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| (I):; ago]:e f,hm limit being reckoned as half acres.”” This rule was subsequently modi -
s P ; ruary 1874, in replying to a reference from the Collector of '['u;xu:vally; the
| MH"-L‘) oard remarked that the karnam had simply to measure the portion irrigated an
&7 g ,l'tzgulate the charge accordingly. 1f the deld ‘was less than half an acre, the charge was
” according to its actual extent. In May following the Collector of Nellore repre-
Board’s Proceed: sented that where a field xueusu}'ﬂ_i" t'ed
1874, N ogge_dmgs, dated 14th February acres and only 1°50 acres were m'.l,,a ;
v e the charge under the rule was for = 3‘31':’-
% pay for a | and the cultivatdr was thus made h'ﬂ“?l :i)
Y tor a larger area than the field actnaly contained. The Board a(»cord:ngtl }\1 zrl]d t;;e
’ - a further limitation that more th&

B?illlafl’;ooeedmg%’ dated lst June 1874, recorded extent of the field shmild }10t~ be
g, charged for. In November 1874, it waé (

TP

§ ; further ruled that where a survey number
was held by different individuals, each separate holding should be treated 28 & ‘;Ls
Board’s Proceed: in charging by the half acre. The 0

1874, ng" dafed 16th November as thus modified are embodied in Standing
> Order No. 5.

that g;e;Soon after the promulgation of these rules, the Collector of Kurnool reP"ﬁ’scnteg
 the part P ;m;m regarding the charge by half acres would lead to petty exactions 0 :
. of the village and other subordinate officials, He pointed out that the ryo

h ‘ 3
SHEAL often through ignogance take in s cent. or two more than half an acre OF its

multi : : n %
ple, and the karnam might also try to bring out a small excess. In either case
' in pine cases out

the .
Tyot would be entirely at the merey of these petty officials, who, lﬁ th a small |
: : of ten, would be bought off Wi
B"l“s.,“i Novsoodings, dated 27th January present. To this representation, (be BOE;(:
ER replied that the rule was oy zinich
the difficulty po; much deliberation, in the course of ¥
ty pointed out was duly considered.

4, : ] :
kingTOI;etzaxt complaint came from the Collector of Salem, who, in reporting o% sﬂ:i
ch de rules, stated that compleints were made that the half-acre rule O
py and that, in his opinior, only the actual extent imgated s :;1 that

charged. In reply, the Board sta
6.0., dated 4th March 1879, No. 539. the buggestadmm?oy(i,iﬁcation would defeat
which was to avoid

the very object of definite water-rates
appeared to G complicated calculat ons and mim{tc mjeasurements‘ The objection
0 Bovernment to be sound.

S 1886, the complaint was renewed by the Collector of Kistna ; am}rf)hui
Proceed; Board thereupon called for 8 rcpoﬁt o
No. 1248, & dated 5th June 1886, all Collectors, with the remar 'u-“’l 1 be

question of modifying the rule wou sy
Were generall considered if the charges actually
' ¥ out of proportion to the areas irrigated.

6. Th :
hich i © papers read above are the Collectors’ replies to this reference, in the five

which is i
appended to these Proceedings. The rule in question is not in f"m‘i:l Tanjores

*Madras, My districts marginally noted.® I

ml!dmm’ Nilgiris, South Capura the rule was found to work unfairly a“d

: : ‘ was ordered to l;{n:gd 1;1 rsbeit‘llngcucs (t s,

2 Proceedi g

t Anantapue; Bely Six Collectorst advocate the 14
‘ -“ny,%&hn"’,m ﬁmm, Tinne- therule. The Sub-Collector of Salgm ho

a relaxation, W
ever recommends kes an exception

Wo
mn

No.

e land =eu' than yards. The Collector of Tinnevelly thi v
Jomabun v lm n 10 oents, the cbx:’geoshoulil be left to the diser ehznth‘; rule
) The Collectors of the remaining eight distriots report tha '

Collector of Anantapur m inks that where [}
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has been found to work harshly on the ryot, and recommend that the limit should be
reduced from half an acre to 10 or 25 cents. Some of them would abolisb the rule
altogether, and charge only on the area actually irrigated. )

7. The object of the half-acre rule was, it was stated, to “ avoid complicated caleu-
lations and minute measurements.” Asa matter of fact, however, the extent irrigated
has to be ¢ carefully measured ”’ in every case, and as exact measarement is required
before the iimrge can be regulated, there is practically no saving of labor in this . P
direction. As regards * complicated calculations,” the Board observe that the extent by
involved is small and the additional labor required, if the rule is rescinded, viz., a short
caleulation in each case, will not be great. They observe that this was also the view
held by Government in 1875, as will be seen from the following extract from para-
graph 12 of G.0., dated 9th January 1875, No. 85 :— In the former, the irrigated
area under tanks and channels is classed as wet, and. the rules contained in Board’s
Circular Order No. XX of 1874 refer only to portions of dry land which may from time
to time, when water is plentiful, be cultivated with wet crops. These can never be
extensive and the work of measurement can be essily managed and supervised by the
village and taluk officers.” A short table can be easily prepared, and the charge to he
levied in every case, whatever be the area irrigated, can be ascertained from it at once.

8. The Board are of opinion that there is much force in the objections raised by
the Collector of Kurnool in 1574 (vide paragriph 3 above) and by other Collectors biaidd
since. The power of exaction from the ryots given to the karnams by the rule is Rk
greater than it would be without it, inasmuch as now by putting on a few cents they R o
may saddle the ryot with the charge for half ar acre, whereas in the absence of the
rule he could only impose on them the charge for those cents. In the Madura district,
the water-rate rules are not in force, and no difficulty has been experienced in charging
on the actual area irrigated. The Board do not see why there should be any difficulty
in other districts. As regards cultivation in buillding sites, the practice of charging
on the area actually irrigated was sanctioned by the Board in Board’s Proceedings, dated
17th July 1881, No. 1306 ; and they think it only equitable to extend this practice to
all other cases also. They accordingly recommend that the half-acre rule may be
rescinded, and permission be given to Collectors to charge water-rate on the area q
actully irrigated subject to a minimum charge vhich might be fixed at, say, the rate Pran)
for a quarler acre. , :

9. The statement appended to these Proceedings shows that in the distriets in
which the present rule is in force, acres 36,352 were charged for in fasli 1295
(1885-86) when only acres 32,798 were actually irrigated. The total excess amount

thus charged was 12-2 per cent. of the amount payable on the area irrigated. There are [/

numerous individual eases in which the charge was out of all proportion to the area

actually irrigated.

(A true Extract.)

To the Secretary to Government, Revenue Department.
,» all Collectors.

Exd WJI:em
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APPENDIX I.
Precis or Correcrors’ mEPLIES.
Half-acre rule.

: Ganjam.—Collector is in favor of charging on the extent irrigated, as the cultivators of dry
l‘“d’, are generally poor and a small e;%‘rzgahsrge is a consi le burden to then. The
}ﬂeﬁtwn. however, is one of small importance in the district, as the extent involved is not large.

t appears, however, that in the Berh taluk the area charged is “ more than twice the area
cultivated, and in 52 cases out of 1,389 the amount at the jamabandi of fasli 1295 W’:
fnore than four times the amount due on the actual extent watered.” The Principal Am't.’;;l
Collector is also in favor of making some mlaxation of the rule. In his division there were 1,

)j,yq - Cases in which the half-acre rule was enforced in fasli 1295, In two cases the charge was 24

times the \assessment payable on the actual area ; in 20 cases it was not less than tenfold; in
110 cases not less than fivefold.

2. Vizagapatam,—The cases in which the hlfom rule is applied are not many. The
Collector agrees with the Colleotor of Kistrn that where the extent s loss than 10 cents, water-rate

7] should bo Charged on the ares actually irrigated. The Principal Assistant states that the

chargos are not generally out of proporticn to the area irrignted and thinks, therefore, that the

- rule needs no alteration, g
. 8. Goddrari.—No cases of hardship have been brought to notice. Under Collector’s cireular
of 1881, water-rate is not charged whel:: vater is conveyed in pots for vegetables, tobacco, ﬂot'i'“
garden grown in backyards within the resognized limit of 25 cents. In the cas of cultiva -
other than backyards, § water-rate is charged if the water is conveyed in pots. When wa

13 taken by flow, the full water-rate is ciarged whether on backyards or for vegetables, &o.

i the Collector would charge on the actual extent where it

i‘:%m““ 10 cents ; and where it des exceed 10 oents, he would reduce the half-acre limit

4. Nellore~The Hend Assistant Coliector (whois also in charge of the sub-division) and the

Temporary y Co state that the charge under the half acre is felt as a great hardshi
and is out of all proportion to the area. irigated. and should be sholished. . Tn the Gfddr tath
in fasli 1294 acres 573 were charged for, while the area actually i was only 77 mﬁ; in

13 fields (being under 10 cents in most cases). In fashi 1295 1092 were charged for,
while tho area sctunlly irrigated was onm lein%ﬂdd:u”Tho’Collector agrees with
&emwoﬂmsan&mmmmdswﬁemw“brmqmmmh
wg‘w—%hthbﬂhr“whbodly” and recommends “a more graduated scale,

stituting a quarter-acro or one-enth acre rule.” : .
6. Bellary—Would maintain the hulf-acre rule “as it fulfils the intention of those who

| *l ‘dmﬁod it and simplifies acoounts and saves labor of measurement.”

7. Anantapur.—~The Divisional officers are not it favor of moditying the rulo s it s caused
20 appreciable hardship to the ryots, The Collsdor staten thet, ok fhe lnst jomabandi be

oticed that the arens entered as irrigafod bore a near relation o the half-acre unit,” but that

he is “not prepared to say whether this was the rosult of actual irrigation or was an socount
manipulation.” Hﬂhingthatthngbfnmle may be maintained for ordinary cases, it should
be relazed in tho oase of backyard cultivation. ~

: ;' Kurnool.—Would modify the rule which works harshly in some cases. . s
po . Chingle) —~8tates th t charges ade every in a large number of cases out of
proportion to "z:fam irrigated, and sectiamoenids that Ty estual extent be charged when cultive-
tion is 10 cents or less, 7 =
. 10. North Areot.—The Divisi that no hardship is caused to the ryots.
extont charged in fasli 1295 nmm:g rule ?u acres P?,‘iOl or 20°42 per cent. more
than the area (acres 6,395) actually irriguted.
11, South Arcot.—No modification it considered necessary.
oy 12 Tanjore.—The rule “ was found to work unfairly ” and was ordered to be suspended
 (Board’s Proceedings, dated 3nd August 1885, No. 2253). : .
i ¢ 8 T'richinopoly. —Merely sends up 1 statement of area charged and gives no opinion. yd
ol }‘* %‘M.—Thomhia not in fome and the Collector does mot mda it necessary

0 cents, the

i 8 ' _. P g R s L ‘ v, x - 1, ¢ h‘td.lﬁ"’hﬂm
N :m*,’T';:‘”‘"' The charge is not aud no “marked P

R

caused. ctor thinks, however, that where the patch of land is below
ﬂwﬁmhm to the diseretion of tie jamabandi officer. | o
16, Coimbatore.—~No hardshi is cassed as there is much well irrigation and the circum-
: ‘..'Wmmmﬁrwmam 5
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17. Nilyiris.—There are no Government works of irrigation, and water taken from jungle

streams has not been hitherto charged. : :{ Sae e e ey T N S T s L 5
18. Salem.—The Collector thinks that no very great ship is caused, and that the rule :

need not be altered. The Head Assistant and the uty Collector : : Sﬁed views fv;w he ¥ -y e AN

Sub-Colleetor Mr. Dumergue differs and recommends a relaxation. He woul charge for T * " TR g
cents if the irrigated area is less and by the quarter &ﬂ%&w&;&n‘&u@%& R

in excess of the irrigated area varies from 7 to 25 o R LRy AT e AR e S

> L ¥ ? § Y ‘;‘”h £y ‘n‘-:,s\ }..“’k‘_ﬁ_ ,"\' " b k

19. South Canara.—The rule does nct apply. { . £ ‘ Oy R G RE  Fi
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Amhpﬂtf 3 e -._{ 3 1292 Ay | esa:.w 1;: g & 2650 g
Ballmby. L0 Dl amiS 1206 .| 961 586 | 170
North'Areot ., = ... ‘.. = 1206 .| 7,701 Not M'@;% »
{ w1293 .. sl S
Trichinopoly .. .. .. 129¢ .. | ¢ e B S|
Ev e 1205 . l3:951 R ;
Tinnevelly .. PE e 1295 .. | 10,409 u 5085 | " Do, .
i z { w 1954 11| 422451 | 147 5 5| 3008 13,051 6 '8
Tt U, 195 0| 439692 | 1484 16 11 | 4081173 13,698 3 8
Total for Fasli 1205 .. | 36,651.72 | 19,166 15 11 m%ﬂsﬁ

; : 4 ) fis Mot S et
-* In 363 cases twice charged, in 103 cases three times, in 101 cases four times, iﬁmﬂw i inl? cases six
times, in 12 cases seven times, in 9 cases eight times, in 10 rine times, in 11 ten timep. in. Gieq 3

times, in 1 case twelye times, in 2 cases thirteen times, in 5 cimes fourteen times, in 1 caso Soventeen timie, in 1 cage
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t In 40 cases Rs. 48 were charged in excess under hali-aory rule. The a
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has been found to work harshly on the ryot, and recommend that the limit should.be
-reduced from ha ~an acre to 10 or 25 cents. Some o them would abolish the rule
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or above this limit being reckoned as half acres.” This rule was subsequently modified.
In February 1874, in replying to a reference from the Collector of Tinnevelly, the
Board remarked that the karnam had simply to measure the portion irrigated and
regulate the charge accordingly. If the field was less than half an acre, the charge wus
to be according to its actual extent. In May following the Collector of Nellore repre-
: sented that where a field measured 175

Board’s Proceedings, dated 14th February acres and only 155 acres were irrigated,
1874, No. 325. the charge under the rule was for 2 acres

: - and the cultivator was thus made liable to

pay for a larger area than the field actually contained. The Board accordingly added
a further limitation that more than the

Board’s Proceedings, dated lst June 1874, recorded extent of the field should not be
Nos. 1312 and 1313. charged for. In November 1874, it was

’ further ruled that where a survey number

was held by different individuals, each separate holding should be treated as a field
in charging by the_half acre. The rules

Board’s Procesdings, dated 16th November as thus modified are embodied in Standing
1874, No. 3292. . ) Order No. 5.

3. Soon after the promulgation of these rules, the Collector of Kurnool represented
that the proviso regatding the charge by half aeres would lead to petty exactions on
thg part of the village and other suberdinate offigials, He pointed out that the ryot
might often through ignerance take in g cent. or two more than half an acre or its
multiple, and the karnam might also try to Bring out a small excess. In either case,
the ryot would be entirely at the merey of these petty officials, who, in nine cases out

, o< L Pl of teny would be bought off with a small
Board's Proceedings, dated - 97th s January present. To this representation, the Board
1874, No. 137. AT replied that the rule was framed after

;i 3 5 L much deliberation, in the eourse of which
the difficulty pointed out was duly consilered.

4. The next cdmplaint came from the Collector of Salem, who, in reporting on thé
working of the rules, stated that complaints were made that the half-acre rule caused
much hardship, and that, in his ‘opinion, only the actual extent irrigated should be

2 ¥ e charged. In reply, the Board stated that
G 0., dated 4th March ¥879, No, 539, the suggested modification would defeat
: : the very objéet of definite water-rates

5 .

 which was to avoid compliated caleulations and minute measurements. The objection

appeared to Government to be sound.

9. In June 1886, thecomplaint was renewed by the Collector of Kistna ; and the
. vy Board thereupon called for a report from
Board’s Proceedings, dated 5th June 1886, " all Collectors, with the remark that the
No. 1248. . . question of modifying the rule would be
. : considered if the charges actually made

were generally out of pgoportion to the greas irrigated. - :
. . The papers,read above are the Cellectors’ replies to this reference, a précis of
which is appended to these Proceedings. The rule in question is not in foree in the five
SN f : districts marginally noted.lz Ilflm’f?njon:i

* Madras, Madura, - Nilgiri Canara  the rule was found to work unfairly an

and Malabar, 851‘18; &m‘th was ordered to be held in abeyance (Board’s
, A G = “  Proceedings, dated 3rd August 1885,
No. 2253). Thé Collector of Trichinopoly has expressed no opinion on the question.
' Six Collectorst advocate the retention of

T Anantapur, Bellary, N;vrth Arcot, Tinne~ therule. The Sub-Collector of Salem how-

velly, Coimbatore and Salem, ever recommends a relaxation, while the
: 3 Z - - Collector of Anantapur makes an exception
in favor of cultivation in backyarls. Tbe Collector of Tinnevelly thinks that where
the land is less than 10 cents, the charge- should be left to the diseretion of the
Collectors of the remaining eight districts report thetethe rule

altogether, and arge ouly on the area actually irrigated. |

L
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-rule he eould only impose on them t

- rescinded, and permission be given to Collec

v L e e o : ‘ V‘-s',*
> 131 Aveusr 1858, No. 579, ReveNvE. : B
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7. The object of the half-acre rule was, it was stated, to “ avoid @'{“Phc&t‘,’d 9310!1&
lations and minute measurements, ”  Asa mattér of fact, however, the e;te!gt m'lgi:::d
has to be « carefully measured ” in every case, and as exact meagnre;nent is r?qnfhis"
bafore the charge can be regulated, there is practically no saving oi} lal:g;m PR
direction.  As regards * complicated caleulations,” the Board obser_ve,tdat : e:;B s
involved is small and the additional labor required, if the rule is rescinded, axﬁ‘i lfe vioew
caleulation in each case, will not be great. They observe that this w;:c ; from S
held by Government in 1875, as will be seen irom the following extract from para

:—In the former, the irrigated
graph 12 of G.0),, dated 9th January 1875, Nez ?;5'1 i o

area under tanks and channels is classed as w ; il
Circular Order No. XX of 1874 refer only to po:tions of d:y land wh}%ag; f;:%
to time, when water is plentiful, be eultivated with we G;OPs-d e lbtied by e
evtensive and the work of measurément can be esily _manage 311 ﬂqt)he il Ty
village and taluk officers.”> A short table can b easily Pbl‘spal'e s t'm'ed f e ;tl'gat G
levied in every case, whatever be the area irrigated, can b -880@1"58111. ; sed .
8. The Board are of opinion that there is wuch force in the objections rai ¥

| : llectors =~
the Collector of Kurnool in 1874 (vide paragraph 3 t‘f,b‘ﬁl? ﬁ:&:gso;;ermceomae PR
since. The power of exaction from the ryots B‘W:‘: b putting on 8 few cents they =
greater than it would be without it, inasmuch a: n 3‘; hereas in the absence of the

il b e 17t with the charge for b i thosw cens. I the Machura lstrit

has been experienced in charging 3

the water-rate rules are not in force, and no difficulty hy there should be any difficulty

on the actual area irrigated. The Board do no: see why ice of charging
in otherod‘il:trigllb:a 12; gr?agards cultivation in bililding ?fﬁﬁdgg;g;gm;; dated
on the area actually irrigated was sanctioned by the B oa!.'t lble to extend this practice to
ath July 1881, No. 1806 ; and they think it ob'y 8N800 Bl ule may bo
all other cases also. They accordingly reco tors to charge water-rate on the area -

which might be fixed at, say, the rate o

actully irrigated subject to a minimum charge

for's Guapicaint 1 LA T

9. The statement appended to fhese Pmb‘e‘.l{l;gs ::'1::;&? '::1 lg,rthiz dflash 3298 i o5
which the present rule is in force, wes—'sla”b' ‘w:ed Tfe total excess amovnt
(1885-86) when only acres 82,798 were actualy 10 o i ek irigated. Thereare
thus charged was 122 per cent. of the amount piya t of all proportion to the area :
numerous individual cases in which the charge vas ou ’ ek L '

act_nally ilﬁgated. s = L e \1-'\‘.’,. - .. ;A T'.'L" ey A f_‘ \‘.‘v“ A “v.'l.;-,i
’ Lo (A frue BRERGG) 0 5 R A
: : N, 3 ‘4 “ ‘ : A HD i IA:B, : i

To the, Secretary to Government, Revenue De‘]" b utb :

5 all _Uollectors. 2L 1
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Ganjam.—Qollector is in favor of charg '“'_;m;,ymf siderable burden to them. The
lands are generally poor and a small W’! the district, as the extent involved is no
uestion, however, is one of small i p%m 2 charged is “ mo:

t appears, however, that in the Berhampore talu 8

oultivated, and in 52 cases out of 1,389 :thép -
Collector is also in favor of making Wmtelm o of e
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cases in which the half-acre rule was enforced in fasli 1295, In two cases t)le charge was 24
times the assessment payable on the actusl area; in 29 cases it was not less than tenfold; in
110 eases not less than fivefsld.

2. Visagapatam.—The cases ‘in which the half-acre rule is applied ar¢ not many. The
Uolleotor agrees with the Collector of Kistns that where the extent is Iiss thifn 10 cents, water-rate
should be charged on the area actually irrignted. The Principal Assistant states that the
charges are not generally out of proportion to the ares irrigated and thinks, therefore, that the
rule needs no alteration. !

3. Godirari—No cases of hardship have been brought to notice. Under Collector’s circular
of 1881, water-rate is not chargad when water is conveyed in pots for vegetables, tobacco, flower
garden grown in backyards within the recghized limit of 25 cents. In the case of cultivation
other than backyards, 3 wator-rate is chaged if the water is conveyed in pots. When water
is taken by flow. the full water-rate is charged whether on backyards or for vegetables, &e.
If the above practice is not recognized, the Collector would charge on the actual extent where it

- d«)esﬁnot exceed 10 cents ; and where it does exceed 10 cents, he would reduce the half-acre limit
to' 25 cents. A

4. Nellore.~The Head Assistant Collector (who is also in charge of the sub-division) and the
Temporary Deputy Collector state that the charge under the half acre is folt as a great hardship
and 1g out of all proportion to the area irrigated and should be abolished. In the Gadar taluk
in fasli 1294 acres 5°73 were charged for, while the area actually irrigated was only 77 cents in
13 fields (being un ‘er 10 cents in most eases). In fasli 1205 acres 1092 were charged. for,
while the area actually irrigated was only acres 158 in 25 fields. The' Collector agrees with
the Divisional officers and recommends that the charge should be by the quarter acre rule.

5. C‘ud-:{apa{z —Thinks the rule “ works badly ” and recommends “a more graduated scale,
say by substituting a quarter-acre or one-tanth acre rule,” .

6. Bellury.—Would maintain the half-acre rule “as it fulfils the intention of those who
drafted it and simplifies accounts and saves labor of measurement.”

7. dnantapur.—The Divisional officersare not in favor of modifying the rule as it has cansed
no appreciable hardship to the ryots. he Collector states that at the last jamabandi he
- noticed that the areas entered as irrigatal boro a near relation to the half-atre unit,” but that
he is “not prepared to say whether this vas the result of actual irrigationr. was an account
puanipalation.” He thinks that though the rule may be maintained forordinary oases, it should
be relaxed in the case of backyard cultivaton, ;

8. Kurnool.—Would modify the rule which works harshly in some cases.

9. Chingleput —Btates that charges afy made every vear in a large number of cases out of all
proportion to the area irrigated, and recom nends thair{lie actual extent be charged when cultiva-

. tion is 10 cents or less.

10. North Areot.—The Divisional offsers say that no hardship is caused to the ryots. Tl::
extent charged in fasli 1295 under the hilf-acre rule was acros 7,701 or 20°42 per cent. mo
than the area (acres 6,305) actually irrigated, :

11. South Arcot.—No modification is considered nooessary.
12. Tanjore—The rale “was found t) work unfairly ” and was ordered to be suspended

(Board’s Proceedings, dated 3rd Aungust 1385, No. 2253).
; g8

13, T'richinopoly ~Merely sends up ¢ statement of area charged and gives no opinion.
- y = . . )
14. Madura.—The rule is not in fore and the Collector does not consider it necsesary 0
introduce it. 5 N ' 2 :

15. Tiunevelly.—The charge is not dsproportionate and no “marked hardship ” has' boen °

sed. Th : i ha ' ] is be 0 cents, the
aused. Thé Collector thinks, however, that where the pateh of land is belqv 1
zh'arge may be left to.the discretion of the jamabandi ofioar, i g

16, Coimbatore—No hsm:swd as there is much well irrigation snd the siroum-
otanoes‘oft{hedimiotgenot imilar to tlose of Kistna, _

" 17. Nilgiris.—There are no Governuent works of irrigation, and water taken from jungle

m“wdmwodmmdw - e . : , v b
19, South ﬂ'anam.—-Themledoeﬂ,n;t‘PPly' SR Lt

5 18, Baltg = The Collector thinke thit no very great hardship is cansed, and that the rule
need not be altered. T} -

Py wa aven is loss and l;y&quum m»iﬁt';the u-a‘; is greater. Tbageaehugod
:

.to'%p;-'m. ;

g
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He start and the Deputy Uolleotor take the same view. The
D 'ﬂn.ﬂead", dem‘“ anm m ,:, relaxation. He would charge for 10

!
B
fi

2 1O i

. - S e t) ,Wr_:v l-ﬂ.'};"\mw LTS, i) od Y
’ 4 . o o

———— ~ 1 5
% 13ta Aveusr 1888, No. 675, REVENUE. r
APPENDIX IL -
Half-acre.
E8 PERCENTAGE OF
EXCERS CHARGED. A
) Area actually irrigated. T
District. Area charged for Kiw. | s
e . A. P, .
. mS. A P | AcS. 663 0 0|* a7 | 8
Ganjam Fuli 1205 .. [ 1,303 | 3,390 0 0f1,010 | L6 Gy 7 .
. . e - 1204 6-50 lN(‘ g 1 1-58 Not given. 691 e
Nﬂllore . e .s { o 1205 i 12 50 ‘ Do 3.015 Do. 43'8 46'
” : - e o1 Yo y d 3 0 0 .
Ancntapar t,, L, L0 w A o] e SRS o AR o i - L
Bellary ' 0 oo o sl A S !li':tﬂ . uf P Notgiven. | 204 | .
Borth Aot ., - .1 5 00 1nel o2 i s ;ﬁf 7,808 bl AL
o 1208, .| B4 Do, 8,151 Tt §0
Trichinopoly , , R 1‘29; v g,é;? ! o s,ggg & 9-5 e
i " 129 . * % '9’ 4 1 10 :
Tingevelly ., .. .. w 1206 .. 110,409 " ,g" 5 5| 380319 | 13,061 6 g ’;.1 Rt n s
: 1294 .. | 4,224+81 | 14,400 4,031-17}| 13,608 3 >
e P AR { " 1295 4,308-22 | 14,88% 15 11 | 4, iy rmpyes e
i g =+ . 072 3 ; :
Total for Fusli 1205 .. | 36,661-72 | 19,165 16 11 [82,797753) 17,

: ¥ R five times, in 17 cases six
— : ¥ asus four times, in 33 cases ilv : s eleven
* In 363 cases twice charged, in 103 cases three m%mu‘:: nine times, in l'l_mmtm,emet:’enmﬁsmce:oin 1 case
times, in 12 cases seven fimes, in § cases eight t":?“" 5 cases fourteen times, ! in fasli
times, in 1 cuse twelve times, in 2 cases thirteen times, le, The assessment of the ares irrigated in
4

. : . od.
eighteen times, and in 2 cases twenty-four times were chyrg e
t In 40 cases Rs. 48 were charged in cxcess under hi

1295 is not available. ________2‘_ )
, renue, A '
Dataand LHS e T 575"3?:. eThe (Gtovernment agree ﬁn ‘tlllld tﬁ: ;
Trrigukion: No. 15 Bu“.nd': that the lmli:aere rule sho s 45 ‘f"
¢ Fojiled, b consier At K1 RS 0 - S
acre minimum proposed if unnecessary. The ;m P:zv:r:fasﬂigﬂzut%in 10 cents in
' Collector of Tinnevelly that the c].mrgeft‘o l‘)ee,"_ 4 offi s e s A
extent should be left to the discretion of Jan )v \ i
(True Extr %) ; 2 3 o
( e ed) O. A GALTON, -
‘lgn Ag. Becretary to Goyernmenf.
i PN '
' ; . b
‘ » T Agriculﬁm. i
t, Land Records and
To the Commissioner of Revenue Settlement, Janc | :
,? th: P:Eli?wg:ku Department (Irrigation o :‘ .
', 3 11? :
: A{:-': i
[ g B “
. ‘ ; ¥
Exd. P. L, Pereirs. i
i
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