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G.0., No. 174, 26th December 1899,

Kilpauk Cemetery.

Stating that the cost of the further protection to—, considered necessary by the Right Reverend
the Bishop before it can be consecrated, must be horne by the Government and not y the Muni-
eipality ; and that, in view to the consecration of the Church of England portion, an estimate of
the cost of the additional work now required will be prepared at an early date in t&le Public Works

~Department.




2 No. 174, EcCLESIASTICAL, 26TH DECEMBER 1899.

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

ECCLESIASTICAL DEPARTMENT.

Reap—again the following papers :—
G.0., No. 34, Ecclesiastical, dated 15th March 1898.

AssTrRACT.—Requesting the Venerable the Archdeacon to direct the Chaplai 1

- . - . i : n h

jurisdiction to take charge of the new cemetery at Kilpauk; and stating thatp tllle ai?éﬁgiggcgi

the Chaplain should be drawn to section I, Rule VI (2), of the revised Ecclesiastical Rules in

i:é).linecg;on with the allotment to the Church of Scotland of some portion of the new cemetery at
ilpauk.

— s

G.0., Mis. No. 110, Feclesiastical, dated Znd September 1898.
Read—the following papers :—
From the Venerable the Archdeacon of Madras, dated 31st May 1898, No. 4488.

Asnstracr.—Making certain proposals for the upk i

7 RACT : ] pkeep of the Kilpauk cemete d -
ing that, in view of the great size of the cemetery and the labour %co the Oha;ﬁm’h{ininrec(ll:lﬁscfe
involved in its oversight, the representatives of the several religious bodies concerned be made
responsible, respectively, for the portions used by them.

e e

¥ the V S
romNO. i i gjaerable the Archdeacon of Madras, dated 18th_ August 1898,

AspstracT.—Giving the information called for in memorandum No. 1721, Ecclesiasti
) @ ) A t
%{%ﬁd 15th August 1898, regarding the present establishment of the new Kil’pau(i: gsz:tf;yl,,
ras.

e

Order—Mis. No. 110, Ecclesiastical, dated 2nd September 1898,

‘ ;l‘hfca ente%ainé‘ment of one malichowkidar on Rs. & per mensem and of three
assistants on Rs. 4 per mensem for the new Kilpauk ecemetery 1 i i
effect from 1lst May 1898. P D

9. A special grant of Rs. 52 is also sanctioned to meet necessary extra expenses

that may have been incurred during the first four months after the local Chaplain
took over charge of the cemetery. v

3. With regard to the other pro osals contained in the Venerable t -
Jeacon’s letter, No. 4488, dated 31 stPM:Ey 1898, Government regrets that Ruﬁae ‘17&11' e(];)
of the Ecclesiastical Rules published in G.0., No. 29, Eeclesiastical, dated 23rd
TFebruary 1898, renders it impossible to hand over the portions of the cemetery other
than that set apart for the Church of England to the representatives of the several
denominations concerned and to hold them responsible for burial arrangements in
their particular portions of the cemetery. It is necessary that the Chaplain in charge
of the cemetery should be held responsible for its being kept in proper condition, and,

T NAARAANANATIN NN NIV .
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in the opinion of Government, this cannot be done it other denominations are allowed
to have independent charge of portions of the cemetery. There is no objection,
however, to other denominations being allowed to spend money on their respective
portions of the cemetery subject to the control of the Chaplain in charge. -

4. The Venerable the Archdeacon urges that, if his proposal to hold the various
denominations responsible for their particular portions of the cemetery is not approved
by Government, it will be necessary to have always two Chaplains at Vepery, but it
will be pointed out that under Rule VII (i) of the Feclesiastical Rules referred to
Ministers of all denominations have a right to conduct the service of burial over the
body of any deceased member of their respective congregations who may be buried
in any fitting portion of the ground set apart for the denomination to which the
deceased belonged. It is improbable, therefore, that the Chaplain of Vepery will have

to conduct burials in all or nearly all cases.

(True Extract.)

—— (Signe-d) G. STOKES,
’ Chief Secrelary.
To the Venerable the Archdeacon.,

,, Right Reverend the Bishop of Madras.

s Ae0 ountant-General.

Reap—also the following papers :—

From the Venerable W. WESTON ELWES, M.A, Archdeacon of Madras, to the
Chief Secretary to Government, dated 22nd February 1899, No. 4936.

I have the honour to state for the consideration and orders of Governmeut and
with reference to G.O., No. 34, Ecclesiastical, dated 15th March 1898, that in accord-
ance with that order I directed the Rev. A. A. Sharp, Joint Chaplain of Vepery, to
take over charge of the new Kilpauk cemetery, and Mr. Sharp in my presence took
over charge from the President, Municipality, With offect from the 1st of May 1898.

9. In January last I requested the Right Reverend the Bishop of Madras to send
his Chaplain to meet the Rev. A. A. Sharp and myself at the Kilpauk cemetery with
a view to report to the Bishop as to the possibility of the consecration of the Church
of England part of the cemetery.

3. Afler considering the report made, the Bishop stated « after careful examina-
tion it seems impossible for the consecration to take place until better protection has
been put up round certain parts of the cemetery.”

4. T have the honour to state I agree with this view and to suggest that the
Committee appointed for the purpose of considering the proposal to open certain new
cemeteries in and. about Madras should be directed to re-assemble and to report to
Government as to—

(¢) whether the Kilpauk cemetery had been constructed according to the
agreement between the Government Committee and the President, Municipal Com-
mission, at the time the President handed over the cemetery to the Rev. A. A. Sharp;

(b) whether, if not so constructed, the cemetery was still properly constructed.

5. Tt seems to me that if the cemetery at that time was not properly constructed,
the Municipality should be called upon to bear the cost of any necessary additious to
the work.

Memo. No. 739. :

With reference to his letter No. 4936, dated 22nd Ffebruary 1899, the Venerable
the Archdeacon is requested to report in what respects exactly the Right Reverend
the Bishop considered the new Kilpauk cemetery not to be properly constructed.

(Signed) G. STOKES,
14 (4 March 1899. Chicf Secretarye.
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From the Venerable W. WESTON ELWES, m.a., Archdeacon of Madras, to
the Chief Secretary to Government, dated 17th March 1899, No. 4989.

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Memo. No. 739, dated
14th March, regarding the new cemetery at Kilpauk. 7

The objection raised to the consecration was
cemetery is sufficiently well enclosed by a wall
portion has little or no protection of any kind.”

2. The above refers to the fact that between the end of the i
Municipality and the part where the hedge is sufficient protectio: atl}ie}’); ]ils}G ;) yvcg‘le
f:ons1df-:‘rable portion without any protection at all. I have no doubt it was th}e:
intention of the Government Committee that the wall should be built up to the point
where there is a satisfactory hedge. ;

3. There are also portions where the hed
principal and by far the most im
raised as to the consecration.

because ‘““only a portion of the
and a hedge and the remaining

ge requires repairs, but the above is the
portant matter concerning which an objection was

Endt. No. 838.

Referred to the Public Works Department with the request that instructions
may be issued to the Consulting Architect to inspect the new Kilpauk cemetery, and

to show clearly on the accompanying plan how the various portions of the boundary

are now protected, and whether the hedge which forms one porti
is a sufficient protection for that part. - it b o

; (Signed)  G. STOKES
24th March 1899. Chief Secr;lary.

—_————

From G. 8. T. HARRIS, Esq.,
Madras, to the Chief Engine
1899, No. 473.

Consult:mg Architect to the Government of
er, Public Works Department, dated 9th May

In returning the papers received with your endorsement No. 1938-C., dated
: ; -C. th
6th April 1899, I have the honour to report that I inspected the Kilpaul.k7 cemeter)er
on the 5th instant. The Rev. A. A. Sharp was present.

The west boundary marked DE on the plan consists of a brick and mud wall
plastered with cement, 5 feet high, lately built by the Municipality. e

The southern boundary marked AD lying along Kilpauk 1
: _ pauk garden road consists
of a newly planted korkapilly (/ngaduleis) hedge about 4 feet high which is sufficient
to keep out cattle. There is a gateway at B with a wrought iron gate. A to G on the
east side is an old korkapilly hedge which is ragged and useless.

_ I do not consider that the cemetery is in a fit condition to be used ; for, situated
a8 1t 1s 1n the outskirts of the city, the graves are certain to be disturbed by jackals
which abound here. A compound wall of the same height as the one existing on the
west side should be erected on the other three sides.

I roughly estimate the requirements for putting the cemetery in order for uge
as follows : — &

4

RS,

Compound wall about 3,000 feet long 6,000

84 Vestries on either side of gateway, one for Pr;)’;estan’.ts. dth ther

~" _for Roman Catholics ., .f’ sior - e 5 .e : e r 2,500
e e .. .o L L) 500
.o .. o e .e L) 2,‘580

Keeper’s house .. v .o
Laying on Red Hills water .

Total .. 11,580

e I may add that the water has to be led from some distance ; hence the cost will be
igh.
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Endt. No. 206-D.

Transferred to the Feelesiastical Department.

i TON
Signed W. B. peWIN :
899 e S)ecretary to Government, P.W.
15¢h May 1899.

—

Memo. No. 1719.

‘ d No. 4989,
i torence to his letters No. 4936, dated 22nd Febrzar%rdlei%g;l a?s e i
b eTeE 1899, the attention of the Venerable the z}cl A 4l Tl
date? ]]:7%;1314% aflfa sign;a:i the Committee’s report printed w1 5 i
the fac

he east
: f “oh pronounced a wall on t
siastical, dated 6th July 1896, pasgrapt < L o be unnecessary, and a
and north sides,

i tery t : 3
¢ the new Kilpauk ceme : d insufficient
th sﬁlSEjﬂs) to be necessary only if the new fencehalgroll’oew o built’.
yalkon the o ; ]7) to ’E which was said to be necessary, b view of the above
;‘V}}iil%the W‘?)llle glzni&rchdeaéon is requested to state whothez,
e Venera

: ) rations to offer. : -
facts, he has any further observatio s of G.0s, No.41, Teclesiastical, dated

tery and copl : 9
h Jz.l Tlig‘\)})ém:ufg. t}LTlg %in,]?Eigesiastieal, dated 15th March 1898, are forwar
6th July Y .
reference and return. . o
fon Clief Secretary.
1st July 1899.

=Y

Archdeacon of Madras, to the
24th July 1899, No. 5218.

No. 1719, dated the

WESTON ELWES, M4,

From the Venerable W. ment, dated Coonoor,

Chief Secretary to Govern

1 have the honour to acknowledge the receipt otf 1)‘70\,1,1' Memo.
11th July 1899, regarding ¢ the new Kilpauk cemete yt GBS e
inc

inei hich the Grovernn?ent Committee, 1nclud y Sl

e Prnllietlplzvgi'lk:;vd ;ll along was this: that the Mtﬁll:;pzleyucxiv:sl 4 39(13& i A

Uk s Tyk;,is construction was acknowledged by a ol Al B
b ce(;n etgl}c’iently for burials to take place, the making of roads P

ground su

sufficient protection of the ground by some surroundings.
3. The surroundings agreed upon were—
(a) & growing hedge to be replaced by a W

insufficient
b msu(b) an old hedge,

(¢) a new wall,

le
i tood these were to make a comp : pim ;
g und(?rs y he papers I think the whole of the S{gnatorxes, mclu(lhnf t}ffi
£ T B ol rong in stating that the wall shou

icipali technically w ; .
PreSidenE Ofﬁt%et?lll@n:ﬁga%}:ﬁ: Té% was sufficiently protected, i.., the wheltal ik,
only go 1ro

- ; dv on the Government Committee who
i o e 50 50 2 :1111 Ewlf};rrix(l)lllxlsdkitsg: o%fv;:z:)eocti{)n understood that WehW:re c:ﬁsi(l:ﬁlllllf
gigned concgmmgthe: wall, or already grown hedge, or a fgrowmgt eceze (%e ,
o pmtecfilonﬂ elidea I believe, that any part was to be left unpro .
No one had any ) k from memory, but, so far as I can remember, t}:: pli? v!vl'leehﬁd
5. I can only Bpsa s at the Municipal office had not o%lt. the no Eie membe}:-
afare B Shost T m% C to E “open; no fence whatever ”’) ; nor c?u:i breG g
Government (refel‘inci’rn' as on the plan I have now before me (supplie b gve:n d
having soon 90 08 B0, s X end fom A to O shoving & grovig Belg
ment) dar

all if the hedge should turn out to

te surrounding.
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an old korkapill hedc'e Had we had llese hef
. e t 1 1
; y .ito tHine S ore us in this form L think we must

portion of K to C. paragraph concerning B to C, or rather a

6. The making of a large municipal cemetery like this, i
. 2 . ‘ e -
tlﬁg gl::::-i rt;}l:;tttafk(la I()il?,ce émll be those of N ativg Chrisfg;s;slgnzhtlﬁg III;;Ii‘e ot%an s
iy et :ul {1 ia ( demetery Rules (ag has been done by the pGovno ik
i simfﬂy i ereb .}q)r.ow fe only for '{he b.lll‘lal of European and Eurasianegiln'l'en't :
cive Wherepth?Lmon bor Fhe buna_ls in the cemeteries under the rules fnlz'tlaps,
e euston]lg nugl er is small, mvolyes, I am aware, certain alteratig S
S tfl ne of these alterations must necessarily be that aro nsdmhthe
S be{ ere‘ gannot always be, as in the old cemeteries‘ Wallll:1 i
g i ﬂleoa great, but "chere.must necessarily be some pro,er i
, t overnment Committee generally understood, and Peupll))(fs(f(‘ietzlont;
1a

the President of the Municipali
‘ ‘ pality understood i
proposed to Government that it should take og'eriﬁzdc(}:ﬁeii;ted wemp

7. T think, however, that seeing what the signatories had said about the wall it
1

would have been sufficient had th 4
part, ad the President planted a proper hedge in the unprotected

FccLESIASTICAL DEPARTMENT.

XOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., No. 174, ECCLESIASTICAL,
DATED 26ra DECEMBER 1899,

e

From the Venerable the Archdeacon, dated 22nd February 1899, No. 4936.

The Venerable the Archdeacon reports that the Right Rev. the late Bishop of
: Madras found it impossible to consecrate
The ¢ impossibility ’ was of the Bishop’s own making.  the Church of England pOI‘tiOIl of the

(Intld) ATA.  pow cemetery at Kilpauk until better
protection had been provided round certain parts of the cemetery. The Archdeacon

does not state which parts of the cemetery were considered by the Bishop to require
better protection.

2. In G.0., No. 91, Toclesiastical, dated 27th November 1895, the gentlemen

: named in the margin were requested to

: . 2
(1) The Precident, Vunicipal Commiesion, Madras. form themselves into a Committee to

{2) The Venerable the Archdeacon. report on various questions regarding the
(3) The Most Rev. Archbishop Colgan. e £ additi 1 ¢
(4) The iight Rev. Dr. H. José Reea DaSilva. prowsgon 0 additional cemetery accqm-
(5) T'he Senior Chapluin, L‘hurch‘ot Sco hm‘d. modation 1in Madras, one of the POllltS
6) The Rev. W. Skinner, Free Church of Scotland. X h s s 4
7) The Rev. J. Beard, Wesleyan Chaplain. being the division of the new Kilpauk
(8) The Secretary, Mudras Missionary Conference. cemetery among the various denomina-

tions, and in paragraph 9 of the Govern-
ment order the President, Madras Municipal Commission, was asked to have a wall
built round this cemetery.

3. The report of the Committee is printed with G.O., No. 41, Ecclesiastical,
dated 6th July 1896. As regards the Kilpauk cemetery the Committee did not con-
«ider it necessary to construct a wall along one part of the boundary (marked ACE
in the plan in G.O., No. 41) as it was already sufficiently protected. At another
portion (ABD in the same plun) of the cemetery a fence had been planted and
the Committee considered that a wall at this part would only be needed if the fence
did not prove a sufficient protection. 'The Committee’s proposals were accepted in
the Government order of 6th July 1896, above quoted, and the President, Municipal
Commission, was requested to submit proposals for the erection of a wall over certain
portions of the Kilpauk cemetery.

4. Tn January 1898, the President of the Municipality asked for orders of Gov-
ernment us to the disposal of the cemetery, and he enclosed copy of a letter he had
sent to the Archdeacon intimating that -
the “roads and walls” had been made.
In C.0., No. 34, Ecclesiastical, dated
15th March 1898, the Archdeacon was asked to direct the Chaplain of the district to
take charge of the cemetery. This order was passed without asking for the
Archdeacon’s opinion as to the completion of the cemetery.

Ho did not eay “ walls’ but ¢ wall.”
(Intld.) AT.A.

5. The Archdeacon now recommends that the Committee appointed in 1895 be
asked to reassemble and to report to Government as to— !

(a) whether the Kilpauk cemetery had been constructed aceording to the
agreement between the Government Coms-
mittee and the President, Mumecipal
Commission, at the time the President handed over the cemetery to the Rev. A. A,
Sharp;

(b) whether, if not 80 constructed, the cemetery was still properly constructed.

1t is not clear to what agreement the Archdeacon refers,
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6. Of the Committee of 1895, the Right Rev. Dr. DaSilva and

Beard are not now in Madras. If the proposal to reassemble the Committeeti};eap%::;fez.
the Blght Rev. Dr. Barroso, Dr. DaSilva’s successor, and the Rev. J. Coolin thé
Chairman of the Wesleyan Missionary Society at Madras, might be asked tg’ tak
their places. 9

7. Neither the Madras Municipal Act I of 1884 nor the revised Ecclesiastical
Rules contain any clear ruling as to when a cemetery may be considered to be properl
constructed. Section 392 of the Act requires the Municipality to provide a 31)1fﬁ[():r yt-,
number of convenient and filting places for burial, and Rule VI (3), Part i of IEE
Teolesiastical Rules (page 5 of the G.O., No. 29, Ecclesiastical, dated 23rd Febr .
1898) merely lays down that the unconsecrated portions of a cemetery are tua{;y
divided off from the consecrated portions by a pathway, and that the whole ¢ 0( .
is 1o be surrounded by a wall, and to have but one gate of entrance. It will bﬂme A
however, from G.0., No. 41, Teclesiastieal, dated 6th June 1896, that Gov,e seen,
apparently accepted the recommendation of the Committee tha% a portio crnfm elnt
boundary of the new Kilpauk cemetery did not require a wall. To sepe cle-n 10 }t i
matters stand, it seems necessary to have a plan showing the state of the eex;;tzr;xog\;;

the time it was handed over by the Presi-

.Note.——} T}}Ia plan at (l;} mighht. be sent tobthe Committee %E‘Ilt S(}Z)lf the uniCipality % the !
" with the request that the state of the burial-ground on 3 b The . i :
: ) Committee micht b

8 e

. completion may be marked on it.
asked to forward su SHk
ch a plan w
report. P vith its

3. Tt seems advisable that the Public Works Departme

on the Committee. St. Mathias’ Pursewalkum cemetr;rv isnitnShc(;:x]lié) : frfgresf Kl
Works Department, and the new Kilpauk cemetery, which is to re iaeo tl : .lubhc
will probably be handed over to the Public Works Department for n? ainf e former,
it comes into use. The Consulting Architect might be asked to join th ell(ij‘tnee when
Tis opinion as to whether the cemetery has been properly o ol ‘te*d ommittee.
valuable aid to the Committee. cted will be a

9. Orders are requested as to whether a Committee as above indi
invited to assemble. ove indicated may be

(Intld) CS.
1-3-99.

For Chief Secretary—

Rule VI (3) quoted above clearly lays down that the whole :

surrounded by wall, and in paragraph 9 of G.0O., No. 91, EcelesiC:;nti(::lelr)d:?e(zlul%be
November 1895, the Government requested the President of the Munici7 al Comr g
sion to lose no time in having a wall built round the cemetery at Kilpagk asol.nuas'
case of the cemetery at Saidapet. Tt would seem to be most important to car]n it
the instructions about cometeries in this respect and it is apparently bec: ry nﬁt
Kilpauk cemetery was not properly walled round that the Bishop refused to ¢ i t &
it. ~The papers do not show exactly why the President, Municipal Comm'm}seela‘f‘r3
not earry out the order referred to at once. o iy

In G.O., No. 41, Teclesiastical, dated 6th Jul 1896, the Presi
to report on the suggestions of the Committee abou}tr- the e;'ection ofS 1:11 engﬂfv:\?e?q“?ted
D to B and ABD of the cemetery, but instead of reporting on these pprtlons
Governmment, the President, with his letter, No. 1151, dated 30th January 155? , .to
in G.0., No. 34, Ecelesiastical, dated 15th March 1898, forwarded a cop\? of his’l;:tt:}-
et P, to the Archdeacon saying that the roads
(Intld) A.TA. and the wall had been muade. 1t does not

Y appear whether the wall ref
the President was constructed round the portions of the cemetery D to ]Eeailgf&dlsg 2

Tt will be noted that the Archdeacon, who was a member of the Committee and
may be prgsum.ed to have concurred in the Committee’s suggestions about the Kilpauk
cemetery, implies in his demi-official, dated 8th February, that he did not think that

v

A <

-y

‘ A

3

the cemetery was properly constritcted when Mr. Sharp, the Chaplain'.of Vepery,
took over charge of it in accordance with the Government Order telling him to do so.
The Archdeacon also says that he agrees with the view of the Bishop about the

cemetery.

1t is submitted that the Archdeacon may be asked to state what the agreement
referred to in paragraph 4 (a) of his letter is and also to spe_eif_y exuctly (with refer-
ence to the plan ab flag C)in what respect the cemetery 18 incomplete and when
he has done so, the President, Manicipal Commission, may be asked to state why the
cemetery was handed over in such a state. I necessary the Public Works Depart-
ment may be asked whether the cemetery has been properly constructed. 1f Govern-
ment decides that the cemetery is improperly constructed, there seems to be no reason
why the Municipality should not be called on to remedy this. It is submitted that
for the Committee to reassemble and to give its opinion would take some time and i8

unnecessary in the present case.

(Intld.) A.E.
7-3-99.

QR

By the Chief Secretary—
What has to be ascertained is why the Bishop thinks the cemetery not properly

ted. Ask the Archdeacon as to this.
constructe 8 (Intid 28

11-3-99.

—

From the Venerable the Archdeacon, dated 17th March 1899, No. 4989.

With reference to the foregoing orders and memorandum No. 739, dated 14th
March 1899, the Archdeacon reports that the Bishop refused to consecrate the new
Kilpauk cemetery because only a portion of the cemetery 18 sufficiently well enclosed
by a wall and a hedge and that the remaining portion has little or no protection

at all.

9. It now appears that the Bishop’s objection did not.apply_ to the hedge,
although a hedge is not contemplated by the rules, but that 1t applied to a portion
of the boundary which has neither wall nor hedge.

3. In the Committee’s report, printed with G.O., No. 41, Teclesiastical, dated
6th July 1806, it was agreed that a wall was not necessary fiom A to C and E,
that portion being sufficiently protected (please seé the plan aftached to that Govern-
ment Order). The Archdeacon was a member of that Committee and must have agreed
to the proposal, but apparently it is the portion from A to C and E which is now
considered to have little or no protection.

4. The plan might be sent to the Public Works Department with the request
that the existing state of affairs may be marked clearly en 1t. Apparently there 1s
only from D to E and a hedge along ABD and nothing along ACE which

rall
?sozrbiu": half the boundary. The Public Works Department might also be asked to

report if the hedge is a sufficient protection for the part along which it runs.

(Totld) _ CS.
18-3-99.

A E.
(o) 90-3-99.

Yes.
(Intld.) S,

21-3-99.
From the Public Works Department, dated 15th May 1899, No. 206-D.

In reply to endorsement No. 838, dated 94th March _1899, the Public Works
Department has now transferred a_letter from the Consulting Architect, dated 9th
May 1899, from which it appears that a wall bas been built on the west boundary of



4

the Kilpauk cemetery from D to T ; that along the southern boundary from A to D
there is a newly-planted korkapilly hedge, 4 feet high, sufficient to kéep out catt]e’
but apparently not close enough to keep out jackals; and that on the east side L
A to G, there is an old korkapilly hedge which is ragged and useless. Nothing 18

said by the Consulting Architect about the

north side, G to E, * but apparently thi
side too is unprotected. The Consulting Architect does not consider th%pcgfnuetgry flli

1o be used, as, in its present state, graves would be certain to be disturbed by jackals
which abound in the locality. He recommends the construction of a wall, on the south
east and north sides, similar to the one now existing on the west side. ‘He estimate;
the cost of such a wall at Rs. 6,000. To fit the cemetery for use, the Consulting
‘Architect further recommends the construction of vestries on either side of the ate-
way, and a keeper’s house, and the provision of a water-supply. "

_An order might f)erhaps be now passed stating that the Govérnment does not
consider the cemetery to be properly ccnstructed, and calling on the Municipality to
show cause why they should not ineur the additional expenditure recommended by

the Consulting Architect. They are
doubtless bound to make a wall all round

8 ; the ecemetery, but they may d ;
provision of robing rooms and water-supply. It wo}:xld be ge?ll zo Ei::.l\:(la t?‘,lfel:ii

remarks on the subject before absolutely calling on them to carry out the work

(lutld)  CS.
18-5-99.

® The plan says  open, no fence whatever.”

2.r
(Intld.) H.M.W.

For the Chicf Secretary—

Please see the previous note for orders. The opini i
ey 0 . pinion of the Government
that the cemetery is insufficiently protected and that a wall should %:Zoésrtcr]::ctte:g

right round it may be accepted. It does not seem to be necessary th ' i
should be resummoned as the Archdeacon proposes. ¥ st puefpruutice

(Intld.) A.E.
26-5-99.

—

TLocal and Municipal w.0. No. 1411, dated 29th May 1899.

(Tntld)) G.S.
29-5-99.

TLocarL axp MuniciPAL DEPARTMENT.

A paper is now 1n circulation as to the obligation on municipalities to construct
buildings and walls round grave yards. The view taken by Honourable Members was
that there is no obligation on Municipal Councils to do more than find a fitting piece of
ground and fence it. In that case it seems doubtful whether the Madras Mu;icipa.litv

can be called upon to build vestry rooms or lay on wat
build a wall to make it a fitting place for buria{ N O i L

(Inld.) M.H.
30-5-99.

P ]

By the Chief Secratary.
H. M. and His Exceliency the Governor for orders—

But this is begging the questioh’. Is it bound ? As the Municipality is bound to build
(Intld) H.MLW. the wall I think orders to do so should
issue,
(Intld.) G-S.
2-6-99.

¢,

d

8]

5
By the Iow'ble Mr. Winlerbotham.

This threatens to become a complex and difficult subject, and the line wants to be

cleared. ,
9. In Government cemeteries, to which the Feclesiastical Rules apply, a fee of
As. 8 * per square foot is charged for the

# T cannot make out that there is any legal means provided 2
of enforcing payment. ground oceupied by each grave.

The fee is leviable over the whole cemetery. Chaplain may remit in cases of
extreme poverty. Supposing half of the area can be appropriated to graves this fee
alone represents upwards of Rs. 10,000 per acre.

This is exclusive of the heavy fees charged for monuments, which (as they are in
general use) would in Madras perhaps double the above amount.

3 1 see from G.0., No. 296 M., dated 29th March 1887, that the President of
the Madras Municipality elaimed these fees as a consideration for having to provide
cometeries, apparently contemplating that the Municipality should undertake all
expenses of construction and upkeep.

PBut Government ruled that the provisions of section 392 of the Madras Municipal
Act requiring the (ommissioners to provide * convenient and fitting” places primd

facle (whatever that may mean) implied that the new site should be ¢¢made over in

substitution for the old one and subject exactly to the same terms.” Government
accordingly resolved to stick to the fees.

4. 1 can find no authority but this Government Order for holding that the new
cemetery at Kilpauk is now 2 Government cemetery to which the Ecclesiastical Rules
apply.

Under section 413 (7) of the Madras Municipal Act the Commissioners have

awer to make bye-laws to regulate all matters connected with the good order of all
places for the disposal of the dead.”

[ don’t know whether any bye-laws ander this section have been framed ?

I can’t see how the levy of burial
fees in the new cemetery at Kilpauk can
be regarded as having any legal sanction.

5 T see from paragraph 2 of G.O., No. 22, Eeclesiastical, dated 26th March
1889, that the Kilpauk cemetery (19-59 acres) was Government land and that Govern-
ment made il over to the Municipality gratis.

6. This would be, no doubt, an equitable ground for asking the Municipality to
provide the wall, &e.

~ But on what ground can we now hold that the Ecclesiastical Rules apply to the
cemetery ?

7. The question as to the applicability of the rules has not been raised by any
one and seems to have been taken for granted.

True.

(Intld) A.T.A.

On the assumptions—

(1) that the management of the cemetery vests in Government,
(2) that the Ececlesiastical Rules will apply,

(3) that Government will appropriate the fees charged under these rules,
which on the 19 acres will bring in nearly
4 lakhs of rupees before the cemetery is
: . ft. = Rs. 21,780, %

i"):,mzshgffr tor ;{,zms, &c.z-_—ljﬁg. 10,000. full, I think that Government had better
gutie i :f;:g::l;golﬂg'r‘:;_“"nt“:R& 20,000 per acre, et the question of the liability of the
Municipality drop, and undertake the

completion of the boundary wall, &e., from Provineial funds.

8. But as the site of the cemetery was Government property, I think the better
course would have been to treat it from
the beginning as a Government cemetery,
simply obtaining a license for it under
section 383 of the Act.

1 acre=4,840 sq yds. X 9 = 43,560 sq. ft.

That, no doubt, would have been the correc@ course, but it
would have meant expenditure from Provincial.

(Intld) AT.A.

2
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Baut as the land has been made over t icipali
/ ( he 8 o the Municipality 'l
and is now their property, such a course could ;::tlganlosv Therg. ill then be no doubt that the

Ei&dgssgeggfss they were prepared to relinquish — see Eecclesiastical Rules applv, and the in-
come from fees will amply cover the cost
of construction and upkeep.

But as I can see

i no legal way of
glllllfg_rcmg payment I apprehend that diffi-
(Intld.) H.M.W. les may arise in colleeting the fees

ey from the Roman C i i
B1i6L90, by oman Qathohc portion of the

(Intld.) A.T.A.

« But the President has acquiesced in the whol
being placed in charge of the G et Ol oy
o g Vi g overnment Chaplain who

(Intld.) H.M.W.
14-6-99.

Note by the How'ble Mr. Arundel, C.S.1.

I think that if we now raise the questions as to w

;)Oegotggieto G‘rovirnment or the Municipality and as to W}?et‘l‘li]retcllll(;rEtc]ﬁesl;:;‘t]?l-{;mund
As the e{:imen cemeteries apply, we shall be involved in still greater dl'(?a iy

m of Government has been admitted by the Munici .gl-t er difficulties.
}x:ould let this sleeping dog lie—subject to the prol;osal made at It)lL o Elnce 1589, 1
The whole of the.present difficulty has arisen from the refusalle (;n o th.ls note.
consecrate the portion of the cemetery set aside for the English ch 0h i, Riop 43
that there ought to be a wall all round. The Archdeacon Zupport;1 l;,?xe (;;11 t}i‘e ground

shop.

The Archdeacon forgets or omits to menti
' ' s lon that he w
Committee appointed to make recommendations as to what wa(%3 n\:)zie:il f(I)Ill etrﬁber il
il " the cemetery
ﬂ?.aﬁ they recommended a certain spe;i(f‘:gd
e I : wall to be built, that he signed the re
ir G. Moore reported that the wall + had been built a(:’p"vrr 3 ff e(po(r)t,
age 3 of 3.0.,

No. 34, dat 5

Sl g geriipe . ed 15
i ,(Ii‘;lt]:d“l!;tsgeA;filll 11356 in the Municipal Engneer’s plan, upon t’he Arehdg};cﬁlarcl{ Jggé) There-
. n aske overnment

The Committee said a wall along (the east and n i f i

ek orth sides or author :

:}((ll‘eb‘;ﬁsi)nzfin;ge?lary. but that a wall along the souﬂz terv aud li{'to e el:mrge of the ceme-
g o necessary if the fence ‘recently i : 18 was given in the same

aet ” proved insufcient. tGIrl(’)verIil;m(i:)lt Order. I think the first
§: : ing to be done is invi

deacon’s” attention to the fact that he signed the report whilcl t;;;ln\:)llg?mg?ie ﬁ th-l
on the east and north, ACE in p‘fz?n
to be unnecessary, and a wall on the
el south AD to be necessary only if the
(Itid) AEH. new fence proved insufficient, while the
27-6-99. wall from Id) to E on the west which

: 3 was requir ilt ;
ask if he has any further observations to offer. Theqpl::f an](liatszogi(:a\: o?e(snO:) mlllt , a;} ld
.0s.; Nos. 41,

dated 6th July 1896, and 38
iy y , and 34, dated 15th March 1898, may be sent him for reference

The present position see : .
by refusing to consecrate ! s to be that the Bishop can get anything done he wants

I do not think that Gove j

y do . rnment would be justified in requiri ici

;Jeoc?:::s:;%r; tti(:) I;io anything more to the cemetery. A formal %og;%t:}elg sﬂumelp'al

e Usn ggirsee Cilic(;fpstg% l;ythGol\\[}ern'rr{ent aud carried out by the Muilil((:ii[;zti

i o of the unicipal Act, Government might ha i
sanct _ ery until such arrang 1 i s

out. But this sanction was giw?:an years agciJl Iiflwggggllents b i

Mungﬁ)iirgsgﬁi:s?ﬁnotfotgs gzlyl?/ziz(j:patl, o tf'suppt(l)lse Government could require the
: i g by asserting the work was i '
Eoyuf'lsléswl})itl’d }l))ut as the proposed work 1s not i:gposed upon themlﬁnypl)i‘;d;cpton L)
present determienqg'ute unjustifiable. Presuming that the Archdeacon adherc,a Sgch o
ation to support the Bishop and throws over the report he agj’e(;)dbtm

ed to

G.0., No. 41, dated 6th July 1896.

1 do not object, but I think he will probably
Lord Bishop convinced him of the groraof "m:nza;};azt 44
(Intid.) H.M.W.

yeasons given above, they mu
vincial funds on a m

the end of July, by which time the Arc
proposed above.
1 would ask Colonel Moore to run up

i 4 to this alrea'y by ac niescing in i . . .
Hetias 3 Sk e fs_alrea'y by acquisseing in o don wil] relinquish to Government the -

England. T chall be happy to discus
Municipa
as the ground cos

ment will
imposed without question. The Chure

ment would have to be registered unde

Ymried and ean only be buried in the
place. The use of the ground is thus compulsory.

"he would only bring the Protestant portion under t

¥

As the Municipality eannot, in my opinion, be required to build them for the
st be built out of Provincial funds. But to spend Pro-
unicipal cemetery secms anomalous.
this: Colonel Sir (. Moore will be back at
hdeacon will have replied to the reference
As the matter is too complicated to be easily disposed of by letter,
here for a few days, and see if an arrangement
can be made by which the Municipal Com-

The suggestion [ have to make 18

v ont Chuplain taking charge of it.
it g 5™ e e portion or rather two portions of the
cemetery reserved for the Church of
s the matter with him. The advantage to the
lity will be that it will have to spend nothing more upon these portions, and
t them nothing they will ot he losers. The advantage to Govern-
be that the Koclesiastical Rules for Governmeut cemeteries can then be
h of England cemetery after transfer to Govern-
r section 379 of the Act.

The legal question of how Government is to recover, under the Feclesiastical Rules,

By the Hon'ble My, Winterbotham. fees which have not be{’)‘lrl prepaid .ne(-eﬁ
1 don’t think “a suit” weald lie. The corpse must be not be dlSOllSSGd: now. ‘e may -Walt 1
liconsod burying the difficulty arises —a civil suit would
probably be the remedy.

(Intld) AT.A.
21-6-99.

(Intld.) H.MW.

Further Note by the Hon'ble Mr. Winterbotham.

practically the same a8 mine except that
he Beclesiastical Rules.

I beg to invite special attention to Part 1T, Rule II of the Rales.

The grave-fee is payable by all sects and denominations.
I adhere to my opinion that the best course is to get the Municipality to
relinquish the whole cemetery to Government.
 Under Part 1I, Rule II, note (2), no general exemption from the grave fee is
permissible ; but the Chaplain has power to remit the fee on the score of poverty.

(Intld.) H.M.W.
21-6-99.

The Hon’ble Mr. Arundel’s suggestion 1s

—

By His Excellency the Governor.
am inclined to agree with the Hon’ble
1d be relinquished to Government.

(Intld.) AR.H.
27-6-99.

I do mot object to the course proposed, but T
Mr. Winterbotham that the whole cemetery shou

From the Venerable the Archdeacon, Xo. 5918, dated 24th July 1599.

The Archdeacon nOwW replies to the reference made to him, * calling for his
remarks on the fact that he was one of the

ds 5 of th tess . . .
orders on puge § of these BT gjgnatories 10 the Committee’s, proceed-
hat a wall on the boundary ACE of the Kilpauk cemetery was

« In accordance with the

ings which declared t

unnecessary.
no personal inspec
laid before them at
that all the members of the . .
complete protection round the cemetery, either in the :
that no one had any idea that any part was to be left unprotectod. He says further that
he does not remember having seen before the references which the plan now contains,
showing the state of the different portions of the boundary. This is not surprising,
3

tion of the site, and that they based their conclusions on a plan

Committee understood thit they were consenting to a

shape of a wall or hedge and,

It seems clear from the Archdencon’s Jetter that the Committee made

the Municipal office. The Archdeacon has no doubt in his mind

Jlii

g
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considering that the veferences were entered on the plan by the Consulting Architect,
at the request of Government, after the cemetery was reported to be completed. It1s

By the Hon'ble Mr. Arundel. submitted that all this misunderstanding
Yes ; of course, we presamed they had done so! would have been saved if the Commlttee
(lutid.) A.T.A. had taken the trouble to make a single

personal inspection of the ground before framing their report. They would then
have seen that there was no protection from G to E and that the hedge from AtoG
was an old one, “ragged and useless.”
Attention is requested to the course pro-
posed by the Hon’ble Mr. Arandel on page 7 above, which was approved by His
Excellency. Sir George Moore has since been granted an extension of leave up to
September 4th. Tlease see also the linked file in which the President, Madras
Municipality, has requested the sauction of Government to close the St. Mathias’
Church Mission burial-ground, Pursawalkam, and the Roman Catholic cematery of the
Church of the [Lady of Purification, Mirsahebpett, as both are overcrowded. These
cemeteries are to be superseded by the new cemetery at Kilpauk, but the latter will
not be available until the present question is decided.

(Intld) A.E.
51-7-99.

Consulting Architect’s letter at page 4 of the G.O.

By the Claef Seeretary.

The proposgﬂ now gtands that Government should take over the cemetery. In
that case, P’rovincial will have to find funds to build the wall which it is plain is

needed.
(Intld.) G.S.
1--8-99.

By the Hon'ble Mr. Arundel.

In accordance with what has now been agreed to, the file had better be transferred
to Tocal and Municipal for the reference "to the Archdeaton, and for me to communi-
cate with Colonel Moore on his return. I have no objection to the transfer of the
whole cemetery to Government if the Municipality agree, but they will probably ask
for a refund of money spent.

(Intld.) A.T.A.
2-8-99.

———

Local and Municipal u.o.

(Intld) G.S.
3-8-99.

Note for the Chief Secretary—

The Howble Mr. Arundel in his last note, of 2nd August 1899, di
the file should be transferred to _Local -and Niunicipal o fo%' the refer’eng,%:i t?}?:
Archdeacon, and for me to communicate with Colonel Moore on his return.”

9. The Honourable Member has apparently overlooked the fact that the reference
Ses. 1 did not know it had been mado and have only now tothe Archdeacon ordered by the Honour-
seen the reply- able Member has already been made in

: flnud') T Eeclesiastical, and that the Archdeacon’s
explanation has been obtained. Further, the cemetery has already been handed over

to Government by the Municipality, and the Eeclesiastical Departme

charge of it—please see G.0., No. 34, Ecclesiastical, dated 15}t)h Marrét, Illg?‘,gta:ﬁg
papers printed therewith. In G.0., No. 110, Ecclesiastical, dated 2nd Septe,mber
1898, an establishment for the cemetery was sanetioned from Provineial funds under
the Eeclesiastical Rules, and the Archdeacon was told that the Chaplain of Ve A
must tuke charge of the whole area, including the portious set apart for ulthcit
denominations. ;

Intld.) 8.
( 3-8-99.

' . i
S p—
9 &

9

The further note (page 8) was marked by the Chief Secretary “ H.M. and
circulate ”’, but has only been cirulated to the Hon’ble Mr. Arundel.

(Intld.) A.E.
3-8-9

Hon'ble Mr. Arundel, ¢.8.I., again.
(Intld) G.S.
7-8-99

— —

Let me have the file when Government returns to Madras and I will see Sir G.
Moore about the matter. The Chaplain has ¢ taken charge ” of the cemetery, but
no formal relinquishment or transfer seems to have been made by the Municipal

Commission to whom the land was given. 1f the cemetery is now to be regarded as a

ublic one mnot provided by the Municipality under section 392, a license must be

obtained for it (? by the Chaplain) under section 383 from the President, and this
apparently has not been done or thought of.
(Intld.) A.T.A.
11-8-99.

Further Note by Hon'ble Myr. Arundel, C.8.1.

After talking the matter over with Colonel Moore, I wrote him the demi-official,
dated 28th November 1899, of which copy is below.

Colonel Moore’s reply to my letter is attached.

1t is unnecessary to go into the question of the actual ownership of the land
forming the Kilpauk cemetery, or as to whether it should ¢ revert ” to the Munici-
pality in the improbable event of its being no longer used as a cemetery.

The main point is that the Munieipality has provided a cemetery and has handed
it over to an officer—the Chaplain—appointed by Government to receive and take
charge of it, and is now only concerned to see that the responsible officer does what
he is bound to do. Thus there is no question as to the Municipality claiming to levy
or to share fees for burials. Thus far the ground is cleared.

Tn paragraph 9 of G.0., No. 91, Teelesiastical, dated 27th November 1895, the
President was requested to build a wall round the cemetery. But in the same
Government Order a Committee was appointed to report on certain other points.

The Committee recommended a wall not entirely round the cemetery, but along
two sections of 1its boundary (D to E and ABD in the plan). Government
approved the recommendations of the Committee .(par:';graph 1 of G.0., No. 41,
Toclesiastical, dated 6th July 1896) and thus mod!ﬁed its previous order of 1895.
The walls recommended by the Committee were built and the cemetery was handed
over to the Chaplain under G.0., No. 34, Ecclesiastical, dated 15th March 1898.

1 agree. In my opinion there can be no doubt

ek 23;3). mmended at poge 18 (poge 8 of 0 ot the additional wall now desired by

- (ntid) HLMAW. the Bishop and the Archdeacon should be
9-12-99. E SLETi

I agree. built by Government out of Provincial

Intld) AEH.
k 14-12-99. funds.

(Intld) ATA.
1-12-99.

e

Sl the Hon’ble Mr. A. T. ARUNDEL, c.s.I, to Sir George Moore,
Demi-official from D L 90th November 1899,

' ion i ] have been
i ference to our conversation about the Kﬂp_auk cemetery, I
throxﬁl:ﬂt\h:efgj again, and should be glad if you will let me know about the

following points.
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T understand that the Munieipality, having handed over charge to the Chaplain
of the cemetery which was provided under section 392 of the Municipal Act,

regards the cemetery as no longer its property but the property of Government. Is
this so ? |

9. [f this be the ease the Chaplain in charge ought to have taken out a license
from you under section 383. Has he done so? If not, will you issue the license?

2. Tunderstood you to say that the hedge on the east and north (ACE in plan},
the existence of which led the Committee to say that no wall was necessary there, was
removed under a misapprebended order of Mr. Sharp (the Chaplain) to the gardeners,
Mr. Sharp having directed the removal of certain palmyras or other trees, while the
gardevers removed the hedge as well.  What were the facts as you were able to
ascertain them ? The absence of the hedge was obviously the reason that led the
Bishop to refuse to consecrate. I enclose the plan which please return for reference.

—_—

Demi-cfficial from Sir GEORGE MOORE, to the Hon’ble Mr. A. T. Arundel, c.s.1,
dated 29th November 1899.

T do not go quite so far as to say the cemetery is no longer municipal propert
3 4 4 p i 2\
but 1 consider that having handed 1t over to the responsib-l’e authoritl;r, a%)l Ipha:n;

to do is to see ** that those who are responsible do what they are bound to do ”
No. 296 M., dated 29th March 1887). : GhoRa

The question as to property has never heen raised. When the burial-ground
ceases to be a burial-ground, I shonld say the land was the property of the Municipality
in the same way that all lands granted by Government for a certain purpose, revert
when no longer utilized for that purpose. ,

2. Before the cemetery can be used for burial purposes, the Chaplain in charge
will have to register it—paying a fee of Rs. 10 ; until then it cannot be used.

2. On mv asking the Archdeacon what the delay in opening the cemetery was
due to, he informed-me that the Bishop refused to consecrate it as there was no wall
from C to K.

1 at once went to the cemetery and found that the hedge from C to E had been
removed. 1 called for a report and received the following from the Engineer: ¢ Un
our inspecting the Kilpauk cemetery this morning (17th October 1899) the hedge on
the northern side was found to be removed, and on enquiry gardener Rathnam
informed us that the thorny shrubs which formed the hedge, being overgrown, was
ordered by the Chaplain to be removed, with the object that the demarcation stones
fixing the boundary of the ground may be clearly visible.”

I forwarded this to the Archdeacon, who, in reply, sent me a report from Mr.
Sharp, to the effect that there had mever been a hedge, that there had been some
thorns, but such as would never have made a hedge or have afforded any protection
but that special coolies had been employed to clean the cemetery after the visit th(’a
Archdeacon and the Bishop’s Chaplain paid to iv on the 7th January 1899.

I return the plan forwarded with your letter under reply.

—_—

C'olonel Moore informs me that the Committee including himself inspected the
cemetery before wiiting their report—see also paragraph 1 of the report in G.0:
No. 41, Eecclesiastical, dated 6th July 1896. ’

Colcnel Moore also tells me that Sir H. Bliss inspected the cemetery with him
after the Committee had reported, and was fully saticfied that the recommer dations
were sufficient. The Municipality also sold some mangoes on behalf of the Chaplain
and paid the amount (Ks. 47-14-0) to the (laplain, My, Shaip.

(Tntld.) AT.A. -
29-11-99,

A P A I IR A I A AP P I IN I IS

M‘m 2 i
D

No. 174, EcCLESIASTICAL, 96t DecemBER 1899. 7

OrpEr—No. 174, Ecclesiastical, dated 26th December 1899.

In G.O., No. 91, Ecclesiastical, dated 27th November 1895, a Committee was
appointed by Government to consider the question of apportioning the new Kilpauk
cemetery among the various religious bodies of Madras, and the President, Madras
Municipal Commission, was requested to build a wall around the cemetery. In the
report of the Committee, submitted 22nd April 1896, it was stated that certain portions
only of the cemetery required a wall. The former order was, therefore, modified, and
the President of the Munieipal Commission having caused a wall to be constructed in
the parts indicated by the Committee, the cemetery was formally taken charge of by
the local Chaplain, acting under G.O., No. 84, Ecclesiastical, dated 15th March 1898.
It now appears that the Right Reverend the Bishop considers that further protection:
is necessary before the cemetery can be consecrated. Under these circumstances His
Txcellency the Governor in Council considers that the Municipality cannot reasonably
be called upon to bear the cost involved in the provision of the additional protection
desired by the Right Reverend the Bishop and the Venerable the Archdeacon and
that it must, therefore, be supplied at the expense of Government.

9. An estimate of the cost of further work now required will, accordingly,
be prepared in the Public Works Department in_view to its early completion so as
to enable the consecration of the Chureh of England portion of the cemetery to be
carried out.

(True Extract.)

G. STOKES,
Clief Secretary.

To the Venerable the Archdeacon, Madras.
,, Right Reverend the Bishop of Madras.
,,  President, Municipal (Commission, Madras.
., Public Works Department (with plan).
,, Local and Municipal Department.

Hzd. A, F. Ecoleston.
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The Ven’ble the Archdeacon‘

FARREARAR ALY B g aesd A

‘41:&/;70 wad 7' reports that the Ft. Rev. the late
Bishop of Madras found it impossible to

consecrate the Church of Tngland por-
t1ion of the new cemetery at Kilpauk
until better protection had been
provided round «== certain parts of the
eu% Vol ter 8 o s

= . Cemetery. ‘

Rw&o/s fo A A

I~ 2e Tn ¢.0.No.91 Beel.,d/ 2%-11-95
Iof'@@/(t'cf‘bx ; AN o »a/ Sy
b the gentlemen named in the margin were

he President,Munl.Commn.Madras. requested
. Ven’ble the Archdeacon

(1

2

iZ) - Most *Rev.Archbishop Colgan to form
{4}f1.Fev.Dr,.dJose E o @ Silva
(5
(G

Nt e
.

,» Senior Chaplain Cwerch of gcotland| themselves$
i Rev.W.Skinner ,Free Church of
Scotland. into a
o Rev.J.Beard,Wesifran Chaplain #ﬁ! o
,, Secy.Madras Misslonary Conference Commitﬁg”
i ol ,pi T
\ v

3 : s "
on various guestions regarding the

provision of additional cemetery accom-
modation in Madras , one of the points
being the division of p?@ new lilpauk
cemetery among the various denomina-

: tions, and in para 9 of the G.0. the =

1 g == ]



ki Sk 2 B AL BFA
» s yol : . 4/ \Iy rv‘""'
Yresident Madras Exlu‘.fll.Clpal =gommlsslon l
Was asked to have a wall built round this é
cemetery. <
. The report of the Committee is
7

printed with G.0.No.41 Eccl.,dated Gth
Xfﬁly 1896. As regards'the kilpaulk cemetery
the Committee did not consider it
s -
necessary to constrest a wall along one (ugsded AcE w s g F‘ig/@-
part of the boundary as it was already W w Gt “()
sufficiently protected.dt another portion(ﬂ.B D U:A C&LJ%
'of the cemetery a fence had been planted
and the Committee considered that a wall
at this part would only be needed if the
fence did not prove a sufficient vrotec—
tion. The Committee’s proposals were

accepted in the G.0.of 6-7-96 above

ouoted ~ M ‘—%‘q.&/[@rmﬂmm toau: taﬂ/ufnf‘cf/{ 'fb./bw@(hu( F‘!Ofns/eﬁ
“. . In January 1898,the President F tﬂimuirf Cﬁ; ﬁﬁlﬁ en?k-.

of the Municipality asited for orders of

Government as to the disposal of the

cemeteryland he enclosed copy of a letter

he had sent to the Archdeacon intimating TR Jlﬁ ¢
F:“‘"» " : ¥ /’L"”\/ M

that the "roads and walls" had been made. e a - o ‘L7

L & E - 1 S=B= c | ‘ {

In G.0.No.34 Iccl.,d/ 15-3-98,the Archdeacon ‘/M M{.

was asiied to direct the Chaplain of the ‘ﬁZﬁ/

District to taice charge of the cemetery.

This order wgs passed without asiiing for

the Archdeacon’s opinion as to the "
completion of the cemetery.

5. Bhe Archdeacon now recommends that the

Comrittee appointed in 1895 he asiced
_to reassemble and to repoft te Govt. as to

(a) whether the l.ilpaui Cen%..ery had been

constructed according to the agreement l 31—14 ‘N(’e&m fo WGV{'
betweenLGovt Compittee and the President WC&LQA%M%

Munl. Commn. at the time the President

handed over the cemetery to the Fev. A.A.

_ Sharp

=i

e

by

=—— vg”_.L' il — o

Sharp. ' ’1/'{)

(b) whether, if not so contructed}
the cemetery was still properly con-
strdoted .

64 Of the Committee of 1895,the

Rt. Eev. Dr.DaSilva and the Rev.d.
Beard are not now in Madras. If the
proposal to reassenble the Committee

is approved, the Rt. Rev. Dr.Barroso

Dr. DaSilva’s successor/and the Rev.d-

' Cooling, the Chairman of the Veslgyan

Missionary Society at Madras,might be
asked to take their places.

Via Neither the Madras Municipal
Act I of 1884 nor the revised Iccl.
rules contain any clear ruling as to
when a cemetery may be considered to
be properly constructed. Section 392
of the Act recuires the Municipality
to provide a sufficient number of
convenient and fitting places for

burial and rule VI (3) Part' I of the

3
.

Eccl., Rules (p?E?,FE°f-G39'¥9;%? |
Fccl.d/23-2-98) merely lays down that
the unconsecrated portionsof a
cenmetery are to be divided off from
the consecrated portions by a path

cemetery
way and that the wholefis to be

surrounded by a Wall,and Lo have but

one gate of entrance. Itywﬁll‘bé seen
however from G.0.No.41 DBccl.d/6-6-96
that Govt.Agccepted the recommenda-
tion of the Committee that a portion
of the boundary of the new Kilpaui:

Cemtery did not require & wall., To

see clearly how matters stand,it

Seens necessary to have a plan show-

ing the state of the cemetery a

R T Y
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" time it was handed over Dby .the l«‘residenﬁ '
" :

| "of the Municipality to the Eev. Mr'orSharp.

i:l : " -y L‘w ; ‘—‘{ ) | ’ " ™ ‘ . ‘
| The Comiittee might be asied to forward ( VN — 1 O\/fv/naﬂuve'(,n.%(r(ew (b %9‘ 4

‘{ such a plan with its report. M o 6 N

A 1O oan— o o |
.8, It, seems advisable that the | U=t H= FATEE. \ V‘/‘\“’{ l A
| s oty | | ' walleed ool cﬁu s BBuclofd

Public Worics Dept. should be represented W St e :
“.M’w- ¥

Ao o brltow exaek
g™ T b hows M

o b @ ool thx 0eLen
ey 3
(’(L}S@ 1 G0, KALL GQé,[ "3 66& »7,(
ow (/[ZLJ (/&x o - i
ggentinm
)\,L,l(;éu; &/(9011\./( (:él G/('IM
¢ A I<.D. cr € m w (m/f

Cunf’euli P T
zow?{v‘;/( (/%%/)&//(CM/LA

AR TN w(mo/%«/”
Zwu/L/u»u Co. W aq éey[o( {6
F@%A e A f&ré‘ ﬁuuau-bw( a&h
58 01; Co an to the arclidooco
ot /_é_e palh haf~Cl tooddn ¥ C&m
V?LMZ %ﬁi/’(fw/w Ot
fo(;m/(wf st ot
| nfwm/(fg &XC{& Pt |
famuhmus f( C&ka V€
¢ KB.D,
Ot Getobol Chal Chia

I
‘ gn the Committee.St Ivlat.hias'l’ursewall:mn Loy
:
l
|

_ Cemtery is in charge of the P.\’;.Dept.‘and

the new.lilpauic Cemtery,which is to re-—
place the former, will probably be handed
over to the P.W.D. for maintenance,when

it comes into use. The Consulting Architect

might be asied to Jjoin the Commititee,

Tis opinion as to whether the cemetery hgs

‘peen properly constructed will be a

e e B —

valuable aid to the Committee.
9. Orders are requested as to

whether a Committee as above indicated

may be invited to assemble.
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