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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
20th November 1860.

Read the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenue,dated 24th October 1860,
No. 4,879 :—

ad letter from the Collector of Kistna District, dated 29th September 1860, No, 213.

(Ta Cons., 4th October 1860, No. 4,991.) 5

{ v : 1. Resolved that the letter above recorded be
; .‘Com’, 7th August 1860, No. 3,861 submitted for the information of Government with
3 ; reference to their Order, dated 6th August 1860, 2 R e
' 'No,.,lﬂﬂQ,'ReVenue Department. e phE
& - 2, The explanation offered by the Government
,. inal Suit No. 2 of 1859, on g]“ : V&kﬂ of the Civil Court of Guntoor, to the strictures ;
Civil Court’s file 1 & ; *  passed on his proceedings by Mr. Dale in his letter
g dated 30th June 1860, No. 91, appears to the Board |
v " ons., 2nd July 1360. No. A.8,195. satisfactory as far as paragraphs 3 and 4 are concerned, PR
ut not with reference to the charge in paragraph 9.
'3. The two principal points animadverted upon by Mr. Dale were, first, that the Vakil S
d not plead the statute of limitation in bar to the Suit brought by Mutani Venkata AR
“:", the Plaintiff; and second, that he did not object to the Plaintifi”s right to sue. As
' regards the first point the Vakil explains that at the first hearing of the case he did plead the
: unge, and that the Court overruled his obJect.xons : and with regard to the second point he A
leges that there is but one * worshipper’’ or rather officiating (8 %) Priest. The Civil B

ge in paragraph 9 of the Decree calls him the  Indmdar, or worshipper of the Pagoda,” and
ks i evident from pa.ragraph 11, that there were certain documents, whether genuine or not, in
% 1 pport th" clam to thg »Inim land mdlspute, so that he had a Jocus standi in the Suit in

: remarked, how .&,‘ hat § objections to a plaint must be takea in the answer, oy

not at a lzgﬁi@g of th‘e» ma; In reply to this, the Vakil states that he was on sick leave iy

he time: of ﬁlmg the wwv, wd that the decument was prepared in the Collector’s Office,
ler these circumstances the Board would acquit him on the first two points.

£5:  In paragrnph 9 of Mr. Dale’sletter, and also in paragraph 10 of the Decree, it is shown
the Vakil put in eight documents, ‘but failed to authenticate them. The Vakil's explanation
to show that he filed these documents in pursuance of the Collector’s orders; and that

.y were. not proved because no witnesses had been summoned by the Collector. This explana-
, however, is not sauf_fac@n; It is the Vakil's primary duty to attend to all the formalities
red b,. law md ﬁwpomt ot to the Collector their importance and the manner in which

, observed, ang he should on no account have filed documents which could not be
; nud consider the Vakil to have evinced ignorance of his professional duties,
in the chlglnrge of them, and are of opinion that his place should be supplied

' person better acquainted with the procedare of the Courts, and capable of acting in reliance
m his ovmjndgment instead of leaving the professional management of Public Suits to the

AN (A true Extract.)
v PR T e (Signed) J. D. BIM, Secretary. ""'f;

;’-‘.' ’ b 2 .l: F e —— e —

&tm rmrm«, 20th November 1860 N o. 2,186.

e but thmlu it iuﬁctent. on the present occasion to direct that he be wo.med of the
quenog of any future remissness in the performance of his duties. -

L+ S (Signed) J. D. SIM,
g Acting Secretary to Government. 3
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