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Fort Saint George, Revenue Consultation of

.-WMWN- P AP PAIA IS ST SIS P P Al PRI AP0

Read the following Petition from Streeram Tayarumma, daughter of the late Rajah

No. 53 .
Menkdval Mookassadar of the Villages in the Chingleput

Ramachendra Naidoo,

Talook ; tothe Chief Secretary to Government, Fort St. George ; dated Madras, 23d

February 1859.

SIr,
I beg you will be so good as to lay the accompanying Petition before His Lordship in
Council for submission to the Right Honorable the Seeretary of State for India.

No. 36- ORDER THEREON, No. 366; dated 19th March 1859.

Ordered that the accompanying Memorial be forwarded to its destination, and that intimation
of its despatch be made to Memorialist.

(Signed) W. C. SIM,
Ay, Dy. Secretary to Government.
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That in 1855, Singama Naidoo dying,
of Luttoor should be restored to her, but what

share of Luttoor be taken from her, and be placed in conjunction with the other one fourth and
the Eroongotta Cottah Village, under the management of the Board of Revenue as a C :nf
Wards, during the minority, of a posthumous son of {he deceased Singama Naid : 0(111 ; hot
an allowance be granted to Your Petitioner during her life time, i e

That Your Petitioner having addressed three Petitions
Government pxjotgst'}ng against this decision without effect, b
Your Lordship in Council in the ardent hope of receiving
hands which has been denied her here, =

to the Revenue Board and to the
egs }'1um'bly to lay her case before
that justice from Your Lordship’s

wiftoor Village
: ‘raongotta Cottah
day and in the same terms, and therefore {he presumpe

property, and to both the posthumous son is

- ly that
same day and in the same terms, because all the Purwa.nahsp c):)nsequ::l:): :;: eﬁ&iﬁ on ttlu;
t{ze Mofussil Police were granted on the same day, and the terms were similar because l:n S
sion was the same. But the real difference i overlooked—Singama Naidoo rece: use the ocea-
Cottah as eldest son of the common ancestor Stre sesixed: Eiropngotta

to Royaloo Naidoo, Your Petitioner’s father-in-law, in lieu of Estates en'Whmms S o
Your Petitioner, and to this Village independent g

e . z : of her marri; . g.¥ 3
Pefxtlogelf 18 without question entitled. Had she not mars ':fle ;Tn:f oanf:lh };m:, Your
claim on the village would be yet good. To : i yaloo Naidoo’s son her

claim, but having explained the circumstances under which Ln

present decision, the Govexﬁnmgx_le:' would deprive her father's
property on which they have depended and which they have en; | 3
which they have s logalclim, and transfer th sume s - iy W, B e i
who hav:a _other (pxjgpgr‘ty‘ix‘x‘,vghigh‘io éﬁ_b;ﬁst. G iy o Sl B p s
That Your Petitioner has been in the enjoyment of the Lu : |
of her adopted son for more than ten years nobidyquuégﬁont!:g hmvmaﬂ:;ﬁe de::g :
sho coneiders it » great hardship and injustics that ehe,should be deprived.of it e 1hsy
pren no Jong comnected with it, and shared the honore, such:as they are, whiok s feadlois.s.
however humble, she had a right to enjoy, her present deprivation of it will tend to A piagn
the estimation of the people by whom she is surrounded, and.Your Pefitioncr woulq. -7:papey
Your Lordship in Council to say how landholders in her circumstances could conszd:r "oy
selves secure, if what is granted en one day is resumed on another as is intended to he dosi in.,

her unfortunate case.

That (1) considering her right to the Village of Luttoor as derived fro

i : iy o . . m her fat-her, and :
that (2) she has been ten years in possession of it, Your Petitioner humbly begs that Your
Lordship in Council will direct that she shall not be disturbed in its possession at least dun‘ng

her life ‘time, and she would humbly urge on Your Lordship the consideration that

no pecuniary allowance, can in the eye of an Indian landholder compensate for property
with which all his thoughts and sympathies are associated ; and in this view of the case likewise
Your Petitioner commends her prayer to the favorable consideration of Your Lordship in
Council.

And Your Petitioner as in duty bound

WiLL ,rEym; Pray.
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CENTRE DIVISION.
I~ No. 1761 or 1858.

Zillah Court of Chingleput........cosceerioviiisinionnnin..ius No. 80 of 1825.
Provineral Boanbi, .t o sl At T S 2 s No. 23 of 1827.
Appellant. Respondent.
Streeram Moodoo Streerama Singamanaik.

g VERSUS.
Vencatapanaik.
by his Vakeel Vencatragava by bis Vakeel Coocalum.
Charry. Ragava Charry.

Signed) H. 8. GREME,
o 1st Judge.

Signed) G. W. SAUNDERS,
. . 3rd Judge.

DECREE OF THE PROVINCIAL COURT.

1. The Original suit was preferred for the recovery of Rupees .4,576 being a quarter share of
the paternal Property consisting of Meerassee land, Houses, and Cavil Mannium lands, together with
the Proceeds arising therefrom for 7 years from 1817 to 1823 in the Villages of Eroongooteotah and
Luttoor &e. "

2. Tt is stated in the Plaint that Streeram Naiken Grand father of the Plaintiff, had two wives,
Moortyama and Moodummah, the first of whom bore him three sons, Singama Naiken, Royel Naiken,
and Baskhar Naiken, and the second of whom bore him Vurdarazooloo Naiken, the 2nd Defendant. The
first son Singamanaiken died without issue. The 1st Defendant was the son of Royel Naiken; and the
Plaintiff, the son of Baskhar Naiken. The Merassay of Mangauyul Pollium a paternal Property having
been attached, the Government gave up to the Family the Villages of Luttoor and Eroongooteotah and
Royel Naick, being the eldest of the Family, took them with other Merassees, into his possession, pro-
tected the Plaintiff and the 2nd Defendant, who lived with him undivided, and died, in 1813 or 1814,
After the death of Royel Naik, his son Vgncatapa Naik the 1st Defendant took charge of the Property,
and during the absence of the Plaintiff in the Northern Circars in 1816, he and the 2nd Defendant
executed a Petition Deed, by which it was settled that half of the Estate, was to be the property of the
1st Wife of the Original Proprietor of it, and to be equally divided between the 1st Defendant ‘and the
Plaintiff who were descended from her, and the other half of the Estate was to belong to the 2nd Defen-
dant, who was descended from the 2nd Wife, and that debts were to be discharged separately, by those

Members of the Family who had contracted them, since which the Property had been enjoyed in that -

. The Village of Eroongootcotah was afterwards attached by order of the Zillah Judge of- Chingle-
;‘:“Z 5% saﬁsfacﬁl:gle of adecree in No. 73 of 1821 aguinst the 1st Defendant Vencata Naickgf,e and the gnd’
Defendant presented a motion to the Zillah Judge accompanied by the deed of partition which he proved
by witnesses and obtained a restoration of half the Village. The Plaintiff on his return from the north.

ward, heard of the deed of partition being executed, and half of the Village of Eroongooteotah being

given up to the 2nd Defendant on the ground of that document, and demanded of both the Defendants,
to give up to him his share of the real and personal Property, and of the proceeds of the Sbi-otrym'n
Villages, according to the stipulations of that deed, but they refused to do it, and continued to retain

ion of the Family property themselves, and as no division of the property had taken place, and ’

after the execution of the above mentioned deed of partition the Defendants had no right to the
Plaintiff’s one fourth share of it, he instituted the ‘suit against them for the recovery of it ‘f:eording to
the statement contained in the Petition. '

3. .Selmrabe answers were filed by the two Defendant. In that recéived from the 2nd Defend
Vurdarajooloo Naidoo, he stated that the Plaint?ﬂ: and the Ist Defendant lived together, and tbaf‘l‘::
did 1ot separate from the 1st Defendant and divide the Estate, when the Plaintiff proceeded to the
northward, but that when he prosecuted the 1st Defendant in Original Suit No. 106 of 1813 in the
Provineial Court about the share of the Property on agreement to the effect mentioned in the Petition
about half of the Property being enjoyed by him, the 2d Defendant was executed by the 1st Defendant

that the rest of the Property was not in the possession of either of them, that the Plaintiff was present
when he separated himself from the 1st Defendant, and that if he was entitled to any share of the
property, he should prosecute the 1st Defendant alone for it, as he belonged to that brauch of the Family -

and had no claim against him the 2d Defendant.

4. In theanswer filed by the 1st Defendant, he stated that it was Nyhin’fmin the Petition, that
the Family Property had been enjoyed by their ancestors, then by Royel Naicken his Father, and then
% himleli; as their Head, that it was Customary for the Head of a Family of Poligars to keep the

state in his possession and maintain theé Cousins, but not to divide it, and that accordingly the father of
the Plaintiff, the Plaintiff and the 2d Defendant lived separately, and supported by himself and er

nd former
Heads of the Family. The Village of Eroongootcotah was mortgaged on account of Debts owing by the

Family, to one Balakistna Moodely, who granted to the 24 Defendant an allowance of 7 Pagodas an
to the Plaintiff an allowance of 8 Pagodas a month, and the Village of Luttoor was afterwards granted

by the Circar to Royel Naiken the Father of the 1st Defendant and his Descendants, and neither the
Plaintiff or the 2d Defendant have any right to a share of ‘it that he the 1st Defendant being the Head

. .
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of the Family, sold a quarter of the Merassy of that Village to one Puttabee R
him annually 60 Pagodas from the Produce of the Village, and that the V
Bala Buttoor f_'or a debt of 2000 Pagodas ; and the Merassy of it sold, that he the 1st Defendant had n

other Property in his possession and the remaining members of the Family were maintained b\" him‘ an:{
that in order .to prevent their ereditors f.rqm getting possession of the Property, so that nothing “: uld
be left for their support, the Deed of Partition was fabricated and dated the 15th of April 1816 lgftl 'ol :
it was only written in 1823, that it was executed without the willing consent of theplst Defe a]- lt)~lg(;
property was not divided in consequence, the other Defendant ey

only yet receiving something f it f
i his support, and the 1st Defendant therefore prayed the Cowrt to ele s g Irom 1t lor
5 Decree in the Case. iy ” FockEs, Doeumunts, and e Juss

5. In reply to the Answer of the 2d Defendant, t|

Ramiier, and continues to pay
illage itself is mortgaged to

J.
agreement had been executed hetween him and the

between them, but he the Plaintiff repeated, that he was not present when ;

x . ol : 8 & 1t . . >
would have been obtained to the Document if he had, that 1the Defendants 1:‘:13:]\0;:?:; 2?‘2'::’:1 :;g"?_h}‘]'.e
absence to or await out and possess all the property mentioned in the Petition between then; -—as (;) -'tlﬁ
e respect to the assertion of the ls_t D.e!'endant in his answer that it was not the practise of Pole. a;r tn d'“ ". d

B the Es:ate be(l{y\'e_egnd therg, P]““‘(tl’ﬂthdiczi'ed that Decrees of Court had been passed b)g wshigh ::;slcg
= | noperty was divided, and asserte a th i . P . 2
‘ Lntlrue.) : ¢ other circumstances mentioned in the said answer were

e Plaintiff stated that he admitted that an
1st Defendant about the Division of the I’rol;)‘er:y

6. Nothing particular is mentioned in the Rejoinder filed by the Ist Defendant
a 7.17' Int;heIT))eecgee of the Zillah Judge he states that it did not appear necessary to take int
consideration the Deed of Division on which the Plaintifis claim Wwas grounded, beca 5 1 bl
conformable to the Hindoo Law, it could have no legal effect, but that it was strange in t:os:,l:tnlg?f'::d‘;::
g >

3 to resist a claim resting on that Document, to which h i
B that it was a false one, and that he becar’ne a P‘:r;v etzd ‘i‘;ltted that he had been a party, on the plea

: ; D for the purpose of defraud is Credi
It is further mentioned that the Plaintiff had not stated ; pap i e S ni (,re(h_to L
were granted by Government, but that the Purwanahs fort;n:m“]'}::f%e?;mizs‘sge%hgtni:m i hdins
f that the one for Luttoor shewed that that Village had been given on S]P b y the Mortgagees, and,
i Naiken the father of the 1st Defendant and was declared not ali A Streera{n b
1 y in default of legal hiirs was to revert to the Company, that by the Puman;hm}:". %l‘ otherwise, an'd
appeared that that Village was granted to Streeram Singama Na'ﬁck, on Shotrium ter r.oongootcutah 2
| terms, and that both D_ocuments shewed that the Villages were given in considerati e e Dy eme
¢ persons holding the Office of Polegar would sustain by the resumption of the Vill L g the
N Mokhasah tenure. That Singama Naidoo the person to whom tle Village f‘)r o:n \n%?t h:lg by them, on
L died without issue, and it had been determined by a Deeree of the Zillah Court i gN RO .granted
confirmed by the Decree of the Provinecial Court in Appeal No. 32 i No. 4203 which was
!
!
f
|

participate in the property and the only remaining heis of Sthgana Nusk vy Widow could not

ma Naick were the parties in the Suit.
8. Tt is then stated in the Decree, that it might be ar

a share of two Villages, as they were not acquired by the famil s

only hold good if they had been granted fur Sel'vicesy re“de:ler?lj { 'lgl;(;\p‘:;i ,n]:)‘étﬂt‘::act that argument would
Udalut in No. 7 of 1814 adjudged a share of Shotrium Villages held under the s ase, ¢
the present case, to the uncle and brothers of the person to whom th o werd 8]:::11‘:3"“::1;'&1 t(llws‘e‘ in
the respective shaves of the 1 2 s gre

gued that the Plaintiff was not entitled to

That the Sudder

must fo;{m ghe IE)recedeent for evidence and that to ascertain
to the Hindu Law, a question was put to the Pundit, in reply to whi s
and Defendants were grandsons and son of the common Ancgs{or, anlziwl}/}:::bs:::tﬁ i yré :
, the two Villages that they enjoyed, and the other real and personal property belouax" undivided family,
- Ancestor, should be divided into three equal shaves, and that each of them should rg":_g to the common
Village of Eroongooteotah was mortgaged by Royel Naick the father of the 12t Depe Lo share. The
property was declared in the grant to be unalienable, the legal effect of that mo o m‘:’&“b as that
to have ceased on the cessation of the interest in the property of the person who mad? 1‘:: dconmdered
i quent mortgage of that Village by the 1st Defendant to Baulkistna Moodell » and the subse-

: yin 1 :
Village of Luttoor to Balakista Butter in 1821 could not affect the interlet;t 8.)21'4’t;2d§m§§h9t"‘“m
M Villages. e

9. With respect to the Plaintiff’s claim to a share of the other property it is -
that the Merassy lanI:is in Eroongootcotah, Vyalore, and Polevaukum, ‘I\jrerg rzved bst%‘tgd e s e
. % & P y ltnesses to ha‘-g
* been alienated by the 1st Defendant’s father Royel Naick, in the year Vebavah, or 1808.9, and that the
Kauvalee Maunium, or Kutcheputtoo toatum and the grounds at Streepermadoor, were in the Ppossession of
one Ramalingareddy and had been so for upwards of 20 years; that they could never therefore have
devolved to the possession of the 1st Defendant and were parted with on account of the debts of Singa-
ma Naidoo and Royel Naidoo ; that the house at Vyalore, and the cattle mentioned in the Plaint, were
sold in satisfaction of a Decree, and the 1st Defendant could not be ans.werable for property sold in that
B way or that had never been enjoyed by him. That the Merassy lands in Luttoor had also been proved to
: have been alienated, one fourth of them having been sold by the 1st Defendant to Gundaveram Puttabee
Ramier, on acecount of a debt due by Singama Naidoo, one Teroovengada Pillay had enjoyed another fourth
4 share of them for 35 years long before theVillage came into the Possession of the 1st Defendant, and remaining
half share was sold by the 1st Defendant to Bawlakistna buttoo, but whether on account of an old debt, or not,
: did not appear, and if that portion of the Merassee had been xmproper]y ol.)tmned, th«i) Plz}mt':f.{i m]ust prosecute
the party in possession of it, and the Defendant who had so dlspoged of it, and finally the Zillah Jtédge ona
consideration of the foregoing circumstances, decreed that one third sl}m'g of the procec_ds of the Shotrium
3 Villages of Luttoor and Ercongooteotah, should be divided to the Plaintiff, and that with respect to the
f proﬁt:s derived from those Villages for 7 years, sued for by the Plaintiff; it appeared that those of Eroon-

parties according
as the Plaintiff

ettt i e b g

5

iated to the liquidation of Debts of former holders of the Village ; and those
g;..tﬁntttah, }éoadt l?:‘-‘;;gx::prmt, il thel)'ea" 1821 in the month of January of which year Luttoor
of ut °°tr d by the 1st Defendant to Baulakistna Bhuttoo, from which period the Plaintiff was
- “’t[l?&) ;o his shaui and he therefore decreed that the Plaintiff should receive his share from that time
:All‘xttlil ;he ye‘ar 1823 "which amounted to Rupees 1,423-15-3 and which was to be paid by the 1st Defendant.
10. The 1st Defendant Vencatapa Nai(l:Olo be?;gddissaﬁsﬁed with that Decree has lppealed from

. 3 ama Sincama Naik has filed an answer. i
e tﬂe Rﬁ‘sﬁf %ﬁf:t ﬁ::eee;:mbi;ti consideration the Record of the Original Cause, the Decree of
the Zillah, Judge, and the Appeal Petition and Answer, and is of opinion, that it was ircegular in the
Zillah Jud ofcbl’)inglep\It, to adjudge to the Respondent, the Plaintiff in the ndgmd t,huxt, as z

f the Famigie roperty, which if he had sued for it, would from its amount have ren e:eth Ie{ causedno

200,,;231,13 b; ghe Zillah Cours, and to decree a large share of the property than ‘;\}"‘!1 l.e ‘;s;_:ou ent
himself claimed, or than had been settled to be given him, in tllxe Eocm;::t hmlId :v I;g f:z 1 e;lmeﬁ":c?
founded. The Courb considers that that Document could only have beem heiC 5o be.9\ b0 BE% =0 H5,
ot Ll it that the Hindoo Law should have been taken as the guide on the ocecasion if the Respondent
‘}lund . “:l fi 7 let:ham he was entitled to by the Law or for the more than the other Members of the
Fa - s_;xe h asr m(:::i to give him, but not when he claimed less. In the Document on which the claim
oy fl‘ 4 dedagtrwas set%led by the 1st and 2d Defendant, the first of whom is the Appellant, that with
;‘\aa weei s “ the whole of the Family property shiould be divided in two equal shares one of which was
ew excep 1;:!!8,A llant (the 1st Defendant) and the Respondent, as Grand sons of the first wife of
to .go fo & ?d pﬁe < inal holder of the property, and the other share to the 2d Defendant the son of
Bingaime e e he Respondent, did not acknowledge that he had consented to the execution

L‘:.s :ﬁﬁn%‘;jf:,’nz:z alyt:: ulglzl ";'ested his claim entirely upon it, and sued for only one fourth share of the

. ty for seven years amounting to Rupees 4,576, but the Judge in the
E’;’]i]ts d‘?g;?d f{: tmmﬁylxggzr{e that i:hey said Document was not to be qonsxdered of any legal
etlf e tl ?mles;n%t ﬁa.s consonant with the Hindoo Law, and after putting a question to the Law Officer
, L;:h bieet. decreed a one third share of the property to the Respondenb,‘ which,if he had sued for it
on : (tla }slu ) imade his claim amount to more than GOOO_Rupees. In that Case also the Respondent could
vmuh ave led his suit on the Deed of partition which only allotted a one fourth share of the property
lwt‘; have %;9:1;“ e t to the Pleas of the 1st Defendant now the pellant, the Court cannot absolve him
{t'o uu;.h i rﬁg&?t that attaches to his execution of the deed of partition, because he asserts, what he
},mmbcs' 3 re:g:ﬂ rovedythat it was executed some years after the date which it bears, and for the purpose
;}; : alm:?n thl:e creditors of the Family, nor can they rellew_re etther him or th‘e 2nd Defendant from the
;{ b}l fr - g’ve the Respondent a share of the Profits derived from the Family Property, when he only
iability ‘: g; they had settled to allow him, and for less than what he appears to be entitled to by the Hindu
i for\;‘ml' i ¢ to the averment of the Appellant that it is not the custom amongst Poligars to make
Lfl'iv'. . ltflmmpﬂty but for the Head of the Fal.nily who holds the Office of Poligar to enjoy it,
a dnvnslon ot i digetns snly has the Judge in the Zillah of Chingleput quoted a Decree of the Court
an ‘suPPO'inal i Original Suit No. 7 of 1814, in which a division of Property held under similar
of Sudder ut, in adi u:lzed but in the Decree of the Provincial Court for the centre Division in
circumstances Wwas 0 ET1, th situation of the Parties in which cause appears to havo resembled
!:t;l gt those concerned in the present suit, it was_declded that the Profits of four Shotrium
T ekich had boen granted in liew of lands and privileges belonging to the Family of Paligars,
that they had been. deprived of, should be divided befween thein. =The Court therefore is decidedly. of
at ghat the Respoudent was fully entitled to the profits derived from that share of the P
0[:"'“}?? Jaimed, and which had not been ap ropriated in such a way as to prevent the Appellant and
w m:, e Dcefeml "¢ who has not joined in the Kppeal. from being answerable to him for them, but that
:::g ulitlgsponden:n could have no claim to a larger share than that which he instituted the suit for the

recover -}'201'. "The remainitly ‘point foF consideration is the amount the Respondent was entitled to of the

oceeds of the Pro that he prosecuted for.

v fou?:;‘ shf“lll:e :;:'rf; for :n?zr qunrter[;;rge of the lgroﬁb of the Shotrium Village and one quarter
of the Me'ruse: of Luttoor yielding 1552 Rupees per annum, and of one quarter of the Shotrium and
Merassee of Eroongoteottah yielding 852 Rupees per annum, of one quarter share of the Merassee of
Vuyaloor yielding 25 Rupees per annum, and of a House and ground in that Village yielding the same,

f . o quarter share of the Merassee of Poleponkum, one quarter share of 140 Goontahs of Cutchepootoo
(6103,,..“.; Streepermadoor, and of two Pieces of ground in the same Village, and of 20 Cattle being one
fourrth of the st.op:k. As a considerable reduction was made by the Zillah Judge, in the amount which
the Respondent claimed he was only sufferer, but he has not appealed from the Decree of the Zillah Court
and the Court does not consider it necessary to go at much length into the subject. The only sum
awarded to be paid to the Respondent was a one third share of the Profits of the Shotrium Village of
Luttoor from January 1821 when it was mortgaged by the Appellant tp Baulakistna Moodely, on account:
of Debts, contracted by himself until the date that they were claimed by the Respondent, the end
of 1823 ;nd as it was proved that theVillage was mortgaged to the person menhonec.l in Janmg 1821 on
a.ccount,of debts contracted by the Appellant himself, the sp.ondent_ must be : considered entitled to a
share of the proceeds from that time. It appears from the evidence in the on.gm;l cause, that the rest of
the property was either disposed of, or the proceeds of it appropriated to the discharge of debts contracted
by Members of the Family who formerly possessed th? property, !)efore the date of the respondent’s claim,
but if dissatisfied with what was dis-allowed by the Zillah Court, it was for the respondent to have appealed
from his Decree, qrwouted the parties now in possession of the .property. After a mature considera-
tion of the case the Court is of opinion that the respondent was entitled only to a one fourth share of the
property of the family and to the profits derived from it, and the Zillah Judge appears to have been of the
same opinion when he ordered half of one of the Shotrium Villages that had been attached by orders of
his Court to be given up to the 2nd Defendant on the ground of the deed of partition that had Dbeen

I«
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: : m, the decree is modified, and it is decrecd
that for the period mentioned namely from 1821 to the end of 189 QCILed,, and 1t 15 decreed
claimed the produce, the Appellant and the 2nd Defendant s]?oulldshi,];ppt: \\tl;c}}l\ir;u?? ho rfsp.‘_’.’ "15“2
being the one fourth share of the profits of the Village of Luttoor, for that yeriod witl upies i
proportion to the amount. The Court concurs i # 18 costs of suit in

1 . 1 opinion with the Z; o g 2
entitled to ashare of the profits of both of the Shot;-i};m Villag:s olg Exl'ggr}:oc;]tlclgt}i}th::d tl}};ttlesp?f;qc-?t~ <
inalienable, but as the proceeds of the former Village had been mortnagedato Balakrist \Iom;l ‘lll'l e
the period for which the respondent claimed them, and the V . ssha Mloodelly up to

: ill is still in hi S it
debts due to him, no part of the profits of that Village could lb :ﬁ:{ ;: ds:(:lllt :,nh}ilr: Possession on account of

STATEMENT OF THE COSTS OF SUIT.
Pavapie sy rug PArTIES 1§ THE Zitran Courr,
By the 1st Defendant.

Fees of the Plaintiff's Vakeels on Rupees 4,577 the amount Al Be .0 P Re AP

;;cg:ﬁ;ngto clause ﬁr.st, Section XXV Regulation XIV of 1816 @ §

Deduct payable by the Plaintiff on l't; ');)rtio SR s ol -s 228,18 7
Provineial Court being Rupees.P....]: K %l.l.s C]alf.fj. d;Sgt(l)g)\vedoby t';}m 145 ¢
g 5 5
The value of the 1st sheet of séamp for plaint substituted for institut: P ey o 83 7 2
8 R : titution fees. 15
Deduct payable by the Plaintiff on proport i ks o
above detailed... I o 101.1..01‘ bis claim dis-allowed as 9 -
e “ve oss 5 5 9
The amount of the other costs as per Deeree of the Zillah J udge... TT)_T) 1§§ 10 3
. 3 15 5
. By the Plaintif, 272 010
Proportionate fees of his Vakeels. ..., &
Do.  Value of the 1st sheet of stamp for plaint... o 1?{: 8 g 240 12 9
=2 v d0 B 2 2 2
IN THE PROVINGIAL COURT. ats 0

- Tk ; By the Appellant.

ees of his Vakeel on Rupees 2,225-4-7 being the a :
according to clause above referred to @? S per gl:::tappealed ;i 11

Deduct payable by the Respondent on Rupees 556-5-2 being tht;amt A
disallowed out of that appealed for.....................,,,.............‘. e 27 12 10

Do. of the Respondents Do. SR L e gg ; g

The Value of Stampt papers used by the A})peﬂan.t..‘;fi: O
1 Roll for Appeal Petition substituted for institution fees...... 100
Deduct payable by the Respondent as above detajled. suenienene 20 04

1 Roll for Vakalutnamah......... R

5 Do. for special grounds of Appeal ----- e.. 20 8 ?)

e 95 15 '8

The Value of stamps used by the Respondent in forma pauperis.
00

1 Roll for Vakalutnamahe:eesisieer, ... §oelioyarmsis AR o T
7 Do. for Answer... TS R A R e e TR T D 1 L R ;
e — 20'0.0% 50
201 14 o

By the Respondent.
Proportionate fees of his Vakeel as above detailed............ 97 12 10
Do. do.  of the Appellants do. RO I R S . |
Do. Value of the Ist sheet of stamp for appeal petition. 25 0 4
=80 105

m 1 L2 s '] T e,
Total payable by the parties in both Courts,.,.... e P S WAL TN ek BER & ()
e N

Given under our hands and the seal of the,Court this eighth day of March in the year of Our Lord
one thousand eight hundred and thirty.
By order of the Court.

E. €. G (Signed) G. W. SAUNDERS.
H. W. The translation of this Decree is signed and 3rd Judge.
certified on the 19¢h April and the Appeal For the Register

time expives.on the 17th July 1830.
(Signed) G. J, WATERS,
Acting Judge,
Lor the Register,

7
o VENCATARAMANIAH,
Tahsildar of Chingleput Talook.
To

RUNGAROW, ' ;
Additional Turfdar of Confiscated Shotrium, Luttoor Village. B

i Tillage Luttoor and Eroongolcottah which are attached to Chingleput an ane-
munM]'lilyxlc;:;gg}:";c:;iz%cl]]lv were registered gn the name of Streeram Moottoo Vencatappa Naick,
who ];u"ing no issue adapted his nephew named Nulla Streeram Naick, on his death on the 11th July
last, the wife of the departed soul Tayarumma applied to the Board of Revenue, that these Shotrium
ast, the wife enjoyed by her husband should be registered on her adapted Son, and put these
erriut}':o;-ity until her Son becomes a Majar'. On her application the Board of Rgvenue
reported to the Government, that these two Villages were given as S_hotnum at first, and als? the circum-
t-I by ‘hich have taken place after ceding these Villages as Shotriums. The Board of Revenue send
arders to the Collector according to the advice of the Government on 30th Ultimo, that the § part of the
3? “tr7 . \:il]weé should be registered on her adopted Spn Nulla Stre_eram chk,.an.d the remamdc;r
o ‘r v st od on Streeram Singama Naidoo according to the decision of Provincial Court of‘1821 .
should be registere I have received Takeed from the Collector dated 24th Instaut, No. 221 according to

appeal No. 23, -20s 4 part of the Shotrium Villages should be registered on 1
v : R . that the § parb of the Shotrium ag g g 1er
iﬁg&iﬁ'?‘,zr ;Llsllla;og:gegfa:rle;\s:i‘l:’and the re*mlz)linder part on Streeram Singama Naick, and also to keep

illages under her authority and obtain the Revenue from her by the name

3 of the confiscated Shotrium Vi : - to her of all th &
1 : ccording these Orders give charge to her of all the accounts tonnected
o{ t};ex; }m,lo\l')itﬁ;l i:r:nf;]}lifa‘kf;‘;“;_‘; oyn(:uh:r receipz and deliver the receipt and all the documents connected with
rhlesle \ltlla"es %n charge of Zilladar of Sadras and present yourself in the Hoozoor.

o

(Signed) VENCATARAMANIAH,
Tahsildar of Chingleput,

Villages which w
Villages under he

30th March 1845. o

———eg.

Frox E
RAMA ROW,

Tahsildar of Chingleput Talook.
T ;
; VENCATARAM NAICK,
Moonsiff of Lutteor Village, and

ANNA PILLAY, S
Canacapillay of the said Village. :

b -ou both, the Takeed which I received {lated 21st Instant, No. 439,
the Qholtr]i]:t‘: :}‘i l]l)z:to :); ‘zh‘: f{)’rﬁu;: which the dgceascd Nul!a Stret‘:ram Naick possessed is to be_ trans-
f r-kd to his adoéted Mother Tayarumma, which is to held it. {UFer her death.,_the land, whxc}} she
}ert' her possession is to be annexed to the Government according to the decision of _the Provincial
(“?urltn whet[hgr t‘he remainder of the land which is now enjoyed by Strcemrp Singama N a;uck sbguld after
]J i ;tln be annexed to the Government or transferred to his descendants, is to be held in consideration.
l'éuif i.ferrcd by the Takeed which I received from the Board of Revenue, in accordance to the advice
of tiet(;orcmn;ent dated 22d July 1854, that the Shotrium should be only enjoyed by Tayarumma and
en her death it should be reported to the Government in o.rder it may.be annexed to x_t., it should b“f also
renorted to the Government on the death of the Streeram Singama Naick who now enjoys the remainder
of’lthe Village in order it may be annexed to the Government.

& (Signed) RAMA ROW,

Annoor, b Tahsildar of Chinglepuz,
30th June 18353. §
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