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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.
REVENUE WEPARTMENT.

L4

Reap—again the following G.O., dated 7th September 1885, No. 4778, Revenue :—

Read—the following letter from Colonel H. R. MEAD, R.E., Superintending
Engineer, VI Circle, to the Chief Engineer, Public Works Department, dated
Trichinopoly, 6th August 1885, No. 237 T. C. :—

I have the honor to report that there has been a correspondence between the Exe-

cutive Engineer of Trichinopoly and the

One copy of Collector’s No. 2582, dated 22nd Municipality regarding the maintenance

July 1885, of what is called the ecitadel wall of

One copy of judgment,. Trichinopoly fort. This wall was part

of the fortification of Trichinopoly, and it

now consists of a massive revetment wall built round a portion of the Trichinopoly
rock and supporting streets, houses, &e.

2. In G.O., No. 240, dated 25th January 1865, and Proeceedings of the Public
Works Department, No. 500, of the 25th January 1865, it is stated in paragraph 3 that
letter No. 1802, of 12th September 1846, from the Assistant Quartermaster-General,
directed that the fort walls of Trichinopoly should no longer continue on the mili
returns. I suppose this refers to the citadel wall as well as to the outer walls of the
fort. The outer walls have been removed, the materials used on various works and
those left and the land were handed over to the Trichinopoly municipality ; but there
is no record to show that the citadel wall (which is, as before stated, now a revetment.
wall holding up a portion of the town) ever was formally handed over to the munici
Palit)'. - Pl U B TS SRRVRIALY ) Tty

3. In 1865 some of the stones of this wall were removed by Captain Palmer,
then District Engineer, I believe, to prevent damage, and a suit was brought in the

-
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court by the * Audinakartar ” (I believe trustee)of the Rock Temple, and Rs. 999 claimed

as damages, being the alleged value of the stones removed ; the plaintiff asserted that
the wall in question was the property of the pagoda and not the property of Govern-
ment. The court decided that the wall in question was Government property.

4, ITn November 1883, the Vice-President of the Municipality addressed the

Executive Engineer, and requested him to repair the wall which was said to be in a
dangerous state, and again in January and July 1884, asked that the wall should be

repaired at the cost of Government. The Executive Engineer on emergency expended
Rs. 170 on repairs, and pointed out to the Commissioners that he considered that

the wall should be kept in repairs by the municipality, and requested repayment of
the amount expended. At a meeting held on the 29th July 1884, the Commissioners

declined to pay the amount, and asserted that the wall in question was in the charge of
the Public Works Department. '

5. I addressed the Collector on the subjeet and proposed that, should the citadel
wall not have been (as I believe was the case) handed over to the municipality at the
same time that the other old ‘fortifications were, he should address Government
and have it handed over without delay. In reply, he forwarded to me an extract of
proceedings of the Municipal Commissioners, dated 23rd September 1884, asserting
that the citadel wall never had been handed over to them, and stating their opinion
that it should remain in charge of Government and be repaired at the expense of
Government. I again addressed the Collector and pointed out that the above was no
reply to my letter asking for information and for his opinion as Collector, and also

that if the wall was Government property, it was in his charge and not in that of
Public Works Department.

6. I enclose a copy of his letter and enclosure No. 2582, dated 22nd July, and
request instructions. I most certainly do not agree with the Collector in his opinion
that the wall in question is, and always has been, in the charge of this department,
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this office include only ¢ buildings ” and never walls only of forts, unless they contain
chambers or casemates on which these are shown.

2. The returns of Trichinopoly for years 1848, 1846, therefore do not inelude
either the citadel or fort walls, and it is not clear therefore what was meant when in
this office letter, No. 1802, dated 12th September 1846, the removal of the  walls of
the fort of Trichinopoly ” from the returns was authorized.

3. A copy of this office letter, No. 648, dated 19th December 1845, recommend-
ing the demolition of the fort walls is attached, and the order of Government which
was passed on that letter is No. 109, dated 8th January 1846. :

4. The sketch which accompanied the enclosure of this office letter, mentioned in
the previous paragraph, might perhaps give some information which will be of value
in connection with the matter,

No. 5927.

Transferred to the Revenue Department and the referred papers returned with
file of previous correspondence.

(By Oxrder.)

Forr Sr. GEORGE, (Signed) A. KENNEY-HERBERT, Lt.-Col.,
28th October 1885. Offg. Secy. to Govt., Mily. Dept.
2236, wgﬁ 21,‘111(3:{13'(]); iy Orper—dated 7th January 1886, No. 9, Revenue. :
ded as being under the care of ¥ . From the papers marginally noted,
TR fhige . Mhscolinucons. l the entire fortifications at Trichinopoly
EWART, Col, R.E., |

appear to have been abandoned by the
E.M.C., Military Department, No. 3606, dated ~Military Department. _The citadel walls
19th August, and No. 38358, dated 3lst referred to in the foregoing correspondence
August 1846. must, therefore, be held to be in charge
of the Collector with reference to the

terms of clause 1, paragraph 2 of G.O., No. 2436, dated 21st September 1868,

to Goyernment, P.W.D.

zmgpm'tment,for the favor of
ndence quoted in paragraph 2 of 2. The Collector, in consultation with the officers of the Public Works Depart-

osent reference by the Depart- ment, will have an estimate prepared for the demolition of the wall and for stacking e
opoly, which, it was directed, - the stone in view to its being subsequently sold by auection, unless it is recommended ol Fiige <

uded the citadel walls.

rd

that the materials be sold # sifu, in which case an agreement should be made with
RGN ) : ' the purchasers for the removal of the materials within a specified time and a deposit,
- ; W WILSON, b % to be forfeited in case of failure, should be-taken.

,,Wpy_tof(}oye;nmept,~ LS iaad, N (True Extract.)

(Signed)  J.F. PRICE,
~ Ag. Secretary to Government.

-

»» the Military Department.
,, the Board of Revenue.
»» the Financial Department.

To the Public Works Depar’ﬁment, with three original Tapers returned.

* 2 L3 L

 Exd. W. H. French.

g 1100 ;Qoi)ies; ‘ l {




Issued

Reed,

G.0., 7th January 1886, No. 9.

JANUARY.

Fort walls of Tnchmopoly

n?ers passed regardmg the demolition of
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS,
REVENUE D EPARTMENT,

Reap—again the following G.0., dated Tth September 1885, No. 4778, Revenue :—

Read—the following letter from Colonel H. R. MEAD, R.E.
Engineer, VI Circle, to the Chief Engineer, Public Works De
Trichinopoly, 6th August 1885, No. 287 T. C. :——

I have the honor to report that there has been a correspondence between the Exe-
cutive Engineer of Trichinopoly and the

One copy of Collector’s No. 2582, dated 22nd Munieipaljty regarding the maintenance
July 1885. . of what is called the citadel wall of
One copy of judgment. Trichinopoly fort. This wall was part

. of the fortification of Trichinopoly, and it
now consists of a massive revetment wall bujlt round a portion of the Trichinepoly
rock and supporting streets, houses, &e.

2. In G.0O., No. 240, dated 25th January 1865, and Proceedings of the Public
Works Department, No. 900, of the 25th J. anuary 1865, it is stated in paragraph 3 that
letter No. 1802, of 12th September 1846, from "the Assistant Quartermaster—General, i
directed that the fort walls of Trichinopoly should no longer continue on the mili

returns. I suppose this refers to the citadel wall as well as to the outer walls of the
fort. The outer walls have been removed, the materia i

pality.

3. In 1865 some of the stomes of this wall were removed by Captain Palmer,
then District Engineer, I believe, to prevent damage, and a suit was brought in the
court by the “ Audinakartar ” (I believe trustee)of the Rock Temple, and Rs, 999 claimed
as damages, being the alleged value of the stones removed ; the plaintiff asserted that

the wall in question was the property of the pagoda and not the property of Govern-
ment. The court decided that the wall in question was Government property.

4. In November 1883, the Vice-President of the Municipality addressed the
Executive Engineer, and requested him to repair the wall which was said to be in a
dangerous state, and again in J anuary and July 1884, asked that the wall should be
repaired at the cost of Government. "The Executive Engineer on emergency expended
Rs. 170 on repairs, and pointed out to the Commissioners that he eonsidered that

the wall should be kept in' repairs by the municipality, and requested repayment of

- the amount expended. At a meeting held on the 29th J uly 1884, the Commissioners

declined to pay the amount, and asserted that the wall in question was in the charge of

the Public Works Department. _ : R

5. I addressed the Collector on the subject and proposed that, should the citadel
wall not have been (as I believe was the case) handed over to the municipality at the
vernment,

and have it handed over without delay. In reply, he forwarded to me an extract of
proceedings of the Municipal Commissic mers, dated 23rd September 1884, asserting

that the citadel wall never had been handed over to them, and‘ stating their opinion

Government. I again addressed the Collector and pointed out that the above was no
reply to my letter asking for information and for his opinion as Collector, and also
that if the wall was Government property, it was in his charge and not in that of
Public Works Department. :

6. T enclosea copy of his letter and enclosure No. 2582, dated 22nd J uly, and
request instructions. 1 most certainly do not agree with the Collector in his opinion

~ that the wall in question is, and always has been, in the charge of this department,
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chambers or case matcs on which thcse are showm

2. The returns of Trichinopoly for years 1845, 1846, therefore do mnof
either the citadel or fort walls, and it is not clear therefore what was meant when in
this office letter, No. 1802, dated 12th September 1846, the removal of the “muid}' -
the fort of Tric hmopoly ” from the returns was spthorlzed

A copy of this office letter, No. 648, datéd 19th December 1845, reeémmen&— '
ing th(' demolition of the fort walls is attac hed.,; and the qrder of Govemment,; ;
was passed on that letter is No. 109, dated Sth k.nnary 1846. | e 11‘:;%

4. The sketch which accompanied the enclosure of this office letter, mentmneim
the previous paragraph, might perhaps give some information which will be 0! W .
in connection with the mattel.
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Transferred to the Revenue Department aﬂd the referred papers returned mﬂl

file of previous correspondence.
(By Ordef.)

Forr S1. GEORGE, (Signed)  A. KENNEY-HERBERT Lt.-Col.,
28th October 1885. Oﬁg Secy. to Govt., Mily. Dept.
i

Orper—dated Tth January 1886, No. 9, Revme

Miscellaneous. I thﬁ eF;;I; thE e‘paﬁg::ms Vat T ;,: _ﬂ‘
' Bg;m to have been abandoned by the
Department The citadel wams

E.M.C., Military Department, No. 3696, dated
19th Angust, and No. 3858, dated 3lst reffcrred to in the foregomgao

August 1846, must, therefore, be held to be in charge
of the Collector with reference to the

terms of clause 1, paragraph 2 of G.0., No. 2436, dated 21st September 1868. =

2. The Collector, in consultation Wlth the officers of the Public Works
ment, will have an estimate prepared for the demolition of the wall and for s
the stone in view to its being subsequently 801(1, by auction, unless it is recom
that the materials be sold @ sifu, in which case: an agreement should be n
the purchasers for the removal of the materials within a specified time and
to be forfeited in case of failure, should be taken. ¥

(True Extract.) /]

To the Public Works Department, with three ongunl papers returned.
,, the Military Department.
- ” the Board of Revenue.
, the Financial Department.
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