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- Sanction accorded for recovering from the inam
may fix as — for the repair of Ura tank of Pe
district,ghe balance of the expend e e
grant for the istrict under Minor




gy A I\O. 695 I., 291‘“ ()CIOBFH 1896.
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

Irrigation.

Reap—the following paper :—

Proceedings of the Board R

Ngs ard of Revenu

i) datid TO8% Septs bee r( lgginu\c} ifet\t}lenze’nr, Land Records and
A m y S8, No. 4923,

Read—again the followi '
ng Proceedings of
Land R ; - g8 oF (s ok
nd Records and Agriculture), dated 12th } un‘ef Fsegvf? Dl{;?i(R&vou‘;le Lo gt
y 18, 0. BRTS :—

Read—the followi -
e following letter from theTa Collector of Vizagapata:
No. 646 R0 s - patam, dated 26th April 1896,

Referring to Board’s Proceedin is. N

tnils:llitn]o)etll)arlment)z communicating %‘B.’Ol?.{]?\:? %.99%3’ A
v tail ¢ lsfe?)ee(t::;l(:xa byaﬁl.le Public Works ].)epnri.:;nduted iy

Rs. 1,942 includil%)pigcelitaaugmhumm affecting the East Coast Kai
ramdars, on being called on tooe charges, I have the honour tob S ot ot
stating that Rs. 500 are amp?y the sum of Rs. 1,942, have rel‘f:port S VR
:agfrainst 116 SRRt at é)se ;ou le]t the t}ank in a safe %oi&ﬁgei t;nn?e a p;)tiit:,inn
5. 420). The . 1,942, nearly five yeary i i grsiasbing
their 1an218 in th{, 1?(1:10 gfo ﬁxpehtlan kthat the proposed yf:;;ir: i‘l:fﬁl ok Ahe, A0k ayachs
being repaired by Government e I they 9"9;‘ SR, sy veiog o
letter quoted in the Board’s il’ & s“?"h a cost. It is true 'as el B S
appeared before the Tt;hsilda roceedings read abuve, that, th e SRl PR L
executed by Government andr Td requested that the re agee i g s
adle ob Bl Snppnsitioﬁ e ht e cost recovered from lﬁef to the tank might be
the Tahsildar. The Public W e ‘:fOBt would amount to about ’R bu't i iopaact; tyas
10 wwhiolt MR S olrhrs Department has raised t| 8. 300, as estimated by
ave ot ki s R '%‘;1 aramdars has not been Obt:f.’ estimate to Rs. 1,947,
Department amounts to a c he cost of the repairs execut Imed' SRRty
have no doubt that if we (t))l}cslde}rab]? portion of the éaP,itaf ( ll)y th? plic. Y oris
thise wilkie Nt ehan(;egof (:'ez'(::egil]:d (1.:31;)’11!'(-, as we shall hvaa;': (:not fhel tank and I
g this su ¢ to, under the Act,

of seetion 15 g .
of Act IV of 1586 ; and the decisio having regard to the provisions

Regular Appeal N =0 4 '
gular Appeal No. 105 of 1870 reported at page. 180 otfhilfgaﬁaﬁ Saed bowh
ras High Court

Reports, Volume VI ' £

) e y Supports my view

are, 1In m i G L

The, : yt(.)pnnon’.a sufficient share of the repai 0 offered l)y the agx-aharami 8

Kxecutive Engineer, on receipt of G.0 Xo. o penses to demand from ﬂ(la;;
O ses to dem em.

consideri S it i Wi
idering the work emergent, put it in hand at gntfzfalﬂzl %Z‘;e(tl) 20th January 1896
Y now probably spené

the whole of the estimated a
: o . d amount. T therefor st
1s ordered in another case in Board’s Proceedingse, Iff%ueﬁllg nguctions 9.\ wh) ot
& , dated 24th March 1696
3

Land Revenue, I am to ¢laim th
e whole a
whether, unde i e
, under section 12 of the Act, I may fix the e;:oi,(t,l;a cour; %. rednce if, or
on of the expenditure

which should properly be ch 3
i £ arged to the inamdars, the balance being defayed b
_ efrayed by

: bruary last (Settle-
January 1896, sanc-
ent of the work of restori’ng the

—— s

Resolution—dated 12th June 1896, Mis. No. 2873

Forwarded to the Chief Engineer for Irrigation for favour of ks. .
remar

A I RN P

No. §95 1., 29 OcrosEr 1896. 3

PREREER

of the Railway Protection Act, it is stated that a land-holder
t, be held liable in an amount exceeding that which he, in the
r care, as a land-holder, would have expended on the
The inamdars object to pay more than Rs. 500, and the
Collector thinks that this is a sufficient share of the repair expenses to demand from
them. If the full amount of the estimate framed by the Public Works Department,

& revenue under the tank, is to be

viz., Rs. 1,942, which amounts to nearly five year e under
collected from the inamdars, it will be necessary to file a civil suit against them and
y to prove that the repairs carried out by the Public Works

it will then be necessar P A ;
Department fall within provisions of. the section quoted above. If the Public Works
officers are prepared {0 establish this point, the Collector will be instructed to file a
suit for the collection of the actual cost of repairs executed by the Public Works

A AT TS

B Tt wspe o1 e

9. In section 16

¢ ghall not, in any sui
exercise of & due and prope

< b}
maintenance of the works.’

Department. : ; ; :
Government would probably be disposed to give up its claim for supervision, &c.,
charges. ;
(True Copy and Extract.)
(Signed) P. RATARATNA MUDALIAR,
Secretary.

e tollowing letter from the Chief Engineer for Irrigation, dated 17th
Read—also the folloWitg p) 1506, Nox 404 M.z i |

i .rence to Proceedings, Board of Revenue, Mis. No. 2873, dated 12th
J unevfgg}é,rff;;ie the honour to inform y ou that 1t "a"*“,’t be said that the estipate
sanctioned in G0, No. 69 L. dated 20th January 189@’ mukes BEdutian cor qumsoess
gary work, but it 18 VeIy difficult to establish 1n 2 bour‘tmof Law that the repuirs
Y ) Act LV of 1886, or to produce sufficient

estimated for fall within the provisionshof_ i
evidence to disprove f the inamdars.

the statements 0 i
9. T am therefore of opinion that the Collector’s suggestion may be adopted.

e S—

Resolution—dated 16th September 1896, Mis. No. 4522.
of Government.

Submitted for the orders <. | 4 ,

9. In its Order, No. 69 I., dated 20th January 1896, communicated with G.0.,

No. 398 R., dated 1 5th February 1896, Government sanctioned the execution, by the
Publie Works Department, of the work of restoriug the Ura tank, Pettagodapalli
agraharam, in the Vizagapatam district, ﬂtaq}eﬂtln_mted cost of Rs 1,660, or Ks. 1,942
contage charges for establishment and tools and plant, and directed

v recovered from the agraharamdars, as proposed

dool e ﬂ;e £ the work should be
3 e W A . . T
Lhattg;o(?:ﬁ«:)t«;? ‘In his letter on the subject, printed in the Government Urder
y od that only three out of the twelve agraharamdars,

) the Collector had report the twel

37‘;‘1(:? zd::eodve;i]e ‘;;a.nk and who had beent called upon to _Tﬁpm-'lt.», apgentd bhforesthe

Tah sildar of S;rv.».siddhi and requegtel that, as the tank was ,the,l wint property of fwelve .-
as it would be impossible for all of them to join in the work and execute

irs might be done by Government and the cost

persons and i cossary TeP
o 5.4 s e pSsal ) . . .
it expedltwusl_y,t 1: e I At the time of ‘the Tahsildar’s inquiry, the repairs were

recovered from therm- . ! b : : Tef
ced ] ol suly about Rs. 300- That estimate was, however, rejected by the
?&‘ﬁitev}v&f: s:)epaitment as having beenl Pl‘el%!‘;ed on insufficient data and inyﬁeu
thereof it prepared an estimuate for Rs. 1,942, Wlo Wasﬂ;l;mthpqdm the Government
Order referred to above. On being ca}lefl “P&ittgagdo _. fmmpt,‘ the agraharamdurs.
presented 2 petition to the Collector stating iy ‘should be ample to put the
tank in a safe condition, protesting therefore against the expenditure of Rs. 1,942 and
denving that they ever gave their consent to the tank being repaired by Government
ey orting this ciroumstance to the Board, the Collector observed

@ v P
at such a cost. II} ‘t'hI; agraharamdafﬂ was not unreasonable, that having regard to

:ll;:tptrgzizli)gﬁgtzona:otion 1258 Act LV of 1886, there was little chance of recovering by.
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Department.

4 No. 895 I., 29t# Ocrosrr 1896, ‘
e e e e i et it o A A Ao, et et et ’ ‘
guit the large amount expended by Government, and that in his opinion the sum of 1

Rs. 500 offered by the agraharamdars was a sufficient share of the repair expenses to :
demand from them. The Collector, in concluding his letter, asked instructions as to . ;
whether he should c¢laim the whole amount leaving it to the court to reduce it or ’  egntE . : ‘ 134
whether, under section 12 of Act IV of 1886, he might fix the proportion of Fhe % [y o
expenditure, wbich should properly be charged to the inamdars, the balance being f ;

defrayed by Government. The Board, in its Proceedings read again above, refgrred : o) dochiish
the question for the remarks of the Chief Engineer for Irrigation, pointing out that if the A . - “1that

full cost of the repairs, which amounted to nearly five years’ revenue under the tank, ‘ i \ Faly

was to be collected from the inamdars, it would be necessary to file a civil suit against e 5 TN iAok e

them and that it would then be necessary to prove that the repairs carried out by the 15 \ ‘ - 409 it el o _

Public Works Department fell within the provisions of section 15 of the Railway Pro- | 4 ST crwer o U AT St ALY qﬁxgqq‘r&:ﬁdf:. e e A e
tection Act (Madras Act IV of 18%6) and that if the Public Works Department were W ;4 ‘ : SRR SRR DT Mi baszan ikt -3 aid il gny
prepared to establish that point, the Collector would be instructed to file a suit for the 18 D3 ‘ oo e ot SEE el

collection of the actual charges incurred. The Chief Engineer in reply states that e : \ o fudrety N1 Tt Bl W

though the estimate did not make provision for unnecessary work, it would be very [ i : ot e A G ‘\ fis1lbgre dntarigof 0

difficult to establish in a Court of Law that the repairs estimated for fall within the 148 RN Ay vf:t'l J ; et ”| b rar b |
provisions of Act IV of 1886 or to produce sufficient evidence to disprove the state- LRy v 39 Ll LR it daitn pugspdaauirgy, vehd ! o] iy
ments of the inamdars. He is therefore of opinion that the Collector's suggestion 18 WW‘ s ol IR aD RTINS T A R L N e 7
may be adopted. In these circumstances, and having regard to the doubt expressed % s e AT oo ders bt o Wi S5 YN YR St o BH e

by Government in paragraph 4 of G.0., No. 501 W., dated 10th February 15896, as to
whether the provisions of Madras Act IV of 1886 can be rendered operative as against
the owners of private tanks, who neglect to take the requisite precautions to keep
their tanks in a proper state of repair, the Board requests that sanction may be ac-
corded for recovering from the inamdars such amount as the Collector may fix and for
debiting the balance to the Minor Irrigation grant of the district for the current year.

(True Copy and Extract.)
(Signed) R. V. SRINIVASIAR,

wb-af rabung adtar kil S a0 sty !

i

: woird ¥ i des S a.{a'.1»5»:‘&;\‘1(31@&“%??
v A0k enah iFRes DL R iR kv}f\ AT
Lys moidapignd toniid Wi weudite BRI

il S
T +L

Secretary.
: Endorsement, Mis. No. 3944,
Transferred to the Public Works Department (Irrigation Branch).
OO0TACAMUND, (Signed)  G. STOKES,
2nd October 1896. Ag. Secretary to Government.

OrpEr—No. 895 1., dated 29th October 1896.

Sanction is accorded for recovering from the inamdars such amount as the Col- '
lector may fix, the balance of the expenditure incurred being debited to the current ’
year’s grant for the district under Minor Irrigation Works—Revenue Department,

(True Extract.)

R
=7, { wal
;r‘i‘glij' '_"4.737»-% yi

= ot

Under Secretary to Government,
Irrigation Branch.

the Chief Engineer for Irrigation.
S £ i Buperint.egnlgin Engineer, I Circle.
,» Examiner, Public Works Accounts.

,, Revenue Department.

Exd. A. F. Eccleston.
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Procéedings of the Board of Revenue-

BACK PAP

( Revenue Settiement, Land Records and Agriculture)

G.0. No. ‘ Department. h
| pated |b September 1896.  No.f522 Mis.

R ®
Read- again(Boards Froceedings dated 12" June 1896 No.2878 :
Y%M 5 / ZS F

Mis:

L I

’ﬂ"‘ Gl "4 "Q Ji‘.‘ :',1, ! ) . - 4
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-
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’

Read also the following letter from the Chief Engineer for.

Trrigation dated 17" July 1896 No. 504 il

With reference to Proceedings,Board of Revenue/No. 2873 Mis.

FURTHER PAPERS. ‘ dated 12" June 1896 , I have the honour to inform you that i

it cannot be said that the estimaté sanctioned in-G+-@. No.

G.0. No. } Department. Date.

60 T dated 20" january 1896 makes provision for unnecessary=w

|
R q&} P \ “ ork but itsis very difficult to establish in a Court of Law
the repairs estimated for, fall within the provisions
of Act iv of 1886, or to produce sufficient evidence to dis -
R ‘ . 1 z —pfove the state ments of the Inamdars.
L] ; \ P2 T am therefore of opinion that the Gollectoré sugges

~ e

- . ! : 1 =tion may be adopted. L Shae 4 ‘ it

’ ' £y o / A i
,'/,' J ] LR 4 #* i

Sk J & e g, P N

Resolution, 2 , - T~ b

}w% L? q . | 4 submitted for the orders of Government.

; 2; In its Order No. 67 I, dated 20" January 1896 , communi-

t i . gated with G. 0. No, 398 B.,dated 15" February 1896 , Govern
'sz _; : ~ment %anctloned the eﬂecutlon by the Publlc Works Department

Y i
B T s A Y
of the worh of restorlng te Ura tank Pettagodapalli Agrahara»;

: &u%_ _ in the Vizagapatam district at an estimated GOg;’of Rs: 1560 »
e , :3C: E or Is1842 including the percentage charges for establishment
g ﬁ' . and tools and plant and directed that the outlay on the work
o : ' should be réoovered from the Agraharamdar%‘as proposed by -

- ! s ] A, | 3
i B 4 B = the Collector. In his letter on the subjecyfprinted in the G,

of the l2Agraharamdars , who owned the tank & who had been
called upon to repair it, appeared before the Tahsildar”of;e* ;
Sarvasidhi and requested that, as the tank was the Joint >
property of 12 persons and 1t would be impossible for all of ‘ '
them to join in the work-and exgcute it expedit;ously/therf o

necessary repairé might be done by Government and the cont _”fi

*  Lecovered from them. At the t:une..of the Tahmldars inqu:x.ry
the repalrs were estlmated to cost onlyLabouths 500' That

AL b g B o P

$ =
J

.0. quoted above/the Collector had reported that only & out &FVJI’
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proceedings of the Board of Revenue

lement, Land Records and Agriculture) ‘

(Revenue Sett
1896 No. 2873 Misd—

Dated 12" June

i
Read the following letter from the Collector of Vizagapatam

g" April 1896 No. 646 Re. Ci=—

dated 26"
Referring to Board’s Proceedings No. g4% Mis: dated 24"

gettlement Department ) communicating G. Oe

February'laqt (
dated 90" January 189

b 3
No. 62 1.
t+he Public Works Department of the work of restorlng the Urd&’/ %
tank’ of Pattagadapalll Agra‘ﬁéram,affectlng the East Coast |

ost of Is 1942 including percentage charges, I

6 sanctlonlng the execution by i
ik

Railway at a C

havethe honour 0 report that
pay the sum of ks 194% have presented to me a

the Agraharamﬁaﬁs'on being

called on to
tition s%a%&en stating that
1t10n and protesting against the expendlture i

Is 500 are ample to put the tank

pe
in a safe’débd

of m 1943, nearly 5 years I
lain that the proposed repairs will cause sub =

ﬂdﬁﬂﬁ@ﬂ of their lands in the bed of the tank and aenyéhat
gave consent to the tank being repalred bl’
It is true, as reported in Mr. E&é@&é&

emtal of the tank ayacut (m'420)-

They also cdmp

shpet they ever

nernment at such a cost.
quvted in the Board’s Proceedlmgs read above

ars appeared before the Tahsﬁdar

aéae letlten
hat three ol e Agraharamd
that the repainssmo.tne h@ﬁkJ@ugnt be ﬁgneuted

covered rram them 4 put ﬁhls 2

t

ahd requested

and the cost re
e o-n the supposxtion that the cost wauld

imated by the Tahsildar. The

by Govermment

request was mad

amount to about: msoo as est

Public Works Departmenm has ralsed the estimate¢ to 31942,.

which the consent of the Agr»fy» :
ns are not at all unreasonable 4 The co&tf,

Thelir objectlo
e repalrs executed by the P.Aw. D, amounts to a camsu

f'mmacapiuiLvalue af~muatamk:amm4;¢uw@;nq“

‘th
able portion
. that if we g0 1o the s
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- t- ke'e‘p meir t.a.nks in a proper state of repair, the Board
<5 ons o

as having been prepa.red on insufficient data and in lieu 'bh«»reor

it prepared an estimate for I 1‘-“'40

- tion may be accorded for recovering from the
which was sanctioned in the - ® equests that sanc

G, 0. referred to above . On belng called upon to pay this a.mount.

% %
the!!!paharamdars presented a petion to the Collector stating that :
P.s 500 should be ample to put the tanik

inamdars, such amount as the Collector may £ and for debitdé-— 130
: T

W

ing the balance to the Minor Irrigation grant of the ‘rict

in a safe condition, protest B for the current year.

} ¥
. ¢ N
-ing therefore against the expenditure of Bs 1942 and denying that i k> ‘ | (Truz?mmct ) "\ v
they ever gave their consent to t.he tank being repaired by Govern g 5
f;jiﬂ-ment at such a c@b In reporting se thas cimumgtance)( t0 the Boardn { (Phece?
* -g,ha Collector observed thab the objection of the Agraharamdars was |
2t f‘i'" not delriezonable, that having regard to the provisions of Section ‘ To.

% Ry LEE L WY
i | epartment |
1‘5 of H88S6- there was little chance of reeording recovering by suit s The Secreta.ry to Govermnent, Re\’?%nue Depar ’

| 5y of Boards Proceedings No.2875 Mis, dated
—m:e 3_arge amount expended by (;overnment. and that in his oplnion % S ' with copy of Fo 3 Eroeee@ ’ e '
*bme sum 01’ Is-

: ik - e > al ; oy : E ‘- 4 W
90, bffered by the Agraharamdars wes a Sufficient - ol G :
shaée o:f‘ the repa.ir expenses to dema.nd from then.

4

The Collector, o Copy to the Chief Engineer for Irrigamm
in conclud:.ng his 1etter asked instructions®s to whether he should ';tffs'f'-w : P 001190’501‘ at vizaga.pa.’h&;n with cm of Boam
2 claim ‘the whole amount 1ea.ving it 'bo the Court to reduce it OF ,_,-‘;‘,:;*:;;-1;}-} ‘—ceedings No. 2875 d&t-ed lﬂ“ﬂﬁﬁe 18'96.
’ jrhether, under

Section 1? of: Act iv of 1886 he miggt fix the pro_.‘ﬂﬁi_ﬁ:
‘|r T r ~ ;

__port.lon oj‘ the ezpend‘iture, which should properly be charﬁed %,o 3

~
P / fagss

LT the -inamdars , 't.he balance beirg defmed by Government , TheBoa.rd

Yin its Proceedings read again above , referred*t,he Question for the
0 remarks of the Chief Engineer. foa;: Tx?iga.tion, pointins dﬁt that - -
i _
| if the’ f’ull dost ct? thé repaiz::s whmk “a.mounted to nea.rly rive

revenue uncter tHe tank was to be coll‘cted from 't.he irm:dam
wm K d Ao : P

b L
= would then be ne ese/a;r&y to prove. 'bh *.he repa;l.rs carried on'b by

the Public Works Depart.ment. fell within the provisions of Section
15 of the Failway Protection Act (madres Act iv of 15]%) and tMat ¢
if the Public Works Department were prepared to es‘ba.‘blish that point
the Collector would be instructed to file = suit Tor the collection e
of the actual charges incurred. The Chief Engineer in reply statea '
that though the estimate did not ma.ke provision fob unnecessary nam;
it would be veruy difficult to establish in a Court of Law that the
repa.irs estimated for, fall within the provisions of Act 1V of" LBE@: or

'bo produce suf:t‘icient evidence to disprove tha st.at.eme' *bagﬁ!‘ 'hhe Im
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cetructions as TO whe thi

iinegs N 1416

whole amoundt and e

goction 12 e proportion
- :

which should properly s charged to the inamdard, the balance being

Government.

the Chie favour o £

stated

r " shall not in any liable in an &

amount ez ding that which he,. in the » of a due and propexr

care -, a landholder, would have maintenance of

The inamda and the

Collector thinks that this is rep-air

expentes to demand from them . If the full n the estimate

framed by the F. W 3 PERL o 0 - 1l ¢ u,whioh amounts to nearly five year}s’

revenue under ‘the tank , is to be collected Tron the imamdars it

bl An nnree G e & vl @l Wﬁxm PN Y =

n_ecessaxry * to prove that the carried out by the

hin provisions of the tion quoted above. -IT

officers are prepared B »¥ish this point the
’

Gollector will be instructed to file suit f::ﬁéollection of the

repairs executed by the  Public Works Depafteent.
Government would probably be disposed to give up its claim Foir
gupervision &c cl
True copy & L tract)
(signed) P,

4

Secretary

Engineer for Trrigation,
(True Copy) //7
4 -
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