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DECEMBER.

Tax.

Communicating to the Collector of Trichinopoly, with remarks, copies of certain Government
orders as requested and requesting him to submit, after consultation with the military authorities,
proposals to exclude the Government buildings by notification from cantonment limits so as to
render them liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act.




e

¥y

R

SRS,

 Goberument (18953 of FHadras.
LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL

Tax.

to the Collector of Trichinopoly, with remarks, eopies of certain Government
onaatis hitm to submit, affer consultation Ao g military authoritis,
by notification from cantonment limits so as to

Municipalities Aect.




No. 2110 M.

- A,
{ ~
'

6rH Drcrupgy 1895

MM

GOVERNMENT 0F a4pp,q

LOCAL: AND My
NICIPAL
DEPARTMENT. g

\

Rean—the following Papers :—

. I ATYAR
pal Co o8 Avargal g,
%‘ii‘é;{nment, d ;11111‘131111& Tflehlnopoly, ok heA ’ l}:ih-t, Rao Bahadur,
1nopoly), dated 314 Januarpalsgepartment (through eth Sewel'etary to

fo Tl}e GOV:al:nment buildings ¥ 1595, No. 2, € Collector of
rmed the mﬂxtary g8 1n the first

15th January cantonment gy ;. .- Word of thig muniecipgl; ;
the munie; alit1884’ éven now enjo illf T of G.O,, No, ](ejlpa gfy, Which once
! JIg immunity from "pes oo Fi080CHal, dated
2. Tur Payment of house tax to

privilege of an

elected.
cantonment includeq i Lt
1 my office, hut IM mt;qp, its
the military author:

ities, Trichj ' Pt 8
4. In the fa i 'nopoly has ceased t 5 !:ed that in the o gopre
no longer sustain:%f;f these two rulings, O Tank ag g litary sta‘::igﬁl.mon of

' : of the ward

: ¢ 18 i

: ngs ; the samtation, ligﬁgnag,d;?eer?fltﬂfxoﬁﬁn
iy e lines

6. It seems to me , _ PUt 10 no expenge
Paying house-tax, the exg?k::r?f°"§l°“° SR W s s o e
and separated from the latter gnle aice the police statio; Sessions coypt buildings are

The old artillery barracks - ouly by the width i
e n i Tt , of . © Sess] art
the n;umclpahty though we i °°?“P19d. by 'BeVemIap;bﬁé ot Tmain ::esm(;:)t:?
. It seems t ¥ o >
i 0m thereto, Pay no tax to

fronting ¢,
Ko

T R I e b AT
. : PR e :‘q TRt

4y
sl

i A AAA RSP AN I PN PSSP IS TSNS AAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAAAA,
S RAAASASAAAAAL A s A AN A A A A AN A AT A

No. 2110 M., 1611 Decemper 1895. 3

Paragraph 21.—Read Chairman’s draft ~letter tf) Government requesting to sanction the
levying of assessments on the Government buildings in the first ward of the municipality which
once formed the military cantonment as the military authorities no longer regard I richinopoly
as a military cantonment.

* * * * *

Resolution.~~Government will be addressed.
* * * * *

R. C. No. 403-Rev.

Forwarded. :

2. From G.0., No. 1860, Financial, dated 22nd August 1883, it appears that
Trichinopoly had ceased to be a cantonment at that date, and consequently G.O.,
Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, did not affect that municipality,
Consequently the buildings referred to by the Chairman, viz., the engineer’s office,
the police station and the artillery barracks and out-houses (now Collector’s and
other public offices), should be liable to house-tax, and it appears to have been
through oversight that they were not charged before this. :

3. I beg to be favoured with copies of G.O., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated
15th January 1884, and G.0., No. 2257 Mil, dated 19th April 1883, as the same
are not forthcoming in this office.

4, This was unavoidably delayed as search was being made for the missing

Government orders.
J. ANDREW,

29¢h March 1895. Acting Collector.

Ref. No. 782.
The Collector is requested to submit a sketch plan showing the buildings in
question and the limits of the cantonment at as early a date as possible.

. C. G. TODHUNTER,
5k June 1895. Assistant Secrelory to Government.

To the Collector of Trichinopoiy.

From J. ANDREW, Fsq., Acting Cecllector of Trichindpoly, to the Chief
Secretary to Government, Local and Municipal Department, dated 10th
September 1895, Dis. No. 2193-Rev. ‘

As directed in Reference No. 782, dated Sth June 1895, I have the honour

to forward— .
(1) a plan of the Trichinopoly cantonment showing th¢ Government buildings
therem(’z) a list of the buildings shown in the plan prepared by the Public Works
department.
2. I regret the delay in the submission of the plan. The plan sent by the
Public Works department at first was incorrectly prepared and did not give all
the informativn required and it had to be returned for revision.

-

Orper—Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895.

Copies of G.Os., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, and No.
2257 Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be communicated to th.e Collector as requested.
Those that govern the case, however, are G.0s., No. 1482, Financial, dated 10th June
1884, and Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd Mareh 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichiuopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment. ,




BN O 2 T R e o L s L R

4 No. 2110 M., 16me DEcrEmBER 1895,

,%ww

2. This being so, the only course by whi

! L ich t ildings i .
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(True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,
Clief Secretary.

To the Chairman, Munici il, Trichi
; pal Couneil, T
»  Collector of Trichinopoly with cr;;?;: \:)I;ogt'()e Nos. 22

and 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884 57, Mil,, dated 19th April 1883,

Exd. C. Parthasarathy.

e

LocsL AND MuUNICIPAL IDEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. No. 2110 M, DATED
16ru DECEMBER 1895.

[SUBJECT.—Taxation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal
Council. ]

From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

s

For Orders—

The old Artillery
department and converted into public offices. They continue,
exemption from house-tax.

9. As their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3. Tn this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 418, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonment, there 1s no way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

" 4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
however, to enjoy

ORDER—

Copies of G.Os., .
Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that

overn the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.
« This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made after definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

(. G. ToDHUNTER.
25-5-95.

. Assistant Secretary—

Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
matters. 1 recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellacy
and Vellore.

J. F. Price.

28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has

been obtained and is put up. :

Much delay has oceurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required
trom Judicial department. Of soveral Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.

)
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This assames that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.0., Nos.
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which

says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Franecrs.
22-10-95.
Honourable Member—

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked “ 35 in the plan.

J. F. Price.
16-11-95.

1 do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within

the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund? Do people

have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How ecan buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[uss]
21-11-95,
Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality, There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926,
Financial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7139, Military, dated
ie’:gh)Deeember 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March

£92). : :

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are

therefore known as the “ State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Aet XIII of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.0., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is

considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from

the cantonment limits by a formal notification,

V. Raguava CHARLU.
6-12-95,
W. W. ParLiies,
6-12-95,
J. F. Price.
6-12-95.

er to the queries in

W. W. Purmurs.
6-12-95,

J. F. Prick.
6-12-95.

I understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the so-
called cantonment which is in military occupation. It may issue.

H. W. B[11ss).
10-12-95.

Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answ
bis note, dated 21st November 1895,

T

\ o

Bobernment {18951 of Fladras,
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G.0., No. 2110 M., 16th December 1895.

DECEMBER.

Tax.

Communicating to the Collector of Trichinopoly, with remarks, copies of certain Government
o

orders as requested an

gzsgiaéi et::l ﬁ:ﬁllgd& taxation under the District Municipalities Act.

i . . i 1 ili ities
ting him to submit, after consultation with the military authorities,
(tihzeggi'se:gier]lt buildings ’by notification from cantonment limits so as to
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Paraqraph 21.—Read Chairman’s draft letter to Government requesting to sanction the
levying of assessments on the Government buildings in the first ward of the municipality which
once formed the military cantonment as the military authorities no longer regard ‘i richinopoly

as a military cantonment.
? * * * * *
Resolution.~~Government will be addressed.
* * * * *

R. C. No. 403-Reyv.

Forwarded.

2. From €.0., No. 1860, Financial, dated 22nd August 1883, it appears that
Trichinopoly had ceased to be a cantonment at that date, and consequently G.0O
Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January, 1884, did not affect that muniefipa].in‘"
Consequently the buildings referred to by the Chairman, viz., the engineer’s ofﬁcye'
the police station and the artillery barracks and out-houses (now Collector’s and’
other public offices), should be liable to house-tax, and it appears to have been
through oversight that they were not charged before this.

3. I beg to be favoured with copies of G.O., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated
15th January 1884, and G.O,, No. 2257 Mil.,, dated 19th April 1883, as th’e same

are not forthcoming in this office.
4. This was unavoidably delayed as search was beirg made for the missing

Government orders.
J. ANDREW,

29ih March 1895. Acting Collector.

Retf. No. 782.

The Collector is requested to submit a sketch plan showing the buildings in
question and the limits of the cantonment at as early a date as possible.

C. G. TODHUNTER,

B1h June 1895. Assistant Secretary to Government.

To the Collector of Trichinopoiy.
From J. ANDREW, Fsq., Acting Ccllector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief
Secretary to Government, Local and Municipal Department, dated 10th

September 1895, Dis. No. 2193-Rev.
As directed in Reference No. 782, dated oth June 1895, T have the honour

to forward—
(1) a plan of the Trichinopoly cantonment showing the Government buildings

therein ; bate ! ’
(2) a list of the buildings shown in the plan ‘prepared by the Public Works

department.

2. I regret the delay in the subrqission‘ of the plan. The plan sent by the
Public Works department at first was incorrectly prepared and did not give all
the information required and it had to be returned for revision.

Orper—Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895.

Copies of G.Os., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, and No
2257 Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be communicated to the Collector as ’requested'
Those that govern the case, however, are G.Os., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th Jum;
1884, and Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, from whieh it will be seen

that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

t
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(True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,
Claef Secretary.

To the Chairman, Municipal Couneil, Trichinopoly.

2 Collector of Trichinopo] wi 1 .0 N e
ith copies of G. 5! 1
104, 105, Fing ycial, teplgto i s,,r 13; 220,~, Ml]., dated 19th April 1883,

Exd. C. Parthasarathy.

Locsl AND MuNICIPAL I)EPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.O., MIS. No. 2110 M, DATED
b 16t DECEMBER 1895.

[SUBJECT.—Taxation of Public buildings in Trichinopuly Cantonment by the Municipal
Council. ]

From the Chatrman, Municipal Counctl, Trichinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

s

For Orders—

The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy
exemption from house-tax.

9. As their lighting, sanitation, etc., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3. In this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonment, there is no way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any elu.e as to their position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the .o.pposxte side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

Copies of G.0s., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 8rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

« This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in cousultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made afier definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

; 4 (. G. ToDHUNTER.
T -25-5-95.

Assistant Secretary—

Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
matters. 1 recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary

Vellore.
e J. F. Price.

28-5-95.
With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has

been obtained and is put up.

Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required
from Judicial department. Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 1ath September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.
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This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.O., Nos.
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial; dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Francis.
22-10-95.
Honourable Member—

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked ¢ 35” in the plan.

J. F. Price.
16-11-95.

I do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a scparate cantonment committee or fund? Do people
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How can buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[wLss].
211195,
Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.0., No. 1926,
Financial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7139, Military, dated
14';1;)December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March

99). :

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Aet, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are

 therefore known as the “ State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Act XIII of 1889. ‘

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is

considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from
‘the cantonment limits by a formal notification. :

V. Ragaava CHARLU.

6-12-95.

W. W. Parvires.

6-12-95.
"J. F. Prick.

i 6-12-95,

Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to th 8
bis note, dated 21st November 1895. . e queries 1n

‘ W. W. Parurs.

6-12-95.
J. F. Price.

{ Bobernment {1895} of APladeas.
| LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL.

et

e E\ MISCELLANEOUS.

G.0., No. 2110 M., 16th December 1895,

DECEMBER.

61295 W

T understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the so-
called cantonment which is in military occupation. It may issue.

H. W. Bluss].
10-12-95,

Tax,

icati the Collector of Trichinopoly, with remarks, copies of certain Government
i Commum::ttgggaﬁ?l requesting him to submit, aftor consultation with the military authorities,
proems:lz rt‘:;l‘:axclude the Government buildings by notification from cantonment Limits so as to
rengoer them liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act.
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS,

LOCAL AND MUN ICIPAL DEPARTMENT

e OB LTS EEOT YT

Rran—the following papers :—

From M.R.Ry, §.
mChairnIle SM'II'I-D%?.IIIGASWAMI AIYAR Avargal, n.a, 51, Ra
Governme,nt, Localp anf Oﬁ?]cl’l o TriehiDOPOlY sy to the (,Jh.ie'f’ Segrgf:adutz
ol n
Trichinopoly), dated 31st Janugrt 1g0cPorment (through the Colluctor of

anuary 1895, No.
The Government bhujlq : il

formed the milita ings in the first ward of this
15th January 1881, syen et O1°

the municipality, 7 Vel Now enjoy

e fi municipality which
virtue of G.0., No, 104, Fily;ancial, d(;!tl::i

g lmmunity from payment of house-tax to

e : d about the end
privilege of an elected (i, ent urging the nadvisability of (::fonleig?x;gw }::Gl?;

cantonment i . .air.max% to this municipali i
in my oﬁee,l%(:}?%?ie‘}?thm 1s limits. ¥ am not,p?lol:v);v:rm:gl hatg S sy
the military anthoritieseve the Government has therein st;ted :h t find the papers
4. In the face of th as ceased to rank us a miliata;n stl:i'opmon e
. 8
1o longer sustainable, 16 seems to me that the ¢ g

laim to exemption i
. . . ptlon l’
9. The houses situate within the military lines at the fa

are indeed exempt from taxati
tion, But
f:oitrrll :lﬁathof t(llle other Go.vgrnment buildixf;: b t(};se, hpwe:Ver, 1
e hands of the Military department ang ewsamtatxon, 8
€ are put

ese two rulings,

rthest end of the ward
8 on a different footing
ghting, ete., of the lines

on that account. tono expense whate
whatever

_6. It seems to me rather
paglng house-tax, the engineer’s
The ol artilory pars itter only by the wigth o o or, TOBLIDg the scssious. court

Jaruliery barracks now oeeyn: ;
the munieipality though we ape ma‘i’gg?gh?gy tﬁ:v: ra(Ii Ilmt:iic uffices also pay no tax to
oad leadin

7. It seems to :
Sescined; o therefore, Just and Proper that thege

v : |
 Procasintes of he Mol oy
s e : p i
of the Municipal Couneil, Trichinopoly, g ' ;
i 3 2 1oPpoly, dated 24th Janvary 1895,

>
L4
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No. 2110 M., 16ru Decemper 1895. : 3
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AR
91.—TRead Chairman’s draft letter to Government requesting to sanction the

ents on the Government buildings in the first ward of the municépa'lit)_' which
tary cantonment as the military authorities no longer regard 1richinopoly

Paraqgraph
levying of assessmen!
once formed the mili
as a military cantonment.

¥ * * * *
Resolution.~~Government will be addressed.
* * * * "
R. C. No. 403-Rev.
Forwarded.

9. From G.0., No. 1860, Financial, dated 22nd August 1883, it appears‘that
Trichinopoly had ceased to be a cantonment at ,that'date, and consequent'ly G.0.,
Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 186‘4, did not affect that rpunlt’zlpahty.
Consequently the buildings referred to by the Chairman, viz., the engineer s,oﬂice,
the police station and the artillery barracks and out-houses (now Collector’s and
other public offices), should be liable to house-tax, and it appears to have been

i ‘harged before this.
through oversight that they were not charg : .
ro 3g I bez to be favoured with copies of G.O., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated
15th J-anuar% 1884. and G.0., No. 2257 Mil, dated 19th April 1883, as the same

are not fortheoming in this office. : o
4, This was unavoidably delayed as search was beirg made for the missing

Government orders. J. ANDREW,
0013 March 1895. Acting Collector.

PRS-

Ref. No. 782.

: . ig requested to submit a sketch plan showing the buildings in
e ;‘(&S g,‘:iufﬁf,olliéxsits ?)f the cantonment at as early a date as possible.

C. G. TODHUNTER,

5th June 1895 Assistant Secrelary to Government.
bth - .

To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

.

DREW, Fsq., Acting Ccllector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief
Fromng;re?anv to Govérnn?e;xt, Local and Munieipal Departme,nt, dated 10th

September 1895, Dis. No. 2193-Rev.
As direeted in Reference No. 782, dated 5th June 1895, I have the honour

to forward—
(1) a plan o
therem(;2) o list of the buildings shown in the plan prepared by the Public Works

tment.
depa;m;nregret the delay in the submission of the plan. The plan sent by the

i ras incorrectly prepared and did not give all
Works department at first was incorrec pare
fh‘zbil:}ormatiun rgquired and it had to be returned for revision.

£ the Trichinopoly cantonment showing the Government buildings

—

rr—Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895.

: . Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, and No,

4 ’7(‘;;';68 d(;ftgi.(l);t,h April 18’83, will be communicated to the Collector as requested.

2‘;1"_ t]la t oovern the case, however, are G.0s., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June

% 3 gze ang 1\%0“ 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
Al i

that Trichizopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

‘OrD

B e S R R S
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2. This being so, the only course by which the
renderqq ha.ble Fo taxation under the District Municipalities Abks .
by notitication from cantonment limits. The Collecto ot1s to exclude them : : LocaL aND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

after consultation with the military authorities, propos;lsw}loli gzi n’;‘]&?zted to submit,

buildings in question can be {2

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED

True Extract.
(True Extract.) : | 16r2 DECEMBER 1895.

—

J. F. PRICE,

Claef Secretary. [SUBJECT.—Taxatinn of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal

Counceil.]

From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

For Orders—
To t ; g Bl i ; The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
g %ﬂ?f:ﬁ:: éyruPlﬁ{pal Clounqﬂﬁ e i  department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy
2 richinopoly with copies of G.Os., Nos. 2257, Mil,, dated 19th April 1883 exemption from house-tax.
? A

and 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th Jan
uary. 1684, 9. As their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
" house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.
3. In this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
: Trichinopoly being a cantonment, there ismo way apparently of making the buildings
: taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4 4 The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

Copies of G.Os., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1584, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19¢h April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 8rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

“« This heing so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made afier definite proposals have

been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

(. G. TODHUNTER.
T 25-5-95.

Assistant Secrelary—
Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about eantonment
matters. 1 recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary
Vellore.
o J. F. Price.
28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has

. been obtained and is put up.
Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required
from Judicial department. Of soveral Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated l4th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question,
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2 Bobernment (1895} of Fhadras.

This assumes that Trichinopoly is si]) & cantonment, Plegge see also the G.0., Nos,

413,414, J udicial, dated 31 March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which ; LOCAL
says the same thing. (Also G.0., No. 1252, Financial, dateq 10th June 1884.) !
Submitted accordingly that if thes

e bui]dings are to he taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altereq.
Submitted further'that this is not worth doing.

W. Fraxorg, {
22-10-95, i
Honourable Membper—

5 0US.
I do not see the use. The buildings are marked “ 357 ip 40 plan. L MISCELLANE

J. F. Prrce,
16-11-95,

From the plan i appears that the
bandstand anq a great number of

municipality, Ape they also within
ot committee op fund ?

unicipal fund ?, How can buildings

I do not understand the question at issye,
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the
the cantonment ? g there a Separate cantonme
have to pay taxes (o both cantonment fund and m
be both within a municipality and within a canto

21-11295,
Note for Lonourable Member— :

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment ang Within the
municipality. There jg 10 objection to thig (vide paragraph 3 of G.0., No, 1926,
Finaneial, dated 201}, August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.0., No, 7 139, Military, dated
14th December 1891, and Paragraph 1 of G.0., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3y March
1:¢92).

G.0., No, 2110 M., 16th December 1895,

No taxes

nments included ip municipalities, syl as

ellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore, They are merely paid

8rants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and gpe

therefore known as the « State-aided cantonments”, They are not regular cantonments
under Act XII] of 1889. ‘

8. The question now raised by the Municipal Counei] of Triehinopoly has already
been decided in G.0., No. 1282, Financial, dateq 10th June 1884, i
considered desirable to tax the buildings i_n qQuestion, they. should pe exclud

 DECEMBER,

: ed from
the cantonment limits by a formal notification, i |
V. RacHava CrARLy, E E
6-1 2—95. f ‘ ‘ ;
W. W. Purrrips, : ——
6-12-95, .
J. F. Pricg, ——— i 4
6-12-95. \&l\ . 5 A i & v;; ;
Resubmitted to the Honourable Membey with a note ip AN8Wer 1o the queries & e ]
bis note, dated 21st November 1895, drlapps %J ¢ f 3
R
St | W. W. Pariips, 3 N 1
: | 6-12-95, K‘ 1R | .
J- F. PRICE. n ~ s ;f"; ’ A o ax. %
6-12-95, e _ s ith remarks, copies of certain Governmen
‘ 5 s e : : : g ‘ ; ieating to the Collector of Tnohlnqpoiyf’{ezl‘:ﬁgnzfl’l“taﬁon with the military authorities,
I understand t 1;’. I}’;’?P?se ,‘i’_‘t er wi nOtt in ansi ay affect that part of tpe §0- 1] Communicating uesting him to submit,
called cantonment which jg ip ilitary Occupation. Jt may jssye. i .

4 X 1mits so as to
orders as requested wd're& ernment buildings by notification from cantonment limi
oV

to exclude the

Nt icipalities Act.
W . pr ; -the District Municipa

10-12295,
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GOVERNMENT oF MADRAS

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT

seccon PRt A

Rrap—the following papers :—

From M.R.Ry. 8. T. RANGASWAMI AIYAR

Chairman, Municipa] k Avarea]
Govemme’nt, Localpaam;3 v TriehinOPOIY ) too ’tl?:'(’)ll:.i{ehtj Iéao A s
Secretary to

. S unici
Trichinopoly), dated 31st Janulsg’)a 18]9)5?1)?\; (t)mgnt N - Collectgr %
] .

uildings in
gsin the first ward of this municipality which once
- 104, Financial, dated
ment of house-tax tv

15th January 1
the municipality,

2. Turnin
; g ov
in @,
auth O’ No. 1860, 1nancial, dateq

privilege of an electeq Chai

cantonment includ M B Trasiesiai 0 ;
in my offce, but xeiel‘;?i‘ﬁﬁt“ limits. 1 am not, howpray oy 224 @lt0 o military
the military " suthorities, Triohinguey. 1o 188 therein stoted thay 1A e pepors

4. In the face of t} Poly has ceased to £1at in the opinion of

no longer sustainablo, &wo rulings, it seoms to e thas & military station.

. ’ at the Claim . .
5. The houses situate within bt B g to exemption i
A nes at

are indeed exempt fro :
from that of the (I))ther g taxation. Byt their cage howeve
: ) 1‘,

ié tir €he Ranide ‘b2 ohe ljzvgmment buildings : the eanitar: 18 on a different footi
Uitk cae Hitary department and we ar poy SLNE; te.,of tho lines
6. It seems to me L SRS wikkiever

! rath
E:iuslg hot;se:i-tfax, the enginzzr?:?&;l}:uihthat, when the sessions t
eparated from the latter on] » the police stat N8 court buildings are
Y by the width of g poys Lu"8, the sessi

ons court

The old artiller ,
i y barrack k
the municipality th(mgﬁ ;en::: :::i:gggd. by sev;ralap?t?ge s(l:f%uld r;emain exempted.
7. It seem ~Hlammg the ro : ces also pay no tax to
assessed. Hipsis therefore, Just and proper t;:tlfl?dmi piei g
6% buildings also sh
ould be

respectfully solicited.
resolution ig herein enelosed

8. Your advice and order is
9. A copy of the Council’g

Cages oo of

. Excrosuge,

comncﬂ: Trioﬁi i t
= | nopOIy,‘ dated 24th 4%
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JUUSRIBRER S
man’s draft letter to Government requesting to sanction the
rmnment buildings in the first ward of the municipality which
as the military authorities no longer regard ‘I richinopoly

Paragraph 21.—Read Chair
levying of assessments on the Gove
once formed the military cantonment

as a military cantonment.
* *

Reealuﬁon.—-Government will be addressed.
* * %

* * *

* *

PR

R. C. No. 403-Rev.

Forwarded.

9. From G.0., No. 1860, Financial, dated 22nd August 1883, it appears that

Trichinopoly had ceased to be a cantonment at that date, an'd consequently G.O.,
Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, did not affect that municipality.
Consequently the buildings referred to by the Chairman, viz., the engineer’s office,
the police station and the artillery barracks and out-houses (now Collector’s and
other public offices), should be liable to house-tax, and it appears: to have been
through oversight that they were not charged before this.

3..1 beg to be favoured with copies of G.0., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated
15th January 1884, and G.0., No. 22567 Mil., dated 19th April 1833, as the same

are not forthcoming in this office.
4. This was unavoidably delayed as search was being made for the missing

ment orders.
Govern J. ANDREW,

99} March 1895. Acting Collector.

P

Ref. No. 782.

d to submit a sketch plan showing the buildings in
cantonment at as early a date as possible.

(. G. TODHUNTER,
Assistant Secrelary to Government.

The Collector is requeste
question and the limits of the

51k June 1895.
To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

-

From J. ANDREW, Fsq., Acting Ccllector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief
Secretary to Government, Local and Munieipal Department, dated 10th

September 1895, Dis. No. 2193-Rev.
2, dated 5th June 1895, I have the honour

As directed in Reference No. 78

to forward—

(1) a plan of the Trichinopoly cantonment showing the Government buildings

therem(;z) a list of the buildings shown in the plan prepared by the Public Works
department. (B
the submission of the plan. The plan sent by the

9. I regret the delay in . ' .
Public Works department at first was incorrectly prepared and did not give all

the informativn required and it had to be returned for revision.

r—Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895.

Copies of G.0s., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, and No.

9957 Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be communicated to th‘e (‘ol_lector as requested.
Those tha,t govern the case, however, are G.0s., No. 1282, Flnancu}l, dated 10th June
1884, and Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen

that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

ORDE




No. 2110 M., 16tH DEcemBeEr 1895,

2. This being so, the only course by which the buildingsin question can be
rendered liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Aet is to exclude them
by notification from cantonment limits. The Collector will be requested to submit,
atter consultation with the military authorities, proposals for doing this.

(True Extract.)

J. . PRICE,
Clief Secretary.

To the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly.

5  Collector of Trichinopoly with copies of G.Os., Nos. 2257, Mil,, dated 19th April 1883,
and 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1€84.

3 ¥

Exd. C. Parthasarathy.

A

TLocaL AND MUNICIPAL I)EPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED
16re DECEMBER 1895.

[Sussect.—Tazation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Canlonment by the Municipal
: Couneil.

From 2}&9 Chairman, Municipal Council, Triclinopoly, dated 81st January 1895, No. 2.

For Orders—

rtillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
depal"lt‘llilil(l)tldaAnd cox?verted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy
exemption from house-tax. . &

9. As their lighting, sanitation, etc., 1s no longer Ipoked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3. In this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonment, there 18 10 _way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any elu_e as to their position, but from.the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4 The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

i 0s.. Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,

Mil ng;eeg (if.()t(: ?&sp,ril 0i!883, "will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
ov;:m the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
ghat Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment. :

« This bei the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Mnnic;r :iist;tt)aillﬁs (;’s to exolide tyl'mm by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is rcqﬁgsted to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-Genera} Commanding the
Forces: proposed. by this office, should only be made afier definite proposals have
been réceived, as in the eircumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

C. G. ToDHUNTER.
25-5-95.

Assistunt Secrelary—

ot a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
mattgs.t teli licollect? that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary

g wellor J. F. Price.

28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has

been obtained and is put up. 3 . ;

has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief L,ecregary req‘ulred
fromht%(l‘:g]ilcii‘la‘lgz,pa::ment. Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 1ath September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.
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This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.0O., Nos.
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (dlso G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered. ;

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Francis.
22-10-95.
Honourable Member—

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked “ 357 in the plan.

J. F. Price.
16-11-95.

I do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. ~Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund? Do people
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How ean buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. Bluss].
21-11-95,
Note for Honourable Member— ,

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926,
Finaneial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7139, Military, dated
14th December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March
1£92).

2. In Trichinopoly, there is mo separate cantonment committee or cantonment
_ fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Aet, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments ineluded in municipalities, such as

Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid

grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are
therefore known as the « State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Act XIII of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Counecil of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884, If it is
considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from
the cantonment limits by a formal notification.

V. Ragaava CHARLU.
: 6-12-96.
W. W. PurLures.
81295

J. F. Prick.
6-12-95.
Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to the

bis note, dated 21st November 1895. QreHos

W. W. Pururrs.
4 _ : 6-12-95.

J. F. Price.
6-12-95.

I understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the so-
called cantonment which is in military occupation. It may issue.
| H. W. B[L1ss].
10-12-95.

Gobernment (18953 of Fladras.
LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL.

PN

MISCELLANEOUS.

G.0., No. 2110 M., 16th December 1895.

DECEMBER.

Tax.

. :cating to the Collector of Trichinopoly, with remarks, copies of certain Government
ordelgoxl?:;;g:tedgand requesting him to submit, after consultation with the military authorities,
proposals to exclude the %ovemment buildings by notification from cantonment limits so as to
render them liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act.
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

Rzan—the following papers :—

From M.R.Ry. 8. T. RA.NGASWAMi AIYAR Avargal, B.A
. RA ; .A., B.L., Rao Bahadur,
ghamnan, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly, to the Chief Se?:ret:sry 0
overnment, Local and Municipal Department (through the Collector of
Trichinopoly), dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

The Government buildings in the first i ici
P oF ¢ ward of this municipali ich
flogt?le}la:hu:.r;nﬂi:a 0::::;“;“9“ are invirtue of G.0., No. l((l)lr lgxyn:c}ll;ib d(:::z:
it Mg y OW enjoying immunity from payment of house-tax to
2. Turning over the pages of
g ! fie pa an old file of Gov
2111&0?1&1 No. 1860, Financial, dated the 22nd of z?é?xz:tl%mthitﬁ Tllx’ hm::!'ry’-
o ;;-;:o longer regard Trichinopoly as a military eantonmen’t. ¢
Rt L view I rememb it
lﬁr me B ;Goizlx:h was further reiterated about the end of 1889, when
B AT G v hsias irman to this municipality whi iki
th J&"“-ﬂfﬁﬁéﬁggggﬁﬁgm;::n“ﬁL;”":ggﬂg;ﬁ;a;%::z
¢ military authorities, Trichinopoly has eea::d?:rr:nkstated that in the opinion of
4. In the face of these two rulings. ; 48 a military station.
o hgger sustainable. 88, 1t seers to me that the claim to exemption i¥
5. The houses situate within the milinee |
are indeed exempt from tb;:!:ﬁ i the military lines at the farth ard
$ron it of thio oblier Govemm::t'; . But their case, however, is o:;t ﬁe:ltth :o:ting

is in the hands of the Military dgﬁrtdnffa » the sanitation, lighting, ete., of the lines

on that account.

6. It seems t0 me rather . ;
¥ % 5 U I'MQ,. ‘ - 3 :
B b e, i S offin, bl o i e
The old artillery barracks aor LY. (6 Width of a road o g e
the municipality thon oW occupied by several public ould remain exemPice
S i ngdﬂgh We are maintaining the 1 public offices also pay no tax to
. It seems to m e = ' hﬂdmg
 assessed. m?{thmfm% jut and proper that thege b:hﬂ‘mg; ald be
z. zonr adviee and order is mpectfnl}y sohm also sho
9- A copy of the Couneil’s resolution i hmgr:;
el Gl e 4 Ql“ed;.

t and YO are put to no expense whatever

1richinopoly, dated 24th Tanomry 1895,

LI |

b

ment urging the inadvisability of coneeding the
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Paragraph 21.—Read Chairman’s draft letter to Government requesting to sanction the
levying of assessments on the Government buildings in the first ward of the municipality which
onoe formed the military cantonment as the military authorities no longer regard ‘I richinopoly

as a military cantonment.
* * * * *

Resolution.—~Government will be addressed.
* * * * *

—

R. C. No. 403-Rev.

Forwarded.

9. From G.0., No. 1860, Financial, dated 22nd August 1883, it appears that
Trichinopoly had ceased to be a cantonment at that date, and consequently G.O.,
Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, did not affect that muni(;ipalily.
Consequently the buildings referred to by the Chairman, viz., the engineer’s office,
the police station and the artillery barracks and out-houses (now Collector’s and
other public offices), should be liable to house-tax, and it appears to have been
through oversight that they were not charged before this.

3. 1 beg to be favoured with copies of G.O., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated
15th January 1884, and G.0., No. 2257 Mil., dated 19th April 1883, as the same
are not forthecoming in this office.

4. This was unavoidably delayed as search was being made for the missing

Government orders.
J. ANDREW,

99(h March 1895. Acting Collector.

et

Ref._ No. 782.

The Collector is requested to submit a sketch plan showing the buildings in
question and the limits of the cantonment at as early a date as possible. :

C. G. TODHUNTER,

5t June 1895. Assistant Secrelary to Government.

To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

.

From J. ANDREW, Fsq., Acting Ccllector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief
Secretary to Government, Local and Muniecipal Department, dated 10th
September 1895, Dis. No. 2193-Rev.

As direeted in Reference No. 782, dated 5th June 1895, I have the honour

to forward— .
£ (1) a plan of the Trichinopoly cantonment showing the Government buildings

therein ; & .
(2) a list of the buildings shown in the plan prepared by the Public Works

department.

9. T regret the delay in the submission of the plan. The plan sent by the
Dublic Works department at first was incorrectly prepared and did not give all
the information required and it had to be returned for revision.

Orper—Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895. '

Copies of G.0s., Nos. 104, 108, Financial, dated 15th January 1584, and No.
9957 Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be communicated to the Collector as requested
Those that govern the case, however, are (.0s., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th ik
1884, and Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, datpd 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

&
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2. This being so, the only course by which the buildingsin question can be
rendered liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act is to exclude them
by notification from cantonment limits. The Collector will be requested to submit
atter consultation with the military authorities, proposals for doing this. )

(True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,
Clief Secretary.

To the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinspoly.

s»  Collector of Trichinopoly with copies of G.0s., Nos. 2257, Mil,, dated 19th Apri
and 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1¢84. : s e

Exd. C. Parthasarathy.

i &

VM{’L .

:.’
L& 4

Locsr AND MuUNICIPAL IDEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.O., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED
16re DECEMBER 1895.

[Sussect.— Tazation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal
Counceil. ]

From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly, dated 81st January 1895, No. 2.

For Orders—

The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy
exemption from house-tax. :

2. As their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

8. In this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonruent, there isno way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

Copies of G.Os., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 8rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

“ This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the Distriot
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requeste‘d to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made afier definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

C. G. ToDHUNTER.
25-5-98.

Assistant Secretary—

Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
matters. I recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary

and Vellore.
J. F. Prics.

28-5-95.
With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has
been obtained and is put up.
Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chicf Secretary required

from Judicial department. Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.
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Paragraph 91.—Read Chairman’s draft letter to Government requesting to sanction tha
the Government buildings in the first ward of the municipality which

levying of assessments on 1d fir
once formed the military cantonment as the military authorities no longer regard ‘I richinopoly

as a military cantonment.

% * * * *
Rewlution.——Government will be addressed.
* * * * *
R. C. No. 403-Rev.
Forwarded.

9. From G.0., No. 1860, Financial, dated 22nd August 1883, 1t appears that
Trichinopoly had ceased to be a cantonment at that date, and consequently G.O.,
Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, did not affect that municipality.
Consequently the buildings referred to by the Chairman, viz., the engineer’s office,

ks and out-houses (now Collector’s and

the police station and the artillery barrac '
other public offices), chould be liable to house-tax, and it appears to have been

through oversight that they were not charged before this.
3. .1 beg to be favoured with copies of G.0., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated

15th January 1884, and G.0., No. 2257 Mil, dated 19th April 1883, as the same

are not forthcoming in this office.
4. This was unavoidably delayed as search was being made for the missing

Government orders.
J. ANDREW,

99¢h March 1895. Acting Collector.

R

Ref. No. 782.

it a sketch plan showing the buildings in
at as early a date as possible.

C. G. TODHUNTER,

Assistant Secrelary to Government.

The Collector is requested to subm
question and the limits of the cantonment

51 June 1895.
To the Collector of Trichinopoly-

——

From J. ANDREW, Fsq., Acting Cellector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief

Secretary to Government, Local and Municipal Department, dated 10th
September 1895, Dis. No. 2193-Rev.

As directed in Reference No. 782, dated 5th June 1895, I have the homour

to forward—

(1) a plan 0
therein ; ;
(2) a list of th
department. 4k

9 T regret the delay in the submission of the plan. The plan sent by the
: e as incorrectly prepared and did not give all

blic Works de artment at first W re
fhl:a irllformatiun rgquired and it had to be returned for revision.

f the Trichinopoly cantonment showing the Government buildings

e buildings shown in the plan prepared by the Public Works

— —

Orper—Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895.

topies of G.Os. Nos. 104, 105, Tinancial, dated 15th Januvary 1884, and No.
R ’ il 188 11 be comm;micated to the Collector as ’requesteg,

9957 Mil., dated 19th April 1883 wi : .
ik n the case, howe’ver, are .0s., No. 1282, Fiunsioinl duted 108 dnse

se that gover ¢ :
Those that g0 113, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, from whieh it will be seen

1884, and Nos. d to be a cantonment.

that Trichinopoly has not cease
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This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.0., Nos.
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, qupted in the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (Also G.0., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Franors.
22-10-95.
Honourable Member—

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked “ 35” in the plan.

J. F. Price.
16-=11-95;

I do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund? Do people
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund? How can buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

~H. W. B[uss].
21-11-95.
Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926,
Finaneial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7139, Military, dated
14th December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March
1£92).

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are

therefore known as the “ State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Aet XIII of 1889.

8. The question now raised by the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is
considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from

the cantonment limits by a formal notification.

&
V. Racuava CHARLU.

6-12-95.
W. W. Parurrs.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prick.
6-12-95,

Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to the queries in

bis note, dated 21st November 1895,

W. W. Pamirrs.
7 BLI.

J. F. Prick.
6-12-95.

I understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that it of e son
called cantonment which is in military occupation. It may issue.

H. W. B[11ss].
10-12-95.

,'3;‘«-
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Baderument (18953 of Aladeas.
LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL

PR

MISCELLANEOQUS.

G.0., No. 2110 M., 16th December 1895.

DECEMBER.

Tax.

Communicating to the Colleetor of Trichinopoly, with remarks, copies of certain Government
orders as requested and requesting him to submit, after consultation with the military authorities,
proposals to exclude the gpvemment buildings by notification from cantonment limits so as to
render them liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act.

o< L i
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2. This being so, the only course by which the buildingsin question can be
-rendered liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act is to exclude them
by notification from cantonment limits. The Collector will be requested to submit
aiter consultation with the military authorities, proposals for doing this. s

(Trﬁe Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,
Cluef Secretary.

To the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly.

»  Collector of Trichinopoly with copies of G.Os., Nos. 2257, Mil,, dated 19th April 18
and 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1684, o

A

Locar AND MuNIcIPAL DD EPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED
16te DECEMBER 1895.

[Sussect.— Tazation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal
Couneil. |

From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trickinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

For Orders—

The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy
exemption from house-tax. ;

9. As their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

8. In this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonrent, there isno way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

Copies of G.Os., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 8rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

~ “This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made after definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

C. G. ToDHUNTER.
25-5-95.

Assistant Secretary—

Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
matters. I recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary
and Vellore.

J. F. Prick.
28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has

been obtained and is put up.

Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required .
from Judicial department. Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.




7 S T = S N S

N e ! 27 RIS G/ACES S

e S St e y voe s s
¥ W > = s._,v..n,m..,-«?‘-'!;ﬂ% o tbnen e e e N B R e B T e o L L P APE RS D vl A

= \-_ t
[

2 b Bobernment {1895} of F¥ladras.

This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.O., Nos.

s : 413,414, J udicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which ; LOC AL AND MUNICIP AL

says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)
Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the | - :
cantonment must be formally altered.
Submitted further that this is not worth doing.
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W. Francis.
22-10-95.

Honqurable Member—

‘1 do not see the use. The buildings are marked ¢ 35” in the plan.
, i MISCELLANEQUS

J. F. Price. i /' N
16-11-95. o e

‘1 do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the.
offices in question, two_sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within -
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund? Do people
have to pay taxes {o hoth cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How can buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[uss].
21-11-95. '

Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926,
Finaneial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.0O., No. 7139, Military, dated

14th December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March | § |
1892). ; i / : G.0., No. 2110 M., 16th December 1895.

9. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Aet, XIII of 1889. No taxes
e under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
o ~ Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
4 grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are
therefore known as the State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Act XIII of 1889. ‘ :
3. The question now raised by the Municipal Couneil of Trichinopoly has alread '
boen decided in G.0., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June RS3e. Tf it i i ' DECEMBER.
considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from '
the cantonment limits by a formal notification.

V. Raguava CHARLU.
6-12-95.
W. W. PaiLures. & |
6-12-95. & Vo
§ ; J. F. Prick. B ‘ : S
. i : 6—12—95. X .
Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to th les i g
bis note, dated 21st November 1895, g i - F
W. W. Pamurs. '

6-12-95.
J. K. PRICR. 7
6-12-95. ax.
1 understand the proposed order will not in any way affe icati ichi 4 :
i o ] A\ ot that part of the so- Communicating to the Colleetor of Trichinopoly, with remarks, ¢
called cantonment Wh}ch is in military occupation. It may issue. 4 orders as requested and requesting him to submit, after cons_ultatiosn cv(v)ﬂfstﬁffa ;?irltizﬁyeﬁggrﬁ;t

proposals to exclude the Government buildings by notification from cant imi
H. W. Bluss]. : render them liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act. onment limits 8o as to

10-12-95.
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GOVERNMENT, OF MADRAS.

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

Rzan—the following papers : —

From M.R.Ry. S. T. RANGASWAMI AIYAR
Chairman, Municipal Couneil, Trichinopoly, to the Chief Seere to

Government, Local and Municipal Department (through the Collector of
Trichinopoly), dated 31st January 1895, No, 2.

. The Government buildings in the first ward of this municipality which once
formed the military cantonment are in virtue of G.0., No. 104, Financial, dated
15th January 1884, even now enjoying immunity from payment of house-tax to
the municipality.

2. Turning over the

in G.O., No. 1860, Fina
authorities

Avargal, 8.4, B.L, Rao Bahadar,

pages of an old file of Goverument orders, T find, however,
neial, dated the 22nd of August 1883, that the military
10 longer regard Trichinopoly as a military cantonment.
3. This view I remember was further reiterated about the end of 1889, when
Mr. Fawcett wrote to Government urging the inadvisability of conceding the
privilege of an elected Chairman to this municipality which had also a military
cantonment included within its limits. T am not, however, able to find the papers
. my office, but I believe the Government has therein stated that in the opinion of
the military authorities, Trichinopoly has ceased to rank as a military station.

4. In the face of these two rulings, it seems to me that the claim to exemption is
no longer sustainable.

5. The houses situate within the militar
are indeed exempt from taxation. But their case, however, is on a different footin
from that of the other Government buildings ; the s,anitation,,lighting, ete., of the linegf'f
ig in the hands of the Military department and we are put tonoexpense whatever
on that account.

y limes at the farthest end of the ward

6. }{t geems to hme rat.her anomalous sessions court buildin gs are
paying house-tax, the engineer’s office, the police station fronti " 4t
and. Separateill frorg the latter only by the w?dth of a‘l:n ronting the sessions con
The old artillery barracks now occupied by several public offices al tax fo
the municipality though we are maintaining the road Il)ea.ding ther:t?,.so e i

7.dIt seems to me, therefore, just and proper that these buildings alse should be
assessed.

that, when the

8. Your advice and order is respectfully solicited.
9. A copy of the Couneil’s resolution is herein enelosed.

—
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mJ. ANDREW, gf;]é;,tﬁ,:,cﬁl and Municipal Department, dated 10th
Bocretary 10 Govel)is. No. 2193-Rev.
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delay 1m
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i o i municated to the Collector as requested.
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9957 Mil,, date

however, are G.0s., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June
the case,
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9. This being so, the only course by which th s :
. ; e buildin
rendered liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Ag:tlil; &u:ill{:::l cixﬁ be
by notlﬁeatlon_from.cantonmgn.t limits. The Collector will be requested t : b g
aiter consultation with the military authorities, proposals for doinoqthig 0 submit,
o -

(True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,
Claef Secretary.

To the Chairman, Municipal Couneil, Trichinopoly.

,,  Collector of Trichinopoly with copies of G.Os., N 57, Mi
poly opie Os,, . 22 i
~and 104, 105, Financial, date(i) 15th Januaryllggti. o e e T

Exd. C. Parthasarathy.

o
¥

LocsL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. No. 2110 M, DATED
16ru DECEMBER 1895.

[SUBJECT.-;—TaIatiOn of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal
Council.

From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

For Orders—

The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy
exemption from house-tax.

9. As their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3. Tn this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 418, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonment, there is no way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions

.

Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.
4 The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

Copies of G.0s., Nos. 104, 105, Tinancial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
govern the case, however, are Ncs. 413, 414, dated 8rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

« This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them I_oy notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted t.hat the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made after definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

(C. G. TODHUNTER.
25-5-95.
Assistant Secrelary—
Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about eantonment

matters. I recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary
and Vellore.
J. F. Price.
28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has
been obtained and is put up.

Much delay has oceurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required
from Judicial department. Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.
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This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.0., Nos.
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd Mareh 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Frawcis.
22-10-95.
Honourable Member—

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked ¢ 85 ip the plan.

J. F. Prrce.
: 16-11-95.
I do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that
: P i t
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a gggat numzer }:):
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund ?

D
have to pay taxes to both eantonment fund and municipal fund ? How ecan l?uill)sgt?g]:
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?
H. W. B[Llss]_
21-11-95,

Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.0., No. 1926,
Financial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7139, Military, dated
%4t’1§)December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March

€92).

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments ineluded in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid

grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are

therefore known as the  State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Act XIII of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly has already

been decided in G.O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is

considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from
the cantonment limits by a formal notification. :

V. Raguava CHARLU.
6-12-95.
W. W. Parrrirs.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prics.
6-12-95,

Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to the queries in

bis note, dated 21st November 1895,

W. W. Paries.
6-12-95.

J. F. Price.
6-12-95.

I understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of
called cantonment which is in military occupation. It m‘ay issue. £ R

H. W. B[Lrssj,
10-12-95.

oA Boternment {18953 of Afladeas.
LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL.

e

MISCELLANEOQUS.

e

e

G.0., No. 2110 M., 16th December 1895.

DECEMBER.
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%
i PSR T e e

Tax.

1cating to the Collector of Trichinopoly, with remarks, copies of certain Government
omelsszeﬁzgtgind requesting him to submit, after consultation with the military authorities,
proposals to exclude the Government buildings by notification from cantonment limits so as to

Ten

er them liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act.
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assessed. , Just and
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gs also should be

8. Your adviee and '
order is respec :
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‘ erem enclosed
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D s e
—Read Chairman’s draft letter to Government requesting to sanction the

Paragraph 21. lett ( )
levying of assessments on the Government buildings 10 the first ward of the municipality which
onee formed the military cantonment as the military authorities no longer regard 1 richinopoly
as a military cantonment.

P * * * *
Rewluﬁon.—-—Govemment will be addressed.
* * * * *
R. C. No. 403-Rev.
Forwarded.

9. From G.O., No. 1860, Tinancial, dated 99nd August 1883, it appears that
Trichinopoly had ceased to be 3 cantonment at that date, and consequently G.O.,
Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, did not affect that municipality.
Consequently the buildings referred to by the Chairman, viz., the engineer’s office,
the police station and the artillery parracks and out-houses (now Collector’s and
other public offices), should be liable to house-tax, and it appears to have been
through oversig t charged before this.

3. I beg to be favoured with copies of G.O., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated
15th January 1884, and G.0., No. 9957 Mil., dated 19th April 1883, as the same

are not fortheoming in this office.

4. This was unavoidably delayed as search was

Government orders.

ht that they were 1o

being made for the missing

J. ANDREW,
99¢h March 1895. Acting Collector.

—

Ref. No. 782.

The Collector is requested to submit @ sketch plan showing the buildings in
its of the cantonment at as early a date as possible.

question and the limi
C. G. TODHUNTER,

51k June 1895. Assistant Secretary to Government.

To the Collector of Trichinopoly-
e
of Trichinopoly, to the Chief

p & ANDREW, Fsq., Acting Ccllector
dated 10th

o Government, Tocal and Muniecipal Department,
No. 2193-Rev.

782, dated Sth June 1895, I have the honour

From
Secretary b ]
September 1895, Dis.

As directed in Reference No.
to forward—
(1) a plan of the

therein ; .
(’2) a list of the building
department- %
9. 1 regret the delay in the submission of the plan. The plan sent by the

at first was incorrectly prepared and did not give all

Public Works department re
the information required and it had to be returned for revision.

Trichinopoly cantonment showing the Government buildings

¢ shown in the plan prepared by the Public Works

ed 16th December 1895.

Orper—Mis. No. 2110 M., dat
Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, and No.
pril 1883, w111 be communicated to the Collector as requested.

9957 Mil, dated 19th A o Col
Those that goverd the case, however, aré G.0s., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June
al, dated 3rd March 1892, from whieh it will be seen

1884, and Nos. 413, 4114, Judiet
e a cantonment.
.

lopies of G.0s.,

that Trichinopoly has not ceased to b




Exd. C. Parthasarathy.
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9. This being so, the only course b i :
. ; y which th i - .
{)endergg' h:ble fto .taxatlon under' tl}e District Munic?p:)l;ltlile(iuf:tlg t(})uestllon b o b it Smdermid
f";; notification rom cantonment limits. The Collector will be requ tez‘zic ude thgm .
aiter consultation with the military authorities, proposals for doi quested to submit,
* : oing this. NOTES CONNECTED WITH ¢.0., MIS. No. 2110 M, DATED

(True Extract.) ‘ 16tz DECEMBER 1895.

e e——

J. F. PRICE, [St:BJEcT.——-Taxation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal
Claef Secretary. Counceil. )

t B o e
R From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Triclinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

R

. « For Orders—

The old Artillery barracks at Triphinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
To the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly. ‘ R | department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy

Collector of Trichinopoly with copies of G.Os.,, N ~ M 8 exemption from house-tax. ;
- and 104, 105, Financial, date({) 1531 Ja}leé;yl\lgg4225‘ v Mil., dated. 10U AT TEUR (R 9. As their lighting, canitation, etc., is 1o longer looked after by the military
: - | authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy

house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichipopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3. In this he is mistaken (vide G.0O., Nos. 4183, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonment, there is no way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as_to their position, but from the

chairman’s statement that they are on the _o_ppomte side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which 18 outside ity the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

”

ORDER—

Copies of G.0s., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,

~ Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that

overn the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

« This being 8o, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District

Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter

' is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

ST R

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made after definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

(. G. ToDHUNTER.
w 25-5-95.
mr" Assistant Secretary—

Wl Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
O matters. T recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary

and Vellore.

.

J. F. Price.
' 28-5-95.
With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the vantoiment Kal
been obtained and is put up-

Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required
from Judicial department- Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,

.

dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.

{%(
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Gobernment {18957 of Ahladras.
Ll i : i LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL.
This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.0O., Nos,

413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which R P
says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

2

W. Fraxcis.

22-10-95. o e '
Honourable Member— : ; A MISCELLANEOQUS.
I do not see the use. The buildings are marked * 35” in the plan. L X :
J. F. Pric. ’

16-11-95. Xy | A

I do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
‘offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of .
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within t* 3
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund? Do people 6
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How can buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[uss]. ; : j
21-11-95.

Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the : ;
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926, ‘. G.0.. No. 2110 M,, 16th December 1895.
Financial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7139, Military, dated : R
14th December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March ~ o
1¢92). : ' ,

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the .Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid .
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are b FYYe Y
therefore known as the * State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments DECEMBEB

under Act XIII of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is
considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from
the cantonment limits by a formal notification,

V. Raguava CHARLU.
6-12-95. ;
W. W. Puirrires, -
6-12-95.
J. F. Prick. %
6-12-95, '\’
Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to th ok i JE
bis note, dated 21st November 1895, e queries in ,
' W. W. Pamiurs. L
6-12-95. - Tax,
J. F. Price. ; : :oating to the Collectot of Trichinopoly, with remarks, copies of certain Government
6-12-95. ] orderso ::?e‘::::;ggan?l- requesting him to submit, after consultation with the military authorities,
: i i : i to exclude the Government buildings by notification from cantonment himits so as to
I understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the so- 1 f: osals to exeln 00 b ation undor the District Municipalitios Act,
called cantonment which is in military occupation. It may issue. : :
/ - H. W. Bluss], :

10-12-95,
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- :rman’s draft letter to Government requesting to sanction the
.Para(]ra]?h < .ntsR Zﬁlt}?ehg;vemment buildings in the _ﬁJ_'st ward of the mumc}pa.ht)" which
levyu;g Ofeiisstleﬁlitarv cantonment as the military authorities no longer regard ‘I richinopoly
nce form J
:s a military cantonment.
* * * * *
Re.salution.——Govemment will be addressed.
* * * * *

L T SR GERE M

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

R. C. No. 403-Rev. :

Forwarded. otk ¢ 1883. it a gl {

0.. No. 1860, Financial, dated 2znd AUZUS , it appears tha L

TrichZi;lo};;!(;({;1 Sad ceased to be & cantonment at that date, and consequently G.O.,

Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, did not affect that I_num(’npahly,

Consequently the buildings referred to by the Chairman, viz, the engineer s’ofﬁee,

the police station and the artillery barracks and out-houses (now Collecto'rs and

" other public offices), should be liable to house-tax, and it appears to have been
through oversight that they were not charged before this. g .

3. I beg to be favoured with copies of G.0., Nos. 104, 105, FlPanC]al, dated

15th J.anuary 1884, and G.0., No. 9957 Mil., dated 19th April 1883, as the same

are not forthcoming in this office. ; o
4. This was unavoidably delayed as search was being made for the missing

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

Rzan—the following papers : —
From M.R.Ry. 8. T. RANGASWA

. P MI AIYAR Avarcal. B
e ol B N Trichinopaly, to o Ohiof Sesretary 40
Trichinopaly), dated $1st January 1895, No. 3. (5" ‘e Collector of

gs in the first ward o

fortn . bt sy i ; :

1%;;3%;;%‘%’1 0:?:3n;nent are Invirtue of G.O.,lanc:unllf)l.;pa}«l‘;ymnwchia‘c]bdoalzzg Goverament orders J. ANDREW,

the municipality. : OW enjoying immunity from payment, of house-tax tv 90tk March 1895. Acting Collector.
2. Turning over the

i pages of g :

in G.0., No. 1860, Financil, dated. s oo Goverument orders, I find, howevery Ret, No. 782

authorities no longer regard Trichinopoly asa military %‘;Z‘:_’O‘}iii,t that the military

as further reiterated about the
_ : end of 1889, when
ment urging the inadvisability of coneeding the

ested to submit a sketch plan showing the buildings in
the cantonment at as early a date as possible.

C. G. TODHUNTER,
Assistant Secretary to Government.

The Collector is requ
question and the limits of

cantonment included within l‘:l:ﬁmf::sthl; municipality which had also a military 8 5k June 1895.
;Iﬁ m);] office, but I Dbelieve the G"Vel’;lmen:nﬁ ﬂot{hhow:ever, able to find the paper® g’l To the Collector of Trichinopoly-
o nl?;ha:thonﬁ“’ Trichinopoly has ceased toe::?ks::t:dmti}f-‘t; in the opinion of S
. e face of : . 1 station. LA 2 tine Trichi i
no Hni 1(; : these two rulings, it seems to me Shit the elain:yto ex:mption o . From J, ANDREW, Fsq, Acting Ccllector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief

Secretary to Government, Local and Munieipal Department, dated 10th
September 1895, Dis. No. 2193-Rev.

5. The houses situate within the milit

are indeed exempt from taxati ary lines at the farth ard ' j 7. "
from tgathof the other G. over:;}‘::{; ]?l(lltintlglexr te:se, however, is one:t ngef:,f:’ :o:ﬁng k- As directed in Reference No. 782, dated 5th June 1895, I have the honour
18 In the hands of n; buildings ; the sanitation. Light; 4B d— . £ K
g s nst.o the Military department ang ::n;f;:‘l;:; l:ghnt;ng, ete., of ul::tl:::: to forW":) a plan of the Trichinopoly cantonment showing the Government buildings
Xpense w
6. It seems to me it therein ; Wi . ¢ :
i Honabius, the & lll'ather anomalous that, when S0 Wb et iz 9 (’2) a list of the buildings shown in the plan prepared by the Public Works

ineer’ :
and separated from the | fm:"oi office, the police station fronting the sessions cour®

The old artillery barrack Y by the width of g Yoad ’ 4
the municipalig thougi :v 0w oecupied by severa] public 33%‘:: :;!sl:am exempted

= f.
s depagm;nregret the delay in the submission of the plan. The plan sent by the

Public Works department at first was incorrectly prepared and did not give all

€ are maintajiniy, tax 3 . ] ision.
7. Tt seems to me, therefore,. ; g the road leading thereto g the informativn required and it had to be returned for revision
assessed. : *e, Just and Proper that these bnilling; also should be . ‘ FRRE
g' §°:: adv;eteh:nd ord?r is mpectfnlly golicited f Oxrper—Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895.
: Py © Couneil’s resolution is ey . 3 Copies of G.0s., Nos. 104, 105, TFinancial, dated 15th January 1884, and No.
enelosed, e ﬁgiesdated'w.t’h April 1883, will be communicated to the Collector as requested.
o TII ol t}lm.; overn the case, however, are G.0s., No. 1282, Flnanelgl, dated 10th Jure,
) Excrosy ISSZ and I%os. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd HGteh 1898, Soul Whdel Ry RO ed
ProceEDINGS of the Monicipal i n that %[‘richiuopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment. _
. 2 ? Tl‘whmopoly dated 24th J anvary 1895. 5 |
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2. This bein-g so, the only course by which e ;

rendered liable to taxation under the Diskriet Iﬁluntll:p:ﬂltile? Aot i 1;(<1)uestllm[l -
by notification from cantonment limits. The Collector will be re ?lestf:{e ude them
after consultation with the military authorities, proposals for dOingqthis to submit,

¥

(True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,
Claef Secretary.

To the Chairman, Municipal Couneil, Trichinopo
tall, pate 4 (3] ]V.
»  Collector of Trichinopoly with copies of G.0s., Nos. 2257
2 ¥ 3

and 104’ 105, Fmaneial, dated 15th Janugry 1684, Ml]-, dated 19th Apl’ﬂ 1883.

LocaL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.O., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED
16ra DECEMBER 1895.

—

[Sussecr.—Tazation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal
Council. ]

g
X i

/ From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trickinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

£

For Orders—

The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
department and converted into public offices. They ‘continue, however, to enjoy
exemption from house-tax.

9. As their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3. Tn this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-

:-': f Trichinopoly being a cantonnuent, there ismo way apparently of making the buildings

taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the

E chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions

.

4';‘4;'« Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.
. 4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—
Copies of G.Os., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,

- ‘;;;’ Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that

govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

« This being s, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. It is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
TForces, proposed by this office, should only be made afier definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.
i, C. G. ToDHUNTER.
¥ 25-5-95.

Assistant Secrelary—

Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
matters. I recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary
and Vellore. .

J. F. Price.
28-5-95.
With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has

been obtained and is put up.

Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary requ{red
from Judicial department. Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on' the question.
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: 4 Gobernment (18957 of Flabras.

This assumes that 'lfrichinop((iml%d is s}tlill a cantonment. Please see also the G.0., Nos. . :

. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which :
says, the éame thin,g. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.) LOCAL AND MUNICIP AL-
Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the ’

cantonment must be formally altered. s
Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Franers. :

Honourable Member— i _ : b(
I do not see the use. The buildings are marked “ 35” in the plan.
ELLANEOQUS.

J. F. Price. J MISC i .

| 16-11-95. : By 3y e 04 : o
T do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the o : / = @f
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of ' e gl i

buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund?” Do people
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How can buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[Lss]. /
21-11-95.

Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926, |
Finaneial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7139, Military, dated ‘ e
14th December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March -i
1¢92). '

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Aect, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are
therefore known as the “ State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Aet XIII of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly has already

been decided in G.0., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is DECEMBER.
considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from 1
the cantonment limits by a formal notification.

G.0., No. 2110 M., 16th December 1895.

V. Ragaava CHARLU.

6-12-95. ; |
- W. W. PuiLrrps. i
6"12"95- B "
J. F. Prics. : :,’4;;"?
6-12-95, v e R ,f

. Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to the queries in
bis note, dated 21st November 1895,

W. W. Puiruires.
6-12-95.

J. F. Price.
8-12-95.

I understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the so-
called cantonment which is in military occupation. It may issue.

H. W. B[11ss]. -
10-12-95.

Tax.

: icating to the Collector of Trichinopoly, with remarks, copies of certain Government
ord Consnil;n::g:tt;ging requesting him to submit, after consultation with the military authorities,
Pl.Oer“ :lﬂ toq exolude the Government buildings by notification from cantonment limits so as to
render them liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act.
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS,

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

Raan—the following papers :—
From M.R.Ry. S. T. RANGASWAMI AIYAR Avarcal
Chairman, Municipal Couneil, Trichinopoly, too ’t}l:;'é}l:‘iz-f, Igi(;r?;l:adutz

Government, Local and Municipal Depart i y
Trichinopoly,), dated 31st J anuar§a1895?§¢ ol.ngflt (Shromeh the Gallantos of

The Government buildings in the first ward of thj e >
i%mlx:e; the milligagz cantonment are in virtue of G.('),,IBN%QD;BTaEXa;?;ih d(:tl;g
th January even now enjoying i ity fr : :
s munici;glity. ) joymng immunity from payment of house-tax to
2. Turning over the pages of an old file of Government
in G.0,, No. 1860, Financial, dated the 22nd of Auguct logs
authorities no longer regard Trichinopoly as a military cantonmen’t

3. This view I remember was further reiterated a
Mr. Fawcetl wrote to Government urging the inad\t')ioszflj)iﬁ}il: B
privilege of an elected Chairman to this municipality which "1739,
cantonment included within its limits. " I am not, however
in my pﬁiee, but I believe the Government has therein :
the military authorities, Trichinopoly has ceased to rank

4. In the face of these two rulings,
no longer sustainable.

5. The houses situate within the military 1j
are indeed exempt from taxation. But their Y mes at the farthest end of the ward

f . r case, however, i i 3
from that of the other Government buildings ; the S’aﬂitafion,)l;;l?tninaodég;eril;tti?lti?g
o’ & )

iz in the hands of the Military departm
i P o dihint Ty department and we are put tono expense whatever

6. It seems to me rather anomalous that, when the sess: 1kdi
paying house-tax, the engineer’s office, the police station sfiizigir;lsgczﬁzt sgsl:r.li?nr: gcsoan:
?.nd separated from the latter only by the width of g road should remain ex tug
The old artillery barracks now occupied by several public offices also ent]af o
the municipality though we are maintaining the road leading thereto i,

7. It seems to me, theref ] e,
PRI » Lhereiore, just and proper that these buildings alse should be

8. Your adviee and order is respectfully solicited.

I find, however-
hat the military

1889, when
of conceding the
d also a military
able to find the papers
stated that in the opinion of
48 a military station.

it seems to me that the claim to exemption is

9. A copy of the Council’s resolution is herein enclosed. .
3 ; Excrostre.
ProceeninGs of the Municipal Couneil, Trichinopoly, dated 24th Jans ary 1895
. . o 5 ¢ :
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—TRes hairman’s draft letter to Government rquesting to sanction the
2 t}z(:ftli (‘?overnment buildings in the first ward of the mumelpa'ht}_' which
v cantonment as the military authorities no longer regard ‘l richinopoly

e

Parayraph
levying of assessmen
once formed the military ¢

as a military cantonment.
*
n.—-Government will be addressed.

* E3 * *

Resolutio

* * o

—_—

R. C. No. 403-Rev.

Forwarded. :

9. From G.0., No. 1860, Financial, dated 22nd August 1883, it appearsv‘that
Trichinopoly had ceased to be a cantonment at )that.date, and cousequent.l_\-' G.0,
Nos. 104, f05, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, did not affect that qlunlflpahty.
Consequently the buildings referred to by the Chairman, viz., the engineer s,o’rﬁee,
the police station and the artillery barracks and out-houses (now Collector’s and
other public offices), should be liable to house-tax, and it appears to have been

through oversight that they were not charged before this.

favoured with copies of G.O., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated
15th ?3]"11{112?'% 30882? :r:r.(i)uG.()., No. 2257 Mil, dat,ed 19th April 1883, as the same

are not fortheoming in this office. ‘ o
4. This was unavoidably delayed as search was being made for the missing

Government orders. 5. AN T
29¢h March 1895. Actzng Collector.

Ref. No. 782.

uested to submit a sketch plan showing the buildings in
tonment at as early a date as possible.

C. G. TODHUNTER,

Assistant Secrelary to Government.

The Collector is req
question and the limits of the can

5th June 1895.
To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

pum——--—

REW, Tsq., Acting Ccllector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief
Fromsgére?aljvpto Governn?e;lt, Local and Municipal Department, dated 10th

September 1899, Dis. No. 2193-Rev.

As directed in Reference No. 782, dated 5th June 1895, I have the honour

to forward—
(1) apla
1mem(;") a list of the buildings shown in the plan prepared by the Public Works

1 of the Trichinopoly cantonment showing the Government buildings

tment.
deparzm;nreoret the delay in the submission of the plan. The plan sent by the
. <

i ras incorrectly prepared and did not give all
blic Works department at'ﬁrst was meoxr‘ec : re
fk::e ixleormutiun l'gquired and it had to be returned for revision.

— —

Orper—Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895.

Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, and No.
183, will be communicated to th_e (‘ol_lector as requested.
however, are G.Os., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June

Copies of G.0s,, .
9257 Mil.,, dated 19th April
Those that govern the case,
1884, and Nos. 413,
that Trichinopoly has not ¢

411, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
eased to be a cantonment.

*.
- ***»?':»«Mf‘f‘”wmwwmﬂ b
e e e G o AT es ae he m
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B o

9 This being so, the only course by which the buildin i

‘ he by sin question b
rendered liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Ait is t(}) excludecatrllle:i
by notlﬁcatlon.from.cantonme}gt limits. The Collector will be requested to submit
aiter consultation with the military authorities, proposals for doing this. ’

(True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,
Claef NSecretary.

To the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly.

,»  Collector of Trichinopoly with copies of G.0s.,, Nos. 2257, Mil, dated 19¢h Ape
and 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1£84. , Mil,, date pril 1883,

Exd. C. Parthaearathy.

TocAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED
16re DECEMBER 1895.

[SUBJECT.—Taxatinn of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal
Council. ]

From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

R

For Orders—

The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy
exemption from house-tax.

9. As their lighting, sanitation, etc., is mo longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3. Tn this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)
Trichinopoly being a cantonment, there is no way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clueas to their position, but from the

chairman’s statement that they are on the .o.pposnte side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4 The following order 1s therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

Copies of G.0s., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonmeut.

« This being 80, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by’ this office, should only be made after definite proposals have
been received, as in the eircumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

(. G. TODHUKNTER.
25-5-95.

Assistant Secrelary—

Botter get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
matters. I recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary
and Vellore.

J. F. Pricr.
28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, 8 plan of the cantonment has
been obtained and is put up.

Much delay has oceurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required

from Judicial department. Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.




2

This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.O., Nos.
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.
Submitted further that this is not worth doing.
W. Francis.
22-10-95.

Honourable Member—
1 do not see the use. The buildings are marked * 35 ” in the plan.

J. F. Price.
16-11-95.

T do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
ildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund? Do 'pef)ple
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How can buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?
H. W. B[uss].
: 21-11-95.
Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.0., No. 1926,
Financial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.0., No. 7139, Military, dated
i:;l;)l)ecember 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.0., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March

2. In Tn'chmgpoly, .there is no_separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 18%9. No taxes
%n;ller. that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as

ellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are

therefore known as the “ State-aided »
under Act X111 of 1889, aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments

3. The question now raised by the Municipal i ichi
L g pal Council of Trichinopoly has already
Bsggidg::(lidggﬁ r?o 1eqc'01';:’1 Ii . }nglzd Financial, dated 10th June IiosgL If it is
o tax the buildi i i
the cantonment limits by a formal nogg:atl;:uestlon, N
V. Ragrava CHARLU.
6-12-95.

W. W. PuiLuirs.
6-12-95.

J. F. Price.
6-12-95.

Resubmitted to the Honourable M : & L
5 508, dnted 213t Navemaber 1695, TR PO A et

W. W. PamLurrs.
6-12-95.
J. F. Price.
understand the proposed order will not in an
ealled cantonment which is in military occupation. yltw ;i;?;‘::hat part of the so-

H. W. B[uss .
10-12-95.

R o BT A e b T AR e TR

Gobernment (1895} of FHladras.
LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL.

B i

MISCELLANEOUS.

. 6.0, No. 9110 M., 16th December 18995.

DECEMBER.

Tax.

unicating to the Collector of Trichinopoly, with remarks, copies of certain Government
ordéxgo::?eq\:estedgand requesting him to submit, af‘:er consultation with the military authorities,
proposals to oxclude the Government buildings by notification from cantonment limits so as to
render them liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act.

i




IR A
A A

2
No. 2110 M., 16ta D

A AN A A A
Ao
M,
S

ECEMBER 1895,

AANA A A~
Bldiat e o S EE

e
e e e P

GOVERNMENT op MADRAS
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CAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT

R P

RuAn—the following papers :—

From M.R.R
-R.Ry. S. T. RA
hairman, MuniciIElG%SWAMI AIYAR Avargal
Government, Local ang Gnedl, Trichinopoly, to ’t}? A B.L, Rao Bahadury
Trichinopoly), dated 314t Ja];?g:gaisggpartmént (th;u‘gﬁle{he szcrﬁtal'y “t’
, No. 2 Jollector ©

in G.0., No. 1860, i PAges of an ol
4 . F . old ﬁ}e of
authorities no long;r I'lnanmal, dated the 224 Gfovemmem Se T asa a0t
3. This i egard Tnchinopo}y as a ml(il August 1883, that th; O.i 3
Mr. Fawcet, remember wag § military cantonment militar)
Sl W urther N
Peanl'lvtl‘}ege o e ?letectedto (()}hoaviermmment urgin;eliir:t?ga; b'out .ﬂ.le
in m;u;%':e"{,"lﬁed within it i, thi‘l’ municipality vﬁ?;{;‘{ﬁgf conceding the
flegs y but | 2 8. am 1 b 8
the mlhtary’ authori:{fheve the Government hat:;Ot, however, able to ;ns:l) a mlhliml'.ys
4 i, therein stated find the pape
. In the face of t that in the OP. A of

h .
10 longer sustainably, e8¢ two rulings, it seems to me th
9. The houses sj :

are indeed exempt f

fr rom taxati % y
from that of the other Government buaiage (2%, 1Y
on that account. Military de}’al'tmeft ?mt}f ewa:nita

6. It seems to m
; e
paying house-tax, the e;;?;:
and separated from the latter o)
The old artillery barracks xf

he farthest end of the ward
tio:r’lp on a different footing
v 1ghting, ete., of the lines
Put tono expense whatever

the municipalit
y though we ar . ) ral -
7. Its ¢ Ialntaining th public offices also
assessed. cems to me, therefore, just ang irope road leading therety, © > tax

8. Your adviee and order is respectf Vi bmldmgs also should be
9. pectful T :
A copy of the Couneil’s resolutio: il:, l::ll'le?ted.
n ene}osed_

& OLOSK.'BR.
. ¥ > . )

-
v .
-

e

- department.
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£k Chairman’s draft letter to Government requesting to_ .sangtinn 'ghe
. G ¢ buildings in the first ward of the municipality which

Paraqraph 21.
: 8 the Governmen fir ipality
levyiig gEmmaineis ment as the military authorities no longer regard 1 richinopoly

once formed the military canton

as a military cantonment.
* * * % *
Resolution.-——Goverument will be addressed.
* * & * .
R. C. No. 403-Rev.
Forwarded.

9. From G.0., No. 1860, TFinancial, dated 22nd August 1883, it appears that

Trichinopoly had ceased to be a cantonment at that date, and consequently G.O.,
Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, did not affect that municipality.

Consequently the buildings roferred to by the Chairman, viz., the engineer’s office,
the police station and the artillery barracks and out-houses (now Collector’s and
other public offices), chould be liable to house-tax, and it appears to have been
through oversight that they were not charged before this.

3. 1 beg to be favoured with copies of G.0., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated
15th January 1884, and G.0.. No. 2257 Mil., dated 19th April 1883, as the same

are not forthcoming in this office.
4. This was unavoidably delayed as search was beirg made for the missing

¢ ent orders.
Governm b st

995 March 1895. Acting Collector.

.

Ret. No. 782.

The Collector is requested to submit a sketch plan showing the buildings in
quesfion and the limits of the cantonment at as early a date as possible.
C. G. TODHUNTER,

5t) June 1899. Assistant Secrelary to Government.

To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

pe———

From J. ANDREW, Fsq., Acting Ccllector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief
Secretary to Government, Local and Municipal Department, dated 10th

September 1895, Dis. No. 2193-Rev.
As directed in Reference No. 782, dated 5th June 1895, 1 have the honour

to forward—
(1) a pla

therein ; e
(2) a list of the buildin

n-of the Trichinopoly cantonment showing the Government buildings

gs shown in the plan prepared by the Public Works

9. T regret the delay in the submission of the plan. The plan sent by the
Public Works department at first was incorrectly prepared and did not give all
the informativn required and it had to be returned for revision.

Orper— Mis. No. 9110 M., dated 16th December 1895.
0s., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, and No.

ies of G. ;
Cop1 ,11 be communicated to the Collector as requested.

9957 Mil., dated 19th April 183, wi .
Mil,, e, howe’ver, are (3.0s., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June

Tl that govern the cas
S Juiioial, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
d to be a cantonment.

1884, and Nos. 413, 414,
that Trichinopoly has not cease
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9. This being so, the only course by which the buildingsi i

: : b i s 1n questl
rendered liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Agct is t% excl(\)lleecil}lmtr)ﬁ
by notlhcatlon.from‘cantonmgqt limits. The Collector will be requested to submit : ,
after copsultation with the military authorities, proposals for doing this. ; LooaL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT. '

Y

(True Extract.) NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED |
: 16tz DECEMBER 1895. | |

J. ¥. PRICE, | " |

. Clief Secretary. i : J
i 5 [Sussecr.— Tazation of Public buz'lolz'ngz7 in T_réiﬁkinopuly Cantonment by the Municipal :
ouncil. :

i) i i

From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Triclinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, No. 2. |

For Orders—

To the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly. B : The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil

Collector of Trichinopoly with copies of G.Os., Nos. 2257, Mi i : ; . : : .
e ' : .Os., Nos. 2257, Mil,, dated 19th A ; : :
and 104, 105, Finaneial, dated 15th January 1£84. : T . g B giﬁ?ﬁ‘;ﬁgﬁtf;ﬁh;\?:g{zﬁd T e it

2. As their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military
. authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should

be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment. :

2 Sl 3. TIn this he is mistaken (vide G.0.,Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-

i Trichinopoly being a cantonment, there ismo way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the

. chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough. ,

4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :— '

ORDER—

Copies of G.Os., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 38rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

« This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made afier definite proposals- have
| 8 rga been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

k 4 ; C. G. TODHUNTER.
3 ’ 25-5-95.

Vi Assistant Secretary—

D Yk ; o

\'f o Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about eantonment
A matters. I recollect that there was sometbing about Berhampur and 1 think Bellary

and Vellore.

J. F. Price.
28-5-95.
~ With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has
been obtained and is put up. A :
Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required

Exd. C. Parthasarathy. i | " from Judicial department. Of soveral Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
| dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.
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This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.0., Nos.
sitrhy, Judicial, dated yik Masuh 1892’ quted n the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (Also G.0., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1834.)
Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.
Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Fraxcrs.
22-10-95.
Honourable Member—

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked “ 35 in the plan.

J. F. Price.
16-11-95.

I do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund ?” Do people
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How ean buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[wLss].
21-11-95.
Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objeetion to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926,
Financial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7139, Military, dated
14th December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March
1¢92).

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are

therefore known as the “ State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Aet XIII of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is
considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from
the cantonment limits by a formal notification,

V. RacHava CHARLU.
6=:12-95.

W. W. PairLps.
6-12-95.

J. F. Prick.
6-12-95,

er to the queries in

W. W. Parrures.
6-12-95.

J. F. Prick.
6-12-95.

I understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the go-
called cantonment which is in military occupation. It may issue.

H. W. B[Lrssj.
10-12-95.

Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answ
bis note, dated 21st November 1895.

It 4

l. IR S ORI e

Gaberament (18957 of Flavras.
LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL
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MISCELLANEOUS.

6.0, No. 2110 M., 16th December 1895.
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Tax.
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: c1s i marks, copies of certain Governmen
T : anicating to the Collector of Tnch1nqgoly;;ev:1§(})1n1; e w?th the military sutborities,
e Comm questing him to submi ’bi; notification from cantonment limits 8o 88 to

d re kg
o orders as requested and req b buildings otificati
Wi osals to exclude the (70;‘3;1:1‘; the District Municipalities Act.

E E;:ger them liable to taxatio
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This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G. 0 Nk
S 414, Indie f gul Masch 1892.’ ql}f)ted n the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1834.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Franecrs.
22-10-95.

Honourable Member—

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked “ 35 in the plan.

J. F. Price.
16-11-95.

I do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund?” Do people
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How ean buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[wLss].
21-11-95.
Vote for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926,
Financial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.0O., No. 7139, Military, dated
14th December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 8rd March
1¢92).

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are

therefore known as the “ State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Act XIII of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.0O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is

considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from
the cantonment limits by a formal notification,

V. Raguava CHARLU.
6-12-95.
W. W. PuILLps.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prick.
6-12-95,
Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to th ol s
bis note, dated 21st November 1895. e queries in
W. W. Parrires.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prick.
6-12-95.

I understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the so-
ealled cantonment which is in military occupation. It may issue.

H. W. Bluss].
10-12-95.
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6.0 No. 2110 M., 16th December 1895.
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e Municipalities Act.

?::ﬁ:?é;:x; ﬁ:%le to taxation under the District
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Paraqraph 21.—Read Chairman’s draft letter to Government requesting to sanction the
levying of assessments on the Government buildings in the first ward of the municipality which
once formed the military cantqument as the military authorities no longer regard 'l richinopoly
as o military cantonment. v
* * * * *
Resolution.—~Government will be addressed.
GOV * * * * *
ERNMENT op 3 2 1
ADRAs, :
R. C. No. 403-Rev. .
Forwarded. . l]
ated 22nd August 1883,1t appears that i

9. From G.0., No. 1860, Financial, d
Trichinopoly had oeased to be a cantonment at that date, and consequently G.O,

.‘&RTMD\'
uNT.
Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1884, did not affect that municipality.
o by the Chairman, viz., the engineer’s“o{ﬁc‘e,

» RlAD‘th : ¥ O g N

e followip -
g a . B
From M p e E Consequently the buildings referred t
Chai -Ry.8. T, RAN . the police station and the artillery barracks and out-houses (now Collector’s and
Alvinan, My 2 GASWAMI A other publie offices), should be liable to house-tax, and it appears to have been
! f\R Ava t that they were not charged before this.
0., Nos. 104, 109, Financial, dated

LOCAL Ay
AND MUNICIPAL DEP

through oversigh
ith copies of G.

Governme( 1 2icipal X
Eiiyis nt, Local COunci] Tri T, B
= lchmopo]y), dated glid Mulli(,zipa{l%mopoly, tial; }B.A.,‘le,_, Rao Babadur, 3. I beg to' be favoured W :
fo :he °VHMent i st January lsggpirtme t (th:)uzll:'e:heSecmmry o ,‘h‘»ﬂ “ 15th January 1884, and'Gr,(_fg, No. 2267 Mil., dated 19th April 1883, as the same
16th Jo o Military gapg,, 088 in th » No. 2, Collector of are not forthcoming in this OtCe
” emunuilcl?,ry 1884, V;gnment vt i‘; ﬁ}-st ward of ¢ E 4. This was unavoidably delayed as search was beirg made for the missing
2 ‘pality, enjoying 1o¢ Of GO ® \ unicipality which onoe - Government orders. ;
in G.0 AI0Ing over tho § mmunity frop "o 104, Financial, dated E T ke N
authon.t’leso %860, mafagfs an olq f] Payment of house-tax t¢ E 291k Mareh 1895- _— et St
1o longer “al, dateqd e of Gov . = ;
Thie - 8T Togard Trigh:-> 0o 22 L meut E
\ Mr. pa ees VIew I remempq Ohm°P°1y a8>:dmi(ig August lggm' I find, however; g
Privilegy of a:mte e Gover Was furthar . itary cantonment that the military S The Collector is requested to submit a sketch plan showing the buildings in
elec Mlent yrgi, eiterated ahoy¢ the e,; d : question and the limits of the cantonment at as early a date as possible.
of 1889, when A C. G. TODHUNTER,
ssistant Secretory to Government.

f.ant()nment » h %

in my off ncludeq wigpe T8N to thi € the inadyieat:i:

~ the mllitaree: but T beli::‘]rlln»ltg limits, hl; mnmcipali:dvlaayshty
Y authorities '1?' © Governmeng .00 howy

. g R nt hag thopere 7 20le to fin the paper® |

no 1 face of mopoly }, ere
Ogger Sustainghle, these two rulj f Sigsiote. al sut:ted that in the opinion of e
- The houges &  military station. | 2
i rom

~ are indeed exe tuate i1
m with y
t from 0 the mllita,.y Secretary to

5k June 1895.
To the Collector of Trichinopoiy.

o sl 1 il j. ANDREW, Fsq, Acting Cellector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief

to exemption i% S . Government, Local and Munieipal Department, dated 10th
B September 1895, Dis. No. 2193-Rev.

o No. 782, dated 5th June 1895, I have the honour

As directed in Referenc

rom that of th P xat
12 In the hand: s e thei
of ent i
on that aceount, the Mij; ary de e gs ; thae & h,"Wever-, i:g:,”‘ end of the ward
o 6. It seems Partment g54q e Itation, lighﬁn;dlge"’“t footing to forward—
m ar s ete. ) iy
ying house-tax, the Z:gg:er g : € Put to ng ey e ) Ofwthh: ‘2::: (1) a plan of the Trichinopoly cantonment showing the Government buildings
eer’s , wh therein ;
en é . (’2) a list of the buildings shown in the plan prepared by the Public Works

and separateq f, iy
The plan sent by the

The old artj the . ce, t : th .

artillery bappy, ]:tter only by he police Sfatiofl 'f:slons court, buildings are o :
epartmen 3

in the submission of the plan.

he municipg]; the w;
pality th 8 HOW gogume.s (Vidth nti
p 7. It Seemz /5 ‘:gh We are 9“&1;;(1_ b v::ala :;ogd Sh:n.;lgd t,t.fmas@ions contt : 9. I regret the delay
; 2 ‘ : X
essed, 9 therefo,.e, just o dng the roaq Il) eadljlc offices alg, - exe':fxtez; . Public Works department at first was incorrectly prepared and did not give all
8. Your sdvies i : 1d propey i i ni thereto, pay no - the informativn required and it had to be returned for revision.
9 order { 8¢ buildiy £
A 0By of the Counei eerpeeHully soliiteg "00gs also should beh Y T
resolution 3 .
olution i8 hereip s Ogper— Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895.
osed, ] Copies of G.0s Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1584, and No.
9957 Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be communicated to the Collector as requested.
the case, however, are (G.0s., No. 1482, Financial, dated 10th June

i
5

e

B

Those that govern W
3, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen

» E_NCLOGUR!
1884, and Nos. 41
that Trichizopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.
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2. This being so, the only course by which the buildings i 1

. . 3 uildings
rendergd: liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Agctlil: t%ugzzll?lxziecilﬁel:ﬁ
by notification from cantonment limits. The Collector will be requested to submit
after consultation with the military authorities, proposals for doing thig e

(True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,
Claef Secretary.

To the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly.

Collector of Trichinopoly with copies of G.Os., N 57, Mi i
% poly of G.0s., Nos. 2257, Mil,, dated 19t
and 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1£84. i o Apr:l b

Exd. C. Parthasarathy.

TLocsL AND MuniciPAL IDEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED
1612 DECEMBER 1895.

[Sussect.— Tazation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Canlonment by the Municipal
: Couneil. ]

%

From the Chairman, Municipal Counctl, Trichinopoly, dated 31st Janwary 1895, No. 2.

For Orders—
The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil

department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy’
exemption from house-tax.

9. As their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military

 authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy

house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3. Tn this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonrent, there is no way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—
Copies of G.Os., Vos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,

© Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that

govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

« This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the Distriot
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made afier definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

C. G. TopHUNTER.
25-5-95.

Assistant Secrelary—

Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
matters. 1 recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary

and Vellore.
J. F. Price.

28-5-95.
With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has
been obtained and is put up.

Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers. that Chief Secretary required
from Judicial department. Of soveral Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,

dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.
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AATAAAT I

9 This being so, the only course by which the buildingsin question can be
rendered liable to taxation under the District Municipalities Act is to exclude them
by notification from cantonment Jimits. The Collector will be requested to submit,
aiter consultation with the military authorities, proposals for doing this.

(True Extract.)

J. E. PRICE,
Claef Secretary.

To the Chairman, Municipal Couneil, Trichinopoly. . _
Collector of Trichinopoly with copies of G.Os., Nos. 2257, Mil,, dated 19th April 1883,
and 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1£84. o

”

Exd. C. Parthasarathy.

m,,/f;

TLocsL AND MUNICIPAL IDEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. No. 2110 M, DATED
16re DECEMBER 1895.

[Sussect.— Tazation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal
Couneil. ]

%

From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly, dated 31st Jantary 1895, No. 2.

For Orders—

The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy
exemption from house-tax.

9. As their lighting, sanitation, etc., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3. In this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonrnent, there isno way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

: Copies of G.Os., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

« This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the Distriot
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made afier definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

C. G. ToDHUNTER.
; 25-5-95.

Assistant Secrelary—

Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in J udicial about cantonment
matters. 1 recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary
and Vellore.

J. F. Price.
28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Seeretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has
been obtained and is put up. _

Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required

from Judicial department. Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.




2

This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Plea ; :
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in thz isiissteflo{ttel;?orﬂ:)id(jr.so '%-E'OT{
says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884 ) ic

Submitted accordingly that if these buildi » fia
QL et vt b6 Rormallyaltared. 1ngs are to be taxed, the limits of the

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Francis.
L3
Honourable Member— 22-10-95.

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked ¢ 35 in the plidl

J. F. Price.
I do not understand th ti uip
o not understan e question at issue. i
ofﬁpeg in question, two sets ofq sepoy lines, the bftl;(c)ll;a?l]g I:z(lll 1: agg:: il A
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are%he allmmbgr o
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund 9y Ds O
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How .ea.nl:) ‘Il)e‘OPIe
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ? o

. H. W. B[1ss].
21—}
Note for Honourable Member— 1-11-95.

The buildings in question are both within the ca ithi

The in ; 1 ar ntonment and with
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3I:)f (:TIO. V{\l‘t) TQ%%O
f‘m‘anelal, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7139, Miliiary' dateci
lggg)December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or can
fund as described in sectign 21 of the Cantonments Aet, XIII of 1889, 1‘??::;2:
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are mérely aid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements audP
therefore known as the “ State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cant’onmeirlxlt“:

under Aet XIII of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Couneil of Trichi
been_ decided _ in G.O., No. 1282, Finaneizfl, dated 10th 1‘3(131111: o}i%lgfaslafh?: d_y
considered demmmq to tax the buildings in question they should be l d e
the cantonment limits by a formal notification, : e

V. Racaava CHARLU.
6-12-95.
W. W. Puirripes.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prick.
. 6-12-95
Resubmitted to the Honourable Memb : : {
bis note, dated 21st November 1895, st v g e S queries in
W. W. Puirures.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prics.
6-12-95.

I understand the proposed order will not in an
called cantonment which is in military oceupation. yItW :1};; ?ses‘:xtéthat T o

H. W. Blurss].
10-12295.

From the Chairman, Municipal Counctl, Trichinopoly,

LociL AND MUNICIPAL I)EPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.O., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED

16re DECEMBER 1895.

srEcT.— Tazation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal

[Su _
Counel.)

dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

For Orders—

The old Artillery . '
department and converted into public offices.
exemption from house-tax.

9. As their lighting,

barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
They continue, however, to enjoy

sanitation, etc., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3" Tn this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonment, there isno way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clueas to their -position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which 18 outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

Copies of G.0s., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as reques_ted.. T.hose that
sovern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment. :

« This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the Distriot
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

. 5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-Geeneral Commanding the
Forcés, proposed by this office, should only be made after definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

C. G. ToDHUNTER.
25-5-95.

Assistant Secrelary—

Better get a plan of th _
matters. I recollect that there was somethi
and Vellore.

o e J. F. Pricr.
28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Seeretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has
been obtained and is put up. : : ; "

Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required
from Judicial department. Of soveral Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.

o cantonment and ask in Judicial about eantonment
ng about Berhampur and I think Bellary
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This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.0., Nos.
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Francis.
22-10-95.
Honourable Member—

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked “ 35 in the plan.

J. F. Prrce.
16-11-95,

I do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? = Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund?” Do people
have to pay taxes to both ecantonment fund and municipal fund ? How ean buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[Lss].
21-11-95.
Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926,
Financial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.0., No. 7139, Military, dated
14th December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.0., No. 413, Judicial, dated 8rd March
1¥92).

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments ineluded in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are

therefore known as the “ State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Act XIII of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Counecil of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884, If it 1s
eonsidered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from
the cantonment limits by a formal notification,

V. RagHava CHARLU.
. 021295
W. W. Puirrrps.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prick.
6-12-95,

nswer to the queries in

W. W. Puirirs.
6-12-95.

J. F. Prick.
6-12-95.

I understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the so-
called cantonment which is in military oceupation. It may issue.

H. W. B[ rss].
10-12295.

Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in a
bis note, dated 21st November 1895.

a
%
?

LociL AND MUNICIPAL IDEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.O., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED
16re DECEMBER 1895.

From t/ée Chairman, Municipal Counctl, Trichinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, ANo. 2.

PR

ot o h 1 handed over to the Civil
i i ' : LY e 0 b J
Artillery. barracks at Trichinopoly ave been han e ;
depagﬁir_?tldanal corfrverted into public offices. -They continue, however, to enjoy
tion from house-tax. L
exemé) lAs their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military

horiti i as the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
%l;t}ls(;ﬁ;lzs a?lfll?e %ﬁlie:cfir?,fin supporting their’proposal, sutggests that the tax should
:od at once as Trichinopoly is no longer a cantonmen -
& 1‘3‘;19‘;1 this he is mistaken (vide G.O.,_Nos. 413,414, Judicial, date(}& $rd %arﬁh 11 (?9%')
Triehi;lopoly being a cantonment, there is no way appalier(litly‘B t?f ma }]f‘]}%etn?) : E:;a*lil;;:
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. ke fmn; pas
.t the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, _ :
COD:%tltUthg tatement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
%ht:’? a;hsiclsl ?s outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.
(] )

4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—
i i 5 3 No. 2257
' i N 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and e
1 Cople(si olthS‘OA&,rilhols.Ség 4,will be furnished to the Collector as requested. T.hoie that
L{:\l'.e’n? :;;]Z case howgver, are N’os. 413, 414, dated 3rd March 1892, from which it will be seen

hat Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment. 8 : .
i ‘l. l;(hl-lnbg;y 80, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable .undelr'l ‘theC‘Dlllstrt:Ct
e a]l§ties Agzt is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. l&ﬁ.o ector
]iv“;z;(zgsted to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.
8

i i - 1 Commanding the
i tted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General :
ch; ;E.;;:slg:imll)y this office, should only be made ;fter deﬁnflte pr&posals have
AT ] 1 it is the merest formality.
been received, as in the circumstances of the case i g
25-5-90.

Assistant Secretary— i e :
’ k in Judicial about cantonmen
t et a plan of the cantonmeqt and as :

mfttteBrsejc erI rgecoll'ec%) that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary

and Vellore. J. F. Price.
28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of the cantonment has

tained and is put up. . o biia
iy 1(\)Ib ah delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secre’gar_v requ‘;rod
f J u:i}'cial deartment. Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
d?t[:d li‘ilth September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.
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This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.O., Nos.
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.
W. Francis.
22-10-95.

Honourable Member—
I do not see the use. The buildings are marked ¢ 35” in the plan.

Ji F. PRiCE
16-11-95.

I do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fand? Do people
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How ean buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[uss].
21-11-95.

Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926,
Financial, dated 20th August 1834, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7189, Military, dated
}‘4gn2 )December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March

&92).

9. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are

therefore known as the ¢ State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments -

under Act XIII of 1889.
3. The question now raised by the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is

considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from
the cantonment limits by a formal notification.

V. RacHava CHARLU.
6-12-95.
W. W. PuiLuips.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prick.
6-12-95.
Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to th FWE.
bis note, dated 21st November 1895. er to the queries 1n
W. W. Parrurs.
6-12-95.
3 F. Py
6-12-95.

T understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the so-
called cantonment which is in military oceupation. g g N

H. W. B{Lss .
10-12-95.

TocaL AND MUNICIPAL DDEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.O, MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED
16t DECEMBER 1895.

[SUBJECT.——TaJ:ation of Public buildings in Trichinopuly Cantonment by the Municipal
Council.] :

From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly, dated 81st January 1895, No. 2.

For Orders—

The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy
exemption from house-tax.

9 As their lighting, sanitation, etc., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Tri chinopoly 1s no longer a cantonment.

3. Tn this he is mistaken (vide G.0.,Nos. 413,414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonmnent, there isno way apparently of making the buildings

. taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications

constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

Copies of G.0s., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 5rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment. 3

« This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Torces, proposed by this office, should only be made afier definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

C. G. ToODHUNTER.
25-5-95.

Assistant Secrelary—

Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
matters. I recolleet that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary
and Vellore.

J. F. Price.
28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Secretary’s note aboye, a plan of the cantonment has
been obtained and is put up.

Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required
from Judicial department. Of several Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.
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This assumes that Trichino is still

; th: poly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G N

;’ral‘i, ti 14, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first flodtesic')or oid(;:s(.) .;Vhi(():s};
vs the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildi : imi
s ey 7 altaad. uildings are to be taxed, the limits of the

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.
W. Francis.

22-10-9¢
Honourable Member— 10-95.
I do not see the use. The buildings are marked “ 35" in the plan
J. F. Price.
16-11-95.

I do not understand the i i

' i question at issue. From th i

ggiifsisnm question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstam;3 I;l;lclll izt afpei;ars St

s cantg:nz:;e l::l?wa}d No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are %hea ?nmb?r ?f

iy :ax(;s tosbﬁfl?; na: SPpara:tt? cgntonment committee or fund gy ?D?;)o ;)Velthl]n
1y t oth cantonment fund and ici \ 4 e

be both within a municipality and within a can::)lz;l:rlft)%l TS . DD

H. W. B[Lss].
Note for Honourable Member— 21-11-95.

The buildi i :
municipalit;,l d:jt.lﬁsrem . question are both within the cantonment and withi
e et Als no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.0O vlv\} ]{1 e
14th Decémber 1-891 agﬁm 1684, paragraph 1 of G.0., No. 7139, Mllli’ia & dth?i,
1892). ) paragraph 1 of G.0., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3?:1, Margh
2. I ichi :
fund as ;egci;li%};iin?pdy’ : here is no separate cantonment committee or cant
under that Act al;eselcthn 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889 I‘IODtl:xmnt
Vellore, Trichinopely g:lllﬁy mM?ntolnmentsdineluded in municipaliti(.as, sgch x::
& : ’ » Mangalore and Cannanore. .
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary axlll:i)r:the;r sfinzzem;zelzn dP"ud
y are

therefore known as the “ State-ai )
Wiidor Xit X111 oF 1680; aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments

3. Th i : B
o ;e‘&ueisltloangw rglsed by the Mumclpal Council of Trichinopoly h
S e o s tg.e lb?JSﬂZéinFmgncial, dated 10th June €8g4 %I&;Ir?: g
Sk it it by fom ikl mtiggatlir;nquestmn, they should be excluded froxlz

V. RagHava CHARLU.
6-12-95.
W. W. PurLirps.
6-12-95,

J. F. Prick.
_ Resubmitted to the Honourabl . 6-12-95.
bis note, dated 21st Novemberu ﬁQg.Member With & note in answer to- the queries in
W. W. Pors,
6-12-95.
J. F. Price.
6-12-95,

I understand the pro :
_proposed order will not i
ealled cantonment which is in military ot:culiw(::tilcilanyltw :1}9:; ffect that part of the -
. issue.

H W. B[L]ss}
10-12295,

From the Chairman, Municipa

For Orders—

LocAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. No. 2110 M, DATED
16ra DECEMBER 1895.

[SUBJECT.—-Taxation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal
Council.]

1 Council, Trichinopoly, dated 31st January 1895, No. 2.

inopoly have been handed over to the Civil

The old Artillery barracks at Trich ) .
They continue, however, to enjoy

department and converted into public offices.

exemption from house-tax.

9. As their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military
authorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy
house-tax. The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Tri chinopoly 1s no longer a cantonment.

3. Tn this he is mistaken (vide G.0.,Nos. 413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonmnent, there is no _way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the

o the Sessions

chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road t
Court, which is outsid ision would appear to be simple enough.

¢ it, the proposed revi
4. The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—
ORDER—

Copies of G.Os., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,

Mil., dated 19th April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
overn the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 8rd March 1892, from which it will be seen

that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.
«This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question faxable under the District

Muricipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in consultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the

Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made afier definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.
C. G. ToDHUNTER.

25-56-95.

Assistant Secretary—

Better get a pl
matters. I recollect th

and Vellore.
J. F. Price.
28-5-95.

ve, a plan of the cantonment has

an of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
at there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary

.

With reference to Chief Secretary’s note abo

been obtained and is put up. , »
taining the papers that Chief Secretary required

Much delay has occurred in ob
from Judicial department. Of soveral Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.

dated 14th September
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This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.0., Nos.
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Francis.
22-10-95.

Honourable Member—

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked ¢ 35” in the plan.

J. F. Price.
16-11-95.

1 do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two_sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund? Do people
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How can buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[uss].
: 21-11-95.
Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 8 of G.O., No. 1926,
Finanecial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 71389, Military, dated
14th December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.0., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March
1£92).

9. Tn Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889. No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are
therefore known as the « State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Act XIII of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Couneil of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is

considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from
the cantonment limits by a formal notification.

V. Raguava CHARLU.
6-12-95. |
W. W. PuiLuips.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prick.
6-12-95.
Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to th oy
bis note, dated 21st November 1895. € queries In
W. W. Parues.
6-12-95.
J. F. Price.
6-12-95.

1 understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the so-
called cantonment which is in military occupation. It may issue.

H. W. B[11ss].
10-12-95.

TL.ocAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.O., MIS. No. 2110 M., DATED
16re DECEMBER 1895.

[SUBJECT.-——Taxation of Public buildings in Trichinopoly Cantonment by the Municipal
Council. ]

From the Chairman, Municipal Council, Trichinopoly, dated S1st January 1895, No. 2.

~' For Orders—

The old Artillery barracks at Trichinopoly have been handed over to the Civil
department and converted into public offices. They continue, however, to enjoy
exemption from house-tax.

9. As their lighting, sanitation, ete., is no longer looked after by the military

" quthorities as in the case of the other barracks, the municipal council propose to levy

house-tax.  The Collector, in supporting their proposal, suggests that the tax should
be levied at once as Tri chinopoly is no longer a cantonment.

3. Tn this he is mistaken (vide G.0., Nos. 4183, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892)-
Trichinopoly being a cantonment, there is no way apparently of making the buildings
taxable except a revision of the limits which will exclude them. The notifications
constituting the cantonment do not give any clue as to their position, but from the
chairman’s statement that they are on the opposite side of the road to the Sessions
Court, which is outside it, the proposed revision would appear to be simple enough.

4 The following order is therefore submitted for approval :—

ORDER—

Copies of G.Os., Nos. 104, 105, Financial, dated 15th January 1%84, and No. 2257,
Mil., dated 19¢h April 1883, will be furnished to the Collector as requested. Those that
govern the case, however, are Nos. 413, 414, dated 8rd March 1892, from which it will be seen
that Trichinopoly has not ceased to be a cantonment.

« This being so, the only way to make the buildings in question taxable under the District
Muicipalities Act is to exclude them by notification from the cantonment limits. The Collecter
is requested to submit proposals for doing this in eonsultation with the Commanding Officer.

5. Tt is submitted that the reference to the Lieutenant-General Commanding the
Forces, proposed by this office, should only be made after definite proposals have
been received, as in the circumstances of the case it is the merest formality.

C. G. TODHUNTER.
25-5-95.

Assistant Secrelary—

Better get a plan of the cantonment and ask in Judicial about cantonment
matters. I recollect that there was something about Berhampur and I think Bellary
and Vellore.

J. F. Price.
28-5-95.

With reference to Chief Secretary’s note above, a plan of - the cantonment has
been obtained and is put up.

Much delay has occurred in obtaining the papers that Chief Secretary required

trom Judicial department. . Of soveral Government Orders sent up by it, No. 2244,
dated 14th September 1894, is the only one that has any bearing on the question.
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1 lso the G.O., Nos.
ichi o otill @ cantonment. Please see a o
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o Aot Also G.O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June B84. e
S thebsm‘x:f (tih;zf(;rdingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits o
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cantosn‘:n:xllt, must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing. W Poasik

22-10-95.

Honourable Member—

I do not see the use The buildings are marked 357 in the plan.
on ’

3.8, PRICE
16-11-95.

] - «ue. From the plan it appears that the
by » lss}(llfe ba;(:lstand I;a,nd a great number of
1 the municipality. Are they also within
t committee or fund? Do people
How can buildings

do not understan :
fﬁceIs in question, two sets of sepoy 1“?:}2
%nildings are in ward No. 1, that 18, arte Wctan e
tonment 7 1s thero a separais 3 ciuminioal fumd 2
?e catn pay taxes 10 both cantonment fund and municip
ave to pay

> g ithi tonment ?
be both within a municipality and within a can H. W. B[uss),

21-11-95.

P Member— et
Note for Honourable are both within the cantonment and within the

- | o is (ve ., No. 1926
'T'he l'ttmﬂd]';‘ll?:re: i isc.1 uno objection to this (vide pagzgr;phﬁ;g %gi;ayy, o (i
?iﬁfﬁlg&ea it T ﬂira%rapg ; ({qfoGlxﬁ Tudicial, dated 3rd March
i , Y . . Wy
i d paragraph 1 of G-U+
14th December 1891, an
1 tonment
ey :chinopoly, there is no separate cantonment }g(irlnlln(;;telesgg .canN (:’ e
i Trl.({) ]d ig séétion 91 of the Cantonments Act, L it o
ity desci: are levied in cantonments included 1n ﬂ'lr i g Al
"\lfn({f:reth';ﬁichi;opoly Bellary, Mangalolre_ and .ga;r;n:lrllgrs‘;her arZa Frdbordgg o
e ] p : ing out their sanl : i
g;antts byk?lg;zz?ti?: ‘{oét:::zildegd cantonments”. They are not regular cantonm
theretore

der Act XI1I of 1889. o
5 e; The question now raised by the Municipal Cou

inancial, date
i i 0., No. 1282,_ qunmal, .
be:idi:g:ldggsi:ble to tax the buildings in question,
:ge cantonment limits by a formal notification.

V. RacHAVA Céunw.

neil of Trichinopoly has already
d 10th June 1884, If it 18
they should be excluded from

+~12-90. W. W. PaILLIPs.

6-12-95.

J. F. Price.
6-12-95.

Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to the queries 1
esu

bis note, dated 21st November 1895. W. W. Pamures.
6-12-995.

J. F. Price.
6-12-95.

1 understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part NE— o
u

EO nilitary occupation. 1t may issue.
called cantonment which 18 10 y o

10-12-95.

2

This assumes that Trichinopoly is still a cantonment. Please see also the G.0., Nos.
413, 414, Judicial, dated 3rd March 1892, quoted in the first note for orders, which
says the same thing. (Also G.O., No. 1252, Financial, dated 10th June 1884.)

Submitted accordingly that if these buildings are to be taxed, the limits of the
cantonment must be formally altered.

Submitted further that this is not worth doing.

W. Francrs.
22-10-95.
Honourable Member—

I do not see the use. The buildings are marked “ 35” in the plan.

J. F. Price.
16-11-95.

I do not understand the question at issue. From the plan it appears that the
offices in question, two sets of sepoy lines, the bandstand and a great number of
buildings are in ward No. 1, that is, are within the municipality. Are they also within
the cantonment ? Is there a separate cantonment committee or fund? Do people
have to pay taxes to both cantonment fund and municipal fund ? How can buildings
be both within a municipality and within a cantonment ?

H. W. B[uss].
21-11-96;
Note for Honourable Member—

The buildings in question are both within the cantonment and within the
municipality. There is no objection to this (vide paragraph 3 of G.O., No. 1926,
Fipancial, dated 20th August 1884, paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 7139, Military, dated
14th )December 1891, and paragraph 1 of G.O., No. 413, Judicial, dated 3rd March
1892).

2. In Trichinopoly, there is no separate cantonment committee or cantonment
fund as described in section 21 of the Cantonments Act, XIII of 1889.° No taxes
under that Act are levied in cantonments included in municipalities, such as
Vellore, Trichinopoly, Bellary, Mangalore and Cannanore. They are merely paid
grants by Government for carrying out their sanitary and other arrangements, and are

therefore known as the ¢ State-aided cantonments”. They are not regular cantonments
under Aet XI1I of 1889.

3. The question now raised by the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly has already
been decided in G.0O., No. 1282, Financial, dated 10th June 1884. If it is

considered desirable to tax the buildings in question, they should be excluded from
the cantonment limits by a formal notification,

V. Ragaava CHARLU.
6=12-95. -
W. W. Puirrrrs.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prick.
6-12-95.
Resubmitted to the Honourable Member with a note in answer to th e
bis note, dated 21st November 1895, © quones
W. W. Parues.
6-12-95.
J. F. Prick.
6-12-95.

I understand the proposed order will not in any way affect that part of the so-
called cantonment which is in military occupation. It may issue.

H. W. B[uss.
10-12-95.
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