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" have hesxt&t@d to state that it is not.w

 thercfore, of bringing the opposing tenants to sub}eehon,

Prmadmg: g‘t&e Hadrm éammment Rmue ,
12tk Mag 1874. :

—'0

No. 151. nemtbefommmg Pm- ja:‘

Read the follomng leﬂm ﬁom A
J. GROSE, Esq., Jecrets

Immthahmwﬂ op: wing the Bo

9. About forty-eight yeam ag'o, a Nmr fam:ly, known as Valluéakat ho
Arakapammba Amshom, Walluvanad Talug, became extinct, and a nezg!x, u
family designated Etayur house. appropriated all the property managing it as
and parcel of their own. In the latter part of 1870 the case came to the notic
the local Revenue aﬁthonﬁea, when the Tahsﬂda.r of Walluvanad set on foot
inquiry as to the property left by the extinet family which was estamﬁad at Rupe
2,400, exclusive of all encumbrances.

3.1 The Etayur family, who have appropriated it under a preteuce of n": 't
admit that the gmperty belonged to the extinct Valluvakat house, whilst ﬁmy
assert that they came in possession of the property by means of an adoption eﬁee‘wﬁ
by one Kunhi (female), the last m;embax of the qxtuzet family, W*m‘
unable to maintain herself in her old age, was taken eare of by them f
two years, and who, for want of heirs, adopted from the
{female} in consideration of her being the da ‘ghfer of hgr

4. The question which has to be de: ‘

t there was an adoption 2 '
th::zo . there wsn.‘a”j option, W
plea mtotally Bl s Tl BaiR ,

5. It is awell known ﬁc{'» that the mmg ' n
been adopted, lives to this day as & member of E
name, and undﬁr the same ;:onf mth the

the e: ;

her mlamons.
and point to the |
and this fﬂct caa

Gourtofiuw : Rt 5t i) :
8, The npext pomt for conm&ara&mn is whethur xt is Woﬂiﬁ tha :

Government ‘fo assert their claim {0 8o %Wem% aa E’ﬁat wh ik lm' g"
pomrly half & contury beon in pastession of & quite distinet family. -1 would »
orth the mcszfﬁrence of Government; bu
foe the fact that even should the Grovernment waive their claims, the prope
wonld not pass to the Etayur family hnt to an- mé@gw’ i to "i‘ﬂ mﬁ’,\vhw
is desirable it should nof. < -1 ‘ . 7 ,
e the nveatigtion hld in this oaso ¢ has come f light thet in late
years tenants holding property be}ongmg to Valluvakat ‘house have dis peﬁteﬂ
the title sssumed by Btayur family and refused t@pay jenmabhogam or proprie-

tor’s share to the Iatter who were unable to remedy the matter. With a view,
they colluded Wlth on o

ea

TR

»



ek

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Deprar“tmeu't |
12th May 1874, :

e

Ittikumara Panikar, a wealthy and influential
document conveying the property of Valluvakatmhasn;: :}:yelfhig ?i; agd exec‘;t‘(’)‘éoa
The wordmg of the document shows that 1 ,000 Rupees has bee . id i 1 ‘
~remaining 1,000 Rupees being deducted as encumbrances on :kle)m m (?Sh hth;
Ittikumara Pamka,r had undertaken to discharge; and for the 1 0(1),(;011):: = lcd
to have been paid in cash, the Panikar has execute,d wo docnments whi ul? ‘;es e
-, denies to have been exeeuted by him. The document executed to thz P:ni:a‘:

has been duly registered, so that in the event of its bemg taken to a Court of law i

the chances are that the Panikar would get s decree

... 'The waiving of Gevernmentalgim wonld,4 in that case, only result in the

confirmation of tho title of Etayur housa to the property, and, therefore, in its
¥

transfer to Ittikumara Panik
‘would then go. sy Whm “nquahﬁed Pmssmn the property

9. 1 am therefore of opinion tﬁat Governhxent should now declare the

g possession of Etayur house
Valluvakat family, it will be

: ;pyopﬂrty to h«nve escheated, In consideration of thedong
~ and of their ,havmg taken care of the lm member of
s matter for consideration Whethsr thg 1 mny £l60 b sald . @i 4

: e former

_house or to the tenant. Poasihl it ht
M. Bm e take the ﬁase mt_ i b mig be'found advisable as suggested by

‘:.“:ﬁ el i Ko ‘submit the fol n_f.lgcase for yoni" consxderatxon and orders.
i i Tim Amkapa,mmba Amishom Adagiri reported to the Tahsildar in Septomber last that
- 3 v alluvakat famﬂy in the said Amshom has become extinct by the death of the woman & .
was the last representative OW fﬁmﬁf ok R
. 3. Tnguiries have been made by;thc Tahsildar re
i .. Tng garding the property, which consists of 1 nd
_-oi' ‘h‘, lhw: n&ﬁm 3, 500,,, The M&ﬂdm‘ considers it as an eseheat, though claims have :eet:
‘ ‘ : Tmmrm m;ih Zhree othedrs on the ground of Kunhu Amms being the
hter o T& 18 1o documentary evidence of the ado
| : ption, and th
mmhpéﬁ dlﬂ’a; ogt):e subject. These claimants themselves offer to purchase the land:
mment on moderate terms. This in itself is a suspicions fact.
i rs to have received much assistance and treat

ment while laid up in

3 eersmome& have been performed ‘This seems the cause of the property

«ﬂw«jﬁhm? and Dfﬁ“*”' &ucﬁstorg having rondered assistance to the deceased

hle te

e Th&'&mshom Aﬂxgun appears o have refrained from reporting this matter earlier f.rom

miﬁu motives, and only reported on the case, on apprehending the
' potig uthgrvma On the receipt of your orders on this subject, this will be

lockad into.

th xeeorda 38 per iwt are herewith forwarded.
. . {True Copy.)

(Signed) A, MACGREGOR,
Collector.

arapan. Naie, oneof the Karnayers of the present claimants,” On her

- c@nmiemtrm ‘M’\ﬂ" clmmanbs having stated the truth of the oase, of:

: mwm@@s that the properﬁy which should eschieat to Government way be sold to them on |

matter being brought to

Tim ﬂhaﬂdar’s report (requeated to be returned) ), dated 31t December 1870, No. 355 %
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- last forty-geven years, that during this period the Etagur family in possﬂﬁsmn,

~ present sonior member of the Etayur family, it seems to me that it is rather a hmh pro

i Proceedmg: qf the Madrac Government, Rewmte Departmeut, :
1"113 May 1874.

- Enmmsuxn NowZicl
Bsq., Collector of Malabar, to D. BUICK, Esq., Acting Head ‘7 s
i “Ilectot of Palghaut, dated 12th May 1871, No. A. : :
I mave the honour with reference to the subject of your letter (No. 123) of the 24& Fabg@r;.

last, to inform you that I am of opinion that the proper course to pursue with reference to the
Estate of the Valluvakat family is ¢o gell the jenm right to the tenants as in l;he cm of éﬁwr

¥

eseheabs.
2. The claim of adophon get up by the Etayur family are obviously false. It is emmhl

tion that the party adopted should remove to the house into which he or m

adopted ‘and assume the name of that house ; and that in future the names of other mmhenpf e

oﬂgmal family should be in no way mized up in business transactions relhtmg to tha p:bpeﬂy ‘

passing by adoption. Al these points hase been ignored in the present ease: g \ 3

" 3. Even if it were considered that the original unlawful taking possession and subsg
d on account of the lapse of time, it is stzll dos

fraudulent concealment might be condone ‘
wh’ther the commission would be of the least value to the Etayur family who, by a mgmm&rd%

dnly1 execnted, have parted with their property to one Thammai Ittikumara Panikar, a man tu ‘!ﬂimﬂt

g0 far as the document prove, no collsideration whatever is due. = - L
4. Bofore, however, finally deciding on the case it is desirable that you ehould mqpeut the

.land‘a see-the parties already alluded to, as well a8 the tenants, and report your opinion 8
on a local enquiry, and I request you will take advantage of .the first ocoa_mon of your mﬁqg
part of the talug to inquire into the matter. : ‘ i

(True Copy.)

in case of adop

Sl o o
" *rz.-rm

From D. BUICK, Bsq., Acting Head &sszstantﬁoﬂecbor.ﬁo A.MACGRE
Malabar, dated Palghant, 14th March 1872, No. 146.

Iy reply to your letéer of the 12th May 1871, No. A., T have the honour to mfdrm j

on my late tour through the Walluvanad Talug, 1 mspeeted f.hp lands balongmg to
Valluvakat family and made/inguiries of the members of the Etayur family who ‘lny o im b

them, and of the ryots in whose possession they are. I am of opinion that there |
endenca to justify our asserting that the Iands ought. to berheld to have escheatecl to Gove T

8. Considering, however, that’ Government have been u it wera,“put
that thq hold by virtue of the adoption by the last member of the Va.llnvaka.% faml i

to at once pronounce thoir titleinvalid, and sell the lands as escheats, md that it would bo nt
any rate fairer to recover the lands t»hron,gn the Law Courts whore the txﬂa of the Edayur fm,
can be s&tisﬁwtonly gerutinized.

3. I return the enclosures received mth your letter.

{Trus Copy.)

(Signed) ~ A. MACGREGOR, " .
: Collochgr.
Supstrrrep for the orders.of Government.
2. About forty-eight years ago property worth about Rupees 2,400 was left

without heirs. The Amshom Adigari who ought to have reported the fact

refrained from doing so through * sinister motives,” and a neighbour who had
taken care of the last member of the extinct family, & femalg, approprmted the

escheat which ought to have gone to Go?emmenﬁ. e



Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
12th May 1874.

i

3. The title alleged is founded on a false story of an adoption. Unless
Government inferfere the property, in consequence of certain transactions which
need not be particularized will pass from the present possessor to an outsider who
has no claims to consideration. ' )

4 The question is whether Government should sue for the escheat? The
Board think they should.

5. The Collector will report if the Amshom Adigari bas been duly
punished.

No. 152. Orper THEREON, 12th May 1874, No. 591, o _
2 Saraiiiisos. . Trm. Government do not think it
. worthwhile asserting the rights of the

State in this small matter after the lapse
~of well nigh half a eentury.

(True Extract.)

(Signed)  C. G. MASTER,
deting Secretary to Government.
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No. 967.

Proceepings OF THE Boamp or Revienug, dated 24th Apﬁl 1874.

Read the following letter from A. MACGREGOR, Esq., Collector of Malabar,
J. GROSE, Esq., Secretary to the Board of Révenue, dated Calicut, 17 i
March 1874, No. 77 :— ’ ' | o

I mave the honour o report the following case for the orders of the Board :=

2. About forty-eight years ago, a Nair family, known as Valluvakatbhou&éf}izi s
Arakaparamba Amshom, Walluvanad Talug, became extinet, and o neighbou i
family designated Etayur house appropriated all the property managing it as part
and parcel of their own. In the latter part of 1870 the case came to the notics of
the local revenue authoritics, when "the Tabsildar of Walluvanad set on footan g
inguiry as to the property left by the extinet family which was estimated at Rupees =
2 400, exclusive of all encumbrances. |

3. The Etayur family, who have appropriated. it under a pretence of right,
admit that the property belonged to the axtinet Valluvakat house, whilst they
assert that they came in possession of the property by means of an adoption effected
by one Kunhi (female), the last member of the extinet family, who, when
unable to maintain herself in her old age, was taken care of by them for one or
two years, and who, for want of heirs, adopted from their family one Kunehu
(female) in consideration of her being the daughter of her (Kunhi’s) brother.
* 4. "The question which has to be decided in this case is, therefore, wh
ption as alleged. There is no evidenco whatever f
;on, whilst there is suficientreason to o

or not there was an ado
that there was an adop
5, It-is a well known fact tha ale Kunchu, who 1

been adopted, lives to this day as a member of Etayur family with tha
name, and under the same roof with the rest of the family; moreover,
property belonging to the extinet family of Valluvakat have been demis
the said Kunchu in conjunetion with other members of her family as oint owne
and under the desighation of their house ; a eourse which would never have been
adopted if the alleged adoption were true, as it would have conveyed no 1 b
her relations. There are also other circamstances which n the adoj
and point td"\iﬁiemisqppmpriation of the property in question - : X
and this fact can sufficiently be made out, if necessary, to the sati
R L iy BB fae s
. The next point for consideration is

The n int for ¢ ratic whether it is worth the
Government to assert their claim to so inconsiderable an Estate which
| nearly halfa century been in possession of a quite distinet family. I
“have hesitated to state that it is not worth the interference of G m
for the fact that even should the Government waive their claims, the :
would not pass to the Etayur family but to an. impostor, so to call b
is desirable it should not. o ‘ S O R
7. From the investigation held in this case it has come to light that in-
years tonants holding property belonging to Valluvakat h(ﬁ}fﬁéhﬁ%’ disres
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