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Droccedings of the Muadras Gorernment, Revenue Depariment,
’ 4th July 1863.
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No. 8S. Read the foilowing Proccedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 17th June 1863,
No, 3,35¢ :— )

Read again letter from the Collector of Madras, dated 4th October 1862, in Board’s Proceedings,
dated 9ih idem, No.—.

. Read also the following letter from B. CUNLIFTE, Esq., Collector of Madras, and Acting
,? Member Board of Revenue, dated 7ih May 1863.

1. With reference to the Board’s Proceedings cf the 9th October 1562, I have the honor
to report the resu't of the suit alluded to therein.

2. The causc, afier several postponements, came on for liezring on the original side cf the
Iigh Court on the G:h and 111k of March, and judgment was delivered by the Honorable the
Chief Justice on the 27th idem. '

3. I bey to enclose a report of the decree as published ia the *“ Daily News” paper of the
7th April, which the Government Solicitor informs me is substantially correct, and from which
t will be observed that the plaint was dismissed with costs,

4. Tutting oside the remarks of the Court as to the issue raised regarding its jurisdiction,
& will be scen that the merits of the case were consicered, and that the Judges held that the
‘ent was, as contended for by the Defendants, given by the Collector for the benefit of the entire
village community, who, it was declared, possessed immemorial rizhts in the Jungles rented, and
1s these latter had been sub-rented by the Monigars to the Plainufl on terins which were sub-
versive of the village rights, the Monigars had acted in fraud of their brethren, and that their
act could not be supported by the Court.

5. The suit having been successfuily defended 1 should have merely reported this resulr,
did T not consider that the conduct of the Tubsildar of the Talook, now the Tahsildar of the
Sydapet Talook, hal been so improper that it was ray cuty to bring it to the coguizance of the
Doard, for bisacts, in disobedience of my express orders, were the cause of the suit being brought.

6. As stated in my lctter of the 4th October list, 1 had issued two orders (translations
enclosed) under dates the 6th February and 20th March 1862, informing the Tahsildar that [
had rented the jungles to the Morigars and Ryots of the respective villages, from whom he was
to obtain Muchilkas and security Bonds. . .

7. A Muchilka was however taken from the Monigars alone, and this beirg signed by me,
it was forwarded to the Tahsildar with my order of the 20:h March, who nevertheless put the
{ Monizars only in possession, reporting his proceedings to the Hoozoor on the 8th April,

. & No reply was sent to this Arzi, though properly it shou!d have been proniinently
brought to my notice, as the proceedinzs of the Tahsildar were opposed to my instructions,
Tlie Revenue Munshi of that time declares that he sewt it to the Serishtadar, who states that he
never received, nor indeed saw it, and as there was endorsed vpon it ** No answer” in the hand.
writing of the Munshi, there was the less reason that the Serishtadar should be informed of it,
The Munshi asserts that as the orders on the matter had been prepared in the Serishta Depart-
ment, and as the Tahsildar was merely reporting what was apparently a carrying out of previous
instructions, he kad endorsed it as above, and had sent all the papers to the Serishtadar, and I
was satisfied on inquiry that he had done so.

9. Though it is unfortunate that the Tahsildar's Arzi of the 8th April had not bLeen
answered, and that Officer directed 1o fullow my orders, and to place the Ryots also in possession
of the jurgles, I am not of opivion that the omission aroge from a corrupt motive on the part of
any of the lloozoor scrvants, whose share moreover in the transaction, whether improper or
otherwi-e, is distinct from that of the Tabsildar, who, as my local agert was bound to carry out
the orders issucd to him,

10. The Rycts of the several viliages having complaired to me in May that their Monigars
had sub-rented the jungles, and Lad refused to allow them to participate in the lease, I directed
the Talisildar to prolib:t the entry of a1y party into the jungles, because I had distinctly given
the reunt to the villagers generally.

11, The Tabsildar also was called upon for &an explanation of Lis conduct, and this, of
which a traislation is enclosed, Le forwarded on the 23i1d July. lHe declures that the Mouni rars
alone bid for the rent; that it wes given to them and a Much)lka taken from them; and that lLe
kad put tl:em orly in possession, and had reported his proceedings on the 8th April, to which no’
objectiors Lind been taken.

12, la reply to this, | can declare that my entire proceedings, except the single fact of the
Muchiika recognized by mie, and which was tuken from the Monigars only, show that my inten-
tion throughout was to give the reit to the sillagers.  All other rents of this nature have been
so disposed of, and niy orders of the Gth February and 20th Mareh expressly inform the Tahsi)-

{ car that the rent Lud been given to the Ryots generally, and that they were to be placed in

l heantiad R TRI S RN P T e S - et e ——————— e -
TR meic et et v e .
~ e s W

Ak R it b R



—

- T T AN, . e ntsnen s
- Eaaete e b PR TR o~ o e as
T s o A ST - - ipiesteng - ST R B

—— . -

2 DProceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
Ath July 1853. .

e i o ——— e~ —r ———— i n —_—— s A an i G m e e o e e e e

rossessicn. I believe, too, that thouzh the Monigars were, as usual, the orzan of the villagers at
the bidding, that some of the latter were present and consented.

13. Iattach no importance to the Monizars only having aiven security for the fulfilment
of the rent conditions, for they are well remurerated for performing the duties of the head of a
viliaze, and for representing the village in all transactions with the Circar, and I am convince.l
that the viliagers would not have repudiated any liability of their Monizars, incurred for the
encral good even should the latrer alone be legaliy involved in the respousibility,

1. When also in September 1561, a resident of Madras had made an offer to rent the
Jungles, and the matter was under disposal, these very Monigars petitioned me 1hat the jungles
should be reated to the villasers genetaliy and vot to a stranzer. [ have no doubt then that my
wishes, cartied out in other cases of Jungle rent, were well kuown to the Tahsiidar and every
scrvant of the Districe.

15. s having acted contrary to my orders, and kavirg obeved the letter of tlie Muchilka,
which was only an enclosure, and havine disobeyed the letter of the covering order, | can atiri-
bute on'y to personal and improper motives. If the enclosure and the order were at variance, it

was bis duty to refer to me for further instructions.

16. I cannot divest myself of the conviction, an impression gererally entertained too by
those cenversant with the pasticuars, ard with whom 1 have spoken, that the Tahsildar know.
ingly disoleyed my orders, and favored the Menigars from influences by which as a public
scrvant lie should not have been governcd, but of this tie Board will be enabled from the papers

before them to judge for themsclves,

17. In my opinion he is deserving of severe purishment, and that his conduct has merited
degradation to a lower Tahsiidaree, if not removal from that grade to an inferior pusition.

18. As the suit was brought azainst myself, I have thouzht it proper to report the issue,
and the Talisildar's conduct in conrection with it, rather than leave the duty to the Aciing Collee-
tor, and I do so with the loss hesitation, as in o few days, and probably before the case is
disposed of by the Dcard, I shall cease to have a share in its deliberatiors,

Lxcrostre No. L.—Report of Decree.

Excrostre No. 2.

Talid from B. CUNLIFFEE, Esq., Collector of Madras,to NAJMOOD DLEN SAIIIB, Tabhsil-
dar of Trivellore, dated 64 February 1862, No. 37 of 1862,

With riference to your Arzi, No. 431, of 15th September 1861, vou are informed that
Kodandaramaiyer having applied for the rent of the juncle of Sattivedu, Kattamarikuppam, and
Sinna Yettivakum for three Paslies, at the rate of 150 Rupees per Fasli, it was to put to ccm-
petition durinz the annual setilement of this year when the Puttahs were being cistributed in
the presence of the Darkhastdar acd of the Puttamoniagar, &e., Ryots of each village, when
the said Puttamoniagar, &c., Ilyots made the hizhest bid for Rupees 300, and agreed in my
rresence to have the rent at that rate for teo Iaslis from the current year. You are there.
fore rcquired to divide the above Ileriz according to the extent of the junzle in cach village, to
obtain Muchilkas and Security Bonds from the Puttamoniagar and Ryots of each si.lage, and
forward them with a report.  Orders wi!l Le then sent for putting the Jungle in their possession.

(True Cepy.)
(Sigaed) B. CUNLIFFE, Collector.

Excrestae No. 3. St '
Takid from B. CUNLIFFE, Esq, Collector of Madras, to NAJMOOD DELEN SAHIB,
Taksildar of Trivallur, duted 20th March 1862, No. 85 of 18G2.

1. Read your Arzi, No. 51 of the 23th uitimo, with enclosures,

2. When the jungle cf Sattivedu, Sinna Yettivakum agd Kattamarikuppum was sold at
auction during the last annual Settlement, the Puttamouiagar, &ec., Ryots made the bighest bid
for Rupees 300, and having divided it by each village as mentioned below, "
Muchilkas befure you agreeing to hold the rent for three years, and a Karargam
prescribing certain conditions to be observed in felling wood in the said jungle,
Lave also given Security Bonds for the rent Beriz. You shall, therefore, on l:he recc:pt of this
Takid, put the jungle in their pessession with direction to fell wood accordine 1o the conditions
of the Kararnamah, and oltain the rent Deriz according to the instalments fixed in their
Muchilkas. You shall further intimate the same to the village Curoums, aund direct them to
enter thisamount in the account with the annual Beriz,

not only exccuted

but appear to

ab at the Ioozoor, *

. )., y
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3. A copyof theabose Kararramah s Lerewith forwarded,

I’i{lage. Leriz of the Jungle.
Sattivedu.. .« Rupees 110
Sinna Yettivakum.., ... ’ 95
Kattamarikuppuin.., ... " 95

Total...500

(True Copy.)
(digned) DB. CUNLIFFE, Ccllector.

ENcrosvrs No. 4.

Ari from NAJMOOD DEEN SAIIID, Tabsildar of Saidapét, to B. CUNLIFFL, Esq., Col-
lector of Madras, dated 25rd July 1862, No. 281 of 15662,

1. IYegto acknowmledge the receipt of the Hoczoor Takid, No. 301 of the 21st June 18G2,
ptating that while the jungle of the villages of Sattivedu, &e. was so!d at auction at the late
Jamabundi for 500 Rupees to the Puttanoniagars, Ryots, &c. of the said villages, and a Takid
sent directing me to obtain Machilkas and Sceurity Lor.ds from them, [ did not obtain Muchilkas
from all according to tame Takid, and calling upon me to explain why I obtained Muchilkas
from the Monigars alone and put the jungle in their possession, and gave an endcrsement to the
Ryots stating that they had po right in the jungle.

2. When you were conducting the Settlement of Fasli 1271 at Nazalapuram, the jungle in
question was put up to public auction in the presence of the Darkhastdar Kodundaramaiyer, and
the Monigars of the above villages «n the date on which I went to Nagalapuram from Trivailur,
and the sale knocked down for 300 Rupees to the above Monigars and one Ryot who made the
bighest bid, aod confirmed to them. A Kararnamab, guardiog against the entire destruction of
the jurgle, was taken from tl.em alone at the Hoozoor on tbe 13:th February 1862, The cther
Ryots neither bid at the sale, nor were with those who bid at that time.  Though it was the
settlement time, when all the Ryots should naturally have bzen present, they were not prescet
at the locality where the sale was conducted. Nor was their presence secured, and the Kararsa-
mah which was taken at the Ioozoor, obtained from the Ryots of each viillage, Ifthe other Ryots
appear at least in any one of these, it may be said that they are concerned in the lease, If the
matter is only brouzht to recollection, it can be clearly perceived that the persons mentioned
above were alone present at the sale, and jLat the other Ryots were absent.  The Kararnamah
taken at the IHoozoor will support this.

3. According to the personal orders given after the sale, the Monigars were directed to
divide the total Deriz of the three villiges among themselves according to the extent of each
viliage. When they so divided the Beriz, and executed Muchilkasand Security Bonds, the other
Ryots mizht have appeared and objected ; or they might have given en Arzi to you as the Jama-
bundi Cutcherry was there for about one month, They did neither of these. Moreover, whea a
Darkhast was received for the rent of the jungle in question a year previous to the sale, notices
were issued on several occasions inviting tenders for a higher amount, and 1o one, except those
who bid at the sale, made any objection or came forward.

4. Butaftcr the renters had sub-rented the jungie to Streerungam Subbaroya Mudali of
Madras, securing some profit over tle Circar

When the ionnle e Exl)ott's;~\1!;txr.A { was 8011 at acction Kist, and after the jungle was formally put in
i::nﬂ'n.(;aé:,rtir? :cl;;nf;’o:i(l:’:: ‘(;;'. tb:“vilhgo; to wh‘.icb. 1t the possession of the rent.crs' the R"‘OIS C?lulllg
belongs made the highest bid, and agreed to rent it from the  t0 understand that tlere is some profit in the
carrent for thice Faslis,  The Mushilkas, &c, given by jungle, and being then desirous of having it,

them were approsed by the Hoozoor, and a Takid reccircd appearcd before me and presente ) H
tothat efivet. Iu the jnquiry condacted coneequent opon the pp ’ I dan Arzito

compliint of the Petitioners, they (the Movigary) stated M€ ad‘-a"cmg "‘hc” OF)JCCHS)TI on (}fe L5th
that they bavo no objecticn for the Rycts to graze thewr  March last.  Upon which 1 inquired into the
cattle therein, an% tg usz;MfM.M-. f:‘fiu'""’ :;’f sgrical-  yyatter, and in answer to their objections, [

v ude cse circumstances, there is oo > - .
:::rlmpz;r:’r:st'o int':-r?:re on bekalf of the Petitioners and 83Y€ them.lhe Lndgrscmept No. 127' noted in
t0 issae any orders.—4th April 1362, Trivailar. the margin, and immediately reported the
whole circumstance to the Ioozoor in my Arzi,

No. 136 of the 8th April 1562,

5. This is the truth of the matter. I have neither acted contrary to orders, nor gave any
Endorsement to the Ryots stating that they have no right in the junzle. If the above Arzi,
No. 156, and the Petition of the Ryots upon which the above Endorsement was passed, were
sent for and perused, it will be clearly seen among other particulars that the Ryots themselves
acknowledge the fuct of the Monigars having rented the Jungle of the above villages, and thas
the Endorsement passed upon their Arzi states that the inconvenience complained of in jt would
no longer exist as sppeared ia the inquiry,
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6. If the proceedings have not been as stated above, the Muchilkas, &c., received from those
parties who, I state, bad 1aken the rent, and forwacded to the Hoozoor on the 23th February 18C2,
with my Arzi, No. 51, would not have been approved. Supposing that this was overlooked,
objection might have becn raised on my Arzi, No, 156, which was written regarding the objeciion
of the Ryots, Even this was not the case. ' '

7. I'donot know why the presert Tabsildar of Trivallur Talook reported that I zave an
Lndorsement to the Ryots stating that they have no cluim in the jungle, and that I acted in
opposition to the otker orders.

8. Some perscns, though unable to show their own activity, are desirous of obtaining
reputation by creatirg fault upon others. Such persons will naturally show only those poimog
which support them, suppressing the others. ‘Lhis will be clearly perceived by comparing the
purport of the LEndorsement acd the statcment of the Talsildar that it (the Endorsenent) states
that the Ryots have no c'aim. I therefore request that if any uosatisfactory point appears to
h.adve reference to my time, my explanation may be received before taking the matter into con.
aideration. :

(True Copy.)
(Signed) B.CUNLIFFE, Collector.

—

Procecdings of the Madras Government, dated 12th May 1863, communicating an Ord.r
passed in the Judicial Department, and requesting the Board to eall for and submit & report on
the conduct of Nszeemodeen Saib, Tahsildar of Sydapet Talook, in concection with the case
brought by C. Soobroya Moodali and others against the Government and B. Cunlife Esq
Colicctor of Madras, ‘ !

1. The Board understand the Judges to have decided that Government, though liable to be
sued in the High Court for its own acts done within the Court's local jurisdiction;’cannut be so
sued on account of the acts of its sersants donz beyond the Court’s jurisdiction.  So far, there-
fore, the decision seems consonant with that of the Calcutta Court in the late suit regardinr the
Darjeeling land sales. ° °

. 2. The non-liability of Government fcrthe acts of its servants was rot raised as a disijoct
1ssue ; and this, it appears, was the reason why the Court went into the case on its merits,
although the Judges ruled tkat the Collector was not liable to be sued before them for his act.

' 3. T}le fact, }xofvever, that the case was tried on its merits, and was decided in favour of the
Colicctor, is more eatisfactory than if the suit bad been rejected on mere technical grounds.

4, As ‘rc'gards the conduct of the Tabsildar, the Board concur with the Collector that it is
open tosuspicion, There are, howerer, some points connectzd with the case that appear to the
Board to need further explanation.

5. Although the Collector's order of 6th February 1862, informs the Tabsildar, in general
terme, that the rent kad been sold to “the Monigars and other Ryots,” and directed him to

take, accordingly, Muchilkas and Sccurity Bonds from them, it appears that, on the 19th February

1662, a Kararnamah, determinirg the conditions of th ;
Bes Order of 20tb March 1862.  taken at the Huozoor from the ;'lfom'gars alone. [t a]lsz ;;r;)l;;i; t‘l‘x‘::

the Collector, in his letter of 4th October 1862, raragraph 2, so far
exonerated the Tahsildar as to state, that the ** Muchilka and Security Donds ﬁerc o/Y course
also taken in accordance with the Kararnamah on the 92ad February by the Tahsild ar." )

6. Again, from parazraphs 7 and 15 of the letter of the 7th ultimo above recorded, it mioht
be inferred that the Muchilka taken from the Monigars alone was also taken at the Hor)z,oor and
after being passed by the Coilector, was formarded tothe Tahsildar with the order of 20":, \l"uc! :
which order, however, states that the Muchika was taken before the Tahsillarvl‘r;w; tllg .
Monigar and other Ryots, and directs the Tabsildar to put them in possession, h ¢

) 7. - The Board request the Collector \)‘111 be 80 z00d as to state how these seeminz contry-
dictions can be reconciled ; and to explain, as far us he can, the precise bearing of the lat
Collector's remark, that the Muchilka and Security were ““ of course also taken in accord :cc
with the Kararnamah.,” ‘I'he Board wish to sce a translation of the Kararnamah, a0 l: be
informed how this Kararnumah was transmitied to the Tablsildar. If wi:h any wri::.en order X
translation of the order should be also submitted. 8

8. The Tahsildar appears to rest his deferce chiefly on the following facts :—Piret, 1 ¢
the Kararnamah taken at the lloozoor was so drawn out as to Jjustifly him in assuming ti;‘.'t ‘[‘}?
farm was given exclusively to the persons mentioned in that gocument ; secondly, tl a?r the n‘c;e
fact of the jungles being offered to public comnpetition at auction sale warranted hi:n. i:

v e e ws e e - e ey
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believing that the farm was to be given to the actual bidders. e also urges that tie Collector
might have corrected his mistake, supposing that he maide one, when the Muchilkas were
forwarlded tothe tloozoor for approval ; or, when he reported, on the 8:1s April, that he had made
over the jungles to the Putta Monigars; or, aziin, when he forwarded the cowmpliint preferred
by certuin of the yots ou that very point., (The Board are disposed to think that tae Tabsil-
dar wrote two Urzees, both dated the 8t April.  They gather this from paragraph 8 of the
Collector's lebter cared 7:ih uliimo, whnich apparenty admits the correctaess of the Clerk’s
statement, that the Tahsildar's Urzee, reporting tnut he had made over the jurngles, was merely
a usual report, certifying that previous iastructions had been carried out.)

9. Mr. Cunliffeexplained that the Urzee dated the 8th April was not Lrouglit to bis
notive, lle ascribed tiia to the neglisence of the Clerk who opened the Urzee. Tie Revenue
Clerk asserts thit he inade over this Urzee, with a | tiie papers, to the Serishtadar.  The Colleze
tor declared himself satisfied that the Clerk did 3., but the Scrishtadar (wio, it is undersiood,
was Verdacharry since dismissed), denied that he ever received these pavcrs,  Mr. Cunlifle bas
not directly noticed the point put forth by the Tahsildarin his defeace, thai he reported on the
Sthof April in rezard to the Ryots' Petition.

10.  Wien the Board consider that reports laving an impoitant hearing on the case were
thus concealed, as it would scem, from the Co lector, and with this connect the fact that the
Kararnamab, the leading document, was tukz:n in tie oozoor from the Mouiyiis alone, they see
much reason to suspect that improper motives were operating in the Seristah Cutcherry 3 a
suspicion that is further strenzthened by the fact that the Muchilka taken from tue Moniyars
alune, if not taken in the ouzoor, was certainly confirmned by tbe Collector in ignorance of its
exact tenor, and was returned to the Tahsildar with an order in which no objection to its terms
or tenor was taken,

11. The Collector should therefore asceitain where the Takid of 20h March 1862 was
drafted, and by whom, and by whose instructions the Kararnamah was taken from the Monigars
alone, instead of from the Monigars and Iyots.  [his eiror, or this wiiful disobedience of orders,
whichever it was, was evidently the orizin of the whole subsequent complicotion, and if it does
no: fully excuse, it certainly affords some justification for the Lahsiidar's conduct. ‘Tne Board
4130 desire to be informed whetier a Putta was not furnished to the Monigars at the time their
Muchilka was returned, and if not, tie reason why so necessary a documeunt was not given,

12.  Copy of these Proceedings will be submitted to Government, with reference to their
Order of 12th May 1S63.
(True Copies and Extract.)
(Signed) W, HUDLESTON, Sccretary,

No. 89. OrpeR THEREON, 4th July 1863, No. 1,194,

Thbe Government will await the Board’s final report.
(Signad) J. D. SIM,

Secretary to Government,
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, dated 12¢h May 1863, communicatiog an Order passed
in the Judicial Depirtment, anl requesii-g the Doand 1o call for aid cubmit a report on the con-
duct of Nazeemodeen Saib, Tauisildar of Sydpmt Talns, in conneation with the case brought by C.
Soobroya Moodali and others against the Goverameat and B. Cunlitle, Esq., Cullector of Madras.

‘ 1. The Board understand the Judaes to hive decided that Government, thouzh liable to bic
sued in the Iligh Court for its own acts dore within the Court’s local jurisliction, cannot be 8u
su=d 02 account of the acts of its servants doue beyond the Court’s jurisdiction. So far, there.
fre, the decision scems consonant with that of the Calcutta Court in the late suit regarcing the
Durjecling land sules.

2. The non-liability of Government for tha ac's of its 3:rvants was not raised as a distinct
issuz; anlthis, it apprirs, wis the rezson why the Court weatinto the case on its merits, alibouzh
the Judzes ruled that the Collector was not liasle to be sued before the2m for his act.

3. The fact, however, that the cise was tried oa its merits, anl was decided in favour of the
Coliector, i3 more satisfactory than if the sait had been rejected on mere tochuical groanis.

4. Asrezards the conduct of the Tahsildar, the Board concur with the Collector that it i
op=a 1o suspicion. There are, however, some points connected with the casa that appear to the
Eoard to need further explanation.

5. -Although the Collector’s order of Gth Fcbruary 1862 informs the Tahsildar, in gene.
ral torns, that the rent had beensold t) * thy Monizars anl other Ryots” and directed him to
take, accordingly, Muchilkas and Sccurity Bonds from them, it appearsthat, on the 19th February

Sy Order of 90tk Marcy, 1562 8 Kararnamah, deter:nining the conditions of the tenure, was takea
1833, at the Huzur from the Monigars alone.
Callector, in his letter of 4th October 18G2, paragraph 2, 85 fur exonerated the Tahsildar as tg
atate, that the “,}(uc’uilka and Security Bonds were, of course, also taken in accordunce with the

» Kararnamah on the 22nd February by the Talksildar.”

e

It also appears that the

8. Agﬁiu,‘from paragraphs 7 and 13 of the letter of tha Tth ultimo above recordeld, it might
be inferred that the Muchilka taken from the Monizars a’oae was als)y taken at ¢hs Huzur, and,
efter being passed by the Collector, was forwarle! to the Tahsildar with the order of 20-h March ;
which order, howerver, states that the Muchilka was tuken before the Talisildar from the 'Mo.nig:ir
and other Ryots, and directs the Tahsildar to put them in possession. .. ... . v

7. The Toard request the Collector will be so gond as to state how these seeming contra-
d.clions can be reconciled; anl to explain, as far he can, the precise bearing of the late Collector's
remark, that the Muchilka and Security were “ of course also taken in accordance with the Karar- -
namah.” The Board wish to see a translation of the Kararaamah, and to be informed how this
Kararnamab was transmitted to the Tahsildar.
order should be also submitted.

If with any written order, a translation of the

8. The Tahsildar apperrs to_rest his defence chiefly on the following facts: — First, that the
Kirarnamah taken at the Huzur was so drawn out as to justify him in assuminz that the farm
we3 ziven exclusively to the persons mentioned in that document; secondly, that the mere fact of
ti: jungles beiny offered to public competition at auction sale warranted him in believing thay
tiis larm was to be given to the actu.l bidders. e also urges that the Collector mizht have
cirrected his mistake, supposing that he made one, whea the Muchitkas were forwardeld to the
Huzur for approval ; or, when he reported, on the 8:h April, that he had made over the junzles
to the Puita Monigars; or, agsin, when he forwarded the complaint prefcrred by certain
of the Ryots on that very point. (The Board are disposcd to think that the Tahsildar wrote two
Urzees, both dated the Sth April.  They gather this from paragraph 8 of the Collector’s letters
dated 7th ultio, which apparently admits the correctness of the Clerk’s statement, that the Tab-
sillar’s Urzee, reporting that he had made ovec the jungles, was mercly a usual report, -certifyiog
‘that previous instructions had been carried out.) '
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9. Mr, Cualiffe explained that the Urzec dated the Sth April was not brought to his notice.
H accribed this ta ths nesligence of the Clerk who opeued the Urzee, The Reveaue Clerk asserts
that be made over thisUrzee, with aill the papers, to the Serishtalar, Tar Coliector d=claved
hirosodi satisfied thae the Clerk did 55, bat the Serishladar (wiho, itis understood, was Verdacharry
since dismissed), denied that he ever recrived these papers. M. Cunlilfe has not direc:ly

noticed the point pat forth by the Tahsildar in his defence, that be reported on the 8th of April

'
i in resard to the Ryots Petition.

1 ~ . . A

A . 10. Whea the Board counsider that reports having ao importzot bearing on the case were
¥ . d, as it would seew, from the Collector, and with this connect the fact that the

i thos conceale
document, was taken in the Huzur from the Monigars alone, they see

; Kararna:mnah, the leading ¢
) . much reason to suspect .that improper motives were operating in the Serist Jh Cutcherry; o
tiened by the fazt that the Muchilka tsken from the Monigars
tzisly confirmed by the Collector in ignorance of ite

with an order in #hich no objection to its terms or

T TGRS RS TR S W - WTTT W e -

f Csuspicion that is farther sireng
alone, if not taken in the Huzur, was cer
exact tenor, and was returned to the Tahsildar

tenor was taken.

11. The Collector should therefore ascertain where the Takid of 20th March 1862 was

drafted, and by whom, and by whos2 instractions the Kararnamih was taken from the Monigars

alone, insiead of from the Manizars and Ryots. Tiis error, oc this wilfal disobadience of orders,
the orizin of the whols subseque:nt complication, and if it does not

e N el . Vmmloy " ™ T N .-

whichever it was, was evidently
it certainly affords some justification fur the Tahsildar's eonduct  The Board also

fully excuse,
igars at the time thecir

desire 10 be informed whether a Puttah was not furnished ty the Mon
Muchilka was returned, and if not, tiie reason why 9 nacessary a document_was not given.

12, Copy of these Proceedings will be submitted to Government with reference to theie

Order of 12th May 1862.
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(True Copies and Extract.)
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