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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
12tk June 1869.

No. 318. Read the following Proceedings of the Madras Governvient in the
Political Department :—

Sanctioning the boundary line between the
villages of Joga and Cacabull in the Bellary
District, and the territory of the Rajah of
Sundur, as now proposed by Mr. Clogstoun ¢ (Here enter 2nd June 1869, No. 190.)
and acquiesced in by the Rajah’s Agent, and - :
directing that the boundary be demarcated . -~
accordingly. . b ©

No. 319. ORDER THEREON, 12th June 1869, No. 1,687, '
/ - A .
Miscellaneous. " CoMMUNICATED to the Board of Revenue.
(True Extract.) e
Lo
e N (Signed) H. WELLESLEY,
: Acting Under-Secretary to Goverriment.
\ '
To the Board of Revenue, with Proccedings Political Department, No, 190, ~ ) -
Exd, E. C, Shunker, ‘
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% Froceedings of the Madras Government, Political Department,

o 2nd June 1869.

I No.8.  Tead the following Ictter from the Collector of Bellary, to the Chief Secretary to

S';

]

l; \ " Government, Fort Saint George ; dated Bellary, 6th May 1869, No. 2C.

{1 \\’ : As directed in the order of Government, Political Department, dated 13th January last,
1 - No. 4, acceding to the request of the Rajah of Sundoor that the question regarding the boundary

P between that State and the village of Joga, in the Hospett Talug of this district, should be re-inves-
, tigated, I deputed my assistant, Mr. Clogstoun, to meet the Rajal’s agent on the ground, and, after
o a carcful personal inspection of the Jocality, directed kim to go thoroughly into the evidence adduced
- i on cither side, in view to an agreement being arrived at with reference to the correct Loundary
(- K o line. The resalt of this investization is contained in the able and lucid report furnished by Mr.
| Clogstoun, which forms an enclosure to this letter, and which shows beyond a doubt that the claims
| of the inhabitants of Joga and Cacabull to rights of grazing and timber-felling within the strip of
! territory in- dispute are utterly untenable ; that circumstances tended to throw suspicion on them
! . when originally put forward in 1832 ; and that the decision adverse to the claims of the Sundoor
5{ T Stato then arrived at was in consequence of the officer deputed to investigate the matter having
5

i

RIS '

e AT YA e v AT T

3
i

been misled by the parties intercsted as to the position of one of the principal boundary marks,
the Bedargutta Peak. The exposure of this fraud, on the part of the inbabitants of Joga, clears up "
o -~ | ! gundry hitherto inexplicable circumstances which tended to cast doubt on the eqq”,f 5f Mr. Robert-
e ! . son’s decision, notwithstanding that it was apparently supported by the cvider of the survey
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' u o 9. The Government will observe that the Tahsildar of Cumply, who was originally ordered t
Een, \»4 ‘inquire into the matter in 1832, stated in his arzi to the Collector that, whilst the villagers of Joga -,
g ‘P o and Cacabull admitted that they were in the habit of cutting some of their timber ju the Sundoor

; i territory, and that they were liable to the Rajah for scigniorage in consequence, there was valuable

o Jb’l'mﬁet‘ on the ' 1 which they alleged to be wishin ‘tleir yillage Yomits, und Mwnsart to have ~
7 wtwidicinn as curious that with a plentiful supply 2t band of which, according ti» rilagn riles, they ' '
i Lad a right to cut as much as they required for building and demestic purposes free of charge, they
’ y chould have been in the habit of cutting timber in the Sundoor territory, where they had to pay a
royalty. e alludes to another carious circumstance, viz., that though the Dedargutta hill was
undoubtedly entered in the pymaish accounts as the boundary of the Joga ficlds, it was equally clear
that there were certain fields belonging to.Sundoor within that boundary. The Tahsildar, as Mr.
Clogstoun points out, was evidently puzzled. 'IIe could not, taking the above circumstances into
consideration, divest his mind of the idea that the claims put forward by the people of Joza were
of doubtful validity, but there still remained the apparent fact that the land in question lay within
‘ * the village boundary, and acting upon this information Mr. Robertson passed the order rejecting
’ -k the claims of the Sundoor Rajah. ‘
: 3. Mr. Clogstoun, I consider, exercised a wise discretion in determining to exclude aI‘l evidenco
arising from possession and enjoyment since the date of Mr. Robertson’s order, the object of the
re-investization being to determine whether that decision, which has been enforced for thirty-six
{ years, was based on sufficient grounds or the reverse. BMr. Clozstoun has, I think, satisfactorily
‘; ' shown that with the information before him, despite of two or three suspicious eircumstances, the
i former Collector of the district could hardly have arrived ab any other conclusion, and he has slso
i s shown beyond a doubt that this information was inaccurate, . and that the villagers of Joza have
: Asuccessfuily imposed upon, up to the present time, not only the oflicers of Government, but have
. . even contrived to throw dust in the eyes of the Sundoor authoritics. '
' 4. The boundary line proposed by Mr. Clogstoun is acquicsced in by the Ry al’s agent, and

1 request the sanction of Government to have it demarcated accordingly.

R
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N From II. F. CLOGSTOUN, Esq., Assistant Collector, to the Collector of Bellary ; dated Bellary, . :‘
97th April 1869, No. 28, ' ‘ . \
» 1 have the honour to inform you that, in accordance with the orders contained in your letter
. f of the 4th February, 1 proceeded about tho middle of last month to meet the agent of the Rajah
, f _of Sundoor withthe view of settling the boundary dispute between that State and certain villages o
f/ of the Dellary District after a personal inspection of the locality, as directed in the order of
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1 Proceedi e St BT T e -
? ngs of the Madras Government, Political Departmenls
: M?nd June 1869,

froz:emment, No. 4, Dolitical De
b0 orward a copy of the decisior
.before me, and of the g
‘ 2. In the present
of the boundary ranee
Colla, Bama Coll X

¢

arf
xp a: :181?:},1 clla}ied 13”3 January 1869, and T have now the honouf
cneral considerati are arrived, with a report of the evidence adduced
stderations which have led me to that decision

case there are two points jn 4t
¥0points in dispute—(1), the possession of the outer slopes

of hills; and (2
. : the i :
T . , possession of the f g '
3. The prinei llnna.Gungadl Colla, and Pedda Guneadi s of e
A, prineiple which I have pursuc egation
. om consideration gl v
- = e i i

u;quu'y before My, Robertson in I:;}f’nce iy '
:v tbl? case I conceive to have bee;xobda.s
as 1 ;
e va‘s;:d 0n & misconception of the fac
,pOS oid, and I have, therefore, refused
be SCSS.IOD.‘ and enjoyment of the land 1

me indisputable that such ev Y

(;r 32 z}l;(iezl'{zf (:'IIOVernmenc dirceting the re-investigation
ts, and that :}‘: eé]g(’ that the decision of Mr. Robertson
to receive fr ¢ Jovernment held it, therefore, to be null
dispute sin tﬁm cither side any evidence arising out of
allowed to tell i idence of possessi cethe date of Mr, Robertson’s order. It scems
held b 1N aNY way against the Rajqh ssion on behalf of the Joga people should not be
, y the Tahsildar of Cumpy ‘aJai.  Tshall proceed to consider, first, the local inquir
‘}f’d decision of Mr, RobeI'tS(nf) ii lt-lelia:j\l:g this dispute in 1831, and af tc;‘w;sd; tllz ;::1 ]in:uiri
Xb year, and, in doing so, I imasine th ) .
s : S = zine that I shall make suf
have been arrived at by the latter officer had he been in the
from the false evidence.
the year 1831, though it had been slumber-

o that date, 3
» by the act
umber of the peo o of the Sund

il‘.g for P

. (f Some monthgs I‘OViOUS t

occasion the axes of & larae n
o

the d oor authorities in seizing on oneé
edisputed ground, and ghig o

. ple of Jooa who w . . :
Jn whick .eit act tl a1 - J0ga who were engaged t ;ood in
22 which “without makine a the Rajah immediately follow In cutting WoO
couls 1 S any mentinn of 5 dsputed b ) owed up by a letter to the Collector,
_.the peopl® of the Bellary District N d boundary, he requested that the Qoller;fm: wnnM‘

v,
™02 the e :
3 £ A
S ysual seignioraze on wooa=chd. in the lang

dar of Cum OW Investizati Wi
ply, wha wa cshigabing. The lette . - -

the 4th September 1831d1r90ted to inquire and report upoxr‘loti‘;h;ﬁ:) . “;lzr eiﬂ:le:i to tliw Tahsd;
- er. is he did in bis arzi o

The fa i
cts stated 1a this argg briefly summarized are

Yst.—Thatin g
in disputes bety
Cacabull o, oot ;:; :Col;‘ :ie Sundoor wood contractor and the people of Joza an&
denied their indebtednes ¢IT non-payment of the jungle-tay, the laI:‘.ter haveanev‘-‘r
8, and have admitted that it ig th:zir habit to cut wood ;

same limit the w

/ ' 0od to * buildin: .

only thej . | -bui ding material” j : i )
hat the hix;ldéﬂmlb In paying by an assertion thaltn tt}}le Sundoor territory, excasing
the valle fc‘}argutm (one of the highest ¢ tax ha
' . of Certaig gel(slu;d;)or) 13 entered in ﬂ:e pymI:;
4 ’ $ belonging t 1
the low ground to the o 0 Joga,

: hollows, Chinng Gun

2ad.—T

s been unjustly raised.
aks about this part and overlooking
and also (ns;lc (sur "_CJ') accom}ts as the boundary
e cast and north, ; e.ssamly following from this) that

» t.¢e., the disputed land including the three

. gadi Colla, P .

, (;;Ec?ssan]y also including (I){;:nl gd;ila G: ngadi Colla, and Huvinabhavy Colla
? uy , [~ It Q a’ 5 - . *
' mabhavy,) are glso included in o :ill:lta::io?xitt:eenbrle dda’. Gung;dx and
’ a3 belonging to Joga.

3)'d.-—-That
there are fielg
aeids he
and Rama Colla, n the low lands between Timmapuram

: the pym
longing to Sundoor §

¥ indefinite. Th .
me trouble j wnrte. The Tahsildar a ol .
uble in the 1nquiry ; but the stateg{:;zsht: 3:“0 inspected tho localily,
a

donot o
. Ppear to satisfy hi
. g sfy him, . . . .
fnatf;cx to negative the justice oﬁ; rix;i therle 1s reason for his hesitation fX Csh'as B
% conclusiong. » for his own letter affords

ae Joza people beﬁlnd'tﬁrsﬁ“ﬁth 1"9831'«1 to Statements 1 and 4. 1t
have been undeyp th » a3 allezed, in possession of the gorges men-

€ Decacct .
in::lcc?ssxt.y of resorting to any places other than
. t;(md in those hollows is of great cxtent, and

Wik of valuable timber, Nevertheless, it appears

the villas .
or account of wo dle villagers of Joga admitted their indebtedness
94 cutin the Sundoor territories. -
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thOSO fOI‘ .
pl‘OC‘lrmo WOOd
at that ¢; > of any kind.
s t time must haye been cov)ere‘} With'lz:hle fond
al‘ge g
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s of the Madras Government, Political Deparimnet,
ond June 18G9 '

PR

Proceeding

i

ond.—The statements contained in Nos. 2 and 3 are contradictory, for the land shown
by No. 2 to belong to J oga,’and to be entered in the pymaish accounts of that village,
includes the land mentioned in No. 3, and which the Tahsildar admits belongs withoat
doubt to Sundoor. Whether it was the knowledge of these contradictions in his state-
ments, or that there appeared something preposterous in the oxtent of the claim pub
forward by the people of Joga, it i3 difficult to say, yet it is true that the Tahsildar

with accounts before him believed to be unimpeachable, and, if correct, clearly prov-

ing that the peoplo of his talag were right in their claims ; nevertheless declares in hig
A little further inquiry,

arzi that the statements of the Joga people are suspicious.
o little more careful scrutiny of the aceounts, would have shown Lim the justness of

his suspicions, and have exposed the fraud of the people of Joga. The fact is, that

the hill Bedargutta mentioned in the accounts is a different bill from that pointed oub

to the Tahsildar, and is situated at a distance of two miles from it, and that not ono

of the gorges or places referred to is mentioned or included in the pymaish accounts.

Let us then omit from the arzi of the Tahsildar the Statement No. 2, which is shown to be
false in {oto, and see what the rest of the arzi amounts to. It will bricfly run thus: ““The people
« of Joga and Cacabull admit that they are in the habit of getting wood from the Sundoor terri-
*¢ tory, and they admit that they owe 2 certain sum to the Sundoor authorities for wood. The
*¢ people of Joga and Cacabull, however, have been for a long time in the cnjoyment of hilly land
‘¢ yery near the village well furnished with wood which they may cut frec of charge.”” These state=
ments taken together are so inconsistent as to be very damaging to the claim of the Joga p_colﬂe-
It is difficult to believe that they, in possession of this large tract of well-wooded country 1n the

immediate vicinity of their village and quite free to them, should yet be in the habit. of going to
with the necessity also of payin2 for what
T S T T e'**::f - - .

a e

“shvy WOK.
6. Wehave thus far co
deration of the Collector’s order. It will perhaps besbetter t

evidence produced before him in full. He writes—
<« The Rajah, in his letter of the 2nd Jamadilavel, states that the limits of his territories

e« oxtend as far as the place called Huvinabhavy, while one of the copics of documents produced
¢ by his Vakeel Lingappa shows that the said document, which is an agrcement executed
et jn the year Vikari or 1641, in the Era Salivahana by one Bisagayyi Yiranagowd of Joga
¢ to Semanagowd of Konapur, is to the effect that the places known as Huvinabhavy Collem and
Ramagollam belong to Konapur and not to Joga, there is no other proof of this alleged enjoyment 3
the information contained in the other documecnts is meagre, ¢ no mention being made of any
*¢ particular place, whereas from your arzi of the 4th September and that of the Sheristadar it
¢ appears that the places called Huvinabhavy, Chinna Gungadi Collem, and Pedda Gungadi
« Collem, which are washed by the rain falling on the hill called Bedargutta tozether with
¢¢ the ground surrounding the same from the land belonging to Joga, and entered in the Sircar
« gurvey and assessment, amounts as follows :—
¢ No. Aecre. Assessment.
124 55 27} Sircar immemorial waste.
“ 125 54 27 Qo do. do.
«¢ and that out of this, some (cultivated) fields were also attached to Joga. Morcover, in the depo-
«¢ gition of Cacabull Unkanaik, submitted by the Sheristadar with his arzi, he (deponent) states
'¢¢ that when he had sub-rented the jungle farm of Sundoor from one Kotwal Hussan Saib who had
¢¢ pented that farm, he was told by the said Kotwal ITussan Saib not to collect seigniorage, &e.,
"t on wood cut or on cattle grazing at the places known as Nowlithituru Venugangana Cellem,
< et gnd others as being within the limits of the Company’s territories ; that the deponent acted
¢ gecordingly for sixteen years, and that he also similarly acted when he sub-rented the farm
~e¢ from Annamadit for nine months in the year Virothi, and for six monthsin that of Vikrazi.
-« The people of Cacabull and other villages have also deposed that no seigniorage was ever paid
& to the Sundoor outhoritics on timber, &c., obtained from the locality under dispute. For these

o give the Collector’'s summary of the

; . ) 2. .
nsidered the report of the Tahsildar, and will now pass on lu o zonsi= e
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» Lroceedings of 10 Madras Government, Political Department,

R 2nd June 1859.-
** and other reasong the locality in question appears to belong to the Company’s territories and
** not to the Sundoor State, and no seigniorage, &e., in connexion with it 1, therefore, to be paid
** to the contractor of Sundoor,”’ )

7.” It would appear from the above that the Collector’s decis

statement of the Tahsildar that the gorges of IMuvinabhavy Colla, Pedda, and Chinna Gungadi
were included in the Pymaish accounts of the village of Joga. 1t ig at any rate clear that, with
that statement uncontradicted before Lim, it

decision than the one actually made.

of the Tahsildar, omit from consideration the statement that the

the pymaish accounts, and confine our remarks to the other
other evidenes produced on the

‘of a native of Cacabull, wlo was
declarations of the vil]
mentary evidence wlh
tractor, I haye little
contractor who Lag

bable in itself, for n
Sundoor people had

ion was based virtually on the

we did in considering the report
disputed land was included in
evidence produced. The only
Joga sido that is specified in the decision, is (1), the statement

2 former sub-contractor for the Sundoor Jungles, and {2), the
agers of Joga and Cacabull., 14 does not appe
atever produced on their

doubt that it would have be
seized tlio axes of the J 0ga
othing seemg more certain

side. With regard to the statement of the con-
¢n contradicted by the statement of tho Sundoor
people on that very Iand, and it is most impro-

» for many years previous, the
3 tax for wood cut on thejr land., This is proved

' ce of the people of J 0Za and C
dicted by the statement of the Tahsildar, for he says that the peopl

‘their indebtednesg to the account of wood ¢

.thove that there wag no like] ople of Joga goin
‘t.’lc"dispﬂted Tand e TTern e

acabull, it ig virtually contra.
e of Joga and Cacabull admit
ut in Sundoor, and I have shown’
g for wooqd anywhere else than to

Wiew  wluwme o, it el greogy PR ]
. - . r

8. Wo now come to the evidence in beh

. ] y » arising from the false
conclusions drawn from the pymaish accountg
’

coments put forwarg on behalf of the Rajah's
particularized, and

i said to Le meagre,
We must at any rate, -
in favoqy of Sundoor, and we
These documents
decisive evidence
“appear to me to be decidedly in favour of Sundoop . These probabilitics
1st.—The fact of the disputed land being not
village of Joga, is, ag I shall show below,
qid not belong to Joga. G S .
2nd~The general nature of the Sundoor boundary line sometimeg running :xt the foot,
somctimes ascending to g slight extent the outer slopes, byt never reaching the

top of the main range, ang always crossing g 80rge ab the mouth fop a space of

80 miles, renders it likely that & similar line wag originally the boundary at thig
£pot, a length of hardly ty miles, ‘ : -

Srd—~The statement of the J 0ga people that they enjoyed the ’whole'of the land south and

cast of the hill ealled Bedargutta is negatived by the fact admitted by the Taklsildar
that the Sundoop people owned cultivateq land within thoge boundaries. -
4th.—The Ordnancg Maps prepared in 1898 show that in this part and on all the other

e sides of the territory the boundary ling was held af thqt time to bo_the main chaip

entered in ' the Py

Waish aceounts of {he
strongly in favour

of the fact that the land

»'I"‘_M&Mugwm B Wt e ——

ar that there wag any docu--
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;’ bé‘éédirégs of the Madras Government, Po’itical Departm ]
r

2nd June 1869

: ‘ 0 the
e ‘v [1,'[ ](Egal{l ‘() ' 1Iles l)l]ltq a le-SlHCCy Of th
he ﬁrst Of e p 'y e J() Y t

l][sl)e(}ie the hne shown by tbe]r survey 1() 14] e 11mig 0 24 = n t 4] ;.\lndool' ] .
. d t tb [ t f the v]l[a(ye of .lolra () h h\ l([e

l}el' (31:1 y sa‘ [sli(}d ‘]'()“[ a CO. [<] D& ha e, tO Sa}
I am I I [ “S‘[de] at 1011 ()f the aLCO\lntS that the pCOpl ()f J,(), : Y Y
| hle l(_’,'ast gl}t ev ely a I W ? i authorlty Of tJO~ <
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£ ik ) 1 Patanecos
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i 7{{(;1]08 thau haS Ecen adduco

i he
i i 11 alongz been claimed by t
h the lines which has a g bec :
measurements do not reac T
accounts, anccl1 Yet:: :he boundary of his territory, and do not ;gaih WltTll::rc o il o e
Rajah of Slln.l OOZf the boundary linc ¢laimed by the people o . 0Za. There ,bc repver, apol et
s e Itz;ndei'ith these last measurements which :hotult;i], ;r;‘];nlyan (fs i J,O boheld conclusine
e 5, and this is the fact that the L 2 sout
. | o Beope in several places Ly land which,
against the claims o 3 s in ovory cace, but fn se Iy
a ) ; T el 4 d in the accounts.
. e been surveyed and entered i
fi: oo theSun Id most assuredly have be ; oHpeie
- belonge‘li'to lJ%:ia,is :(?: go entered is, I consider, very strong proof indeed tha
this lan
The fact that

f urv z Y ! ] i y' < th rimafacie
h € belon to the illaae Of Joaa. L.[r- Ll“ 8 rem&rks on € p
' at the time of the sur Y, 5

insi . The accounts may
he accounts have no bearing on the f:fct now m)flite-d c;;; o pecounts ey
incompletenes.s of t ? te because they do not include hills, or wha md tbou"; 150 of he
D ol more i)cke but they were not required to include hills, and so, a
0 ?
accounts called peram

Su ne W have belonged to Joga ;
hey cannot b d inaccura pposi he land now referred to to ; ‘
. rate. e i but inaccurate :
fhey canne? ‘f‘”’fle a::cofx(r:lts would show their accounts to be not only incomplete,
" its non-entry in the y

n n den n n lopes
in questi the gorzes and s

has never been denicd or called in question. Dut gorz

i ey

and their accura

C hus ShOWIl Ilot bO be ong ] 4
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[T sbronzcer evi-
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of the boundary line. It is proved that this
10 Socondly, 23 l‘egards t};leesgizza;: :}f:;zgf ’tilé-SOths of its exte{lt, ru'ns along th;; :;;tj:
lino for & distancd of abous 50 miles laces it runs along the foot of the hills ; in ffn:myf t;h oos
gide of the main range. In_m:gnyp cases it runs at a slight dist'ance fgo‘m the :ost oMe . of..
slightly asc?inds Filie:i‘;?::; 1;:)[, of even the outerlslopels) 'Oir?:: hllllz,a:;;x oltx;ler;odci:i; 2o duy of
oo llar 1s . :
f}xllen:u(:::ous geeet daimCthi(;ttgznfn? ;I;id?:r, tl)l’e pymaish accounts have, Wxtt;h the clc;z;;e?:;
the villages of the Bellary d to for a settlement and their accuracy has not eer; c: e
of both partics, been. refcrr:acy called in question in this case, the fzccounts .Were, Tl}x}: :; ,dre ;;t
question, nor was their &:10:2 be opposed to the claims made under thf:lr autbontjy. e lu- : pz t
on, wnbll hey wore o d remark. It shows clearly that the claim of the Joga peop el 0 0
does not appear to d.emand land is at least négatived by proof tha? t.he Sundoor people W'cre
enjoyment of the d 1sp;1: :art The fourth point requires no remark, it is not perhaps worth much
actually in possession .

: . . i the Rajah.
If as evidence, but it isentirely in favour of the claims of the Raj
in itself a ’

i th sides as it should have appeared before

11. I have now consid'ire(};?h:l;c e::«igzclrcl:e E)tlllx:i? ]:axisting) has lfecn brought for\.\'ard in,

‘Mr. Robertson in ‘1832'. - No The Sundoor Rajsh now, however, submits two furthe}' pieces of

sapport of the Joza da:cm?;nd the other a tomb situated in a small te.mple near bundoor,’ on

evidence, one & braf"s Pl‘f‘ ‘; ns setting forth the boundarics of the territory of Sl'lndoor'_ 11}9

both of which a:“-; ;I:}slc::; ‘:hose now :laimed, and appear to have been the boundaries claimed in
boundaries so set fo

ini Fidcncei
I i ipti can form no Op nlo ’ and no ¢ ?
‘ f the msm‘lptlon on -
! 83.-.;. Of the ag won

how it was originally obtained, and who cut it.. L have visited the tom‘b
forthcoming ;o s:;low inocription That it is of considerable age, there is no doubt. Mr. Macart.
. . r s .
in which is the othe

. ility that it was inseribed in 1818, when the Rajah
~ j ingists on the probability t ' : :
. ney, thg Ra:)ah"s agent&e;ntslf)os‘séss?bﬁ of Sunddor. Mr. Lilly, on the mher.harfd, vm;li dolub: :;S
y Was placed}’f 1?dfpen e in 1832 from its not haying been prodt.lced by the .Ra‘].al} 8 e;' c: ; : aﬁ

haring bocn in e'mtlclec; iln thatﬂyear. The rest of the evidence is o much in favour of the aj
¢ time of the inquiry hel
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that no necessity exists for basin Z the claim on the evidence to be derived from the inscription:
and I have only mentioned it because it has always been alluded to in previous inquiries, It is -
to be observed, however, that as the great preponderance of evidence shows the inscription to be .
. corroct, it also increases the probability of its being an ancient and bond Jide one, for it is very
: Likely, indeed, thatat the time when Sundoor was handed over to the Rajah, some such inseription
wuuld be made. .

12. Under the cireumstances above set forth I have been driven to the conclusion that the
claim of the villagers of J oga and Cacabull to ascend the slopes and cnter the gorges at ITuvina-
bhiavy, Rama Colla, Chinna Gungadi, and Pedda Gungadi, is quite untenable, and I hold that the
T boundary line between 1luvinabhavy and Pedda Gungadi Colla runs as nearly as possible at the foot

of the wain chain of hills, cutting the gorges of Rama Colla, Chinna Gungadi, and Pedda Gungadi
ab their mouths, The line will be drawn from the well at ITuvinabhavy to a boundary-stone on a i
hill, will cross a small gorge direct to a boundary-stone on another hill, and will then run_along the ;
lower portion of valley, which vallay runs at right angles to the abrupt openings of the Iliri Gungadi 1
and Chinna Gunzadi gorges. The proposed line has been pointed out to the Curnum and other
people of Joga, and to the Curnum and other people of Sundoor, in the presence of the Rajall's. e
agents and of myself. The agent acquicsces in this a'rrzmgemcnt. ' ( .

13.  As the decision at which I have arrived is dircctly opposed in that formed previously by I ) . 'i
two officers who both appear to have taken a great deal of troublo in the case, it will be perhaps s . .
advisalle that I should give the reasons which have led me to differ from them, or rather that I . 1
should point out the errors into which I conceive they foll. The error nullifying Mr. St. Clair's ) - : 4
decision is plain.  The re-survey of the lands in the village of Joza had not yet been made, and he C
was consequently wisled in the same manner that Mp. Robertson had been misled by the false
staiements of the people of Joga. What I conceive to haye been the mistake of Mr. Kelsall iz -
equally o2l u‘stm—\nstmb}o. Depuied to £0-ou” fler the  questior ““YI% 4A91nT ang...L .ol e e
as Mr. Reiiitson, but with the light thrown en it by the recent re survey,
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he based Lis decision— !
decision adverso to Sundoor—on the fact that the evidence of long enjoyment was in favour of the

:
:
Dellary ryots. But I submit that the only question to be considered was the question of enjoyment k }
previous to 1832, Mr. Kelsull admitted that the boundary line of Joga was shown to run only v ;
to within 100 or 150 yards of the foot of the hills claimed, but he attributed the non-entry of the o 3 :
disputed lands in the accounts to their primd Jacie incompletencss. There was another ci'plana- : |
tion of the fact open to Mr. Kelsall, and that was this very simplcone, that these lands were not vy -
entered in the accounts simply because they did not belong to the village of J oga. My conviction,
as stated alove, is that this explanation is the legitimate and only proper one, )
I return, herewith, all the records and former proceedings in the case.

No. 9. Oroer TaErE0x, 2nd June 1869, No. 100,

The Governor in Council resolves to sanetion the boundary line between the villages of Joga ;
aad Cacabull in the Bellary district, and the territory of the Rajah of Sundur, as now proposed RN R
by Mr. Clogstoun and acquiesced in by the Rajab’s Agent, and directs that the boundary be ‘
demarcated accordingly. Mr. Clogstoun’s clear and complete report is very creditable to him.
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