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No‘.\wo';? Read the following Proeeﬁ:ﬁgs of the Board of Revenue dated sm
April 1874, Em 779 :—

Read the fo]lowmg letter from . W. D. HLEY Esq., Collector of Cuddapah to
J. GROSE, Esq., Secretary to ﬁie Board of Revenue, dated Cuddapah
25th February 1874 No. 88— ,

IHAVE the honour to request that G O, » No 1 520 dated 5th September
| *In Board's Miscellancous No. 3,276, of 15¢h 1871, granting compensation for land
f il ; September 1871, . faken up by the railway, may be can-
i celled ds regards o one of the cases ment:o",' ] in"that order.

2, In 1862, Curnam s Service Inamfm the village of Kummavanbrahmana-‘

“palli in the Jamalmadugu Taluq was t&ken up by the railway. The extent of -

land so occupied was half an acre, bearing an assessmentof Rupees 1-5-0. In

% " 1868, the Curnam Obaya applied for Aeses 5 5:25 in Jogapuram. The assessment
: : of this land ‘is Rupees. 6-14-3. The Government, in the order I have alluded to,
A ' sanctioned the exchancr'e, but added a quit-rent to make up for the dil"ference' ef e -

assessment,
3. In his application, Obaya said that. he held a putta for the land in Joga-

o | i » puram. - When the Tahsilddr was about to give over possession of the newly ac-’
quired land, he found that Acres 5 of the land were held and had been held on

Q ; putta by others for six years prior to Oba.ya s application, and that only Acres o 20 :
: were in Obaya’s putta.

’ : 4. The Curnam Oﬁaya 8 act was pﬁssibly a fraudulent one, and therefore a
: maglsterlal inquiry was held. The resuit was the enclosed Proceedingst of the

| i ty M ‘Obaya |
| + Dated 13¢h February 1874, o be returned. ‘Dep“ y Magistrate by which Obaya has
Aes ﬁacaped ‘prosecation, but I ‘hope 1t iy

b - IS, only for a time.

-

B I recommend that no compe,nsatxbn be given to Obaya, because he wilfully
s - made a false statement. Obaya was a Curnam in J orra.puram up to Fasli 1270
Hgats (1860-61), and therefore when he apphed for the land in 1868 it is more than
s . probable that he knew the land was in the possession of others. ‘Being a Curnam
i it is quite impossible to suppose that hbdui uevt know that only Acres ‘35 were in
i his putta. When he said that Acres o 25 Were in his putta, he said what he knew -
'l was not the case. IHe endeavoured by fraudulent means. to dispossess the mght-
‘ ' ful holders of the land, and hoped that tha owners would quietly acquiesce in the
| arrangement when they saw that they were dispossessed by order of the Tahsildar.
8. The Deputy Magistrate is perhaps riglt in saying ‘that Obaya has not
committed an offence under Section 177 of the Penal Code, but I do not agree with
him as to the apparent intention with w&mh the false statement was made, and T
intend prosecuting Obaya under Sect;ol; 182 of the Penal Code. -
7." I have no doubt that Obaya wmhed to- make a good bargain with the
Government. Lookma at the assessment of the land he gave up he gained noth- e
\ ing, as he; had to pay quit-rent. Bat the value of Service Inams, Judued by theie 8}
asseismenb 1s, as a rule, far lower: than the value of sumlarly assessed putta land. :
The partlculag field which Obaya apphed for in J ogapumm must have been much
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ProcreprvGs oF TEE Boirp oF Revenvr, dated 8th April 1874.°
Read the following letter from W. D, HORSLEY, Esq., Collector of Cuddapdh, to

- J. GROSE, Esq., Secretary to the Board of Revenue, dated Cuddapah,
26th February 1874, No. 33 1~

I mavE the honour to request that G. O.,* No. 1,520, dated 5th September

® In Board's Miscellaneous No. 3,276, of 15t 1871, granting compensation for land
September 1871, taken up by the railway, may be can-

. {;fg T :é’ ; § < } fﬁ s & celled o8 g?s one Of. ?l;’e .esgg.;;xggnti_p?gg in tpft;o;;_ger, ¥ ey
SEEE T3 | ~._:_ < i in #lje Jamalmadugu Taluq was taken up by the railway. The extent of
\ 5; o0 % = % g - ed was half an acre, bearing an assessment of Rupees 1-5.0, In

; %g ‘; g ?: 5 o i z - v, Hie” Curnam Obaya applied for Acres 525 in Jogapuram. The assessment
ASSE ;; ? 2 & b ol of thls tand is Rupees 6-14-3. The Gove.rnment, in the order I have alluded to,
5 ;:--5 = §‘ i = *:1 2 sanctioned the exchange, but added a quit-rent to make up for the difference of
) 5 '.;.;§§ s T) 4 = = . assessment, Fohgcica : '
5 :E:: 7 g s 25 = 3 5 = 5 9. In his:appb'.cation, Obaya said that he held a putta for the land in J oga-
oo =& i §§ ‘ = - rm puram. When the Tahsildar was about to give over possession of the newly ac-
; i *; E 3 | . & ; quired land, he foun‘d that Acres 5 of the land were held and had been held on
G Bl . S putta-by others for six years prior to Obaya’s application, and that only Acres 0-25
g gejogg | E were in Obaya’s putta. St AW
£ E :5‘3 | 3 =g 4. The Curnam Obaya’s act was possibly a fraudulent one, and therefore a

magisterial inquiry was held. The result was the enclosed Proceedingst of the

Deputy Magistrate by which Obaya has

escaped p;oaecution, but I hope it is
$ only for a time.

5. I recommend that no componsation be given to Obaya, because he wilfully

made a false statement. Obaya was a Curnam in Jogapuram up to Fasli 1270

(1860-61), and therefore when le applied for the land in 1868 it is more than

probable that he knew the land was in the possession of others. Being a Curnam

it is quite impossible to suppose that he did-not know that only Acres 25 were in

his putta. When ho said that Acres 525 were in his putta, he said what he knev

was not the case. He endeavoured by fraudulent means to dispossess the right-

ful holders of the land, and hoped that the owners would quietly acquiesce in the f": |

arrangement when they saw that they were dispossessed by order of the Tahsildar.

, 6. The Deputy Mag'ist!".ate is perhaps right in saying that Obaya has n t

- committed an offence gnder Section 177 of the Penal Code, but I do not a ree ‘t;;

him as to the apparent intention with which the false statement was mafle W; I

~ intend prmmhns Obaya.uﬁdfl' Section 182 of the Penal Code, i

t Dated 13th f‘ebruary 1874, to be returned.

i+ ¢ T-$l¥eye hodoubt that Obays wished to make a good bargsin with. the
5 Y e ; ‘.”-.‘ o ':"? .j‘ 3 >] 2 o by < g . - ' | ‘ ‘ ok
i er rnme; t. :Lookng;atf the assessment of the land he gave up he gan::llﬁ:m‘tl]!;
7. had to pay quit-vent. " But thie value of Service Inams, judged by thoir

ent, is, as a rule, far lowe $

: The Patﬁ.‘;“l‘ij field W ich 0}’“ applied for in Jogapuram must have been much
m valdable tha.%the Servicgdmam, otherwise he would not have taken “such

r_than the value of limilar'ly assessed putta IaG 3;: B
. nd.

fromo measures to get posses ;« of it. :
er0308% No, 1,=Proceedings of Dﬁhy Magistrate of Cuddapab, dated 13tk Fohruary 1674, =
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| PROCEEDINGS of the MADRAS OVERNMENT.

Under datethe m 1y 87#"“ .; |

- Supmrrrep for the orders of Government. Ees _

2. Amongst the items of compensation sanctioned in G. O., 5th September

-, 1871, No. 1,520, was the following :— ’

: 3. Kummavaribrahmanapalli Service Inam, Acres 5-10.0, assessed at Rupees - "

6-14-3, subject to a quit-rent of Rupees 5-9-3. ‘ 2

4. Tt now appears that this compensation was recommended on false ini:or-

mation which theapplicant knew or ought to haye known was false. The sanction
should therefore be cancelled. ' : .

: (A true Copy and Extract.)
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Secrefary.
o the Acting Secrefary to Government, Revenue Department, :
i, with an original enclosure to be returned:

(fopy:‘to the Collector of Cuddapéh.

Exd. W, H. French,
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