essential records upon which the
Collector’s reports were based, Petitioner’s former Memorial could not have failed = B
to convince Your Excellency in Council of the fact of there being no case against him.
And, had the Government also been pleased to specify the evidence and arguments

making out the charge, Petitioner would have been at once in a position to make a
short and clear appeal and would have obtained the necessary redress long before this.

_ 3. 1In these circumstances, Petitioner most humbly begs to pray that Your
Excellency in Council will be graciously pleased to forward the accompanying
Memorial to the Government of India for such decision of his fate as the said -

Government may be pleased to pass. s

.

For which act of justice and mercy, Petitioner shall, as in duty bound,

Telugu Brahmin Street, :
29th September 1898. COIMBATORE.

ever pray.
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~ portions of the Collector’s reports which were based on such records and that Peti-

Petitioner immediately preferred a complaint of defamation against the person whose

His Excellency the Right Hon’'ble

Victor Alexander Bruce, P.C., G.M.S.l, GM.LE.,
Earl of Elgin and Kincardine,

VICEROY & GOVERNOR-GENERAL OF INDIA

IN COUNCIL.

The humble Memorial of A. SUBBARATHNA
o _ Suastri, late Sub-Magistrate, and
Deputy Tahsildar of Avanashi, Coime

batore District, Madras Presidency.
Most RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH, '

In continuation of his formal appeal dated 27th April 1896, which the
Madras Government was pleased to forward to Your Excellency in Council on 30th !
June 1896, Petitioner most respectfully begs to submit that in the above appeal, he \
craved permission to supplement the same on receipt of the requisite cap‘ﬁg which he
had already applied for. But Petitioner was never given the most material records— -
records without which Petitioner could mot clearly and directly convince Your
Excellency in Council of the falsity and concoction of the evidence of a certain parti- |
cular witness (who was never examined in Petitioner’s presence) upon which the
whole case against him stands. On a special appeal, the Government also refused
those records, informing Petitioner *that they would not assist him in his defence,”
Petitioner thereupon prepared and submitted a supplement, as well as he could with-
out those records. However, the meaning of the Madras Government in saying that
the records refused would not assist Petitioner in his defence was ‘not clear to him,
as submitted in para 36 of the supplement. Then, the longer he thought the more
ho came to the conclusion that the Madras Government would not consider those

tioner could therefore succeed by addressing a Review to the said Government.
Accordingly, instead of preparing a separate Review, the Petitioner requasﬁod that_
the above supplement might be treated as a Review addressed to itself. Tkeyladm
Government reviewed his case. The result, however, was that the Government in-
formed him in November 1897 that it saw no reason to modify its former order. )‘
Petitioner thereupon fully understood that he could never establish his defence to 7
the satisfaction of Your Excellency in Council, unless and until he was supplied with |
the copies of the records refused by the local Government, or he was allowed an
ofportunity of directly showing the falgity and concoction of the evidence above
referred to by cross-examining the witness who, as was already stated, was never
examined before him. Therefore, in the hope of easily getting such an opportunity,

false application for the transfer of his case from Petitioner’s file led eventually to
Petitioner’s dismissal. But Mr. A. C. Datt, the then Assistgnt Magistrate in charge of
Coimbatore Division before whom the complaint had to be lodged, bad unfortunately
taken a prejudiced view of the case and was from the beginning for dismissing the
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_result was that the Magi

9

complaint stamarily. He actually asked the District Magistrate Mr. Butbel'wort‘h, i
it could not be dismissed Summarily under Section 203 (. P. 0., The Distriot
Magistrate however informed him that he must proceed with the ocase according t0

law and also forwarded to him all the records of the Collector Mr. Bradley's depurt- 3
mental enquiry, which Mr. Datt apparently wanted for his guidance in the JV
case. Me, Dutt did not however examine the witness above referred to, P
though he had every reason for examining him under the last clause of Sees 3
tion 540 C. P, O, but, on the other hand, he relied for his conclusions in g
the case on the statement of the very man given in the departmental enquiry, .
though in no sense it was evidence under the Evidence Act, and though Mr. Duté®
knew that one of the chief objects in launching the complaint was to get an opportu-

nity of cross-examining that witness and exposing his evidence. The inevitable

defence, discharged the man on ¢, ground that he acted bona fide in what he did

and within his privilege. Unfortunately, there is no appeal against an order of
discharge; and revision is a matter of p

The Sessions Judge before whom a Revision Petition was put in, did not go into facts.
He assumed the facts recorded in the judgment to be correct and agreed with the

lower court that the accused was within his privilege, and accordingly dismissed the
Revision Petition summarily even without calling for records.

who were also moved in the matter dismissed, on the 10th ulti

revising the order of discharge, on the same ground, but wi
not recorded however in the order,

mo, the Petition for
th a valuable suggestion,

that the proper course was to apply for sane.
tion to prosecute the man for perjury. Hence the delay from November 1897, for

which Petitioner most humbly begs that he may be kindly excused as the same has
occurred on account of judicial courts to which he had to resort in the ho

some remedy in those quarters which would have the effe
affair. The case against Your Excellency’s humble

pe of getting
ct of exposing the whole
Petitioner, arose out of an illegal
enquiry into Petitioner’s alleged intimacy with a woman :

; it stands on the false evi-
dence concocted by Petitioner’s enemy, a Police Inspector; and it is supported by

Collector’s reports ; and this aspeot of
ungrounded stateme
explained omission in the Board’s Proceedings .

several incorrect statements contained in the

the case remains undetected owing to one nt and another wune

while the proved offenders against the 4

etitioner therefore most respectfully begs
to submit this humble Memorial setting forth only the salient features of the case with

the help of such records as he has, And Petitioner will most thankfully accept such
decision of his fate as Your ExCellency in Council may be graciously pleased to pasg

re is not a higher authority on earth
Petitioner further begs to be kindly

ngthy, because a shorter one i8 impossi
ble owing to the most peculiar circumstances of the case,

Petitioner enjoy all immunity from notjce, P

- e 0
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after according a kind perusal to the same, as the
to whom Petitioner can look up for his redress,
excused for the Memorial being somewhat le

2. To begin with, Petitioner a Government go
and who was a Sub Magistrate for many y
Government, dated 23rd September 1895,
falsehoods.

rvant of 27 years’ standing
ears, was dismissed by an order of Madras
No. 3848 Mis,, on the ground that he told

(S letlmra s

And tho High Court ¥

‘ 3
.
' i ds nor the evidence and arguments making
oo nmth’:i:adﬂ;; t?:f:i? order, although Petitioner is entitled to know
i ’Chf“gel ar:c?;ﬁing to the orders of the India Government on the subject of
ﬂ'lem' dllstmfcté’ovemment servants. The omission has rendered it impossible for
gzstri'::;::r ":o make a clear and short appeal. He has be.en put to the extremellly
difficult task of guessing at the evidence and arguments relied upon 1n’suppo?t of the
s ag:ms;l];:vltver, as stated in the last para of the Board’s. Proceedings-, date,d
8th June 1.895, upon which the G. O. is based, the falsehoods oonsis?t n Petmo.m?r 8
ing that a certain deceased woman had been his mistress and in his explaining
::gl l:lig ;enial carried no falsehood with it. (The evidence and arguments referre:?
o, nOtf”;: i:v;fe:::::e;)submitted that the whole charge against Petitioner must
' i denial is found to be false or true.
e a;co;dliigJa:l;hleSQZ, one Rahiman Bee the wife of Rajamiah livir‘lg at
Muthugofl;dan;flgur a hamlet or part of Tiruppur village, separatedf frox; t‘-l;limi;
by the local weekly market, in Palladam Taluk, preferrefl before : etition
1 OUI.Y : Sub Magistrate of the said Taluk, a complaint accusing her neighbours,
= S;am:ln;ggader and his wife and sister-in-law, of the offences of house-trespass and
g:t gtjnishable under Sections 451 and 323, I. P. C. Petitioner pZStegt;he :&::;1 17..: ﬂ;:
19th July 1894 for hearing, but Syed khader alone appeared without the de i
a vakil on their behalf, falsely stating that summonses ha?d_ n'o.t been serve A th;
i had been served on them personally and in time and returned -
while th: Sa":Ze said date. However, Petitioner adjourned the case for 4 _dayts as
2 bed0 "; Syed khader, so as to enable him to produce his females or a vakil to
St Syed khader >again failed to produce the feinﬂﬁﬁzf’}‘ jo getthem
represen:e?ebm- Ieider or some other agent. Petitioner therefore issued bailable
busurs aigsb[;he Yniplos on the 23rd July 1894. Syed khader went an.d rque__gta; i
i ?‘ 5 with the assistance of a dismissed Police Constable to oblige h!mby , i
ed the Po .109 his females. Mr. Devarajulu Naidu the then Police ‘Inspeqto? of ﬂm £
o hmd become tﬁe worst enemy of Petitioner (vid,e’ appendix V to | hs. )( e
g : was seriously bent on harm to Petitioner, took advantage of Syed
Rewew,) M',d 4 s nd asked him to make at once an application for the tx:an:sfer_ Qf L
k?ladel‘ ) mtuatl(;:] :itioner’s file with a view to injure Petitioner’s reputation and to
e frf(’mll' eio satisfy their grudge. As Syed khader hadparsonsliy no gmjgnggi
il %lctransfer the following most attractive fiction m i?vapfeg by ﬂm
o ‘frgehf:;r :ot:)r to serv’e as grounds for the;transfer, and an apphoa_twnmpwsenh
;)lzzethe lgistrict Magistrate on the 24th July 1894

;7) ih‘: ﬁ‘;t;::ai:a:v;;an had been Petitioner’s concubine at Coimbatore and -
( at a it

iti about 2 months back, intending to keep
that she beczan.meb(;:r:g;n;::]t;t;1 f,?of,l:;; f;:(l;l::erfor AR T 5 B s % .along
he.r ab : thef a8 Z‘,oimba\‘m"’ to Tiruppur by train; (3) that a'he was delivered
with hun. ro“; that Petitioner and his uncle went and asked Syed ?:hader. to
in the trfg: t; ; e)r and the child in his house but Syed khader and his females
accommo .

»
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refused ; (5 4 ;
et p(i:l) t:fato i; et";(;nel.‘ :md' his uncle placed the woman and her child
Woman remained in " omappan’s house, near to Syed khader's; (6) that the
with tho Munsif Manigur o 0" O Weeks (7) that Petitionor then arranging
B s ibe s O;g:;r of Tiruppur, the woman and the child were taken to and
R s tI;o\contractor Ramalinga Asari; (8) that the woman remained
death of the woman, he I:Inext' day leaving her child behind; (9) that before the
S barl. » her elder Sister who had accompanied her, asked Syed khader

alladam and fetch Petitioner, but Syed khader refused to go lest he should

be dismissed hy ki
¥y his master for absence f
! r 1 : : '
and a bandyman were then sent from T; ptr P S S

the woman dieq .
afterwards ; (12) that about 12 o’clock that night Petitioner came

to the plac 5

go to E?rodz ;:lcz::x:rlilt,(;lv:;ma“ d‘e‘?‘ (}3) that the Petitioner asked Syed khader to

refused to do go - (14) thli ?lder sx'stor 1 e aad bring her brother, but, Syed khader

House Officer of,'l"- it Immediately, Petitioner arranged with the Police Station
~ppur and sent a Constable along with the elder sister’s son;

(15) that they both w )
ent to Erode and brought t} A i
(16) that afterwards Petitioner had the corpsog s womikt S

such referred charge-sheet
(22) that Petitioner refy
> sed t it hi
0 permit him to engage a v

(23) that Petitioner told ¢ 1
omplainant that he was | f e
his females ; (24 S a5 Dent on convicting Syed kh
SRt (24) and that P.etmoner thereby prevented the com )l5 J ader and
l mgq it rOffenco for which Syed khader had arranged wit} ll e jo
8. The above story w 1th her.
Tl e Of%ﬂl?x) was bu.rlt, as already submitted by Petitioner’
el fr alladam, taking advantage of the fu,llom-" 1oner’s onem‘yf'
accidence : — : oceur
ey Sto:t, the nn(.ldle of June, 1894, Petitioner and hisgwifu h‘:l:iezcos t
il g YC .3;0" one night to meet his brother brother's wife and ot} gk
I s . ~ ’ .
i .li ‘ g om ~(1)lm, 'l.tOIO‘tO Karur by the night train, The deceased 5 kg
er elder swtc.r with Fheu‘ children arrived at the Railway Station b & woman and
the former befn.g delivered in the train, The Station Master askgd I.;T‘"?o o
w?cate the waiting room and accommodated thoge people there. Petis: etitioner t.o
wife were allowed to be in the Station Master's own room ‘ s

akil for hig females ;

L of
some accommodation in the town, stating that they \vem{m t:nl;?r i:.bOV(z f;ma]es for
ey : ay to Cuddappah

whm:e hig father was employed as gome draftsman, Petitioner ;
Magistrate to get them some accommodation and returned to P ]il asked the Village
fein 2 Ia
Two or three days after, Petitioner had to go to the Railway St t.'l
: ation i

his mother who came from Karur. On this oceas:
. )1 . ceasion, the wo i :
and the Village Magistrate and the Police wer : be pee0finement had died

ruppur to Petitioner at Palladam ; (11) thagy

Next morning, before’

dam with his wife,

LT R G R Rl o ) ek R R S
A ,
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for the disposal of the dead body, ete. They informed Petitioner of what they were

doing and proposing to do, and Petitioner guided them to some extent in the matter.
9, The District Magistrate Mr. Broadfoot called upon Petitioner for a

report on the above application for transfer, and Petitioner submitted his report with
records immediately after receipt of the order. The allegations 1 to 17 which are
contained in the first 7 paragraphs of the transfer application concerned purely Peti-

tioner’s private character.” The remaining 7 allegations which are made in the Sth

and succeeding paragraphs of the same were clear and distinet accusations against
Petitioner’s public character. These accused him of serious offences punishable
er the Penal Code and of gross official irregularities summarily punishable hy his

departmental superior. The essence of the whole application consisted in the bharge
that Petitioner instigated a false complaint in his Magisterial capacity in which he
was bound and expected to do justice to the public every day. If this charge were
true, Petitioner deserved to be convicted and kept to rigorous imprisonment without
the least compunction. Ifit were false, Syed khader who made such a false and
malicious charge against Petilioner a very responsible officer of Government, should
be at once convicted and given exemplary punishment. Besides, if this single charge
was found to be a falsehood, the whole application must collapse as a matter of course.
Petitioner therefore clearly demonstrated that these accusations were one and all of
them deliberately false. The'allegations 1 to 17 were equally false so far as they related
to Petitioner’s conduct. But, Petitioner was perfectly confident that, when con-
vinced of the falsity of the aceusations of criminal offences and official irregularities,
Mr. Broadfoot would not care to know whether the woman had been Peti-
tioner’s mistress or not, whether she was delivered in the train or at Tiruppur,
whether she died immediately or many days after delivery, whether Peti-
tioner asked Syed khader to accommodate the party in his house or asked the
Village Magistrate to get accommodation elsewhere, or whether Petitioner again
troubled the same Syed khader by asking him to go to Erode or sent some other cooly.
And Mr. Broadfoot was so far aware of the misunderstanding which existed between
Petitioner and the Police Inspector that he would not for one moment believe that
Petitioner would have incurred the further danger of asking for the .pﬁvm‘ gervices
of the Inspector’s subordinate constable. Petitioner was at the same time thoroughly
conscious of his purity and innocence in the matter. Again, according to Law,
Syed khader who defamed Petitioner’s private character by alleging that the woman
had been Petitioner’s mistress, was bound to prove the imputation, and it was not
necessary for Petitioner to establish the falsity thereof. Petitioner therefore stated
simply that the story contained in the first 7 paragraphs of the transfer application,
& far as it related to his conduct, was quite false, instead of dealing with the allega-
tions one after another, in which case Petitioner was afraid that his official report
would become a nasty rigmarole story. Petitioner, however, to point out clearly that he
had nothing to do with Syed khader directly or indirectly, explained to the District
Magistrate in his report that he had never seen him until after he appeared before
him in court, and that he had neither an uncle nor a father-in-law living, nor any
relative in the Taluk. Petitioner humbly begs to submit that, judging from the poor
and illiterate condition of Syed khader; and from the fact that the bailable warrants

e maki .
bg the necessary arrangoments - ‘ ol

e , ' o
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were issued by Petitioner on the 23rd evening at Palladam and the transfer applicas
tion put in by Syed khader before the District Magistrate at Coimbatore the next
morning, and from the style and language in which the application was couched and
the contractions used therein which resembled only the style, language and contracs
tions usually adopted in Police reports, Petitioner immediately concluded that the
application was the production of a clever Police hand. Petitioner’s sugpicion at once
fell on his enemy the Police Inspector, but he did not wish to incur the avoidable
danger of expressing it without sufficient evidence on hand. Petitioner hoped to
take the necessary steps in the matter in due course, and preferred submission of his
report without delay. The then external appearances were such that Petitioner
believed that one Khaderkhan Sahib the dismissed Police Constable hereinbefo

referred to, had invented it, in which Petitioner soon after found himself to have
fallen into an error. The Sahib was on] y atool in the hands of the Police Inspector.
Mr. Broadfoot had however, in the course of dealing with certain Magisterial cases,
become personally aware of the misunderstanding between Petitioner and the Ins-

pector ; and Petitioner also drew Mr, Broadfoot'’s attention to the fact in para 3 of
the same report,

10 The District Magistrate accordingly recorded his opinion that the
allegations of Syed khader appeared to be false, but, however, for the benefit of
Petitioner, transferred tho case to the Head Assistant Magistrate's file, on the
ground of a conspiracy against Petitioner ; and at the same time the District Magis
trate directed that the advisability of ordering the prosecution of Syed khader should
be considered. Petitioner had in the meantime got information attributing the
authorship of the application to the Police Inspector, but as Syed khader's prosecu-
tion was already suggested by the District Magistrate of his own accord, Petitioner

thought it better to wait and get the necessary further evidence and prove the Inge

pector’s complicity in the affair, once for all in the-course of prosecuting§ Syed khader, =

11. The Head Assistant Magistrate Mr. Ghose discharged the case at the

end of September 1894 in C. C. No. 58 of 1894 for want of sufficient evidence.
Whether the discharge was correct or not, does not in the least concern Petitioner:
But it will be clear from the judgment in the case, that the Magistrate did never
even suspect that Petitioner had anything to do with the complainant,

of the case also show that Petitioner had nothing to do with the complaint or coms =8
plainant. Syed khader himself has not asked the complainant during enquiry whother
she had not had any instigation or any kind of advice from Petitioner in the matters
which he would have been the last man to omit to ask, had he in tho least degree -
suspected that Petitioner had had any interest in the complaint, Yet, the Mugisu"w’ i

"

did not order the prosecution of Syod khader for the offences of making a false charge
and giving false information against Petitioner, punishable under Sections 211 and
182 L. P. C,, for which the Magistrate had power, under Section 476 C. P, C., and even

The records

-

- 7
heard him 2 or 3 times without any notice to Petitioner and permitted to produce
fresh witnesses to prove the truth of -his application, including the truth of the
imputation made on Petitioner's private character, At last, the above officer
reported to the District Magistrate on 6th December 1894 that he had no power to
proceed in the matter, although he had, under Section 476 C, P, C., clearly the
power to order prosecution for offences under Sections 211 and 182 I. P, C.

12. The then District Magistrate Mr. Bradley accepted such a reporf
without question and held a preliminary enquiry under Section 476 C. P, O, and
examined Syed khader’s witnesses on the 11th December 1894, but without any ?
Hotice to Petitioner, However, the witnesses completely failed to prove Syed khader’s
allegations, The District Magistrate also saw as every judicial officer must needs see,
that the falsity of the charge of instigation was obvious i for, the “ complaint of hurt
pnnishable under Section 823 I. P. C.” which Syed khader had stated that Petitioner
asked Rahiman Bee to prefer before the Police, was not cognizable by the Police,
and it would be simply absurd to suppose that Petitioner forgot this simple provi-
sion of law in every day’s practice and stupidly instigated the preferring of such a
complaint before the Police. The falsity of the remaining 6 accusations about
Petitioner’s official irregularities must have been equally manifest to the District
Magistrate from the diary and other records. So, the District Magistrate must have
seen that the conviction of Syed khader for the offences of falss charge and false in-
formation was inevitable in case of a prosecution before any court. The District
Magistrate was so deeply convinced of the falsity of those accusations that, after the
above date, the District Magistrate did not examine any witness on that subject.
He did never ask Petitioner a word about the matter. He did not take to the notice.
of the Board even the fact of the accusation. He has not said throughout his reports |
of 55 pages even by implication that Petitioner asked Syed khader for any favour ;_ar)(
bore him grudge. And the fact that the District Magistrate was sufficiently con-
vinced that Petitioner never asked Syed khader for any favour and that Petitioner
bore him no grudge is proved beyond all doubt by the Collector’s own omission to
make any mention of those allegations in para 6 of his 2nd report in which he formu-

lates all allegations concerning Petitioner, contained in the first 7 paragraphs of "

the transfer application, -

13. Now, so lony as the gradge and instigation attributed to Petitioner as
the result of the alleged refusal of Syed khader to give accommodation and go to
Erode were entirely disbelieved and found to be sheer falsehoods by the District
Magistrate, it was altogether immaterial to him whether Petitioner asked Syed khader
far the above favours, even if it were true. But, as shown just above, it is quite false
that he did any such thing. Besides, Syed khader’s witnesses have, by glaring discre-
pancies, failed to prove that Petitioner asked him for accommodation, and did not even
attempt to say that Petitioner asked him to go to Krode; while it is simply unfortu-
nate if one should think that Syed khader a musalman was asked to accommodate the
deceased woman and her relatives who were Hindus of the Bhatraja caste, No S800
Hindu would think of lodging them in a musalman’s house. Again, Syed khader has

though the District Magistrate had suggested the sanction. Petitioner then reminds
ed him of the District Magistrate's suggestion and asked him for a copy of the transs .
fer application 50 as to enable himself to prosecute Syed khader. Thereupon, tho E
Magistrate called upon Syed kbader to show cause why he should not be prosec\lwd'

stated in the transfer application that Petitioner intended to keep her at Muthugoun-

f-,-(; JiE e WS /
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denpudur before he brought her from Coimbatore. If 80, Petitioner must have neces-
§arily settled a house for her beforehand. Which was that house and what became of
it after Petitioner brought the woman ? As for Petitioner’s asking the Head Constable
tf’ send a Constable to Erode, it did not in the least concern Syed khader. If Peti-
tioner had done so, Petitioner’s enemy the Police Inspector would have at once
rep.orted the matter to the District Superintendent, and brought Petitioner into
serious trouble. The Inspector’s Head Constable himself would have reported the
alleged misbehaviour of Petitioner in his diary. The truth is that the Head Cons-
table sent the Constable apparently with the usual Police motives to the relatives
concerneq in advance towards his intended future inquest on the corpse of the woman, |
but on being told by Petitioner that it was unnecessary, as the death was too well
known to have been natural, he found that his motives were detected, and prepared
and armed himself, as is also usual with the Police in cases of fa.ilure, with the

explanation that he withdrew the_ Constable from the Government duty under the
orders of the Magistrate.

14, .Demonstrating as above the irrelevancy and immateriality of the
alleged concubinage, Petitioner begs to submit that the District Magistrate was more
thanlconv.inced that the allegation itself was false. For, Syed khader who made such
a serious imputation on Petitioner’s moral character and who was personally bound
to save himself from the necessary consequences according to eivil and crimiial 1
did not produce or name a single witness to prove the imputation, even tho h“vl:,
had six months’ time after he made the imputation, and had also a special n:f;ce o(;
two months to prove the same. It would not have been impossible for Syed khader

and his friends who assisted him in the transfer application, to have found out within -

such a long period, witnesses to prove the alleged concubinage if it was only true
There was thus a most miserable failure to prove the allegation which could havc;
been most easily proved if the imputation were true. The authors of the application
were so fully aware of the falsity of the concubinage that they naturally expected to
get no truthful witnesses to prove it. They knew that their only alternatiwlre was to
have another nice appropriate falsehood invented and evidence kept ready to prove
it ; and they accordingly stated in the application, next to the aho;e nlleqationptlmt
Petitioner brought the woman along with him Srom Coimbatore, It Petit.ionler had’ done
80, it would have been a most conclusive proof of the alleged concubinage. But, though
they relied, at the time of writing it, on their extraordinary cleverness of co;oocting
any evidence to prove anything, yet they subsequently found it an utter impossibility
to get any evidence on the point, beeause they soon learnt that there were best official
records conclusively to prove that Petitioner was at Palladam and that it was phy ‘=
cally impossible for Petitioner to bring her with him from Coimbatore at the time
referred to. They therofore wisely spared all pains of attempting at any evidence in
the matter. If Petitioner had only brought the woman along with him from Coimba-
tore, the fact could have been spoken to by hundreds of witnesses. The failure to
produce a single witness, opportunities notwithstanding, necessarily proved the falsity
of the allegation, And the falsity of this allegation so deliberately resorted to as
the only substantial proof of the alleged concubinage, proved the faleity of the cons

S &//;?77_7
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cubinage itself. - The Collector has therefore in para 6 of his report changed the
above falsehood, so valuable and favourable to Petitioner’s cause, into one that Peti-
tioner met the woman at the Tiruppur Railway Station, even without any explanation
from Syed kbader or any body else to support the change, In consequence of this
unauthorized alteration of the original allegation, the Board and ‘Governme’nt," by
reading the Collector’s report, could have had no idea of the fact that the alleged
concubinage was falsified in the above manner. It is accordingly stated in para 4 of A~
the Board’s Proceedings thatthe evidence showed that Petitioner met her at the
Tiruppur Railway Station. As already submitted, the evidence and at-'gumén'ts
king out the charge against Petitioner not being specified anywhere, Petitioner
is unable to know the evidence relied upon by the Board in the matter, e

15. Being thus more than convinced that the allegation of concubinage
was false, the District Magistrate had absolutely no necessity to go further into the
matter. The want of necessity will be still more manifest from the fact that the
Collector himself admits in his report to the Board that the private character of an
official is of no importance to Government. This view of the Collector is fully con-
firmed by the fact that the Government itself has not punished Petitioner for keeping
a woman thongh the Government has found that the deceased woman had been his
mistress. Accordingly, the keeping of a woman is not one of those acts which are
prohibited by the rules relating to the conduct of Government servants. It will thus
be seen that any enquiry into the alleged concubinage would, in the circumstances, be
simply a matter of inquisitiveness, Your Excellency in Council will thus be graciously
pleased to see that an enquiry into the alleged concubinage would have been, in these
circumstances, quite improper and uncalled for. But, still, the District Magistrate
summoned Petitioner as a witness and questioned him upon oath whether it was not
true that the deceased woman had been his mistress, and recorded his denial on the
18th December 1894. On the next day the District Magistrate recorded behind
Petitioner’s back the sworn statement of the aforesaid witness concocted by I_’atition@r"" :
enemy, the Police Inspector of Palladam, who was then at, Coimbatore, and forwarded
by the Head Assistant Magistrate in the custody of the same Inspector with aDami:
Official, knowing that the [nspector was Petitioner’s enemy and intending to falsify
Petitioner’s denial, in view to get him prosecuted for perjury, as will be seen from the
Collector’s reports. Immediately after this, several statements were recorded by »¢ :
the same Head Assistant Magistrate a]sp on oath and behind Petitioner’s mi};ﬂgg
Tiruppur with the assistance of the same Police Inspector, in 3 h

iew to make out that

Potitioner took special interest on account of the m’ﬁﬁ*ﬁ'i €
"Bhereupon, the District Magistrate carried on similar enquiries throughout the
District by various means to no purpose except that they had the effect of creating
greatly scandalous semsation everywhere. (Vide the District Mag‘iatmte’s letter y :
to the High Court, dated 5th February 1896,) But Petitioner knew nothing what-

over about these proceedings of the District Magistrate, Petitioner was entirely left

in the dark. He was only able to hear that the District Magistrate was instituting
enquiries broad-cast into the alleged concubinage and unfortunately casting discredit

on Petitioner’s private character which each man hbl@s sacred. Tetitioner therefore

L

-

her arrival at Tirappur.
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requested that he should be allowed at once to vindicate his private character by
taking his own legal action against Syed khader and that the District Magistrate
should refrain from all enquiry into the matter. Buton 12th January 1895 the
District Magistrate passed his written order totally refusing to do any such thing and
he immediately commenced his further enquiry into the matter and completely dis-
graced Petitioner thereby. Apparently, the District Magistrate had no thoughts
about Syed Khader’s proved false charge that Petitioner instigated a complaint, and
{ his proved false information that Petitioner committed several irregularities in his
' official capacity,~matters in which the Board and Government have got great interest,
The Collector has sent with his report to the Board only a translation of the fivet
7 paragraphs of the transfer application which exclusively refer to Petitioner’s
private character but omitted to send a translation of the 8th and succeeding
paragraphs of the same which contain the above false charge and false information
against Petitioner. Consequently, the Board and Government could have had no occa-
sion to pay any attention 1o thoge false and malicioug attacks of Syed khader against
the public character of Petitioner, a responsible subordinate officer of Government.

Their attention was drawn only to the alleged falsehoods of Petitioner in the matter
of a woman.

16. Bat, all this is the necessary result of
menced with Petitioner’s examination on oath on
state it more correctly, Petitioner begs to submit that it is to bring about such a
result that the Head Assistant Magistrate had recourse to the circumstances in which
he sent the contradicting witness with his Demi-Official on the 19tk December 1894
in the custody of Petitioner’s enemy. The Collector having, however, felt that he;
was personally responsible for such illegal enquiry into the alleged concubinage, the
Collector has assigned two grounds to justify the same. The one ground is that

ed khader. But Petitioner did
adfoot’s previoug suggestion to
a8 not got the slightest objection to the
as application for sanction, Byt the fact of the matter is
that Petitioner had all along been aware that no sanction wag necessary, and no
court had power to grant or refuse sanction for defamation ; and it is impt;ssible to
suppose that Mr, Broadfoot thought otherwise even for a moment : for, the law on
the subject contained in the Code of Criminal Procedure is so perfectly clear. Poti.
tioner required sanction to Prosecute the musalman for the offences of fal
and false information constituted by his allegations about Petitione
to prosecute for which, sanction wag nece

the illegal enquiry which come
the 18th December 1894, To

Petitioner applied for general sanction to prosecute Sy
never apply for sanction, but reminded of Mr. Bro
granb sanction. However, Petitionep h
reminder being treated

80 chargo

r's public character,

‘ ssary. And Petitionep thought it better
to have the sanction accorded specifically for such of these

deserved sanction, for, it is usual to leave all minor statoments

allegations such

allegations ag really

j out of econsideration
and take up only the grave and serious a3 that Petitioner instigated

a false complaint and directed the Police to chargo such a complaint and persistently
proceeded with the false case even on the face of a Referred Charge-sheet from the
Police showing that the case was clearly false, But, with a vie‘w to obviate any

Petitioner suggested at the same time

P f(z‘ //,;':W

delay in getting the allegations so specified,

11

~

1 sanction would suffice according to law. Petitioner begs to submit
- 8: i the word “sanction’’ used by him or Mr. Broadfoot, could only refer
:h?ﬁeu:;:zc:ﬁ;r which sanction could be given or refused undc.ar any law, bll.lt not to
tze defamation that Petitioner had kept a woman, for which no sanction was

: thority. The other ground men-
ry ould be eranted or refused by any au ' o
:;1' ec:s;aby :]jec()‘olleotof for entering into the said matter is that whether Petitioner
ion

made a false report and a false deposition was.in. qflestion.. But whe.n. and how. this
g before the District Magistrate, it is impossible for Petitioner to lf!fow
question arose ds. The report referred to is dated 28th July 1894 and the deposition
from the ret.zor ¢ ;)thel' than the deposition taken illegally on the 18th December 1894.
eferred to lstnrials which the District Magistrate had before him between these two
il mT’,hee depositions of Syed kbader and his witnesses recorded on the 11th
e We!‘91894« in Ehe absence of Petitioner. And if the witnesses had said a.n.y-
Defcembterll against what Petitioner had stated in his report, and if t:h'e Dist'r.xct
;:[J;Zi;a:e hag believed what they said, anl inferred th?refrom o ?hlggt:f a::i:f
Petitioner, the District Magistrate would have most certainly re-examine

j i = ination on the
1 it ted them t 18 S8-examina
nesses 1n Petmoner’s presence and Sl‘lb]GO o his cross-exam

i iti cared. But the District Magistrate did ?
. Decembe;'lsi:ecl): ;héiﬁeizl;tl;:z:ezpihat the District Magistrate had. ?learl,y
sl o ds of the 11th Dacember 1894 did not shew that Petx.tx.oner,s
i I'ecm‘Ss for from having any reascn to suspect the truth of Petitioner's
report, the District I;)Ia;istrate was, ;s demonstrated .in .the foregoing p.ara,gra.(ll)has,f
= f the falsity of the charge that Petitioner instigated a com.plamt and 0
conv‘;“’e‘d : usa:ions against his public character, as well as olf.the 'fa_lslty of. the 00D
:Eb?rt;a;,alizfore the 18th December 1894, As for the deposition, it came into exis-

tence only because it was illegally taken on that day, as prl';)iv:d' l;e;:;nt-)::::;. : aﬁn:;
in the absence of any previous record worth the nam.e, the Dis r.lc £ glf i
reason to suspect that the deposition ws.s. false either. 1t ia- ] erte 1 pi
that the first record which the District Magxst;:t,e ;:;i r:: ::a(: : h;:: ;imze ﬁﬁom
iti . sition, was the 0 , :
truthHoitli) ez::;:::n: r;lz:‘iz:r:tgelf)grward,ed with his Demi‘OHi-o_ia! after i:.he. above
fil:a;osi:ion was taken, in previous communication wi.th the hDu;lu'wl':i sMsgwtmthe " ::ti :.:
hereinafter. It will thus be seen that, aocordmg. to t e‘ recor , . )
sh:‘:: Petitioner made a false report and a false deposition did not arise until after
whether

i iry. To express
istri i bsequently entered upon the illegal enquiry T ,
o Magwtmten::- begs to syubmit that the question whether Petitioner made

i i isen only after the illegal enquiry,
1 s aal s el i
Jld 3o ]ust;:ds faif to justify the enquiry into the alleged concubinage.
Collector’s gro Part 1L |
17. Now, turning to the witness forwarded by the Head‘ Assistant
Magistrate (;n the 19th December 1894, on whose sole statement the whole proceed-

i £ the Board and Government hinge, Petitioner begs to subz.nit that .th§ cir-
e za c:s in which this witness was concocted by the abovementioned Police Ins-
cumstan

report was false.

it more plainly, Petitio
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Succoedi

oeding paragraph. Petitioner respeotfully begs to
'1]50 cessary to shew whether the District and
also aware of that fact, and if so, to What extent.

Head Assistant Magi

ThB Dis(,r]c :
b Mﬂglstrafe -
' © ad .
Assistant Migisteats mits that the witness was forwarded to him by the Head

strates werg

SR E g with a Dem: A
10 justification fop omi-Official. But the Head Assistant Magistrate had

the Distri 50 interfering i
be Distriet Magistr ering in the matter, becanse he had already roportod to

. ate on the 6t D
ever in the case, Ang th December 1894 that he had no jurisdiction what=

not di it is ol ks
: dlsapprove of the Heaq Aea!j from the District Magistrate's report that he did
? O'Cuf'ed and forwarded th -sslSt""‘ Magistrate's conduct in having 80 officiously
,}lll.lnsdlction in the mattep :’l Witness to him. Shortly after reporting that he had 7@
imself at Coimbatops ¢, ¢ Head Assistant Magistrate left Pollachi and encamped

for manv
any days before the 19th December 1894 and left the

ALLOT 1 Bt

above Polige Inspeo
days before 19¢h.

Magistrate recorde
tor,

oF Wil widh Lh:”;‘l':‘“tl Zf tihu above witness was recorded. The
Both loft the ’| nA.ac s?.xstnnt Magistrate at Coimbatore for many
s d certain st place for Tiruppur that night. The Head Assistant
This would olegr] } statements there, with the assistance of the said Inspec-
enemy had to b t.owetly 8how that the Head Assistant Magistrate and Petitioner's
The Head Assistan:]\[. 1or Wherever evidence was to bo recorded against Petitioner.
the Inspector wag his agistrate had sufficient official records before him to show that
.Which he forwardeq &Hem}j. Even on the 19th December 1894, that very day on
Just tendereq to him b :; Witness to the District Magistrate, he had “an explanation
wag Petitioner’s enem y = Iuspactor in a matter of 12 months old, showing that he
Wfls his enemy, Thi. D_”“f Distriet Magistrate too was aware that the Inspector
District Superintendent lStr‘°§ Magistrate had in September 1804 reported to the
charge ” against him }(;f Police that the Inspector had “recklessly brought a false
@0 Board, that the I.ns ® had again himself found, as admitted in his report to
tioner had in hig awornp(;ctor.was not on good terms with Petitioner, Lastly, Peti-
attention of the Digtriet \(;poéltlo" on the evening of 18th December 1894 drawn the
al?plication e whict tl;o 'lI‘),:}strnte to the fact that the Inspector had set up the very
Wftness Were together wi istrict Magistrate was enquiring. The Inspector and the
Witriess Wag st xtmh the'ﬂend Assistant Magistrate in his office before the
custody of the very Ins 0 the District Magistrate, and he was forwarded in the
the witness's stntementpv::or. To the best of Petitioner’s subsequent infornfation,
every body else than Petit‘i rcc?rdnd by the District Magistrate in the absence of
ﬂft‘nt the enemy to the witn (inf!rs enemy. The District Magistrate admits that he
given by the District'Ma -C:B 8 house after recording the statement. The reason
his cutcherry and knew gls ra_te for so sending Petitioner’s enemy, is that he was at
know that the Inspector l]x(:\dmltcnogs D e e
trouble of ascertaining the £ Sl the witness before, unless he bad taken the
voluntarily by the InSI;nctor 8c»t' irently trond Sh¥ Tubpector SETAC IR -
or beforehand in person' Ino:r:)y e
aware ?f the circumstances in wj;xi(::o;hthel e e
those circumstances ? If they were the oerd'nspocu')r e the, Yite. B
» inary circumstances, there were so many
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Dalayets and Peons of his own who knew the witness much better in such circum-
stances, as they all lived in the same town of Coimbatore. In that case there was
no necessity for the District Magistrate’s pitching upon the Inspector of Palladam
who was not a native of the Coimbatore town, for the purpose. Therefore the cir-
must be the circumstances in which the District
‘ that he procured the witness. It is thus plain
that the District Magistrate knew that it was the Inspector, who procured
the witness. Then it is a most important question whether the District
Magistrate, with the knowledge that the Inspector was Petitioner’s enemy and that
e witness was procured by such enemy, did not think that the evidence he was
recording against Petitioner behind his back must be concocted evidence. Peti-
tioner respectfully begs to submit that the District Magistrate must have naturally
thought so, unless the Head Assistant Magistrate had previously led him to think other-
wise. Petitioner begs to point out that the Collector has, in the face of several official
records to the contrary, attempted to ghow in para 21 of his report that the Inspec-
tor was not inimical with Petitioner, and relied on a Demi-Official from the Head
Assistant Magistrate which was directly contrary to his own records, as proved by
documents printed at page 5 of the Appendix 4 to Petitioner’s Review to the Local
Government, a copy of which is respectfully submitted herewith for perusal, How-

the question with which Petitioner is more directly concerned, is whether the
District Magistrate was true, or false and con-

sufficient facts hereinabove to show that it was

cumstances referred to,
Magistrate was led to believe

ever,
witness's statement recorded by the

cocted, and Petitioner has submitted
nothing but a concoction.

18. The concoction was effected by the Inspector in the following marvel-

" lous circumstances :—Shortly before the time when he was with the Head Assistant
Magistrate at Coimbatore, he somehow happened to be transferred to Pollachi Taluk.
Veerabhadraraju a brother ofithé,,u’bove, witness whose name is Nallamaraju, was a
Police Constable in that Taluk and just then in trouble, having been suspended for
having wilfully failed to charge a thief who was subsequently charged by another

" Police Officer and convicted. Gururaju another brother of Nallamaraju was ‘a hotel
keeper also ab Pollachi, and he was in more serious trouble ab that time as he had

been charged with a criminal offence before the local Sub Magistrate and was

absconding i :
ed with anxiety in consequence of the danger in

him. Nallamaraju was overwhelm » ‘
which the two brothers were. The deceased woman was their sister. ‘The Inspector
nesses examined by the District Magistrate on

was aware of the fact that the witnes:
11th December 1894 had totally failed to prove the allegation in the transfer

ation, was also filled with anxiety on account of the danger of a criminal con-
viction which awaited his Syed khader ; and he was very busy trying to concoct some
further evidence to save his Syed khader. In such orisis, the Inspector got hold of
Nallamaraja through o friend of his and promised him that, if he came and said before
the District Magistrate that his sister was in Petitioner’s keeping, he would speak
to tho Hoead Assistant Magistrate and get the conviction of the thief quashed aud
seo that Veerabhadraraju was restored ; that he would likewise speak to the local

who

ép’plio

o order to evade the execution of the warrant of arrest issued against :
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en up to date a favourite (Constable of the

Sub Mg ) 14 ¢
gistrate and ce . .
‘ t . . - B "
;?m‘l)' through Veorﬁbhﬁiumrf‘l“ discharged ; and that he | o former status. And Veerabhathraraju has been up to dat
allamaraju was g raraju who would be hi would always help his Tnspector in the same Pollachi Taluk, As Petitioner is not allowed copies of those
Police depﬂ!‘tmen; ‘“f“l“ who had, as the Collnlct us future subordinate Constable. Police and Magisterial records with which he was not formally connected, Petitioner
Constable to Const Tt,‘ a bad character and had lor admits, left his service in the most respectfully begs to request that Your Excellency in Council will be kindly
had hard] y any ch ablé for forging a roseitd 'tlnd l)ecn prcvxous!y reduced from Head ple q in the interests of public justice to order areference to the above records and
proposal, he coumamctor to lose, He saw a,t ‘On "’h“’“? also given to drinking and the facts herein submitted verified. I there should still be any doubt as to
knew also that th B[ave both brothers for whicl Colt at if he agroed to the Inspector’s S the probability of the Inspector’s concoction of the witness, Petitioner humbly sub-
B i e Inspector wag freelv ich he had no hopes otherwise. He : mits that he is prepared to prove the fact more directly if an opportunity is kindly
2P «';n ell known friend of ¢} “-lc y moving with the Head Assistant Magistrate ' i to im X _ %K
r | 1@ local S ‘ - 1 . : - E
howeveriu(: ::i Illri]n{:» p:) o Q’("C‘("'OO;I?S} ::obmi?;tag:s‘:::;} a:':y thﬁalﬁhe In.sp ector . 19 " But, the above horrible circumstances in which the wiﬁness was con«
. Hing to accept 2 : . amaraju was i g SR iy
;;3: lt:mt he did not relish tli)xet:]de| l“sl’t‘ctor.s promise for other reasons. One reason ﬁctgd, Petitioner .trusts, could no; hive bg:nlan:Wn fo;‘;’ ?oxr:;nt;;o t'h; gfstr}qt_
Nvad was gxpluiuod to and remd:“ of exposing the past vices of his dead sistef. 1 : agllstrate- il begsbto iy mozf :h:ey ;.En h ;ls :in:: ady th aiet;s: b i
and died a prostitut adily understood by Nallamaraju that his sister having Magistrate conld have never become &TELE & pf i
her rece ¢, he was not falsely maligni , the matter, he would have then and there smashed the Police Inspector. But,
y maligning her ; and that, as the fact of 3 unefo iy at:ely for Petitioner, the District Magistrate proceeded on the representations
of the Head Assistant Magistrate which were based on the tales carried to him by
allamaraju’s evidence is utterly false can be

nt delivery j
Y in the trai .
rain had made her immorality too widely known, he was
the fact that N

not going to inj
| Jure her reputati
putation any further, but that, on the other hand, by saye
& i Petitioner’s enemy. But,

ing that she :
S 1¢ Was 1n thu k by o
eeping of Petitioner, a Brahmin and Sub Magistrate, he was e ( ‘it which is printed i
y he W e seen on the face of it which 18 printed in
' * NALLAMA RAJU the margin.

* Nallamaraju stated that his

doing rathe
r an honor than an
¢ v ¥ harm to hi . i s,
;‘Z‘l’;mtago. of immediately saving hi: l:l:' lalto sistor, whilo ho had the substantial S
e w:;mla(;'f:m very much feared at the same t?m(:l';th:t: from their serious troubles. 3 : SON OF VENCATAGIRL RAJ U - Jeceased sister was in Petitioner’s keep+
uld be : ; a L . & - Sworn : » 1 oteal.
i e):) subjected by Petitioner to serious eivil dY f‘al.sta?y maligning Petitioner, % Gianammsni who died at the Tizapor Station was 108 and, according to the plan ongmally
Potiti p? r assured him on oath that hi and criminal proceedings. Bat, P my sister. She died about six months ago. She was congerted, he a‘V.Olded.au Acms'emimm‘
s 11 ioner's presence and would be confined 15 statement would never be recorded in on her way by rail, and was delivered in the train. mation on the point which would othar-
ollector. The 3rd and strongest reason f only to the personal knowledge of the  C She was taken to Mathukound anpudur and died wise be very severe and lengthy, by re-
h.e feared that the District Ma » 0‘.‘ or Sallamaraju’s “nwﬂlingnm h -3 there. I received a telegram from Tirapur in the gorting to the falsehood that he had a
tion by a few words of cros&s-eig . ljat,e .mlght, directly detect the falsit f ?vas : a‘t i 8 name of Lachumamma. 1 misced the train and did  Jetter from Petitioner and that he would
ween the Police Inspector and agfn;ﬁahon' § As against this fear, it w:so S poul; : : not go till the night train. [ ean P,mdw: he te 5 produce it. In order to make the false-
cross-examination, but that Nallam arfmraju that no room shOu]'d be giv:em:d bet- _.-' i gram. My si‘ster was xnthes;l_)-msmtbm: sg m:.m% hood appear all the more behgvable, he
Sidaliavs his statem ’ araju should at once induce A n 0." any i ‘ I went by_msht and goﬂo irupur » out 2 4.3 further SEabsd that hehad baen od
- ent by saying that he h the District Magistrate s, maoon Jight, and [ went o that villsge. My sister. ..o to reburn the letter and S0
sister, and by pretending to be at ad a letter from Petiti A was dead.  They buried the body and my brother, & "YT"*"W .'r. it A S
A T a')le to produce it and eventuall lf)nor about his 4 Munsil's Court peon i e h%’h;ﬁ-t’t forth. The District Magistrate naturally
R e co‘nsen“ rth.  Nallamaraju was thus p lally stating that it was a2 : His name is 1llama Rajo. He was ot Padar then, believed: the alleged le&ber"}sp.};e.&,{%@‘ ey
R 0 go and tell the Distriot Maci prepared most systematically 3 ' The Sub-Mogistrate asked m3 to say nothing about clusive proof oi-.ghgkegpi@gaf'gba:gmﬂ man
S etitioner’s keeping; and h gistrate rather privately that hi b this matter. 1 have had somd correspondenco with  gnd that Nallamaraju had it certainoly in
4 with the knowledge h . @ was kopt ready f e | him. He has sent s letter to me about this sabject,  fig - issession' IW!!!&? %o secure H&
; ge that Petit; y for the 19th D . : ; : v, e g MR e S ) iR )
expected denial would be recorded oner had been summoned § Memine 4 : and some lotters Lo B Y e’ e th-‘;‘ 7. Danoligive eyidbRoR T E K Ly d‘i e
lzeoember 1894 came, N :ﬂlamu,,.:u on oath on that day. HOWevq:r :;h: 18th and his 4 B child. I W:)‘ P‘;"d“"‘.t““.:‘i""l“:gmm Mﬁ:: the District Magistrate cﬁml;gag; o
the I Y, araju once m : » before the 19 _ : asked e to retarn GHERRAn aiu to @o to his house and fetch the
he h nspector went straight to the wit o showed signs of his natural e . ik my brothes bas taken. £ i ;ﬂﬂ:;] g e wfd&at once the
e had taken his breakfast and t 'tness’s house on the morni BT ik g the latter after I gob the telegrait: Perhaps one of 3O 20 W e
the most convenient hour £ 00k him along with him e et v E & my brothers might haveit My brother at Ecods hos - most dangerous RO ¥ Ed My g
convietion of the thief t‘"’ or him to present his aloeedd (; saying that 11 o’clock was 3 ' o lotters. One of Ty brothers might have ¢he ':1803‘1'. himself. -Fo%«k* e iy
keenly felt his hun o the Head Assistant Magi y drafted appeal against the ; Jggter 1 will try to make him produceit. - immediate dqmm 0* the falsity : ‘;0?
cating drugs and ger, the Inspector supplied hi nglﬁ“m“" When Nallamaraju 8 e T (Sigeed) K. NALLAMA RAJOO, - Bh&@@ﬂ{h that his sister Was lﬂm:;{*
in a compound dgot him conveniently intoxicat dW":h food and some sweet intoxi- ¥ 7 S e (Sigoed) HERBERT BRADLEY, tioner's keepx?g,heh&d L heske i
2 o’clock adjacent to the Collegtor’ ed and made him forget all hi = o ek . District ; Magistrate. ~ stratagem ofmﬂmingﬂgem ruthagx gy
s conducted tg the Head Assistant Cutcherry. Nallamaraju was th s, F B T R S e H7 trate to beliov that he could prosesed
at fhe Head Assistant Magistrat“lstant Magistrate, Shortl Ja ftew“' then at about e i e T P M S A S 'aé@méntw;pMQm;ﬁatemt: But novw,
maraju, and the local Sub Magist @ quashed the convietion app': aled t; it so happened - AR RS IR B ity S ¢ he failed, as he must fail, to produce the
tw rate di a : » N e P R A R BF 3 con-
wo brothers of Nallamaraju Werte discharged the criminal case m:z mdat by Nalla« : 0 s | letter, the very falsity, the detection of wmoh‘hawivig’ﬁed to ﬁw:ﬂ,w;)ulgl_t{a??n.
e saved from their danger and ”P:o :?i' and; . . = clusively ostablished, an he would be ruined. Therefore, as the only means of relieving
stored to their o

P
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ate hy saying “1I think my

Thereby
- reby, he at once ¢
onv > :
“ perh Bfemg asked to give the name of the | }Oyo{] e
eriaps one of my | oLl : 'L Whe brother
y_Dbrothers might haye ;

himself from such iImminent d
brother has taken the lettep,
of the fact,

anger, he began to prevarie

he failed again and said
and thereby distinctly informed

the Distriot Maw: » the letter "
strict Magistrate that he Wwas neithe S
) ) e

the exi
: existence of the letter, Being still
ay what came uppermost in b i

that his brother at Erode h
f)f the letter which he had
16 was a fact that the B
that it was not
the lettery.
Pl L

ertai
IH? of the name of the brother nor of
S86(
his mouth at the 4 - hn'd no other alternative than to
ad some lett al the time. Then it came from his mouth
& e ) ol shie P 2
- L’ which again conveyed that he was not sure
éived being with that brother
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Again asked whether
all, Nall i

» Nallamaraju who knev
R 1o : hood, stated that gye : T
: 415 1ast statement
5 o v 18 nc
previous statcmr_\nts, most el -

. L

of his brothers might have

ng ‘

o ek g but the sum and substance of all his
Ly oub indirectly admitting th

himself or with hi

at there was no letter at

any one of his brothers
; LI hers.
8 of his lie that his dead siste

ab there we

ould b
trate was o y e no attempt to o )
A8 convinced that Nallamaraju’s st I i

clear from the fact that he sent the
X .
get the telegram which Nall

all of Petitioner either with

Nallamaraju

r had sorae letters because
That the Distri 1

ict Magis-

atements about letters were quite false is

Police Inspector to Nallamar
amaraju h

W y '
as however quite regardles
he was certain th

aju’s house only to

which Nallamarai
amaraju had receiveq
deceased woma ed from Lakshmammal
n and w . ammal who was t] .

N A (111?]. had intended to take her to Cuddappa 1:£1der sister of the
Tha teligra did’ W th;, nfex'y, and who broke her jOurnej ik hZLO lzerThusband

: reiore prove any thi . by at Tirappur.
OVIdenf:e therefore, so far from proving ,3] tlln.g against Petitioner.
was himself a deliberate liar, g any thing

a2k Nallamaraju’s

against Petitioner

Pt o

e e L The mere fact that the mar g
seli-contradictions cannot but Rl

intoxicated as to be incap

ade such a continued

demonstrate e;

2ate (‘lt,h\ J t] .

1 X eI 14

able of kuowmg wl it the m

impudently attempting to deceive the Disgtri

P 2 ric
falsehoods. Petitioner begs to submit t}
here that the st e

an was so

1at he w '
Was saying, or that he was most

t Maois : :
Magistrate into believing his palpable

ok by v
gl t be out of place to point out
S got signed by Nallamaraju without

d or read over to hi r

ordered Mr. Hardinc ; rto him., The Distrin

ed Mr. Harding the then Syh Ooliashes a8 Tocd ;Sb!rlct Magistrate however
¥ "ode to find out if

;)x'ot1101‘ at that place had any letters connecti

Mr. Harding examined the man, but R i1
h.im, and he distinetly stated that hc:
dingly reported the matter on or ‘

abt it will

atement “

oAty » though sworn to,
same being translate

= . Nallamaraju's
1tioner with the deceased woman.

as must be ex
pected, no letter ;
CI'S wer ;
had no letters, 1} ere found with

Ir Harding
¢ X must hav -
about the 218t December 1894, " B

9 "
20, Petitioner humbly begs to submit th

thus be pleased to see that N un’s evi
i e tv?;iﬁ,;\w(‘:.“?lmmw 8 evidence, the only evidence on the strength
T di;j l; n” a.'o could t‘hink that Petitioner's previous re ort;g
was supplied b t]" P 0 Prove a deliberate falsehood ; that such fal p'd *
y the Police Inspector to the Head Assistant hlagistrazas:'lxiVli e‘;ﬁ"
n his

. l D' . 1 . .

a'"E?COI'dCd at l['l pl) -\ .

e e

y n
ﬂf [ v [y il ’ . .
b Your Excellency in Couneil will

L Eata ool

officers, must be equall

that Petitioner had taken muc

ed with the ordinary feelings
‘done in similar circumstances.
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y untrustworthy ; and that the only course was to abandon 4o
commenced from Petitioner’s deposition, and drop the whole matter.
bsequently ordered the Tahsildar of Palladam to make enquiry
otting the Tahsildar’s witness on the 18th January 1895 saying
I interest on account of the woman at Tiruppur, the
Collector called on Petitioner on the next day to show that he had not falsely denied
the keeping of the woman, in other words, to prove the negative that the woman had
not been his mistress. The witnesses examined were on the whole the Tahsildar’s and
Police Tnspector’s Witnesses. None of them did, however, venture the falsehood that
the woman had been Petitioner’s mistress. With all their falsehoods and exaggera-

tions, they did not prove that Petitioner did any thing beyond what every man endow-
of humanity or any Government Officer would have

Petitioner however wanted to show that they were
not do so without an effective cross-exami-
nation of them. Petitioner could not effectively cross-examine them without copies
ts recorded without any notice to him. Petitioner had not
f the transfer application for which he applied to
er of that year. Petitioner was given

notice of the enquiry. Petitioner put in a petition urging all
es and praying for an adjournment, but the petition was refus-
“g piece of impudent attempt to gain time.” In
was also too severely pressed to give immediate
ollector was in a great hurry to go to Kollegal on

1l along smarting under excruciating pain
quence of the nature of the enquiry. Petitioner had therefore no other

alternative than to state that he was unable to make his defence. He even rquested
that he might be let go with a short suspension becauseé he could not more respect:
fully and accurately describe the unfortunate situation in which he was placed by the
Collector. The Collector did not ask Petitioner a word further afterwa‘.rds, btxt sub=
mitted his report, on the next day, the 23rd January 1895, that Petitioner might be

red to retire from service on pension. Subsequently, the Board of Revenue were
certain records without a copy of the Collector’s report and

hin 15 days’ time. In obedieuce to the order, Petitioner
gubmitted his explanation on the 14th and 19th March 1895, showing that the enquiry
into the alleged concubinage Was illegal ; and that N allamaraju’s evidence upon which

the charge of false denial was based, was false and unreliable.

his explanation, the Collector had no materials. In support
g e : unds which Petitioner

i i igned only the gro
: al enquiry, the Collector has assigned only : :
g shone to be untenable. As for Nallamaraju's evidence, the

illegal enquiry
But the Collector su
in this connection. G

lying and exaggerating. Petitioner could

of their previous statemen
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the Head Assistant Magistrate before Octob

only one day’s written
the above circumstanc
od with the remark that it was
guch circumstances, Petitioner

defence on the ground that the C
account of jamabandy While Petitioner was a

in conse

orde
pleased to order copies of

ordered an explanation wit

\ hown hereinbefore 4
l(llzslle:stor found it impossible to show that it was nob falze. He at last forw?,r('ied
ion to the Board on the 18th May 1895, indirectly admitting

from the following facts.
had been in Petitioner’s

n the absence of

Petitioner’s explanat . . .
that Nallamaraju’s evidence was false, which will be plain

The Collector states that, were it proved that the woman
i ded Petitioner’s prosecution. 1
ﬂﬁﬂnﬂ he would have recommen
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. letter or le
; ion him about the
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id : ion whether he acq :
. hoto, the Collector di L (ki éhe’ siziple unStlol;? titioner’s explanation,
18 . taking tl?egt:r did not, however;:; March 1895, the date of ;1 his former deposi-
'he Colle ' 1 - . . made 3 .
the woman, the evidence of her nearest relations like N allamaraju would be the be?t ;lhl;G hoto after or hbl?;:: months after Nanama.ra]‘; lll?gﬁrst report against Peti
evidence in the world to act upon. Therefore, if it did not show on the face of it p h it was then Collector had submitte
3 . ) X e A the even thoug after the
that it was a deliberate falsehood, the Collector had ne reason to disbelieve
evidence, that is to say, that the ke

: hing for one to
it is not a difficult thing
’ four months wn fact that 1t 1s no
s tion and is a world kno
°ping was not proved. J lowever, for the reason
submitted in the Succeed;

Dutt
ion case, Mr, :

" i in the recent defamatio 1895

it bo % tioner. And, l? < hotograph. Moreover, in araju’s statement of 26th March 1895,
ding Paragraph, the Colloctor did not wish to let it 3 procure another’s p Nallam

understood at once that he had so disbelieved the evidence. Therefore, the Collector

elations.
i ith reference to or any of her r
uestioned Petitioner Wltll:i: photo to the dogease iproman he was bound
has elsewhere in the Same repopt, attempted to Support the evidence in the following ?v hether Petitioner gave

Ways ;—

ieved the answer,
d in the negative. If Mr. I)uz:tbil;éwhich e pduczd,bwa:h :
xpmione:ha:s‘:’;wallege d concubinagies t::li::iig the answer, he :;scb;m; to! o
Firstly.—The Coll to find tha But, before ‘of Section 5 S i

graph of Petitioner which wag formerly the property of his sister, without saying deliberate fa‘ls.ehoo(flllaw contained in the last }:::st;e photo to Petitioner .a;‘d :‘t
which brothep produced it, Wwhen it was Produced, whenee the brother got it, or express prf)vmlon Ove‘me photo or at feags g8 6 have omitted to do soin ehot,o.
whether he produced it voluntarily or under orders. As Petitioner had never given Nallamaraju t:o L not his. Mr. Dutt would noennineness or identity Of. thﬂeffrence
a photo and had ne oceasion o give one either to the Woman or to any of her him Whethe‘j gl d only been sure B examined Petitioner w.mbhr s
relations, Petitioner thought at once, as submitted i his Review, that Nallamaraju's cumstances if he ha ’s pleader who actually cross- st such a course. This ne-"e: ome
brother the subordinate Constab)e and writer of Petitioner's énemy at Pollachi might Nor did Syed khader : fhe above statement, sughg eto was not really his, but of 8
have been supplied with o photo by my and made to hand it over to the to his ceri;iﬁflf1 i to conclude that the pho
Collector so ag to save Nallamamju who had sayed him before, and at the same time induces Petitioner als.o like him. ; rt, that the letters
to enable the Collector to Meet Petitioner’s explanation, Petitioner could not Wwrong person appearing tates, in para 12 of his report, psni T
direetly and more fully meet the evidence in go ==The Liohecin.§ , ched his hands “but f'or . Petitioner
he was refused, among othe <ok re}?ordinates”—-Mr. Harding, as to submit
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pelieve N was at all aske

ector says that a brother of the Woman produced the photo-

the said ene

Secondly. :
ntioned by Nallamaraju would
me

which has been refused to Petitioner by the Collector, the Board
alike—a fact which Petitioner trustg will at once convinee Youp
cil of the manner of treatment which Petitioner had received fro
of the special kindness and indulgence g

hown to the other side,
dated 26th March 1895. 1t ig from nop other brothep than the

Nallamaraju. He has not howevep stated, as the Collector
aod led the Board and Governm

photo was formerly his gister’s pr

Son, a boy, 5o as to lead the Collegtop to believe th
he tried by awful Prevarication op the
officer into be]ieving that he had a lette
Statement of the 26} March

Whether he appeared voluntarily, or ag taken a
District Magistrate, But, it is manifest that, bein
December 1894 haq been suflicient]y proved to b
the 14th March 1895, and that hig

and the Government
Excellency in Coun.
m the Collector, and

The statement 18
same proved perjurer
as written in hig report
personally knew that the
as stated that he got it from her

at the photo was genuine, just ag
19th  Decembep 1894 to q
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1895, whether Nall

operty. But he h

eceive the same
It is not clear from the
Amaraju was called on to appear, or
8 before by some body, before thq‘ given D llecto
g told that hig statement of the 19t8* - Conb to
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whether Mr. Harding ined it. But, the mere fact & ill, Petitioner
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And, as a matter of faet,
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as would be evident from ¢

he fact that even at the time of
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g ost, to
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¢ tact of the 5th brother

ns-lup with his sigter, But
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T not to sum nstead, viy, «
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er's knowledge in e matte:o A

 prove that such
Police Constable and
m their dangers, that

refore the ep
‘ eature
had been furnished to o

Local Governme

Satyam

trie

thi 1

- 8 most 1mportant fact in Petiti

118 repor oy

: port. And the Collector’s

een examined as [ prefe e
residence "’ must, have led

had no idea of the fifth brotl

CA L el

asked, th
® Collector hag informed Petitioner .

(L

knowing who tho

the same, and th
criticize the so-called evi

their names in his re
believe N allamaraju’s de
copy of the report furn
officials and other person
any other,
1897, requesting
that their information

position,
Council would be graciously pleas
report based 0
opportunity of proving,
As against such
defamation case,
professor of the C
institution, has sta
neighbour all the time (
did not hear of Petitioner
Mr. Bhujanga Row, not by
clusive proof of the fact
Dutt has most significantl

comparing
Collector an

January 1895, that the charge of
to gubmit that
has taken and caused to
behind Petitioner’
Potitioner then an

21

states that certain prominent officials and others
have told him that the woman had been in Petitioner’s keeping. But Petitioner
mrost respectfnlly begs permission to submit that he has been given no chance of

what information they gave, or how they acquired

Fifthly.—The Collector

se gentlemen are,

at under these circumstances, it is extremely difficult for ome to

:dence. The Collector who has thought it necessary to give
to lead the Board and Government o
ted by himself, omitted the names in the
Fearing that the names of prominent
rd and Government more than
ocal Government in August

to enable Petitioner to show

port to the Board so as
position, has, as admit
ished to Petitioner.

s would go to mislead the Boa
Petitioner made a special Petition to the Li

that the names might be disclosed so as
was quite untrustworthy, irrespective of their calling and

thheld even by the Government. Your Excellency in
od to consider whether it is fair that the Collector’s
the falsity of which Petitioner has been denied an
d upon and Petitioner condemned unheard.
begs to submit that, in the recent
raduate of the Madras University, a
er of 32 years standing in the same
that, although he was Petitioner’s
Sub Magistrate in Coimbatore, ke
This fact having been elicited from

Petitioner but by his adverse side, is unquestionably a con-
most unfortunately for Petitioner Mr.
n his judgment to such openly-
if Mr. Dutt mentioned this

but the names were wi

n such information,
should be acte

evidence, Petitioner humbly
one Mr. Bhujanga Row,a g
oimbatore College and Teach
ted in public court and upor oath
91 years) Petitioner Was
having kept a woman.

referred to. But,
y omitted all reference i

given evidence recorded by himself, apparently because,
ovidence in his judgment, he would have placed himself under the necessity of
o with the value of the evidence secretly given to the

the value of the sam
d make unpleasant comments on the latter.

—The Collector states that Petitioner said to him
false denial was substantially true. Petitioner begs

he did never say so. If Petitioner had only said so, the Collector who
be taken so many statements against Petitioner secretly and
sitated to record such direct statement of
d there. Again, the Collector has not stated that Petitioner said so,
ted 25rd January 1895 which was immediately after the alleged
ach a statement only in his report for-

Siathly. verhally on 21st

s back, would not have he

: his first report da

ce. But the Collector has made
od 4 months after the above date and 2} months after Petitioner had shown that
Nallamaraju’s evidence Was false and unreliable. -
Potitioner’s statement of 22nd

—_The Collector at last takes up
he was unable to maks his defence, and points oub

ed thereby that he had mo defence to make. Petitioner

¢ Esxcellency in Council will be kindly pleased :

(Hoh Ty

Seventhly.
January 1895, that
that Petitioner convey
begs to submit that You
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o consider whether the words * unable to make my

ommry that Petitioner had his defence but was unable to make it. £
conveyed that Petitioner had no defence to make, this was just i
which the then circumstances would have warranted. For, Petitioner ws . e |

called on to prove that he had not kept the woman while no witness said that he had 9.
kept her, and therefore there was no necessity for any defence. And Petitioner did E =if
not know that the Collector had taken Nallamaraju’s statement previously, or that i

the Collector had thought to use it to prove the keopi
. pmng of the woma :
Collector intended to take Petitioner’s defence first, and then examine o:'::t :h“f:B
examine

i 111

Nallamaraju. .
Bighthly.—The Collector then points out that Petitioner had no necessity :
utb in such a statement unless he was guilty of the charge. Potitioner bogs to z 1:
mit that the above statement was tke only statement which could be f‘:tson ‘11)1
expected in the circumstances according to the rules of enquiry. Petitioner w:ulz
have, however, put in a somewhat detailed statement, but for the unfortunate circum-
stances described in para 20 supra. In order to show that he did not Bnbjéc‘t Peti-
tioner to any pressure, the Collector has attempted to make out that the statement

was voluntary.

Part III

os the fundamental question why the Co -
d have had recourse to such ways as the RN e
vidence is true, while it is manifestly false, while he 1

Jdemonstrated hereinabove, and while by showing it to be

other satisfaction than that of exposing Petitioner’s false-

hood in denying his relationship with a woman. Therefore, Petitioner humbly begs
permission to cabmit that, after Petitioner had discovered and pointed out in his
explanation that the joint interference of the Head Assistant Magistrate and Petis
sioner's enomy the Police Inspector in the matter of evidence against him was the -
cause of the District Magistrate's Proveedingd against him, the Collector, as will be ;"
ad report, called upon tho Head Assistant Magistrate

clear from para 21 of his seco
The Head Assistant Magistrato explained to =

aduet in the matter.
when he took charge of the Division, which was four -

., at the end of August 1894, ho was not aware of the Inspector »

onmity with Petitioner, bocause there wore no complaints by Potitionor against tho Ins=

, pending at that time. And even this explanation is not truo because suelt
hat time to the knowledge of the Head Assistant Mogiss

)

trate, agoording to his own roply to Petitioner and reports to tho Collootor which &

printed at page 5 of the Appendix IV. Thus, the Hoad Assistant Magistrate & m

1eans of oxonerating himsell. But, it would at least bo something, if Nallamar&) }
Therefore, the Collector has further attompted as above h

svidence were true.
maraju’s evidenco Was not falso, but Petitionor's explanation Wllﬂl‘_ £

wot & word of his oxplanation was false, a8 demonsEEEEE

09, Now aris

District Magistrate shoul
ghow that N allamaraju’s @
himself disbelieved it as

true, he could have had no

to explain his co

the Collector Demi-Officially that,

months before, viz

peoctor
complaints were pending at ¢

that Nalla

concocted. Whereas,

Appendicies IV and V.
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; missioner
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e Collector about the oharges ng;i“ntdpt,be Hon’ble Mr, J, St k
amst Petitionep e
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Mr, J. Sturrock had at all

;;s T :‘:‘::rto hear of any charges agai SR
ad only spoken to the Hon'b] ough mystery to Petit; gainst Petitioner, previously
SRR 0 Cofiibi e Mr. J. Sturrock aboulbo:j:l‘. But, if the Collocto;
for, the Collector had, to the lust h&“'o represented to him °h°h°"8°8. Brmirionlin.
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reality there was no
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jon to gubmit that those statements must

Proceedings, Petitioner begs permiss
have considerably prejudiced Potitioner's case before the Local Government. For,
the statement that Petitioner was pub on his defence on the 18th December 1894
must have naturally led the Government t0 think that there was some real charge
inst Petitioner, that he was given an opportunity of defending himself so early as
18th December 1894, and that yet he did not succeed in making his defence, though,
a space of 34 days; while in

he was given time until 22nd January 1895, that is,
charge against Petitioner ; while there was 1o evidence to sup-

except what Was concocted out of & conspiracy ; and while he was
portunity of defending himself, if any defence were at all called for.
tatement that Petitioner had notice to appear
h December 1894, but he failed to do 80,

k that Petitioner disobeyed the order of his

-

port such charge

gver given an op
§in the same mauner, the Board’s s

pefore the District Magistrate on the 11t
must have caused the Government to thin
official superior. And, it is scarcely necessary to submit that in consequence of the
omission of all reference to the illegality of the enquiry into the alleged concubinage,
the Local Government could have had no occasion to think of the same.

ing trial by Petitioner,

24, SUMMARY.—An accused person, undergo
tigating a false com-

attributed to him concubinage as the cause of Petitioner’s ins
plaint against him. The then District Magistrate Mr. Broadfoot found the charge of

instigation to be an obvious falsehood, and referring to the Police conspiracy agains
Petitioner, suggested that the accused chould be prosecuted. His successor
M. Bradley held a preliminary enquiry 10to the charge of instigation and found that it
was such a deliberate talschood, that he did not ask Petitioner a word about it and
did not take to the notice of the Board even the fast of the accusation. Thus the
allegation of concubinage was absolutely irrelev_a.nt; immaterial and obviously malici
ous. Again, the accused person Who had six months’ time t0 prove the allegation,
most miserably failed to prove it. Moreover, he had alleged thab Petitioner brought
the woman along with him from Coimbatore to Tiruppur by train as the best and
conclusive ovidence of the alleged concubinage. But Mr. Bradley found t vis allega<
tion to be such a dangerous falsehood, thab ho has thought it safe to change it in his
report into one that Petitioner only met the woman at the latter station. ,T““S.-, fihe_
District Magistrate must have seen th 1so false. Still,

af the alleged concubinage Was &
subsequently the District Magistrate illegally questioned Petitioner upon oath whether
it was not truo that the woman had ever

been his mistress, and recorded his qxpgcted
denial. Immediately, the District Magistrate recorded a sworn statement contradict-
ing Petitioner’s denial from 2 witness forwar

ded by the Head Assistant Magistrate

gowing that the witness Was procured by Petifitm_er’s enemy, the Police Inspector

Tmmediately after this was done, the Head Asstgunt Magistrate and the Inspector
' and obtained certain statements also on

went to Tiruppur oath and also without any
These latter statements show ab ‘most that Petitioner gob -

ives in their unfortunate condi-

notice to Petitioner:
accommodation for the deceased woman and her relati
aftor her death, Petitioner sent information to her relatives and
relations on the spot were 2 single

tior, and that,
arranged for the b
married woman wi

arial of the dead body, as her
th a lot of children. On such illegal and secretly recorded evidence,
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Petitioner was found guilty of having falsely denied the alleged concubinage. And it
is tacitly admitted by the Board of Revenue that the enquiry was illegal, and the
evidence of the 19th December 1894 illegal and false, If Your Excellency in Coun-
cil should be so pleased as to consider it just and fair that Petitioner should answer
a charge which avose in such circumstances, Petitioner humbly submits that he
has shown that the evidence of the 19th Dscember 1894, cannot be any thing but
a maliciously concocted falsehood. Petitioner most, respectfully and humbly begs to
request that Your Excellency in Council will be go graciously pleased as to ignore
for a moment the existence of the above evidence and banish from mind all impres-
sions derived therefrom and then consider whether Petitioner's aets at Tiruppug,
grossly colored and exaggerated as they are, prove that Petitioner did any thing
beyond what every man endowed with the ordinary feelings of humanity or any Govern-
ment Officer placed in similar circumstances would have done. Again Petitioner has
stated on oath, that,on the first occasion when he rendered assistance, he had
happened to go to Tiruppur with his wife in order to see his brother and his brother’s
wife and others who went from Coimbatore to Karur. This statement is not
contradicted by any witness but is on. the other hand proved even by
Petitioner’s hostile witness examined by the Tahsildar. On the 2nd occasion,
Petitioner happened to be there to meet his own mother who came from Karur,
The Collector himself admits that Petitioner’s mother was present with him on this
oceasion. If the deceased woman had been Petitioner’s concubine, Petitioner most
V humbly begs permission to ask. whether it is just and proper to think that Petitioner
would have taken either his wife or mother with him on such oceasions s and whether
it is generous and consistent with principles of human nature to suppose that Peti-
tioner’s mother and wife belonging to strictly religious and well-bred orthadox

Brahmin family did not possess that hatred and jealousy which is common to woman.
kind in general and that they had lost all sense of modest
be present with Petitioner when he was engaged in the
woman. Against this invincible proof of Petitioner’s inno
lector states that Petitioner has not made all such state
he has made them only in his deposition,

y and self-decency so as to
services of a Sudra kept-
cence in the matter, the Col-
ments in his report and that
and further suggests that these latter state-
e facts which be has denied in his report,

present circumstances that he would have
acted very wisely if he had stated all these things in his report.

submitted in para 9 supra, Petitioner was brief in his report in

ments are tantamount to admissions of th
Petitioner most thankfully owns in the

But, for the reasons
regard to the allega-

Petitioner’s report was a literal
reply to the allegations of the accused, but his deposition was an answer to th

questions put by the District Magistrate. In conclusion,
that it is admitted that the Head Assistant Magistrate for

19th December 1894 with a Demi-Official, and it cannot be denied that he sent him
in the custody of the Police Inspector, knowing that the witness was got up by that
very enemy of Petitioner. It is shown that the District Magistrate recorded the wite
ness's statement knowing that he was procured by the said enemy of Petitioner, Now,
the simple question is whether the Inspector proceeded to procure the witness, of his

tions concerning his private character. Moreover,

Petitioner begs to submit
warded the witness of the

- Jrk
own accord, ornndortho::d;ﬂ“@ & disnon and,
t prepared to say that .md_ s tiacPolioh I
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ness in the circumstances €
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Mr falso and dis »i:‘l'y' Petition iﬁ’ ' wi'lireaailylh""““h"m.e’f e bﬁ begs to
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S arnd raths: ~Axfor prejud v

i t he r 7w
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but for certain extraneous circums i fore, as an

i tances, and that there ‘ :
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t f he lliberﬁ] of explaining that ﬁhe.?enfluot of the. g
Assxsmntl':ﬂagisﬂ‘m had led him-tobepmgudrmd.ggm“,’, st Petitioner

he had done,
it
pegwrlnd taken no exception . High Court dated
o Board of ﬁ’mfm prejudice in bis 3“‘:;3a$oﬂy attributing ite
Collector has saying & word against Petition :
g9

v : v | snding Potitioner’s dismissal, he has
) fthofBoard of Revenue recommending Petitioner’
last ground 0 &

.14 account of the same in Appen “his previous conduct ‘has always
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iyar has, in his judgment, stated that he would separately proceed against Syed
khader the prosecutor, but apparently not done so. 1If the Head Assistant Magistrate
had only proceeded against Syed khader, Raghavaiyar's conviction would have at
once proved wrong. Syed khader would have no other alternative than to confess
that he brought this case also at the instigation of Petitioner’s enemy the afore-
said Police Inspector, 5o as to tarnish Petitioner’s reputation. And, there would h.&"
been no room for the Collector to proceed with the present so-called case against

Petitioner. The most deliberate falsehood persistently repeated by Syed khld?"
that the above Raghavaiyar was Petitioner's mother’s brother, while he was no body

to Petitioner, not even a member of his sect, must alone sufficiently prove that the
case was so maliciously concocted as to affect Petitioner at the onset.

PRAYER.—Feeling that he has thus established his perfect innocence
throughout the matter, Petitioner most humbly begs to pray that, if Your Excellency
in Council should also be pleased to find him 80, Your Excellency in Council will be
graciously pleased to pass such orders as Your Excellency in Council will be pleased
to pass in the case of every innocent Government servant undeservedly punished.
If, through some misfortune of Petitioner, Your Excellency in Council will bo pleased
to consider that he has falsely denied an y acts done or omitted, Petitioner most bumbly f :
begs to pray that Your Excellenoy in Council will be kindly pleased to punish him

directly for the acts or omissions, of which he may be found to have been guilty, but not
for false denials of the same, For, such latte

r charge could have never come into i
existence but for the admitted illegal procedure resorted to by the District Magi :

on the representations of the Head
for such false denials, it would see
vant is found to have done an un

Assistant Magistrate ; and by .pnnishihg Petitioner
m that whenever an unfortunate Government ser
punishable private act, an illegal enquiry may be

held under some circumstance or other and evidence obtained to show that he has

denied the act and he may be punished for the false denial instead of the act demied:

Fivally, Your Excellency in Council’s humble Petitioner begs leave to submit thaty

should Your Excellency, to the misfortune of the Petitioner, come to thi ne ._ .

that he has made a falso statement in denying his private relationship with tﬂd‘li‘

a denial, which, the Petitioner begs pardon to submit, carries with it more virtu "“

honor and innocence than otherwise, Your Excellency would at least be

pleased to notice that the punishment is unduly severe and out of all prop

the magnitude of the offence, if any, and that a public servant who p

served Her Majesty’s benign Government for no Jess than 27 years and has ':_‘ L el
3 " g y : lossly shuated out

laid claim to the full privilege of his pension, should not be NM S g

of service without the benefit of pension even and thrown into ‘h! cold m I

in his old age and with his large family without any means of m

accordingly begs to pray for justice and mercy at the hands of '!'m |

Couneil. v R N

20th September 1898,
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with the Poli Stit
olice, pétitioner asked the Collector for records on which he based this
e based thi

m 1

vague, pplication was to0

9. With reference to the g
SR Lt . remainder of the same it
Y cyr St :)sy ttlll;t l;lietbfaheved .that his evidence given 5: r{lgt:ll;)h;c plest:&n;e;
that he obtained the accz:% LI]\Ia.g 1strate. Petitioner on that occasion imd.stnt::d
Monegar of Tirupur; the Ct;;) ﬂf»lon. oF th.e deceased woman through the Munsiff
T quéstion hin:"CtOl‘, lgnlcdnfxtely after, examined the Munsiff Mone-
that he had been credited, as thpn this point and petitioner therefore concludo;l
the Munsiff Monegar. '1"11(3‘ C Sconecmr (id not try to contradiot his evidencarpy
T AR W.: Jc\t(;\r stu'tcs. that he did not know that the Munsiff
Setinar R s thathtl -..C 10 Munsiff Monegar mentioned b et'tl' ) b
witness being the Munsiff 3\(; ollector must have been aware {Ph el “.t‘
B i ot D onegar referred to by petitioner. OT;ee fact of thn:
B e e[t)uSy Collector, cited by the Collector hi:m;;no;m 0
Miie o den: Tuin: Wag)e;;le : to lsend the Monegar of that villagoseof’ . 110.\"}5
e T AR Rt heehlalm e.t; and the Tahsildar must of necessit w]-u: 1
g R A ad directed the Munsiff Monegar of Ti i

, wgounden Pudur was a hamlet of fhato 'lllrupur'l‘lto
Village, e

Collector has refused petiti

%o ' : petitioner a copy of the T " ’

it 18 not in exstence. (Vide File No. 3, pa:c: alllzllgaiss)report, gmmd they
] . e .

The Collector says further that at that time he had ot the least id
idea that

petitioner’s report of the 28th July wa
3 s false. Whereas the B
oard has found that

80 fa:r ba«ck as the llbh Decemb . o T b
: e the Collecto had re 0 belhieve t ﬂta the
y : : ason t 1
p(?tltl.one? had been gullty Of dellberate fa]sehOOdS in dellying in hil;rep()l'}t: to a
Dlstl 1ct Llﬂg 1StI a«te all Connection \\'it]l the d(}ceaSCd woman (J"X ]] 3 tlh
. aX, ’ pﬂrﬂ. .)

“bim to be true when he wrote his pet
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Constable of Tirupur, I found reason to believe, &c.”  From the depositions them-
gelves taken on 11th December, it will be seen that no Head Constable of Tirupur
was examined on that day, and the only Head Constable examined on the occasion
a Pillay, Head Constable of Palladom. And that the Collector used
against petitionér will be more apparent by a perusal
Ex. II, para. 3, in which it is stated that *“ Syed Kadir
examined and from the evidence taken (on the 11th
December 1894) the District Magistrate had reason to believe that the allega-
tions contained in Syed Kadir’s petition against the Sub-Magistrate were either

tg&e or were so nearly founded on truth that they might have been believed by
ition, and that the Sub-Magistrate was

alsehoods when he denied all connexion with the deceased
Collector had taken the Head Constable’s deposition into

was Andiapp
Andiappa Pillay’s evidence
of the Board’s proceedings,
and certain others were then

guilty of deliberate f
woman.” Thus, the
consideration against petitioner.

8. The Collector states that h
had not been set up by the Police Inspector :— .

(a) The fivst reason given is that the Police Inspector had no hand in the
enquiry under section 476.. But, the enquiry against petitioner which commenced
with his own examination on the 13th December 1894, followed by that of Nallama
Raju the next day, and of others at Tirupur on the 20th and 21st December was
admittedly under section 476, C. P.C.: and the Collector owns that he sent the Police
Tnspector of Palladom to Nallama Raju's house to secure a document (telegram) ;
and the Inspector secured it. Thus the Inspector had a hand in the enquiry.

(b) The second reason given by the Collector is that the witnesses :
produced were Syed Kadir's friends and relatives, and if the Police had had any
hand in their evidence, it would have been much stronger. - The petitioner how-
ever respectfully submits that these depositions would never have been as strong

o was satisfied for three reasons that Syed Kadir .

as they were, had not some influence been Brongﬁt to bear on the witnesses.

Reply to .
Cc;,l:::.w;'. menbﬁ;botxn;h :sgardt t((; t}ixel Collector’s remarks in para. 9 anent petitioner's sta
: cocted Poli 8 state- ¥ oA st caadnt : X gi
At A e o, o miizi ::c:r;ezcle report to the effect that the Woma: _ (¢) The third reason is that the pet'iﬁop‘eri ﬁimgeu mlns x:epm:t of the
Magistrate, petitioner submits t'fxa; t}“( who had been given her by the Sub: 08th July ascribes the instigation of Syed Kadirtoacerbqfﬁﬁq.dir Khan and
Govindu Rao, dated 29th August 1894 le’.]:'eport of the local Village Magistrate not to the Police. L P . (RPN xt‘: Aﬂxl.;‘ ,
she got the child not from the peti;i'on:a:;) :ﬂfmw t_hat Alimi said to the Police that At the time petit:ionerwmte'hia{mbortoﬁhe%th.}ulj heonlyha;iev;d;;’:a
rem.arks that any Sub-Magistrate would ll:zllvzolm (;tﬂ grandmother, The Collector connecting Kadir Khan with Syed Kadir, v&.,mmm?m;mw,ieﬁ'gyedmr :
a similar report. Petitioner did not apply § i l'c'mark expunged from as often as he came to Palladom, took him to the Police Station on the 23rd evening
the Police report, becanse he had so ffrp b); Er the expunging of that portion of (July) and went with him to Coimbatore on the 24th, tn,dm&iiéﬁﬂwwmﬁt ,
report to the Distriet Magistrate denyin ]fﬁ as 28tl.1 July 1894 submitted his thepehitioﬁ, reported upon. Petitioner, therefore-in:his"' Ef)o'rt' of %th’ia}i 1*8794, '
thought he might have his own rcdr;ssg ”",5 c‘—’nnectxmf with the chiid; and he mentioned that Kadir Khan had misguided Syed Kadir. Soon afterwards, petitioner
course of his prosecution of Syed Kadir ;:f;mn; t.;'thl“" policemen concerned in the reclived evidence that the said Kadir Khan, a dismissed Pulwe Constable, and the
pursuance of Mr, Broadfoot's order of 8(’)th rj“{ tich orders were daily expected in Station House Oﬁ.icer, took 8yad Kadir to the ‘Inspeci'mj’.s;h‘bx.mé and that the
St o T July 1894, i Inspector sent Kadir Khan. to Coxmbatore w1th Syed Kgc.ixr?_ wxltjhw ;nstyyg@ions,that
Collector's 7. With regard to the Collector's statement i the petition should bepresented Up tillthmtima, p@ﬁtxonqlr hﬁﬁfonly suspicions
pars. 10, mt in para. 10, that petitioner against the police, and did ot care to venture a report on suspicion. At this
did not deem fit to report this, as he anticipated that he would have

would have been allowed an opportunit

of Palls Vgl A y of cross-examining th |

i co;‘:?{;’;;ﬂﬁ‘;ﬁ”l{‘}"_‘ 1'“?)‘, .,]f th'o Head Constable's evﬁlenc: lﬁfladbe(;?xmt?ki]:
LSRR Co;oatms't ln'm; petitioner humbly begs to request attention to
5 Y AR ii f?rfsllfxrsF report to the Board, dated 28rd January 1895,
setitione ‘Sr Tl Pg w.ltemm“' i==% ® & * hut after examining the
I ner (Syed Kadir) and some witnesses produced by him, and alse ltlllalon gHaad

stage, petitioner

a formal opportu nging ¢
which were to be taken agoinst Sye

was examined, he took the opportunity of
up by the Police Inspector.

nity of bringing the circumstance to light during the proceedings
d Kadir. On the earliest date, when petitioner
sj;a'ting- that Syed Kadir had been set

£y = A
. . x =3 .,




Reply to
Collector’'s
para. 11.
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Reply to
1 Collector’s
para. 12.

Reply to
Colloc{of.
para. 13.

Reply to
Collector's
para. 14.
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9. With regard to the Collector’s

atitibner's denosit: s statement in para. I
Egvourite He:d P(;’:;:s&lzfAlE':it'h Decexflber] a word apbouh t:l[le Police T )
o evid;»nc \ndiappa Pillay, nor is it suggested that tl ;Sp.ector <
i Slﬂ)--’\'rqcristt-:’ or mra:de'z a f.a]se record in favour of S : (;eKoh.ce had
e int:e ztio:‘tle"’ ll{ls.s misstatement in the petition Y(’i h“dll' o
worda “The Head Constﬂ?{’ ”Pt‘tltloner humbly submits that he h - " res
portion of petitioner’s d ; o thoug,:l ' not the name. And a referenc:St P
S tpOSlF]Oﬂ (File ‘1\0. 3,pp. 7 & 8) and th o the lattc:er
» especially the Village Magistrate’s report, will shev: t;eim‘(is o)
3 at the woman

Alimi did not state to Head Constable Andiappa Pilla

fr DR 3 % t +
rom petitioner but that this Head Constable had fal‘zel;-m:h::lngo” the child
dii red in his ogelir-

1»enc<f‘report that Alimi had told him so. The referen i
il’lja(;JZ;:;izlglzl'Imc'll‘l;b;u;cd a certain Karuppa Gou:c?e: llttrhfcl)w:l:r Bhev" Ayt
IR Rl ey had recently let him off in & oase of b 5 mitlodly
Pl‘et;t of TliS stater . inl he was thus under obligation to the P()l'o.nse-tresl)ass
el posseggi.o f nent t 1.th another woman had threatened to ki P Orf the
! i and bring a charge of murder against hi . tl.w child in
:]iz:lsq)zllﬁz;ll:gc:?d ;‘:?mine‘d Alimi in tl?at connection and t;:];tt:;:ep‘})lllfle o
B R s 'u;: k l‘e c}’uld fr‘-orn ‘Detltioner. The’ petitioner in hi:d dec}.m.'ed
oo AR e o 1:hexl}))resswn - .favourife Head Constable” in ep;)sxt.lon
that the Polic;e Ins o bst Of petitioner’s information it is an und S
. pector had him transferred from anothe B SIS 180t
as he has stated in para. 4 (ii) of his explanation to the Rev:;nlsl?;on "':1’ el

oard,

“I eannot find in it

10. With regard to para. 12, the Collector’

petitigner was said to have written ’to the decez:eozlc; stvst;:;z?;e;.in?ll;ofaleli?rs a5

if L v m e &
}::;aé;:,igp(;?:g:tlll.l T l?e petltloner!lowever would respectifully s’;ubmit ti:;;::tdl'g
he saw the Collef::tg: itlulrfliggl, the Christmas holidays ; the last occasion on whi;h
T N KA 4 was Sunday the 23rd December, on which dav the

TR i ung abO}lt the letters to the best of petitioner’ T
b lector mentioned on that occasion was that i
records of cases in which the deceased woman w pelleitol e
before the petitioner. as supposed to h

d for
ave appeared

11. With regard to Nallama Razu’s character all i
lector himself admits in the same para. that the‘man I ad‘;ded in para. 13, the Col-
bad character, and during his service Nallama Razu l.l.?d b(?ft the Police force with a
docu.m('nt. And in the case of defamation whieh he l;rou e}?:.red“c‘:’d regarding o
Magistrate of Coimbatore expressed his dissatisfaction “{fit} T] il 'the Deputy
(Vide F. 3, pages 66 and 67.) As for his suspension as a )lr' 1e man.s character.
begs t.o submit that he actually did suspend Nallama RMI“ ‘t""{‘te Vakil, petitioner
behaviour in connection with a case of theft, and the seco d e S .f"l' mis-
his character. d time for enqutiries into

12, I.n R to para. 14, petitioner begs to state that the inf .
the * prominent officials ” and others gave the Collector is uiio fo;‘mﬂthn vy
requested to be furnished with the names of these infom?ﬁ Petitioner
! 8 1n order to take

proceedings against them ; but the request has b
, = ‘ 8 been refusec
Board and Government. (Vide Exhibits VII, VIIT and I;{“;ed by the Collector,

Tk
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18. The reply to paras.
of Appendix IL.

No. 88 ParLapoy StaTIoNARY SuB-MaGISTRATE'S OFFICE,

98rd August 1894

Frox .
2 A. SUBBARATNA SASTRIAR, :
Stationary Sub-Magistrate, Palladom,

To
- THE HEAD ASSISTANT MAGISTRATE,
' Covmbatore.
Sig, :
T beg to state that I have not been able
Avzi No. 55, dated 25-5-94.  to know what final orders were passed on
the marginally-noted: arzis. If they are

a7, 5-6-04.
59, , 6-6-94  mot yev disposed of, I beg to request thab
60, ;  86-94 the subjects therein referred to may be en-
64, 16-6-94.  quired into at your earliest convenience and
theresnlts communicated tomein duecourse.

I beg to remain, Sir, your most obedient servant,
(Signed) A. SUBBARATNA SASTRIAR,
Stationary Sub-iagistrate.

No. 189. MEMO.

Reference—Arzi No. 88, dated 23rd Angust 1894, from the Stationary
Sub-Magistrate of Palladom, requesting that the subjects referred to in
the Arzis quoted in the letter may be enquired into, if not yet disposed of,

and the results communicated in. due course.
ORDER.

Urzi No. 55, dated 25th May 1804, was recorded on 1lst June 18

My, M. J. Murphy.
.:g-;’;—“igm— A copy of the Proceedings passed on the above arzis,

datod 29th June 1504, has been communicated to the Sub-Magistrate.
of Police, Palladom, has been

59 n this connection the Inspector
ation of the Police. No reply

6-6-93.
requested to obtain and forward the explan
has yet been received. A reminder has been sent to the Inspector now.
ia’%ﬁ' The Inspector of Police was requested to report on this matter
on %th. June 1894,

heen sent BOW.

94 by

(o) fead Aseistant Wagistrate.

e

6th September 1894.

&% of 1895.

. 20th March 1805.
M. GHOSE, Esa. {2132 RN
. Tiead Asst. Magicrate, Coimbatore,

To . - Uy
10T MAGISTRATE,
THE DISTR i

Frox

dated 26th March 1895, in N6

Siwy . , :
In reply toyour Memo, e adk A da.ted
1895, asking me to r;fﬂmtlmw the Palladom Sub-Alagiss R I0ER, CAVEC
Angust 23rd, 1894, No. 88, was dgowi" of, 1 have the honor to_submit
hargu‘i‘th wp{ of my lslnw* No. , dated 6th September 1894, by which
t.heas_‘id arzi has been dispos 1 of. T A g IR E:
With regard to the Sub-Magistrate's arzi, No, 59, dated 6th June 1894,
it has been since rej by the Insy Eblm Palladom 1 , that the
to the ’ strate, Mr. Subbaratna

aper was returned by him te Sub-Magistr Subbat
astrinr, and a Memo. ‘has been sent to the Sub-N smm to submit the
. arsi, d&o., with the, Police report, and they have not been yet received here,
and qreminderwﬂlb'o again lmwtoahu‘ ub-Magistrate,
Regarding the other paper, No. j5ggs> remint
Tospector of Police, Palladom, and his report has not been yet received.

‘Another reminder will issué now.
I have the honor to be, Sir, your most obedient servant,

(Signed) M. GHOSE,
Ag. Head Assistant Magistrate.

——

17 to 20is respéctfully submitted in paras. 15 and 17

No roply bas yet been received. A reminder has

—  Offcial from Mr.
Corssarore Hp, Asst. MAGISTRATE'S OFrIcB, o ; .
a8, at the very time

e »,»*»_»o'.,'AR ‘.Li

reminders have been sent to the + yapoinglly,

iy to s
cmor’u . i
paras.17t020. 1
Reply to
. Collg,ctor'l
DATA. 21.

14. In para. 21,
the District Magis-
trate referring to
para. @ of peti-
tioner’s expianéo- : 24
Part. I, : L
states that no com-

tion,

plaints from peti-
tioner against the
Police were pend-
ing at the time
when Mr. Ghose
took charge of the
Head Assistant Ma-
gistrate’s division ‘
from Mr. Murphy 1 E :
(on or about the 1sb e
September 1894); |
and he bases this . : 1 :

remark on a Demi-

s R
i

Ghose, dated 20th
Mar. 1895; where-

alluded to, com-

ally pending from
":pt;_tiﬁoner against
the Police, as will
be seenﬁom the
- documents printed
viz.,
petitioner’s arzi to
the Head Assistant
Magistrate, dated r"
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No., = of 1895 Commeatons Hop.
"

0ard A ustls_.
Asst, Maciserars's Orrics, ,_.h'(l Aug
Frou

ID(h Jld_’[ lh{'.'b
M. GHOSE, Egq,

Mr. Ghose's
Aﬂ. l’v
To
THE DISTRIOT M.\GlS’l‘li;\T}-l.
Coimbatore
Sig,
In continnation of my letter, No.

4 004 3
Magistraier ©F 20¢h Marol Inst, T have
the hon

or to report that the
Magistrate of

that the papor *
Previous lottes iy not furthmmin,( in the
recm_'ds of his office, Aud ag regards the other reference, viz,, the 8
Tagistrate's arzi, No. 64, dated 1668 June 1894, referred to in the
Para. of my previous letter, the Palladom Police Inspeetor has sinee
that thcs'u are no records with h; he paper

m (uestio T o him by his prodecossor,
Jnder thege circmuntuncea, I have the honor to state that nothing

e done on thege references, .

1ave the honor to be, Sir, your must oh

* One Karunai Ammal's
petition.

‘slladom ha

lnst

could

reported  90th Mm‘cll i
m regarding the arsi and that t
0 'was not handed gye

thereto, dated
ad Asst, Magistrate, Coimbatore, 1804
and Mr. Ghe
)is
Jetters to the 3

Stationary Sub-

0
& since reported

i 15tralts
t hlﬂg‘ 418
referred to in para. 2 of my tric

T 4

b« dutcd l‘l-‘ﬁP(’ctl &

and 15th May 1678

o
ide also APPSR
ediont servant, (F ide x
{.\‘ignvd) M. GHOSE, b ’ 3
Ag. Head Asvistant Magistrate dix V )
Reply to 15, In reference to paras. 22 to 2
Collector'g
paras 22.27.

.

: £ 310 8"

a7 embracing petitioner's paras. 3 '

petitioner begs to submit that, in the murder cage
ted three aceuge to the Coi

mbatore Sessions, b
of two of the aceused), on the ground that the
did not, mention him,

as being
the three acensed ; but op app

After the convietioy by the Sessions Judge the Inspector of Police m"df’ 3 Twnf f
before the District Mngistrate, Me. Broadfoot, with a view to the OO"“nltwl‘dqf; ot
fourth accused, urging that petitioner had improperly discharged him 80% 20
he had burkeq certain depositio

while the High Court haq quas|
District Mngistrate, My, I’mmdfnot. deelingg
remark that the fourth aceuged coul

f
ut discharged the fourth ('Jho.

concerned in the case,
eal to the High Court, ¢

50
s of other three nccu!w‘:;ith be
1 to interfere in the matter id

"

m A

d not * have taken a leading part o
[Vide Proceedings No,

. 3 61]‘
T File 5, page

gard to the que

of erime op not,

age and genergl debility.”

With re
tions at the scene
taken certain g
Police Inspector ave
High Court would not haye quashed the convictions
he did not take itions, but had simpl Lo
nesses, &e, g regular depositions. l,’, b
Assistant Magistrate Teported to the Distriot Magistrato [vide his lotter to 1 otie
M«'\gisml'ﬂ, dated 27 August 1894, No. 175, File 5, page 64], -
tioner’s statoment that ne depositions wepe recorded, was “ absolutely "ccﬂ‘m d
nevertheless the Police Inspector Presented the latter arzi above referred d ful?
the Distriet Magistrate, Mr, Bradley, the successor of Mr. Broadfoot, foun® “ g
with the petitioner for not preservin g 1

and added that ), High Court wasg induced *as the result of his m"cosnwﬁ K:
rrxcquit the prisoners [ Vide Distriot Magistrate's Order, No. 1076 of 1 3
% page 71.)

. jed dep™y
stion ag to whether petitioner recorded '

¢ ars B
d burked them; and ina auhseque“tw the
etitioner had committed the fourth acet hat

The petitioner reporte
¥ made penei

rred that if p

, -1, Soptemt
The petitioner thereapon represented in arzi No, 68 of 27th Sep

Sh
P

41 gper HEEE
the Police Inspector stated that petitiot =g
epositions, 1,4 ha

" miE
reforred to, petitioner €O 3

st report of the Village Mﬂi . ‘
The Sessions Judge 000‘ ol
heir convietions were 4 2

AluLE

! . tation and
ish his repu
v % to tﬂrnlﬂh : h over,
n A ow
ctor was endeaevdourlTie District Magistrate,
- u 4

1894 that the Police Inspe

sed
1 der was nob s ¢
1 4), “The or FitRtaats’s
ted that the re.f.ma.rl‘;!5 3511‘;‘; 6th OGtobgrthleg“: m)pression the Sub-Magi
reques No: 1 o
ied (in‘Order =
replied (in

f the facts

d not ffaced if
o el + Magistrate would not be e
: : .
ithout full consideratio :
wi

s o Distrl |
Actlﬂg i ace 78-] s h\e was
it r:de File b, pag s roumstances |
der Were cancelled. [Vzdto cubmit that unde?‘ 8;10; (::t“ the decision of the
the order bly begs 10 : ot him, in fa
Hioner hum 1]
16. Petition

» “Police Inspector.
, ector’s order of the Police Insp S et
believe that the otoli representabions o Collector, viz.,a tore h l;(gil?!t
led to ¢, was duse to caferred t0 by the < and had referred 1
High Court, 4o the other case d investigated the ca tor that the charge
17. Inregard the local P"ﬁcedhasement of the Inspecfzund that the charge
P endor : iry : ¢t Ooimba-
Wlth"hh';‘he praoneC, du%;z%tsﬁonsc".uﬁ ) G:;gl the
q¢ maliciously false.rdinq]y committed lt".es of cight years apiece;
appearif cctly true and accoed ;‘.wa.rdin g sentenc
was pe 11 the accused,
icted a
tore convie

as
* s. ] Inspecbor w

t confirmed the PRTEIRS bly gubmits thab the Police
: Qo s hum ‘
High Cour tioner

ding to
. d charge sheet ; and, accor
18. In such a case peti s

lsity
d himself of the fa

ine such a T s tisfied himse :
sible officer for sending hould have i

the respon

No. 98, s 3ol g this ‘case
:ne Police orders; case. i mittod about this ,
the standing P fore referring the ' e submithﬂ wvely. the Col- :
¢ the charge, be B which the 1:‘1\ Ysistrate resPecth {nspec*m’ of
s the r L e e T A
egard to Head Assis e titioner of the LUEL ster-
19 et Mogistrte ande? n s made e pils S iy
to the D‘Sg;rks that no men ;sent montion of the LT AN
"lector T€ etitioner's P ‘
.. and that P
Pohce ; aB
thou_ght'

house-dacoity mmf’dse,
fo petitioner as

AT A e et
e L g report o the
. Lambly poinb out that ;ch: ;:fa 21— |
o on would hom rush 1894, ho states, e den, a
i s it UGB IR o e
istrate on U8 CE T b his is 8 o ferred to me, as wiltully FISE
Magis «T beg permisi;f?ﬁ ?om Station HO‘Z;;@‘:;W was maliciously f‘fm o
the TaaC t tha s wirnea ant Magistrate,
Head Constable :zf In‘;pec’tof" e , case to the Head A “‘“?Sfrﬁ tgcsl;im by
) Divisiow vt of bhe 8ame se had been 1€ T
with the . or's report of ¢ ions that the case nad be yector’s name
siomer’s Ié tions th iqsion of the Insp B St T
In petition gimply men ent OMISEION OF BEET ot to bring
1894, he Y e st et e
August o Officer. . onding this report was = e thQ,H~
dated 1sb Station Hous biect of sending ! ub simply to request th ST
Palladom use the ob] Police, bub in records bear!
n dno on the part o o Sessons o aving been roforred
notice anY S0 to o e, Thofuct O soibing it a8 pelitionr o
ok e 23 S o dt s
case . 7 ‘m Y-‘— o ,. i te. bmiﬁ shat accort
:,';the Police was Sl 9', st _'ﬁ?ﬂeﬁt&mw begs to subl
in this connectios
And even 10 7

3 . /
sector is bound tc
 eeied to, the Police Inspector, <L 37of the
above referred m"?h? of his being satisfie
Sessiﬂﬂ;'u o standing order, abOVE 7 00 Of

g4k SN TP 3 yeen referred
forred charge shech 8% PR, SR Onsl B, concerned

ign every e rdingly the stateme that the Inspect Magistrate is

, countemg:;e case.  Accordl  Officer, implied " ﬁead Assistant Magt il
flsity 2 ludom Staton Commaver this Toport to the ommitted the case; Whereas

el f»h: rr;?ng this 0386.4. l;[v(;lr;? petitioner had only ©0

in refe st 1894, |

dated 1t Augt

§

A
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the report to the District Magistrate is dated 10tk August 1894, #iz.,
ing the conviction of the case by the Sessions J udge of Coimbatore. In this Jatter
report he wished to bring to the notice of the District Magistrate the conduct of
the Station House Officer and the Inspector, between whom the caso had been
wilfully mismanaged. ‘

the day follow-

20. In para. 26, the District Magistrate says that he Supported petitioner
throughout. The matter referred to is that the Police Inspector had made a false
statement in his diary against petitioner, and the District Magistrate himself found
that the Inspector had “recklessly brought a false charge ” against petitioner
But the District Superintendent of Police dissented from this opinion of the Distr'ct.
Magistrate ; and petitioner received no further communication on the subject, V
in the same way in which the Inspector’s remark was sent to petitioner, his oxpl;l-,
nation on the strength of which the District Superintendent, disagreed with the
District Magistrate, had also been sent to petitioner, he would have shown that
the explanation was not correct, but misleading.

Reply to 5]
Collec{or's 21.

With reference to paras. 28 and 29 of the Collector’s report, dealing
paras.28&29.

with paras. 9 and 10 of petitioner’s explanation, Part II, petitioner begs to submit.
that the Collector here charges petitioner with shiftiness by referring to his
deposition of the 18th December 1894, along with the above said paras. of the
explanation.

At the commencement of petitioner’s deposition [printed marginally],
petitioner has explained why he did not
appear before the Head Assistant Magis-
trate on the 3rd December 1894, accord.-
ing to his notice [ File 1, page 25]. The
District Magistrate says that he was not

SUBBARATHNA SASIRI, SUB-MAGISTRATE.
Sworn.

I did not appear in accordance with the in-
structions of the Head Assistant Magistrate,
becanse I was not well and I usked him to excuse
me. I did not get any reply. I thought that
he wounld excuse me because he knew that I was
not well. I was obliged to go to Karur on ae-
count of my grand mother’s death, as she died
| withont a son. I wish to press the charge of

giving false information agninst this Mussulman.
F Before proceeding T wish to add something to
the matter of the Head Assistant Magistrate's
istruetions. I did not consider it (Head Assis-
tant’s Magistrate’s notice) an order to appear. I
thonght it was left to myself and that I was at
liberty to spare myself,

aware at the time that petitioner was
explaining his non-appearance before
the Head Assistant, but understood
that this deposition was explaining peti-
tioner’s non-appearance before himself.
Petitioner humbly begs to submit that
the very terms of his deposition, and
particulurly his reference to the Head Assistant Magistrate's notice will show
that this deposition mainly related to his non-appearance before the Head Assis-
tant Magistrate,

In para. 9 of petitioner’s explanation, petitioner explains his non-appears

ance before the District Magistrate, and he further explains why the District

Magistrate recorded in his proceedings in File No. 9 of 1894, that petitioner failed

| to appear before him, even though he was ordered to so appear. And this expla-
| nation is that he had received no orders from the Head Assistant Magistrate, and
that the latter’s letter to the Distriot Magistrate, to the effect that he had directed
| the parties to appear before the District Magistrate, led that officer to think that the
’ petitioner had also been directed to appear. And in para. 10 of petitioner’s explana-
| tion, petitioner has shown that he was at a loss to know how the District Magistrate
} became aware of the petitioner’s non-appearance before the Head Aszistant

Foadey )
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Magistrate, inasmuch as the letter of the Head Assistant Magistrate in which
he states that he directed the parties to appear before the District Magistrate did
not convey at all that petitioner had not appeared before him. Petitioner, therefore,
humbly begs to submit that his explanation does not afford any instance of shifti-
ness. And in support of his statements he would beg to refer to the follovs?ing
facts, bearing on this portion of the case :—

The Head Assistant Magistrate had been directed to enquire into the
allegations of Syed Kadir against the petitioner with a view to Syed Kadir's
prosecution. The Head Assistant Magistrate requested petitioner to present

r 1894.) DPetitioner being too ill to drive at the time a distance of 25 miles, .

begged to excuse himself. (Vide letter, dated 24th November 1894.) The

Head Assistant Magistrate now found that he had no jurisdiction to grant any

sanction, and he accordingly referred the matter to the District Magistrate,
stating “I have directed the parties to appear before you on the 11th instant

(December).” The petitioner, not having been present at the Head Assistant

Magistrate’s Court, received no direction.

I ?nself on the 3rd December 1894 at Pollachi. (Vide notice, dated 22nd Novem-
l e

!

|

4

|

!

?

f

The District Magistrate in his judicial proceedings, dated 12th January
? 1895, (File 1, p. 38,) says however that petitioner was ordered to appear before him,

and he therefore insisted on petitioner’s appearance. Petitioneraccordingly explain-
ed in para. 9 (of his explanation to the Board) that he had received no orders to
appear, and that the Head Assistant Collector’s letter, above referred to, had led
the District Magistrate to believe that petitioner had been ordered to appear. 1In
his report, however, the Collector himself admits : ‘It is perfectly true that no order
was sent to the Sub-Magistrate,” but he adds that “ a verbal one seems to have been
given,” and bases this latter statement on the report above referred to of the
Head Assistant Magistrate and a demi-official of the latter. (Vide Exhibit V,
para. 28.) No verbal order was given, nor could -any verbal order to appear
have been given, as the petitioner was never before the Head Assistant Collector
between the 22nd November (the date of notice) and the 11th December (the
date on which the parties were to appear before District Magistrate). 1 e

22.  With regard to para. 31 of the Collector’s report, dealing with para. 11

(ii & ii) of petitioner’s explanation, petitioner humbly begs to represent that there

was no attempt to gain time on his part, when he applied for anaﬂ]onrnmenb on
9th January 1895, in order to carry on a suit and prosecution for defamation

against Syed Kadir. Petitioner had been awaiting the result of the order of the

Digtrict Magistrate, Mr. Broadfoot [predecessor of the present District Magis-

~ trate, Mr. Bradiey] as to the advisability of ordering the proseeution of Syed Kadir,

as will be evident by petitioner having made an application on Ithis matter to

the Head Assistant Magistrate on 29th September 1894. No order was passed

on this till the 12th January 1895, that is, till three days after petitioner had

applied for the adjournment, when the present District Magistrate disposed of the

’ matter, by refusing to grant any sanction to prosecute the said Syed Kadir.

Though the occurrences referred to in Syed Kadir’s allegations took
place in June 1894, no actual enquiry with regard to them took place till the

o

e

£ 4

i

»Aq.

Reply to d
Collector's .

para. 31. 2
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collec’tor'l

Collector’s

10 | :
following December ;
was prejudicial to him,
application on the 9th
would at once proceed

23.  In regard to charges against himse
charges on the 18th January 1893,

from what source the Hon’ble My,
charges before or during the Christm

24. With reference to the succeeding
numbered 31, and dealing with para, 11 (

humbly begs to submit that the expressions referred to in Bxhibip X (File 3, p. ‘{8)
were noted immediately by petitioner’s Vakil who has since been made Govern-
ment Pleader of the Coimbatore Distriet, Ang petitioner humbly prays that the
said Vakil may be examined oy this subjuct, if there is any doult, in {be matter.
Petitioner, moreover, humbly urges that he hag not made Improper use of these
notes, as stated by the Collectop, These noteg were taken by his own legal

adviser on his behalf and were made over to petitioner by the Vakil before he left
the Collector’s Office. i ‘ '

and when petitioner 8aw that the manner of the enquiry
petitioner thought fit not to lose any time, and put in the
January for aqd journment of the Same, expressing that he
against the said Syed Kadir in order to clear his character.

If, petitioner only received the written
And petitionep 18 quite at a loss to know

StUPI‘OCk had his inf()rmation about these
as holidays.

para. of the Collector’s report, alse
V) of petitioner's explanation, petitioner

The Vakil has stated to the hind petitioner’s back, several
months after he had been re would not have given t’h 2 haten
to petitioner, bhad he known ghat petitioner would haye used them ag he did.
But petitioner cannot understand how the Vaki
notes, if petitioner required them

Collector be

» as they were takén down b
tioner’s use. Petitioner lawfully referred to them in hig defence,
25.  With regard to the Collector’s st

atement that the V
Court that he had advised, or was

going to advige pe
petitioner begs to submit that his Vakil was scar

such advice ; as he at that mome

akil bad stated in open

titioner not to make any defence,
cely in a position to give him
ut was not fully acquainted with the facts of the
case, as will appear from his application for adjournme

4 nty put in g little while
before on that date in which he st

€0 1o time for him to take
er legal adviee.

ated that there had be
proper instructions from petitioner and to give him proj

26.  In thig connection, petitioner re

Spectfully bogs to dpaw
Colleetor’s statement at the e

nd of para, 81 seve 1
of fact, the letter of the 22nd Janum'y [that he

attention to the
am informed that, as a matter
was unable to make lLis
subsequmtly re

r humbly urges that e info
to the Collector on this point ig entirely false,

defence]
fused to draft a
rmation supplied
he Collector for
as told that it Was not on record.

27.  With regard to paras. 32 to 35 (both inclusiye

14, and 15 of petitioner’s explanation, petitioner subm

was put-in under the advice of hig Vakil whe

petition to the contrary.” Petitione

He applied to t
any record containing that information and w

) dealing with paras, 12, 13,
its that e material points

» excepting the portions
ron,

therein raised have already been explained hereinbefore

relating to the money order, which will be dealt with late

e ’"‘4- ’ ;1- RN ¥

r 11

iti ing letter, for-
¢ tates that petitioner’s covering Lo
e SR QT warded with the second part of his
explanation, is a specimen of impu-
dence.  Petitioner would humbly beg
P to ask if the terms of the letter ave

Most Respected Sir,

: : : in the
tinuation of my arzi, dated 14th enrrent, jmpudent. The, fepn i Pl
In continua ) i z : "

i he re-
to forward berewith t ’ (i
I respectfully f?]e,gexplanation therein referred to,  1IATZIIL

maining part o | S _ : ,
humbly beg to request that your hmsal It will further appear -ircm’x Ath.e
i e Kindly ienangt Jompe L : t 10 had sent with it
will be kl?idlzhz feoa;-mer part and for_v; < th;ny‘ letter that petitioner : St
n eg w5 A% L R ' of \
i & sl endomment, Sl B i up to Y, ineluding, o coue
?unlar migfotuns JEp re daly marked Exhibit B, which is the statement of his,
references a

RBERT BRADLEY, ES.Q.,
o District Magistrate,
Coimbatore.

ith  Tisf, ex-._J | January. (Vide also
a a'ag‘l?;ﬁsxﬁz"“h together with a list, eX- 4 ) 0n on the 19th January. (

cept Bx. Z, whic}:iis n:t yet to hand and which para. 14, part i1, Exhiblb. VIlmThg :Ig;
I shall try to send soon. R lector, hovmvgr, s?a.m m p“ mﬁm |
COIMBATORE, } MIost §0nomd Sir, " Exhibit V, that gp‘e‘t-:bonerhad ca y
19’%;&:’;,01\01"'3 most obedt. servt. & petnr., e g i

A SUBBARATHNA SHASTRY.

¥ S ¢ ! to
! d to para. 37 of the Collector’s repﬂll’t, fef:lzf“:rm:"i:ove
29, : Wllt;h !l‘;gl’?:ved that Nallams Beai’s .euienezécztll] :.t a-tfl:lis ,evidenée ]
submit that he . etitioner shew: B ks
petitioner’s keeping the woman ’1;::: ufxdue interest in the deceased woman; but

unreliable. Petitioner did not d the Munsiff Monegar and the Station
in ner which he anc. ¥ : ht it to explain
simply acted in a man therefore, thought it unnecessary

: ht fit. Petitioners . ctor’s remark about the

H?use Qﬁe;itshz:fduch. And with regard whheg:;ue;mm woman’s child,

this part laining the evidence °°n°ﬁ"?“_“5}‘1 Syed Kadir himself exa-

petitioner not explaiming Mwm*lmw‘thomhjlﬂ ; its grand mother
Tl subsis faaw BHE T ained the child from its

petitioner hlmbl_w ‘ ted that she obtain

mined on his own el |

ing it on payment by ber. that her deposition was not sent
and was nursing it on tion to the Beard, that her dc R
his explanatic Rl . rl, Sellamuthu
gty b etitioner further bogs to submit that the dancing girl, S :
to the board.

i agistrate, was not cited by Syec

bsequently examined by the Head Asmstsmﬁ Magmra tod by Syed

ubseq _ iE el L { ed
;Kadi;-, even though she waah:s nﬂnge mghb&hd‘h -

il g : o ':l ector states,
ildar of Palladom, who, the Collector st

S T‘h:ll)lsds;tely true within his knowledge, Pﬁo;:::

T rfect loss to understand E it

to represent that be iip-xb ahwmwmg:s such a statement. The

baghe e 1d have brought himsel to = Md'wthingtm.mkplam.

Tahsildar cou l shews, was not an eye- | him, which information,

Tahsildar,has th;e;::‘(’:; on information m hﬁ ;:";:3,1 bt st bokind

and*must have S bt 2 - false, and : g st el Nt
is entirely falss ST (I .

1 ti
30. With regard
informed him that the facts were

v
Al

petitioner submits,

petitioner’s baek.
31 With a’ "

muuiiion ple)fouud for Cuddapah, ]

qﬁéot made by her nephe.w, K.miao'f e

eepeated it on the authority

r -

f oL

W;’i report, in which reference is

B adbrd DA AT st ! ‘gz
L ﬁ::ﬁoe sed woman was on the occasion in
o o e submits that the statement was in

' : ot by petitioner, who simply
daram Razu, and not by petitioner, ‘ .
The lad informed the Tm'qmr Station

her. Petitioner has only to point out, as he

ﬁ_

Reply to
collelgtor's
para. 36.
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Master that the woman was hound for Avrkonum Junction where passengers chanzoa
for Cuddapah. The fact of the matter is, as will
elder sister Lakhsmiammal who accompanied her, that she was bound in the first
mstance for Erode en route for Cuddapah. Her brother, Ellama Razu, resided

at Erode, and the woman wished to call at that station on her way to Cuddapah.
Petitioner in his deposition simply made st

information which he had received from the boy.

32. With regard to the Collector’s re
petitioner taking ““ so much interest m his ¢
wife was childless, petitioner humbly
intergst in this woman who was
the Collector’s inference with re
Brahmin could never have
no circumstances seck for consolation for 1
having recourse to a concubine.

33.  With regard to the Mone
paras. 34, 38 and 39, petitione

sible for any remissness on the part of his brothe

purchasing the requisite stamps for his Vakil’s certific
they were available, This brother had

money for the required stamps and entr
the 18th June without fail.

the money on the 18th June wi
at Coimbatore on the above dat,
and petitioner received his let
when the time for issuing m
June was Sunday, and, as he had to meet his mother
night, he thought he could despatch a te
Station on the 18th morning,
a part of Tirupur, that night, in order to earry o
morning. Petitioner, however, w
Telegraphic Money Order from Tirupur Station, for at that ti
Money Order Department existed at the Tipy
was only opened there some months later,

In making his deposition, petitioner had
he originally intended to do,

ter asking for a remittance on the

a Telegraphic Money Order to his brother at Coimbatore—which
error as to the exact means by which the money order was sent,
fact was that the money had been sent on that mornin
the very purpose for which the latter required it.

34. The Collector then connects petitioner with the
humbly submits that the Money-Order transaction was with the P
P C.Ondllctcd from the Railway Station at 7 in the morning of th
The telegram to Nallama Razu, pnnouncing the death
Muthugounden Pudur to the R‘fll“'ay. Station about 9
by petitioner to his brother in Cm'mbatom;
Razu by his surviving sister, Lakhsmi Ammg],
entirely different, and were conducted from diffe
parties.

o )

appear from the Affidavit of her

atements in accordance with the

mark at the end of para. 38, about
oncubine and her child,” because his
begs to state that he exhibited no special
not his concubine, and he would represent that
gard , to his being childless is untenable, for a
any such dealings with a Sudra child, and would under
ack of offspring from his wife by

y-Order transaction alluded to by the Collector in
r begs to submit that he eannot be held respon-
r at Coimbatore in not
ate on the dates on which
written to petitioner that he wanted
ance fees to reach him at Coimbatore on
The fact that petitioner’s brother intended to have
Il be evident from his having paid into the Treasury
e Ks. 5 on aceount of his entrance foes (F.3,p. 69);

* telegram runs in th

16th evening,
oney orders at Palladom had passed. The 17th
at Tirupur on the 17th
legraphic money order from Tirupur
He accordingly staid at Muthugounden Pudur,
ut his intention the following
as mistaken when he thought he could gend a

~ change which remuined. This would do

me no Telegraphic
pur Station, and such a department

uppermost in his mind what
and he accordingly stated that he had sent
was an
The essential
g to the very brother for

telegram.  But petitioner
ost Office, and it
e 18th June 1894,
of his sister, was sent from
AM,  The former was sent
the latter was sent to Nallama
The two transactions were thus
rent places and between different

13

5 i inda Gounden states that petitioner gave him Rs. 2 for the

ur 3':0 o;Vls:;egisng O: I;glegr:atm. and that he gave these Bs. 2 to his servaut,
ol A Moodalli, and that the latter simply brought him bapk a receipt at
AmnaShlA (;ashi ’Moodalli himself owns in his deposition that his master gave
lf) R 2 ‘:d despatched him to the Telegraph Station. A He, however, says that he
iy ; ak change for 4 annas and the Collector has believed it. ‘ But, thig was
!Jmugh'tb] 8‘cfor both master and servant own that only Rs. 2 were taken to the
]m}’)IOSSI (:Eeleg’raph Station (vide F. 3, pp. 54 & 56); and the Collector himself
f;;;::);hat the cost of the telegram was Rs. 2. Thus there oo.uld be no balance

left out of the Rs. 2.

1 : e sister of the deceased woman, declares in her
fﬁ‘ Y 361; tlf;zklgl;:n gi‘;"z;i’ ;‘}lunsjﬁ Monegar Rs. 5 for despaa..pch of -a. telegram
affidavi : Nallama Razu, and for other expenses. This Munsiff Bi(onegar
to her brot Z‘: Rs. 2 out of these Rs. 5 for the purpose of sendm,g. the
gave pemwnh himself had to leave Muthngounden Pudur in order to he.lp a
telegram, asl 2 ‘as awaiting him. Petitioner handed the§e Rs. 2 to Govinde
o R, ter of Avanashi Moodalli, and the money simply passed through
Goundefl,‘ the ’malf s bat o Do.wise.emanated from his purse, - Moreo.ve;r, i
She PAHAGISEE L :’a.me of Lakhsmi Ammal, while the money order is in the
e | .

otitioner's own name. A e | |

pmt*_w The mistake that petitioner made in his Idepo;{tlwrlrl “’,h"l“ 1;6 :t;{t:dl'gt

ik ey order to his brother for R's. 1f5: while he only sent hs. th"
he had sent ; m[?:bi{ of sending money ordets i t‘mlfld num}')ge‘?s. Moreoge;, b;s
po fl'(fm t‘h ed taken place six months preﬁ?tfﬂﬂm his f??POB‘Flon-R T:‘;g Ot:cth"
transaction ‘ :h Rs. 15 mentioned by the pe!zxf@ne_r by alllo{;.tm-g S. s aﬁm‘,:
accounts for 9( : Py gfm(ﬁhe urgenttelag?&!ﬁ, uth "
money order, 4 sn0as ubtless account for the Rs, 15, if correct ;

ol oney-Order transaction and the despatch
srigidions I?een iz az&::ag$:w$o§ from the other, aﬂd’bbtﬁﬁ‘oﬁhﬂ:
of the teleg!‘m?) werent Avanashi Moodalli, declare that they‘ah};y;n?cex_yf& Rs 3
o i th e 0 ahaogo <o v b e from hes R 2 and
P ol Sk NP ANGS Bo Tiglh B sk Collcts:
Avanashi Moo ;{8,1 3 Télégraph Office, which is relied upm.lk»)y t :; ector,
change f;rclJ:; tl: da;b: fil sitv of this item entirely upsets the Qolv}eet.qrs‘a.r_gfx_mgnt
is quite false. Andt 3 SPMRETE AL e oA, ad

: : i
connecting petitioner with the telegra

b
¥ My
. 4 °
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APPENDIX V.

e

Reply to other remarks of the Collector contained in paras. 2 to 5 and
40 to 44 of his report to the Board of Revenue. (Ex. V.)

1. Petitioner’s explanation to the Board was sent to the Collector on the ;3‘;,2"5
morning of the 90th March1895. Petitioner hadbeenupdersuspension,wibhont even

subsistence allowance. He was not ordered that he should not leave Coimbatore.

He felt his stay ab Coimbatore very unpleasant, and he desired to be away for

some time. So on the night. of the 90th March he left Coimbatore, and later on

ined at Madras. While at Madras he received Collector’s notice directing him

to see him at Coimbatore with a view to some further explanation. Petitioner

replied that he was unable to return to Coimbatore for some time to come on °

account of his ill-health and requested that any further explanation might be
taken from him in writing. The Collector thereupon in his memo., dated 6th
April 1895, informed petitioner that he was given until the 30th April 1395 to
appear before him, and that if petitioner was too ill to attend, he should submit
a medical certificate. Petitioner hoped to be able to obey the order some time
before the 30th April. But most unfortunately, about the middle of the month,
he got worse, and had to place himself under medical treatment for many weeks.
(Vide the certificate of the Superintendent of the Ophthalmic Hospital, dated
24th April 1895, forwarded to the Collector, and the correspondence between the
two officers, dated 27th and 30th April 1895, File No. 5, pages 1 to 4.) Yet the
Collector calls this stay of petitioner ab Madras a deliberate insubordination.

(Vide para. 5, Ex. V) ; :
9, Tt appears that the Collector wanted petitioner on the 21st March, the

day" following his departure from Coimbatore. Petitioner’s ‘brother, Venketra- -

mana Tyer, o 2nd grade pleader, went o the Collector's office and informed kim
of the petitioner’s absence. The Collector sent his Deputy, Soundraraja Iyengar,
to see if petitioner was in his house. The Deputy drove to petitioner’s house ¥ ith

a pleader of the District Cour and some other people and caused a search to be

\

" made for petitioner. (Vide Venketramana Iyer's deposition, dated 17th April 1825,

File 5, page 5.) The Board does mnot call Venkatramana Iyer’s compaint a
false compliant. (Vide Board’s Proceedings, dated 11th May 1805, No. 1204,
Routine, File 5, page 10.) The Collector, however, calls the complaint a false one,

and connects petitioner wi 2
what appeared to the Collector to be the similarity of

and bases his opinion on FUHE ; A
styles between the letters of petitioner and the said complaint to the Board.

“ 3. The Collector states in the same para. of Ex. V that petitioner was at Coim-
batore on the 21sb March, and left it in order to avoid his appearance before him.
(Vide also para. 9, Ex. V.) Petitioner begs to submit that there is not a tittle of
evidence to support this statement of the Collector- Potitioner humbly submits that
the two witnesses ‘whose depositions the Collector has sent to the Board, with his
letter of 26th April 189, i.e., Venkatapathi Avedhani and Sankara Sastry would
have mosb catisfactorily proved that petitioner had left Coimbatore on the night
ore the Deputy Collector came to search for him. But the Collector has not

bef
questionqd them on that point ab all. Petitioner has got in addition the following

among other witnesses to prove that
night, i.e.:—

th Venketramana Iyer’s act of sending it to the Board

b loft Coimbatore on the 20th March £
-

3 o
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3 Kullier of Coimbatore,
. Subramanij Iyer at Erode,

- Krishnier, Kurnam of Perandorai,
« 8. Sitharama Sagtry,

o R

a Schoolmaster at Tirnpattur.

of the
public life, he
Speeial Sub.M

4. In regard to latter portion
previous history of petitioner’s

ago, when petitoner was g
Village Munsiff who swindled Money Do
Magistrate ordered hig immediate
duet his prosecution, which petitioner did.

Subisidary Jail to the Court of trial with he
beinga wealthy man, procured
plained to the Assistant Superir
supported the usual Polic

trate. Hethencomplained to the Joint Magistrate against

was dl:smissed as groundless, He then filed a civil gt against petitioner and it
was dismissed in all Coupts in petitioner's favour with costs. (Vide judgment of
the High Court in 2nd Appeal, No. 186 of 1879, File 5, page 11.) b

5. Such being the truth, the Collector g
that petitioner * was sued civilly in the Epo
case both there and in the Civil Court,”

begs to submit that some 20 years
agistrate during famine, he reported &

© and Mansion House Funds. The Joint
apprehension anq direc

i ind-cuffs. e Village Magistrate
his discharge by buying over witnesses, He com-

itendent, of Police against hand-cuﬁing ; that officer

nder orders of the Magis-
petitioner, The complainb

tates in para. 42 of Hx.

V., page 43,
de Munsiff’

8 Court and hLe lost the

6. Fourteen years ago when petitioner was a Taluq Sheris

the Police helped rather an unusual procession of the left-hand people, and the

right-hand people who opposed it were ill-treated by the Police. The latter
people made complaints against the Police. rsonally beat

and hurt a member of the right-ha rred a charge
againgt the Inspector who in his e at the man was

under the influence of petitioner, Superintendent, of Police for-

warded it with Magistrate who without taking
explanation from petitioner reported to the District Magistrate that he w
in favour of right-hand People. The Distriot Magistr
his own office on the same pay. Subs
in para. 9 of his letter to the Board,
decided that his order j
wrong about petiti
Sub-Magistrate.

tadar and Magistrate,

The Police I nspector pe
nd party and the man prefe
xplanation falsely stated th
The Assistant
his support to the Joint a word of
as biassed
ate transferred petitioner to
equently, the very same District Magistrate

1886, reported that he had
¢ and. that he wag possibly
ded him to the post of Town

Lod

7. The present Disirict Magistrate
referring, states in para. 43 of Ex.
Brahmins in a disturbance.”
subject.

refers, however, to this matter,
D, page 44, that petitionep ¢
This statement is contrary to all ree

and in 80
assisted the
ords on the
as Statioum'y Sub'Magistrate of Coimba-

‘ ements of the new scheme, doing in addi-
tion the work of two other Magistrates and Was in consequence extremely over-

worked for want of such reliefs as wereg granted later on. (Vide the then Distric
Magistrate, the Hon’ble Mr. Sturrock's report on the Criminal Adi iiisdcalbiony
dated 7th May 1893.) The Police brought before petitioner o charge of High Road

8. In 1893, when the petitioner w
tore town, and according to the arrang,

Collector's report referring to the “'.l_.

ted petitioner to con=
The Police took the prisoner frém =

- 3 . 3 y

in i ; petitioner released them on bail pending
Dacoity again§: cer']t;: l&’:;“};‘:ﬁi’;ml‘f:éeczr, Mr. MaaN amara, now a é):lisoxéex;
flxrtl}er en(fl:lhgf‘t of Government Treasury and sentenced to fo.u;. years olzngmbe; :,0 :
By e f 1896, on the file of the High Court, cauaed.. hmHesd _ ! ti. ‘
SamnCifs 1(;;1’ re ’rt to the District Superintendent qt;.t_ﬂbntmg cpmpt.inp Ives ,
forwal'.d' : 7: tlf: matter, and supported ﬁhf’ 'expl&n,a,mog bY Bﬂ%&?&%ﬁﬁi@i
to pet.monel‘ d by means of an anonymous petition to the Dlsg;ct \ ﬁgegntgn%
sl S Qiﬁoial to the District Magistrate, Mr. Dance, enqlnmnm
' (Vide copy of the D. 0. File.5, page 12.) .

who wrote a demi o
.d anOﬂymous pent’lon. s 7k ot i i e ™ i+ g
T oy, e i Mot (Lo sl gl st

| Cons: qr'::; l{i’m to Palladam on 1st July 1893, just Wh"“%‘; et Magiatiats,
e heavyrecords; a few days later the following re 93 - AT ARt TOANAAT A
}ir'ﬂl;agﬁ-]\{agistmtes in the District il Py
8]

Jrgest numbor of cases was disposed. of by tho Stationary Sub Magis-
“ The' arges ho. was trying to make up for _.l.ost,ﬁ.lme. " Qdm -
g ‘:‘:’;fi‘f’ii‘}’i;lm.‘ L ill consider whother ho may :::::nc; o
do ge ' , on the occurrence o , : :
frogx which he had been transferre:m ;); e ﬁ‘m et o S }m_g i hxs
b May 1599, stated 05 follows :— Aeqsnpg
i be avoided with the heavy files
now ‘add the work formerly done by the Taluq

Petitioner further begs ;"‘n
Administration Report, date i
Coimbatore and Perund(n}t;al cognent ﬁa e

e N i1y done by the Coimbatore Town Su
e Magistrates o' that forerly don by N g S A
and Shoristdar Mags iibponed/u SHRb D04 “Bevied” Liurdou bt 36 S
Magiﬂtm l.!a?;f{‘—u::ft’!;t- ”‘"'t”;ﬁ‘flv‘lu‘!‘ :,-n!‘j L' ot 7 4 : £ 5%
O s for e above High Road Dacolty case,the Assistant Magistrate M- L,
9. Asfor t}xe a.boi:QW as%' Anaena, ’“d{?iéhg‘r ol tho accus edr E}g‘:!ie 1’3;‘;‘;{'}:
- 1 3 ; v t Poli R WAE | L JUUy .
Sl wws thoroughly mismanaged byﬂtha?ohp}(‘ 32 tﬁe]..fngﬁ: ey
that the case was UROFOUEALS ‘Z %)) On wﬂa;fﬂ!@lﬁ? suggestion of meir c '
in0: 0. No. 1 of 1975 Jaa s iR ey 0 o b of the acoused
Mogistate, the Apsstaat Magisirae ssbecglepf¥ 2V 00 FER L orl
discharged, for receiving stolen PW T o

Dance, who found fault wibh the L

-

enquiry, quashed on app X 3:&@%1“@3
istrate of
remark th hek

rg:

G » Crmlnal;p)pealn‘o. i eia; ) i B '|A'.L‘:!»f»"‘-:t;‘,n' ok < 13 ." " ‘ y
Cdgmbntore, PAES T2 rience of the effec of the Polico influence
; . : .experience O ¥ . is Magisterial duties
| g 4 T i e
o his QWH AV usual. ' xS
‘ strictly as nsual v ¢ a0 of cattle poisoning on
11 Tn Novemim o distrayed the viscera of the cattle which sho &
tho'ground that tha Polee 1o Ghermieal ‘Examiner. ﬁ'dwm
have been ed m?h: Head Assistant Magistrate for redress.and :

i li : - ether with an explanation from
in the case applied records in the case tog I, 45 AP
petitioner t% ;lm:l:::;med. Petitioner asked: the Police Inspector to forward
the Police ce ' ~

. 3
|
. B
e B @VY ,
* : : K

b




seriousness of the order of th

to manage not to senq . Petitioner continyed sending reminder after remir
for 6 months anq then petit

ioner was  tired and reported the persistent '{l ,'
. ence on the part of the Inspector.  (Vide petitioner’s arzi to the Head As
Magistrate, dated 6th Jupe 1894, No. 59, File 5, page 27). The Head Ass

Magistrate sent his order direct to the Police Tuspector to forward the exp Py
atonce and “ explain the extraordinary delay of over 7 ~months,” (Vide the o <3
Assistant Magistrate’s momo, t0 the Police Inspector, dated 27th July 1894, ""&
page 30), The Inspector sent, the explanation not until 11th November 1894, ( F
his report to the Head Assistant, dated 11th November 1894, File b, page 33,) L5l
however he did not return the original petition in the case which had
sent to him for reference. The Head Assistant Magistrate sent him 2 orc
to return that petition, one ou the 15th November and the other on the
December 1894, The petition attributed unfair motives to the Police Inl" /e
He did not therefore wish to gend it back to thewilnlmt Magistr .
At last on the 19th December 1894, the day on which he effected the sul s
ornation of Nellama Raju against petitioner and on which the Head Assistan’
- Magi said Nellama Raju to the ] strict Magistrato and
poctor peebesieon an 0oth aguinst pettiones, and ot il that dates
Spector reported falsely and most audac 1ab he had long ago
handed over the petition and ex ne

planation pwmnpllg pe it

Eed
¥

i

jhectov's lotter to the Hend Assistant Magi

ma Raju's de

- Magistrate and that petitioner was undone.

Was recorded by the Diat.riog

*

e

The Head Assistant Magistrate did not  however quest'iou -‘.‘

Inspector any more on the subject of the petition but called upon the Inspector’s
successor and the Palladam Stationary Sub-Magistrate fop the paper and the 28
correspondence went on almost until 18th May 1895, on which the District

Magistrate made his fina] report against petitioner, after which the whole lnbjﬂ‘;_"‘” 5
apparently dropped altogether. (File 9, pages 8945, is e g, s

12. Thus the Inspector of Police
by persistently disobeying the order o

months, by subsequently leading that o

. . % g, 3
the petition together with the explanation it months before, and tx‘":
successfully preventing that officer from

doing any sort of justice to the aggrioved
party who put in the petition for redress for the logs, Sy g

- i A

A1858
R
g

In the meantime the party presented a 2nq pétition'to"tb’e‘_ Head

trate, but she was at onee put-down by the Police by charging her w
an offence of house-breaking, wlil AT E T T S

14 In the meantime B i el o A
neglect of duty and disres
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