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'- A Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
| oo Tth June 1860.
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T [ AR T Read the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 22nd May 1860,
. - No. 2,476 :—
' Read Proceedings of Government, dated 11th May 1860, No. 758, calling on the Board to
B - ; . R 28 2
ES B2 ! state the reasons which induced them to decline to interfere in the matter of the Petitioner, Chensu
£ f Venkata Rén, rezarding the succession to the management of the Srotriyam villages of Adari-
e O : mangalam, &e., in Nayer Tlug, Chingleput District.
o A . (In Con., 12tb May 1860, No. 2,206.)

Petitioner grounds his claim to the sole management of the Srotviyam to the exclusion of his
undivided uncles on the fact of an agreement having been executed between his deceased father
o M and his uncles, wherehy the lacter were to receive from the former their shares of the proceeds

‘ of the village in money, the management of the Estate remaining with the eldest brother,
=~ ' Petitioner’s deceased father.
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2, This agreement, however, was executed so recently as 1854, at the suggestion of the
5 : Collggtor to settle a family dispute, and determined nothing as to the future succession to the
management of the Estate, or representation of the family which is undivided.

r

k7 e 3. The Board, moreuver, observed that from the Tahsildar's Report, dated 12th November

27, oy 1839, copy of which was submitted to them by Petitioner, it appeared that the Registry of the

¢ . ~Villages was in the name of the three brothers, Petitioner’s father and uneles ; and that prior to

the arrangement abovementioned, the management had been conducted conjointly by the two

elder.brothers, viz., Petitioner's father and his uncle Venkata Séshaya, whom the Collector has
now recognized as the family representative.

. The Board considered that this recognition was in accordance with the Hindu Law
recarding uadivided {amilies, and™with the ruling of Government contained in Extract Minutes
Consultation, dated 20th October 1848, quoted in Note 6 on page 176 of the Board’s Circular
»Order, volume 1, while it was supported by the Registry of the Village and the former practice
of management, and they saw no suffieient reason for requiring Petitioner’s nncles to place
themselves in subordination to their nephew where such was not required by the Hindu Law, or

“family custom, or by the position of the Estate in the Government i]legisters ; and they, therefore,
declined to interfere with the Collector’s Order, or to place Petitioner in the position he sought,
the Courts being open to bim if he desired to obtain a division of the family property.

5. Such wag the opinion formed by the Baard from the materials before them when they
passed the decision from which Petitioner has appealed to Government ; and they see no reason
to modify it on further consideration.

6. The Srotriyam is one of those which weré granted in 1802, on the abolition of the Office
’ . of Nittawér, and which in paragraph 6 of Extract Minutes
# In Con., 5th April 1859, No. 1,501, Consultation, dated 2nd April 1859, No. 460, Revenue
Department, Government decided should be treated
precisely as any other private property.

1 - (A true Extract,) ’
: ~ (Signed) W.HUDLESTON, Sub-Secretary.
No. 78. ' OrpER THEREON, Tth June 1860, No. 942.

Ordered-that the following endo_rs'e,dagqtlbe passed on Petition No. 1,119 of 1860.

*“ The Goverument have received a report on this Petition, and see no reason to interfere with
“ the decisions passed by the Collector and the Board of Revenus, If Petitioner desires it
“ permissiom will be given him to sue in theCourts,” - &
3 ‘ -~ (Signed) C.G. MASTER,
A % Deputy Seeretary to Governmen
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No. 2,476.
ProceepiNes or THE Boarp oF Revenuk, dated 22nd May 1860.

Read Proceedings of Government; dated 11th May 1860, No. 758, calling on the Board to
tate the reasons which induced them to decline to interfere in the matter of the Petitioner, Chensu
Venkata Row, regarding the succession to the management of the Shrotrium villages of Athary
mungalum, &c., in Nayer l‘aluk Chingleput District. -

(In Con., 12th May 1860, No. 2,206.) :

Petitioner grounds his claim to the sole management of the Shrotrium to the exclusion of his
andivided uncles on the fact of an agreement having been executed between his deceased father
ind his uncles, whereby the latter were to receive from the former their shares of the proceeds of
the village in money, the management of the Estate remaining with the eldest brother, Petitioner’s
deceased father. 49

—2, This agreement, however, was executed so receatly as 1854, at the suggestion of the
Collector to settle a family dispute, and determined nothing as to the future succession to the
management of the Istate, or representation of the family which is undivided.

3. The Board, moreover, observed that from the Tahsildar’s Report, dated 12th November
1859, copy of which was submitted to them by Petitioner, it appeared that the Registry of the
Vxllages was in the name of the three brothers, Petitioner’s father and uncles ; and that prior to
the arrangement abovementioned, the management had been conducted conjointly by the two elder

brothers, viz., Petitioner’s father and his uncle Venkata Seshmh ~whom the Collector has now
recognized as the family representative.

o 4 The Board considered that this recognition was in accordance with the Hindu Law regard-
ing undivided families, and with the ruling of Government contained in Extract Minutes Consul-
tation, dated 20th October 1848, quoted in Note 6 on page 176 of the Board’s Circular Order,
volume 1, while it was supported by the Registry of the Village and the former practice of manage-
mentg and they saw no sufficient reasou for requiring Petitioner’s uncles to place themselves in y j o B
subordination to their nephew where such was not required by the Hindu Law, or family custom, e

. or by the position of the Estate in the Government Registers ; and they, therefore, declined to ’/
interfere with the Collector’s Order, or to place Petitioner in the position he sought, the Courts 'i !

" being open to him if he desired to obtain a division of the family property. " %

5 5.  Such was the opinion formed by the Board from the materials before them when they .
y L~ passed the decision from which Petitioner has appealed to Government ; and they see no reason & ¢
&

¢o modify 1t on further consideration.

: o 6. The Shrotrium isone of those whlch were grauted in 1802, on the abolmd{ of the oﬁ‘;ce /‘
& = con. e 1 Mo 1oL of Nattawar, and which in paragraph 6 of Ex’tract Minutes 4 ~

; ' : Consultation, dated 2nd April 1859, No. 460, Revenue f:/ ‘r
B 0. Department, Government decided should be treated precisely as any other private property. } F
N ' (A true Extract) ‘ ))
;-‘ M D. Boutdlllon. Esq., Secretuy to Govemment R.D., f
4 with original Petition and @ Enclosures. : 5
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