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Tae POSTMASTET - GINERAL
_______Mﬁilaaﬂ___anmm

The Chief Segm_tarv..
Governmant of Madras,

Number of enclosures

Datelount Road(Madras)

your endorsement No.2617=-1, dated the 13th May
1920, I hdve the honour to fbrward for your i fo.

sir,
Your ‘most obedient
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27-5=-1920. fbr!Postmaster—Ge

>

1. Copy of letter No.L.R-879, dated

March, 1920, from the Postumaster-Genera

to the Goverhment Solicitor, Madras.
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“from the 1lst October, 1919, on a;rent'of Bs.1q0 pef men sem
~and entered into possession on the 10th idem. The terms of the
lease, however, were not fully discussed between and agreed to :
by the parties prior tif?cuygatlon. ‘

2+ 0n the 13th September the land-lord sent a draft
lease to the Superlngennent for execution by the Postmaster-
 General. The Superiﬁ?ﬂﬂ@ent found that he could not agree
to some of the terms and aﬁso to the form in which the lease
was written as it was different from the one in use by the
'Departgent. He informed the land=lord accordingly and desired

‘fthat the lease might'be drawn up in the fbrm'used by the Depart-

ment with suitable modifications. The land-lord was unwilling to

do so and demanded lease to be in his own form. The Superin-
tendent referred the matter to me at this stage on nhe 24th
October, 1919. I found that the lease was for a:furnished
‘house imposing 1liability on the tenant for loss or damage caused
to articles of furniture, crockery, etc. Further the lease was
for a term of one year"certain and not revocable at a month's
notice like the standard leases of the Department. I there-
fore objected to the lease and informed the lend-lord accordingly.
i 3, There was just then a change in the personnel of the
Superintendent and the present incumbent vacated the building
on the 31st January, 1920, after giving the 3and-1orah1§mq@ygé\5
notice ending with the month.

4, The land-lord at first served on me a notice of his
intention to take civillproceedings and enforcejspecific per-
formance of the lease. He, however, subsequently offered to
compromise if the Department was willing to pay nent up to the
. 15th March, 1920.

5. Under the existing rules and practice, the Postmaster-
General alone is competent to represent the-Secretary of State ‘

for India and enter into leases so far as the Post Office is

concerned. The Superintendent acted only as a public agenﬁ

on the Department.- This the 1and-1ord was ‘wav

ﬁf : pondence amply testify. The terms of the 1ease

known to me.

: From the enc]osed fbrm of

to revocation after a momih's notice md that
taken for a-period ranging from 5 to § yearqfu
intendent can be presumed to be acting within ;
. : authority if he had agreed to accept the leasef

building subjeet to- the usual coniitions memt
§ ; | ‘but,he agreed to the lease of a furnished heus*
(term of one year certain w1thout obtaining my ,r&

LT7 : il 1 shall be obliged iI you will be sc goe

to peru,e correspondence that passed betwean m
leesor~ and the Superintendent of Post Office
e Division and favour me with an GXyression-of;

opinion in the matter.vf : '1:.» [_”;

pf e March 1920 from the Government Pleader ;H,df

. : Postmaster-General Madra gy ‘“"fJ,;a>
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With reference to your letter Ho

15bh March 1920 T have the nonour’uo:

my opinion in the matter._*




‘Paragraph 5 of pis notioe implies this. There is thus
“empléte contraot to enfbrce.\IC‘ fe ] fr',, “‘1%;~‘ ¥ 55
}lBut agart from this,”it could be clear to any person
;reads theuoorresponaence that there never was 'a completev
ement. Only someﬂi-r s were settled and in the hope oi
herjdetails being settled and being reduced to writing.:

;N.lson occupied the house. The narrative of Mr. Gowdell

' never went beyon@ the stage of negotiation is oorrect.

I do not think %r.,Cowdell ‘is. entitled to any rent for

has abso]utely no reason or law to Justify i

The,threatened suit, ought to be defended. .

£

k. s/ v.f.name_sam‘,
aras, '25t‘h March, 1920, .

‘Goternnent Pleader.
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3‘Copy of letter No. .R-879. dated the‘26th March, 1920, (}j

om the Postmaster-General Madras. to Mr. A8y cowdell

t

éramley House”l Ootaoamund.

- o o
) ‘

WithfreTErence to'your letter dated“the 22nd March,

king that the matter never went beyond the ctage of nego-

W,ion and that there is no complete contraot to eniorce..

f s
7 $ 5

i AxCopy ot 1etter Ne.LgR-879 dated ‘the 19th May, 1920

' "Bramley House", Ootacamund.

With reference to your letter dated the
1920, which was received in this office on the
1920, I have the honour' to refer you to my letter.n
879, dated the 26th March, 1920. -
' : At

Docs. aceg: = : y i
Ietter dated the 5th Nay, 1980¢ from Mr. A.S
de11, Ootacamund, to the Chief Secrstary to Governmen

together with the enclosure in original. °
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