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| I I’rocee(lmrrs of the Madras Government, Revenue - I)epartmenl !

22nd November 1871, : N i

{
. -

Read tho followmrr Proceedin gs of the Board of Revenue dated 2)th‘
October 1871, No. 4 496 :— . i

Road the fol]owmo letter from the Collector of the Kistna District, to” the Actmo
Secretary to the Board of Revenue, dated Masuhpatam, 20th Scptembe

-. 1871, No. 2,924. : : .o : ._

Wirno reference to the correspondence noted Air_the margin, regardmw tt,,a
water-rate on newly ll‘rlfrated land m

I;No. 225. ,

. To Board, 25th .Tanuary 1871 No.236. = -

' From Board, 28th March 1871, No. 1,369, tho Gudur Pargana for. the years from:

. Order of Government, 22nd Apnl 1871 No. 729. Fusly 1273 to 1278, I have the honour
i To Board, 9th June 1871 No. 1,625. to forward lerewith a statement show-'

) thlS?lN.?tS
Boardslrocecdmns 7th July o ing the wet, *cultivation in Gudur Par-
" gana from Fusly 1273 to 1280 prepared from the report received from the Tahsildar ' -
. of Bandar Talook, who was dxrected ta’ mqmro ‘and report whether the total 1rn-~ :
)

gated I'\nd did or did not excecd acres 8,817 in any year. - oy
' 2. Jho total numiber of villages of Gudur Parganais thirty-one. In twenty-' / .

. - seven villages acres 8,817-43 were taken to account as land irrigated in Fusly 1 268,
" and the water-rate thereon at Rs. 4 an acre was included in the peishcush fixed on:
! the Par"‘ana, and in the remaining four villages no irrigated area was allowed, ;
3. It appears from the Survey and Scttlement accounts that the actual wet B
cultivation in Fusly’ 12068 in twenty-soven villages was acres 9,334-75." The
Tehsildar states that it is not known why acres 8,817°13 were only allowed a8

'1rrmated Jland in Fusly 1268 instcad of acres 9, 33475, . If the latter ﬁo'ure be
correct the difference, acres 51732 , ought to have been added to acres 8,817'43, and’

the water-rate thereon, namely, Rs. 2,069-4-7,at Rs. 4 an acre, ought to have been

included in the peishcush minus. the Zommdar s one-third, Rs. 689-12-2, 1 request’
tho Board will be pleased to make a refercnce to tho Director of Revenue Settlement

'~ for an explanation of this difference.
: -4, The Zemindar states that out of the smd acres 8,817°43 there are acrcq

! 10548 asswned subsequently as Inams; and that the asscssment thereon plus the

' watcr-rato must be reduced from his ‘peishcush. It appears that while the cstate’

; was under Government some land was given as an cndowment to some charitable-

i “ehoultries under the orders of Government. I have directed the Tahsildar of.

5( gandar ’falook to 1nqu1re into the Zemindar's complamt and report to what ehoul

“ 4rics the Inam was given, and whether this land was excluded from the assets of the ;

Pargana. I will submit a further report on the subject. :
5. TFrom the statement in question the Board will observe that the wet, cultiva-_

tion of -the Pargana from Fusly 1273 to 1280 has never e‘{éeoded acres 8,817+43,

althou«h the Zemlndar had reconvertcd to dry, as unfit for irrigation from causes ;

! of choudu, some lands out of the acres 8,817, ang-also converted some dry lands

,-’ into wet under anicut irrigation. The gceounts are now being exammed and the y

J Aemmdar is not liable to be charged with any additional water-rate on thls account, .

B

p‘nJ - —

‘. 6, In the remaining four villages of I\ottapudv Tarakatur, Nandamur,.. ox.2,
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Na"ane . ui, acres 207 96 were xmgated from guely 1277 :’).‘33 e, T
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to Rs. 826-5-0. The
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7. A sum of Ry, 968-7.
supplied to dry crops from F
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~ T Excrosurg No, 1.—Statement.

at the wet cultivation of Fusly 1268 (1868-69) on which the
peishcush was settled

. srricated
» Was in the twenty-seven villages then classed as irriga

or acres 51732 more than was
This, had

ence in the peishcush ;
sugzests a refe

. . . T
it been discovered at the time, would have made a diffe

o favour of Government of Rs. 1,379-8.5. The Collector
rence to the Director of Revenue Settle
 this difference iy the area of irrigated land,

3. The next point is'the Zemindar’s claim
arising from the alleged fact of acres 10548, bei
8 paragraph bhaving
settlement, assigned ag Inams to certain Chuttrum
ment,  The Collector states that this claim is under §
report further,
4. The thirg point noticed is that
tion accounts Jigq b
has in pno year ¢

to an abatement of peishcusb.,
ng part of the acres 8,817'43

the result of the examination of the cultl":;
cen to establish tho facts that the wet cultivat.ion of tho es:gat
xceeded acres 8,817-43, though somo lands mcludc.d in oo
Oxtent had gong gut of, and others not 86 included been brought under 1rriga

. . : nt.
The Collector concludes that no additiona] water-rato i3 loviablo on this accou
5 The fourty,

n
is that in four villages, not being included in tho twcntY';f:;
alluded to i, paragrapl, 9 above, thero have been irrigated from Fusly 1273 to Li
1280 acres 2079 which are distinet from acres 8,817'43, tho water-rato of wbie
alone entereq into the calculation of peisheush,

. t yet
B0 patent; tho first is that the irrigated cxtent has not y

naturo of the contract with tho Zcmln(iar tilt)i:
ater ig supplied for a more extended a(;m mtulln: ‘
mindar jg clearly not liablo to any further dem : .rr it to
Cultivation Return of Fusly 1268, even supposing

. : : lemont
y will 8carcely justify Governmont in reopening tho [scttlem

i ‘hile yet the actual

ed, anq \M0osing an “gddition of water-rate, “l"h})ile A
' LW tho stusdard extont on tha wholo of wh J
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*roceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Departmen
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ively given i graph 7 of the
The answer to the fourth is concluswelg gwge;l (;nAg:izia;;;;, e
: 1 ied in Government Order, 22n \
? P’E‘?ceed:?fxf ::;::dlt;dﬂl: Collector for the enforcement of water-rate on
). 1e ac ‘ a t
upplied to dry crops 1s correct. . .
) OfO:if: :e::nd point the Board await the promised report

6 | . OgpEr 'fnmnok, 22nd November 1871, No. 1,987.
W

PROVED.
. l Land Revenue. | Arpr
| True Extract.) A
| : (Signed) ~ W. HUDLESTON,
; | - Secretary to Government.
4
i .

. Bantleman.
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
22nd Nocember 1871, ' o

4 .
4

No. 227,

Read the following Proceedin;gs of the Board of Rey

[ |

enue, dated 18th

September 1871, No. 4,009 :—. o L

Read the following letter from the Officiating Collector of Madras, to the Seccretar
to the Board of Revenue, dated 9th August 1871, No. 127, ;

I mavethe honour to submit the report called for in your endorseinent No. 2,420
of 15th July 1871 on tho Proceedings of Government, 12th idem, No. 1,205,

2. The two Income-tax prosccutions referrcd to by Government were— ‘_

The first against one Chinnaramiah Naidu, assessed as a Milk-supplier, on an ‘

el

annual income of Rs. 750, with a tax of Rs. 27 for the year 1870-71.

The second against one Gangannah Cl}ett)’, assessed jointly with a Devaunah
Chetty as Ilawkers (Book-scllers), on an ‘inFOme of Rs, 750, with a tax of Rs. 7 -
for the same year. } - - |

3. The individual in the first case was, for the first time, assessed by .
Mr. Winscom in the ‘year 18G9-70 on report of a late Income-tax Conocopillay that

" tho party owned 1 cow and 7 buffalocs and therewith earned Rs. 750 per annum.

For that year the duty was Rs, 8-8-0 under Act IX. of 1869 and Rs. 4-4-0 under Act

i XXIII of the same year. The party neither objected to the assessment nor paid -

tho tax within'the timo specified in his notice.  Prosecution was commenced, and
on 2 summons being served he brought tho tax to the Collector, and requested its
acceptance in view to being saved from being fined double the amount by .the .

- Magistrate. - The Collector accented it, receiving from him also the cost of summons

\Z<L.fllius ), uall the prosceution was witha,awn. For the year 1870-71 Chinpatumiah
Naidu was assessed on the same data as for 1869-70, but the amount of the tax was

‘ higher (Rs. 27) owing to the increasc io the percentage. This year he also neg-
locted to object or to pay. Prosecution was commenced, but his attendance beforo

tho Magistrate could not be secured even by two summonscs, and he was at last
arrested by a warrant and taken before the Town Police Magistrate on the 11th

* ultimo, whose procecdings arc described in tho\' Athenceum and Daily News of 12th

{idem. The Acting Deputy-Collcctor wlio .was called upon to report on the case has

{ himself made local inquiry about the circumstances of the party, and is ‘of opiuion
‘that they are not such as would render him liable to the tax. e further states that .

“who also appear not to bo amenable to the tax. . . ;
‘4, The party in the second case appears to have been served with a notice.
.by mistake. In giving in the names for the year 1870-71 2 Cohocopillayf"_named :
Kumarasawmi Moodelly has reported Gangannah Chetty and Devannathhetty as
poople jointly trading as Ifawkers (Book-sellers), and eqz:ning an annual income of
Rs. 750, and a notice issued assessing them accordingly _with a duty of Rs.- 7,
which was delivered to Kistna Pillay, another. Conocopillay, for service. The |
latter, however, took the former Conocopillay - with him to .help him in identify
tho (parties, and they went together to the above individual Gangannah Chetty
servey] the notice on him, Ile declined to receive it stating that he was not the
intended, The Conocopillays thereupon affixed the notice tothe door of his

‘the man is very old and blind, and is under the protcction of one of his two sons,

ing
and

party
house.

... /

e eanarte L s a petty Hawker trading svithout any

hl . N .
P R, Bantleman. more than Rs. 5 per month jand thee * -y
L et e R N M=o

- . |

‘The {ng Deputy-Collector has made local and personal inquiry also in this |
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