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Fort Saint George, Revenue Consultation of Mmmw :

ih. The following gencological table extracted from the 4th page of the Decree (en

Dy of the Zillah Coart of Chittoor will show that how your Petitioner's husband ﬁiﬁm :
and the said Baboo Row are descended from the original grantee and how they M‘
property. — :

S

T AT

: y

Trimul Row aomgnt.unu
called Trimul Rew
\ Vencut Row. mejos.
e
5 [3 T 8
Row Dondobah bah
desd. i dead.
| |

L &l

Seenevasa Row
gameas No.16
adopted son
Plaintiff in No.
251 and defend-
ant in No. 876
and 473 of 1817.

Kistna Row adopt- i
ed son Plaintiff
in No. 376 of 1817,

l

=i =

l

5th.  The said Goondobah and other members of the fnnily of .tke ongmil Wh‘! =
thus enjoyed the said villages for a long pex_iod, ‘he departed this life without issue. AMﬂﬂl, =y |
Dondopunt *° (who was the grand son of the original grantee and who was'the divided family) be- 3
i

|

-

ing the nephew of the grand father of themmor orphans Kmtna I!nw a:qd Strsemvmapwﬁp |

great grand sons of the original grantee, was qpympted s thex.r guardian and enjoyed the @:‘r’i_ft =

lages for some years, while 5o, an order was issued for the registry of thgnames of all ﬂm , ﬁm_g;f —

enam lands in the District, at which time, the said Dondopnnt. frapdulenﬂy amsed ‘ﬁxe?_ registry

~ of the said Neelacuntapoor villagesto be made in his name as one of the proprietors, and also:

' the name of one of the said minors Streenavass Row as son of the said Goonaobd.x.' TES
gt

6th. Dusingsthe time of registry, the said Dondopunt, instead of causing the sai 1
cuntapoor village to be registered in the names of his above two minor nephews Kriaf.na R =)
Streenavassa Row, omitted the registry to be made in the name of the Ionper, andin liew,

. : “caused it to be made in his (Dondopunt's) name and also

_ This registry in the names of two pro- in the name of the latter as heirs and propuetou,;id s 1
ietors will be proved by the said was thus enjoying 100 B.npeqtlpermnﬁm’ ot ‘
pEr:Iowrc 4. : - ~ venue of Neclacuntapoer village together with half

' - of  the said Peedapoclore village during their min
withoat inheritance on his being a divided family, In consequence,of which, the said Krist
Row and Streenavassa Rotw, after at’taﬁii;g' their majority, filga: “@.W‘ﬁ" “‘d

punt in the Zillah Court of Chittoor to deprive of his enjoyment i the gbove two
. 3 e o ) e s
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,_

pﬁmm wholely in their possession ; ‘but the Judge passed a decree®* awarding that the Defendant
s ©  (Dondopunt)isnot inherited to the moicty of Peddapoolore
villageand to the revenue of 100 Rupees per annum from Necla-
- | cuntapoor village on his being proved to be a divided family
* This will be clear from ‘ paras. from long ‘before the above registry, and that the Plaintiff
19 t0 24 and 31 of the above Kistna Row and Streenevasa Row are inkerited® to the whole of
Enclosure D. the above Neelacuntapoor and Peddapoolore villages, Where-
' upon, the said Dondopunt made his appeal before the Pro-
vineial Court of Centre Division} who also confirmed, the said
Decree. In confirmity with this Decree, the said proprietors
Kristua Row and Strencvassa Row were enjoying the said two villages for some time. Where-
upon, the said Dondopunt presented an Arzee in the Zillah Court of Chittoor stating that he
and the said Kistna Row and Streenevassa Row are not the lawful heirs of Neclacunta Naik an
original granteec of the said Peddapoolore, and then the Judge decided that the above parties
are not entitled to that village. As the said Zemindary of Calahastry was then sequestered by
the Honorable Company, Mr. W. Cook the then Collector had, as Plaintiff on behalf of the
Honorable Company, filed @ Plaint} in the Zillah Court of Chittoor in No. 770 of 1852
against the said Kristna Row and Streenevasa Row for the recdvery of .the above Peddapoolore
village to incorporate it with the said Zemindary, and the judgment was passed in favor of the
Plaintiff. The said Kristna Row and StreenevasaRow afterwards were enjoying§ only the Neela-
cuntapoor village for along time. e

Eu;imw'e D.

1 Buclosure £.

~ 8th. The said two proprietors Kristna Row and Streenevasa Row had jointly mortgaged
the said Neelacuntapoor village to-one Visvanathapunt at Arnee and borrowed 2 certain sum

thereon, and on their failing to repay it according to the time promised, a suit was filed against

B - them by the mortgagee, and a Deeree|| in No. 55 of 1846 for
|l. Bnclosure F. Rupees 1280-7-0 is passed against them by the Sudr Ameen
ESIE Court 4t Chittoor. Had Kristna Rew not been entitled to a

' 'ni;iegy,of the u.idﬁllage, why did the said Streerevasa Row(father of the present enjoyer Baboo

Row) partook kim in mortgaging it joinily ? and why did the mortgagee lend them both on that
b ‘g' ,r -

£ : ch. On the death of the said Streenevasa Row in 1850, his son Baboo Row made a claim

‘but his paternal uncle Kristna Row (Petitioner’s husband) also made his claim before that au-
thority that the village should not be registered wholely in the name of the said Baboo Row, and
that a moiety should be registered in his (Baboo Row’s) name and another moiety should be re-
gistered in his name as he has enjoyed up to that time. Whereupon, the Tahsildar, referring to
the records in his Cutcherry and instituting full inquiry into the matter, made his report to the
: SHi= g then Collector Mr. Bourdillon in an, Arzee dated 9th Febru-

9 This will be proved if referredto axy 1851, that the said %ristna Row (Petitioner's husband)
the same Arzce in the records of and Baboo Row are the proprietorsy of the said village and that

- the Collector's office. the said village should be registered in the names of these two
Pt o S proprietors, The said Baboo Row afterwards thinking that
Mr. Bourdillen will do according to that report, wanted to rmin your Petitioner’s husband
Kristna Row by usurping his enj-oymaits"b!' “the moiety in the said village, reccived the
assistance of the Tahsildar and of some of the officers of the Collector’s Cutcherry so that
they may not bring the above Arzee to the effect through that Collector until his removal
to other duty, or for 9 months, and so that they may fras®ilently bring this case to the

i This contains that the Defendants Krisna Row and Streemevasa Row are the proprictors of
Neelacuntapoor village. This will be proved if referred to the record in the Zillah Court of
Chittore. : . : vs e

§ This will be proved by many documents on the records both in the Talook and Huzoor
Cutcherry of the District, ‘and also by the accounts prepared under the order of Government

dated 26th April 1845. : S e



e larly registered only in the name of the said Baboo Row to be the proprietor of 7tlie' saiﬂAi_linle:

s

{i Sl documents connected with the said village and of the proceedings of the late Collector Mr. Brett,
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notice of the new Collector, Mr. Ward, in contrary to vrhathas mmﬁw ;{Q " {
village was formerly procured by the said Goondobah himself, thlt ?mmﬁdr
of the sai¢ Baboo Row had been adopted by him (Goondobah.) as m,,ma‘ﬁmt your Petitioner’s -
husband Kristna Row was managing the village affairs as h:]s (Stteet:emg. ‘pr) M e
which time, the said Kristna Row produced befere tha!: gentleman ¢ abov 0 e documents, &c., Shey o
connected with his being entitled to a moiety of that village; this authority neither considered g

the documents and records in his office, nor instituted proper inquiry into the mme:,bati@gn-

village, and issued a Takeed No. 309 dated 29th December 18515 ¢ & FRNRE s

10th. The said Kristna Rew afterwards had presented an appeal Petition to the Board o=
Revenue complaining for the injustice done to him by the Collector Mr. Ward, but they imo& 7“
an endorsement No. 624 of 1852, to the effect that “ Petitioner should address the PW‘.M 7
Collector and * produce his endorsement” and then the said Kristua Row died. Your Petitioner =
afterwards submitted the said endorsement as well as her Petition to the Acting Collector Mr.
Brett, who on perusing the records in his office as well as the said documentg, &g., imufnu&fdl 2
inquiry into the case, and considering himself that the Petitioner also is entitled bmm{y of the
said village, cancelled the said Mr. Ward's Takeed whiqh was issued to the cﬁ'ecf. fhltﬂlpn*_d 5
Baboo Row alone is entitled to the village of Neelacuntapoor, and then issued another Takeed :
No. 201 of the 26th August 1853, to the Tahsildar of Sholungavaram directing him to aliow th
heirs of the late Krisina Row and Seenevasa Row to enjoy the said village as usual. In wnfmﬂq;
with this Takeed, the Tahsildar forwarded a notice® No. 571 dated
15th November 1853, to the villagers of Neelacuntapoor. Whereupon
your Petitioner was enjoying the moiety of the said village as usual.

% Enclosure G.

11th. On the complaint of your Petitioner before Mr. Binning, the tl-ten Coﬂeewp, b 'i:_—,z:
cause the registry of the said village fo be made also in her name, a re-examination of all the

in this case, was held by this authority on the 2d September 1853, and he thmw?s wellmeoi -
the right of your Petitioner to the moiety of the said village and sent a letter with documents,

't: bf &c., to the Board of Revenue on the 8th October 1853, recommending

referred to the said viz. Petitionert and the said Baboo Row; but the Board, through your

Jetter mow in the re- Petitioner’s misfortune, did not refer to the original documents, but on : '

g :- = cord of the Bd. office. perusing only the Purwana (Enclosure C.) subsequently granted by

your Government to Goondobah, (grand son of the ongmal grantee) S
B issued orders stating that the said enam village should” have been incorporated mth that of t!ae : =5
e Government on the death of the said Goondobah beeause he had not des:eendant; that the regis- e
o try of the said village which had been made afterwards in the name of his ad.opted son Stfgene- Fr o
vasa Row is irregular, that the said village therefore should not be now registered also in the S
pame of the Petitioner, and that a report should be made on the death of the person inwhese =

+ This will be proved if  to issue orders to register the said village in the names of the both parties, i )s
j

‘ = name it is already registered. ] " A
- 7 =

12th. The said Baboo Row then wanted to deprive of your Petitioner's enjoyment o:iihe
B jety i id vi iti Collector for order that he may alone
Y , moiety in the said village and presented a Petition to the étor § n that iy slage =
. enjoy the whole village; but that authority ona perusal of the Board's Proceedings, &c. mﬂnmﬂ =
2 thereon on the 21st January 1854 that as the proceedings of the Board of Revenue, do Bot Sate -~ —
to allow the Petitioner (Baboo Row) alone to enjoy the whole village, he should complain beff_l'ef
that authority on the subject. g ' PR

18th. The said Baboo Row afterwards presented a Petition to the Board of B)evenpﬁ,_}fﬂ'@ﬂ{,i

on perusing again only the same Purwana subsequently given by Government, issued moﬁet =

order dated 12th June 1854 ta the Collector that they are of opinion of .Bab?:o R_o:w tobe’a_l;m :

 the regular proprictor, that the said whole village should therefore be put inte his PO, - — <
~ and that upon this arder the Proceeding of the Board dated 10th November 1853 (vgjueh has

becn particularized in the 1ith para. of this Petition) shauld be cancelled. The Bollegmx ae-

— 4 ._"" .v', :,> N

.4.14
8]
L

2 -“r-'
£

e

12th May 1857.
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cordingly forwarded a Takeed No. 245 of the 15th July 1854 to the Tahsildar to put also the
moiety of the said village enjoyed by your Petitioner, in the possession of the said Baboo Row.

Sl ' 14th. Your Petitioner then preseuted a Petition to the Collector requesting to restore her to
i the moiety of the said village which was for a series of years enjoyed by her husband and herseIf ;
e but that Gentleman endorsed® thereon in Tamil on the 28th July 1854
3 % Enclosure H. that a Takeed dated 15th July 1854 is forwarded to the Tahsildar of
S » Sholingur to bring into execution the order of the Board of Revenue
e dated 12th June™ 1854 stating that Baboo Row alone being the regular proprictor of the said
e Neelacuntapoor village, it should be put wholely into his possession, and that the Petitioner
therefore is informed that another order on the subjeet will not be given.

AL;'-—‘: 3 "15th. Your poor Petitioner afterwards presented a Petition to the Board of Revenue to-
i 2 : gether with the above Collectors’ Endorsement, requesting fo issue orders that she may be placed
T _ in possession of her half share in the enam village of Neelacuntapoor which has been improperly

S ~ putin the possession of Baboo Row; but they without considering the Collector’s (Mr, Binnings)
o - letter, which is particularized in the 11th para. of this Petition, were of opinion on an inattentive
EET Tla s perusal of the subsequert Purwanah (Enclosure C) alone, that Goondobahis an original grantee
e Tl TR _ that Baboo Row is his lawful heir, and that the Petitioner is not entitled to his property, and then
T S issued an Endovsementt that * Petitioner is referred to the Collector’s

‘ Fiig ; } BaliSive I; Endorsement dated 28th July 1854 submitted with this Petition.”
e = ' :

XD 16th. Your Petitioner again presented another detailed Petition to the Board of Revenue
[ together with all the documents connected with her elaim ; but they even then without consider-
B ~ ing any-of the statements of that Petition and enclosed documents, issued an endorsement,{ in

P contrary to the Collector’s said letter, that “ Petitioners are referred to
e ,;.m"-a{.f. & ¥ the Boafd s Ex’xdcyx'sgment oni Petition No, 1878 of 1854 which they
e o ~ *“ must consider final: further Petitions on this subject will not be

e ““ noticed.”

TR = 17th. " After stating all the above circumstances, your Petitioner takes now the liberty of
fiia : stating more some undermentioned main points for your Lordship’s attentive consideration trust-
: ing that she will certainly be favoured with justice, because all the subjects in this territory
- TESe T are sure beyond all doubts that justice has been the shining ornament of this Government since
- your Lordship Liad the Tribunal of it, that, your Lordship will be pleased to order the 13 docu-
s W(M are now ready in the records of your Secretary’s office) particularized in the en-
~~ closure B to be produced before your Lordsbip in Council, and to ascertain at first by these and
e s by the enclosure A whether the original grantee of the said
Neelacuntapoor village is Lutchoomana Naik as admitted by the
S e Right Honorable Lord Macartuey,§ the former Governor of Madras,
Los o and by the Zillah Court of Chittoor in the 4th page of their Decree (enclosure D) which has

e o ,h,w, K

J_ " e e bocn m& f(iérﬂel&ure E) by the Provincial Court of centre Division, or his grand son
‘ e e Goondobah in whose favour the Perwana (enclosure C) has been
= || Secthe 15th No. of the genco- granted by Government as considered by the Board of Revenue.

k W]ﬂﬁﬁ in the 4th As Lutchoomana Naik is an original grantee by the above docu-

e 2 Mg‘tﬁi—mﬁ:ﬁvD. " mentary proofs, is your petitioner's husband Kristna Row his
Tt RS e e S great grand son as admitted|| by the said two Courts or not ?
~ “If Lutchoomans Naik is not an original grantee of the said village, and if the said

- Board m‘w ) ‘#miheﬁﬂiowing 8 questions ; lst, why did the said Zillah Court adjudge
~ from MWYM in Blst paras. of their Decree (Enclosure D) that Kristna Row and
- Streenevasa Row m’s!h proprietors of the Neelacuntapoor village ?

5 %mldﬂ the Proviﬁ!ciitl Court confirmit on appeal.

8. Why did the Honorable Company, as stated in the 7th para, of this Petition, combine
the said Kristna Row with Streenevasa Row as Defendants ina suit No. 770 of 1822 on the file

Kristna Reiisﬁot inherited the half of that village as great grand son as comsidered by the

.
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of the Zillah Court of Chittoor, stating in their Plaint that they (Kristna Row and Streenevasa
Row) are the proprietors of the said Neelacuntapoor village.

: : = T et
4th. Why did the Moofty Suder Ameen, as stated in the 8th para, of this Petition; gdmet
the said Kristna Row and Streenevasa Row as morfgager of the said Neelacuntapoor village and

pass his Decree (enclosure F against them both.

5th. - Why did the Tahsildar of Sholingavarum talook write an arzee to the Collector, as
quoted in the 9th para. of this Petition, reporting that the said Kristna Row and Baboo Row son
of Streenevasa Row are the proprietors of the said village and that i should be registered in their

NAWEs.

Gth. Why did the Collector Mr. Brett issue a takeed to the Tahsildar of Sholingavarum,
as stated in the 10th para. of this Petition, directing him to allow the both heirs of the lute Kristna
Row and Sireencvasa Row to enjoy the said village as usual.

7th. Why did the Collector Mr. Binning recommend to the Board of Revenue, as detailed

in the 11th p.m;». of this Petition, to issue orders to register the said village in favor of both of
your Petitioner and Baboo Row ?

8th. Why did many Tahsildars of Sholingavaram, for the

Enclosure consisting of T do- time being, send Takeed on several oeeasion to the said

cuments. L. Kristna Row addressing the enamdars of the Neelacuntapoor

village.

18th. The said proofs, &c. being more than sufficient to establish beyond all doubt the right
of your Petitioner's moiety to the said village, she humbly begs leave to ask your Lordship in
Council that, is it not an unjust order which the Board of Revenue, without considering any of
the above main points regarding her right to the moiety of the said village, issue to the Collee-
tor to allow Baboo Row alone to enjoy the whole village as quoted in the 13th para. ofthis‘l’?-
tition and is it not an unjust Endorsement which thiey {the Bosrd of Revenue) issue.d;cm her Peti-
tion (Enclosure J) that ¢ Petitioners are referred to the Board's Endorsement which they must
« consider final : further Petitions on this subject will not be noticed 2 and she asks further, that
if justice cannot be granted now also by your Lordship in Council who is.the lasttrib'una] of it,
where élse your Lordship's greatly aggrieved Petitioner is to go in future in search of it.

19th. Your helpless Petitioner therefore most humbly craves your Lordship in C?uncil.v.viu'
graciously be pleased to bring the contents of all paras. particulgrl y of the 17thpara. of th1§ Petition
as well as of the Enclosures of documentary proofs connected with her right to the half share of
the said village, into your Lordship's serious consideration and to issue order to the Collector of
North Arcot to allow her to enjoy as usual the moiety of the produce of the said Neelacunta-
poor enam village of which she has been unjustly deprived under an injudicial order issued by the
Board of Revenue without fall inquiry, and to relieve her from the severe distress which she and
her minor son suffer for want of food and raiment from the date of the Board's above order.

For which act, of justice and charity your Lordship’s unforfunate Petitioner will never cease to
give her constant prayers to the Almighty for your Lordship’s long life health, and prosperity.

This + mark is of Banoo Boye widow of Kristna Row one of the proprietors of Neelacunta-
poor village, and guardian of his adopted son Soob Row.

Mapras,
17th October 1856,

No. 2309 of 1856.

Referred to the Board of Revenue for a brief report of the grounds on which they directed
the Neelakuntapoorum Shrotrium to be made over to Baboo Row to the prejudice of the right of
Petitioner.

By order.

Forr S1. Groner, )

. M. NORMAN,
17th Newvember 18356. |

Depy. Secy. to Govt.
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No. 11. From J. D), SIM, Esq., Acting Secretery to the Board of Revenue; toJ. D.
BOURDILLON, Esq., Seeretary to Government, Revenue Department; dated Fort
Saint George, 3d Janiiary 4857, No. 39.

Siw,

T am directed by the Board of Revenue to submit the information called for in the
Endorsement of Government on Petition No. 2309 of 1856, under date 17th November 1856.

2. Adverting to the correspondence
From North Arcot 8th Oct. in Cons. 10th Nov, 1853, noted marginally, it would appear that
Proceedings to Collector 10th November 1853, the enam village of Neelacuntapooram
Z'o Collector 12th June 18564. in the Sholingur talock was granted on
sunpud in 1803, to one Goondohah,

who adopted his nephew Strcenavasa Row father/of Baboo Row the present incumbent.

3. On the death of Goondobah, his adopted son Streenavasa Row and his brother Krishna
Row were still minors, and their ghardian took advantage of this circumstance to have the enam
registered in the name of himself and of Streenavasa Row, the latter in virtue of his adoption,
to the exclusion of Krishna Row.

4, 1In 1853, these parties being all dead, Mr. Brett, in supercession of the decision of his
predecessor who had disallowed the claim of Krishna Row, issued orders that the village should
be enjoyed jointly by the heirs of Krishna Row and by Baboo Row ; and this disposal of the
property appears to have been carried out.

-

5. In their Proceedings under date 10th November 1853, the Board observed that the
3d para. of the sunnud dated 22d Octobex 1803, on which this grant is based, declares that “if
“the family of Arcot Goondobah Brahminy shall at any time fail and become extinct, the
“village of Neelacuntapoorum shall then revert to the Honorable Company.® They were of
opinion that the sannud did not contemplate the renewal of the extinct family by means of

adoption, and that the transmission of the enam on the death of Goondabak to Streenavas Row,
his adopted son, was illegal. \

6. The Board however in a subsequent letter® saw ground for
re-considering this gquestion, and in view of the liberal interpretation
which had of late been accazded to the tetm  Heir,” held that Baboo
Row was entitled to sncceed to the Shrotriem gs the legal heir and representative of the original
grantee, and directed the transfer of the village accordingly.

® 12th June 1854,

7. It will be observed that under this view of the case the claim of Krishna Row (husband
of Petitioner) was not entered upon, because the point at isswe was not the adjudication of the
relative claims preferred by these parties, but the question, whether with reference to the spirit
of the original grant, the adoption of Streenavasa Row could be recognized as carrying with it a
right to suceeed ; and as this title was held a valid one, it could not be otherwise than stron ger

than that preferred by a nephew, who was not a lineal heir but of a collateral branch of the Arcot
Goondobah Brahminy family. | :

No. 12. OrpEr THEREON, No. 427; dated 7th May 1857.

1. 1In 1803, asunnud was issued by Government (in continnation of a former grant,)
granting to one Goondoba, the village of Neelacuntapooram in the Sholingbur talook of North
Arcot vent free. This Goondoba subsequently died without issue, but he had adopted one
Streenavassa Row his younger brother’s eldest son, who was at the time of his death, a minor;
aud the minor's guardian procured the registry of the enam in his own name and in that of the
minor.  The son of this minor Babee Row, is now in possession of the enam.




) Bd. of Reo. to dered this decision, and held that Baboo Row was cntitled
mwm mceedm&e%nams&oh@lhdtcﬁw
= hmcoftheoﬁgimlgrmtsa,ﬁdﬁeydsmﬁaéth

s "— ~ transfer of the village accordingly to him alone. Itis tobe
t Mﬁkmv wmver dnpumed, and that thoubh his nght to tlm‘emwg |
'he eoihmﬂ i |

,W ﬂ:ﬁ last order of the Board, (which denies the right of the widow of Kmmr
as his heir to participate in the enam,) the widow of the brother of the or:gmal grumes

]
-

' 5. The Government entirely agree with the Board’s first order, thnt the terms of the sun-

M guard against any renewal by adoption of the family of the original grantee. This
o extinct on his death, and since that event, the enam has been enjoyed wholly without

,&B. The only point remaining for decision is, how to maintain the rights of Government
Mhnvdlhlp to individuals. }
A ¢ ’ L |

BT
?
%

t are of opinion that, inasmuch as the adoption of Streenavasa Row-

6. The Governmen
Kristna Row, who stood in the same natural relation-

gﬁa him no title to succeed to the enam,
. ‘Np as Streenavasa Row to the original grantee, had as much right to succeed as his brother.

k would therefore be unfair to recognize any claim on the part of Baboo Row, to the exchmaa
" of Bhatico Bhoy, the Petitioner. Government accordingly direct that the enam may be jointly 5
~ entered in the names of Baboo Row and the Petitioner, on the death of either, half will be re-

~ sumed, and the whole on the death of both. 3
I

Orda'ed accordingly that the following endorsement be made on Petit.ion No. 2309.

& Petitioner should address the Board of Revenue to whom instruetions in her case lmve . ,- " 4;
“ beeumned." R |
(Signed) H. FORBES, T gy S
P : :
7 _ Acting Secretary to Government. : Aé
iy - = - - ; I- f
o ¥ =
o S \ s ‘A
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