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3()#]1 Janmzry 18&3”-

/ i , : it e any one, it

must be Government as he has been- ndv:sed on. asking the oplmon of his Sollmor, and that

Petitioner is loathe and reluctant to du.  On the presentation of his 2ad petition giving a full

detail of the matter ; but because Government had once passed an ‘unjust order, “again without

consideration they couﬁrmpd their former decision. Is he then to be compelled to proceed

against Guvemment’ he is not desirous to become involved with the- ‘authorities toe more
especially as the rectification of the evil wholly lies in your. Excellency’s hands, -

And to which Mr. Clarke in his letter of the 19th November 1859, after thoroughly
examining the records, acknowledged his unduub&ad zfght ané f»ot.ally rejects the right pf the
Zewmindarni of the jewels. HE

Petitioner now humbly p/rewmes to appmch your Excellency agaé ta sohmt with reference
“to the enc!osed petition and the indisputable facts therein contained that your Excellency will be
ile“ed to ms an order causing the pmeeeds of the sale of the jﬁﬁelswm be immediately mu‘a

ver to him, = ‘ S oo L e :

And Petitioner as in duty buund shall ever prqy 7 ' :

i (Slgned) yg‘fm,s ﬂp,mru HFen upﬁmg.gﬂ Gﬁ%@ @m@gﬂ,ﬂ. 2
19tk Deesmber P et 4 | ey

‘Fﬁuﬁe@"% t&ew ’"tlSecre stary for p pers ami for 15§
icy the G‘novemor s Mmum herein. i R TR SR T
| - (By order.)

» : i o i  (Signed) J. W.BREEKS,
it g - MEUES RN S ! Private Secretary.
- 22nd December 1862, ‘ : " dipnal, L :

To His IXCELLENCY THE Hozcomsz.i: THE GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL, :
: i  Fort Saint Gearge, Madras. e
The humble Petition of SRI MUTH PRATA—
PA SIMHA PARSUPANI SETUPATI,
adoptive grandson of RANI SEVAGAMI
NATCHIAR, dmtghter of MUTTU RAMA-
- LINGA SETUPATI the late Zemmdar of
: Tk Bamnaad
* REsPECTFULLY SHEWETH, ' = : Yl
That in reference to the Order of Govemment under date the 21st Jnly 1862, No. 533, in-
forming Petitioner that his proper course for the ‘recovery of certain jewels, the property of the
deceased Zemindar, Muttu Mﬁng&ﬁmm, L be “ to file a suityagainst the Rani of Ram-
naad,” he most humbly and mpeatfuﬂy solicits ﬂ'tmnsidezatmn of his claim, just, lawful and ex-
clusive as it is, and fervenutly trusts that his right to be placed in the ;maesswn of the propem in
question will be recogni ized by your Exnellency in Couneil.
9. Petitioner, with the highest deference would submit that he does not perceive the neces-
sity of instituting proceedings against the present Zemindarni, inasmuch as she does not claim to

_ be the heir of the deceased Zemindar Muttu Ramalmga Setupati, and inasmuch, also, as she is

not in possession of the said property. It is in the hands of Government, and Government alone

have the sole power and authority to decide and deliver it up to Petitioner, he having an unques-

tionable right thereto agrecably to {he law obtaining throughout Southern India, Pehtwner does
B

' ‘l'crenae to ﬁ Ex-
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t claim the Zemindari, and it is just as feasible for Petitioner to be directed by Government to
n:o eed against any other passing stranger as it is to direct him to file a suit against the Zemin-
HToC g .
1d:u'n': Whoo is as much a stranger to the property as any other party.

3. She merely laid a claim to the said property on the sole ground of her b?ing the fepres
sentative, by adoption, of Mungaleswari Natchiar, the sister of the deceased Zemmdar.. Setting
aside the validity of her husband’s adoption, it having been effected by a party who h.xmse]f was
illegally and irregularly adopted by Mungaieswari Na.tchia_.r,_ during her w'idowhood, and u.nu:edm'tc_
ly before her death, Petitioner would humbly ask, what right had the said Mun.gflleswan' Natchiar
herself to be considered the heir to the p.ersonal property of her brother ? : I\e.lthe? Hmd\.x Law
nor popular immemorial usage sanctions such heirship. It is true
* From Collector, 30th May1793, 41,4 Government for the sake of « expediency”* bestowed the Zemin-
lust paragrapi. dary on her, ox account of the minority of the deceased Zemindar's
daughter Sevagami Natchiar, but that gave her no right or title to the private property of her
brother. The language used by the then Colloctor, Mr. George Powney, with respect to the ohject
of placing the Zemindary in her posscssion is clear and definite. “ The sister from her age
¢t will not probably have issue, the daughter and her husband are minors ; according to the custom
« of this country, the daughter c')ught to have been placed under the care of her aunt, and if this
“ were now done there would be no further dispute upon the poiut.” In accordance with these
views of the Collector, Government addressed Mungaleswari Natchiar, un(_ler date 4th July 1795,
No. 118, (when they directed her to be placed in possession of the Zemindary) advising her to take
Sevagami Natchiar, the daughter of the deceased Zemindar under her especial protection. Thi®
is the language used on the oceasion. “ As you enjoy the confidence which is now solemnly
« placed in you to the preservation of her person and the improvement of her mind, so you will
¢ merit the approbation of Government or be liable to their severest displeasure,”
4. Even the po’u’it»b’f expediency gave way to one of Decessity,
wmade over conditionally, in order that the Revenue of the Egtate might

ingly recommend,”

+ To Government from Special Commissioners, 10th February o y “ d, AL
o Somrmmest Y ners, “to your Lordshlp in Counci) that the
Collector may be au
n of her agreeing to th
blish for the assessmen

and the Zemindary was
be secured. «We accord-

“lands of Ramnaad to the Zemindar, on conditiq
¢ ship in Council may ultimately resolve to esty
“nue of that Zemindary,”

as the heir to the property, but was given to her o
for the sake of expediency, and that condition
the 19th November 1859 paragraph 5

1 aceount of ¢,

5. Still further, Government, themse] ves,
her right to the property in deposit, and it was
which they passed their decision were,
1809, Muttu Ramalinga Setupati, they asked the opinion of the p
who was the heir among three parties, viz., hig widow, q
his funeral obsequies, and inherit his properiy. The r
Registrar’s letter, under date the 12h May 1809, wa
“ and in popular usage, a wife is declared to bhe half t
¢ that half of the body is alive, another cap neither p
“ take his property, although the deceased’s father,
% his wife shall take his Estate and perform his cerem
¢ his Estate.” ,

to the following effect -

eply of the Pundits,

say the Specialt Commis- -

thorized to transfer the
e terms which your Lord-
t of the permanent Reve-

¥ Was not bestowed on Munga]eswﬁri Natchior

‘@ minority of the daughter and
ally, aud as Mr. Collector Clarke, in his letter of

orough investigation, disallowed
made over to her, The grounds on
that on the demise, in Jauuary
undits of the Sudr Court, as to
aughter or sister, anq who should perform
accompanied by the
‘in Scripture, in law
he body of her husband ; therefore while
erform any ceremonies to the deceased nor
mo-t.her, uterine brothers, &c., be alive, yet
onies by defraying the charges thereof from

.

T e

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Financial Department,
50tk January 1863.

o

6. The Advocate General also communicated his opinion through the late Honorable Com-
pany’s Solicitgy, Mr. Orie, on the Ist March 1809, stating that *‘the son if any, if not the
** widow or other next of kin, of the deceased are the proper claimants of the property.” Go-
verament accordingly directed the Town Major, under date the 10th June 1809, to transmit to

ja Rajeswari Natchiar, the widow, the body of the deceased Zemindar, in view that she migh\t

form the usual ceremonies, which she did, and became inheritor of his property.

7. This is in accordance with the law and usage prevailing throughout Southern India,
Mitaschara, Chap. IT, Section I, page 326, line 3.« The ‘wealth of him who leaves no male issue
“ goes to his wife ; on failure of her, it devolves on dqughters.” _ {

Sir T. Strange's Elements of Hindu Law, Edition of 1825, page 44. * The right of

« inheritance as between husband and wite, is in & great degree reciprocal; the latter succeeding
““as heir to the property of her husband leaving no male issue s—universally.” Do. do. page
“135. Sheis conspicuously so in her right to inkherif 5 aright invested in her by marriage to be
« perfected on the death of her husband dying wi }‘uvmg male issue.. This obtains univer-
“gsall g 2 /
g. It is to be observed that the widow Raja Rajeswari Natchiar was placed in possession of
all her husband’s personal property, with the exception of the jewelry which he had with him
whilst in confinement in Fort Saint George, and which Government retained in deposit. The year
after the Zemindar's death, his sister Mungaleswari Natchiar claimed the said property, and the
Collector Mr. Parish, committed, intentionally or inconsiderately, two glaring errors, in his letter
of the 14th February 1810, No. 46, one in stating that Government had declared her as the sole
heir of the real and personal property of her deceased brother, and the other by confirming her
assertion that the property in deposit was Regalia. No where, among all the records of Gover -’
ment can it be discovered that she was recognized as the heir to the private property of her
brother. Those very documents are on the records now, and no interpretation can put a wrong
construction on the language then used. A rcference to all the correspondence which transpired
from 1795 to 1809 will show that Mr. Parish's statement was entirely & misrepresentation.
Also, the list of the property will clearly show that it is not Regalia, .

9. The Pundits of the Sudr Court had already declared that the widow was the heir, and
on the requisition of Government again on the 24th F chruary 1810, No. 88, with reference to
Mr. Parish’s aforementioned letter, the Pundits of the Sudr Court confirmel their pretiously
given opinion.

Besides, all the facts of the case were fresh in the memory of the then members of Govern-
ment, and they therefore, notwithstanding the misrepresentations of the Collector Mr. Parish,
rejected the false claims put forward by Mungaleswari Natchuir, and retained the property in
deposit to be delivered to the legal representatives of the deceased Zemindar's widow and
davghter. This decision of Government and the opinion of the Pundits and Advocate General,
are fully borne out by the law and usages obtaining in Southern Indja. In the list of Sapindas,
or heirs, given in paragraph 809 of Strange’s Manual of Hindu Law, the widow is ylaced first,
next the danghter, then the daughter’s son, &ec., while the sister is entirely omitted. The law laid
down in Mitaschara, the principal standard work « On Inheritance” in this patt of I
excludes the sister, and sister’s son from inheriting, To the same eflec
page 167, line 22, gives this as an universal principle :—¢ But the sister herself, being on
“ account of her sex no giver of ablutions at periodical obse(juies is excluded ™

10.  Such being the law, such being the decision of Governme
their highest Law Officers, the Advocate General and (he Pundits
Mungaleswari Natchiar or any legitimate heirs of her's (of whom she had none) be the Leir to the
property in question ? In Sir T, Strange, Vol. I, page 168, line 16, it is stated that the “ sister's
son—in the provinces which follow Mitaschara,” ;. e., Southern India ¢ do not inherit.” Byt

she bad no blood connexion ; she had no lineal
heir. The adoption® made by her in the first

instance was illegal, she having been a widow;
and the adoption by the widow of this adopted son, under pretence of her husband having

ndia, entirely

nt passed on the opinicns of
of the Sudr Court, how can

® Vide Strange's Manual, paragraph 73,

given

o T Strange, Vol. Jios

|
;
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her sanction to adopt her own brother was donb]y‘i‘liqg-al. Sutherland on
lines 26, 27. “ She must not select generally, one with whose father she co

Inarried.” &a she could not marry her own father the adupnou made by he'r w
i & =

oild any other pﬂsoﬂ@l‘ her father's wealth? Do. do. Chapler I,
Seemm XI ’Wme 12 wa

2, page 368 :—** 1f 2 woman leaven progeuy, that is if she have issue, her
- property devalves on her dangblfet.' ;

12, The reason why the prop i was not e!almed both by the mother and daugh-
ter was in consequence. of their having been figaged in prosecuting their claim to the Zemindary
itself which was unjustly made over to Mungaleswari Natchiar's illegally adopted son. They had
every confidence that since the JeWeh‘

were in the custody of Governmenc and they had an un-
doubted right to

, they would be given to them at amy time. On the demise of §
Natchiar, her adoy son, Kaungusa y Setupa ’ fathe S Saba i evagnml
ty according to the Sir T. Strange, Vo .ne" REIREy SRERES ““0 her proper-

£ ' 145, line 5. “ Between iseue of the
body, and an adopted son, the law * as it respem, in o ! m s d 3
13.  On all these grounds : — TSl e no ‘H'G‘ence.

i 31 As Mungaleswan Nawhmr was not the h e

or daughter, she can have no elalm o the je
Under these circumstances, it i Brt Beris
to file a suit against the Rani of Ramnaad,
to the Zemindary, and has not the smallest righ
in deposit as the heir of Muttu Ramaiin$a Seth
it is only from interested motives in view to us -
to question the legality of Sevagami Nzﬂch : ge, md . “l:Ponem, e
adoption of Petitioner’s father by her and her husband, i Bt s va 1dity of the
of Rani Sevagami Natchiar’s mar;age, anﬁ :)hle ) " ; !
have been very recent. Not a syllable Wa ‘ eﬂ
i:;“f;::: by the authorities only, as none of their oppnuen::g ver said :s:::o:’:fz ts till 1859,
was found convenient to broach them newly m Gﬂ'der !0 W‘W esti«m nf Pe«‘p: it, when it
to the property. =~ e Oneu
14. As fully hereinunder represeuted the lega =t fs
Natchiar is beyond all doubt. : ‘: : ga‘: ?vagum
15. The masriage was puhllely celebrated by the perfur -. v o
ceremonies ; it was acknowledged byall her ?d.ﬂ ons, fr
especially by the Sevagunga Zemindar, hf;r relatic
husband for their maintenance ; it was furth
Decree of the 13th Decembe: 1813, by
Setupati were directed to be placed in posse
been the slightest flaw in the x:narl:age, it woul
; of 1814, as a plea toin
]B?:fzi:ctg:n 1Sthe only objechon given f)y them i
Government to the
~ no reference what
A perusa\ of the Decree will convince your ] Excel]
the marriage was effected according to the apprwe&‘ pract
long as Seva«amx Natchiar lived, she was held m the gi'ea

conne ctlons.

futable proof, and

wnght

® Select Decreei, Vol. 1, page 101.

to the Jewe[u '
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s of the Madras Governm i;,,;,
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That ufd order was passed wlthout the d@hm nbﬁéi@erﬁibn of ﬁhe merits of tbe case, your

‘Excellency will at once declare after a pertwﬂ of the enclosed printed petition which was subse-
Had your Excellency been iwesent, Petitioner feels confidently assured that

quently presented.

no bias, no partiality,
seeks nothing more lbatﬂhﬂt which he"ed‘w"l’ belongs to him. To obtain that, he i i

to sue the ** Rani.” Why, Petitioner humbly submits, uﬁoyw ‘he memg ‘a party who

has no possession of the property, and who has no right to, and does not claim it ? as might as
well direct Petitioner to sue any other passing stranger. If Petitioner has to sue any one, it
must be Government, as he has been advised on asking theﬂ?iﬁon of his Solicitot, and that
Petitioner is loathe and reluctant to do. On the presentation of lm 2ad petition giving a full’
detail of the matter ; but because Govarument had once passed an anjnst order, again without
firmed their former decision. Is he then to be compalled to proceed
not desirous to become 'hmslud with the authorivies the more
evil wholly lies in your Emﬂﬂnneg s hands,

letter of the 19th November 1859, after thoroughly
s nn&oubmd ﬁgﬁs, a.nd totally re_}acts the: nght of the

consideration they con
against Government ? he is
especially as the rectification of the

And to which Mr. Clarke in his
examining the records, ;ek.)mwiulgeﬂ his

- Zemindarni of the jewels.
Petitioner now humbly pmmnm to upgméh ymn- Emllwcy s:nd to sohcil: mth reference
isputable facts therein contained that your Excellency will be

to the enclosed petition and the ind
pleased to pass an ordet am:g ﬂw pmmdu ai the sale of th& ]ewela to be nnmedmtelg mde

over to him.

And Petitioner as m duty bmnﬂdhdl ever pray; ‘ S
(Sit 1gned) 8 ,‘,@pprru fibas upauwwﬂ Gr;gg@ﬂ,

10tk Dasimbir BRSPS

(ssgnea) J.W. BREEKS,
Private Sacrztary.

‘To His Excxx.f.wcr THE H’onomm.s THE Guvnamm 1~ Couxelr, &
9} . 2 Fart Saint George, Madras.

 The humble Petition of SRI MUTH PRATA-

i g 2 e o SIMITA PARSUPANI SETUPATI,

i © adoptive grandson of RANI SEVAGAMI

' L NATCHIAR, daughter of MUTTU RAMA-

" LINGA SETUPATI, the late Zemindar of
RespECTFULLY SHEWETH, e ‘ '

That in reference to the Order of Government, under date the 21st July 1862, No. 533, in-

forming Petitioner that his proper course for the recovery of certain jewels, the property of the

o Zemindar, Wuttu Bamolinga Sobupati, would be * o fle a suit sgain tho Rani of Ram-
levation of his claim, just, lawful and ex-

r.h:h::::m mﬂfi‘gﬁﬂymmﬂm righﬂo beplmdm thepossesmmnfﬂm property in

question will be recognized by your Excellency in Couneil.
9. DPetitioner, with the highest deference would submit that he does not perceive the neces-

sity of instituting prooeedmgs against the present Zemindarni, inasmuch as she does not claim to

" be the heir of the deceased Ze
s6kin pomssmon of the said property. Tt is in the hands of Government, and Government alone

have the sole power and authority to decide and deliver it up to Petitioner, he having an unques-

tionable right thereto agreeably. to the law obtaining throughout Southern India, Petmoner does
B

would have been alldﬁwl to rule the decision adverse to him. Petitioner

mindar Muttu Ramalinga Setupati, and inasmuch, also, as she is
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_ e s tto
: d by Governmen
Sin be directed by i i
. it is just as feasible for Petitioner tt?) fle a suit against the Zemin
ot claim the Zemindari, and l,mu immger as it is to dxrec]g hm;fty
n : ther passing st other party.
proceed against ani:h a stranger to the property as any
damlv Who M

ing the repre-
nd of her being A4
im to the said property on the sole fﬂz e e Botiing
3. She merely laid a Gl‘llllma,les\vmi Natechiar, the sister U; tt:d by a party whe. lumsclf-w&f.‘
pae adoph?;; Ofl;f;)aid's it beende 'wg her widowhood, azd uni,le;l ‘ﬁ.te;
o : g A i leswari Natchia
side the validity of he J Mungaleswari ‘ Wit |
?lal;dg(:lly and irregularly ?‘qopiidv:?uld humbly ask, what right had ';)hz :her A b et T
1y before her death, Petﬁwnh ir to the personal property of her .r e he'n-ship_ ol
}Zerself to be considered the :; popular immemorial usage sanctions s TR [
5 “ expediency * bes :
that Government for the sake of .ehl?‘ R Sl T
dary on her, on account of e minority

p i ey v of her
Scvagami Natehiar, bub that gave her no right or title to the private property
eVag:
‘t’;‘gfil:r The language used by the then Colloet,

ot Mr. George Powney, with respect to the object
of placing the Zemindary in her possession is

* From Collector, 30th May 1795,
" last paragraph.

clear and definite. “'The sister from her age
* will not probably have issue, the daughter g

dher hushan,
“ of this country, the daughter ought to have been placed
** were now done there would bhe ng further dispute upon
views of ths Collector, Governm

er to be placed in Possessio

eservation of hep

Person and the §
Government or

be liable to the
gave way

4. Eyen the

Ir severest displeasure,”
point of expediency
‘made over conditio

Tom

Special Commiusionm. 10th Fely
1803, paragraph 3, .

1ngly recommend,” ¢

* Collector may

her agreein
! Ve 1o establigh £
«The above quotations ghoy that the Zemindm-§ -
as the heir to the Property, bat wag given to hey oh 1
for the sake of expediency, and ghat eonditionally,
the 19th Novem

Ler 1859, Pavagraph 5, aftep A careful pepygql
remarks, there ig nothing « ds to justi

on the reegy fy th

’ € state:
“ that the Government 1 their puklia orders ackn:wled a
“ personal Property o

f her deceased brothey,» Th
the point, ' .

be authorized to transfer
g to the terms which your

coount of ¢)
and ag My,

5. Sl further, g
her right to the
which th

Overnment

N 4 "
» Was (0 the effect that * in bcnpt:f:al"‘
. ecl:nred to be half g, body of her hushand ; ;hl';‘“a‘
ive, an ; ! y
although tb: d(::c:r o Agither Perform any ccromomies to ¢
his Estate and p

ased alive,
s f“hﬂ‘. mother, uterine brothers, &c., be
erform his ooy

e body js 4]
“ take hig Property,

“ bis wife shall 1ake
“ hig Estate

d are minors ; according to the 0\"5“;‘}‘8
under the care of her aunt an_‘l ‘f\t ‘;c
the point.” In asccordance w lﬂt 172)5,
ent addressed Mungaleswari Natehiar, under date 4th July t‘akﬁ
u of the Zemindary) advising )wr m']‘his
teceased Zemindar under her especial protectwn.lemn"
the ocoasion, « pg You enjoy the confidence which is now 3°0u il
mprovement of her mind, 50 ¥

: was
: to one of uecessity, and the Zemmd‘?uo
nally, in oyder that the Revenue of the Egtate might be secured. i, w:bmmi’;
: ay the Specialf_ hat the
sioners, « tg youp Lordship in Council ¢

eves
or the assessment of the permanent R

ir
23 not bestowed on M ungaleswari Néﬁch'f
€ minority of the dnn'ghw"“r of
Collector Clarke, in his le.'t.wsuy
of the whole of the records, Ij’a g
ment of the Collector M!:- ot 3
zed the Rani to be the sole h.eu' i A {
¢ extructs given by this authority

o
T el
the Pundits of the Sudr cwpﬂfﬁ‘“
he
1 b’ t "4
of the Pundits, accompanied in bW

while §g'

from
ereof
CMonies by dduying the charges th

a1
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<k

 iastinl D artment,
P the Madras Government, Financial Dep‘
s 2L * 80th January 1863.

S e

: ; te Honorable Com-
General also communicated his opi.mon th:o:l‘gt:;hseol:if At th i
L L e stating ﬁf’. aitts Of \HG, properly e
pany’s Solicitor, Mr. Orml:f mof e dedoased are the proper hc allgth s ot nansmi.t io
** widow or other next ?f m& the Town Major, under date t _ez mindar, in view that she might
verement SRRy (-hrect widow, the body of the deceased -t : ‘of his property. :
Raja Rajeswari Naitchiar, :e : {vhich she did, and became lnh;r; x](:rng throughout Southern India.
petidiitting pam) cerem::da;m with the law and usage pr
7. 'This is in acco :

: ) Ch p. II,

: daughters.” “ The right of
i ry it devolves on s 5, page 44. E
“ goes to his wife ; on failure (:ih:f’ Hindu Law, Edition of lfeiiprfcal; the latter suceeeding
" Sir T. Stranges Elemﬁnd and wite, is in & great d‘fgme ;—universally.” Do. do. page
“Ihentiucane BN htl; r husband leaving no }nale l-ssl?t ',nvested in ber by marriage 2 b
“ a5 heir to the property of he in her right to inherit; a m{g 1 N T
“155. Sheis consl’icuouﬁb}: sollmsband dying without leaving ma d
: k bt B ; 3esS1On 0
ot ted on the death o y o laced in posse :
« 5 el!‘.lfe(;' t the widow Raja Rajeswari Natelflare‘i:;s zhich he had with him
2 Sy liio i sosies S Bl T sxppnon el therg:‘:etained in deposit. The year
all her husband’s personal Pr‘;P‘;nt E}eor.geﬁ and which GoYernt}llefmed the said property, and the
whilst in confinement in Fo:'s :ister Mungaleswari Nat;hm: (l:yalt\vo ST lewzr
indar’s death, hu 2 inconsiderately, : the sole
he Zemiodar’s death, intentionally or in Iatod ther 28 :
Zﬁi:ﬁor Mr. Parish, wmm\tﬁed,;;te:ne in stating that Governmeﬂé ll?i doet(;xer by confirming her
of the 14th Februaary 1810, ll\olzope’; rty of her deceased bl-ot}lier,e :r:ﬁong all the records of Govel;l-n-
heir of the real and b Pde osit was Regalia. No wher ,E ir to the private property Of %
assertion that the prol)ertydmthaf she was recognized as g.leo ;terpretation i wrfmi
it be discovere n the records now, and no inte ndence which transpire
weel p s ooty A9 0% 1o T8 to all the correspon ; tation,
. Those very doc : . A refercnce entitely a misrepresen
bmﬂ:ercﬁon on the language th::;ﬂear Pavish's statement W&; entirely
consiru & ill show > . 1t it is not Regalia, ; ir, and
1809 will : ly show that it is idow was the heir,
from 1795 to rby will clearly declared that the widow A #:
list of the prope Sourt had already dec _ No. 83, with reference
Also,9 theTLe Pundits of the Sudr gourajm on the 24th Febroary lrilg;nb’:’x:me‘i their presiously
on thf; requisition ol Gove;n;::;r agle Pundits of the Sudr Cou
ish's aforementionec ;
Mr. Parish’s afo

given opinion.

: Governa
iy hen members of g
ase were fresh in the memory .Of thzfl :le;»e Collector Mr. Pau“"."
Besides, all the €acts Ohhei:hstandi ng the misrg?rvefenl;u:nsmd retained the property in
nt, and they therefore, npftwrWnrd by Mungaleswaii VL\fat;: u:]e’ceaéed Zemindar's widow an]d
ment, ; ims put lorwa tatives of. the : cate General,
N l}e fal5e clalm 5 le‘ 'al repre-\en £ P nd“s and Advo
rejected t ivered to the leg inion of the Pu : 5t of Sagindas,
4 be delivere ment and the op ) i In the list o af
deposit to g ision of Govern inine in Southeérn India. ; it
This decisi d usages obtaining ; _ the widow is ylace s
daughter. the law an . 1 of Hindu Law, 5 . hid
ut by nee's Manual o : el ntted. The law lai
are fully borne o aph 809 of Strang ile the sister is entirely om ; irel
7 . paragrap or’s son, &e¢., while : " in th® purt of India, entirely
or heirs, given in the daughter’s son, « On Inheritance” in th® p
qh_ell d work ¢ On Inhe ¢ ir T Sm\ng? Vol. r,
t the daughter, incipal standar e he effect, SirT. ’
ne!:v n in Mitaschara, the p.rmc’:’sm} from inheriting, ‘To the :al]r;et the sister herself, being on
4 ludes the sister, and ,,151;"" as an universal principle:— e : AT [
c o it is a : s3aieal-obsedut R ey
ex e 167, line 22, gives tb of oblutions at periodical obsequ s sl n the opinitss o
% unt of her seX no guvef' uch being the decision of Goverr.l of The 8 uile PRt N sk
: aﬂ!{’o Such being the ]uw{ ; Advocate General and the Pundits 0] e L e ot
. h.. hest Taw Officers, 1 13} itimate. heirs of her's (of w?mm she.e ha i vy
e !lg wari Natchiar or any’l‘eg‘tr'ahg'e" Vol. I, page 168, line 16, :; 13‘ sd not inherit.” But
es S i s s : ia ** do - )
i P in question ? In. Sl,r Mitaschara,” 4. e., Southern India PO R i
PR e rovineces which follow she bad no blood connexion ; s Bty G
R heir. The adoption® mlade. = b:ern‘: widow;
x - , she having
Vide Stsbnge's Maaual, persEph 13 iyt l]:,egzle ois' her busband having given
* Vi ’ : der preten
. is adopted son, uni
. : he widow of this a
d the adoption by t
and the @ :
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e : wn brother was doubly illegal. Sutherland on adoption, page 223,
g:;::a 2“‘6"}];'? ‘to‘?i:f: nl:::\.:\:t select genetally, onz w‘\thg whose father she could not have hgt “Y
wHHed” ' As sheo/tonld nok marry her own father, the adoption made by her was invalid,
11. The widow of the deceased Zemindar, Rajah Rajeswari Natchiar performed the fune-
ral ceremonies to her lord, and was placed in possession of Lis private Estute, with the above
~exception. After her death, her daughter Sevagami Natchiar succeeded to it, in virtue of her
undoubted right to it she having been the heir to her mother, Mitaschara, Chapter II, Section
1L, verse 2, page 841:—  The wife is proncunced successor to the wealth of her husband, and
*a her default the daughtgr.” As a son, so does the daughter of a man proceed from his several
limbs. How then shouald any other person take ber father’s wealth?” Do. do. Chapter I,
Section X1, verse 12, page 368 :—* If a woman leaves progeny, that is i she have jssue, her
property devolves on her daughter.”
12.  The reason why the p

roperty in deposit was not elaimed both by the mother and daugh-
ter was in consequence of their havin

: . ’ g been engaged in. prosecuting their claim to the Zemindary
itself which was unjustly made over to Mungaleswari Natchiar's illegally adopted son, They had
every confidence that since the jewe

Is were in the custody of Govérnment and they had an un-
doubted right to them, they would be given to them at any time.

Natchiar, her adopted son, Kaungiasamy Setupati, Petitioner’s father, succeeded to her proper-
ty according tothe law. Sir T. Strange, Volume Page 145, line 5. * Between issue of the
body, and an adopted son, the law  as it respects heritance, makes no difference,”
13.  Onall these grounds:— "~ it
I As Mungaleswari Natchiar was not eir of her brother’s property,
As she had ir in exist N . \
uttu Ramalinga Setupati, his widow

ho has been impy
stright 1o this pr ']

ctitious right
| g S“-’t"fl‘m‘i is capable of

°ﬁi‘i°ﬁe*n’t cluim to the jewels
: Ty the most irrefutable proof, and
© it is only from interested motives in L eI gy ) itable proof,
to question the hlegaf&ty of Sevaga, Natehiar's aecinzp ;7 l’l;atel’eutéon:-s op‘?o;mu s:‘k
ado'-who.n of '?etmfmefr svf?t‘\“\e! by hier and her husbang, The obid 8¢, an . the validity of he
of Rani Sevagami Natchiar's marriage, and. thn\vali‘dhy of the ail:;:?:: ;gs&u ftui:lhe Ic.:galil);
uh i ‘ DY her of aungiasam;
Tegnrding these two points till 1859,
tto broach them newly 10 a sai about it, when it
to the propexty. " B u o the question of Petitioner's right
1. A’.ﬁlﬂf herein nder : B
Natchiar is beyond all Flou%t,e Tepresented the legality of

he mairiage was
ceremonies; it wag acknow
especially by the 8,

ledged by a1
husband for their 1

7agugga Zem_in dﬂr, ﬁblll, fi iﬂn

Decree of the 13th December 1819, | " UeF Tecognigeq
Setupati were dire FEEE A, by which Sey ety

h cted to be placed jy ion ¢ 7o o VAT and her husband V

been the slightest flavy in the marriage??:';::;:# f:’f"h’ Zeming, ‘j
Decree No. 18 of 1814, as a ples 1o iuvalidato her 1o
before them | i bj T 0 sial
: m wag

3 the only objection giv
Government to the OPposite party ‘had peen already granted

been ﬁﬁﬁc
® Select Dgeroes, Vol 1, page 101,

v 5. . . Doreference what, * Mungaleswari Natchiar. t |
t‘:epﬂ‘ms?l,of She. Siggien will convince Your E‘xce;!:” mil: € ¢ 1o the illegality of the mar .‘
2 margeﬁge wns. eﬂ'ectefi according to the approved Practh ounci] .ol.' this fact. The “‘?} is
S % sevagami Natchiar lived, she was held in g}, ¢e obtaining among the Maravars.

-

© greatest respect by all ha;‘f_fli‘e.

On the demise of Sevagami -

x - o 6. :
the second marriage of Sevagami

) ds and neighbouring MM
enance ; it way iy ¥ho bestowed o village on her and her
evagami x DY the Provincial Court in theif

(FEENEE L S b ol
h “.




.

Proceedings of the Madras Gouernmqnt, Financial Department,
: 30th January 1863,

— e

gy

Periasawmy Taver Petitioner's elder brother, under an order of the Collector, dated 26th March
1858, together with the Samibhogum which accrued thereon whilst under Circar management, as
also Kavil and Ambalum Mirassis, as recommended by the Board of Revenue in their Proceed-
ings, dated 15th January 185, and concurred in by Government, on the 30th January of the

same year, thereby recognizing the right of the adopted son’s son to them. Subsequent to the :

death of Petitioner’s elder brother, the property fell juto the enjoyment of Petitioner.

90. Thus it will be seen that the property of Muttu Ramalinga Setupati descended in
regular succession from his widow to his daughter, from her to Petitioner’s father, from him to
Petitioner’s elder brother, and from him to Petitioner himself, who is the only living legal heir
of the deceased Zemindar, and he consequently has an indisputable right to the jewels in
question. Had these jewels been made over to the widow or daughter, Petitioner’s fatber, elder
brother and himsell would have enjoyed them without any question, as they enjoy the rest of all
their property. :

21, On all the foregoing considerations, viz ;— §

1. As Mungaleswari Natchiar was not the heir of
11, As she has no lineal heir iy eXistence .

111 As the present Zemindarn; is not the |,
claims were long ago rejected by fo

the jewels in ber possession

Muttu Ramalinga Setapati ;

ption of Kaungiasawm S . }
to Sevagami Natchiar ; ¥ Setupati was valid

v l.lI. As Petitioner isin the enjoymen
Jewels of Mutty Ramalinga Setupat
IX. As the Property or proceeds of its sale are in

X. Asitis evident tha iti
: t Petit i
which he is loathe and o

.will be dispensed him b
umpartial consideration of

only heir

tofall the propert

L

the custody of Government ;.

Y your paternal G

XL As My his case t—anq Trimton a fig representation and &0
S Pari -
sk, :mhs Fepresentations that (he decease] ' -

ged by Government as his sole hej Zemindar's sister was  #¢
palpably incorrect "y and that the

ceeds to be delivared over to him
Your Honor in Council w;
_ il will perceive :
has jproved clearly both from lp e i
property ; since he has no one
nor possession of it, and since,
are the highest tribunal jn the

an orgd

0 proc

eed against, he Zem
also, i

tisin the custody of

! rom all unyee
1 duty bound sha|

(Signed) @U’ﬁ lg‘a)

And Petitioner as ety “‘isati

on and eXpen
ever pray, Peute.

29th. October 1862, A1 Bikas 1paLire Crauf Cuyles.

4

3
.

eir of Muttu Ramalinga Setupati, as her
rmer Collectors and Government, and as she has not

, therefore Petitioner is the

Y with the exception of these

to proceed i t onlys
reluctant, ¢ P against Governmen
0 do, and ag he feels confident that undoubted justice

' Ramalinga Setupati it
er dlrccting e jewels or their pro-

easily done b e, W

WY y Government, since

sage and documen.ts that he is the undoubted heir to the

c;ndami not having the slightest title 10
iti i and, and lontai v OVETNment themeelves, . Governmen® .

to Petitioner will relieve him f Your decision being finul, the restoration of the proper'y

Tl -

~

-
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No. 89, To His Excerteney TuE HoNorasLE THE GoverNor IN CouNoiL,

Fort Saint Genrge, Madras, g
- ble petition of SRI M !
Thg-ﬁ‘iEAe ?’eAlRSU PANI SETUPATI, adopted

grandsonof RANI SEVAGAMI NATCHIAR, |

B

' : late Zemindarni of Ramnaad.
Tha‘?::::!:fes‘::g:;ﬁé Orders 5{‘-Gove'rh'§'rien§, on his forme.f petitions, :In:‘g? 21’;‘: July
and 1st December 1862, directing Petitioner to sue the: presgnt kE .Ranj of Ramlnaad ' for t fepfg:
ceeds of certain jewels, which formed a part and parcel of ths pljlv-ate persona gﬁperty <;d =
tioner’s grandfather Muitu Ramalinga Setupati l‘orn'Lgr Zem.xndar ?f f?an.'maa J,h 't; ;70\3 ma,
humbly submit that as the time limired, 6 months? will speedﬂ;’ ex;)n'?, i e..‘on‘tf dst . anu z
1863, and as he has been fally and unintgmittingly engaged in urging his ¢ nfm; urmg, &nn
more than, the time above 3peéi'!iéd, and as the jewels have glread‘y- been in dt;po§1%;)_ vor t:pr:tfu;;
50 years', there can be no objection to retaining t,}:e pr{)’cgeds for .a‘.l_oxllger I:m;: :t; peombl Z
soliits that they may be still kept in deposit, pending the final decision of t.be . fghe on i
he Secretary of State for India. This further extension Petitioner Sol'ICI sint B angst &
:'e:vent hope that on a reconsideration of the sub‘je-cti your Government will rﬁcog}mze'll:::cclai'ms
and place him in pb,,e',ﬁipn of the proceeds of the. jewels am? therebgj prevent him r;;:; : m;::g
involved and ruined by unnecessary litigation, which otherwise ho would. be compelled to m;t ;e
sk e againsfﬁkﬁ“ and inclinabmfl, and in the e‘v?nb of hls' msumt:ingt; tsu ,the
would have to do it against Government as advised by his Solicitor, who declared that as th

authorities who have posses sion of the proceeds refused to deliver them up and are inclined to give

them up to the wrong party, they alone are responsible and should be made parties to the suit.
2. Petitioper])a_;\.i&fﬁ‘ e
ceet?s 5 c;’uest;%%é;;%n’i foe rubt,ﬂm!ald proceeds would be at once delivered over to
considesion wileskthe Mol Foubt 10 e ety subitin al sh. carspondence
A N 795 to ‘Isbg‘ﬁuhgat‘ééwiﬁﬁﬁht‘cﬁiur is no where acknowledged as iihg heir 917. Muttu
fro‘;::fe ¥ e"g }u' h 1 the subsequent correspondence, from 1809 to lS&?,yvhwb fr;usp;red ori
ﬁ:a sull)?ég:t t:gef:e; with the p‘ﬁiit’éd address submitted by Pét‘“°_F‘?f' will Bow, Sta the pre
( Zemindarni or her predecessors were never recoguized as the heir. aael o
g 3. These have ndt“i‘l)eéiit"tﬁkeﬁ into comprehensive view, Government have been p
; e en taken

, e R LA blished right and
Pl sk i non.claimant m Preference to : the esta ‘
to acknowledge the fictitious right of a non-clal: tof his hereditary claim.

: itioner, thereby unjustly keeping him outol his Reteti®3 © Pt ’
e et Pestioner hss established hisclaim, aod that the so called i ey
ri i:t. or ';ith;‘ﬁhne?et to the jewels or their proceeds is clearly -ded‘%q\'b kRt

no Tige YRy PR e 2 e b ?

hereunder g i of Mutta Ramalinga Setupati in 1809 it was decided by g‘?“’?“m‘f“‘g&:lft
on th; opinion of the Advocate General communicated thmuglffhp H:“::‘giﬂ d?::z?él: 85 ;;
citor, under date the Tst' March 1809, @d'zpd”th*: :ﬁ.th;;;:;::; :E '2he same yéir that Raja
[ - 2 orietrar’ 1 i Rl ; .’ .
Conrt e Iwpeing Reg:;:a;:c;::?; ;emin:lar was his only, sole and rightful heir

j i Natchiar, the widow of _ R ) :
f?i:ls:;npri:ate 'pafsona‘lv property, and accordingly she enjoyed the whole of it with the excep

tion of the jewels in dispute. gt g e e !
ion ‘;I. ern her death the whole of said, property descended to Rani Sevagami
daughter of the deceased Zemindar,

s to Government, that if they were but impartially taken into

Natchiar, the

1L Next,all the said property w’nsir.\he_
® From Colloctor to Board of Revenus, 31st July 1840, para- 50 by Petitioner’s father,Sevagami Natchiar's

e : ' tegally adopted son Kaunglasamy* Setupati.
IV. After him Petitioner’s elder brother Periasamy Tavar snjoyed thopropenty, sae ety
Petitioner.himself. :

s eceased Zemindar Muttu Rama-

5. Thus it will be seen that the private -prq?erty °f‘ﬂ4‘e decmeg f::;'::; l(:i'utth: wi:l:v:,
linga®etupati has been all along in the uninterruptod posseasicn B Pnibiiir bismsdlE
the daughter, the adopted son, and the sons of the adopted son including .

faicly and truely set forth the grounds of his claim to the pro-
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3 6. In addition to the above ; P | i
1 Ve Incontrovert; No. 90. To J. W. BREEKS, Esq, ;
f ‘ Peutlmner alone as the adoptive grandson 1se::t::fe£a:otl.hthere are others as cogent to show that : Private Secretary to His Excellency the Honorable the Governor, Guindy.
‘ . Government deci the proceeds of the j ] i '
\1 ent decided as abo of the jewels in question. n Siw,
: heir of tl'w deceased Zemindar, there;ey sdl;:un tl‘la.t the widow Raja Rajoswari Natchiar was the A unrgl(;v“s;suming to address your honor, permit me most respectfully to.st;a‘ba that 1 have
i | to the private property of her brother, owing the elaim of Mungaleswari Natchiar, the sister submitted two separate petitions, dated 17th and 27th Decomber 1862, to His l::.sceuency ﬁ}‘-’
| i ‘ I I On her attempting to obtain these parti {Rett : . Governor complaining of the injustice done me in keeping m’f. g R
k !% ! Zemindar they were refused her and kept in g mh-“ ewels, the private property of the dece;lSEd " jewels belonging to my late grandfather, Rajah Muttu Ramalinga Setupati, Mt of Ram-(
ik ‘ ;I"d thf‘t therefore she had no right to th:m g tep?m on the ground that they were not Regalia, | naad, wkich is still in the custody of Government. 3 . W { w
' atchiar, nor her heirs, for reasons set fo'rt,hn? being the heir, Be it remembered that Sevagami The Order of Government disallowing my legitimate nghts: n.nd directing me 1o ‘prosecuh
{ I, Further, she having no right t n the printed petition, did not apply for it at all. the present Zemindarni of Ramnad for the recovery of the said jewels was pmed,thho:f’; ; ‘:;
: Extract Minutes of Consultation of Ehe lls‘)fffl1 R lller Successors could have no right to them. In smallest consideration of my heroditary rights, anC (;l chitr ;); dcir ;'l'f'“];d oz%li:mb;:;‘i‘esem
¢ regards the Zemindary i une 1840, G y . mxoollency from the Presidency. Had Ts-B¥ ’
: : : ry itself. “ This ane: » Government then for the abserce of His Excellency
; adoption upon adoption from the ﬁl;lrslzn‘f‘eﬂt‘ and valuable inheritance h::ﬁ::ged the(';lgelvc"’ :' without the slightest question, the fullest justice would h?;ve been rendel:ed me, and my clear and
1 - not to be in the remotest degree 'conna ‘heir, the daughter of the last Rajah, to onepaise. ;:;y oi undoubted title to the jewels in question would hawe been at once recognized. s
‘ R ected by blood with her family,” g who is believ In ail the aunalsof. the, British Administration in India, none such.nnpa.r?ﬂed injustice,
v h iy ' as has beeﬁ done to me can be discovered: 1am direeted to sue the Zemindarni, a party who

title to th Wi clearly evident that 3 !
bl e Estate 1t§01f she can have ng right th_at if the present Zemindarni has no right or 5 3
oes she lay any claim to them, 306 or title to the proceeds of the jewels, nor indeed has no right or title to the property,

8. 'Mr.Collector Claske : '
: e in hi
states in paragraph 5 that My, I;:ri;lsa’ g

and who moreover has not possession of it. But still worse,
. Yt e . - f m

been directed to institute proceedin within the 21st instant according to the advice of my

I have been directed to institute p 5 : ¢ themselyes, which 1 am reluctant

: the Zemindarni, but Governmen A
Tl ahines ] A of Logalty and the inevitble Tuin in which it will nvelve

ledged heir, was radically ; § representations thay 5 i and unwilling to do from reasons
of the present Zemindar:l?::;’ect, and from paragra e 17::';‘;8:;8"1131 N?tchu.r was ackn?w- me. ; : R el petition to the
otly i S e icomirl and l g RN L L P e FEE I have therefore to request that you will condescenc 0 BB e b b in the sual
sive experience oné wh 1w, vauo‘ Tms"POrt wi&ﬁndib ,,lcknowledge. Petitioner as the special notice 0‘." His Excellency, and procure me An i wfth?‘?t‘ mnm o M éaqe was
a careful p erua;l of th °:‘W‘Te todive to the bottom ol by the Collector, an official of exten- manner to the Petition Department inasmuch as from the mulhphctty 0f g y A
o iy ;j::ﬁole of l:heroor!#opondem,&on{ ﬁ;';‘““! by personal inquiry and by disposed of without any consideration w;;m common }vg:: m aggzn{ﬁva W tos@fi%@
gt o which “Mr. Calloctis loioate o o R Having memoriatized the Right Honorab® = o 0 - IR M it of the
possession is from a i3 leetor Clarke iy, ey, 40 P , ) 1 i « ereat misfortun placing me 10 ] 101
Kaungiasamy Setupat?,o:n!: :lfi:?h"hd‘ity'or,_m adsp:::: Tuises to Petitioner being put in ; that in the event of His Exwﬂe:éz; ten’:;:ll ‘::?ixmﬁonthi‘mgwed me, pending the final

L B = mce ds’ al ol e 5 is)
said jewels or their procece o Lo gling with his prayer, no injury will be done to

is enemies alone brough, by Sevagami Natchiar of his father

10. As regards the valid; t i g

- alidity of ; * UP 10 usurp these proceeds. decisi h Authori ‘ :
S:r;:btl; ;;roofl in his printed Pe"yinizn ‘il;e ;‘dnptmnl: Petitioner has submit,udplhe il iﬁﬂi; 4 ﬂf::lsil:tl: rzi; :f l::;neinasmuoh as the jewels have been in the cnatody‘ofﬁovexnment for more

atas above shown the wh T ragraph 17, A 5 ¥ lis- s : ‘ ; 4
placed in the possess ??DE the private property urther proof he would humbly than half a century. : e le is universally acknowledged
Natchier, and thereaftor of Petitioner's father, -5 f:? ya: Mattn Ramalinga Setupa were In conclusion, the justce and oquity of £2 B,ff‘,hm R-'ﬂn;&[hdis. English justice is a
were actually ill  hoyed by Petitioner's broge th of his adoptive mother Sevagsm throughout the civilized world, and it has proved areal 21 d high minded
out contestiryx g;gal’ :‘s 1t to be supposed tha, th: brother and himself. Now if the adoptioni household word with us, and on that justice, administered by high-born and fug

g the right i : opposi . 4 E > 4
put forth, and if Seva :;-th;i PROPEIty ? Up 1o tha o).Vl Temain quiescent with- ” Tnglish gentlemen, T ontirely throw myset 4 submission, I beg to subseribe myself
R gami Natchiar had thoughy Present moment no such claim bas been : With sentiments of the most profound respect and submi S g e
d : ( 5%

ven over to he Proper to claim the jewels at the time, they

‘ r, and : , ient and humble servant
conclusion that Government"dopted son and Petitiones then they must have necessarily fallen Y our most obedient "

43 i e y ) A - ' G& G” Wﬁ'
TR oni frf)m the very commenceny 3 M?:l’covu-, itis to be observed, in (Signed) dwﬁulﬁfuﬁmnunauuuﬁ 5’“‘@ o1 gy e - %
She not being the heir of Mec:: i :{:‘ Clarke totally reject::‘ t:q:;ud Fama o M‘“‘E‘u’“‘i SRk mary SO N ' o
¢ uttu | 3 ’ the claims T R : s .. '
not havin ' X 0 Ramalinga Satupati ae 1e. o - 2 1ms of the present Zemindarni. | . | AR .
ersclte o {r tile to the proporty by e Ty % davghter direculy or indireetly, and . ToHs Excuuascy tns Hoxonaste 51t e nEr;ISOiT;r of Fort Saunt Gaorge, Madras
' theecase and takin ;t g which the present Gb: Prevalent and obtaining throughout Sou- | oﬁ}: etition of SRI MUTH PRATAPA
e g thegpr::; gfdﬂnted the misrepresent Ed ‘:;‘;em miﬂconce{'ving the whole facts of ThSeI];:ll; H‘LR AﬂUPAN [SETUPATI, adopted
ee : . ish’ 3 : - | V
From the foregoin ® OV £0 9 party who hias no righ: tt!::;% $ 10 be true, are now deter grandson of Rani SEVAGAMI NATCHIAR,
every claim to the Procidgswa:?shy:;‘ Excellency in Councd w:;"- " has | | S g
N »
erefore most respect perceive the petitioner HumsLy SHEWETH,

fully solicits that G nt will be o a:o his petition of the 17th in-
o YR e That from a consideration of Petitioner's case, as ,epyea:‘l.::d h:: blecll:e perpetrated against an -

stant, your Excellency will have perceived that if ever inju

Petitioner ag ' ' L AT g ot him, in his being directed by Government to sue
s 1n duty bound shall ever PRYes) ~ unfortunate individual, it has been done agains A h{: e oAb P nal property of his

For which act of justice and mercy,

(Signed) @m s Fy

oth J i ‘ aupﬁ,ua L ‘ ! ’ e '.r i a ho b i i th Noeed.l 0 p =

: anugry 1863. mmupﬁuraﬂeaauﬁﬁu@,ﬁq;gﬁ‘r ldnpmﬁv:gun ;::::g&:l ;; t;ﬂfm t:lin :n Psempati. Zemindar of ‘Ramnaad, lays no clm'm to it agfl
G At | hasit not in posmit;n From your Excellency’s absence, an absence most destructive of Peti»

D

e

Lzt



e

- Proceedings of the Médms Government, Financial Department,
b S 30th January 1863.

tioner’s strong hopes and expectations, this injustice has been committed by the merits of his

case not having been taken into thorough consideration,
2. That with reference to the Orders of Governmen

July and 1st December 1862, directing Petitioner to sue t

proceeds of certain jewels, which formed a part and parcel

t on his former petitions, dated 21st
he present ** Rani of Ramnaad” for the
of the private personal property of

A P etitioner’s Mlﬁﬂ{“ﬂttﬂ'ﬁaﬂaﬁnp Se,mi: former Zemin,dar‘of Ramnaad, he would most

Tumbly submit that as the time limited, 6 months, will speedily expire, i. ¢. on the 21st Janu-
ary 1863, and as he has been fully and unintemiuing’l’y engaged in urging his claims during, and
more than, the time above specified, and as the jewels have aivea G oo incii o mou’than
50 years, there can be no objection to retaining the proceeds for a longer time, he respectfully

solicits that they may be nkill kept in deposit, pending the final decision of the Right Honorable
the Secretary of State for India. This further

authorities who have possession of th
give them up to the wrong party
suif. ' :
3. Peitioner has so fully, fairly and truly set forth the grounds of his claim to the roc;aeds
i0 qRestio Bt K Belpeans (6 Government, that if they were but impartially taken into c!:msider-
ation, without the. smallest doubt, "the suid proceeds would be at onee déli-vered oy hi
But beésuse, Petitionor would hmbly et wohesitaiiagly. subusit, in ol the o o,
rom the.yeat 1796 to 1809 Mungaleswati, Nutchiorsio neswhira walivowladgadiss wil o
Mutéy Bamglinge' Setupatt; sedl e e’ OHRIO I aRng from 10004, 1080, whioh oo
pired on the subject together with the px"}nted‘address submitted by Petitioner w
the present Zemindarni or her predecessors was nover recognized as the heir,
been taken into a comprehensive view, Government bave been pleased to ackn
tious right of a non-claimant in preference to the established right aud tile of
unjustly keeping him out of his hereditary claim,
4. ‘That Petitioner has established his claim,
no right or title whatever to the jewels or their pe
herein under given. /

il show that
These having not
owledge the ficti-
Peti‘tiqner thereby

and that the so called Ranj of Ramnaad has
oceeds is clearly deducible from the points

licitor, under date the 1st March 1809, and 2nd, th
Court accompanied by their Registrar's letter of the 12¢h

swari Natchiar, the widow of the deceased Zewmindir Wasklf;:yo:*; the same
his private personal property and ageordingly she e joyed the hY:
the jewels in dispute. ' ’ Sy ﬂw ole

II. On her death the wbole'of said pr
operty d i : i
daughter of the deceased Zemindar, - oD Gescended to Rani 5 Dol Nohato e
! . ¢

# From Collector to Board of Revenue, 31st July 1849 para. L Next all the said ik o £ i il!‘
e : G el he'n’ted by Petitioner’s father, Sevagami Nat-
chiar’s legally adopted son Kaungiasawmy*

Setupati, : 3 leopis

Pcri‘asawmy '!‘aver- epijqked the ?vﬂqi‘:'erty and

year that Rajah Raje-
sole and rightful heir to all
of it with the exception ,of‘

IV. After him Petitioner's elder brother
Jastly Petitioner himself. :

5. Thus it will be seen that .the privaf:e property of the deceased 'z»',en.xi,l dar ] :M'uttu g
linga Setupati has been all along in the uninterrupted possession and enjoyment of the widow,
the daughter, the adopted son, and the sons of the adopted son inclu dmg Potiionor Lhdapli *

7‘_«,,‘5:1.. ‘ X ke ot % 47 £av 2 v
ol da o, whero sckuowledged s the heir af

4

3

¥

Prﬁceedo'ug&‘i#' m Hﬁdma Govei-nmenf‘,j". ina
30th January 1863.
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; that
6. In addition to the above incontrovertible facts, there are others a8 co%:lzil:l to“i};:;n.
Petitioner alone as the adoptive grandson is entitled to the proceeds of t-he Jew.eN tc:i o e
1. Government decided as above shown that widow Raja Rajeswari Natchia

heir of the deceased Zemindar theveby disallowing the ¢

to the private property of her brotber. R A e gt o
i % of her attempting to obtain these particular jewels, the private property of the deceas-

3 . 4 1. s
ed Zemindar: th ey were refused Der and kept in deposit on the ground that they were not Regalia

. =2 i t Seva-
and that therefore she had no right to them, not be o th? l?emt ‘Be - ;‘;’;ﬁib:’es :‘}:it at all.
gami Natehiar, nor her heirs, for reasons set forth in the printed petition, PPLY

{II I Further, she having no right to them, her successors could h“&:e:;ght;znzt;x; ;:‘
Fistract Minutes of Cousultation of the st June 1840, Govgmment, then cxpressed Uo7 o S
regards the Zemindary itself. * This ancient and valuable mhemtanc.e;&hasto OMP:;O Telmiz
adoptiun upon adoption from the lineal heir, the daughter of the last Rajab,

. ith her family.”
not to be in the remotest degret connected by blood with he ; : . 3t
7. Such being the case it is clearly evident that if the present Zemin : dalmx ha.'st.m:1 ;ih; :::;th :
to the Estate itself, she can have no right or title to the pr_gogeds of the jewels, nor inde

lay any claim to them. % e

8. Mr. Collector Clarke in his report to Government, under dalfe: 1 ?thgovemal;e:c lk 8;:%12?;:3
in paragraph 5 that Mr, Parish's representation_s that N nngaleswm !h.atc lgrw:; SR
beir was radically incorrect, and from paragraphs 17 to 31 that & nu.m;%éej 1 as the only claim-
present Zemindarni to the proceeds, and in paragrap b__%.qunoyleﬂges elgi cg:fof e Ao
ant to them on one proviso. This report w“mb{{béc,?lb!fm ::1?-. quiry snd by a careful
rience, one who strove to dive to the bottom of the. matmﬁy gfio ‘”“‘i’ﬂﬁ i R
perusal of the whole of the meondenwfm ﬁnt\?tohst. A b n ; ut in possession
9. The only ohjection which Mr. Collector Clarke raises to Pg‘:tmo;x;l;s :; ﬂf ef i
is, from a doubt of the validity of the adoption by Sevagami Natehiar Ze o
Setupati, and which his enemies alone brought up to usurp these -nge 'tte;1 S A

10.  As regards the validity of the adoption, Petitioner has 51‘: anl I iRty A EE s
proofs in his printed petition in paragraph 17. Asa farther proof' g ‘;:cu i s b i
above shown the whole of the private property of 5'{uttu Ra’mnlmgal Spvé Rt ua
possession of Pevitioner’s father, on the death of bis adopuje motdler ti :1 fere actually illegal,
Moty enjoyed by Petitioner’s brother and bimself; l'\OW l.f R 'u?:l]:)ut contesting theriéht
is it to be supposed that the opposite party would rem,,m‘qmesce;lfu iy t forth, and if Sevagami
to the property 2 Up to the present moment no such claim has been pu ,

: - unquestionably

Natchiar had thought proper to claim-the jewels at the tm.tle t:ﬂl?l}; n""‘i’::g :;:;osse(:siod e
s £ u

been given over to her, and then they must have necessarily cnelusion that Government from

R 2 T inc
adopted son and Petitioner.« Moreover it is to be obbeﬂed_ ’; hiar, and that the Collector Mr.
the very commencement rejected the claim of Mungaleswari Natchiar,

i i ing the heir of Muttu
Clarke totally rejected the claims of the present Zf:m)udarnl. Shc:l :::: b::]nar;:m Rt
Ram“““gﬂ Setupati or his daughter directly or indirectly and not ladif Nztwhhm,,d;ng o
Property by the law prevalent and obtaining throughout Southern l:l P e
the present Government wmisconceiving the whole facts of the case fm ha :ceeds' 2l e
represeéntations of Mr. Parish to be true are now determined to give the pr

who has no right te them. .

11, FErom the foregoing grounds your Excellency wi
claim to the proceeds, and he therefore most respectfully s
graciously pleased to place him in possession of them or grant

the decision of the Secretary of State for India. hall ever pray.
(s o in duty bound shall ever pra -

i tice and mercy, Petitioner as in ¥

For which act of Jus(lscigned) P opieibasiis a9 suBesOups 5

ll- perceive that Petitioner has every
olicits that your Excellency will be
Lim an extension of time pending

9tk January 1863

laim of Mungaleswari Natchiar, the sister, .
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His Grcellency fhe Sonorable fhe Goberuor in @omel,
Fort St. George,
MADRAS.

el THE HUMBLE PEIITION OF SRI MUTH PRATAEA
oo e LSRN UGN | B SIMHA PARSUPANL SETUPATI, ADOPTIVE GRAND-
e e e SRR L 3 { GON OF RANI SEVAGAMI NATCHIAR, DAUGHTER

, A VELES 5730 ‘ OF MUTTU RAMALINGA SETUPATL THE LATE ZE-

 MINDAR OF RAMNAAD. ’

L
.
<

Respecrrviny SHEWETH, '
That in veforchice to, 4lie opderiof (lovernment, undet date the 21st July 1862, No. 533, in-

forming Petitioner that Lis proper course for the recovery of certain jewels, the property of the
deceased Zemindar, Muttu Ramalings Setupati, would be « fo file a suit. against the Rani of Ram-
naad,” he most humbly and réspeetfully <olicits & reconsideration of his claim, just, lawful and S
sive as it s, 4ud fervently. trasts, that Lis right to be. placed in the possession of the property in

ynestion wxll(ba , od in Couneil.

=T

ot ant of the minority of the oceased Zemindar P
wve hes no right o fitle to the private, Property R, o

Sevagami Natchiar, but that go it

\ i et : SR X language used by the then,Cblleqwr,‘er-‘G_eQrgﬁ Powney, with respect to the object of pl T ]m
Rk Zamindath in hes possession, is cless and definite. *The sister from her age Will not probably have

“ issue, the duughter and ber husband are minors ; according 0 the custom of this country, the
“ daughter ought to have been placed under the care of her Aunt, an e Sfosk, ety
~ “would be no further dispute upon the point.”  In accordance with these VIEWs of the Collector,

: Government addressed Mungaleswari Natchiar, under date 4th Jply 1795, No. 118, (y} n they
" direoted. et b placed it possession of the Zemindar) adising her to_take Sevaganui Natchiar,
the daughter of the deceased Zemindar under her especial protection. This is the language used
afidence which is now colennly placed in you to the preserva-

‘ﬁ“‘- the oceasion. «As yon enjoy the co : it e
¥ tffm of her person and the improvament of her mind, so you will merit the approbation of Govern-
“Heut 1 e linble to their severast displenstre.” ) | e

»._ o il
" A . g g i

to one of necessity, and the Zemindari was made
¢ E gpcnred. « We accordingly

Estate might be

u.ver “: +  Even the point of expediency gave way
¥¢F Conditionally, in oxder that the Revenue of the

BN
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2
% W recor d,
¢ To Government from Special ecommend,” say the Special* C
1‘§‘J§““*s‘°“°m’ 10th l*‘cblxvnii{lx'v‘}: in Conneil that the C Ipecial* Clommissioners, * to your L dshit
: ) : . > ! O \
» para 3. lands of Rammnaad tL‘)llleCtﬂr may bhe “authorized to transfer th‘c
aad to the Zemind : p
111'1111‘, on * itd
on *condition of her agreei

eing

to the ter i
erms which v
your I,A)rdshi“ in Cg i -y
I ‘ouncil may ultimately re-

Solve to estabhg h h)]‘ Lh(} assessmentor the ])Clu'l_l,llbﬂ wyvenue ()f t “nt /‘ Incar
“ = a1t tth o ant l > 3 = ]

The above i
ove quotations show that the Zemi
SRRl o e ;:.mt the Zemindari was not bestowed on M
, but- was givel ' 3 ; ) |
the sake of expediency, and that Lolé; en to her on account of the mir e T
November 1859, para. 5, aft wlitionally, and as Mr. Collect (llmll\t) oo
5, after a carefy i

gt ]u; q:let ul perusal of the whole of the r » 10 i e e
“ their public orders acknowl ;A) 1¢ statement of the Clollector M (l:mL i
e i s iged ‘thc e r. Parish that the Government in

: et o8 & it Authwit. \eir to the personal property of her

3 hority are to the point

5.  Still further, Gove
g rnment themsely
right to the property in deposit, and it y selves, after dne and thorough UlVL‘Stl"n,L
they passed their decision were, wag therefore not made over to h ion, disdionocie
§ R P Tl 1A )
Ramalings Sebupati, they sskel s the following e, that on the de i Jq he grounds on which
] : ¢ opind - emise; in
among three parties viz. his widow. dfln;)tu of the Pundits of the Sudr Court :: l’:ary l] Al
S T A » daughter or sister, anc , as to who was the heir
property. There X , and who should per . ; .
the 12th May 1809, was to theplg”nf the Pundits, accompanied by the lﬁlf(.,rm his funeral obsequies,
“ clared to be half the body of h etf tl‘;at “in Seripture, in law and ix egu:lmr v LN
“ oan neither er husband ; theref 1 popular usage, a wife is de-
perform an ore while that
y ceremonies to the deneaud nor lake }m:L e ﬂ:; Body (gep, Srre
property, although the de
ceased’s

¢ father, mother, ute
# geremonies by defr::z; rt(!)x?e; s e TN e
s e his estate and perf:
el perform: his

5 pmu’m thl'mlg i fahﬁ 1&t0 Hon T '
6. The Advoecate Gierreral also (:ﬁnnnunlca,t.ed hi [§) ) {§) ble ( ompany s

Solicitor, Mr. Orm
) ¢, on the 1st March 1809,
“next of kin, of the d '“‘"“‘5 that  th
Byt Me:ea.séd are the pmper Claimants 'of th: son if “!‘3:,, if not the widow or other
ted jor, under date the 10th ;f;m(, 1809, to ‘1::‘1’“ ? i Government accordingly
smit to Raja Rajeswari Nawiuar

the 'mdaw, the bod
e of ﬁho dmﬂaed Zamindm' m view ih%b lh& mi'ghc pm‘fu th umml
y rm e Womel,

which she did, and became i:ﬂimw:' ef his pmpm
>

i e

7. This i 13 in mﬁfdﬂncﬁ Wi th aw ;i
th amd iﬁ &
En a‘ w' .

chara, Chap. 1L, Section L
: , page 326, line 3. “Th
 is wife ; on failure of her, it devolves on da hu;weah‘h uf him who leaves A {ssue goes to

Sir T. Strange’s El
g ements of H‘mdu Law, Edition of 1825 page 44. “The right of |
A ‘ of in-

« heritance as between husband
and wife, is in
“ heir to the propert, : a great degree reci
" Sh e lb conqplcl?:u { Of her hmb&nd leavmg no . mﬁ].e (i __nmpvr:;ﬁc:lll the lﬂtter mcceedlng a%
e tﬁ sly 0 in her right to inherit ; a right i uwe’s e y.” Do. do. page 155.
cath of her husband dying without leaving male issue. ;lhzwhziimmw to be perf
obtains universally.”

8. Tt is to be observed that the widow R

e ; aja Rajeswari Natchiar
e :ﬁ'::i :tpli";:: g;o;(;erty, ‘with the. exception of the jewelry W‘;V::hm;:‘:&;nﬂfe;xn;ﬁz
T R ;:;'ge, al,nd which Government retained- in deposit. The year after the
ta e 2‘?:: eswari Natchiar claimed the said property, and th&; Collector Mr.
rigp s o stmz' th:;oc():slderately, two glaring errors, in his letter of the 14th Febru-
R e 'ge e thoverumemt had declared her as the sole heir of the real and
B i T ¥ rlc: er, and the other by confirming her a.sser'r.ionl that the pro-
g : where, among all the records of Government can it be discovered
o e:r to the private property of her brother. Those very documents
B ;n 2 interpretation can put a wrong consiruction on the langnage then
o e em:-l:le';'esspondence which tran;plred from 1795 to 1809 will show that
=3 e y a misrepresentation. Also, the list of the property will clearly

9. The Pundits |
the requisition of Govern:feg:;f;dr Court had already declared that the widow was the haiz and 0%
s T n on the 24th February 1810, No. 88, with reference to Mr. Paris’s

etter, the P.undxts of the Sudr Court confirmed their previously given opinion.

Gevemfesxdes all the facts of the case
P thent and they therefore, notwithstan
i mebfalse claims put forward by Mungaleswari
A e delivered to the legal representative
ughter. This decision of Governmen

ﬁ::‘i“‘é are fully borne out by th
P ;n apindas, or heirs, given in pard
il do“ the daughter, then the daughter’
excludewn in Mitaschara, the prineip
v s the sister, and sister's son from
“%;e 167, Line 22, gives thisas an

of her sex no giver of dblations at p

high 10. Such being the law,
Wane;; Law Officers, the Advocate
: atchiar or any legitimate I

3:““0“ 1. In Sir T. Strange
e provinces which folloWw Mitaschara,

»

blood connexion ;

R 7
ide Strange’s Manual, para 73
by her in

and, the adoption by the widow of this adopted 50

illegal. Sutherland on adoption, page 223, lines
she could not have legally married.”
invalid

i Jah Ba,;euwwi Natchiar

,'?,::a“mon to adopt her oW1
7. % She must not select generallys

A. she ewld mﬁ mmy’mqﬁi f&ther, h
11. The widow ofﬁw\i
_¢eremonies to her lord, wdcwss plae

~ 'was in consequence of their }

which was mquaﬂx mv,da w or to Mungalmwm
1s were in the custody

confidence that since the jewe

al standard work

niversal principle :
eriodical obsequies is X

such being the decision of Govern
General and the Pundits
eirs of hers (of whom she
Vol. L page 168, line 1

brother was denhly

3

were frosh in the m
ding the misrepresentations

5 som, &y while the sis
« On Inheritance

inheriting. ,To the same

398

cluded.”

had none)

i e, Southern In&i&
ghe had nﬂ lineal

the first instance Was illeg
n, under pretence ¢

one with whose father
o adoption 2 made “hy ar Was

emory of th

Natchiar, and ret
o8 oF the decease

t and the opinion of the
o law and usages obtaining in
309, of Strange’s Manual 0

.« Rut the sister

of the Sudr Clourt, h

e then 'members of

of the Collector Mr. Parish re-

Southern India.

¢ Hindu Law, the Widow
tor is entirely omitted.

ained the property in de-
d Zemindar’s widow and
Pundits and Advocate

In the
is placed
The law

n this part of India, entirely

effect, Sir T Strange, Vol I.
fierself, being | ‘on account

ment passed on the opinions of their
ow can Mungales-
be the heir to the property in
6, it is stated that the “sister’s son—in

« do not inherit. »  PBut she had no

heir, The adoption® made

al, she having been a widow ;

of her husband having given

performed the funeral
Estaie, mth the above exception:

" her undmbted right to
. m 23 P“EB 34‘1 X5

Sl =R

* J-*o e

_ ‘bothby the mubher md dmghm
Kstdmu‘ s xllwgﬂﬂy m&bptad $on. Thay lnvi every

of Government and they bad an u '
On the ¢ demise of Sevagami Natcliar, her adopted

Mﬂg_ﬁ\f

4o them, they would be given to. them at any time.
cceeded “to her property according to the law.  Sir
and an adopted son, the law

son, Kaungiasamy Setupati,
T. Strange, Volume I page 145, line 5.
as it respects inheritance, I

13. On all these grounds —
L As Mungaleswari Natchiar was

II.  As she had no lineal heir in existence, and

gk TIL  As the present Zemindarni is n0b
ughter, she can have no claim to the jewels in deposit.
es, it is hard Petition
Ra.mnas.d, who has been improperly

nght to this property. Peti
pable of the mos

- at;;der these circumstanc
b ihe t against the Rani of
2 depon‘:mmdan and has not the smallest
B o as the heir of Muttu Ramaling®
%atmn ::‘ interested motives in view ti

e logality of Sevagami Natchiar’
loner's fﬂ-ber by her and her Jusband.

o usurp this PNP”

Petitioner’s father, su
o Between issue of the body,

makes no difference.”

.

not

the he1r of Mu

er slmuld be kep

Setupati is €2

the heir of ber brother’s property:

vested wi

&MMI

ttu Ramalinga Setupati, his widow or

t out of his rights, and be told
ith a fictitious right,
‘tioner’s claim to the jewels
¢ irrefutable proof, andit
ty that Petitioner’s opponents seck to
d the vahd&ty of the a

o%twn gf

W/
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14. As fully hersinunder represented the legalit

of il arriag e i
Natchiar is beyond'all doubt L 1e second marriage of Sevagami

158, The marriaze was publicly celebrated by 4he performance

and ceremonies ; it was acknowledged by all her rel:
especially by the Sevagun ga Zemindar, her re

of the most solemn rites
ations, friends and e ighbouring Zemindars,

lation, wh
0 hestowed a village on | 1 h
FOPTR Y : ¢ on her and her husband
for their maintenance ; it was further recognized by the Proyineial O : ﬂx pt e 1‘ i
ourt in their Decree of the 13

Dece 81 Fa e
toeﬁ ml;er l1 %3 by which Sevagami Natchiar ang her hushband Vijiugopala Setupati were directed
¢ placed i possession of the Zemindari ; and lagt not least, had there been the slightest fl
in the marriage, it would have been noticed by the Sudr Court in t1 4 “n\ 1 T
a plea‘to'invalidate her claim to the Zemindari, when it was cunton I e e
¥ S-,‘lf-r‘t Decrdes, Vol. I. Page 101. given by thent Was thiat  Su
vernment to the ¢

reference wliatever was made to the illegali A 1 of the D 0
serusal of the Decree will convince
your Excellency in (! o !
y-in Council of this fact. The fact § is that the marringe was effected according to the

approved practice obtaining among the )
1 the Maravars, As lony
a8 Sevaw N
g as Devagami Natehiar lived, she was held
in the greatest respect by all her friends and connections. “

sted before them ; the only objection
mud had been already granted by Go-

pposite party® Mungaleswari Natchiar. And mo
16y of the marri: age.

16.  The second s arriage of Sev agami N,
and her husband of Petitioner's father 1 yvalid.
ried and had 2 children at the time, The foll
and Subsequently will digprove tlus assertion,

atehiar being legal, it foll lows that the adoption by her
The Ob.]eCtluu to' this ad luntm.x is that he was
owing facts borne out by docum(ut&. written at the i:xe

-
- &

17. He was pubhcly adoptcd in 1814, in  the

Bis intes
'1:;“:’ ]; bl ‘:ﬁh the consent of his matural father INS adoptive mothers hrodner—m Ty, Five yasm;
" 2 a(‘:i) “m:i t. ¢. on the ] 6th Jawuary 1819, the two sisters of his adoptive father, ngreed
under a written document, ‘on stamped paper to give their doughter in marriage. to him, and-

14 years after the adophxon, #.e in 1828, he Was
3 arried. In 182
Petitioner his Znd son.  How c c:ul 1& then‘ he stated t,h : s h@gﬂt + E‘Jd""‘t gt e

the time of Lxs &dopmmz

, nd her : phed
con a Rahadari to Madras, 'I‘hey exembgd a Mukliyar q;a ﬂw 14th March, 1830 empowering St 1o,
superintend all their affairs, and on the 263:11 Ma,y WE the sume year they made a Will in his favor as”
their adopted son. Doth these doenments: are ou Sﬁamped pzw . In two Urzees presented
by Sevagami Natchiar and her husband on the 20th March and 14th April 1832, to Mr. Col-
lector Viveish they acknowledged him as their adepted son. In two Urzees addressed by Seva-
gami Natehisr on the 20th and 23rd November 1536, to Mr. Collector  Blackburne, she
informed —him that her adopted son had performed the funeral ceremonies of her deceased -
husband, ' To the 'same effect-she—addreased the Zillah. Court \of Madura, who, - in  their
reply of the 24th November 1836, recognized the adoption. Tt was further acknowledged in the
Mufti Sudr Ameen’s Decree in O. 8. No. 13 of 1844, as also in the receipt given by the said Court
to her Vakil on the 24th February 1844, Moreover, under various dates, Sevagami Natchiar ad-
dressed the local authorities, the Board of Revenue and Government® on the subject of her adop-
tion of Kaungiasamy Setupati : more especially in 1849, whilst she
was on her sick-bed, soliciting the confirmation of the whole of her
property in his enjoyment. After her death, the Head of Police of
Ramnaad reported on the 14th June 1849, that Kaungiasamy Setupati was the adopted son of Seya-
gami Natchiar and her husband, that he bad performed their obsequies, and that consequently he was
their heir, Aceordingly,the Collector inetituted o vigid enquivy in reference to their Will, Muktiyar and
Petitions &e. and issued an ovder on the 22nd March 1849, directing the collection of the cess of tie
lands enjoyed by his adoptive mother. On the 2nd July 1849, he directed all Ler property to be
made over to him and in his report of the 31st July 1849 to the Doard of Revenue, fully and dis-
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To Government, 18th “Decem-
ber 1837 and inNo. 410 of 1849.
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mmm - fa&h@'.
mcf'ess10n from his wldow $0 hlg dﬂ, hﬁar, ﬁ'(}m_ e

‘deceased
leg&i heir of the
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v Your Honor in Council Bt i ﬁ?gzxm hat e is the um:](;:bglghtest title to
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