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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

Riap—-the following paper :—

30th March 1896, Dis. No. 544, Rev.

be treated in such an exceptional manner for the sake of
many hundreds of rupees income in the shape of house-tax
other municipalities might make similar claims, and it‘umigh.t

thought it best not to consult the military authorities until I
of Government on the point above mentioned. It appears

3 west of the railway except, perhaps, the hospital and magazine (building
Sl 1), but 1 scarcely think that the I;?’iiitary agtheri«ties v:Onid vie(vl:“ild
: favour. In asking for permission to levy house-tax on these build
cantonment, and in endorsing their recommendation I was ﬂjy i
which was only remolvled by G.0., Mis. No. 2110 M., dated
Had I been aware of the real facts of the case I would not have Men f
hinopoly is
Tregistration of
that for all practical
m,sgrh&w;this question

was labouring under the erroneous impression that Trichi

the information before me, to recommend that Tric}ﬁhitﬁom]y should
ently from other municipalities. I may here mention that, althoq
a cantonment, the only portion of the rules and regulations :
(Cantonment Act that applies is chapter VI which only relates to the
vital statisties (véde article 1969 of the Army Regulations) so that fo
purposes Trichinopoly is not a cantonment save in name. s st
of house-tax on the Government buildings will most prebably
whether or not Trichinepoly should-be made a cantonment d
should be even in name reduced to less than half its present, size by o
portion east of the railway, or in such other way as mj ht be fou

full consideration, This 1s a serious questi

i

A A

2 Nos. 1067, 1068 M., 24ta Juxe 1896,

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

From J. ANDREW, Esq., 1.C.8., Collector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief Secre~
tary to Govern;nent’ TLoeal and Municipal Departur:enyt: ﬂategeTn'}:}‘:ifngsg{;
« y

With reference to G.O., Mis, No. 2110 M., dated 16th D
the honour to inform you that it is not quite clear whether
suggest that the various Government buildings should be se
cantonment limits, or whether the cantonment limits shou]
exclude all that portion which contains the buildings in qﬂéstion
that the former course is intended as the buildings are prett W.ll
the cantonment as is apparent from the sketch which I l;lereZvithe |
houses marked therein as per list enclosed). If these build i
excluded, we shall have to demarcate them all separately, ani;ni% w?‘lilt‘ ot be a
convenient to bave so many as 29 pieces of land seattered ‘here and -‘31 ‘{Qto
the cantonment but excluded from it. It may also be doubtfal if ng?

giving the muniei
Probably, Bg

turn out to be a matter
within their limits. I

ecember 1895, T have
Government means to
parately execluded from
d be revised so as to
I do not imagine
scattered all over
return (vide the 29
re to be sepa

affecting all municipalities in India which have cantonments

have, however, no personal knowledge of Bellary or bﬁher‘dantonmbhts; and hence T

do not speak on this point with any certainty. Asto the other e g vl

_Win the intentions
easy enough to let the military lines remain in the cantonménﬁ?gl}t?éﬁ?n‘a?%mbe

cantonment limits all that portion (and it would be much more than half) which

_Proposal with
28, the council
ceased to be a
; .,_’_f}imﬂmﬂion

town like Trichinopoly which contains oneo‘t?tlm Iargest civil
¥ lndia, including the ‘very large railway staff of Kuropean,

population

Nos. 1067, 1068 M., 24rs June 1896.

1 should take.

ENCLOSURE.
Names of buildings.
Civil Buildings.

Post and Telegraph office at cantonment with out-honses
Oollector’s entcherry, District Forest office, Local Fund office,

and Assistant Collector’s cutcherry with out-houses . . )
Superintending Kngineer’s office, VI Circle, with out-hoases ..
Meteorological Observatory office .. oo .o F
North sub-division office with its out-houses .. .. b
Hxecutive Engineer’s office, Public Works Department, with

out-houses .. g o o v e ae
Municipal school with out-hounses = .. e . i
Quarters for European head constables, with ont-houses i
Police hospital with iron fencing, with out-houses .. LR
Police station at cantonment et 4 3% o
* Police station at Dark’s bridge i i i N
Village munsif’s chavady at l'ennore .. o e o

_ Military Buildings.
Grand magazine with out-houses o i .
European Infavtry Lines.

Tiled barrack in side verandah, with out-houses b o
Arseual bomb proof barracks, with out-houses - . e 5

Hospital South Infantry Lines.

. Hospital with out-houses e i e o .
“ Sergeant Instructor’s quarters, South Indian Railway Volun-
teer Corps, with out<houses . .

out-houses i i SE

, North Infantry Lines.
*Place of arms with out-houses .. L6 b i

.. . .

Magazine and compound wall ., & ¥ i .
s(’]itﬂryc“]ls ¥ .. .. e P8 P e &) .. o9
_ Regimental school with out-honses =~ .. .. R g
- Hospital east and west ward, with out-houses .. i i

Aris ‘Commissariat Office.
. QCommissariat office with out-houses ©* .. v FRER G
P Pension Pay officer’s quarters with out-houses .. .. v
Pension Pay office Vo e ke iy waie L

.. .. .

i Magazine reserved RO B
il Staff Quarters.
Conduactor’s qnarters with out-houses .. .. i .s

Station Staff officer’s store-room with out-houses ., = ..
_Station Staff office with out-hounses .. el o

Cai

b itk

0 apar—Mis. No. 1067 M., dated 24th June 1896.

~ On further conSidel‘aﬁon,"'{theﬁgver diiont
expedient to exclude these Government buildi
therefore the propnsal to charge them with munie
no other way could this taxation be Iegany%me it

APPSR AP AN A SNNNA NS S AP

R A

Place of arms, etc., quarter guard inél:lding‘;eramiz;h, wi.tl.l ;

* Is not in cantonmont limits, and should be omitted.

employés. All things considered, I think it is as well to leave matters as they are for
the present at least, and to abstain from levying house-tax on the Government
buildings. I beg to be favoured with the orders of Government as to what action

Number in the
register
of buildings.

2t0%

35 to 3%
36 to '
37

38 to nﬁs

39to ¥
40 to 42
41 to 4}
42 to 42
43
45
46

1M to} M.

3

20.%0 3 C.
3 E.Lto} EI

2

% N-I. to T‘F:N:_I'
BNLtodNE
6NLto$NL

t is of opinion that it would not b

approved, as in
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wlnly dia will, h be addres b o - ~ h S t e f |
exemzptigxi1 efroGrﬁvgl;?t?gxg ?)2 :Ecliab?lvilldingzwi?lveé';ntgn:wnts s::;l :x[':a t&iu&&?&?ﬁhﬁf ey ; @0 “nmm {M 0 ' mahm5 4
the limits of a municipality. - : e ; : ; ‘ ] :
cwmesy 0 S A/ LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL.

J. F. PRICE,
Chief Secretary.

o o mme.

To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

1 mrrog— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Secretary to the Government
of India, Home Department.

A question having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the exemption o
munieipal taxation of public eivil buildings, situated within the limits of a ¢
ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the follow
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India. :

9. From section 17 (1) () of Act XIIT of 1889 (Cantonments Act), it w
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments ; viz.— ‘

(1) Thosenot included in municipalities.
(2) Those included in municipalities.

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above section, and a reg
cantonment fund formed under seotion 21 of the same Act. For cantonments of «
(2) this Act qontains no such provigion, and in such cantonments taxation must
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal law. Under the orders con
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, No. _165-81, date
December 1883, which were presumably issued under section 3 t
municipal taxes cannot be levied on public property in any eantonme:
of this prohibition is, however, different in the two classes of
class (1) the Military Department assists the cantonment
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist nnder
of requiring the Government to contribute to the fun
another, the Government makes to the cantonment :
fund is entitled to, considering the position of Governn
within cantonment limits. : o

3. Under section 20 (2) of Act XIIT of 1889
does not apply to cantonments in class (2). In th
escapes its just liabilities as an owner of property.
Council is of opinion that such an exemption is
concerned, and considers it possible that,

India, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd December
situated within municipalities escaped notice.

4. T am, therefore, to request that the Govern:
reconsider this question, and I am to submit the
that the resolution referred to may be so mo

included in mnniciyalitipa.

| . \ Taxation.
 Disapproving, with remark, the propo o of tho.
SR i A ARAGETS i 5 v } { the [ﬂéhlﬁO
~ on Government buildings situ, tod L9 b N
India on the question 5 exex;ptio: Kk cqnibanmont Henite; et

X

£ Whm the limits of a municipality. f'w ol nueh ildings
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A1l things considered, T think it is as well to leave matters as they are for
’tA:: thea:;%, and to 5‘1);&@' from levying house-tax on the Government
ot B‘eg to be favoured with the orders of Government as to what action

: t“ke' ‘ .

EXNCLOSURE.

ST AL e e o e e Number in the
Names of buildings. ofmd?;u ;

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL D G
EPARTMENT. 2to}

. 35”%?;,
Resp—-the following paper :— . %gh
From J. ANDREW, Esq., I.C.S., Collector of Trich; to the Chist Sees _ North sub-division offics with its out-houses .. .. .. 838te ¥
30th March 1896, Dis. No, 544, Reyv. ‘ ) 1 Trichi » ! , _ . o188 84
: £ G

With reference to G.O., Mié. N 0. ;.;7.”»16‘10 M., dated‘lﬁt{x Ijééembeé 1895

.

the honour to inform you that it is not quite clear whether
suggest that the various Government- buildings should be pess
cantonment limits, or whether the cantonment limits ghoy’
exclude all that portion which contains the buildinfgs“ :

that the former course is intended as the buildings ap

the cantonment as is apparent from the sketch which

houses marked therein as per list enclosed). If these }
excluded, we shall have to demarcate them all separatel:
convenient to bave so many as 29 pieces of land seat

the cantonment but excluded from it. It may alse

be treated in such an exceptional manner for the éalm

many hundreds of rupees income in the shape of hoy

other municipalities might make similar elaims, and
affecting all municipalities in India which ‘have o

have, however, no personal knowledge of Bellary

do not speak on this point with any certainty. Ag to
thought it best not to consnlt the military authorit

of Government on the point above mentioned. T

easy enough to let the military lines remain in th
cantonment limits all that portion (and it would be

west of the railway except, perhaps, the hospital

1), but T searcely think that the military

favour. In asking for permission to levy hous

was labouring under the erroneous 1m@rmibn

cantonment, and in endorsing their rec |

which was only removed by
"Had I been aware of

ently from other munic
a cantonment, the onl
. WAt e
vital statistics (vide article 1969
purposes Trichinopoly is not a cant
~ of house-tax on the Government bui

'should be even
artion cast of
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2. The Government of India will, however, be add .
exemption from taxation of such buﬂd,ings in c‘f’mtonmenrtzssfg ::, thfi flu‘:isthn of
the limits of a municipality. ¢ situated within

(True Extract.)
J. F. PRICE,
Vet S ;
To the Collector of Trichinopoly. et Seeretary,

Lrrter—Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Secretary te y ,
3 t
S of India, Home Depairtment. i Government

A question having arisen lately in this Presideney as to th

SR . . P . . . - € exe i m
munieipal taxation of public civil buildings, situated W)irthin the limits!gf ‘a.ena f{am
ment, which itself fprms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the £ lln
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India.

2. From séction 17 (1) (a) of Act XIII of 1889 (Cantonments Act). it w
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantoi'imerfts 3 viz,_en s " o

(1) Those not included in municipalities.
(2) Those included in municipalities.

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the abov ion
cantonment fund formed under section %1 of the same Act.oo F(;rjsee‘;tng;m ts
(2) this Act contains no such provision, and in such cantonments taxati
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal law. Under the
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, No, 5—
December 1883, which were presumably issued under section 3 o
municipal taxes cannot be levied on public property in any cantonm
of this prohibition is, however, different in the two classes of can
class (1) the Military Department assists the cantonment :
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist under s
of requiring the Government to contribute to the fund, . T
another, the Government makes to the cantonment fund
fund is entitled to, considering the position of Government as an owxer of
within cantonment limits. ’ j L .

3. Under section 20 (2) of Act XIII of 1889, s
does not apply to cantonments in class (2). In these,
éscapes its just liabilities as an owner of property. I
Council is of opinion that such an exemption is manifestl
concerned, and considers it possible that, when the resol
India, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd December 1883, was issue
situated within municipalities escaped notice. e

4. 1 am, therefore, to request that the Government of In
reconsider this question, and I am to submit the recommendatic
that the resolution referred to may be so modified as not to apply

included in municipalities. B e i
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2. The Government of India will, however, be add
. g : formd : res 3
exemption from taxation of such’ buildings in C;ntonments S:;i :;: ﬂ{i flll?isthn -O,f
the limits of a municipality. ¢ Situated within

(True Extract.)

J. ¥. PRICE,
Chief See ¢
To the Collector of Trichinopoly. ief Secretary.

LETTEB-—-MiS./NO. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Secretary to ' b
- of India, Home DeP‘;rtment, ry to the Government

A question having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the ex ek
munieipal taxation of public eivil buildings, situated w};thin the limitsnc‘;?t;o;la from
ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the followi
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India.

2. From séction 17 (1) (a) of Act XIII of 1889 (Cantonments Act), it wonld
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantoﬁmeéts i )’ ‘ltrw“mlé

(1) Those not included in municipalities.
(2) Those included in municipalities.

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above seetiqn,_éﬁ&‘g;- "‘ég ﬁ

cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Act. For ecantonment
(2) this Act contains no such provision, and in such cantonments taxaf
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal law. Und
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, No. 5 ,
December 1883, which were presumably issued under section 3 of Ac
municipal taxes cannot be levied on public property in any cantos
of this prohibition is, however, different in the two classes o
class (1) the Military Department assists the cantonment fun
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist under sectio
of requiring the Government to contribute to the fund. o1
another, the Government makes to the cantonment fund such
fund is entitled to, considering the position of Government as
within cantonment limits. ; 4

3. Under seetion 20 (2) of Act XIII of 1889, section
does not apply to cantonments in class (2). In these, th
éscapes its just liabilities as an owner of property. His
Council is of opinion that such an exemption is manifes
concerned, and considers it possible that, when the reso
India, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd December 1883, was issue
situated within municipalities escaped notice. - =

4. T am, therefore, to request that the Government of India ma
reconsider this question, and I am to submit the recommendation of this
that the resolution referred to may be so modified as not to apply to e ‘
included in municipalities. £ : i gt oLl

1.7 PRICE, =

" Chiof Secretdry.”
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Lerrer—No. 1068 M., da.teé 24th ‘Jane ISBQ, to the Secretary to the Govemment of
India, Home Department.

A questmn having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the exemption from.
mumcxpal taxation of public eivil btul ings, situated within the limits of a canton-
ment, which itself forms part of a mun ty, I am directed to submit the followmg
remarks on the subject for the eenmdammm of the Government of India.

2. From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIII of 1889 (Cantonments Act), it would -
appear that thege are held to be two elasm of cantonments ; viz.—

(1) Those not included i in mummpahtms

(2) Those included in ‘
v In class (1) taxation may be i umier the above section, and a regular
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Act. For cantonments of class
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Jpoving, with rematk, the proposal of the Trichinops
vernment buildings _sitq&éed w?ﬂim cantonment hmitéﬁn
1 the question of exemption from = of such buildings

he limats of & municipality.
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Nos. 1067, 1068 M.,
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

Rrap—-the following paper :—

From J. ANDREW, Esq., I.CS., Collector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief Secre-

tary to Government, Loecal and Muniei Oy
30ih March 1896, e No. 544, ng‘),l.mpal Department, dated Trichinopoly,

With reference to G.O., Mis. No. 2110 M ; Sl
the honour to inform you that it is not quite .élg::e{iv:xgzge?gg?ebrz;}}iga;nI vl
suggest that the various Government buildings should be separatel 1 &eapa -
cantonment limits, or whether the cantonment limits shoulgabe 2 8‘2;11“ 'ed trom
execlude all that portion vghich contains the buildings in question f? > b as.to
that the former course is intended as the buildings are pretty W(.ell : t:::i Imagine
the eantonment as is apparent from the sketch which I here{vith stea e o e
houses marked therein as per list enclosed). If these buildi by g;‘n (M‘ the 2
excludqd, we shall have to demareate them all separatel an(ing 5 ?i’;’ i besepamtely
convenient to bave so many as 29 pieces of land seatt erye:i b will net be altogethe
the cantonment but excluded from it. It may also be dou bef md s
be treated in such an exceptional manner for yt:he sake - ‘Kf .
many hundreds of rupees income in the shape of ho
other _mumclpahties might make similar elaims, and it mig
affecting all municipalities in India which have cantonment
have, however, no personal knowledge of Bellary or -oume;‘
do not sp_eak on this point with any certainty. As to the m‘
thought it best not to consult the military authorities until
of Government on the point above mentioned. It a
easy enough to let the military lines remain in the
eanion;n:l?t 1iq;its all that portion (and it would he R
west of the railway except, perhaps, the hospital and ma
1),but T scarcely think thatp:he Ir)n’iﬁtary'osgg;a(}n?‘ggsn?g&gm: i
favour. In asking for permission to levy house-tax on these Wk
was labouring under the erroneous impression that Trichin
cantonment, and in endorsing their recommendation I was under a ¢
which was only removed by G.O., Mis. No. 2110 M., d: SR
Had I been aware of the real facts of the case T would not hav .
the information before me, to recommend that Trichinopol befhionell
ently from other municipalities: I may here menti "
a cantonment, the only portion of the rules and re
(antonment Act that applies is chapter VI which :
vital statisties (vide article 1969 of the Army Regn
 purposes Trichinopoly is not 2 cantonment save in name,
of house-tax on the Government s will most pro
whether or not Trichinopoly sh
in name red to :
portion east of the railw oh othe
full consideration. This is a serious question,
town like Trichinopoly which con the
India, including the very large railway staff

' employés.  All things con
 the present at leas
buildings. I beg to be favou

1 should take. dii

"Plad"’. of arms, ete, qu

me"’”v" T I it o e
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e 1067, 1068 M., 24rs June 1896.

ENCLOSURE.
Names of buildings.

Civil Buildings.

ffice at cantonment with out-houses &

Post and Telegraph 0 .
Collector’s cu%:horry, District Forest office, Local Fund office,
and Assistant Collector’s enteherry with out-houses . . A

atending Enginser's office, VI Circle, with out-houses . .
Meteorological Observatory office e £e = 4

North sub-division offiea with its out-honses .. ‘e ie
Egecutive kngineer’s office, Publw Works Departmeut, with

Superi

| o“t_houses . .o s e A A P
Municipal school with out-houses .. 54 e o
Quarters for European head o.onstah.]eg, with ont-honses g
Police hospital with iron fencing, with out-houses .. s
Police station ab cantonment . o . A o i M
« Police station at Dark’s bridge G e
Village munsif’s chavady at Lennors .. o et

Military Buildings®

Grand magazine with out-houses R S

e European Infa~try Lines,
lod barrack in side verandah, with out-houses .. e
_imanai bomb proof barracks, Wli_':hbout—honses RN R 5

. ‘ Hospflal South I nfuntry Lines.
sapital with out-houses . e S . .

gor;%;m. Instructor’s quarters, South Indian Railway Volun-
‘teer Corps, with out-houses .. = «. ‘e .e v
1 arter guard including verandah, with

~ out-houses % i T
: North Infantry Lies.

3 leof arms With Out'houﬂes gLy il 2 B e ik . A

fa p zineandcompcund wal e ts . . e
itar 0"]13 . .. .. oo .. “ e
i "x‘nZntal school with out-houses .. . e ks
ospital east and wesb ward, with oub-bouses ., .. ..

Commissarint Ofice.

missariat office with out-houses . .. S
o Pay officer’s quarters with out-houses , . ‘

- .o At .. .- .

nsion Pay office - 7
JoukL .na rmvad : P ; ‘g‘lo x e
Conductor’s quarters with ont-honses .. . .. :
Station Staff officor’s store-room With out-houses .,

bt .. e “ .

 *Isnotin cantonmont limits, md-bmm hmm

e Y

is. No. 1067 3., d

further consideration, the Government is of
to exclude these Gover buildings
the propnsal to charge them ‘muniecipal

Wy oon

A e A A PN

‘e .. oo

‘Wﬁ‘nShﬁqﬂiéev‘v{rithopt{hqusefs”j

1d this taxation be legally carried out under o

i

sidered, I:think it isas well to leave matters as they are for
t, and to abstain from levying house-tax on the Government
red with the orders of Government as to what action

Number in the
register
of buildings.

Rto %

8 to 3%
36 to 4
a7

38 to %?

39 to %
40 to 4
41 to 4
42 to 42
43
45
46

iIM iMoo

8O BH0e
3 B.L

3 E.L’ to

4NTto A NI
5NLtojiNL
6NLtodNL
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2. The Government of India will, however, be addressed on the question of
exemption from ta:.(a‘txon. of such buildings in cantonments us are situated within
the limits of a municipality.

(True Extract.)
J. F. PRICE,

Chief Secrelary.
To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

Lerrer— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1898, to the Secreta

, ry to the Government

of India, Home Department.

A question having arisen lately in this Presideney as to the exemption from

municipal taxation of public civil buildings, situated within the limits of a eanton-

ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the following‘z‘j

remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India. = '
2. From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIIT of 1889 (Cantonments Act), it woul
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments ; viz.— g
(1) Those not included in municipalities,
(2) Those included in municipalities,

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above section, and a
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Aet. = For cantonments of ‘
(2) this Act contains no such provision, and in such cantonments taxation 1
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal law. Under th
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, No, 6—165-81,

December 1883, which were presumably issued under section 8 of Act XI of
municipal taxes cannot be levied on public property in any cantonment. T

of this prohibitio.n 1s, however, different in the two classes of cantonment
class (1) the Military Department assists the cantonment fund by a grant-
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist under section 5 of Aec

of requiring the Government to contribute to the fund. :

another, the Government makes to the canto fu

er, th t m nment fund such a contributios
fund is entitled to, considering the position of Government as an owner ol pr
within cantonment limits, : e

3. Under section 20 (2) of Act XIIT of 1889, see
does not apply” to cantonments in class (2). In these, therefore
escapes its just liabilities as an owner of py perty. His Excell
Council is of opinion that such an exemption is manifestly unf
concerned, and considers it possible that, when the resolu
India, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd Degember 1683, was i
situated within municipalities oscaped notice.

4. I am, therefore, to request that the Gove
reconsider this question, and 1 am to syl ok
that the resolution referred to may be so mod
included in municipalities,

Locar axp Mcxiciparn DEPARTMENT,

- NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.0., MIS. Nos. 1067, 1068 M., DATED
Al “ 24t JUNE 1896,

e — cta—

From the Collector of Trichinapoly, dated 30th March 1896, Cur. No. 1090 M.

R,

‘ ‘anarders-* s . i
~ Dlease see the notes and orders in Government order read above.

nuary 1895, in this Government order, the Chairms
inopoly raised the question of taxing certain public
nment. The cantonment forms part of the muniei-
0 are exempt from taxation under G.0., No. 104,
(1884, On the strength of G.0., No. 1860, Financial,
ich 1t was stated that Trichinopoly had ceased to be a
requested the sanction of Government for taxing them.
theehaisomu's proposel. 0 il R
82, Financial, dated 10th June 1884, an
892, it w s however, that ‘fm
1on by which clared to b

or excluding the buildings
cult seeing that they
ding the part of cant
would be reduced to 1

tter proposal with fav ,

ely to bring in any consid : ’
‘He says that he originally 1mend, chs
n that Trichinopoly was no longer a cantonment.

of the difficulties in the way of
lector’s recommendation to drop the
rable to previously consult the
e forwarded to it for remarks.

perhaps, be the wibeéi_:r.,‘plax‘l to dro themdtter : 0




1 have kept this. The latest copy of the Act 13 lmt '
. W. B[uss}]. as requested.

Ww. W. PHILLIPS.

1 think we may drop the question of excluding these Gover!
the cantonment. Tt scems that it would be a much more compli
thought.

I think, however, that we should raise the question of their erx:emyhon"
taxation. So far as I can make out, there seem to be two classes of canto
(1) those not included in mumcxpahtles, and (2) those included in mu
In class (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may ‘
geet:on 17( ) 1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular eantonment fund formd
of the sam e Act). For the 1mposmon of taxation in cantonments of ¢l
XIII of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefore, in suc
taxatlon is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts. ‘

_1n neither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed on
India’s orders in G.0., No. 104 Fi dated 15th January 1©€
does not say so, would seem to have been issued un&ar‘ sect
1881. The offect of these orders is, however, dxﬁerent in the
maents. In class (1) cantonments, the Govemmant m :
 assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant 1n- |
exist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1581, whereby t
eonmbut;e to the cantonment fund. One way or anothe
makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution as
an owner of propertv in the cantonment. ~Under seeﬁ
Thowever, section d of Act XTI of 1881 does not app
in this case, therefore, the Government
propertv. This seems to me extremel

‘1t oceurs to me as posmble, ma
 tion in G.0., No. 104 F., dated

(2) cantonments Was not consider
 that that resolution may be so }o& _
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- All things constdered, I thmk it is as well to leave matters as they are for
t at’ least, and to abstain from levying house-tax on the Government
1 beg to be tavoured with the orders of Government as to what action

take.

ExcrLosurE.

Nawes of i)nifdings. : ; Nll:lel';: :; t‘h.‘ 3

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.
of buildings.

C'wzl Bu:lduagx.

Post and Telegrap oh oﬂ‘ice at. Qantonment with out-houses ..  2t03
Qollector’s cuteherT, { t Forest office, Local Fund office,
and Assistant Col! ector’s cuteherry with out-houses . . e 2080 38 \
: SQpermt.Pndmg I*mgmﬂé *SVOfﬁO% VI Circle, wmh out-hoases .« 3&; to i
e e ’ ) i P ¥ .o SR T 32
Reap—the following paper :— e . . ! | Meteorologic iy th»ts out-honses Sk  38t0 3P

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

: Iﬂorth snb-dmsm

From J. ANDREW, Esq., I.C.8,, Collector of Trichinopoly ‘hie : orks bep’“tm‘*"f with :
poly, to the (}u : - outive ; ) L
tary to Government Local and Municipal Department datad T opo : ‘ ' N e S
rwh‘ ]y ‘ | nicipal scho mth oat-honkes .« colly D el L 40 %0 4P
30th March 1896, Dis. No. 544, Rey, ‘ % : vs for European head oomtah! , with ont-houm .. 4lto 421 : A
| T .

With reference to G.0., Mis. No, 2110 M., dated 16th Decem
the honour to inform you that itis not quite clear whether Gova lice stat
suggest that the various Government buildings should ratel : : shice statsin, 88 i ;'“ S il g
cantonment limits, or whether the ecantonment hxmts‘i T - ‘ dngn It sl Sy
exclude all that portlon which contains the buildin
that the former course is intended as the buildings
the cantonment as is apparent from the sketch which
houses marked therein as per list enclosed). 1If "
excluded, we shall have to demarcate them all s
onvement to bave so many as 29 pleees of lan
the cantonment but excluded from it. It may
be treated in such an exceptmnal manuner for th
many hundreds of rupees income in the shape of
other municipalities might make similar elaim
affecting all manicipalities in India which h
have, however, no personal knowledge of Bell
do not speak on this point with any eertain
thought it best not to consult the mthy autho
of Government on the point above menhoa
easy enough to let the military lines
cantonment limits all that portion
west of the railway except, perhaps.
1), but I scarcely think that the mi
favour. In asl;i;}g for permm' n
was labouring ;
cantonment, and
which was only removed
Had T been aware of
ef

ve

tor’s quaﬁers; &mth Indmn Raxlway Volm:-z e
oat-hmlses et YRR

of-arms with out hﬁnsee_'
me and compomxd. wall

on a,y oﬁicer’s quaxﬁrs m&h ; SR
on Pay oﬂice i e oA

ently from obher munimpah
a cantonmenzz,; , mxy (
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9. The Government of India will, however, be addressed on the question of
exemption from taxation of such buildings in cantonments as are situated within
the limits of a municipality.

(True Extract.)

J. ¥ PRICE,
Chief Secrelary.
To the Collector of Trichin opoly.

1.zrrer— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Secretary to the Government
: of India, Home Department. 4 e

A question having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the exemption fro
municipal taxation of public civil buildings, situated within the limits of a can
ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the fol
remarks on the subjeet for the consideration of the Government of India.

5. From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIIL of 1859 (Cantonments Act), it
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments ; ViZ.— i

(1) Those not included in municipalities.
(2) Those included in municipalities.

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above section, ar
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Act. For cantonm
(2) this Act contains no such provision, and in such cantonments taxa
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal law. Under t
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, No. 516
December 1883, which were presumably issued under section 3
municipal taxes cannot be levied on publie property in any canto
of this prohibition 1s, however, different in the two classes ¥
class (1) the Military Department assists the cantonment f d:
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist u 3
of requiring the Government to contribute to :
another, the Government makes to the cantonment f
fund is entitled to, considering the position of Governmen
within cantonment limits, i SRR e

‘does not apply to cantonments in class (2).
escapes its just liabilities as an owner of pr
(ouncil is of opinion that such an exemption is
concerned, and considers it possible that, wh
India, No. 5—165-81, dated 3rd December 1
situated within municipalities escaped notice.

4. T am, therefore, to request that the G
reconsider this question, and I am to submi
that the resolution referred to may -
included in municipalities. =~

3. Under seetion 20 (2) of Act XIIT of 1889, secti
Wi



1 have kept this. The latest copy of the Act is ?ﬁt u
H. W. Bluss]. as requested. o

"W. W. PHILLIPS. .
: 9-5-96.

1 think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buildingé'ffm
the cantonment. It scems that it would be a much more complicated business than
thought. : b

1 think, however, that we should raise the question of their exemption
tagation. So far as I can make out, there seem to be two classes of cantonmen
(1) those not included 1n municipalities, and (2) those ipcluded in mu :
In olass (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be

gectiom 7 (1) of Act Xt of 1389, and a regular eantonment‘ fun i

of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of

XI11 of 1889 ./ ntains mo provision. Apparently, therefore, in st

taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts. R

Tn neither class of cantonment can taxes be jmposed on
India’s orders in G.0., No. 10¢ F., dated 15th January 18
does not say so, would seem to have boen issnbd undee
1881, The eftect of these orders is, however, different in th
ments. In class (1 cantonments, the Government, in t
assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-in .
exist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1381, whereby the
contribute to the cantonment fund. One way or anoth
makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution as i
an owner of property in the cantonment. Unde seet]
however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does not p

in this case, therefore, the Governme ‘
property. This seems to me extremely unf
117 Tt'ovenrs to. me B8 possible, :
tion in G.O., No. 104 F., dated

(9 cantonments was 1ot consid

(2) cant :
: that that resolution may be
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Nos. 1067, 1068 M., 241x JuNE 1896.
‘ &, All things considered, T think it is as well to leave matters as they are for
:1}?5 l()31:cezsve3nt at ieas't), and to abstain from levying house-tax on the Government
buildings. 1 beg to be gavoured with the orders of Government as to what aection

1 should take.

Excrosure.
GOVERNMENT OF MADEAS, Names of buildings. N““;:;i::;‘rth'
of buildings.
) J TN 2 Civil Buildings.
LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT. Post and Telegraph office at cantonment with out-houses .. 2to 3
Collector’s cutcherry, District Forest office, Local Fund office,
HaRa and Assistant Collector’s caboberey with out-houses . . 35 to 33

Superintnnding Kugineer’s office, VI Circle, with out-houses .. 36 to %*

5 H i rological Observatory office @: oy w e
Bags e fohawig St 7 11:%:10'?!(1) :ubgdivisiou office w}irth its out-houses .. e & 337; to 33
From J. ANDREW, Esq, 1.C.8., Collector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief Secre- " Pieoutive Engineer’s office, Public Works Department, with i
tary to Government, Local and Municipal Department, dated Trichinepoly ont-houses v ‘e o i i ci 294032
30th March 1896, Dis. No. 544, Rev. i Municipal school with ont-houses T T
: ! Quarters for Buropean head constablea, with ont-houses v 4l to At
With reference to G.O., Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895, 1 have Police hospital with iron fencing, with out-houses .. L 49 ko B
the honour to inform you that it is not quite clear whether Government ‘means to Police station ab eantonment s . AERGR A RO
suggest that the various Goovernment buildings should be separately excluded from % Boligo station. s g;ajﬂé . hf.‘i{gq Y gos . B
cantonment limits, or whether the cantonment limits should be revised so as to Village munsif’s chavady a¢ Tennors .. i e
exclude all that portion which contains the buildings in question. I do not imaginé : Military Buildings.
that the former course is intended as the buildings are pretty well scattered all over Grand magazine with out-houses 3R bt R M
the cautonnll{e[ét ahs is'apparentl_fl‘tom t{xe s;:etch which I herewith return (vide the 29 European Infavtry Lines
houses marked therein as per list enciose ). 1f these buildings are to be separately ; R : 3 i
excluded, we shall have to demarcate them all separately, and it will not be ﬂlpntog@t ely i 'ﬂffu:f {;?lﬁ]{) l;:z:)dfeb?r’::rcllg:hv:ri‘:ﬁtguz\-lttl;%:::es e e g-, ol gE I
convenient to bave so many as 29 pieces of land scattered here and there throughout : i : DR S iy
the cantonment but excluded from it. It may also be doubtfal if Trichinopoly can Hospital South Infantry Lines. |

4NILtof NL
5NIto}NL

be treated in such an exceptional manner for the sake of giving the mu et - 5 i Hospital with out-houses o e e e
many hundreds of rupees income in the shape of house-tax. Probabl ; , ‘Sergeant Tnstructor’s quarters, South Indian Railway Volun-

other municipalities might make similar claims, and it might tu toer Corps, with out-houses .

Place of arms, etc., quarter guard inéluding. ;eran(ia.h, itk
i e PR ) N

Naﬁ'th I nfantry Lines,

rn out t

affecting all municipalities in India which have cantonments within their imits.

have, however, no personal knowledge of Bellary or other cantonments, and hence I
do not speak on this point with any certainty. ~As to the other altermative, 1 have

thought it best not to consult the military authorities un il T ascertain the intentions ’ - Place of arms with out-houses .. it A Dt aed g E N

of Government on the point above mentioned. It appears to me that vit;»;m‘uld be i ‘gﬁ‘{‘%‘;’;”"ﬁﬁd compound wall .. . e .s “ ?; g%

easy enough to let the military lines remain in the cantonment and to exclude from e A L N. :
can{onmegt limits all that portion (and it would be much more than half) which is i %‘Iﬁ"{'{i’{t&:"fﬁlﬁf v?:rtéhgvui:gsoht-l;o.uses b e e
west of the railway except, perhaps, the hospital and magazine (buildings Nos. 4 and i R ' 2 A e .. LINLtoH NL
1),but 1 scarcely think that the military authorities would view this proposal with i o, Commissariat Office.

favour. In asking for permission to levy house-tax on these buildings, the council Commissariat oﬂiee,wit,h ontchouses .. ea .. L et U0

was labouring under the erroneous impression that Trichinopoly had ceased to be a ; Eﬁ"““fm Pay officer’s quarters with out-houses .o .. .. 1BP.to%? P.
cantonment, and in endorsing their recommendation I was under a similar'im‘l‘ﬁegaion i %ﬁ"’m‘.‘ Pay °ﬁi:3 s St f s t4.P.

which was only removed by G.O., Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895. T e Ponery R A e 15 M.

Had 1 been aware of the real facts of the case I would not have been prepared, on ¢ . , Staff, Quarters.

the information before me, to recommend that Trichinopoly should be tma,wddxﬂer-{"mm‘. He ‘Oonductor’s quarters with out-houses w. ie e e 168.t0 WS

ently from other municipalities. I may here mention that, although Trichinopoly is ; i‘&tt‘i‘:‘; %‘;ﬁﬁ %‘g‘;‘g :_ i"&"‘;;:ﬁ;;;m °‘.“:"h°“". i ig g .:g ;::. g: , i

o cantonment, the only portion of the rules and regulations framed under the
Cantonment Act that applies is chapter VI which only relates to the registration of
vital statisties (vide article 1969 of the Army Regulations) so that for all practical
purposes Trichinopoly is not a cantonment save in name. To raise now this question
of house-tax on the Government buildings will most probably raise the question as to
whether or not Trichinopoly should be made a cantonment defacto or whether it
should be even in name reduced to less than half its present size by limiting it to the
portion east of the railway, or in such other way as might be found desirable after

# [ not in cantonmont limits, and should be omitted.

s <o

. Oupsa—Mis. No. 1067 M., dated 94th June 1896, i i
 On further consideration, the Government is of opini’on*tﬁﬂt it would bt ba.
.dient to exclude these Government buildings from cantonment limits, and
therefore the p'ropnsal to chatge‘”them with m-un:mipﬂj taxes cannot bnap{arovad, as in
o other way could this taxation be legally carried out ander existing circumstances.

Full consideration. ~This 18 a serions question, especially in the case of an important
town like Trichmopoly which contains one of the largest eivil pn“lationa of S outh
1ndia, including the very large railway staff of Kuropean, Eurasian and native
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9, The Government of India will, however, be addressed on the question of
exemption from taxation of such buildings in cantonments as are situated within
the limits of a municipality. ‘
(True Extract.) ‘Locu, AND MouNicIpAL Dnrmmsm.

J. F. PRICE;
Chief Secrelary.

s T

i‘:‘bﬂfi:sf CONNECTEDWITH G.0., MIS. Nos. 1067, 1068 M., DATED
- ~ 24mn JUNE 1896. s

To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

ichinapoly, dated 30tk March 1896, Cur. No. 1090 M.

" Foom the Collector of T

1.zrrer— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Secretary to the Government
of India, Home Department. o
A question having alrisen lately in this Presidency as to the exemption froin'i‘
municipal taxation of public eivil buildings, situated within the limits of a canton-
ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the following
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India, January 1895, in_this Government o
ol + P~ o \ ! i A ¢ g , 4 : j ‘
9. From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIIT of 1889 (Cantonments Act), it would » Municipal Cot | 0 raised the question of taxing cer
il - ‘the Trichinopoly sent. The “l'"",n“!‘neht rmsgt f

orders in Government order read above.

appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments ; viz.—

(1) Those not included in munieipalities. . 4
(2) Those included in municipalities. -

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above seetion, and a
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Act. For cantonments
() this Act contains no such provision, and in such cantonments taxation
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal law. Under the orders
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, No. 5—165-81, date
December 1883, which were presumably issued under section 3 of A
municipal taxes cannot be levied on public property in any cantonme
of this prohibition is, however, different in the two classes of canton
class (1) the Military Department assists the cantonment fund by a
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist under se £ A
of requiring the Government to contribute to the fund., '
another, the Government makes to the cantonment fund sucl
fund is entitled to, considering the position of Government
within cantonment limits. : e

3. Under seetion 20 (2) of Act XIIT of 1889, sectio,
does not apply to cantonments in class (2). In these, ther
escapes its just liabilities as an owner of property. H
Council is of opinion that such an exemption is manifestly un
concerned, and considers it possible that, when the resolution
India, No. 5—165-81, dated 923rd December 1883, was issued, the case
situated within municipalities escaped notice. ; .

4. T am, therefore, to request that the Government of India may be
reconsider this question, and I am to submit the recommendation of this Gover

that the resolution referred to may be so modified as not to apply to mmo;imeg g

RICE

included in municipalities.

LT ?P
b




T have kept this.- The latest copy of the Act is put up
H. W. B[uss]. as requested.
W. W. PHIiLLIPS.
9-5-96.

1 think we may arop the question of excluding these Government bxxildings fmm
the cantonment. It seems that it would be a much more complicated business than I
thought. , i > VRN,

I think, however, that we should raise the question of their exemption from
taxation. So far as I can make out, there seem to be two classes of cantonments
(1) those not included in municipalities, and (2) those included in mu
In elass (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be im
section 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund form
of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of ¢
XIII of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefore, in such ¢ , ’ 3 i Ty LS
taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts. . - « : i

In neither class of cantonmeént can taxes be imposed on publie p:
India’s orders in G.O., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1884, whi
does not say so, would seem to have been issued under section 3
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the two cla
ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, in the
assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-in-ai
exist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1881, whereby the Govern
contribute to the cantonment fund. One way or another Sf
makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution as is fa
an owner of property in the cantonment. Under sectio
however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does not appl; :
in this case, therefore, the Government escapes its just
property. This seems to me extremely unfair. R

It oceurs to me as possible, and even as pro'bab n | ‘ﬂ : 7 | 7 ‘ . ; i o b 0'9 &0:,N08:1087, 1068M.,24th June 1896

tion in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 188
(2) cantonments was not considered. Any way,
that that resolution may be so modified as not to

A2AR ANk d s

s,
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

Rrap—the following paper :—

From J. ANDREW, Esq, 1.08,, Colleetor of Trichinopoly, to the Cl;ief Secre-

tary to Government, Local e
30th March 196, B e %1;(1 1\{{11"1'1mpa1 Department, dated Trichinopoly,
H . i

iy roerece to G.0., Mis. No SHO M., duind 16 el S
: | ,_

the honour to inform you that it {

; $ not
suggest that t_he_ various Government huilqd‘};t: clear whether Goverument means to'
cantonment limits, or whether the cant, parately exeluded from

exclude all that portion which containg tﬁ:l?)zl'lt limits should be revised so as to

mt.;ny h‘unti}rgdslof rupees income in th
other municipalities might make similaw .+ ou
atfecting all municipaﬁgties in I‘:xs;;.n gﬁ:&“{“’* and i
have, however, no personal knowledge of B ]ve by
do not speak on this point with any certai te Ast
thought it best not to consult the milita - y it
of Giovernment on the point above mé;{i e
easy enough to let the military lines re ‘t.)nedf 1
cantonment limits all that portion (gudm;m in .
west of the railway except, perhaps, the h Wiy
1), but I scarcely think that the mifitar 0spita
favour. In asking for permission to Joyw T
was labouring under the erroneous jm; w‘?h ‘
cantonment, and in endorsing their ngwl o
which was only removed by G.0,. Mlmmamda
Had T been aware of the x'ea%7 ‘ ‘

the information before me,
ently from other municipalities,
a cantonment, the only portion of
Cantonment Act that applies is ghant
vital statisties (vide arzgfl)o] 1969 of 1}
purposes Trichinopoly is not a can
of house-tax on the Government
whether or not Trichinopoly
~ should be even in name reduc:
- portion east of the railway, o
tull eonsideration
town like Trichinopoly whi nt:
India, including the very large
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employds.

' Op further consideration, the Government
e evelnde thoss: Government D
: to charge them with munici
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All things considered, I think it is as well to leave matters as they are for
the present at least, and to abstain from levying house-tax on the Government
buildings. I beg to be favoured with the orders of Government as to what action

I should take.

———

Excrosure.
Names of buildings. Nm:e‘;: ‘1; the
' of buildinge. i
_ Civil Buildings. =
Post and Telegraph office at eantonment with out-honses .. "2t0 3
Collector’s cuteherry, District Forest office, Local Fund office,
and Assistant Collector’s onbeherry with out-houses . . ... 858013

LA

Superintending Engineer’s office, VI Circle, with out-houses .. 36 to %

L)

Maoteorological Observatory office i Ly e
North subgdiVision office with its out-houses .. .. .. 88to ¥
Fixecutive Engineer’s office, Public Works Department, with
it P gtt-houses: L valiog e mwrih e . v « stk 39 to B2
Maunicipal school with out-houses ol ke e AR . 40 1g oo
Quarters for Buropean head constables, with ont-houses .. 4lto %}
_ Police hospital with iron fenecing, with out-houses .. iv 423 t0 42
g }’U]im,ﬂtation at cﬂutonment: - - sn .. * e .. 4"
= Police station at Dark’s bridge Tl e WL
©  Village munsif’s chavady at lennore .. S tr A
i Military Buildings.
_ Grand magazine with out-houses £ e G s 1 M. to LM,
- European Infavtry Lines. .
" Miled barrack in side verandah, with out-houses MER R LI S e
 Arsenal bomb proof barracks, with out-houses .. ., .. 3BLto}BL
Savhe i Hospital South Infuntry Lines. e ik
' Flospitel with out-houses . | av e il aw e 4 NI to & NI
'Bejfg%auﬁ Tnstructor’s quarters, South Indian Railway Voluu- e s N
" teor Corps, with out-honses L. .~ .. 1 L0 00 00 S NTto i NI
Place of arms, etc., quarter guard including verandah, with :
Out"houseﬂ .o we ‘, .. B L P Rk R NI, to # 5
 Place of arms with out-houses .. .. ., si. o IRIN LN
- Magazine and compound wall .. o e S it o
V i Solitary 09‘113 ! R .'_'. ¥ fiomen o S .o ' i R QN.I. I SRR
.imental school with out-houses . oG AR e NL,

LR s

E

H mpl tal east and west ward! w‘iﬂl o“t-.ho.usoa\ ::
B . Commissariat Office.

11NLto 4 NI
Commisriat offoe with out-honses

e
..

L)

Pension Pay officer’s quarters with outfhw : _‘ hieed .

Pension Pay office e e g L L

e8] Oéﬁduotor’s qnar(:ers with ont.hgn?e‘g. Thr i
 Station Staff officer’s store-room with out-honses ., |

4e Pan

_Station Staff office with out-houses .. .. .
+ Is not in cantonmont limits, and should be omitfed.

4
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9. The Government of India will, however, be addressed on the question of
exemption from taxation of such buildings in cantonments as are situated within
the limits of a municipality.

(True Extract.)

| Locar ANp MeNictpar DEPARTMENT,
J. ¥. PRICE, o il e ] . h
Chief Socretaty 5 - ~ NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.O., MIS. Nos. 1067, 1068 M., DATED

: e ‘ : sk 'y 3

To the Collector of Trichinopoly. 241H JUNE 1896.

——— ———

Fyom the Collector of Trichinopoly, dated 30tk March 1896, Cur. No. 1090 M

1.errEe— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Secretary to the Government “
of India, Home Department. i
A question having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the exempﬁm ;fr@m‘ { i i y .

municipal taxation of public eivil buildings, situated within the limits of g - Por orders— v | 8

ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, 1 am directed to submit the followir i e e LR L

remax"ks on the subject for the considerat?on of the Government of India. | : “:In:"hig ;:: tfed!:::{s ;;ii m‘det? ‘,“igwe,‘f}lmelifiLOMer read above,

9. From section 17 (1) (@) of Act XIIT of 1889 (Cantonments Aet), ¥ | o In his letter, dated olst nlzgy 1395,_ i i Ceverd i R

appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments ; Viz.— ] : s, i Ay 1y Oadit : P"Yt ) taxing certain ﬁnmhli‘o
(1) Those not included in municipalities. m is part of the manici-
(2) Those included in munieipalities, »

Tn class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above section, and a
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Act. For cantonments
) tie Aok contains o such provision, and in such cantonmeunts taxa
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal law. Uunder the orde
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, No. 5—10 i
December 1883, which were presumably issued under section ‘30
municipal taxes cannot be levied on public property in any cantonment
of this prohibition is, however, different in the two classes ot tonm
clags (1) the Military Department assists the cantonment nd by a g
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist under sectior
of requiring the Government to contribute to the fund. |
another, the Government makes to the cantonment fund sue :
fund is entitled to, considering the position of Government as an oWne
within cantonment limits. < Basimen e

3. Under section 20 (2)of Act XIII of 1889,
does not apply to cantonments in class (2). In these, there
escapes ifs just liabilities;as an owner of property. His Fxeell
Couneil is of opinion that such an exemption is manife
concerned, and considers it possible that, when the res
India, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd December 1883, was
situated within municipalities escaped notice. :

4. 1 am, therefore, to request that the Government
reconsider this question, and I am to submit the recomn
that the resolution rgfgnedf“tgimx be so modified
included in municipalities. e

s e

perhaps, be the wisest plan ¢




1 have kept this. ' The latest copy of the Act is put up
H. W. Bluss]. as requested.

W. W. PurLuies.
9-5-96.

I think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buildings from ‘ : :
the cantonment. It seems that it would be a much more complicated business than I {4 i geas e : e
thought. > :

1 think, however, that we should raise the question of their exemption from
taxation. So far as I can make out, there seem to be two classes of eantonments— ‘
(1) those not ineludgd in mummpal;hes, and (2) those ncladed 18 i 1"#;1163.
In eclass (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be fibband il
gection 17 (1) of Act XIIL Of. 1889, and a regular cantonment fund formed(ﬁeﬁtion 1
of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of elass (2), Ac
XIII of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefore, in such can
taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts. . ' s

In neither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed on public propes
India’s orders in G.O., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1884, which, th
does ot say so, would seem fo have been issued under section 3 of
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the two classes
ments. In elass (1) cantonments, the Government, in the Military
assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-in-aid ; an rEr
exist, under section 5 of Act XTI of 1581, whereby the Gov rnment
contribute to the cantonment fand. One way or another, t! "
makes to the cantonment fand such a contribution as is fair
an owner of property in the cantonment. Under section 20 (2
however, section b of Act XI of 1881 does not apply to class
in this case, therefore, the Government escapes its ~jw§t5 liabilities R . L
property. This seems to me extremely unfair. =~ i ; e A ‘ i
It ocours to me as possible, and even as. probable

tion in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th Januacy 1584, was issued, t W A ~ o f&c.,.Npg. 1067,_ 1033 M, 24th

2) cantonments was not considered. Any way, I wo!

thatthatresolution may besn‘modiﬁe‘das‘m;t‘t‘m@p}ng anton: ,g y (N, - " ‘3 i o el
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employés. Al things considered, T think it is as well to leave matters as they are for
the present at least, and to abstain from levying house-tax on the Government

buildings. 1 beg to be favoured with the orders of Government as to what action
1 should take.

ExcLostRrE.
GOVERNMENT ;s A :
VERNMENT OF MADRAS. Wiiics abBitis ey
of buildings.

LOCAL AND MIDILAL 10 S - Post and Tolegri};h of b ca t with out-houses .. 2t0}
" Qollector’s eutcherry, Distriot Forest office, Local Fund office,
 and Assistant Collector’s eutcherry with out-houses . . ‘s SBY0 33
‘Superintending Knginoer’s office, VI Circle, with out-houses .. 36 to 4"
M@mml’)giml Obwrvam()ﬁéce =y .. . o 37 N
 North sub-division office with is out-honges .. .. .. 38t0 Y
" Hecutive Bngineer’s office, Public Works Department, with
3 S wRETEE e e . 39*0;'50

Ruap—-the following paper :—

From J. ANDREW, Esq., I.CS,, Collector of Trichinopoly, to the Chief Seer :

tary to Government . et oe e \ .
30311 March 18?6?1)’& 01\3?)1 ?ﬁ B%{x;?mp al Department, dated Trichinopoly, i i{:’;‘f;%‘p‘i‘{“f;h‘w with out-houses ‘ 40 to 40
9 i ; & : i 1 J i ; AN e .. N g y
1 is. N ; : et  Quartes for ‘Euﬂmpqgu‘head‘qonstab_lea, with ont-houses T UL e P

. h‘;‘gggrrte(f)eirsﬁn t; gioti;ﬁhft' ilzoilftl ;2 thi.,Idated 16th December 1895, T hav | § Fioliod hiagitel with ivon FHS 6 Wit outbiduses '/ .1 (i 4RGP0

; . 130 ; : ' el . el ‘r’ v “ﬁn s can! nm L '-\ ho‘ »e . 4:‘ % ) ; o
suggest that the various Government buildings s;?;ﬂg h:e : G“?Wnﬁ ! ,01323%2 m:;, R TR R e e i
cantonment limits, or whether the cantonment limits should | llage munsif’s chavady at Lemnore .. ., .. .. 45 W
exclude all that portion which contains the buildings i S s ‘ - Wilery Diidings.. : S
that the former course is intended as the buildine i ; G Sk gl b M i ol

\ sand ik B RS 8 i Ao

the cantonment as is apparent from the sketeh which 1 |
houses marked therein as per list encloaed)?tcljl‘[fwmqh i
excluded, we shall have to demarcate them all se
cgnveni:mt to l;abvetso mla.x:lid asf 29 pieces of ouse
the cantonment but excluded from it. It i Bt hahs b :

be treal.lted ;n stsxcl; an exceptional man By i it s 5 - sgfuﬁ?'y Iﬁm i
many bundre ? rupqes mcome the sh nu 1 : bt pite ; Southl d;“ ". el ,-:_
other municipalities might mal : , Sergeant 1 ‘;uxfsh 'o:xgml'" Gy :uum Rﬁﬂ‘ff?’l" VQI“!’;

affecting all municipalities 1 e s e .

E ropeam Iﬂjhﬁttgj Lz‘;wt.‘ : ;
with out-houses .. .. 2
with out-houses .. ..

.. »

have, however, no personal knowled Coliaii 3
do not speak on this point with” e i " North Infantr i
thought it best not to consult the milita : F!L a.i o ¥ i Wi bt o ﬂf m Lum ey

of Government on the point above mentios : Ok A ’
easy enough to let the ﬁlilitm‘y hmm ain in : i i s mmpmmﬂ :
cantonment limits all that portio

west of the railway except, perha;
1), but T scarcely think that the
tavour. In asking for permissior
was labouring under the erroneous in
cantonment, and in endorsing their
which was only removed by .
Had I been aware of the real facts of
the information o
ently from othe
a cantonment, the o
ct that

.

urposes Trichino;
gf house-tax on the
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2. The Government of India will, however, be addressed on the question of

exemption from taxation of such buildings in cantonments as are situated within
the limits of a municipality.

(True Extract.)

J. B, PRIGE,.
Chief Secretary.
To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

Lzrrer— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1898, to the Secretary to the Govemméﬂ
of India, Home Department, " i

A question having arisen lately in this
municipal taxation of public eivi] buildings,

ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, T am directed to submit the
or the consideratiop of the Government of India.

(1) (@) of Act XTIIT of 1889 (Cantonments Act), it
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments e :

(1) Those not included in municipalities,
(2) Those included in m unicipalities,

(1) taxation may be imposed under the above section, and
cantonment fund formed under seetion 21 of the same Act. For can -

(4) this Act contains mo such Provision, and in such cantonment
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal law. Undes
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, No.
December 1883, which were pr i o ekt
ici d on publ & e
of this prohibition is, however, different ;
class (1) the Military Department assists
necessary, and even if not, meang appear to exist unde
of requiring the Government‘ to contribute ta .t
another, the Government makes 1o the ea ;
fund is entitled to, considering the Position of G
within cantonment IWts. e TR el
3. Under seetion 20 (2) of Act XTIT
does not apply to cantonments in ¢laus
escapes its just liabilities as an ownep
Council is of opinion that such an exe
concerned, and considers it possibl
India, No. 5—165-81, dated 28rd
situated within municipalities escaped
4. I am, therefore, to request
reconsider this question, and
that the resolution referred to
included in municipalities,

A AP ,.,,Mn,\nrv«MMAMAMM,W..Ww.—mnf..q S ARAAAANAAN B

S CONNECTED WITI G.0., MIS. Nos. 1067,
il m JUNE 1896,

1068 M., DA




1 have kept this. The latesteopy Of the
H. W. B[uss]. as requested.

W. W. PuiLuirs.
9-5-96.

T think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buil
usiness

- the cantonment. It seems that it would be a much more complicated b
 thought. il
I think, however, that we should raise the question of their e3
- taxation. So far as I can make out, there seem to be two ¢
(1) those not included in municipalities, and (2) those included
In class (1), of which the Mount is an example taxﬁﬁbirmay‘
section 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund for
- of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in ‘cantonments of
~ XIII of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefors, in s
~ taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal A,cte' e
In neither class of cantonment can taxes be imp
India’s ordérs in G.O., No. 104 F., dated 15th Janu
does not say so, would seem to have been issued
1881.  The effect of these orders is, however, diffe:
~ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Governmen
~ assists the cantonment fand, i necessary, by a gra
_exist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1581, ‘wh,
~ contribute to the cantonment fund. One way
- makes to the cantonment fund such a contribn
~ an owner of property in the cantonment. T
 however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881
in this case, therefore, the Gover
property. This seems to me ext
- It oceurs to me as possible
~ tion in G.O., No. 104 F.,
~ (2) cantonments was not
~ that that resolution may I
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L tnas oonsidered; T think it is as well to leave matters as they are for
: &{itnt‘\:tl tl};:;g,s and to abstain from levying house-tax on the Government.
”ldx:n 5. 1 beg to be favoured with the orders of Government as to what action

1 should take. it

| ' Excrosuge.

i 5 e ‘ ber in th
OF MADRAS. : S Names of buildings. ; N“?;gistﬁ‘, v
, G e : of buildings.
. o . 2  Civil Buildings,
NI 0 T i ; Lt
NICIPATL DEPARTMENT, A : . P and Telegraph office at cantonment with ont-honses .. 2to 3
: ' Collector’s cutcherry, Distriet Forest office, Local Fund office,
s i e J and Assistant Collector’s cutcherry with out-houses . . .. BS0to3%
‘ Superintendin Engineer’s office, VI Circle, with out-hoases .. 36 to %
; ~Met,eur01¢)giﬂ&% Observatory office Eg e o L de W¥ .
* North sub-division offica with its out-honses .. 38 to 9P

From J. ANDREW, Esq. P s : s 3oy
fary to. Covki r,n exfg :Izglszngoilfeet{’l‘pf Triehim)poly, to the ‘ffblé & L e vewwhngineegfq office, Public Works Department, with )
30th March 1896, Dis. No. 54, Rey, "+ -Partment, dated Trichinopel ~ Meatemoitwith oothemes 0 J1 71 ee QUSE

With reference to G.O., Mis. N 0. 2110 fo ol e (TR . $§;ﬁ’: for European head Qpnst&}’ﬁlea, with ont-houses 41 to 45;

the honour to inform you that it is not qui M-, dated lﬁth g o : g n WI W/I?}h _,lro"n‘ fene}qg, Wl.th out-huuges‘ i 4? to 4 :
suggest that the various Government buigﬁ:,tesdew M » Pg?ee sabion At DR’ bﬁ.d_ge" il e o ::
cantonment limits, or whe | 8 : T o V&l?a;e munsif’s chavady at ‘Lennore | i o 46
exclade all that por i it uld be revised v e Militur G '
that the former course is intended e juestion, ' G e b e e Milstary Buildings.
f]xe eantonnllent as 18 apparent fy ‘ and magazine with out-houeeys‘_ e , 1M tO S i
10uses marked therein as per list : s, o IR : : ; i i E European Infavtry Lines, i
excluded, we shall have to demar ; 45 g8 2 ;. | s iled barrack in side verandah, with out-houses FOwIC
convenient to bave so many as 29 of lan : ! Al Gl  Atsenal bomb proof barracks, with out-honses . . L SEBLLIEBL
;he cantonment but exclude_‘ ‘It'méy,, g e ands 5 ! e ;  Hospital South Infantry Zinea.’ fot T e
9 treated in such an exceptional manner for “the : ‘ - 4 SRR T et bl R e NI
many hun@rgds of rupees income in the shape ‘ Tuni ol 10sptt it Tnstructor’s quarters, South Indian Railway Volun- e
Ot‘.‘el’,m‘lmmPﬂht{% might make similay aim £ ahehiyy ‘ i e e -f%},, Tl oubrhodiel B0 ey R e O N N
affecting all municipalities in India which have ea ¢ & 4 ) s o ke of J:;m, etc., quarter guard including verandah, with bt i e
have, however, no personal knowledge of Bellas : rithin ise e : st ORGSR av MLt gL 1

do not sp_eak on this point with any oe‘rta"ty . ! i, ] i i e  Novth Infantry Lives, S e
thought it best not to consult the military 4y e et R

of Government on the point above ment; of atmsﬂth "ﬁgd sl B

easy enough to let the military lines remain B

cantonment limits all that portion (and it would.

west of the railway except, perhaps, the hospital and

1), but T scarcely think that the military aathoritie , | wy ! bt :

favour. In asking for permission to levy house-tax on thusi tinie : i Bk b mmhmm SRR

was labouring under the erroneous impression that Tri | i i A il Qf‘t "m, s quarters with out-houses , |
cantonment, and in endorsing their recommendation I w Bcion £ y“omiéa PR R P

which was only removed b G.0., Mis. No. 2110 M, date ‘ ; ‘ Sk posokve ‘ 2

- Had I been aware of the real facts of he case I would not he o it ' o A B : :

the information before me, to recommend that Trich:, : :

ently from other municipalities. I may hore ment:,

a cantonment, the only portion of the rules
- Cantonment Aect that apy

vital statisticglgvidd-lartgsl

urposes Trichinopoly is

—gf !l;lt)ms'e-tax on the Gover

 whether or not Tric
~ should be even in
e 10n east of o

~ Indis, inclu

GOVERNMENT

LOCAL AND MU

Reap—the following paper :—
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9. The Government of India will, however, be addressed
exemption from taxation of such buildings in cantonments as

the limits of 2 municipality.

on the question of
are situated within

(True Extract.)

J. ¥. PRICE,

Clief Secretary.
To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

Lerrer— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1898, to the Secretary to the Government
of India, Home Department. i

A question having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the exemp on
municipal taxation of public civil buildings, situated within the limits of & Fus
ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the &

remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India.

9. From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIII of 1889 (Cantonments Aot);j
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments ; viz—

(1) Those not included in municipalities.
(2) Those included in munieipalities.

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above se
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Act. For
(2) this Act cpntains no such provision, and in such eanton
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal law. U
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, No.
December 1883, which were presumably issued under pri S
munieipal taxes cannot be levied on_public property in an
of this prohibition 18, however, different in the two cl
class (1) the Military Department assists the cantonm

necessary, and even if not, means appear to exis R W ;
of requiring the Government to contribuf
another, the Government mak
fund is entitled to, co!
. s it sl eag
3. Under section 20 (2) of Aect XI
does not apply to ca tonments i “class
escapes its Just liabilities as an owner
Council is of %pinioqdbha .
concerned, and considers X
India, No. 5—1656-81, dated 23
situated within municipalities es
4. I am, thetgig“ 0 requ
' veconsider this question, an
reconsl q i'«gfiérreﬂ

i



1 have kept this. The latest copy of the Act is puf. up

_W. Bluss]. as requested.
wW. W. PHILLIES.
9-5-90

1 think we may drop the qx_lestion of excluding these Grovernment buildings imm
the cantonment 1t seems that it would be a much more compheated business than

~ thought. =
¥ fink, howevel, that we should raise the ques

tion of their exemptlonf om
taxation. So far as 1 can make out, there seem to be two classes 0

f cantonmen!
(1) those 1 ded in municipalities, and (2) those included in mumex
In olass (1) hich the Mount is an example, taxation may
3ection 17 (1) of Act ¢ X 11T of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund form

' game Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of
1889 contains no provxs\on. Apparently, therefore, m su m
taxatlon is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts.
In peither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed on
5g orders in G- , No. 104’ F., dated 15th January
Would soem fo have been issued under
¢ these orders is, however, different i m
‘ments. (1) cantonments, the chemmen
assists the cantonmen fund if necessary, by a
exmt ander section 5 ot Act XI of 1381 wheréhy ;
mbute to the cantoument fund. One way or another,
makes to the cantonment fund such a ¢ ntribution as is fai
an owner of propertv in the cantonment. Under sec

Towever, section 5 of Act XI of. 1881 does not a

in this case, therefore, the Government ‘

: 1s © e

{1896} of FHYadeas.,
LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL
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o e bl sidered, T think it is{as welltoleavemattqrsastheyare for
rés. A‘: tf;;g“fs S 1 : ‘ ad'ga from levying house-tax on the Government
tI‘beg ‘i be tavoured with the orders of Government as to what action
- ENCLOSURE.
e Number in th
GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS, e :’i’;}g-i”ﬁa‘
o - Oivil Buildings. (
LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL, DEPARTMENT. oo at cantonment with out-honses .. 2to§

v District Forest office, Local Fund office, ‘
sllector’s euteherry with out-hounses . . vs  BD%02F
neer’s office, VI Circle, with out-hoases .. 36 to % T
tﬂfy Oﬁc& i Sl .. * 0 L) 37 ) : 3 ;
oo with its out-honses .. .. .. 38to ¥ : S
blic Works Department, with

"

Rrap—-the following paper :—

From J. ANDREW, Esq., 1.0.8., Collector of Trichinopoly, to the (‘hl £

tary to Government, Local and Municipal Depart 2 Wis e e Rl s e
30th March 1896, Dis. No. 544, Rey, Lo ot dated Trich | | S e ek s ﬁ:‘; :g
With reference to G.0., Mis. No, 2110 M., dated ‘1 6tvaeeé‘ GO : : : ' 1 fencing, with out-houses . . L 42042 . ‘
the honour to inform you that it is not quite clear whether Gov ) ‘ | ’ o iy S e R
suggest that the various Government buildings shounld b arat Dark’s bridgs Al e e

cantonment limits, or whether the cantonment limits sh havady at f;‘ennpm dEE e e ol 46
exclude all that portion which contains the buildings in ques g n  Mittary Buitdings, : ,,.
that the former course is intended as the buildings AR L0 1 o b : with ont-hotises L T
the cantonment as is apparent from the sketoh whick T 1 Gt : . : it L R e o e
houses marked therein as per list enclosedfteti;?l h I herc ’ : e 14 Eumpeaul‘nfmﬁ-y Lines.

excluded, we shall have to demarcate them all separa: ; ; ‘ . L arrack in side verandsh wl;th :uﬁ,.hﬂpm sy ol
convenient to have so many as 29 pieces of land | g rsen : ORI s s
the cantonment but excluded from it. It may also
be treated in such an exceptional manner for th
many hundreds of rupees income in the shape
other municipalities might make similar elaims
affecting all municipalities in India which ha
have, however, no personal knowledge of Bel
do not speak on this point with any certainty.
thought it best not to consult the military auth
of Government on the point above mentione
easy enough to let the military lines remain in t
cantonment limits all that portion (and it woul
west of the railway except, perhaps, the hospi
1), but 1 scarcely think that the military auth
favour. In asking for permission to levy hou
“was labouring under the erroneous impression th
cantonment, and in endorsing their recommenda
which was only removed IRGO Mis. No.
Had I been aware of the real facts of the e
the information :
ently from other municipalities,
a cantonment, the only
Cantonment Act that af
purposes Trichinopoly is not

~ of house-tax on the

Ty

) %&ﬁf{nfw‘w
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2. The Government of India will, however, be addressed on the question of

exemption from taxation of such bulldmos In cantonments as are situated Wlthm
the limits of a municipality. ;

(True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,

Chie becrc
To the Collector of Trichino 4 t"’!

e nser—

Lerrer— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Secretary to th
of India, Home l)epartment = g

A question having arisen lately in this Presidene :
municipal taxation of public eivil buildmos, sitnated w}:tl?fn t?h;hﬁx:ft:u;fi o
ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India,

2. From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIIT of 188 0
appear that.there are held to be two classes of c:ntonmiéts‘anﬁiim@ts

(1) Those not included in municipalities,
(2) Those included in munieipalities,

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the lm
cantonment fund formed under-section 21 of the same
(2) this Act contains no such provision, and in such wn
apparently be imposed under the ordinary munie ‘
tained in the resolution of the Government of In
December 1883, which were presumably jss;
municipal taxes cannot be levied on publm
of this prohibition is, however, different in
class (1) the Military Department assists tho can
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exi;
of requiring the Government to contribute t
another, the Government ‘makes to the canton
fund is entitled to, considering the posmo ‘
within cantonment limits.

3. Under section 20 (2) of Act XIIT of 18
does not apply to cantonments in ciaas ¢
escapes its just llab :

Council is of opinion that such an e e
.concerned, and considers it possible

India, No. 5—165-81, dated zs;a‘ ;

reconsider this qneswm‘
that the resolution mfemd to
included in mnmeipahtxes.




1 have kept this. ; The latest copy of the Act i ; £
H. W. B[uss]. “as requested. PY ‘ x? P“t“
W. W. PHILLIPS. ~
‘ 9-5-96.

1 think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buildi
 the cantonment. Tt seems that it would be a much more complicated busines
thought. ol
1 think, however, that we should raise the question of their ex ‘ L ;
taxation. So far as I can make out, there secem to be two classes of canto: e 3 ’
(1) those not included 1n municipalities, and (2) those included in m ‘ ‘ , KRR
 In olass (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation. may be i
seetion 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund fo
of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of
XIII of 1889 contains mo provision. Apparently, therefore, in

~ taxation 18 imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts.

1 In neither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed on
. Indias orders in G.O,, No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1
~ does not say so, would seem to have been issued under
 1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different
ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, i1
assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-
_exist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1881, whereb
 contribute to the cantonment fund. One w. ‘
makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution
an owner of property in the cantonment. Under sectio '
however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does not apply
in this case, therefore, the Government escapes its
property. This seems to me extremely u
It oceurs to me as possible, and even
~ tion ia G.O.,; No. 104 F., dated
~ (2) cantonments was not considered.
~ that that resolution may be so modified as no
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LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

Rrap—the following paper :—

From J. ANDREW, Esq., I.C.S., Collector of Trichinopoly, to the (‘Ina?
tary to Government Local and Municipal Department, dated Trmh;

30th March 1896, D1s No. 544, Rey.

With reference to G.O., Mis. No, 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895 i
the honour to inform you that it is not quite clear whether Government m
suggest that the various Government buildings should be separately
cantonment limits, or whether the cantonment limits should be re

exclade all that portmn which contains the bmldmgs in question, il do 1

that the former course is intended as the buildings are pretty well scatte

the cantonment as is apparent from the sketch which I herewith retur

houses marked therein as per list enclosed). If these bu

excluded, we shall have to demareate them all separatel:
convenient to bave so many as 29 pleces of land scattered

the cantonment but excluded from it. It may also be doubt

be treated in such an exeeptmnal manner for the sake ¢
many hundreds of rupees income in the shape of house \
other municipalities might make similar claims,
affecting all municipalities in India which have ¢
have, however, no personal knowledge of Bellary or o
do not speak on this point with any certainty. A
thought it best not to consult the military authorit
of Government on the point above men ,,oned. I
easy enough to let the military lines remain in the ¢
cantonment limits all that portion (and it would
west of the railway except, perhaps, the hospital an
1), but T scarcely think that the military authorities v

favour. In asking for permission to levy house-tax on th

was labouring under the erroneous impression that Trichinopol

eantonment, and in endorsmg their recommendation I

‘which was only removed by G.0., Mis. No. 21101&, &M*

“Had I been aware of the real facts uf the -mme
the information before me, 0 :
 ently from other municipalities.
a cantonment, the only ‘%aortm
O:mtonment Act that applies is ch:
vxtal statisties (md, rticl ‘196 of
< ses Trichino |
of house-tax on th
- whether or not Tm -

‘31

thmgs eonndered‘ 1 &;m& it is as well to lamemmn uﬂmy are fm' .
‘ ng house-tax on thy ”Govemmen
[ beg to be favoured w:th thé or&sra of Government as. to what aetmn

i

t least, and to abstain from

ENCLOSURE.
Names of Snﬂdings.

Civil Buildings.

t and Telegra office at oantonment with out-houses <
Egglect!:n 3 cufgchph District Forest office, Local Fund office,
and Assmtant Jol {eotor’s cnteh#réy with out-houses .. = ..
Snperintending Kngineer’s office, VI Circle, with out-houases . .

ith its out-honses ..
*Pubho Works Departmeut vnth
ol wthh ouﬁ-‘hﬂuﬂ%‘ it i
‘ead eonstahles wzth ont-houses

%mﬂmlﬂ 1081 Qbﬂetﬁf'ﬂmry Oﬁcs i .. . .

Hdatary Bmldmys.
Gmnd ma.gazme with out-hooses .,

E“"’P“" Infantry Lines.
'hled barrack in side verandah, with out-houses
Arsénal bomb proof barra.eks, thh m@.hm e

o

Hes 1tal with ou*-honses 4 = :
it Tnstructor’s quarters, South Indum Baalway Volun~
mr Corps, with 0nt~h0\15$s A
_ Place of arms,
out-houses

’ P}mof arms with out-houses .

M,gmna and oompound wall

hool w1th out-iu;;se; " ;
ward, with or t-ho'

ﬂice with mt.-houses 4
;w‘nat ‘?ﬂoer ’s quarters vmha antrhomu

uma mters withoue el i
e ﬁqotﬁoers store-room With out-hoases
: Staﬂ office with out-hwaeu

Number in the
register
of buildings.

2to 3

35 to 33
36 to 4
Sfte
38 to‘ 1P

89t ¥
40 to 4
41 to 4!
42 to 42
43
45
46
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9. The Government of India W.iﬂ,. however, be addressed on the question of
exemption from taxatioq of such buildings in cantonments as are situated within
the limits of a municipality. :

' (True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,
Clief Secretary.
To the Collector of Trichinopoly. :

Larres—Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Secretary to the Government
of India, Home Department. 5

A question having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the exemption
municipal taxation of public eivil buildings, situated within the limits of a eanton.
ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the follos
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India. '

9. From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIIT of 1889 (Cantonments Act), i
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments ; viz.— e

L4

1) Those not included in municipalities,
(2) Those included in munieipalities.

Tn class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above section
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Act.
(2) this Act contains no such provision, and in sueh
apparently be imposed under the ordinary munici
tained in the resolution of the Government of India,

December 1883, which were presumably issued under section 3

munieipal taxes cannot be levied on public pro o
of thispl;‘rlohibition is, however, ,diﬂe{ent'gjthf By A
class (1) the Mihta.l'y Department ‘assists th 6 canto
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist unde
‘of requiring the Government to contribute to the fund
another, the Government makes to the cantonment fan
fund is entitled to, considering the position of Governm
within cantonment limits. S
5 3. Under section 20 (2) of Act XIII o

“does not apply to cantonments in class

escapes its just liabilities as an owner of prop

Council is of opinion that such an exemption

concerned, and considers it possible that, wh

India, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd December
situated within municipalities escaped notice.

4. I am, thet?aﬁora to request t]

reconsider this question, and I am to
that the resolution referred to may
included in municipalities. |




1 have kept this. The latest copy of the Act is pﬁt ﬁp ’

| W W. PrILLIPS. pyibl e ey ‘ e : | : Ohtrummt {1896} 0f mﬂbms’

9-5-96.

1 think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buildings fmm | ; | _ '  L LOCAL A.ND ' MUNICIP AL.

 the cantonment. It seems that it would be a much more complicated business than
~ thought. e : L : e e
1 think, however, that we should raise the question of their emptio T (i ‘
taxation. So far as I can make out, there seem to be two classes of ecanton
(1) those not included in municipalities, and. (2) those included in mun
 In class (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be i
~ gseotion 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund forme
e S?H?R 8%01;). t:‘_or the imposition oi taxation in cantonments of e ; ‘

S dligl contains no provision. arently, therefore, in such cant o : U ~
 taxation is imposed under the ordinary Muggeipal i’cts. e , SM““_ , e : e ' MISCELLANEOUS.
i In neither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed o ublic pro ' '

~ India’s orders in G.O., No. 104 F., dated 15th Jaguarg ]l.lSB'gbv; g
~ does mnot say S0, would seem to have been issued under section 3 of
~ 1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the two ¢ A

 ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, in t

 assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-in-aid
under section 5 of Act XI of 1881, whereby the Ge

ute to the cantonment fund. One way or another, th:
os to the cantonment fund such a contribution as is g

owner of property in the cantonment. Under sectio

wever, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does not apply to
this case, therefore, the Government escapes its ju

+

This seems to m tremely un

~ (2) cantonments was not considered.
 that that resolution may be so ‘modiﬁ‘ed

P vl

e P e i
i E;gldingd ﬁm;,}" Lol Fmnl ol “;,,
question of exemption frox ,”ﬁm‘ fmen:

the limits of munmﬁ;? from — of such
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

Reap—the following paper :—

From J. ANDREW, Esq., 1.C.S. R :
tary to Governr’nent, ,Local ;n?iﬂ;fft‘;*.ﬂ 'fri(:hm‘t)p
30th March 1896, Dis. No. 544, Ray P2 "

3 e Lot

With reference to G.O., Mis. ‘ w
the honour to inform you that it ilj 01'1023‘10.:&'1
suggest that the various Government hui?dqtt "
cantonment limits, or whether the cant B
exclude all that portion which containg tﬂm
that the former course is intended as the g
the cantonment as is apparent from the Ske:h
houses marked therein as per list -enclosed).
excluded, we shall have to demareate thee
convenient to bave so many as 29 Pieces of
the cantonment but excluded from it, Tt p
be treated in such an exceptional mari
many hundreds of rupees income in
other municipalities might make simj]
affecting all municipalities in India w}
have, however, no personal knowledge
do not speak on this point wit ‘
thought it best not to consult the milj
of Government on the point above 1
easy enough to let the mili
cantonment limits all that
west of the railway except,

1), but T scarcely thin
favour. In asking fc

it

1 thi consider a1 tlunk it is as well to leave mattei's as they are for
Al ths nd to abstain from levying house-tax on the Government
ith the orders of Government as to what action

t at least, al
1 beg to be

ExcLOSURE.

© Names of buildings.
»  Civil Buildings. 0
tonment with ont-hounses i

Post and Te : : orest office, Local Fund office,

Collector's 's eutcherry with out-houases . . e
VI Uircle, with out-hoases . .

. - . .

Lt Sl .
1 barrack in side verandah, with ont-houses
"d.,.’.’f‘ bomb proof barrac with out-houses . ..
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9, The Government of India will, however, be addressed on the question of
exemption from taxation of such buildings in cantonments as are situated withim
the limits of a municipality. ,

(True Extract.)

J. ¥. PRICE,
Chief Secretary.

To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

IgrrEr— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Secretary to the Go
of India, Home Department. ‘

A question having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the exem
municipal taxation of public eivil buildings, situated within the limits of
mnent, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India.

9. From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIII of 1889 (Cantonments Act),

appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments ; viz.—

~ (1) Those not included in municipalities,
(2) Those included in mwunicipalities.

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above sestion
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same A o n
(2) this Act contains no such provision, and in such »
épparent-ly be imposed under the ordinary municipal law
tained in the resolution of the Government of India,

December 1883, which were presumably issued under
municipal taxes cannot be levied on_public property

of this prohibition is, however, d;ffex:ent; in the t
class (1) the Military Department assists the ¢ "
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist under
of requiring the Government to contribute to the fi
another, the Government makes to the cantonment
fund is entitled to, considering the position

. within cantonment limits. e
3, Under section 20 (2) of Act XIII
does not apply to cantonments in class (2
escapes its just liabilities as an owner ol

 (Couneil is of opinion that :uch an e

~ concerned, and considers 1t po:
Tndia, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd
situated within municipalities eswpecl

stk K ey efore, to t
reconsider this guestio

that the resolution referre

 ineluded in musicipalitics

i




1 have kept this. The latest copy of the Actlis put up

H. W. B[uss]. as requested,

W. W. PHILLIPS.
9-5-96.

I think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buildings from

the cantonment. It seems that it would be a much more complicated business than I

thought.

tagation. S0 far as I can make out, there seem to be two classes of eanton
(1) those not meluded 1n municipalities, and (2) those included in munici
In elass (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be impose
seotion 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular eantonment tund formed (sect
ct). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of class

of the same A : si
XIII of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefore, in siohi 6

taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts.

In neither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed on publie prope
India’s orders in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1884, which, thou
does not say so, would seem to have been issued under section 3 of
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the two classes
ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, in the M
assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-in-aid ; and
exist, under seetion 5 of Act XTI of 1381, whereby the Gw:;v
contribute to the cantonment fund. One way or another, th
‘makes to the cantonment fund such a contribation as is f;fir' co
an owner of property in the cantonment. Under section 20 (2
however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does not apply to elass
in this case, therefore, the Government escapes its just ]
property. This seems to me extremely unfair,

It oceurs to me as possible, and even as pro!
tion in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th January
2) cantonments was not considered. Any way,
that that resolution may be so modified as not to

[ think, however, that we should raise the question of their exempﬁg,‘#f}ogf 7.

Gobernment (18963 of FHladras.
LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL

e e

MISCELLANEOUS.

e o

G0, &, Nos. 1067, 1068 M., 24th June 1896,
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Taxation. '

" Disapproviny, with renek, the proposal of the Tylehinopely

question of iax‘;??ﬁéxi from = of such

.e;nén:ent_ buildings situated within cantonmen
' ity.

‘within the limits of & municip:
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

LOCAL AND MUXN ICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

Se—l

Rrap—the following paper :—

From J. ANDREW, Esq,, 1.08. o G L
Rl I’n s, ’Local ;ndogﬁfltl(i):iof Trmhmt)pol}’ y to the Chief Seer
30th March 1896, Dis. No, 544, Ry P* PePartment, dated Trichinopoly,

v
With reference to G.0., Mis. M o e
the honour to inform you that it ilg ngtlégi‘f‘wldated‘ 16th Dq . 1
suggest that the various Government buildi i Whether Go
cantonment limits, or whether the canton 208 Should be w
exclude all that portion which contains th ngegt :
that the former course is intended as the ”l(: ;x -
. the cantonment as is apparent from the sk t;*l:ﬁn "
houses marked therein as per list enclogec 90 Y h
excluded, we shall have to demarcate them alln
convenient to bave so many as 29 pieges of Jag
the cantonment but excluded from it ‘It‘mﬁ'y

be treated in such an exceptional manmar ;
many hundreds of rupees ilx)lcome i?:é?}?:rig b
other manicipalities might make sim; ar ¢ e
affecting all municipalities in Indj which

have, however, no personal knowledge of

do not speak on this point with a.ny.
thought it best not to consult the militape ..
of Government on the point above mentione
easy enough to let the military lines rems
cantonment limits all that portion (a
west of the railway exce rhap
1), but T searcely think tha
favour. In asking for ;
~was labouring u ‘
cantonment, and in endo;
which was only remo:
Had I been ;

a cantonment,
Cantonment Ae
vital statisties (
~ purposes Trich
of house-tax ol
‘whether or n

EERASER s

i . o considered, I think it is as .w'ell' to leave matters as they are for
) tAal: tl?azfs :;d to ab;tam from levying house-tax on the Government
i 1 beg to be favoured with the orders of Government as to what action

ExNcLosURE.
Bt T ‘ it Number in the
Namos of buildings. ' i ek

‘ of buildings.
fili Civil Busldings. . A
: cantonment with out-honses .. 2to 32
¢ and Telegraph o it
g::le:::):’a eéng;!’?:’f it Faret Ofion, Leenl g 10 3
\/ b Col outcherry with out-hoases . . i 35 to 3%
: office, VI Circle, with out-houses .. ggto A
e TEyy
Public Works Department, with
hoontehonass . . on gl s AN e 40800
Al head constables, with ont-houses 41 to %'
i e B SR o b
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2. .Thef Government oﬁ Indlilabw_ill,. however, be addressed on the question of :
exemption from ta).ca_txon_ of such buildings in cantonments as are situat b
the limits of a municipality. tuated Wlthm

(True Extraet.)

J. F. PRICE,
Clief Secretary.

To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

Lurrer—Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1806, to the Se to the -
of India, Home Depz;rtment. g o Gom@%

A question having arisen lately in this Presidenc e
municipal taxation of public eivil buildings, situated w);tl?':;x t&?ﬁ;ﬁ:";{?’@
ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, T am directed to submit the : oy

remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India.

2. From section 17 (1) (a) of Aet XIIT of 1889 (Cantonments A,
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonmeétaﬁgt;gfn&mﬂ Act

(1) Those not included in municipalities,
(2) Those included in munieipalities,

In class (1) taxation may be imposed u e,
cantonment ﬂ}nd formed under sectlion I2)1 of thz‘?:m:hzgabw
(2) this Act contains no such provision, and in sue
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal
tained in the resolution of the Government of Indi
December 1883, which were presumably issued unde:
municipal taxes cannot be levied on public pmpm
of this prohibition is, however, different in 1
class (1) the Military Department assists the cant
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist u
of requiring the Government to contribute to

~ another, the Government makes to the cantonmen
fund is entitled to, considering -the position of Gov
within cantonment limits. ~* 0 0o

8, Under section 20 (2) of Act

~ does not apply to cantonments in ¢

eseapes its just liabilities as an owner

‘Council is of opinion that such an

- concerned, and considers it possibl

India, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd D

situated within municipalities esca;

reconsider this ques
~ that the resolution
 jincluded in munici




1 have kcpt thzs. The latest eopy of the Act is put a | | ‘ e / MUVHA L ‘ /
‘ W. Bluss].  as requested. S Fas 0000 gl g o
W P . | i LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL.
‘I think we may drop the question of excluding these Government Bmk}m rom -l e S
‘fhe cantonment. It seems that it would be a much more eomplwated busin | ' ; ‘
hought. ;
1 think, however, that we should raise the question of the:
-taxahon. So far as I can make out, there seem to be two classes
(1) those not included in mummpahtles, and (2) those included - L ‘ ;
In class (l%,) off fltu%ng}fgggt 1Sdan example, taxation may be imp e - s | »
gection 17 (1) of Ac 0 , and a regular cantonment fund fo : : it iy | '
of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of | . | i MISCELLANEOUS'
I of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, theref‘ore, ‘ ‘ ]
tmtlon is 1mposed under the ordinary anmpal Acl;s

1831 The effect of these orders 1s, h ver, diﬁ‘erem'
ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, i
\ssists the cantonment fand, if necessaryr by a.

ist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1881, where y
contribute to the cantonment fund. One way
makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution
an owner of property in the cantonment. Unde: sec

owever, section 5 of Act XTI of 1881 d
‘ caﬁe. therefore, the Gov

nments was no eﬁusxd ’ . W j ! - : e il
i 1y be so modified : vttt GE Y e e - Wy

- Disapproving, with remark, th
‘on Government hmldmg; sitnated

on the qaegtwn
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Sl ke ings considered, T thmk it is as well to leave matters as they are for
iy 8. tA:: tl};ztgs and to abstain from levying house-tax on the Government
il £n 1 beg to be tavoured with the orders of Government as to what action

1 should “take.

~ Excrosure.
GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS. ‘ b i o g
of buildings.
& & - Clivil Buildings, i
LOCAL AND MUR ICTPAL DEPARTMENT. P t and Telegmph oﬁce ut csntonment with out-hous wia o A ‘
e (.:;bct or's cutoherr , Distriot. Forest office, Local loﬁ‘me,

e

| o (:ant Col r’'s cutcherry with out-honses . . <s OOto 3%
. i : il Wi Su;:mntendl mgmsars o?&c:z VI pucle, with out-hoases .. 36 to 3}
eap—the following paper :(— ; o | oo bservato . i i fald

ry
fien with its out-honses A 38 to 3
From J. ANDREW, Esq., I.C 8., Collect . ezﬂice, Pubhe Works Depnrtmeut with ¥

or of Trichinopoly, to the Chief Seere

tary to Government Local and M : e e vt iR e e
30th March 1896, Dis, No. 544, Ron P\ Department, dated Trichinopoly, pith out:l;ons;:m e L. 40t |
: ‘ head co es,m tmt- ouaes .o 4L fo A i
With reference to G.0., Mis. No. 2110 ’:?on fenclng’ with out-houses .. .. 42to ::’ A

M., dated 16th Deeembet*“
te clear whether

c’

. e o‘o ;. 5 ,;" 43

the honour to inform you that itis not qui

suggest that the various Government buildin : AR w o tation utDark'e brldg” AL L B Oy
cantonment limits, or whether the eantonmeg:tsl;:::g; : 3 W exeiuae ) . ! -ilhsﬁ mumuf s ehlvady ut ‘L'ennore ., £ I e 46
exclude all that portlon which containg the bﬂlldlngs m' vieaticit. m Tl o  Military Buildings. i

that the former course is intended as the buildine L _“, B bl Ea G il vnth out-houses Wi e

the cantonment as is apparent from the sketeh wiiel bei i i e EumMn Infavtry Lines. »

houses marked therein as per list enolosed) .
excluded, we shall have to demarcate them all ge

sonveiz ts bave so many as 29 pieces of hnd 8
the cantonment but excluded from it, It may al

-‘v

Tiled “mkmux&evamdah; with out-honses  ,.© .. 20
Maenalbombprwibarmek&wwoa&-m W U s

- Hospital Soufla Iigfantry Lsm.

be treated in such an exceptional manner for ‘the sa +4al with ont-houses S d 4 N I ﬁﬂ f‘x ‘3 I
many hundreds of rupees income in the Shaye ' Sergeant I‘nstmﬁtﬂt s quarters ‘Bnﬁﬂl Incixan Raﬂway Yolun-

other municipalities might make similar elaim s, @ R @ - teer Corps, with out-houses .. 5 Nf to 3 N I.
affecting all manicipalities in India which have R e A | L . Place of arms, eto, ‘1“’“*“” 8““‘1 ‘”"1“‘3“‘8 Wﬂﬂ‘v mth‘ o ‘{ .I ia \I I.
have, however, no personal knowledge of Bellary . o : ‘ i . e gl 44 ‘; T " %

~do not speak on this point with any certainty
thought it best not to consult the military aut;
of Government on the point above mention
easy enough to let the military lines remain in
cantonment limits all that portion (and i wo
west of the railway except, perhaps, the |
1), but I scarcely think that the militar
favour. In a.skmg for permission
was labouring under the erroneous
cantonment, and in endorsing th
which was only removed by G.ﬂﬂ
Had T been avmrevqf the rea
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9. The Government of India will, however, be addressed o L
p g o 3 n the question of
exemption from taxation of such buildings in cantonments as i L e
the limits of a municipality. > are situated within

(True Extract.)

J. P. PRICE, -
Chief Secretary.

To the Collector of Trichino

1.erres— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Secretary to the»"ﬁo“
of India, Home Department. L

A question having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the &
municipal taxation of public civil buildings, situated within the Tiuiiek
ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit t
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of Indis

9 From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIIT of 1889 (Cantonment
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonmexf ipered j:‘ntﬂv

(1) Those not included in municipalities.
(2) Those included in munieipalities.

In class (1) taxation may be imposed i e
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same A ‘
(2) this Act contains no such provision, and in
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municips
tained in the resolution of the Government of Ind
December 1883, which were presumably issued
municipal taxes cannot be levied on public pr
of this prohibition is, however, different in
class (1) the Military Department assists the c;
necessary, and even if not, means appear to e
of requiring the Government to contribute to
another, the Government makes to th cantonm
fund is entitled to, considering the positior
within cantonment limits. '
20 (2) of Act

does not apply to

escapes its just liabilities as
Council is of opinion that such an
concerned, and considers it possi
India, No. 5—165-81

situated within muni



1 have kepgl this. The latest copy of the Act is put “pr
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1 think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buildings :
' the cantonment. It scems that it would be a much more complicated business than
 thought. _ e e
1 think, however, that we should raise the question of their exem
 taxation. Sofar as I can make out, there seem to be two classes of
- (1) those not included in municipalities, and (2) those included in
In elass (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be
section 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund for
' of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of
 XIIT of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefore, in suc
~ taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts. bl
~ TIn peither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed on ‘pﬁbl
India’s orders in G.O., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1884,
_does not say so, would seem to have been issued under secti
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the
ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, in the
~ assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-in-aid ;
 exist, under section 5 ot Act XI of 1881, whereby the Go
 contribute to the cantonment fund. One way or another,

Ay,

* makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution as is
an owner of property in the cantonment. Und i
however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does not a | |
in this case, therefore, the Government es : _ ; b g | e —

. s v i 1 : 0-.'.‘ .&6-) Nosa 1 7)

s et o et

‘Ittﬂceilrsto"meaS‘poséibla. obable. , el L ‘ > e

)0 in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th Januar fos L L

ments was not considered ny ; : ‘ Fee i : x TM_MAA_LM;}A‘,\ :e.fég:gs;

hat resolution may be so modified as not to ey o L B ¢
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& o i sidere Iﬂnnk it is as well to leave matters as they are fq‘l,'l
oyés. t.‘“é wx‘é to ghfgmﬁ from levying house-tax on the Government
proseR iabeg to be favoured with the orders of Government as to what action
ENcLOSURE.
e 1 Number in the

ter
of m;‘dmgl

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS. e G  Numes of uillings.

office at cantonment with ount-honses gtog
Distriet Forest office, Local Fund office,
r’s catcherry with out-honses .. ..
' : T . o and flice, VI Cirele, with out-houses ..
Reap—the following paper :— S T T e P AGvatory offios L. L e e

From J. ANDREW, Esq., 1.C.S., Coll o e .
0t b Dunaah ot L d" MeTS;gZiO:] Tlr)xchmopoly; to the Chief Seere-
30th March 1896, Dis. No. 544, Ry, = — cPartment, dated Trichinopoly

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAT, DEPARTMENT

With reference to G.0O., Mis. No, 2110 M
the honour to inform you that it is not qui ;
suggest thatlthe various 1(ln‘rovernmem: buildj
cantonment limits, or whether the eantor Y
exclude all that portion which containg Eﬁ:?;ﬁ?{aigm 1 w
that the former course is intended as the bhildﬁ; bt
the cantonment as is apparent from the sketoh ywi
houses marked therein as per list enclosed), - H thend
excluded, we shall have to demareate them Bl gy
convenient to have so many as 29 pieces of
the cantonment but excluded from it. It may a
be treated in such an exceptional manner for “the
_many hundreds of rupees income in the shape of
other municipalities might make similar elaim
affecting all municipalities in India which ha;
have, however, no personal knowledge of Bell
do not speak on this point with any certainty.
thought it best not to consult the military autho
of Government on the point above mentioned.
easy enough to let the military lines remain in ¢
cantonment limits all that portion (and it would
west of the railway except, perhaps, the hospital and m
1), but T scarcely think that the military authorities w
favour. In asking for permission to levy ho :
was labouring under the erroneous n tha
cantonment, and in endorsing their recommendation T
which was only removed by G.O., Mis. No. 2110
Had I beeu aware of thareaf of the case I
‘the information before

ni

Cantonment A, that appli

vital Staﬁsﬁas (md‘g}attm

purposes Trichinopoly i
gf gi’ause-tax on the g
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9, The Government of India will, however, be addressed on the question of
exemption from taxation of such buildings in cantonments as are situated within
the limits of a municipality.

True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,
L Chief Secretary.
To the Collector of Trichinopoly.

1.errEr— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th Juneé 1896, to the Secretary to the Govemmséné

of India, Home Department,

A question having arisen lately in this Presidenc o
municipal taxation of public civil buildings, situated witlfisu t:hzh?ix:l?;:tgk nton
ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the 2;‘9&& t
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of In sy

9. From section 17 (1) () of Act: XIIT of 1889 (Finterm ni &i
_appear that there are held to be two classes of cantomnexst,:‘l;Il ?;Tte‘ A@)&

(1) Those not included in municipalities.
(2) Those included in municipalities.

Tn class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Act. Fér
(2) this Act c_ontains no such provision, and in such m gt
apparently be imposed under the ordinary munieipal law.
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, N
December 1883, which were presumably issued under sec
municipal taxes cannot be levied on public prb'pe rty
of this prohibition is, however, different in the two
class (1) the Military Department assists the
necessary, and even if not, means appear 16 oxist wntie
of requiring the Government to contribute to the
another, the Government makes to the cantonment.
fund is entitled to, considering the position of Go
within cantonment limits.

‘ 8. Under section 20 (2) of Act XIIT of

does not apply to cantonments in class (2).

escapes its just liabilities as an owner of
Council is of opinion that su :
concerned, and considers it po

India, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd
situated within municipalities escaped noti

4. T am, therefore, to request that the Govern
reconsider this question, and I am fo su t the re

a | nit the re
that the resolufion referred to may be so modified

-

included in municipalities.



1 have kept this. The latest copy of the Act is put u
H. W. Bluss]. as requested. et r g

W. W. PHILLIPS.,
i 9-5-96.
1 think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buildings from
the cantonment. 1t seems that it would be a much more complicated business than b

thought. ‘ |
I think, however, that we should raise the question of their exemption from i
{axation. So far as I can make out, there scem to be two classes of cantonmen
(1) those not includc_ad in municipalities, and (2) those included in municipali
In olass (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be imposed u
section 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund formed (section 2

of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of class (2), A

XIII of 1889 contains mo provision. Apparently, therefore, in such
taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts. ‘

In neither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed on publie propert;
India’s orders in G.O., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1884, which, 100
does not say so, would seem to have been issued under section 3 of A
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the two classes o
ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, in the Military
assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-in-aid ; and even if not
exist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1881, whereby the Government is req:
contribute to the cantonment fund. One way or another, therefore
makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution as is fair consider
an owner of property in the cantonment. TUnder section 20 (2) of
however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does not apply to class (2
in this case, therefore, the Government escapes its just liabil
property. This seems to me extremely unfair. ‘

It occurs to me as possible, and even as probable, thal
tion in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1584, was
(2) cantonments was not considered. Any way, I would a
that that resolution may be so modified as not to apply
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2. The Government of India will, however,
exemption from taxatioq of such buildi
the limits of a municipality.

. be addressed on the question of
0gs I cantonments as are situated within

(True Extract.)

J. F. PRICE,

Ollle‘f Se""ﬂ'tary,
To the Collector of Trichinopoly. :

Larrer—Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24th June 1896, to the Se

; cretary to the Government
of India, Home Department, 4 Hrl‘enﬁ‘;

A question having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the exempﬁon from
municipal taxation of public eivil buildings, situated within the limits of a canton

ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the tollowin
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India. e

2. From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIIT of 1859 (Cantonments Act), ‘itf‘qumﬂ
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments ; viz.— S

(1) Those not included in municipalities,
(2) Those included in municipalities.

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above section, ‘
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Act. For mnton$g£«;:imf
() this Act contains no such provision, and in such eantonments Sesilid o
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal law. Under the orders ¢
tained in the resolution of the Government of India, No. 5—165-81, dated 2
December 1883, which were presumably issued under section 3 of Act XI
municipal taxes cannot be levied on public property in any cantonment.
of this prohibition is, however, different in the two classes of
class (1) the Military Department assists the cantonment
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist under seetio
of requiring the Government to contribute to the fund,

'another, the Government makes to the cantonment fund su ‘
fund is entitled to, considering the position of Government as an
within cantonment limits, : e

8, Under section 20 (2) of 'Act XIII of 1889,‘5%1
does not apply to cantonments in class (2), In these,
escapes its just liabilities as an owner of property. His
Council is of opinion that such an exemption is manifestly
concerned, and considers it possible that, when the resol
India, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd December 1883, was iss
situated within municipalities escaped notice. et

4. I am, therefore, to request that the Government of Tndia -
reconsider this question, and I am to submit the recommendation of this (3
that the resolution referred to may be so modified as not to apply to ca
included in municipalities. ar FRLAC I s

Frot tie Cillactor g*mhmpo&y daM 3044 March 1896, Cur. Ne 11090 M.

. ‘Locar, axp Mosiorral, DEPARTMENT. |

OTES CONNECTED WITI G.0., MIS. Nos. 1067, 1068 M., DATED

-n-n-u-m‘ : |
L b 3 t §
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2. The Government of India will, however, be addressed on the question of
exemption from taxation of such buildings in cantonments as are situated within
the limits of a municipality. e

(True Extract )

J. ¥. PRICF,
Cliief Secre
To the Collector of Trichinopoly. i

Lerrer— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 24_1th June 1896, to the Secretary to the Go |
of India, Home Department. il

A question having arisen lately in this Presidency as to the exem
municipal taxation of public ecivil buildings, situated within the limits ¢

* ment, which itself forms part of a municipality, I am directed to submit the #
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India.

2. From section 17 (1) (a) of Act XIIT of 1889 (Cantonments Ac ),
appear that there are held to be two classes of cantonments ; viz.

(1) Those not included in municipalities.
(2) Those included in municipalities.

i

In class (1) taxation may be imposed under the above section
cantonment fund formed under section 21 of the same Aet. For ca
(2) this Act contains no such provision, and in such ean
apparently be imposed under the ordinary municipal la
tained in the resolution of the Government of Ind ;
December 1883, which were presumably issued unde
municipal taxes cannot be levied on publie pro
of this prohibition is, however, different in the
class (1) the Military Department;_a:,sglsggt the canf
necessary, and even if not, means appear to exist u

of requiring the Government to contribute to t]
| another, the Government makes to the cantonment
fund is entitled to, considering the position of G
within cantonment limits, o

3. Under section 20 (2) of Act XIIT of 188
~ does not apply to cantonments in class (
~ escapes its just liabilities as an owner
- Couneil is of opinion that such an ex
concerned, and considers it possible thaf
India, No. 5—165-81, dated 23rd Dece
situated within municipalities escaped
4. 1 am, therefore, to
reconsider this question
 that the resolution referred
.~ included in municipalities.

'




1 have kept this. The latest copy of the Act
H. W. Buss]. as requested.

W. W. PHILLIPS.
9-5-96.

I think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buildings
the cantonment. It seems that it would be a much more complicated business than
thought. eyt

I think, however, that we should raise the question of their exem -
taxation. So far as I can make{ out, there seem to be two classes of cantonm,
(1) those not included in mumelpal‘ities, and (2) those included in i
In eclass (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be im
section 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund forme

of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of

XIII of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefore, in such
taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts.

In neither class of cantonment can taxes bhe imposed on public
India’s orders in G.O., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1884, wh
does not say so, would seem to have been issued under section 8 of
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the t
ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, in the Mili
assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-in-aid ; and
exist, under section 5 of Aet XI of 1581, whereby the Go
contribute to the cantonment fund. One way or another. th émfdm, :
makes fo the cantonment fund such a contribution as is fair co i1
an owner of property in the cantonment. Under section 20 (2
however, section § of Act XI of 1881 does not apply to elass
in this case, therefore, the Government escapes its just liabi
properfy. This seems to me extremely unfair, o

It oceurs to me as possible, and even as probable
tion in G.0O., No. 104 F., dated 15th Jannary 188

(2) cantonments was not considered. Any way, I would ;
that that resolution may be so modified as not to apply t
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1 have kept this. The latest copy of the Act is put
H. W. B[uss]. as requested, ! i

W. W. PaiLuies.
9-5-96.

1 think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buildines fram
the cantonment. It seems that it would be a mucl% more eomplicated busine:sg:}jiﬁ?
thought. s ;
I think, however, that we should raise the question of their exems
taxation. So far as I can make out, there seem to be two classes of eanton

{1) those not included in municipalities, and (2) those included in munjein
Tn class (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be im
seotion 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and & regular cantonment fund form
of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of
XIII of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefore, in such
taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Agts. :

In neither class of cantonment can faxes be imposed on publie pro
India’s orders in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1884, whi
does not say so, would seem to have been issued under section 8
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the two ¢
ments. In cluss (1) cantonments, the Government, in the Military D
assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant in-aid ; an 0
exist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1381, whereby the
contribute to the cantonment fund. One way or anc’rthér; ore,
makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution as is fair con ering
an owner of property in the cantonment. Under section 2 Act
however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does not apply to elass (:
in this case, therefore, the Government escapes its jus
property. This seems to me extremely unfair. L
It oceurs to me as possible, and even as proba
tion in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1584
(2) cantonments was not considered. Any way, I would
that that resolution may be so modified as not to apply to




T have kept this. The latest copy of the Act is put up
H. W. Bluss]. as requested.

W. W. PaILLips.

; 9-5-96.

T think we may drop the question of excluding these Government buildings from
the cantonment. It seems that it would be a much more complicated business than I
thought.

I think, however, that we should raise the question of their exemption from
taxation. So far as I can make out, there seem to be two classes of caut onments—
(1) those not included in municipalities, and (2) those included in munieipalities.
In class (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be imposed under
section 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund formed (section 21

of the same Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of eclass 2y, At
, In such cantonments

XTII of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefore
taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts.

In neither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed on public property, un

ia’s orders in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1884, which, though that
cIiggs:anot say 80, would seem to have been issued under section 3 of Act X1 of
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the two classes of canton-

ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, in the Military Department
assists the cantonment fund, if necessary, by a grant-in-aid ; and, even if not, me

exist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1881, whereby the Government is required to

contribute to the cantonment fund. One way or another, therefore, the Government
makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution as is fair considering its position as

an owner of property in the cantonment. Under section 20 (2) of Act XTI of 1889,

however, section 5 of Act XI of 1831 does not apply to elass (2) cantonments ; and k
bilities as an owner of

in this case, therefore, the Government escapes its just lia
property. This seems to me extremely unfair.

It oceurs to me as possible, and even as probable, that when the India I :,': e

tion in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1884, was issued, the

(2) cantonments was not considered. Any way, I would address India an request

that that resolution may be so modified as not to apply to cantonments of tha.tc}asa, -

‘pe :  He says thet he originall

SR  Locar axp Muwicrpar DepARTMENT.
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Hiom the Collector o I ?ic,"@?’ta@: dated 30th March 1896, Cur. No. 1090 M. ,

| ———————

For orders—

In his letter, dated 31s
the Municipal Couneil of Trichinopoly
in the Trichinopoly Cantonment.
nd the buildings in question are ox bR 0 N,
L, dated 15th January 1884,  On the strength of G.0, No. 1860, Fina
August 1583, in which it was stated that Trichinopoly had ceased t
ent, the chairman requ Hahia auad it T o
tor supported the chairman’s
. )5, No. 1282, Financia
Judic 3rd March 1892, it was f
‘be a cantonment, the notification by
Act I of 1866

. ing the buildings individually
be difficult seeing that they are scatte
 excluding the part of cantonment cop
cantonment would be reduced to less than }
rities have not been consulted by the Coll
‘ e latter proposal with favour, a
is no .xlike;y‘to bring in any considerab

1. the y recommended the chairman’s pro
pression that Tric dnopoly was no longer a ‘@ﬁtm‘,mim_ st pro

.

ew of the difficulties in the way of taxing these huildine
it the Collector’s recommendation to d;yop th'e'—mlig&r@ Sbsldin
ught desirable to previously consult the Muniei
u may be forwarded to it for remarks,
W. W. Panrres. ‘
e Al
. it might, ‘Perhaps, be the wisest plan to dmy} the mmr for the
O ! : : ’

Y




I have kept this. The latest o £ 4 .
H. W. B[uss]. as requested, Ty olim At put up
W. W. Paruirs.

zx

thought. |
I think, however, that we should rajse the questi Pihatea o 0 Tt e : i Mg i

e Se e e make out, there seem 'coqb\c,xﬂtw?c:l c(l)asselelsegfeﬁrtguon from . e G S e i I i
(1) those not included in m:mmlpﬂ}hes, and (2) those included in “mumnm ntg— | o 2 L L
In class (1), of which the Mount is ap Xample, taxation may be im iy oL ¥ : ; Wi g
() ol Ao e of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund formed (spo: ' \ : 3 th ‘M@ch 1896, Cur. No. 1090 M. el
of the same Act). F_or the 1mposition of taxation : Wiy , S e Ao e we
@ 00 comus By B aiion APPal'ently therefore : i e i

taxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal A,cts.

In neither class of cantonment can taxes be im
India’s orders in G.O.idl\lo. 104 F., dated 15¢p
does not say so, would seem to have been issusd’
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, dsi‘;f:(i'ezf%gth il
ments. In cluss (1) cantonments,  the Government, in bhs Milit
assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by g gfﬂnﬁfin-aia AT
exist, under section 5 of Act XI of |58] ol
contribute to the cantonment fund. One
makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution ag
an owner of property in the cantonment, Under se
however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does 1ot app
in this case, therefore, the Government escapes 1
property. This seems to me extremely unfajp. , :
It occurs to me as possible, and even as probabl
tion in G.O., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1584
(2) cantonments was not considered, Any way, I wou
that that resolution may be so modified as not ¢ apply

»propos"tl{ﬁthfﬁ& |
ring in any con

says that  he origi
ssion that Trichinopoly was
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: : The latest copy of the Act is put up
-e kept this. .
iy kcpﬂ‘ IWSV. B[uss]. as requested.

. W. PHILLIPS.
8 9-5-96.
: drop the question of excluding these Government buildings from
tl efntt};fr];ei:‘f m;gr Seergs that it would be a much more complicated business than I
e ¢ : ,

ht- . “ 3 3
thou%’[ think, however, that we should raise the question of their exemption from
3

i So far as I can make out, there seem to be two classes 9f wntqn__rnentssﬁ
taxation. not included in municipalities, and (2) those included in muniei ﬁﬁQ&
(1) those(l) of which the Mouut is an example, taxation may be imposed under
. ?138317 (1’) of Act XIII of 1889, and a regular cantonment fund formed (section 2
i me Act). For the imposition of taxation in cantonments of class (2), Ae
Ot‘ItIhIe 2? 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefore, in such ecan onments
tXaxation is imposed under the ordinary Municipal Acts. b

ither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed on pnblie‘mo serty
xnm;’; n:rld.e\?s in G.0., No. 104 ¥, dated 15th Janvary 1884, which, th

does mot say so. would seem o have heen issued wnder section B of A
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the two classes |
ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Governmen‘h’ it Ahe Mxhtary
assists the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-in-aid - m d ey
exist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1881, whereby the G A Y it i
contribute to the cantonment fund. Qne WAy or anicthe . e ;!m@'?«‘ eq
makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution as is fajp ezmi?ir% the Go
an owner of property in the cantonment, Under section g 5‘? ,fegng ts
however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does not app‘l B (2)o At AL
in this case, therefore, the Government eg Dy . ! cabtonm

ca just
property. This seems to me extremely unfair?es o ms;?

It oceurs to me as possible, and even as S L
tion in G.0., No. 104 F., dated 15th Januaf;oi)gglz’t !
(2) cantonments was not considered, Any way, T wonld. o
that that resolution may be so modified as not to,éppl'y to can
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From the Collector of Trichinopoly, dated 30th March 1896, @;-.«Na‘. '1099 M
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~ gmng in any considerable
He says that he
that Trichinopoly




1 have kept this. The latest copy of the Act is put u
H. W. Bluss]. as requested. i

W. W. PHILLIPS.

1 think we may drop the qqestion of excluding these Government buildings from
the cantonment. It seems that it would be a much more complicated business than I

thought.
1 think, however, that we should raise the question of their exemption from

taxation. So far as [ can make out, there seem to be two classes of cantonments—
(1) those not ineludgd in mumclpal}tles, and (2) those included in municipalities .
In class (1), of which the Mount is an example, taxation may be im yosed. and
section 17 (1) of Act XIIT of 1889, and a regular cantonment fand formet(oslieh &
of the same Act). For the imposition of toxation in cantonments of class

XIII of 1889 contains no provision. Apparently, therefore, in such ecan
taxation is imposed under the ordinary Munieipal Acts. s

In neither class of cantonment can ftaxes be imposed on public propert
India’s orders in G.O., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1884, which, thou
does mot say so, would seem fo have been issued under section 3 of Act
1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in the two classes of
ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, in the Military De
assists. the cantonment fand, if necessary, by a grant-in-aid ; and aven:
exist, under section 5 of Act XI of 1881, wheréby the Government
contribute to the cantonment fund. One way or another,
malkes to the cantonment fand such a contribution as is fair
an owner of property in the cantonment. Under section 20
however, section 5 of Act XTI of 1881 does not apply to e
in this case, therefore, the Government escapes its just liabili
property. This seems to me extremely unfair. e :

It oceurs to me as possible, and even as probable,‘tl‘l‘a,t

Hon in G.0., No. 104 ¥, dated 15th January 1884,
2) cantonments was not conmdere_d. Any way, I would
that that resolution may be so modified as not to apply to

e ey ez,

&, Nos. 1067, 1068 M, 24th Juno 1
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Nos. 1067, 1068 M., 241n JUNE 1896,
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT.

Ryin—-the following paper i—=

From J. ANDREW, Esq., 1.C.8., Colleetor of Trichinopoly, to the Chief 8
tary to Governmfmt, Local and Municipal Department, dated T
30th March 1896, Dis. No. 544, Rev. ;

With reference to G.O., Mis. No. 2110 M., dated 16th December 1895, T
the honour to inform you that itis not quite clear whether Government
suggest that the various Government buildings should be separately exclude '
santonment limits, or Whether the cantonment limits should be revised so
exclude all that portion which contains the buildings in question. '
that the former course i8 intended as the buildings are pretty well scattered
the cantonment a8 18 apparent from the sketeh which I herewith return (vide the
houses marked therein as per list enclosed). If these buildings ate $o be separa
oxcluded, we shall have to demarcate them all separately, and it will not be al
convenient to have so many as 29 pieces of land soattered here and there t
the cantonment but excluded from it. It may also be doubtfal if Trich
Do treated in such an exce.ptional manner for the sake of g‘iving‘ |
many hundreds of rupees ncome in the shape of house-tax. Probabl
other municipalities might make similar claims, and it might turn out to bea
affecting all municipalities in India which have cantonments within t et
have, however, o E S
do not speak on this point with any certainty. Asto the other alterna/

thought it best not to consult the military authorities until T ascertai
of Government on the point above mentioned. It appears to me thal
easy enough to let the military lines remain in the cantonment and to e
cantonment limits all that portion (and it would be much more than half e
wost, of the railway except, perhaps, the hospital and magazine (buildings Nos. 4 a
1),but 1 soarcely think that the military suthorities would view this prop
favour. In asking for permission to levy house-tax on these buildings, the
was labouring under the erroneous impression that Trichinopoly Vil paend. A
cantonment, and in endorsing their recommendation I was under a simi il b
which was only removed by G.0., Mis. No. 2110 M,, diken Btk Dhaser
1ad T been aware of the real facts of the case I would not have been pre
the information before me, o recommend that Trichinopoly e
ently from other municipalities. I may here mention that, although :
a cantonment, the only ot e
(antonment Act that aj

personal knowledge of Bellary or other eantonnmnf}s, an

-

tho Army Regalations) to i

should be even in name
portion east of the rail
tull consideration. 1
town like Trichinopoly which
1ndia, including the very

rticn of the rales aud regulations framed under the | | W

E XCLOSURE.
Names of buildings.

Civil Buildings.

Post and Telegraph office at cantonment with out-houses

Collector’s cutcherry,

and Assistant Collector’s cutcherry with out-houses . .
Superintending Kngineer’s office, VI Uircle, with out-houses ..

Meteorological Observatory office i
North sub-division office with its out-houses
Txeeutive Engineer’s office,
~ out-houses Ve e
Municipal school with out-houses
Quarters for

Police station at cantonment .. L
* Police station at Dark’s bridge 8
Village munsif's chavady at Lennore ..

Military Buildings.

Grand magazine with out-houses s

European Infartry Lines.

 Tiled barrack in side verandah, with out-honses
Arsepal bomb proof barracks, with out-houses - «

Public Works Departme

: Turopean head cpnstablee, .V;"lth Ol;t-housea
Police hospital with iron fencing, with out-houses

..
.o

-

.

’ Hospital South Infantry Lines.

' Hospital with out-houses :

' Sergeant Tnstructor’s quarters, South: Tndian Railway Vol

toer Corps, with out-houses .. 2

Out'honm .. .. .. P

; - North Infantry Lines.
© Place of arms with out-houses .. S
Magazine and compound wall .. e

. Solitary cells Bl An e i
Regimental school with out-houses

o

Hospital east and west ward, with out-honses .. ‘
Commissariat Office.

Commissariat office with out-houses ..

. Peusion Pay officer’s quarters with ont-BoaBes’ s

Pension Pay office o4 e G
Magazine reserved . e R

. (Conductor’s quarters with ont-houses o ..
Station Staff officer’s store-room with out-houses

Station Staff office with out-houses
"""+ lu not in eantonimont Ji

..

g wx’(h

District Forest office, Local Fund office,

..

.-

- * 4:5

o

il

un=

Place of arms, ete., quarter guard jnslading verandah, Sl

» e

Number in the
register
of buildinge.

2t0 2

35 to 33
36 to
87

38 to %P

39 to
40 to %
41 to %
42 to 4

45
46

e

M. to} M.

Q

EL

=

B

-

2 0. to
3EIL

4N.L o NL
BNLto3NL i
GNLwsNL,




2. The Government of India
exemption from taxation
the limits of g municipali

ever, be addresseq
in cantonmentg

: (True Extract.)

To the Collector of Trichin opoly.

e

Lerrer— Mis. No. 1068 M., dated 243, June 1896, to the Secreta
of India, Home Department,

A question having arisen lately in this Presidency
municipal taxation of public civil buildings, situateq withi
ment, which itself forms part of g municipality, I am directed to submit ¢
remarks on the subject for the consideration of the Government of India,

2. From section 17 (1) (@) of Act XIIT of 1889 ((Yantonmentste
appear that there arp held to be two classes of cantonments ; viz.__

(1) Those not included in municipalities,
(2) Those included in m unicipalities,

In class (1) taxation may be impoged under
cantonment fund formed under section 2]
(2) this Act contains no such provision
apparently be imposed under the ordinay
tained in the resolution of the Governme
December 1883, which were i
‘municipal taxes cannot be
of this prohibition is, however, :  clas
class (1) the Military Departmen cantonment f;
nNecessary, and even if not, means appear to exist under sect
of requiring the Governm to the fund,
another, the Government nment fund sue |
fund is entitled to, considering the Pposition of Government g an owne;
within cantonment limits, ; | ih et
3. Under section 20 (2) of Act XIIT of 1889, seeti
does not apply to cantonments in class (2), In
escapes its just liabilities as an owner of property.
Council is of opinion that such an exemption is manifegt]
concerned, and considers it possible that, when the resolu
India, No. 5—1 65-81, dated 23rd December 1883, was iss:
situated within municipalities escaped naties, .~ . Y
4. I am, therefore, to re%uesc that the Government
_reconsider thigs question, and I am to submit th
that the resolution referred to may be so
_included in municipalities, : :




&)

T have kept this. The latest copy
ronr st e of the Act i
- H W. Blusl. avreqlioted. Act is put up
. W. PuiLuirs.

9-5-96.

1 think we may drop the question of excluding these
the cantonment. It seems that it would be a mucf more
thought.

1 think, however, that we should raise the
taxation. So t:m" a8 I_can make out, there seexﬁ to
(1) those not uéeluded in municipalities, and (2) t
In olass (1), of which the Mount is an example. taxati :
section 17 (1) of Act XIII of 1889, and a reuiﬁ:gh’ fAXAHO0 My e
of the same Act). For the imposition of t;x i i

: : e ation : :
XII[. of '1§89 contains no provision, APp'dI‘en‘t)Iy ntlh;}:;}t) C;mm_ants of class (2), Act
taxation is imposed under the ordinary Munieipal A,ets fore, 1 such ean

In neither class of cantonment can taxes be imposed on publie

Government buildi
amen ngs from
complicated business than I

question of their exemption from

1881. The effect of these orders is, however, different in

assists the cantonment fand, if necessar : ‘

; ; : scessary, by a grant in-aid ; an if ) mes

exist, under section 5 of Act XTI of 15él,}:vhel?ebyt :}?ed}g(;v:nd’ stnv_’lfl n(.}t‘" s

contribute to the cantonment fund. Oune way or another, therert:;geﬁhlgxﬁ” ok

makes to the cantonment fund such a contribution as is fair eoﬁsidexzinueiﬁg ;bﬁi{;io s
g its position as

an owner of property in the cantonmeut. Under scetion 20 (2) of Act XTII of 1889,

however, section 5 of Act XI of 1881 does no

v ‘ ot apply to At

in fhia caso, thorelore, the Govornment escapss i just Habiites ag an oot ok
: s ol er of

property. This seems to me extremely unfair.

It occurs to me as possible, and even as probable, 'fhai‘ when fhe India R%ol
Py 4 G “r— b ) u.
e of class

tion in G.0O., No. 104 F., dated 15th January 1584, was issued
(2) cantonments was not considered. Any wa;, I wohx?;d?msﬂgdﬁg* an
that that resolution may be so modified as not to apply to. cas twmenw 1 4

be two classes of cant
c o Ollm nt: —
hose included in mxmicip:;l%geg B
ed under
cantonment fund formed (Eiécti:gd;{ ;

 buildings in the Trichi

nmenE ; | ent. The c
' . %glity, and the buildings in question are exempt from

India’s orders in G.O., No. 104 F., dated 15th Pm‘pert‘y: fmder
i J § e i b
does not say so, would scem to have been'issuegn;r?ggr lazi;lii): h3m}:;f tioe‘; hxm
ments. In class (1) cantonments, the Government, in 3:;’ tﬁ?ﬁgg’?%:;m?;
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| L Mo o e
NOTES CONNECTED WITH G.O.,ANoJoby,IOASM., DATED 1 4 funt 1896, L»’

% Tocat, AND MowrcipAL DEPARTMENT,

From the C'ollectord‘ Trichinopoly, dated 30th March 1896, Cur. No. 1090 M

: mi orders in Government order read above. i

" In his letter, dated 31st January 1895, in this Government orde  the Chairman
of the Municipal Council of Trichinopoly raised the question of taxing certain public
he Trichinopo nment. The cantonment forms part of the »,

inancial, dated loth Janua 1884,

e dropped.  '
the impressi tha

It might, perhaps, be the wisest plan to drop
UG B

Please p\tt up a copy of 1
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