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g Proceedings of the Madras Governmzat, Revenue Depa_rtment,
: . - 8h May 1874

No. 105. - Read the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated
) 24th April 1874, No. 963 :— 4 ;

_ ~ Read the following letter from Colonel F. J. B. PRIESTLEY, Supcrintendent,
| : ' Revenue Survey, to J. GROSE, Esq., Sccretary to the Board of Reve-
A nue, dated Chepauk, 9th March 1874, No. 618-24:—

Rerernise to Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, No. 2,288 of 11th Novems-
ber 1873, in which the Board express their opinion that ¢ the reasons given by
3r. Gompertz for rejecting the claim of the Moganad villages are insufficient,”
I have the honour to submit copy of &
lotter from that officer, explaining fully

e e s s

212 e

Dated Srd March 1874, No. 152-24.

. liis reasons for arriving at the conclusionho came to in the matter of the boundary "
dispute between Kadathoor Proprietary Estate ‘and the Shervaroy 1lills, in the =
Utegarai Talug, and trust that, under the circumstances therein stated, the Board ]
will be pleased to exoncrate bim from all blame, and, if n2cessary, submit his letter

1

- to Government.

R T T

: From JI. GOMPERTZ, Esq., Acting Doputy-Superinténdcnt, No. 4, Revenue Survey Tarty,
N Maldurs, to Colonct F. J. B. PRIESTLEY, Saperintendeut, Revenne Sasvey. date«l‘ 3rd
March 1874, No. 152-24. ’

i _ IncLostre No. li
l) 4
{

AR T

z ' :E I mave the honour to acknowledge receipt of Procecdings, Madras Govefament, Nos. 158 and
! : g 246 of 4th and 2{th February respectively, passing orders as to the settlement of a Doundary

: . between the Government Village of Moganad on the Shevaroy {Iills and the Kadathoor Muttah.

' ‘s © 2. 1o your letter recorded in the sccond of these Proceedings, you have pointed out that the
g _ existing scttlement was not made by me and that I merely reported on the matter as ordered by

l . . the Deputy-Superintendent I was then working under. I bave now the honour to state that by

f

t

1

bis wish I did not go more fully into the matter, ‘as I should certainly have desired, had I known

tbat it would have been brought before Government, but (if my memory serves) Mr. Longley

simply asked us to settle the case, which we did.” I very much regret I should not have seen

Ar. Longley's letter till so late, but I consider T am bound in justice to myself (especially a8 it ‘

! is more than implicd that my proccedings were hasty and ill considered) to lay before the Doard (

| N and Government the reasons which led to the conclusion I came to, and trust they will see reason :

: entircly to exonerate me from all blame and to place on record that, whatever action they may |

! . ‘ L take, I could bave acted only a8 I did. I have thercfore the honour to request that this letter

( . : . l Y may be submitted in extenso to the Board and Government. o
H

e

Vo 3. I am fortunately in a position to go pretty fully into the matter, 33 T took great pains .
‘ over the enquiry, and recorded the evidenoo -when taken in a pocket book which I still bave. I
would frst venture to point out that Mr. Longley scems to forget that the Setilement Oficer
: oo ' (under whomn the boundary was scttled) is specially appoiuted to represcat Governuwent, and that .
\ ot - in Section XXIIL of Act XXVIIL of 1860, that officer is again gpecifically named as the party
i; , | ' 4 : who shall represent Government in disputes between Government and fands held by Zemindars,
: : K < ctc. It would secm to me, therefore, that as the Boundary was aduittedly laid down under the
orders of the Settlement Ofcer, the land in question can hardly Le eaid to have been ¢ wrongly,
irregularly, and without authority” demarcated, and in any case it mus, I think, bo admitted that
under the rules laid Jown for our guidance (approved by the Doard and Government) J was bound
: . toaccept such a Jeeision and to consider it, fullowed as the Government Cumar‘n admits it to have
- Bt ‘ been, by acts of exclusive ownerehip (stopping cutting bamboos and poucding catile) as good

1 { evidence of possession, which we are ordered to respect. : :
Lo
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© these Proceedings, thag I hav

©appears to me in & different hay

Ampudcnce

~of the

" expeced to re

Proceedings of the Madruas Govermne_nt, Revenue Department,
A 8th May 1874,

4. Mr. Longley is entirely in error in saying that I only say notice must have been given to

the Hill Moncgar and villagers ; it is quite true that aryuing frowm the fact that notice was given
to the Mootahdar, I draw the conclusion it wag also given to the Government villagers, but in the
next paragraph, I give the evidenco of the Mutahdar, and the Matah Gumastah, who both
assory that the men were present ; and of the Government Curnam who adinita that a notice was
received and this was also admitted by the Vakeel who appeared for the Moganad villageis. It
scems to me then that the only conclusion possible was the one I came to.

5. With reference to Mr. Longley’s remark, th
Sasanam produced a forzery are *¢ utterly futile,” 1
paragraph 5 of my letter to Colonel Hessey, N

e not given my g
grounds, as I recorded them gt the ti

“This when produced torng out to b
it against sometling, ar
fashion) near the bottom
certainly never affx my
which the boundaries gp

at the grounds I allege for considering the
beg to remark that I huve distinctly stated in
0. 19 of 26th November 1872, printed with
rounds but only my conclusions. I wmow beg to
me. I write of the Sasanam —

¢ a copper plate ;

give those

Wl yet is written og both sides.
of the first side, but I much do
gignature in such a fashion.

¢ given,” comes a second dese

It has * Maclcod', written (after a
bt the thing being genuine. I would
Moreover, after the signature, before

ription of the boundarics, written as it
d and style altogether. I never 8aw a tling of the sort before,
1sposed to reject the whole ; if I admisted it at all, certainly to roject all below
3 woreover, it has been discovered since the Inspector mado hLis enquiry, which is
Toast suspicions” (that ig within a mouth or two previous, when a Reveng
enquire by Colonl Heseey), The boundaries given abope the signat
18135 the Yung Nies'to the south of the o«

nearly rarallel to the dispute from south §
and the wholo Jand j

aad should bo g
the signature (

¢ Inspector was sent to
ure tell against complaint ;

o north, but at south corner it takes a bend to tho esat

by one dr. Lakin for Government some twelve years ago ;
»and on the ground, the whole of the She\réroys had been marked for Government. They
8aid they did yot knoy what Mr, Lakin was, but it turned out he i o coffee planter. e may
perhaps hay here; 1 do not know tho name. Eventually they admit-m
ted that at s had been fixed on the west of the Vépadi and had the
f Pooliakombay village belonged to Government ! a claim
gatived by the production of the Istimrar Sanad in which
the villages of the moetal, All this was got at by my cross-

e been oie of our surveyors ¢
the part in dispute the stone

to deelare that the whole o
Lever made hefure g

l‘ooliakombay 13 entered a3 one of

eXamination after much prevarieat
** They saig they had no othe
to prove the Yaug belonged to the
6. Tleg it may
my own infory

on.

T accounts of any sort, but could bring any number of witnesses
Skervaroy Hills, which no doubt we
membered that thess are merely rough notes, taken at the time for
and that fley have been copied exactly as they were written. Not

a thorough search made amongst the records of the Collector's
1y of the Sasanam on ¢opper, or

¢ found. T then went there mysclf ap

documents bearing M, Macleod's gignature, to gee if he had ever
RO zingls euch signature could be found. [ think, therefore, I w
i:;&;ul:lg::.:}nsforf?ryf r}:mre espcciaﬂ_y when, ‘as I say, .no ownership had been exercised under it,
1id 80 very easily be wade in the bazaar, I took rubbings of the allered sig‘r’xature and

Writing thove‘uud belew, which T showed Colonel Hessey, fut which I l:we" ﬁnfortuna'«ell

. ald be cxtremely easy.”
be re

ation ouly,

W his, I h:ld
Cuicherry, Latwaither, o e
way weferring to it eouly b

1 examined a nwnber of old
signed ** Macleod' ouly, but

lost.
Te WD referongs g i g1t ' i
. u li._fcrcnuc to LLLc a.:cged heney stone putia, Tthink 1 could scurccly have been
CGi¥e an unauthenticgted copy, when the parties had ample time to produce an
° Ag" 01{'i even the orsginal 5 kad I accepted such g thing, the Collector would, I am
u the TSt to complain (and Very propenly) if it Lag told against hig,

authenticutag 0
Bure, Lave Leg

«

3 1t has two holes evidently for nailing -

anicut river” explained to Lo the Vépadi, TLis runs .

Faper, nor any documept ia soy. .

a9 justified in looking on the -
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? yartment,
lings of the Madras Gm;ernnzczft, Revenue Depi
froccedings 81T T Sih May 1874,

. ' it si the
3 doubtedly has 1t sinco
A ssession, T respectfully submit that the M;ttal;dar ;Y;i}l(zlubitcvizorous]y heli by
S ion (1800) and. 1 sider it dispubed, whea J il
. . )} and I can hardly conside : h s ’
o glsm %ﬂrewood and pounding cattle. I never s.all, :s ﬁ: Muu:hd“ e e ive
stoy s cutt“;rl: ': letter, that the land now in disputs wus gwenh 0 !;my e many yours
paragrar’ ; g “‘y h; h.;s had it since, and for anything I know he
503 82
years a0 ; L do
3 1
bef"’;- I camped near the ground for two or three days ;

. Y . 1 pquiry was
Iector's records there ; I can conscientiously say the e qricrfcc in such

. 'na'n and Cullector’s rec T that my expe
examnine the Carnan srlion T trust

in order to
oved to Salem
hen m con-

: cithor dac self-ass :
ay say without un v lusions
5 reatest care. I maye . ccepted my conclusions,
ducted with the g onsiderable, as has that of the (,ﬁ]ger.s th0 abu[f)'u.y > bring the matics under
maters bas been ¢ ;, ill think I bad good reasens for again WisLiug
went
therefore Govern

“their notice.

(True Copy.) -
(Siguned) 1. GOMPERTZ,
Acting Deputy-Supt, Revenue Survey.

{th refe G.
' i xove th reference to
Mr. Gompertz’ letter will be submitted to Government with
r. Gompertz’ le ‘
"ebruary 1874, No. 158. . ' .
o 4%} : tI‘hc B}:)v.rd h’ad no intention of imputing dartlﬁe e o Mattah Al
Wi hM ard to the demarcation between Moga;‘.adl an e rred in dctcr-{
hat th ir ts of the law werce Awrini
. is that the requircmen A ) D O his Io
that. they asSCT‘;:;'wy and that the reasons given by AMr. (‘; > 11 e Sarvcy)
mim';‘%l“;? b()l:nb;t ]’87" (to the Deputy-Superintendent, No. ‘ |
the 26th Nove 872 (
erc insufficient. » .
N 3. Further reasons and addltxo.nal in ”
that Mr. Gompertz made a carcf}xl mqu;ry la;)tt
sions, but it is unnecessary to discuss the
Y

i and they shiow
formation are now given ;mdh?hezondu.
nds for his
d bad good grou s cone'®
er in detail as o fresh inquiry

been ordered.

0. . A9 4 B Sth A.I‘ty 18‘ 4 \LO- QGD.
RE b )

RECORDED.
Miscellapeous,

'i‘ ue Extract.) ‘
o (Siened)  C. G. MASTER,

Acting Scerctary to Governinent.

| _To the Board of Revenue.

Frzd. F. R Tagtlemian.

ame to Mr. Gompertz
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. No. 969. <

PrOCEEDINGS OF THE Boinp oF Revenue, dated 24th April 1574
Read the following letter from Colonel F. J. B. PRIESTLEY, Superintendent,
. Rovenue Survey, to J. GROSE, Esq., Secretary to the Board of Reve-
: nue, dated Chepauk, 9th March 1874, No. 618-24:

—

Board of Revenue, No. 2,283 of 11th Novem-

/ ' ' T T o Rererriya to Proceedings of the .
A 5 ber 1873, in which the Board express their opinion that © the reasons given b:
: ' Mr. Gompertz for rejecting the ¢laim of the Moganad villages are 1xlsuﬂi§:1enf-,_
. . ' ' 1 have the honour to submit copy of 8
; | » . ': - Dated 5rd March 1374, No. 152-24. “Jetter from that officer, explaining fully
b ' o o his reasons for arriving at the conclusion he came to in the matter of thc: bouf‘dary
o i “ i A i;:,:\ 1,‘ dispute between Kadathoor Proprietary Estate _and the Shefvaroy Hills, g\ th;
: o : . E’:S; : | ;;.'j U.tegarai Talug, and trust that, under the 011'cumstazxf:cs therein stated3 th? 1oiltr
: Lo - * 3 il will be pleased to cxonerate Lim from all blame, and, if n2cessary, submit his letler
; "' T S P oy 9-6 co By to Government. '
CHER , - Pae ’ —
= s ; b ¢z t: o~ FxcLostrg No. 1.
PR S 3 T e o
:; :' % { - r»; E’:’, Trow II. GOMI‘ERTZ, Fsq., Acting Deputy-Super’.ntcadent, No. 4, Revenue Survey Party,
2 RN ;Ia:lum, ' Cutoncl F. J. B. PRIES ILEY, Superintendent, Revenue Survey, dated 3rd
z ; .. t — Tarch 1874, No. 152-24. ~ ' '
: - L 4 B ERAC I rave the honour to acknowledge receipt of Proceedings, Malras Government, Nos. 158 and
- R 2 - ' {r‘f"t | 246 of 4th and 24th Febroary respectively, passing ordera as to the settlement of a Doundary
P *: —— B ‘ i'ﬂ T : between the Government Village of Moganad on the Shevaroy I.Iills and the Ka«‘iathoor }Iutmb-h
Y i3 ; ﬂ R f SR “}I"\:\,\ . 2 In your letter recorded in the second of these Proceedings, you bave pointed fut that the
: A 2.0 ; TR ~ existing settlement was not made by me and that merely reported on the maiter 88 orde?ed by
o al 3 i é "7 the Dcputy-supérmtendent,'x was then working underi 1 have mm‘ tr;c ‘no;tou‘r tdd 't:a;eit?tzi::
o nly have desired, ad X Ki

his wish I did not go more fully into tho matter, a3 I should certai
: that it would have been bronght before Government, but (if my memory gervee) Mr. Longley
! \‘ simply asked us to scttle the case, which we did. I very much regret 1 sbould not have see.n
! Mr. Lohgley's letter till so late, but I consider I am bound in justice to myself (especially a8 it
: is more than implied that my procecdings were hasty and ill considered) to lay before the Board
and Government the reasons which led to the conclusion I came to, and trust they will see reason
entirely to exonerate me from all blame and to place on record that, whatever action they may
take, I could have acted ouly as I did. Ihave therefore the honour to request that this letter
i may be submitted in extenso to the Board and Government.

. 3. 1am fortunately in a position to go pretty fully into the matter, as I took great pains
1ol over the enquiry, and rocorded the cvidence when taken in a pocket book which 1 still have. I
L would first venture to *point out that Mr. Longley secms to forget that the Settlement Officer
gunder .Whom the boundary was scttled) is specially appointed to represent Government, and that
in Scction XXIL of Act XXVIIL of 1860, that officer is azain speciﬁcally named as the party

-

[T X S

" who qha.ll represent Government in disputos between Government and lands held by Zemindars,
- etc. It would seem tome, therefore, that as the Boundary was admittedly laid down under the s -
");'i ?rders of the Scttlement Officer, the land in question cau: Lhardly be gaid to bave been s wrongly,
4 irregularly, and without authority” demarcated, and in any case it wush, I thick, be aduitted that
) ‘; ::ricr "h: rnll:*s lg‘d,d?w“ for our guidance (approved by the Board and Government) [ ¥a8 bound
‘ : ccept such a decision and to consider it, followed ag the Government Curnam admits it to have

e) a5 good

£

been, by .acts of exclusive ownershi
on, 03 ership (stoppin Lt o 1 pounding cattl
‘evidence of possession, which we are or<1(erc§x)g0 fe:;“e»:;ng bambocs aud PO g
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4. Mr. Lonzley is entirely in error in sa
the 1ill Monegar and villagers §

to the Mootahdar, 1 draw the conclusi
next paragraph, [ give the evidene

seerns to me then that the only conc)
5. With reference to Mr. Longley’s remark, that the
Sasanam produced a forgery are ** utterly futile,’
paragraph 5 of wy letter to Coloncl lessey,
these Proceedings, that I have not given my
" give those grounds, as I recorded them at the t

**This when produced turns out to be a copper p
it against samething,

fashion) near the bottom of the first side,
certainly never afix my

which the bo

said they did
perhaps have
ted that at th

never made before and clearly ne
Pooliskombay is entered as one of
examination after much prevarication.

** They said they had no other accounts of an
to prove the land belonged to the Shervaroy‘ il

6. Ibeg it may be remembered that thiese a
ny own information only, and that they have be
content with this, I had a thorough search m
Cutcherry, but neither 3 copy of the Sasanam o

way referring

documents bearing Mr. Macleod’s signature, to s
uo single such sigoature could Le fourd, 1 -
Sazanam as a forgery, more especially when, &g I say,
and 16 could 80 very tasily be made in the baza

of the writing above and below, which I show

lost,

7. With
expected to r
anthenticated
surc, have bee

undaries are piven,”

nat know what My,
been one of our gury

¢ parf in dispute the st

to it could be found.

reference to the 2

eccive  an unauthen
one, or ev

s 4

The boundarics giv
th of the *

is, therefore
** They then eaid a eketch had heen made

in which, and on the ground, the whole ¢

>

it is quite true that arguing

e

and yet is written on Loth 4

r two pr

5,

I then went

3]
think

ar.

ed Col

lleged Yoney stone pu

ticated copy, when th
en the original ; had I aceept
0 the first to complain (aud very proper]

.- ‘-.‘.,‘...,.,_.,..',.._,_,.'

"I beg-to re
No. 19 of

dmitted
stnce th

f the Shevaroys ha
Lakin was, bat it turue
eyors there; 1 do not kno

1 been marked

w the name.

Y sort, but could briﬁg any numnber o

which no doubt would

there mysclf and
if he had ever
» therefore, I w
No ownershi
I' took rubbin

oncl. llesecy,

¥) if it had told aga

..:’,u.—-—.-..a.._..._§-.-

1 out hé i3 a coffeq plauter,

examined a number of old
signed ** Macleod” ouly, but
as justified jn locking on the
P had been exercised under it,
g3 of the alleged ‘signature and
but whick [ }xavo unfortunately |

gérs, but in the
stah, who both
that a_notice was
nad villagers. It

-

grounds I allege for considering the
mark that I have distinetly stated in -
26th November 1872, “printed with”
grounds but only, my conclusions,
I write of the Sasanam—

late ; it has two Loles ev
ides. 1t hag Macleod’
but I muck’ doubt the th;
signature in such a fashion.

comes a second dese
appears to me in a different haud and style altogether,
and should be disposcd to reject the whole; if [ a
tho signature (1) moreover, it has been discovered
most suspicious” (that is within a month ¢
enquire by Colonel Ilessey),

it says the land lics to the sou

I now beg to

idently for nailing
written (after a

ng being genuine. I would
Moreover, afler the signature, before
ription of the boundaries, written as it
I never saw a thing of the sort before,
it at all, certainly to rejett all below
e Inspector made his enquiry, which is
evious, when a Revenue Inspector was gent to
en above the signature te)] ag
anicut river’” explained to be

gainst complaint ;
the Vépadi. This rens

tment some twelve years ago ;

for Government. They
He may

Eventually they admit-

of witnesses
be extremely easy.”-

r's
ny

“a, Tthink T coulg scarcely have been
¢ parties had am;

ed such g thing, th

le time to produce an
e Collector would, T am
inst him,

ying that I only say notice must have been given to.”

from the fact that notice was given
on it was also given to the Government villa

o of the Mutahdar, and the Matah Guma
; and of the Government Curnam who admits

by the Vakeel who appeared for the Moga
usion possible was the one I came to.
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41y has it sinco the
? ‘ A ssession, 1 reépcctfully gubmit that the BIgtta'xixzdar ;zgi;u‘r;teﬁ zomuSly by
' reation (1660) and i it disputed, when ¢ vig
‘ i ' hardly consider i
;demarcatlon (1860) and I can hardly

I did, in
i Mr. Longley s3y8
: ing of firewood and pounding cattle. - I never s-ald’ :8 the Mutt:hdar about twelve
j loppng cum?i' lettor, that the land now in dispute was given Lo ay have had it many yeard
| paragraph ‘; 3 lsy Le h:;s had it siace, and for apything I know be may
' . 8ay L ’

years ago; & do . lem in order to
i : . moved to Sale :
} '.,;befor;- I camped near the ground for two or three days; I. t::;)usly say the enquiry was cont-x.\.
‘ . L g , ; I can conscie A e il guch
. ine the Curnam and Collector's r_ecords fhcre ; If-asezrtion tha iny experience in 8a A
g SERTURC N atest care. I may say without undue se " dmy conclasions, and T trust
7, ducted with tho gre nsiderable, &s has that of the offcers who m.cexit-e(" toybr'mg the matter under
o haLG8 o c:uc will thi’nk I had good reasons for again wishing

thercfore Governm

their notice. '

(True Copy.)

(Signed) . GO§IPERTZ, -
‘ﬁ\ Acting Deputy-Supt , Revenue Survey.

% |
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| I ith reference to G. |
'M Gompertz’ letter will” be submitted to Government with refe o
r.

0. ith February 1874, No. lﬁ

; All

) < tboor I\[uttah-

ahit . cen Mogarad and the Kada N

. with regard to the demarcatlotjﬂb@mem ¢ he law were not observed in deter

* that the:> assert is that the I‘Q‘I'ﬁrements of .t o Gompertz in his letter of

' tha ing Zhe l;ounda!'Y, and tha?‘,,ﬂle reasons g1ven by Ml; No I1) Revenue Survey)’

f 1;11“12“6:;1 November 1872 (to the Deputy-Superigtendent, No. - |

- the 2uth 2 o

: . . show

i were insuflicient. ces v tion are now given and Fhey 1y
3. Further reasons and additional mform(illl: d good grounds for his conclu-

. o ns ad gooad groti=s == =, Las

- ' ade a careful inquiry and b e G fresh inquiry

: tha't M; t(;; 0: JlPsm::;ntxslz‘,essary to discuss the letter in detail as a

“ sions, but it 1 :

been ordered. (A truc Copy and Extract.)

Secretary.
To the Acting Scerctary to Government, Revenue Depgrtment.‘
v, the Superintendent of Revenue Survey.
‘ Copy to the Director of Revenue Scttlement.
,» to the Collector of Salem. o
,» to tho Inspector of Forests. -

AT

‘ Exd. G. A. Turton.
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