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No. 768 1., 19te Sepremser 1896.

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT.

Irrigation,
Account.

Reap—the following papers :—

Telegram from the Secretary to the Government . .
e of India, Publ
i et Bt e Madras, Public Works 325212‘
Ti ‘ i
iR e ranch, Ootacamund, dated Simla, 19th August 1596,

Your telegram, 23rd July, additional 30,000 for Srivaiku

- - - . - . - a'l nta

be provided by re-appropriation within exmtmé grant under 42, F‘lezs\g,:t:? 181'10ul}d
letter why demand was not put forward earlier. e s

PR

Memo. No, VI./65 T.N.
601

With reference to Proceedings of Madras Governm ~
R A, < ey 2 : rnment, N({. T I:, dated ?3rd July
1896, ersigned has the honour to inform the Superintending Engineer, VI
Circle, that the .Govemment of India has not sanctioned the additional gra.n’t of
Rs. 30,000 therein applied for for repairing the damages caused to the works of the
Srivaikuntam anicut system by the floods in December last. Until the grant for this
system can be augmented by a re-appropriation of the total grant under *42. Major
works (Working expenses),” expenditure under this head should be restricted. ]

2. Though the floods oceurred in December last, it is observed that additional
funds for expenditure during the current year were applied for only on the 24th May
1896 in letter No. 609 T.N. In this office memo. No. 84 T.N., dated 5th June, the
Superintending Engineer was asked to explain why the proposed expenditure will not
bear postponement fo the next financial year. This explanation was furnished in his

No. 1075 T.C., dated Tth July 1896, on which G.O., No. 9L 1., dated 23rd July 1896
was passed. The Government of India now desires it to be explained s
%m (}emanfl for additti(clmal lf)unds was not put forward earlier. pThl:ae S\?geﬁtbzg(?vig;
ngineer is requested to be so good as to submit th i i
Engrnofice mi g e explanation required at his

(Signed) R, R. E. DRAKE-BROCKMAN, Col, R.E.,

26th Aug. 1896. Chief Engineer for Irrigation.

From W. HUGHES, Esq., Superintending Engineer, VI Circl i
%ﬁmeer for Irrigation, dated Trichinopoly, 30t,h Augmstc 1(29%(: 213. Cllallei

With reference to your No. VI./556 T.N., dated 26th

honour to stat® that the Executive I:Inlgineer’ first applica?i';gu fgrlgggi,til hz;vfe ﬂée
reached my office on the 18th May 1896, and I do not think he could have dfuad
much earlier what grants he was likely to require. The cost of repairing ﬂossc(?;tawed
could only be roughly guessed until the. estimates were mostly made, and e
the amount spent on these works from last year’s grant was not known ’until 3?;:%:2;

o

" low, more re

MM—MWWA,\M--M—MM-W
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The application was ent to you from my office on 27th May, and all the
subsequent delay ,arose from your inability to obtain the required funds by transfer
from other circles and my subsequent enquiry as to the amounts which could be
surrendered from existing grants.

9. The Executive Engineer, Tinnevelly, has been ordered sometime ago to restrict
work on the Srivaikuntam anicub gystem as far as possible. The minimum grant

required will be reported in a few days.

in April.

——-—

Telegram from the Chief Engineer for Irrigation, to the Superintending Engineer,
1 Circle, dated 26th August 1896, No. 47,
urrent year’s grant under 42. Repairs, Gdddvari

Please wire what portion of ¢
ds elsewhere.

delta, can be spared for urgent deman

e et

Telegram from the Superintending Engineer, I Circle, to the Chief Engineer for
Irrigation, dated Waltair, 3rd September 1896.

dated 26th ultimo. Rupees five thousand available for transfer

Your telegram, Gédsvari, under 42. Maintenance and Repairs,

from Central division,
ovatie

Telegram from the Chief Engineer for Irrigation, to the Superintending Engineer,

111 Circle, dated 26th August 1896, No. 48.
what portion of current year's grant under 42. Repairs, Kurnool

wire
o d for urgent demands elsewhere.

canal, can be spare

Telegram from the Superintending Engineer, 111 Cirele, to the Chief Engineer,
tor Irrigation, dated Bellary, 30th August 1896.

Your telegram 96th. Fundsnot available 42. (Canal Repairs.  Grant already too

quired later om.

e

No. 164 1.

Submitted to Government with a reeommendntimr-tm the sum of R_s;“'5‘,-000 :
which can be gpared from the current year's grant for 'tbei.i%dﬁwﬁ “delta system,
may be transferred to the Tinnevelly division where an outlay of Rs. 82,683 has

i d up to end of July 1896 against a grant of Rs. 19,868. ‘The Superintend-
ing Engineer, VI Circle, has already been instructed to restriet further expenditure.
No funds can be spared ‘trom the Kistna delta system for which an additional gra u of
Rs. 1,23,000 has just‘been‘sancuoned by the Government of India to repair damages
caused by the unprecedented floods this year. The Superintending Engineer, 111
Circle, wires that the grant for the Kmqpl—Cuddapah‘w gﬂlzwiy too low. In
his application printed in Proceedings of Madras Government, No. 730 I, dated 27th
August 1896, the Superintending Engineer, V Circle, represented that an additional
grant of Rs. 8,600 for the Cauvery delta gystem was absolutely necessary, but this
Jemand has not been complied with, From the above it will be seen that the grant
for the Srivaikuntam aunicuf system cannot be augmented by re-appropriation, as

-

suggested by the Government of India, to the full extent required.

(Signed) R R, E. DRAKI BROCKMAN, Col, RE,
' : Chict Engineer for Irrigation.

$th September 1896.
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Orper—No. 768 1., dated 19th September 1896, *
The following transfers of funds are sanctioned : 7 i Dry(. H""’/ ‘“’“‘t" } fé
e 10 g . 5 l}” } O D [ 4 Ao / & xuu-umm M
- Irrigation. C _ )
42. Major Works (Working Expenses). T : From CA
O O/
From To (Perse
Gédavari Delta System. Srivaikuntam Anicat System. : ot ald ‘(g‘ ,
Gédévari Central Division, Tinnevelly Division. i / K ¢ : :
RS. RS. 4'4 A (j G e b J Ai} e i «3’ a,
Maintenance and repairs «. 5,000 Maintenance and repairs £.2-85.000 / / 3 C C Lo
Establishment vud «.. 1,150 Establishment w1150 ‘ T t‘? L At WP -.,/\,.
Total ... 6,150 Total ... 6,1_5(; : | ff : . ]

2. The following letter will be sent.

=)

[Here enter No. 769 1., dated 19th September 1896.]
(True Extract.)

Under Secretary to Government,
Irrigation Branch.

.

To the Chief Engineer i’gr Irngatxori T
» Superintending Engineer, rcle.
¥ e - % »  1II Circle.

VI Circle.

Exammer, Public Works Accounts,

»
»

Y P—No. 634 Tn247-95 ~10.90000,

i W W —————

st

Exd. T. K. Narayana Aiyangar,
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Pusric Works DEpATMENT

IrrIGATION BRANCH.

PROCEEDINGS OF THE MADRAS GOVERNMENT. A

Uxper date the

Reap the following
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2 No. 226

I, 48 Marcu 1896,

the present time, and in no way regulate the lev rhe T :
L ; 4 ) L ¥ of wharfage fees e following
instances may be cited by way of example :— ige fees, The following

: (1) The Objf}‘?t of wharfage fees as now recognised is not to prevent boats
loading and unloading goods except at authorized places.” Tf such a pr:'il;r‘!.')l(‘ Wiie
generally ?nted upon, the canal would become next to useless, and the traﬂig ii, fire-
wood; grain and other produce would be absolately killed, sinee it is idle tn.su pose
that such goods could stand the cost of transport by road to the nearest whart in&?eadl
of being loaded or unloaded wherever wanted, as they are of course allowed to do
Both the navigation and the wharf rules give discretion to Executive Plngfug(.rs ”
forbid loading or unloading except at wharves, but this power was conferred in order
to check abuses and not to hamper legitimate traffic. '

(2) The Board rightly state that one objeet of wharfage fees is to place all
boats on the same footing. It is therefore perfectly anomalous at the p'reaént &
to claim exemption for salt boats alope, since no other boats are so exempted, Tt is
altogether contrary to fact, as things now exist, to say that the effect of wharfage
fees ‘“is to place a tax upon salt alope.”” It is, however, absolutely true to say that
to exempt salt from paying fees which every other commodity now pays is to bolster
up the salt trade at the expense of the Buckingham canal, a work on which Govern-
ment has incurred enormous outlay, and on which Capital and Revenue accounts are
kept up.

{(3) The various contentions of the Board that (a) becauvse it is convenient for
salt to continue to be loaded at the Salt Cotaurs, (4) because the conservancy of the
banks is attended to, and (¢) because a very short length of side channel is maintained
by the Salt Department, salt boats at Salt Cotaurs should be exempted from wharfage
fees, form no valid ground for such exemption. On a sm.nlar line of argument, coal,
shells, firewood and other goods might just as well claim exemption. In all s‘uch
cases, it is clearly for the private eonvenience of the trade in question that the Gov-
ernment wharves are not used, and such convenience forms no ground whatever for
exemption. If such prineiples were admitted and exemption from wharfage allowed
on grounds so inadequate, the Government wharves would soon be deserted
altogether.

5. Tf the instorage system is to be again introduced, and salt boats using the
Salt Cotaurs are still to be exempted from payment of wharfage, the canal will lose
annually considerable sums in wharfage fees, as salt will again become a principal
item of traffic—eide paragraph 7 of note, printed with G.O. No. 619 1., dated 14th July
1893. In case of the exemption from wharfage being still allowed to salt boats using
Salt Cotaurs, some arrangement should therefore be made providing that this lost
revenue is adjusted by book transaction to the revenue account of the canal, and that
the Salt Department furnish to the eanal staff proper checks to show that the boats do

actually load or unload at the Salt Cotaurs. By means of wharf elearance tickets,

&c., the canal staff have at present a perfect check npon the movements of all boats
except specially exempted salt boats using Salt Cotaurs.

8. Itis difficult to see any logical or even intelligible ground upon which salt boats
nsing the Salt Cotaurs can continue to be exempted from payment of wharfage—

(1) The boats are nof the property of Government, but of private owners, and
it is only reasonable that these owners should pay wharfage fees, since, as I have
already shown in paragraph 4 of my letter, printed with G.O. No, 632 I. ’dated 17th
July 1893, such levy of fees is strictly proportionate to profits, and is t};e only way
of touching boats doing an exceptionally good business,

(2) It is ridiculous to suppose that the levy of so small a fee as one anna
per ton for wharfage can make any material difference in the cost of so highly priced
an article as salt, The exemption of such fees on salt boats makes however, a great
difference to the annual revenue of the canal and enables the Salt D:zpartment, to make
arrangements with its contractors to transport salt to Madras at a slightly reduced
rate, and one that is, moreover, wholly fictitious, .., is specially relieved by Govern-
ment from an impost that every other class of goods has to pay. Aj

b/
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(3) Even if Government boats were us.ed to transport salt to the Salt Cotaurs,
it would form no valid ground for exemption, since the Government boats of the
Forest Department conveying firewood have never been allowed any such exemption

from payment of wharfage fees.

7. A great deal has been done to improve the canal of late years; the traffic is
steadily increasing, and the blocks to traffic that occurred during the drought of 1891,
and frequently in former years are rapidly, if proper precautions are taken, becoming
an impossibility. The canal will, ere long, when the license and wharfage fees have
been raised, show a very much better return than it h.as ever yet done, and as the
cost of carriage along it is extremely low, the officers in charge of it may well bring
to notice that its earnings will be unduly knocked down by special exemption from
wharfage fees being allowed to any cargo boats whatever.,

8. 1 therefore request to be favoured at an early date with orders whether G.O.
No. 798 L., dated 21st December 1887, is to be still held to be in foree; if so, whether
it is only intended to apply to salt boats using Salt Cotaurs ; or whether this Govern-
ment Order is superseded by G.O. No. 632 I, dated 17th July 1893, which lays down

detailed rules for wharves.

P

ENCLOSURES,

f Superintendent, to the Executive Engineer, Buckingham Canal, dated 7th
From the Wharf Superintendent, Morch 1806, N?' 165, | 8 I

I beg to report that the Government salt has this day commenced to be transported from
Vayalur to Madras Depét by canal. : o

9. Wharfage fee for unloading at Salt Cotaurs has not been collected under @.0. No. 798 I.
of 21st December 1887,

3. The salt here transported has been ascertained from the enclosed letter of the Inspector of
Salt and Abkéri Revenue, Madras Depot, to be the Government property and not one of private

merchants. ‘

—

From the Inspector, to the Wharf Superintendent, Madras Basin, dated 7th March 1895.

With reference to your letter, dated 7th March 1895, I have the honour to inform you that
the salt from Vayalur is Government property and is being transported to Madras under "contract
by Abdul Khadar Mustan Sahib. YIS

——

i

No. 4567 B.C. a3
Forwarded to the Chief Engineer for Irrigation for favour of very carly orders.

It would appear that G.O. No. 798 L., dated 21st December 1887, has been cancelled
by G.0. No. 632 1., dated 17¢h July 1893. &

(Signed) ~ W. L. C. BADDELEY, Major, R.E,

80th March 1895, Superintending Engineer, 11 Cirlele,

From Colonel R. R. E. DRAKE-BROCKMAN, R.E., Chief Engineer for Trriga-

tion, to the Secretary to the Board of Revenue (Separate Revenue), dated
13th April 1895, No. 178 M. At

T have the honour to forward endorsement No. 457 B.C., dated 30th March
1895, from the Superintending Engineer, IT Circle, with its exjelos‘ﬁxfeg (to be returned &
and request to be favoured with the Board’s remarks on the question therein raised
whether salt boats passing to the Balt Cotaurs should be still exempted from paying
wharfage fees. s SR e 1 S SRS

9. Up to the present time, salt has been paying wharfage fee, as it was bought
by the contractors at Ennore. It is unreasonable that the alteration of rules in the
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the contractors should buy salt gshould affect
lowed, it 18 impossible to tell whether the
and to make fair comparison between

Salt and Abkéri Department as to where
the receipts of the canal. If this be al
receipts of the canal are improving or not,
different years.

8. There seems to be no valid regson why
more than firewood and the tax in the latter case is rela
the former, as the value of the goods is so much less.

. 4. The Buckingham eanal is on g fair way to show receipts exceeding expen-
diture, and the salt trade, being benefited largely by it, should not be exempted from
such taxes as are generally imposed and found by experience 0 be not more than the
traffic can well bear.

5. If suitable to the Salt and Apkari Department, the charges may be made a
bopk-trqnsfer bet_ween the departmentg, or they may be levied on the boats which are,
it is believed; private boats engaged b\’- that dycpart'uwut.

salt should escape wharfage fees any
tively much heavier than in

I

Reap—Proceedings of the Board of Revenue (Separate Revenue), dated 17th July

1895, Mis. No. 3009.

Read—again the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenue (Separate Revenue),
dated 16th May 1395, Mis. No. 1207 :==

Read—Iletter from the Chief Engineer for Trrigation, dated 13th April 1895,
No. 178 M.

e

Resolution—Mis. No. 1207, dated 16th May 1895.

The Deputy Commissioner, C Jod B

, Central Division, 18 re uested t

Egﬁs eh :: i}? eelnpbadelsior Athe payment of whar%nge fzes_on bo

tractgr 18 I tet‘h{adras Depot and if, by the terms of the contract, th

edasnixiad ot to bear the charge, whether a case for an application o (Govern
ption can be made out under present circumstances.

o report what arrange-
ats conveying salt for
e transport con-
ment for

e e

Read—also letter from the Deputy Commissioner, Central Division, dated 8th June
gt 1895, No. 2507.
Anstract.—Reporting that no arrangements have been made f@r the payment of wharfage

foes on hoats conyveying salt for storage at the alt Danat - LI £
if any fe9§ are to be levied at all, thégyen?mut?; %mﬁ:l; g:vpﬁm-nmt gn;ln:xpremng - 4 ey R

Resolution—Mis. No., 3009, dated 17th July 1895.

Prior to the introduction of the outstor . ;
manufacbure.d in the factories of the Vayam?g%g:::ﬁnﬁl égg&o l:‘.he(‘gxcllse saI:
transported in boats and stored at the Madras Salt Dep6t, and the b tsg ircles wah
salt paid no ,v_zhz_a.rfage fees until 1887, In that year the Salt Cbta:::s carrying tmcl;1
salt depdt premises, were declared to be a wharf. The question of the 1o mclfudmg the
fees was then raised by the canal authorities, and Government, after evy ?d wparfgge
arguments put forward_by the Board against. the proposed levy of wharfage foo .
salt boats, was pleased in its order, dated 2st December 1887, No't gs age fees on
Works, {o sanction an exemption in favour of all licensed ts Lot L, Public
Madras laden with salt. f ‘boats entering or leaving

9. As long as the salt of the outlying f i il
was observed, but since the introduct{:)-?lg ofamnzg:ms;mf ::e:}:e ‘:ﬁpﬁt, this order
been taken advantage of.  The salt. brought by licensees fromythe Prstiy 13) }i?:dl::tts

(not to the depdt) has paid wharfage, apparently because (although the wording of

&
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the Government Order above referred to is such as to render it appli
boats entering and leaving Madras), the intention of. the Governngtw;glsec?n Sai];eizl;
to be to exempt only boats carrying salt from the out-factories for storaye at the depit
No objection was raised by the licensees as they were using the banks of the ca’;mi
for loading and unloading, as it is used for other articles.
3. After the passing of the Canals and Ferries Act (II of 189 :

its Order, dated 17th July 1893, No. 632 I., Public Worgcs, notiﬁeg)x,m%%:e:;:gzzt 1“3
(LV) thereof, a set of rules for the regulation of traffic at the wharves on the canal in
general and at the Madras wharf in particulal‘. Rule II of the rules relating to the
latter requires all boats that load or unload within the limit of one mile from the
Madras wharf to pay the prescribed wharfage. No mention was made in these rules
of the exemption accorded in G.0. No. 798 1., Public Works, dated 21st December
1887, to boats carrying salt, the reason presumably being that there was not the same
necessity to do so inasmuch as at that time no salt was going to Madras for storage at
the depdt. Now that the monopoly system has Bouinrderen foi b ferintsodused into
the factories of the Vayalur and Knnore Circles, the existing stocks of the licensees’
salt are being purchased by Government and transported to the Madras dep6t for
storage, and Government salt will, from the season of 1896, be likewise sent there.
The Board has . therefore again to address Government on the subject of wharfage
fees and to request orders for the continuance of the exemption accorded in G.O.
No. 798 L, Public Works, dated 21st December 1887, in the case of the boats carry-

ing salt to the Madras depbt for storage.

4. The Executive Engineer, Buckingham Canal sub-division, supported by the
Chief Engineer, considers that wharfage fees should be paid. He details at length
his arguments in favour of the imposition of the fees, but as most of them were before
Government when it passed its order of 1887, the Board does not consider it necessary
to traverse them in detail. It will simply remark that, highly taxed as it is, salt is
entitled to exceptional treatment as ct_)mpqred‘with the other articles of trade, fire-
wood, &e., referred to by the Executive Engineer, if it can possibly be accorded.
His main objection to the exemption claimed is the loss to the canal funds of  con-
’ ” g canal on which Government has incurred enor-
on which Capital and Kevenue accounts are kept. In reply to this
the question of whether wharfage fees were originally intended
ting the general revenue of the canal or to cover the interest on
diture connected with the maintenance of wharves for the
convenience of the public. If the latter be the case, it would point out that the
canal authorities have been put to 1o expense Whatever either in the original construc-
tion or subsequent upkeep of t.he salt dePbt ‘wharf and the side channels which are
maintained exclusively by this dopartment. The Deputy Commissioner, -
Division, to whom the Board made a reference on the subject, states that at an ex-
penditure of less than one year’s wharfage fees on salt boats, he is prepared to dig
other side channels which will render it quite unnecessary for such goats s e
from the Buckingham canalatall. . . ...

5. It may be added that no arrangements Were made by the Board with the bo
contractors who are transporting salt to the depbt mfﬁeha?li il @évmmen:gzrb:;:
payment of the wharfage fees and that the fees, if levied, will have to be borne by

Government and paid by book-transfer. Dot Wi}
6. It may be urged that if the exemption be granted in fayour of b

efxoia‘ek salt bf"mfhfx:"ﬁ sale "if‘o?Ma&i%a in 80 :?’%f{th“ arf ‘bﬂﬁ |

of upkeep of the depdt wharves and channels, ut the Board submits that ere long

all the licensees of thg Vayalur and Ennore ﬁ‘i‘ro’lés"wﬂl ever Wﬁﬂm;sﬂopal;gfm

mous outlay and
the Board would raise
as a means of augmen
the capital cost and expen

RoF T

AN

“und there will be no more excise salt sold at the local platforms and brought to

Madras.
 (Siguod)  EDMUND MILLETT,

-

(True C‘opy"am‘l Extract.) T A
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Mis. No. 3492, Revenue.
d to the Public Works Department with copy of 1

Transferre ote by the Honour-

able Mr, Bliss.
(0TACAMUND, (Signed) W. B. AYLING,
98th August 1895. Ag. Asst. Secy. to Government.
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Note by the Chief Engineer for Irrigation.
With his endorsement, No. 457 B.C., dated 30th March 1895, the Superintending
lotter, No. 3017, dated 9th March

Engineer, 11 Circle, forwarded for orders a COPY of No. 3017, .
1895, from the Executive Engineer, Buekingham Canal division, 11 which he raised
the question whether paragraph 2 of the rules passed in G.0. No. 632 I., dated 17th
July 1893, for regulation of traffic at the Madras wharf, ordering that boats which
load or unload within the liwit of one mile of the Madras wharf, should pay the pre-
scribed wharfage fee, cancels (.0. No. 798 1., dated 21st ‘Decem‘her 1887 or not.
Under - this latter order the Salt Department claims exemption from payment of the
fees, that department haying commenced to transport salt from Vayalur to the Salt
Cotaurs at Madras in supersession of the outstorage system l_ntx:oduced in 1890-91
under which the fees Were levied on the salt contractors and paid, it may be remarked
without demur.

9. The Executive Engineer explains at length his reasons why the exemption
should not be allowed, and the Board of Revenue n 1ts Procepdm_gs, No. E_’;O_OQ, dated
17th July 1895, brings forward its reasons to the contrary Wbleh, in the opinion of the
Chief Engiveer for Irrigation, are based on a misconception of the actual state of

affairs which 18 totally different from what it was in 1887.

3. The first argument prought forward by the Board is that it is not considered
necessary to trayerse the arguments of the Executive Engineer, Buckingham Canal
division, in his letter, a8 most of them were before Government when it passed its
order of 1887 and vyhich are detailed in Board’s Resolution, dated 3rd October 1887,

No. 535, printed with 6.0. No. 798 1., dated 21st December 1887.
4. Tn paragraph 2 of this resolution the object of imposing wharfage fees is given
but not at all fully. The reasons may be described as follows :—
(a) To bring the receipts and disbursements into equilibrium (z2de note by the
Chief Engineer, Public Works Department, printed with G.0. No.562 W,

dated 20th February 1883).
ion and maintenance of wharves,

5) To meet the cost of construction
(¢) To regulate the traffic and provide establishment for the conservancy of the

canal.
(d) To provide means of collecting the mnecessary statisties for submission to
the Government of India.

5. Tn paragraph 3 of the same resolution the Board submits that th :
of the tax will not be attained in the case of the Salt Cotaurs and suggeszs?ﬁ’fiﬁbﬂﬁﬂ:
are called upon to pay 2 fee for which they obtain no convenience and that the object of
the fees would be at ed by enhancing the canal tolls. As remarked in parggm h
9 these arguments could only be brought forward in ignorance of the real obiempof
wharfage fees as det;n_led in paragraph 4 supra; as the chief object of introdueing
wharfage fees was originally to bring the receipts and disbursements into equilibrium
The 1mposltvontut this tax did not enhance the charge, the tolls having been eonsider:
ably reduced. Prior:to the assamption by the Public Works Departmentf in October -
& duty of levying tolls on the Buckingham canal, the Collector of Chingleput

1879 of th
was accustomed ‘to levy, under the orders of the Board of Re
per ton upon every cargo boat and As. 4 per trip on every ;::s::’;g:rtog):: pﬁ:s:i

thr

salt boats were mot exempted and in paragraph 10 of the memorandum on the Cochrane

ough the Shadyankuppam lock towards Madras. | From this toll it is believed that -

M"M
:’ Y i
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canal, printed as appendix 11 to the first report . :
enquire_info agid dll"epoxt upon the system ogom[?:ri;lzn%;m;f&mem appointed to
Works > the Madras I r.es.l.dency , it 1s specially mentioned that : le:utmg s
tite ;f‘”ed it d"‘fefy ddescnptlon of goods which entered Madras. A olls were at that
3 i‘;{} e et ztev%“d tilt eﬁmgfﬁlfy 1187ei,8 3,’%’ the Collector of cnﬁi’;?e’;’ui’”ﬁﬁﬂ‘éﬁ
A 8 i Lict] u : i .t 2
tog;lon glltl boats using the northern cana}lr, but no:hlii ;t;lot:;iag:tl Government do pay
canal which was at that time in a very undeveloped state - piesmtie SO Hn ;

6. From the earliest days of the canal :
exemption of salt traffic from tolls exce;: fot._}]:f:}fﬁsz‘;:if:;?f:ollls ggzn be found of any : c

7. In paragraph 4 of its proceedin 2y 0 -
eyl : gs of 1887, it is st : i .-'
] B ] TG o Tt kU2 T
plete and in adn::iigzl 9;1); ekl s s true in 1887 when the eaﬁallmée it ?
is no longer the i P e T navigation has been so mu "1;“7“3' i T [
tional‘caég 'f calse: It is certainly nota tax on salt SRR i &}jmyﬁo_ved
ol e, €1 1 1 28 e i s Al
:ngllconot a.dsmg}lllar concession be granted to Mmm Wrbutha aﬂ use a "!’hﬂl‘f }\Vhy { st
and Co, und other frms with fuoric Toibiie fhe datPAle s e 5
§ Mo Hrgas ese firms do not seek to evade wharfage fees on tﬂi?fc;cumf T
O. € U LT R : i 8
b e By T e Rhes ik be pvaded by sorstioting ilg s
iy o i vy ffoed ot o Vol e
ine of navigation wi : Py, pene O | benefit of
wharfage fees or tolls. No g-zﬂw]; wgg‘;’:{;@%’é{,}ng; t.’f: ordinary fees whether called
their line 0 enable consignees to avoid terr X i e [tﬁ be constructed from
?Ovel‘gm:{llt'WOBId jg<l;1 1o the trcibleGhd exHanst o s it is inconceivable that
o evade their own tolls and in order to P -!»_ e o srely
fands. 681 tb ben}eﬁ]ff’ {‘l?peﬁﬂ e
9. Having assumed that the arguments brotgh £ ,
last before Government, but'whm?lrggme:utgzl{ﬁe no 1 Pr‘; po i question was
good, the Board in paragraph 4 of its 'P?&ééﬂ’i% g;,%‘. y tﬂf-’"f" ply, would still hold -
No. 3009, remarks that salt, highly taxed as it is, is eutitled f‘oe July 33{%‘ Mis.
as compared[with other articles of trade, but' does not explain why T lmeatmbﬂ”
this exceptional treatment in the shape of what practically am‘;ugﬁt !t:honkl Tecelve
Provincial to Imperial funds—a grant which was not aonsz;smdi‘i s to a grant from
outstoarge system Wwas still in force. The Government of Indi ‘ ..  o .{J*‘i}m};‘ﬂhﬂ:;w‘
canal borne traffic and so long as capital and revenue aco ﬁgﬁ Y e o tics of
cabmitted that the financial results attzined“é@ej?d"_j‘f&??ﬁgfﬂ_" s e p o
T 3T N DI B et 1 A1 ",a cea o

-3

-

they would be if salt received a bounty from canal funds. SERGL 3
' : ; AOHVL TR0 TH 180 81 Wty A y
10. Another reason given by the Board which has Mﬁ;ﬂy S R WA
ment of wharfage foes, but thifg--'-seaiu.:s\:»har&,ly?syggw@, bl
remitted as the rules ¥ ublished in_ the Fort 8t. George and
as 1893,,andthere£0re,g't}}g§9 is no reason why proper ar
not have been A ) U his di
gests, for Goyernment to P2 the charges from salt revenue as then
f ‘ hich they ate a legitimate charge. . .. .."..
11. The question of ‘wharfage Jine
Trrigation would suggest that the present time 188 convenie
rrigation wou 28! o tho Pabli
the East Coast canal 875t A i
prove and maintain existiog channels ab the O
Trrigation, these CX L ks

that no arrangements Were made by the Board with the boat con:
so long ago nd there 0 Wiy

on made. A elmplm, 7)%&?1:? iR
from Imperial funds to WhiC Rl 1 3
once for all ' the position 9% Al - SR

- 'Lt prosent tho Salt Department c

B Hpineer for Trrigation e €L (e o fands. i
by the Publiég Works Department 'ft“,’ﬂ‘ll»'f"“‘g‘_.; i
that all channels connected ‘with %ne,

factories, should be conS
ord]nm. Commentf‘fpﬁfu' vy
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