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Pvﬁceeding& of the Madras Government, Revenue Depariment,
- 25th February 1862.

No. 489. Read the following Proceedings of the Board of-Revenue, dated10th February1862,
No. 937,

Read the following letter from V. 2. LEVINGE, Esq., Collector of Madura, to W. HUDLR-
STON, Esq., Secretary 1o the Board of Revenue, Chepauk, dated Madura, 13th
December 1861, No. 318:—

SIR,
1. ‘With reference to the Government Order, dated the 8th July last, No. 1,369, communi-
cated by the Board on the 14¢h idem, I have the honor to state, that the only Suits recently
prosecuted regarding the Rammad Zamfndéri were two in

; 8iv§l' Cliz}fc?fr}il:iiﬁfa_on the fileof the .nber, viz.,, one® brought by Kunjara Nachiar alias

Aunundayee an alleged widow of Moottoonizia Regoonada

Saithoopathy the adopted son of the Istimirar Rani of Ramnad with a view of being, recog-

nized as the heiress of the present Ramnad Rani after her demise, for preventing waste of the

Estate real and personal, and obtaining an allowance for the support of herself and her family

until she should succeed to the Estate, and the other{ by

1 8;“81‘ gﬁﬁ% j:.":\};ii?;a"’“ the file of the “\yottdonizia Regoonatha Moottooramalinga Taver, calling

himself an adopted son of the present Rani, praying to be put
in possession of the Zamindéri and to have the protest of the Collector against the adoption
cancelled, to both of which the Collector was a party on behalf of Government.

2. The result of the former was a declaration that the Plaintiff Kunjara Nachiar has no
right to succeed to the Estate, after the present Rani, she being only the step mother-in-law, and
excluded from inheriting, and that the Zamindir of Ramnad for the time being should pay to
the Plaintiff 400 Rupees per mensem from the dage of the institution of the suit to the date of
the Decree, with 12 per cent. interest and proportionate costs, and further pay monthly the first
Plaintiff 300 Rupees, and her daughter (the second Plaintiff), 100 Rupeesas maintenance, so

long as they may live, and do not under Hindu Law forfeit their claim to such by misconduct.

3. The disposal of the latter case was, that the Collector’s protest against the adoption or
the order for the attachment of the Estate and its appertenances on the Rani's demise, was
cancelled, that the Collector (thesecond Defendant), having failed altogether to establish any right
to interfere with the Estate or question#he act of the Rani in respect to it. is prohibited from
as it was clear to the Court that he or Government have no grounds whatever

such interference,
ated as an heirless property, or right ; while there are legal claimants

for ordering its being esche
to it to interfexe with it or the owner for the time being, save in such manner as the regulations

prescribe for the due collection of Reévenue, &c., and that the Rani, subject to the provisions of
Hindu Law, and Section VIII, Regulation XV of 1802, could assign and transfer without the
previous consent of the Collector or of any authority to the Plaintiff or to whomsoever she may
think proper by sale, gift or otherwise, her proprietary right in the Ramnad Zaminddri. This
award the Court remarks does not bar the Collector’s right to bring a regular action for the
Estate,if he conceives the Government is in a position to establish a superior claim to the party
in possession, but that under the circumstances notéd above, he is prohibited summarily seizing
the Estate as an escheat to Government while as at present there are heirs.

* 4, The two Decrees have ndw been appealed against and are still pending before the Sudder
Court. All the circumstances connected with them are so familiar to the Board, that I do not
think it necessary to add any thing more on the subject. »

Ordered to be submitted for the information of Govern-

No. 1,369, d:“‘l 8th July 1861. ment, with reference to their Order quoted by the Collector.

; The Appeal against the Decree inOriginal Sait No. 1 of 1860,
G. 0. No. 1,257, 26th June 1861. . t Government in
o B 1ok 50k Beptatsraieb1. and the defence of the action on the part of Go

the Appeal preferred by Kunjara Nachiar against the Decree
in O. S. No. 3 of 1856 have, as the Government areaware, been entrusted to Mr. Dale, and

on the termination of the suits a further report will be made to Government.
]

(A true Copy and Extract.)
(Signed) W, HUDLESTON, Secrefary.

5



L

, & et e ; = 7 , 2 » . et u, cure I//cﬂzl,a/ 4{//'

‘ i I vo (G v - . / 4 2, Ve v‘-_ 0 ; - 3 s ; .;A -v -}- £ R aate £ 3 : .j‘ =

é? Q a Tt e vy SR A h F ruary o3 2 LA s ot " ¥ : Cé,&(}‘ e M 4 c&rca:”ﬂ'a rrcewr CCF1-722 cc' -’ﬂ oot é’ /2,,, 4
W Lix R e 2 /a,,,./,,,, e ma%%/«»

ot

-Gt R X _ ' - g/{/a:dmd, d ( ~0_/Jm, o -
,C«—sg,ea,mfdxr/f& A % | ‘ //" 4 / </( ﬂ(/
R e~ e - el A S | : s olorect 4 Adie wrelvsrd et / 74 (»(//rl/rnds
: 3 B . | : 4 ?"’i 4 /«»%/5@? five. % //szz,n,mxnf eee W —_;6/41¢n11 A Aerw @rilorg
T v > £ o e : o ,f;"/ {oﬁxc/‘. %%,/d aun.f//"W)‘iuia
P r g | " TRE . ': e 4"”(6"/'7“'“/ s RS 7( /% 0/7("“ ‘?1’#‘
- ~ % R ) T 4 kol o e ford o /cmm,f, soe sonil pee /zf{‘,g,a/
| / / ,41’9 / / /ﬂ)at {/ ol o2 /a.w‘g,f t“
:,o{/ i (8. M9 ?// //aznz e #%naan,{"aﬂ
.‘. /ftﬂ’ zw/xm/;/ /J—Lﬁ ‘J;;fu sl

tre (Ml'

o VP 1‘“"“.7

-;nlna /r-n/ (// /? o ia%"fl

Y o VA %
y‘-&m‘o«{}mp—r‘—\, \.-L}‘ p '.l."t}—’- \

2 EF2P77 a«/‘
/t”%veﬂw %e/ﬁ/a/

&

3




4 |...,!\qie \\N 0\\“&

&

& \\w&n\ g 7

: &A Na«&t\ el -
\\

”

-

-
..

a SAW\)

L AL RN N \'vv\. 3
R

R (L UNN \3

»

AP A i Sy i,

-

Y NN




	Image00006
	Image00007
	Image00008
	Image00009

