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Proceedin gs of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
: 37d December 1875.

.}

No. 54. Read the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenne, dated 5th
November 1875, No, 3,041 :—

Read the following letter from J. H. MASTER, Esq., Collector of Bellary, to
H. E. STOKES, Esq., Acting Secretary to the Board of Revenue, dated
26th August 1875, No. 320 :— .
1 mave the honor to submit the papers connected with the dispute regarding
the boundary between the Sundoor State and British Territory. Y
2. Ia G.O., No. 1,120, of the 1st September 1874, sanction was given to tiw
matter being negotiated by an officer of the Revenue Survey Department. Mr.
Wright, in company with the Rajah’s Agent, Mr. Macartney, went round the whole
boundary; and in the month of March last, when he had completed the tour
Mr. Wright addressed a letter to me asking whether the question that the I{mit;
of our * pymaish” or old survey accoauts were to be accepted as the boundary
was to be considered settled as the Rajah’s Agent would consent to nothing else.
3. I replied that the matter could only be settled by a reference to bigher
authority, and that I did not think it adyisable to make the reference at that stage
of the proceedings as, if admitted, it would be yielding in {ofo to the claims of the
Sundoor State without inquiry into the claims put forth by the surrounding

villagers. I, therefore, requested him, after inquiry as to the enjoyment of the <

villages Tying contiguous, to furnish a detailed report, with plans, showing the
line he might decide upon and that claimed by the Rajah’s Agent. »

4. This report he furnished in May last; but, as it had not been seen by
Mr. Macartney, I referred it to him in order that he might make his remarks upon
it. These he has now furnished.

5. It will be observed by the map which has been prepared that in most of
the cases in dispute Mr. Wright has proposed a line of boundary giving about
half to either side. This decision Mr. Macartney calls arbitrary and not grounded
on any general principle. :

6. It would be useless for me to go through the remarks of either gentlemen
with reference to each particular locality in dispute, suffice it to say that, although
Mr. Macartney has, incertain instances, ceded the claim of our villages to a small

 portion of the outer slopes of the Sundoor Hills, as a general rule he claims that

the limits of the land mentioned in our pymaish or old survey accounts should be
the utmost which can be claimed by the Government, and that all land beyond
those limits mast bo cousidered to be. the Rajah's. The matter, except only the

' Ramandroog Range, in the demarcation of which an agreement has been effected
 is therefore, I regret to say, as far-off settlement as ever. :

3

7. The fact is that the Government have; in the decision of a former bound-

: ary dispute—that PR <

Vide G.0,, Palitical, No, 190, dated 20 June S ey between Sundoor and
1869, -t N ed, upon the recommenda-

tion of Mr. Clogstoun, the principle now
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3rd December 1875.

put forward, and Mr. Macartney, on behalf of the Rajah, now states his willingness
that the matter should be left to the arbitration of that gentleman.

Copy of letter from the Agent.to the Rajah of
Sundoor, No. 11, 20th March 1875, to the'First
Assistant Superintendent, Revenue Survey.

Letter-from the First Assistant Superintend-
ent, Revenue Survey, No. 8, dated 22nd March
1875, to the Collector of Bellary.

Copy of Collector’s letter, No. 897, dated
24th March 1875, to the First Assistant Super-
indent, Revenue Survey.

. Letter from the Agent to Rajah of Sundoor,
No. 19, dated 1st May 1875, to the First
Assistaot Superintendent, Revenue Survey.

Summary of Evidence regarding the Sundoor
Boundary, dated 8th May 1875, taken by the first
Assistant Supervintendens, Revenue Survey.

Report of the First Assistant Superintendent,
Revenue Survey, on the proposed settlement of
the Sundoor Boundary, 13th May 1875.

Letter from the Agent to the Rajah of

8. I think that, under the eir-
cumstances, notwithstanding that that
gentleman may in a manner be com-
mitted to a certain opinion, his appoint-
ment as arbitrator would be the only
way of settling the matter satisfactorily
to the Rajah, and I therefore recommend
that the Government be requested to
sanction it. Mr. Clogstoun would simply
have to go over the ground with the
map, record of evidence, &c., which
have already been prepared.

9. The correspondence, as per

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
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to myself. That there has been a quasi-enjoyment is not denied by the Rajah. Sundoor is
mainly hill territory, though there would not be much of it left were the claims of the British
villagers admitted, and it would be utterly impracticable for the Rajah to pre:vent frequent
trespass. Besides, the hills are farmed out yearly to contractors, who in'thelr turn sublet
portions to others and not unfrequently to the villagers themselves. Now it is evident that any
privileges whatsoever allowed on the Rajah’s estate by persons of this class coul'd never be a
ground for establishing a prescriptive right if indeed such a right can, under any cxrcumstance.s,
be established against a Sovereign State, a supposition which I very mu.ch question. Then again
to constitute any title by prescription even under the most favorable cxrcumstances: there must
have been an uninterrupted user, exercised mec vi, nec clam, nec precario, which cannot be
proved to have existed in reference to the present claims.

5. That there are primd facie reasons for assuming the pymaish limits to be the true
boundary of Sundoor appears, I submit, from the following considerations, viz. : —

(a.) It is very unlikely that Sir Thomas Munro would m his aetﬂement ﬁ.x the .boundary at
parts and leave it to be determined in other placesﬂ)y xgno?n.nt and rapacious villagers and
cunning and unscrupulous curnams. I use these epithets advisedly and as the result of my
knowledge of many of them.

Sundoor, No. 81, dated 10th July 1875, to the margin, is enclosed. I request that it

Colleetor of Bellary. may be returned eventually. A map
Map of the disputed boundary.

(b.) That in many places the limits of the pymaish are, in point of fact, the true boundary,
though even in such places almost unlimited enjoyment is claimed, and in many others the said
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' i oo hill which the accounts call the Sundoor Hill, leaving a

= als . ~ limits approach very near the same - ng
e it e 7 gi: nllargin cf)fpcultivable land at the extreme slope, a'md that, if ?uch land had then belonged to British

: : Excosure No. 1. v territory, it.would have certainly b.een included in .the pymaish. P
¥ - From J. MACARTNEY, Esq., Agentto the Rajah of Sundoor, to J. H. WRIGHT Esq., First g, (0 Thst formerly the main.gordon of hills arpund Snnd&;or w?: :01181 ;r;o t; 3 lt;

g Assistant Superintendent, Revenue Survey Bellary i)im-ice dated Goln;lingax;hully o principal defence, but they would have been ite chief source of weakness if t e real boundary ha
>3 20th March 1875, No. 11. : « 4 A been on the tops of the hills as now claimed and not as generally at the pymaish limits near the
& S w comple ireui : : ' 'K batantial corroboration of the opinions which I have here expressed, allow me to refer
e % i Havixg now completed our cireuit of the Sundoor State, I have the honor te explain to yom % \ E base. I;xl 8u i an B SO S i A
& ;‘h:}t ;z;e;;l;ie n:::alms put forth on the part of S\lniioor and my views generally as to the validity ﬁn:;aci:;: a:gs inquiry, he expresses his confident opinion as to the general run of the

2. The present Rajah succeeded to his paternal inheritance

that its limits had been defined by the Revenue Settlement of t
1803-4. Subsequently to the last-mentioned dates the

in 1863 with the understanding
he late Sir Thomas Munro in

e State was taken possession of by the
Honorable East India Company on behalf of the last of the Peishwas, who soon after broke faith
with the Company. The State, therefore, was not hande

later, on the accession of Sir Thomas Munro to the Governo
to have it restored to its original owner, who was reinst
rights, privileges, and immunitiés. About that time

d over to the Peishwa, but some years
rship of Madras, one of his first acts was
ated in the enjoyment of all his former

. an inscription appears to have been made
on & stone in a small muttum or mausoleum at ¢

restoration of the State and in a rough way defining i
inscription does not refer by name to the pymaish gett

hicka Sundoor mentioning the fact of the

ts boundary at ealient points. Though this
lement of 18034

; e Lty g . ot it containg references
to portions of it and is not inconsistent with it on the whole. =X

3. Since 1863 th

e Rajah has exercised the civil and criminal jurisdiction handed down to

him to the fullest extent within the aforesaid limits as far as the i :
adt Tt S Y SPUC TR I i
without let or hindrance on'the part of the Highest Tocal Governmont o, Rk et

: ’ ment authorities, the on ion
arising from time to time being 2s to whether he had exceeded oy 1y question

those limits, and, o i
given that he had not, the matter was forthwith dropped. He has, therefore clen:l; !;oor:gblf:n :7
assume that, on the part of Her Majesty's Government, his claim :

all others whatsoever, it is for them to prove their title as agai

his against them. : o
4. This brings me to notice
The extravagance and absurdity o

8 are not ‘contested. As regards
nst him and not for him to prove

\he qlaims of enjoyment on the part of surrounding villageﬁ.
mady of these claims must be ag apparent to you as they are

(g e

Sundoor boundary. ' .

6. In conclusion, I cannot but express my regret that you should l'xave so hastily this
morning come to the conclusion you did in 1:eference to. the Sundoor claims as regarc.!a the
Motalacoonta boundary, the question never having been discussed by us, nor even the evidence
on the part of Sundoor called for. In order to pr&\fel'at a dead l-ock. at the very t«hresho_ld of our
demarcation work, I made concessions beyond my cpinion of the justice of the ease, but in future
I shall adhere to the pymaish as the boundary uutil it has been xtroved not to be so,

(True Copy.)

(Signed) J. H, MASTER,
Collector.

Ewncrosurg No. 2.

From J. H. WRIGHT, Esq., First Assistant Superintendent, Revenue Survey, to J. H. MASTER,
‘E‘sq:*eoﬁectﬁfﬁfﬁeﬂary,dsted Golurlinganhully, 22nd March 1875, No. 8.

T HAVE th; honor to enclose an original letter, No. 1} .(to be returned), date_d 20th March

Sundoor Rajah’s Agent, and request you mll be g‘xfd enough to inform me h?'

e th:h ference to paragraph 6 of his letter as he will admit no boundary but the limits

s Ylh :r;ich if admitted by you, will have to be carefully measured up by the Revenue

;is;::t?::ll: r:mnd t.l:a estate and then be demarcated with stones. :

; esume, i : Agen: is aanitted, all further negotiation must
if the boundary demanded by the Ag arth '
eeabezbu: grmay l:,ero remark the Government villages strongly ;-otest against such proceedings.

: |
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8. With reference to the Agent’s remark regarding my hasty conclusion, I beg to inform
you I merely stated, after inspecting the boundary from the top of the hills, I could not admit the
narrow chaing of hills running between Motalakunta and Bummagunda, both Government villages,
belonged to Sundoor, as, in my experience of such cases, the top of the hills formed the boundary

between the two villages, but the Agent will not admit any enjoyment by the Government villages
beyond their pymaish.

Excrosure No. 3.

From J, H. MASTER, Esq., Collector of Bellary, to J. H. WRIGHT, Esq., First Assistant
Superintendent, Revenue Survey, dated Ramandroog, 24th March 1875, No. 397.

Ix acknowledging your letter, No. 8, dated the 22nd instant, and its enclosure herewith
returned, I have the honor to state that the question as to whether the limits of our pymaish
accounts are to constitute the boundary of Sundoor can only be settled by Government.

2. I do not think, however, that at this stage of the inquiry it would be advisable to refer
this question only if agreed to, #s it would in fact be yielding in tolo to the claims of the Sundoor
State with regard to the fixing of the houndary.

8. The Government will only be able to decide upon your detailed report with maps and
plans of the whole length of the line in dispute, which should show exactly the limits you have
found on inquiry to have been in the enjoyment of the villages lying contiguous, and the limits
claimed by the Rajah’s Agent, viz., the pymaish. '

(True Copy.)

(Signed)  J. H. MASTER,
Collector.

Excrosvre No. 4.

Form J. MACARTNEY, Esq., Agent to the Rajah of Sundoor, to J. H. WRIGHT, Esq., First

Agsistant Superintendent, Revenue Survey, No, 2, Bellary, dated Sundoor, 1st May 1875,
~ x N0, 19,

Ix reply to your demi-official note of the 25th ultimo, I have the honor to furnish you with a
statement of the boundary which, on behalf of the Rajah, I am prepared to accept and as to
considerable portions of which we are agreed.

2. Commencing with the trijunction of Rajahpur, Mysore, and Sundoor, a line drawn across
the entrance of Raghala Kolla and passing along the outer slope of Patcha-rayana tatico ab the
foot of the hill rounding the end of the hill in the same form and proceeding to Toombre Marada
Kolla, then bending outwards and passing along the outer slope of Ur-hindina tattoo at about
half the slope, thus crossing Veerabhudrada Gundi and proceec.ling in the same way along the ounter
slope of Hanamappana Goodds, thence along the pymaish limits of Linganhully to the Yettinhutty

lands ranging with those of Bunnyhutty and Gouripur, the line proceeds in a slanting direction

to the Murarpur Hill. From the point of its junction with the hill it then proceeds along the
middle of the outer lope of the Murarpur hill to a stone at the end of the same. Thenee the
boundary is already settled up to the mouth of Hiri-Gungadi Kolla, from which point it proceeds
along Kanigin Marada Kolla, crossing a saddle called Addi Dibba and proceeding along a kolla

nearly in the same line to Hadi Dhone, thence along the boundary of the Shettikeri caltivation
towards the north-west and crossing another saddle at the lowest point and proceeding along the
: foot of the inner block of hills close to J ogappana Kolla, and onin 3 similar way past Kurdi Kolla,
frt.;m which point the line runs along the face of the hill at about half the slope to the wall called
M‘F"‘@? Kotta, running from the top of the hill to the Hospett road. A straight line from the point
of its junction with this part of Mikada Kota on to Sujji-haravoo, thence to Belladachina Kanavi
lnfl on to Bella Murada Kanavi, and so over the Droog range to Hali Kalavi, the junction of
Sundoor, Yessankeri, and Dhanapur, The line then takes o southern direction at a uniform distauce

€
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from the Ramandroog range, to wit, the distance of the stone .calle.d Katana fror.n‘the foot of
Ramandroog on as far as to Tattigina Mardi, then in & westerly direction along the rising ground
forming the water-shed for the Rajabpur tank and Garg, and so on to Bode Bande, thence _to_a
large banyan tree and along the cultivated lands of Somalapur, and back to the foot of the main
range thence along the Ankamanhall and Sanyasibully lands a8 marked out by my curnams,
rounding ¢* Jiggenhully Manna Dibba ”’ at the base, and proct.eedmg, ag marked, partl?' ?n the slope
of Manna Dibba eastward as far as toa series of small hl-lls- rufmmg aont‘lt a.nd joined ?:) the
Toomergudi Manna Dibba. I would observe that I use the distinctive terms ** Jiggenhully axtg
«s Toomergudi ”' merely to mark the respective dibbas ; the line.proposed runs along the aforesai
series of small hille to the Toomergudi Manna Dibba, tarns again to the Weat. and proceeds along
the slope of the latter Manna Dibba at a distance of half the slope ; ro.unds it and proceeds east-
ward along the southern base of the Dibba to the foot of Boodhala Gundina Kolla; then sonthwafds
along the foot of the main chain to the beginning of the Swamyhully boundary, thenf:e the line
runs again castward, cutting the numerous Kollas at the entrance, and the correspon.dmg spurs at
a varying distance from the pymaish limits below along the Swamyhully a'nd Tonash.xgherry lands.
At Badayana Goodda (No. 140 of the pymaish of Tonashagherry) the line bend.s in a southerly
direction between Badayana Gooda and the main range, a stream of wat-er there being the boundary
on to the month of Nir Kolla. The spurs and kollas along the Golarlinganhully bmmda-ry are .a,ll
passed similarly at about an average distance of one-tl}ird of the oubm: sjlope of fhe main chain,
and the same distance from the pymaish limits on to Chinna J olada.Ras); it !3hgn pasae‘s in a north-
easerly direction between the hills of Hiri and Chinna Jolada Rasi ; then e%stwards. a\gn_g a kolla
petween the former and Bande-haravina Gooda; rounds the latter along Ashina M?nda Kolla, and
proceeds along the lower slopes of Bande-haravina Govdda at about an equal dxstar.me from the
pymaish limits and the hill proper on to Bande Kolla at 't.he entrance, v:'hence the line proceeds
castwards # ¢ *~stof the Mysore Baunds, vis., the trijunction of Faiyaunhully, Mofalacoonta,
and St g, »

Excrosvre No. 5.

Report on the Proposed - Bettlement of Sundoor Boundary as directed in the Order of
. Government, No. 1,120, of 1st September 1874

1 have inspected the whole of the boundary in company with Mr. J. Macartney, Agent for the
Rajah of Sundoor ; also the Tahsildars of the Hospett and Kudlighi Talugs with their Revenue
Inspectors were present. :

9. 1t was deemed advisable to go right round the boundary of the Sundoor territory before

coming to any decision. We commenced operations at Rajapuram in the Hospett Talug from the
already-settled junction of Sundoor and the Mysore territory and 010;89(1 at Motalakunta, Kudlighi
Talug, on the cther gettled junction of Sundoor and the Mysore territory, taking the evidence of

the different villagers connected with the disputed boundary, at the same time preparing a rough

sketeh.. On the sketeh map the portion of the boundary settled by mutual agreement is indicated

by a plain red line, and the line BCDET was settled by Mr. Clogstoun in 1869 as per Order
of Government, No. 190, dated 2nd June 1869, The plain black line is the boundary proposed

Dby the Agent of Sundoor. “The portions colured yeriow are sWill i Aispave.

3. The black dotted line indicates the boundary claimed by the adjoining Government
villagers. . : \

4. The red line between the plain black and dotted lines indicates the boundary I would
propose in the disputed portion. ; 3 A

5. Rajahpuram and Ubbalagandi. — At Rajahpuram and Ubbalagandi the main chain of hills
ot Surdoor 1io mesxt to Nowlooty and Matkalpenta at Gungalalunchi Gudda, and run on to the
Yetéinhatty pass ; in the front on the east side of the main chain of hills are small ranges of hills
lower in elevation. The cultivation extends to the foot of the outer range of hills in both these
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villages. The Agent of Sundoor proposes his boundary should run from the settled point at
Raganakallathahallah along the foot of the outer slopes of the hills up to Tumbramoratha Kollah,

from thence half the outer slopes up to the pymaish of Linganhally next to the Yettinhatty
land as per his letter No. 19. ;

6. As I consider the Fvovernment villagers have a strong. claim to a portion of the hills for
grazing, &e., I would propose their boundary should run from the settled point at Raganakallatha-
hallah to the top of Patcharayanakonda and along the tops of the hills to Vobamattina-aravu
Konda across the second inner range of hills to the foot of the main chain of hills. Gungalalunchi
Gudda, along the same valley up to a saddle of the hills near the mango trees (but excluding the

later) to Anumappava Konda, and so on along the tops of the ridge of the outer range of hills next

to Ayanahully to the undisputed boundary of Linganhally next to Yettinahatty.

7. From Yettinhatty to Joga.~—From the junetion of Yettinhatty and Gouripuram culti-
vation at the foot of the hills.

: The Agent of Sundoor proposes his boundary should go along half
the outer slopes of the hills to a stone marked A next to Joga said to be already settled by
Mr. Clogstoun in 1869, :

8. Iwould propose the boundary should run from the junction of Yettinhatty and Gouri-
puram to a saddle on the hills next to Morarpur, thence $o Hirayettinagudda along the tops of

these hills to the end at Mausenavadevu Gudda, then round on the tops of the hills opposite to

and down the slopes to the stone B at Huvarihavi. Though there is a stone at A ou the ground
near Joga and claimed by the A,

gent of Sundoor as part of the boundary settled in 1869, it is not
mentioned in the settlement b

i ¥ Mr. Clogstoun, but the stones from B at Huvanihavi to F at
ragungadi are eutered, and the same are o

wned by the Joga villagers as the boundary settled,
but they know nothing about the stone at A,

9. From Joga to Boriganu .—The Agent of Sundoor proposes his boundary should go from
the stono F at Hiragungadi along the valley up Kaniginamarathu Kellah next the Joga. and
Rakball-bills to Adda Dibba, hen along the valley to the foot of the hills a6 Abtok.. ~ibe, and
ills at Shettikeri, skirting the cultivation of Papanaickenhally to a saddle
on the hills and crossing the saddle goes along the foot of the castern slopes to Jogapana Kollab, so
on along the foot of the slopes of the outer range of hills to Karidi Kollah, and from this point

along half the slopes of [the outer range of hills to Mikathakota, next to Kaniganur and up the M
to Sudja-aravu next to Kulhully. -

10. I would propose the boundary should run from the stone F at Hiragungadi to the top
of the lower range of hills on to the

! upper part of Adda Dibba. So on along the hills to the foot
of Ambasamudram Kollah, which is $he foof of the main chain of hills, then along the tops of the
lower range of hills to the foat of J ogapana Kollah, from thence across the top of a lower range of
hills to the foot of the main chain of hill skirting the same. Then up & ravine to Tamaratha
Matti near Sudja-aravu.

‘ 11 ' I consider the Government villagers have a claim to this houndary, for the Papanaick-
enhal}y villagers have nearly 100 acres of cultivation in Shettikeri valley, which is also in the
pymaish. Also the Jugligi villagers have cultivated about 10 acres of land in the valley behind
! )F twenty years without any dispute, though it is not included in the pymaish,

which account extends only to the foot of the outer sl
~Hospevi Taiuy aud Madarnally in Sundoor thers is no dispute. - ¥ g
12 The above boundary still gives to Sundoor what is called the main chain of hills and
at n important line for defence.
13, From Danapuram to Konanihally—The Agent of Sundoor proposes his boundary

should run from the hill called Bellamaratha Kovini Gudda down the hill to Hulikalayi sbout 800

foct from the foot of the hills, which is the distance tho Katana stene is from the foot of the big
hills near the Nagal

; = apuram Ghaut, and to be continued at the same uniform distance to the
boundary of Kaminihally, then g} : amo i |
d ighi T: aen along the water-shed to Boda Bandi, the junction of the Hospeté

opes of the hills. Between Kalhally in the
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s 14. I quite agree with this boundary, and the. Revenue Inspector informe(i- grlxe the v;illa,g:r(;
] alsosconcurred, and will be very glad to have the limits demarcated as soon as possible to putan e
i to the-continual quarrels which have been going on for a nutfxber of years past. JEpn
, 15. There is no dispute along the boun;ary qf 1.3;-11111'1 and Somalapuram next to
attumaridi.
}'mnyl(g S“}i’:o?; ugot;:r:ZZ;?:: a:: t:ue f;:;(;sill’y.-—The Agent of Sundoor proposes his :;lom‘::llari
. idi o the foot of the hills as indicated by the black
B?JOllld e f"im tllxle 3:"39:: l;‘iutttt::n ?':o(:l oa;”‘ogfmtnidimoratha Kollah, then round the outside of
h'ne AaF Ietc' n]])'tx))ba, to the foot of the big hills, again near Angadibiranhally, so on round the
ngemh&“}'b‘ Yoo ‘D'bba'. along the foot of the hills to Nuchandratha Kollah next to Samhully.
fscviay Manlnat l.li’ malagunda.—From the junction of Maladevanahally and Samhally
& Sam’“;l yb'o hi?ls the Agent of Sundoor marked out roughly with sticks and small
Rt foot:. ay 3 lg hich ;'uns on the slopes of the spurs from the big hills about one-fourth .of
e 2 bo'mll' % (:artain distance of Neera Kollah where the stream is made the boundary till
] t wa.rdl: lI)ﬂlrtnt.:'imarm;ha. Kollah up the slopes to abgut one-third of the outer slopes, and so
. t‘l'ms : he end of Gollalinganahully houndary next to Bomalagunda.
v tl : da and Motalakunta to the Mysore Boundary.—The Sundoor bou?xdary
o BmdatiZt?xmide of Chinna Joladarasi, crosses a saddle, and so on down the drainage
s l'Olm' £ Pedda Jolladarasi up Ashinamarida Kollah round the foot of the outer alo;?es
0? %13 l:lzr;ta.svf:aoGudda to the foot of Bandi Kellah, then up the rising ground to the point
PR, A rritory,
hirioe Se;tled T; Ar:;(:: t:h:h:oi?::; :;: Suudior should go from the stone near Muttumaridi ap
~ 1.9' :30 ‘:lulp andu to Kirabkalagudda ; cross the saddle between Kang'anadattagudd.a and
. hﬂ!s o falif'lls and be continued along half the outer slope of the main range of hills up
a “:23: ;)1 atlBomala.gunda, then up the hills to the top at Bandi Kollah, across to the water-
. ,:;,:dm;::‘:;x; :c the settled point A next to the Mysore territory. e i
20. The pymaish of Akkanshully and Ankamanhal extends on both sides of Kangaradatta

the slopes to w

._gudd;.l The tso blocks of land called Manna Dibba are table lands unfit for cultivation, but

d with brushwood and in the rainy season With grass rising from an elevation of about 40
covered wi

f the main range of hills.
feet ;’QIOOT?:‘;;;;EZ;O;’: (‘Angadi-hiranhally comes up to nearly the foot of the outer slopes of

Sillah Kollah. :

i rl he foot of the hills. It is evident
2 ivati f Samhully is carried on up tot . :

g 1 cnlf;;a:;?m:ngo trees in Neeru Kollah have been enjoyed under a Pntta in Tanasa-
f“:im :l}:etlolni(f ;‘Zlongs to Government and not to Sundoor, also they have some inam land at the
gedy that la A

he same kollah. i _
s ‘;f:lt e’;:e cultivation of Golurlinganhally extends all along the f?ot of the hflls,
; he land belon.ging to Bomalagunda is situated on one side of Bt}ndkaravana Gudda

e IMe talaknn;:a on the other side, which causes me to conclude ih? hills belong to them.
e t;;t o;heo zgent' bf Sundoor proposes the parts of the boundary remaining unsettled should be

ftled by arbitration. i 2
i e2’7 : The following documents accompany this report :-

i i r boundary.
of Evidence regarding Sundoor ‘
(()):1: z!:t?: ri'o. 19, of 1st May 1875, from the Agent of Sundoor.

ighi Talug Tahsildar.
the boundary from the Kudlighi .
gz: i:io;:o:: the Hospett Talug Tahsildar regarding the Ayanahully boundary.

One Sketch map. ~ (Signed) J. H. WRIGHT,
BeLLARY, First Assistant Superintendent,
13th May 1875.
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Excrosure No. 6,

From J. MACARTNEY, Eaq., Agent to the Rajah of Sundoor, toJ. H. MASTER, Esq., Collector -

of Bell»,ry,’t dated Sundoor, 10th July 1875, No. 31.

Ix reply to your letter, No. 751, dated 4th ultimo, I have the honor to submit the following
remarks on Mr. Wright's proposed settlement of the Sundoor boundary :—

1. Mr. Wright enunciates no general principle on the basis of which a settlement could be made.
1 presume, therefore, he has none to offer, He seldom assigns any reasons for the boundary
which he proposes, nor (1098 he attempt to controvert the prineiples laid down by me in my letter,
No. 11, dated 20th March last, though I cannot but regard them as worthy of careful attention.

In every case in dispute his proposed settlement appears to me most arbitrary, and therefore
anything but satisfactory.

= -2t To begin a4 iha j‘m"*‘i‘”‘“’f Rajahpur, Mysore, and Sundoor, T would observe that the
. named Patcharayana Konda is a gontinuation of the same range which forms the boundary
between Mysore and Sundoor ; and, as the pymaish of Rajahpur runs along the foot of its slopes,

1 am at a loss to understand why the continuation of the boundary should at once assume such an .

eccentric sweep a8 that. propased by Mr, Wright, the more especially as until we met on the
ground no claim on the part of the villagers of Rajahpur had been made for more than the whole of
 outer slopes of Patcharayana Konda. Their. present claim, like many- others, appears to have
boeen set up simply with the view of getting as much as they could of what was hitherto considered

to be a part of Sundoor and with the knowledge that they incurred no risks however extravagant
their claims might be. =l : ‘ .

¢ 3. The same remarks are 'mero;@_mjmlmwﬁ ‘w'i‘-a.

- Mr. Wright's view of what constitutes the main range seeins fo'me a n: igundi boundary

e

At S e w and contracted one.
At this point, as at many others, the main range comprises a blook. chain ont + ¢ en >

_ int, . omprises a block chain adm :
valleys parallel to the run of the hills, i eeinl Jagres

! but the ridges formed bei nnect ith'
. what Mr. Wright calls the main range. : SRS Tt sie widy

i The pymaish limits here as at Rajahpur skirt the foot
of the outer slopes. Mr. Wright states that the Government villa avgrbemie,

e e v gers have a strong claim to that

portion of the hills for grazing purposes; but, beyond the consideration that such :1 arrangement

would be convenient for the villagers, he does not venture to hint at any grounds for such a elaim

I myself can see no reason why, if that portion of the hills formed a : : ;
, = 2 of B

the pymaish was made, it should not have been included in it. i & Jr ey e

5 On the south and
hills quite as high, but of far less value in point of fact, are i RSPk A St o

> ; ncluded in the i
ments. The claim of Sundoor is to the pymaish limits, but half the outer slopesl’::!r:!inl:::xr:;

the basis of negotiation. I may mention that the Veerabudra pass, the sole entrance o the
block, part of which is claimed by Mr. Wright, is one of the boldest and most rugged of the
numerous passes which lead into the main chain of hills by which Sundoor js bounded.

4. In deseribing my proposed boundary onwards from Hanamappana Goodda in my letter
to Mr. Wright, No. 19, under date 1st May 1875, I used the words *“thence slong the pymaish
limits of Linganhully.” Tn doing so I considered Avanhully and Linganhally as ane p;'me.ie!a
- Ayanhully has been for many years in ruins and uninhabited, The pymaish here as at I:ingsn-
hully does not touch the hills at all, a fact, I respectfully submit, which it will be hard to
account for except on the supposition that the pymaish was and is the true boundary. Yet even

“here Mr, Wright proposes to give the whole of the outer slopes to the ruined village of Ayanhully,

My proposed line here, therefore, must be considered as the actual limits of the pymaish and not

23 represented by Mr. Wright on the sketch map along the foot of the hills.

5. Proceeding westwards from the junction of Gouripur and Yettinhutty, my proposal is
to -gede from our claim the half of the outer slopes of the hill to the stone marked A of the J oga

" second argument is that theJ agligi vi]la'
. %olla for twenty years—eighteen years 1

AP A N P e SSODPDCEE—

A Ay

A
A —— "

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
3rd Deceinber 1875.

L, weers

wins e b A Y e A
A AR s N o = 35~
A SIS

A e

Qettlement of 1869, the pymaish running along or near the base, I.n onel or two p]ache‘slzlth;r? 15:
ltivation up to the foot of the range, the remainder, for a long distance fro:'n the hills, being

.some - ial waste. Mr. Wright refuses to recognise the stone marked A as part of the settle-
::::: ff(" rll:(if) on t-he grounds that the villagers of J oga repudiate it. ’But I was ahpartg;] to :hat
gettlement, and accompanied Mr. Clogstoun’s munshi at the Collector's request w zntt es qne
was placed. I should have thought that the principle ought to be aseun.led that on that occasion
nia rite acta. But I maintain that the repudiation of the Joga villagers ought to go for
0'””_!“ # I'bad to report to the Collector at the time that they, one and all, refused to attend,
i as‘ ;1 ir refisal with a threat to the effect that the stones should not long be there,
accompany}llljgh sz subsequently partly verified by the utter demolition of several of the stones
:i;}z:e::p;:\c;cd by order of the Collector and at the expense ’of Government. As to the allegat}i}onr
hat the stone marked A is not mentioned in Mr. Clogstoun's report, I would n':erel-y observe that
:m({y three stones of the six are actually mentioned by Mr. Clogstoun, the direction only,-of the
line in which two others are placed being given, and that the stone A, though agreec.l updn :‘md
ut up at the same time, being of less importance than t‘he o't.hers as regards .the main quf:stxon
fheu :L issue, might easily have been overlooked. Mr. .Wn.ght’s. line here is so eccentric and
go improbable as a boundary that I can hardly imagine 1t will ever be adopted as a final

gettlement.

"6. T now approach a block range of considerable diﬁicult? ; but, althon:gh.the line propos.ed
b f Hirigungadi Kolla may seem to concede the question as to the limits of t..he py[.na.xsh
Ao L d I am not the less of the opinion that even here such was the intention of
b‘t.amg‘ s bm;; w nd I take the same objection which I have before urged to Mr. Wright's
b}r Thi unr:',t 8'1;es the main chain, The great distance of the outlying portion of the chain
s What'cons'lll: es. and the facts that the seigniorage, for sake of convenience, was usually
e 0,111)1’ V?lla{‘];er’s on that side without any adequate supervision, and that the sub-contracts
sabitemted o't bk h i est terms, have led here to a state of things that would now make it diffi-
were exprossed u?; t. 4 tvatghe maish limits. Mr. Wright grounds the claim to his proposed boundary
cult to press thec :l?th‘: v'ﬂ;l’:gel's of Papanaikenhully havea considerable amount of cultivation in
first on tl_le fa'ct tuﬂ v iipii el entered in the pymaish, I am at a loss to conceive how that
tl.ue Shettikeri valley, he question as the line proposed by me excludes the said cultivation. His
eircumstance can affec the 4% gers have cultivated about ten acres of land behind Karidi-
f I remember the accounts correctly. Mr. Wright, how-
y 3 : vation was falsely entered as part of a pymaish number,
i ormts i ment-t o;: ;halt{ t:;e S?;: ::h;;abounded{;n t.heysoubh by the Sundoor hill. On actual
R :1(1)9 gaid number extends only to the foot of the outer slopes of the hill,
M POZZV?:’ the pymaish accounts as the Sundoor Hill. Tt is clear, therefore, that the
=2 e m{antlon t';n is o: ):;he Sundoor Hill, that it has been irregularly cultivated, and that
‘.mlmwm} ” qnesbx resigned, or the kist paid to the Sundoor State in future. This cultivation
ft ?ught e : :h emaif!;an,ge ending both ways in a cul de sac, and is ouly approachable by men
e vglley ; ueh a rugged pass at considerable elevation. Mr. Wright’s sneer as to the main
md.bnnwk-s : ;o.g considered by us as ‘‘ an important line of defence,”’ I pass over with
Ohmf al iijle ekmfha,t it is a perversion of what I said to him in reference fto the absurd
the‘ s remmjlt ers, who, if they had their way, would leave a mere shell instead of the
clau‘ns i t? es::ld:gr i;xtact,’viz., that in former times the Sundoor Hill territory formed its
:)e:x.:::::l rine of defence, but that, had the entire water-shed belonged to another power, the hill
territory would only have been a source of weakness.

7. We are agreed as to the boundary of the Ramandroog range, which I regret to learn
is the sole result of our four months' labors and of the expense incurred.

c
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8. I pass on now to the two Manna Dibbas, which are simply lower plateaus of the main
range. It appears to Mr. Wright that boundaries of States ought to run as nearly as possible in
straight lines, but in the
majority of instances - :
nature seems to repudiate : k
the theory. The sketch
given by him of the part i \
in dispute gives but a
very inadequate idea of
the real state of the ques-
tion. I append to the
margin & fac simile of
the sketch showing the
actual measurements in
chains at various parts,
from which it will be
seen that the sketch
too obviously favors the
claim now  set wup.
There is no actual culti- *
vation between the two
plateaus, nor does there
appear ever to havebeen
any. On the site of
“Angadi Eeranhully there
are only traces of the

four houses : whether
th?y were ever actuall I 4
built and inhabited ) /? ‘

seems a question that
remains to be solved.
With regard to Mr.
Wright's proposed bound-
ary, I would merely ;
observe that, judging '

from the "practice which obtains in other parts around the Sundoor State of imcluding hills
however worthless, it is altogether inexplicable that the two Mauna Dibbas should have been
omitted except on a supposition which is fatal to the claims.

9. There is no existing village of Maladevanhully, nor has there heen for many years
past. With regard to the proposed boundary from the junction of Malludevanhully and Swamy-
*hully to Bommalagnnda, until the receint of Mr. Wright's report I was under the impression that my
proposal was generally agreed to. Our claim was made and marked aloig,thp extreme foot of the

. spurs, where run the limits of the pymaish; but, with the view of a settlement, I "afterwards
* drew the present line along with Mr. Wright, to which not a single objection was made at the

time, or, if made, was then obviated, until we came to Nir Kolla, which Mr. Wright demanded
to be excluded. Ithereupon said that if, after making such considerable concessions all along,
his demand should be insisted on, I should forthwith consider myself at liberty to withdraw
all that I had conceded. Tam sorry, therefore, to think that there is an apparent want of
candor in the report, which, in the absence of any explanation, leaves it to be inferred that my

e
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second line was not an attempt at ﬁegotiation, but simply represents our original claim. My
letter to Mr. Cardozo from Ramadroog,
written under the impression that the negotia-
tion was then to close, and requesting that it should be allowed to go on, and which was seen by
Mr. Wright before being posted, clearly shows what was then my belief as to'what had been
already done. I now find that Mr. Wright not only claims Nir Kolla, but proposes a still higher
line along the whole of the hill, and that no part of what we had gone over had been settled.
With regard to Nir Kolla, I venture to affirm that it is not included in No. 140 of the pymaish
settlement, that my line wholly excludes No, 140, and that it does not énclude any cultivation
at that part. The produce of the mango trees (amounting to thirty or more) has been long enjoyed
by the inhabitants of Kombatharavoo for the support of the village temple. That the produce

D. O.—April.

of thirty full-grown trees should be rented to any one at four annas per annum seems to me L

absurd. Besides, the putta of Bomanta Raz merely mentions mango trees in No. 140, which only
reaches to the foot of Nirkolla, and does not include the mango trees in question. ~Along the Golar-
linganhully lands a similar measure of concession was made from our boundary as originally
claimed and marked out in hope of meeting Mr. Wright's views and thus facilitating future
negotiation, ] :

10. I was sanguine enough to hope that Mr. Wright would resile from his hastily-formed
‘and injudiciously—declalred opinion as to the Motalakunti boundary. As, however, he now continues
to adhere to it, L am laid under the disagreeable necessity of representing the matter fully.
His proceedings as & negotiator on the morning on which we went out to try and demarcate the
boundary were so extraordinary as to throw grave doubts on the probability of any successful
negotiation afterwards. Accompanied by certain of .the villagers of Golarlinganhully and Mota-
lakunti—our people being ordered to stay behind on thg ground that they were not wanted—he
ascended the hill, and, after a cursory survey of thelie of the hills, came dowp to me at the point
where weo had left off on the preceding day, when, without & word of discussion or argument,
he began to state loudly how he would carry his line, thus totally setting aside the Sundoor
claims, though only e:z;-paa'te evidence had been received and recorded. Taken by surprise,
Ireplied that he might draw his line where he pleased, but that I should expect ours to be marked,
and that, if such was to be, his procedure, there could be “no further necessity for my remaining
on the field. Against Mr; Wright’s opinion, I have to point out that the pymaish, after embracing
rocky and utterly worthless ground, stops short of the hill by ten chains or thereabouts, and that
the intervening portion would certainly have been included in the pymaish had it been then
regarded as a part of British territory, and that, as Hiri Jolada Raz is included in the pymaish of
Bomalagunda, it is difficult to understand why Chinna Jolada Raz in the same line and contiguous
should not have bgen 8o entered on the supposition that Chinna Jolada Raz belonged to the same

village ; that on the south side of the latter hill a raised platform still exists under an old tree,

where the Sundoor hill contractors collected the seigniorage in former years when wood was more
plentiful, and finally that behind the same hill part of the valley was formerly eultivated by ryots
of Appayanhully.

11. In conclusion, I presume that the parts still in dispute will be finally settled by
arbitration, and am authorized to state that the Rajah, if the Government approve of such an
arrangement, is perfectly willing that every matter‘in dispute should be determined finally, and
without appeal, by Mr, Clogstoun as gole arbitrator, in whose equity and judgment he has every
confidence. 550

Excrosvre No. 7.—Summary of Evidence.
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Excroscse No, 8,~Map.
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7 Agent, Mr. Macartney, accompanied

~ The plain black line is the boundary prop
- colored yellow are still in dispute. The black dotted line
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G.0., 10th Jan. 1874, No. 40,
3 ‘et April 23 (8 409,
e [ s el T 20;

SuBMITTED to Government with
reference to the Orders noted in the
margin,

2.  These papers relate to a boundary dispute between Sundoor and the
adjacent villages belonging to Government. The Rajah, of late years, rented the
-border forests which had become valuable to a contractor. This led to the recur-
rence of frequent disputes between the renter and the ryots of the Government
villages, the former alleging infringementsof his rights and the latter complaining
of improper interference with privileges which they had enjoyed from time imme-
morial. In view to a final settlement of the matter the demarcation of the

Sundoor territory by the Revenue Survey Department as a separate work was
suggested by the Collector as a course acee .

mendation of the Board, the sug

gestion was d by G nt (G.0.
dated 10th January 1874, No, 48) approved by Government ( ’

3. It was agcorc}ing]y proposed to the Rajah’s Agent that the matter should
be settled by arbitration under Act XXVIIL of 1860, To this arrangement the
Agent objected and proposed “settlement b

Thi : y negotiation according to previous
custom, 1}18 SOure wid z.tpproved n G.0., dated 1st September 1874, No. 1,120,
o Wright, First Assistant Superintendent, Revenue Survey, was empowered
to negot}§te on behalf of Government on the understanding that the result of the
negotiation should be submitted for the ratification of Government

4. Operations were accordingly commenced, and Mr. Wright and the Rajal’s
b ool | anied by subordinate Revenu< Officers, inspected
e boundgrx. Con}menemg at Rajapuram, the settled junction of Sundoor
2id 66 Mysor bervitony, 8d feciiinnting bt Motalakunta, the other settled junetion

of the same territories, they If‘ade a complete circuit of Sundoor, taking evidence
a8 they proceeded and preparing a sketch map. “The plain red line on this ma
shows the portion of the boundary which was settled b 2

line BC D E F was settled by Mr. Clogstoun in 1869(G.0.,2nd June 1869. No 190)
’ - -

osed by the Rajah's Agent. The portions

2l g i 15 th i
by the adjoining Government villages. The red line between :htqsagirzli‘:fﬁ:

dotted lines is the boundary Mr. Wright would propose in the disputed portions
by - AU S SHpRINDE oL 0. bbundary, the Rajah’s Apvent P°: te ;o
Mr. Wright explaining his views in respect';)‘f the Rﬁjah’a olatm OHe st;:: 3 that
about the time Sundoor was restored to its owner by Sir 'I.’homas M:nro an
nscription on stone was made in a Muttum mentioning the fact of the restoration
a.nd. deﬁnmg roughly its bounda.xy at salient points, and that, though this inscrip-
tanfdoes ’;01; by d"‘f‘mﬁ rfafgr to the Pymaish settlement of 1803-4, it refers to
:)l:e:xtl;eop:e’s :; I;Zjl;gtst::ez:tent with it on the whole. He further states that

gl d in 1863, it ? : .
limits of the State had been defin T R etading et Y

R ed by th : .
Munro in 18034, G Sion ﬂ}l’e ¢ revenue settlement of Sir Thomas

b AN el Gt : Rajah has exercised civil and criminal
jurisdiction within such limits as far as ascertainable, without any objection being
raised by Government, the only question

arising occasionally being whether he

ﬂ
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ptable to all parties, and, on the recom- -
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had excoeded those limits. It is, therefore, assumed by Mr. Macartney. that. the
Rajah’s claim is not contested by Government. As to the claims of enjoyment on

the part of surrounding villagers, it5s admitted that there has been guasi-enjoyment,

but not such as to establith a prescriptive r1g§§&gamst th_e Fﬂjah In :‘;P?Ertt?:
the assumption- that, the Pymaish limits are the & u&?@@éﬂ?ﬁﬁﬁ :; nll:;iund R l-t,
is improbable that Sir 'thgngg ﬁuﬁrg ‘would in I j{etﬂemex.l;: fix :@ u MQ;IB
parts and leave it to b&’ determined in other places by the it lagers e M rn;n_ s,t :
that in many plnces'where the -Py F“amh Limits are ‘tt.xe" true bqnn al‘lyl‘ ke d
unlimited enjoyment is claimed ; that for.merly the main cordon of hi ;dax;)ouf]
Sundoor was considered to be its principal defence, Wl;ereas they wou l'l? 1ts
chief source of weakness if the real boundary ha.d been on the' tops of th;, '11 S-.TB
w claimed, instead of being generally at their base according to the Pymuish,
111:: i of’this view, the opinion of Mr. Cloggtoun as to the general run of the
: is referred to. '
Suél dO(I)r zzzzldutgnls ;;rfb Macartney stated, that to prevent a e dead. Iock' ”* he had
: ti]e bl;ginning ma,de concessions against his opinion as to thedjusuce of the case,
but that he would in future adhere to .the Pym‘d“"h‘as the boun ffr)" o :
7. Upon this Mr. Wright applied to the (mllect.or for instruc ions as »z
whether the Pymaish limits should be adopteq as the basis of set‘tlement as insiste
r. Macartney. The Collector replied that tife questlon was one to be
on by ‘l\_ T . and asked Mr. Wright to submit his report on the dispute,
setled Dy o Macartey's obsorvatiois thereon, have now beom subini

by the ;(jpnlre?to" tasat has Dean offected as regards the demareation of the Raman-
; 8. Ar:3 aﬁrjiein other respects no settlemauféhas been come to. .lt is tf’ be
roog raélni;‘} ’t the attempt at settling the dispute sjould have resulted in so little,
rTe}%:egsar % lc?bserve that the map should have-‘béen clearer, and the Collector’s
. i uller. :
repoz;c Sh%;’l:?h:::engz:sig;h ;oing into detail with regard to each particular
i ho should have expressed his views as tq the justness or ?therwise of
locall’g:g :hz Pyatiateh a0 counts as the limits of the British claims, which seems to
aceep

~ be the principle adyocated by Sundoor. He should have discussed the question
e 5 -

.

of tracts claimed and apparently, 10 some cases at .Iea,st,'long‘ e.njo_yed by British
:Hagers, though not inclnded in the Pymaish, and given his opinion as tr:x the effect
i S facts on the respective claims. He should also have given some
f)f thes:‘ ’xf(t;.;s to the dcsoription and value of the disputed territory.
Y 1Olt, geems to the Board that there is some force in what Bir. Macartney
ur e,sl (:;ith regard to the general principle of keeping the boundary near the line
thft would be indicated by following the P?*ma_ish accounts. Thess. are not ‘always
safe guides, but,,controned by (other indications, often afford evidence of great

yalueil The principle of being guided to a great extent by them was followed -

by Mr. Clogstoun and adopted by

* (,0., 2nd June 1869, No. 190. Government® in a former settlement

" of & similar dispute, and gn the whole the Board are of opinion that, with the

concessions which Sundoor seems willing to grant if the principle is generally
acknowledged, it should be adopted now.
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No. 8,041.
Proceepings #F THE Boarp oF Revenue, dated 5th November 1875.

Read the following letter from J. H. MASTER, Esq., Colleetor of Bellary, to
H. E. STUKES, Esq., Acting Secretary to the Board of Revenue, dated
26th Augustal875, No, 329 :—

I mave the honor to submit the papers connected with the dispute regarding
the boundary between the Sundoor State and British Territory.

2. In G.O., No. 1,120, of the 1st September 1874, sanction was given to the
matter being negotiated by an officer of the Revenue Survey Department. Mr.
d’x‘ight, in company with the Rajah’s Agent, Mr. Macartney, went round the whole
boundary ; and in the month of March last, when he had eompleted the tour,

Mr. Wright addressed a letter to me asking whether the question that the limits

of our ¢ pymaish” or old survey accounts were to be accepted as the boundary
was to be considered settled as the Rajah’s Agent would consent to nothing else.

3. I replied that the matter could only be settled by a reference to higher
authority, and that I did not think it advisable to Make the reference at that stage
of the proceedings as, if admitted, it would be yielding in ¢ofo to the claims of the
Sundoor State without inquiry into the claims put forth by the surrounding
villagers, I, thgrefore, requested him, after inquiry as to the enjoyment of the
villages lying contiguous, to furnish a detailed report, with plans, showing the
lme he might decide upon and that'claimed by the Rajah’s Agent.

4. This report he furnished in May last; but; as it had not been seen by
Mr. Macartney, I referred it to ‘gun in order that he might make his remarks upon
it, These he has now furnishe ’

5. It will be observed by the map which has been prepared that in most of
the cases in dispute Mr. Wright has proposed a line of boundary giving about
half to either side. This decision Mr. Macartney calls arbitrary and not grounded
on any general principle.

6. It would be useless for me to go through the remarks of either gentlemen
with reference to each particular loeality ig dispute, suffice it to say that, although
Mr. Macartney has, in certain instances, ceded the claim of our villages to a small
portion of the outer slopes of the Sundoor Hills, as a general rule he claims that
the limits of the land méntioned in our pymaish or old survey accounts should be
the utmost which can be claimed by the Government, and that all land beyond
those limits must be considered to be the Rajah’s. The matter, except only the
Ramandroog Range, in the demarcation of-which an agreement has been effected,
is therefore, I regret to say, as far-off settlement as ever.

7. The fart is that the Government have, in the decision of a former bound-

ary dispute—that between Sundoor and

Vv tltgee go Political, No. 190, dated 2ud June 5,0 __admitted, upon the recommenda-
: tion of Mr. Clogstoun, the pr}nciple now
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put forward, and Mr. Macartney, on bellalf of the Rajah, now states his willingness — ~ & bo myself. That there has been a quass-enjoymgnt 1y 3 dlel;.led b t;be : -ai'off;:: i;o:i:is: \0
that the matter should be left to ti itrati f that tl ™ mainly hill territory, though there would not be ‘much of it le ¢ were the claim
elt to vhe ampitration of tha gentieman. 3 . 2 . i ticable for the Rajah to prevent frequent
8. I 'think Ehat d the eiss &j villagers admitted, and it would be utterly impracticable )
Copy of letter from the Agent to the Rajah of . Wity IR :

Sundoor, No. 11, 20th March 1875, to the First cumstances, notwithstanding that that g
Assistant Superintendent, Revenue Survey.

Letter from the First Assistant Superintend- ge.ntleman g fn » .m.amlel: i C(?Hl'
ent, Revenne Survey, No. 8, dated 22nd March mitted to a certain opinion, his appoint-
1875, to the Collector of Bellary. : 54 > the onl

Copy of Collector's letter, No. 397, dated ment as arbitrator would b Gl 1 y

244h March 1875, to the Firat Assistant Super.  Way of settling the matter satisfactorily
indent, Revenue Survey.

frespass.  Besides, the hills are farmed out yearly to contractors, who.in.theﬁr turn sublet
portions to others and not unfrequently to the villagers themselves. N?wlxt is evident that any
privileges whatsoever allowed on the Rajah's estate by persons of this ¢lass °°“'_d never be
ground for establishing a prescriptive right if indeed such.a. right can, under azfy cfm;:stancef,
be established against a Sovereign State, a supposition which I very mu'ch question. ; en again
%o constitute any title by prescription even under the most favorable circumstances, there must
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G L = f b 7t Bbs h f & q I 17 the Rajah’ and I therefore recomn]end ¢ hav‘e been an uninterrupted user, ex;rclsed ﬂzc ']Jl: nec Glam, nec pirecarto, which cann
2. ester from. the Agent to Rajah of Sun oor, . R : 4 to the present claims.
S No. 19, dated 1st Mny 1875, i th_e First that the Government be requested to w’\h'{?’?.---": Proved to have existed in reference O' p c i A Hattato b thi il
* Assistant'Superintendent, Reyonge Survey. sanction it. Mr. Clogstoun would simply Wi ‘5. That there are primé facie reasons for o SRR Fe
Summary of Byidence regarding the Sundoor h : : > : XV boundary of Sundoor appears, I submit, from the following considerations, viz. :—
Boundary, dated 8th May 1875, taken by the first  have to 80 over the ground with the e i 5 3 ir Th Munro would in his settlement fix the boundary at
Assistant Superintendent, Revenue Survey. map, record of evidence, &o. which & . (@) It is very unlikely that Sir T_ a2 i q { N adils ad
: Report of the First Assistant Superintendent, h Iroactets : dx parts and leave it to be determined in other places by ignorant an Tapacious villag
i Revenug Survey, on the proposed gettlement of 18Ve already been prepared. 9% Sios d fupulous curnams. I use these epithets advisedly and as the result of my
tbeL Sundot;_r Bounl:iar , 13th May 11]87'5&a 9. The correspondence, as per : }t % nmln i o fun;cru;; thon : i "
» etter from the Agent to the jah  of > ikilhe . fBowledge of many o : Ay in poi
Sundoor, No, 31, datedglmh July 1,875,"30 t)‘;e margin, 18 enclosed. T request that it d { (B) . That'in many places the limits.of the pymaish e, in point of {act. the true boundar'y.
: Collector of Bellary. - mway be returned eventually. A map v though even in such places almost unlimited enjoyment:is claimed, and in Tshy. biocs the, .
: Map of the disputed S also accompanies ‘ ]‘m‘tg h very pear the same hill which the accounts eall the Sundoor Hill, leaving a
. ‘ Muits approach ver : : 35
. i o[;'p:ultivable land at the extreme slope, and that, if such'land had then belonged to British
T - EmcommxyiNo; 1. 3. territory, it would have certainly been included in the pymaish, kel & bs i
From J. MACARTNEY, Esq., Agent to the Rajah of Sundoor, to J. H. WRIGHT, Esq., First 4 (e )’ That formerly the main cordon of hills around Su.ndoor m.ze consndfr;m t; eh!t;
Assistant Superintendent, Revenue Survey, Bellary District, dated Golurlinganhully, principal defence, but they would have been its chief source of weakness if the real boundary ;1
20th March 1875, No. 11. % been on the tops ;f‘the hills a8 now claimed and not as-generally at the pymawslhmns x;em- tf e
> “ule : rele
Haviva now completed our cireuit of the Sundoor State, T haye the honor to explain ¢, you | base. In substautial corroboration of the opinions which I have be;.e -e:f m:;i’ro Zun:ep:u:m;
what are the claims put forth on the part of Sundoor.and my views generally as to the validity ¢ Aen Jou to Mr. Clogstoun’s report on the settlement of the. :Ieg 18p .i'h 'ml ooy
of those ¢laims, ‘ b : Y Se-rit Ry _ " - 4 " ®Xamination and inquiry, ho cxpresses his confident opinion as to the gene -
2. The present Rajah succeeded to his paternal inheritance in 1863 With the understandin, s Suadoor boundary. ' | ily thi
ndin o aary hastily this
that its limits had been defined by the Revenue Settlement of the late Sir Thomas Munr, if A 6. In conclusion, I cannot but express my regret that )S'oudahouldhih::ea:ore;:;d.: the
1803-4. Subsequently to the last-mentioned dates the State was taken possession of by the ‘ § _ 'morning come to the conclusion you did in x:eference to. the dn'x;J oor cnor sy
Honorable East India Company on behalf of the last of the Peishwas, who sooq after broke fajth B Motalacoonta bolduey, $hu queskion Sevsr Savdug - brexr Aisoussel™ by u;. threshold of our
with the Company. The State, therefore, was not handed over to the Peishwa, bug some years AL on the part of Sundoor called for. In order to prevex‘zt a dead liock. at tfe hvery AR B
later, on the aceession of Sir Thomgs Munro to the Governorship of Madras, one of his first acts was & - demareation work, I made concessions beyond my o gt L gt tt : cz:) f
to have it restored to its .ongmal owner, who wag reinstated in the enjoyment of glj his formep ! j - “ X shall adhere to t,he pymaish as the boundary until it has been proved not to be so,
rights, privileges, and immunities, About that time an inseription appears to have been made | (True Copy-)
on a stone in a small muttum or mausoleum at Chicka Sundoor mentioning the fact of the 2 (Signed)  J. H. MASTER,
restoration of the State and in a rough way defining its boundary at salient points. Though this -y Collector.
inseription “oes not refer by name to the pymaish settlement of 1803-4, yeot it contains references LY S S
to portions of it and is not inconsistent with it on the whole, - 5 & ’ Excrosvee No. 2.
3. Since 1 j i ivi iminal jurisdiot: iy : it, R Survey, to J. H. MASTER
» Stnece 1863 the Rajah has exercised the civil and eriminal jurisdiction handed down to ey - From J. H. WRIGHT Esq., First Assistant Superintendent, Revenue Y, »
him to the fallest extent within the aforesaid limits as far as they were ascertainable by hin and ; \-jj | Ny Coll ; r :;Bellary dated Golorlinganhully, 22nd March 1875, No. 8.
without let or hindrance on the part of the highest loeal Government authorities, the only question b N * iy AR ; ori 'n‘;]blecter:‘ No. 11 (to be returned), dated 20th March
arising from time to time being as to whether he had exceeded those limits, and on proof being ‘g\ : T Bova the honor to en.c I;vse m-lentg,and request you wiN be good enough to inform me how
& given that he had not, the matter was forthwith dropped. He has, therefore, clearly a right tq E:*"‘"‘_ f : :§7§' phai th.e 150 Aipll ’6 of his letter as he will admit no boundary but the limits
2 assume that, on the part of Her Majesty's Government, his claims are not contested, As regards £< \ O R PR |
L all others whatsoever, it is for them o prove their title )

“of ‘our pymaish, which. if admitted by you, will have to be carefully measured up by the Revenue
Inspectors all r:mnd th’o estate and then be demarcated th}.x stone's. A e
gy if the boundary demanded by the Agent is admitted, all f?rther negotutxon. must
;“m ‘bnt ;n- ::ym;;“ remark the Government villages strongly protest against such proteedings.

his against them,

4. This brings me to notice the claims of enjoyment on the

part of ‘surrounding villagera,
The extravagance and absurdity of many of these

claims must be ag pparent to you as they are
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3. With reference to the Agent’s remfk regarding my hasty conclusion, I beg to inform
you I merely stated, after inspecting the bouslary from the top of the hills, I could not admit the
narrow chains of hills running between Motalakunta and Bummagunda, both Government villages,
belonged to Sundoor, as, in my experience of such cases, the top of the hills formed the boundary
between the two villages, but the Agent will not admit any enjoyment by the Government villages
beyond their pymaish. g

Exncrosver No. 3.

From J. H. MASTER, Esq., Collector' of Bellary, to J. H. WRIGHT, Esq., First Assistant
Superintendent, Revenue Survey, dated Ramandroog, 24th March 1875, No. 397.

. In acknowledging your letter, No. 8, dated the 22nd instant, and its’ enclosure herewith
returned, I have the honor to state that the question as to whether the limits of our pymaish
accounts are to constitute the boundary of Sundoor can only be settled by Government.

2. I do not think, however, that at this stage of the inquiry it would be advisable to refer
this question only if agreed to, as it would in fact be yielding in tofo to the claims of the Sundoor
State with regard to the fixing of the boundary. ot

3. The Government will .only be able to decide upon your detailed repart with maps and
plans of the whole length of the line in dispute, which should show exactly the limits you have
found on inquiry to have been in the enjoyment of the villages lying contiguous, and the limiss

claimed by the Rajah’s Agént, viz., the pymaish.
(True Copy.)
i (Signed) J. H. MASTER,
; Collector.

e ———

Excrosurz No, 4.

Form J. MACARTNEY, Esq., Agent to the Rajah of Sundoor, to J. H. WRIGHT, Esq., First

Assistant Superintendent, Revenue Survey, No, 2, Bellary, dated Sundoor, 1st May 1875,
No. 19. .

. -

In reply to your demi-official note of the 25th ultimo, I have the honor to furnish you with s
statement of the boundary which, on behalf of the Rajah, I am prepared to accept aud a8 fo
considerable portions of which we are agreed. _

2. Commencing with the trijunction of Rajahpur, Mysore, and Sundoor, a line drawn across
the entrance of Raghala Kolla and passing along the outer slope of Patcha-rayana tattoo at the
foot of the hill i-bﬁnding the end of the hilléin the same form and proceeding to Toombre Marada
Kolla, then bending outwards and passing' along the outer slope of Ur-hindina tattoo at about
half the slope, thus crossing. Veerabhudrada Gundi and proceeding in the same way along the outer
slope of Hanamappana Goodda, thence along the pymaish limits of Linganhul)y to the Yettinhutty
lands ranging with those of Bunnyhutty and Gouripur, the line proceeds in- a slanting direction
to the Murarpur Hill. From the point of its junction with the hill it then proceeds along the
middle of the outer slope of the Murarpur hill to a stone at the end of the same. Thence*the
boundary is already settled up to the mouth of Hiri-Gungadi Kolla, from which poinf it proceeds
along Kanigin Marada Kolla, crossing a saddle called Addi Dibba and proceeding along a kolla
nearly in the same line to Hadi Dhone, thence alopg the boundary of the Shettikeri cultivation
towards the north-west and crossing another saddle at the lowest point and proceeding along the
foot of the inner block of hills elose to J ogappana Kolla, and on in a similar way past Kurdi Kolla,
from which point the line runs along the face of the hill at about half the slope to the wall called
Mikada Kotta, running from the top of the hill to the Hospett road. A straight line from the point
of its junction with this part of Mikada Kota on to Sujji-haravoo, thence to Belladachina Kanavyi
aud on to Bella Marada Kanavi, and so over the Droog range to Hali Kalavi, the junction of

Sundoor, Yessankeri, and Dhanapur. The line then takes a southern direction at 3 uniform distance

s T O Sy

T

aalll e il e 7 W AW

ALy

e e

Propose in the disputed portion.

g ¢ . NI T AT ey M A & e e L s et st
BB v s AR SR SR

from the Ramandroog range, to wit, the distan {2 of the stone called Katana from the foot of
Ramandroog on as far as to Tattigina Mardi, the!lin a westerly direction along the rising ground
forming the water-shed for the Rajahpur tank g.nd Garg, and so on to Bode Bande, thence to.a
large banyan tree and along the cultivated lands of Somalapur, and back to the foot of the main
range thence along the Ankamanhall and Sanyasihully lands as marked out by my curnams,
rounding ‘“ Jizgenhully Manna Dibba " at the base, and proceeding, as marked, partly on the slope
of Manna Dibba eastward as far as to a series of small hills running south and joined to the
Toomergudi Manna Dibba. I would observe that I use the distinctive terms *‘ Jiggenhully ' ar}d
“ Toomergudi ”* merely to mark the respective dibbas ; the line proposed runs along the aforesaid
series of small hills to the Toomergudi Manna Dibba, turns again to the west and proceeds along
the slope of the latter Manna Dibba at a distance of half the slope ; r(tunds it and proceeds east-
ward along the southern base of the Dibba to the foot of Boodhala Gundina Kolla; then souchwa.rds
along the foot of the main chain to the beginning of the Swamyhully boundary, then.ce the line
Tuns again eastward, cutting the numerous Kollas at the entrance, and the correspon.dmg spurs at
a varying distance from the pymaish limits below along the Swamyhully a.nd Tonash.nghcrry lands.

At Badayana Goodda (No. 140 of the pymaish of Tonashagherry) the line ben(!s in a southerly

direction between Badayana Gooda and the main range, a stream of water there being the boundary
on to the month of Nir Kolla. The spurs and kollas along the Golarlinganhully bounda'ry are ‘all

passed similarly at about an average distance of one-thiyd of the outer s.lope of the m'aun chain,

and the same distance from the pymaish limits on to Chinna Jolada Rasi; it then passes in a north-

easerly direotion between the hills of Hiri and Chinna Jolada Rasi ; then ea'xstwards- along a kolla

between the former and Bande-haravina Gooda; rounds the latter along Ashina M:.mda Kolia, and
Proceeds along the lower slopes of Bande-haravina Goodda at about an equal dlsta.x.xce from the

Pymaish limits and the hill proper on to Bande Kolla at the entrance, whence the line proceeds

eastwards to the last of the Mysore Baunds, viz., the trijunction of Palyanhully, Mota.!acoonta,

and Sundoor. :

" Excrosvre No. 5.

" Heport on the Proposed Settlement of Sundoor Boundary as directed in the Order of

@ overnment, No. 1,120, of 1st September 1874.

I have inspected the whole of the boundary in company with 3‘{"’ J. Msear tney, Agent for the
Rajah of Sundoor ; alse the Tahsildars of the Hospett and Kudlighi Talugs with their Revenue
Inspectors were present. :

2. It was deemed advisable to go right round the boundary ?f the Sundoor territory before
coming to any decision. We commenced operations at Mapuram in the Hospett Talug ff°m_tb?
already-settled junction of Sundoor and the Mysore territory and cloee.d at Matxflakunta, _Ixudhghl
Tlluq, on the other settled junction of Sundoor and the Mysore territory, .ta.kmg the'evxdence of
the different villagers connected with the disputed boundary, at the same time preparing a rough

-

- &ketch. On the sketch map the portion of the boundary settled by mutual agreement is indicated

by a plain red line, and the line BCD E F was settled by Mr. Glogstor.m in ‘18.69 as per Order
of Government, No. 190, dated 2nd June 1869. The plain black line is the boundary proposed
by the Agent of Sundoor. The portions colored yellow are still in dispute.

8. The black dotied line indicates the boundary claimed by the adjoining Government

villagers,

4. The red Jine between the plain black and dotted lines indicates the boundary I would

5.  Rajahpuram and Ubbalagandi.—At Rajahpuram and Ubbalagandi the main chain of hills
of Sundoor lie next to Nowlooty and Matkalpenta at Gungalalunchi Gudds, and run on to the

Yettinbatty pass ; in the front on the east side of the main chain of hills are small ranges of hills

lower in elevation. The ecultivation extends to the foot of the outer range of hills in both thug
, . 5
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villages. The Agent of Sundoor proposes his gpoundary should run from the settled point at
Raganakallathahallah along the foot of the outef slopes of the hills up to Tumbramoratha Kollah,

from thence half the outer slopes up to the pymaish of Linganhally next to the Yettinhatty
land as per his letter No. 19.

6. As I consider the Government villagers have a strong claim to a portion of the hills for
grazing, &c., I would propose their houndary should run from the settled point at Raganakallatha-
hallah to the top of Patcharayanakonda and along the tops of the hills to Vobamattina-arava
Konda across the second inner range of hills to the foot of the main chain of hills. Gungalalunchi
Gudda, along the same valley up to a saddle of the hills near the mango trees (but excluding the
latter) to Anumappana Konda, and so on along the tops of the ridge of the outer range of hills next
to Ayanahully to the undisputed boundary of Linganhally next to Yettinahatty.

7. From Yettinhatty to Joga. —From the junction of Yettinhatty and Gouripuram culti-
vation at the foot of the hills. The Agent of Sundoor proposes his boundary should go along half
the outer slopes of the hills to a stone marked A mnext to J oga said to be already settled by
Mr. Clogstoun in 1869, >

8. 1 would propose the boundary should run from the junction of Yettinhatty and Gouri-
puram to a saddle on the hills next to Morarpur, thence to Hirayettinagudda along the tops of
these hills to the end at Mausenavadevy Gudda, then round on the tops of the hills opposite te
and down the slopes to the stone B at Huvarihavi. Though there is a stone at A on the ground
near Joga and claimed by the Agent of Sundoor as part of the boundary settled in 1869, it is not
mentioned in the settlement by Mr. Clogstoun, but the stones from B at Huvanibavi to F at
Hiragungadi are entered, and the same are owned by the Joga villagers as the boundary settled,
but they know nothing about the stone at A .

9. From Joga to Koriganur.—The Agent of Sundoor proposes his boundary should go from
the stone F at Hiragungadi along ths valley np Kaniginamarathu Kollah next the Joga and
Kakhall hills to Adda Dibba, then along the valley to the foot of the hills at Avtakomtribe, and
alony the foot of the hills at Shettikeri, skirting the cultivation of Papanaickenhally to a saddle
on the hills and crossing the saddle goes along the foot of the eastern slopes to Jogapana Kollah, so
on aleng the foot of “the slopes of the vuter range of hills to Karidi Kollah, and from this point

along half the slopes of the outer range of hills to Mikathakota, next to Kaniganar and up the hill
to Sudja-arava next to Kulhully. -

10. I would propose the boundary should run from the stone F -at Hiragungadi to the top
of the lower range of hills on to the upper part of Adda Dibba. Soon along the hills to the foot
of Ambasamudram Kollah, which is the foot of the main chain of hills, then along the tops of the
lower range of hills to the foot of Jogapana Kollah, from thence across the top of a lower range of
hills to the foot of the main chain of hills skirting the same. Then up a ravine to Tamaratha
Matti near Sudja-aravu. -

11. I consider the Government villagers have 'a claim to this boundary, for the Papanaick-
enhally villagers have nearly 100 acres of cultivation in Shettikeri valley, which is also in the
pymaish, Also the Jugligi villagers have oultivated about 10 acres of land in the valley behind
Karidi Kollah for twenty years without any dispute, though it is not ineluded in the pymaish,

which account extends only to the foot of the ocuter slopes of the hills. Between Kalhally in the
Hospett Talug and Madarhally in Sundoor there is no dispute.

12.  The above boundary still gives to Sundoor what is called the main chain of hills and
what they consider an important line for defence.

18.  From Danapuram to Konanihally.,
should run from the hill called Bellamaratha K

feet from the foot of the hills, which is the distance the Katana stone is from the foot of the big

hills near the Nagalapuram Ghaut, and to be continued at the saime uniform distance to the
 boundary of Kaminihally, then along the water-shed to Bods Bandi, the junction of the Hospett
and Kudlighi Talugs, |

—The Agent of Sundoor proposes his boundary

- Siliah Kollah.

: foot of the same kollah.

‘ : to ¢
* and that of Motalakunta on the other side, which causes me to

oviui Gudda down the hill to Hulikalavi about 800

~ 13th May 1875.
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14. T quite agree with this boundary, and th 3 Revenue Inspector informed me the villagers

also concurred, and will be very glad to have the linfjts demarcated as soon as possible to puvt an end
7 : : o1 a number of years past.
0 the continual guarrels which have been going on 1or a n ‘ oL
15 JThero (:s no dispure along the boundary of Bandri and Somalapuram next to Kamini
of i 1idi
hally of Sandoor up to a stone at the foot of Muttumaridi. ; :
ylc; uFr m gomrzlapwam to Samhully —The Agent of Sundoor proposes his boundary
0 U 4 . : by
should run from the stone at Muttumaridi along the foot of the hills as indicated by the'black
line on the sketch map up to the foot of Mamidimoratha Kollah, - then round the outside of

Jinzemhally Manna Dibba to the foot of the big hills, azain near Angadihiranhally, so on round the

' Pummiaracadi Manna Dibba along the foot of the hills to Nuchandratha Kollah next to Samhully.

— te junction of Maladevanahally and Samhally

e ‘fo 5?1‘”""1‘;’!2"7:;3;“ I:;o;lu:t}i‘:oiu:arked out roughly with sticks and small

el b !hs;-uns on the slopes of the spurs from the big hille about one-fourth _of

the slopes to within a certain distance of Neera Kollah where the str.eztim ?t:ag:tia;::;da;fdtﬁ
it turns towards Honimaratha Kollah up t.llxe ;lope; to :l:;u:;n;—:::; la;md:- i

Ryt emfiOfari;“:l‘(:'«l:‘;lznl«:?::t‘zytoo‘:;e33 ysore Boundary.—The Sundoor bou.ndary

TR (fde of Chinna Joladarasi, crosses a saddle, and 80 on down the drainage

o "0““.‘(11 thi‘ (;’:tf;:h Jolladarasi up Ashinamarida Kollah round tl}e foot of she outer elo;{es

:;‘ ;;l:nggf:lrlai;:ao(}udda to the foot of Bandi Kollah, theh up the rising ground fo the point

s hine z‘;]:h:oif::; s:r;;t:z;)r should go from the stone near Muttumaridi up

1.9' NI Kirabkalagudda ; eross the saddle between Kanganadattagudd'a and

i R ntinued al'ong half the outer slope of the main range of hills up

: then up the hills to the top at Bandi Kollah, across to the water-

bamboos his boundary whic

the main range of hills and be ¢
to Sambravikolah at Bomalagunda,

* shed near and at_the settled point A next to the Mysore territory.

20. Th maish of Akkanahully and Ankamanhal extends on both sides of Kangaradatta-
: . e py ; |
- ocks anna in are table Tands unfit for cultivation, but¥
Th ' £ land called danna Dibba are bl ( _
eove 2eld ith :)::s(::v:):od '1:d in the rainy season With grass rising from an elevation of about 40
red w1 3

: in range of hills.
3 ;;31001"’:“ a;xz}:s:ozz o;::;:dxx'nliranhally comes up to nearly the foot of the outer slopes of
; e P,

- 1 he foot of the hills, Tt is evident
ivati hully is earried on up tot 0 ;
S e cnl'hmt;on e Soa:ees iyn Necru Kollah have been enjoyed under a ?utta in Tanasa-
:N:lm :1}:8 lc;ngdp:rllﬁ;g 61: ::;gvernment and not to Sundoor, also they have some mmam land at the
edy that land be

ds all along the foot of the hills.

d on one side of Bandi-aravana Gudda
onclude the hills belong to them.
of the boundary remaining unsettled should be

94. The cultivation of Golurlinganhally e:ften- .
95. The land belonging to Bomalagunda s situa

26. The Agent of Sundoor proposes the parts
settled by arbitration. : -
27. The following documents accompany this reportb- HA
One Summary of Evidence regardln;gf,St;nd;o:heoAgent .o ol
& Mﬂ s 1TO X
One Letter, No. 19, of 18 % fom the Kudlighi Taluq Tahsildar,

the boundar :
gz: i::;::l: th: Hospett Talug Tahsildar regarding the Ayanahully boundary.

One Sketch map.

(Signed)  J. H. WRIGHT,
Brriary,

First Assistant Superintendent,
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Exdliosors No. 6.

From J. MACARTNEY, Esq., Agent to the tajah of Sundoor, toJ. H. MASTER, Esq., Collector
of Bellary, dated Sundoor, 10th July 1875, No. 31.

Is reply to your letter, No. 751, dated 4th ultimo, I have the honor to submit the following
remarks on Mr. Wright's proposed settlement of the Sundoor boundary :—

1. Mr. Wright enunciates no general principle on the basis of whieh a settlement could be made,
I presume, therefore, he has none to offer. He seldom assigns any reasons for the boundary
which he proposes, nor does he attempt to controvert the principles laid down by me in my letter,
No. 11, dated 20th March last, though I cannot but regard them as worthy of careful attention.

In every case in dispute his proposed settlement appears to me most arbitrary, and therefore
anything but satisfactory. -

2. To'begin at the junction of Rajahpur, Mysore, and Sundoor, I would observe that the
hill named Patcharayana Kouda is a continuation of the same range which forms the boundary
between Mysore and Sundoor ; and, as the pymaish of Rajahpur runs along the foot of its elopes,
I am at a loss to understand why the continuation of the boundary chould at once assume such an

eccentric sweep as"that proposed by Mr. Wright, the more especially as until we met on the -

ground no claim on the part of the villagers of Rajahpur had been made for more than the whole of
outer slopes of Patcharayana Konda.® Their present claim, like many others, appears to have
been set up simply with the view of getting as much as they could of what was hitherto considered

to be a part of Sundoor and with the knowledge that they incurred no risks however extravagant
their claims might be. 3

3. The same remarks are more or less applicable to the proposed Wobligundi boundary.
Mr. Wright’s view of what constitutes the main range seems to me a narrow and contracted one.
At this point, as at many others, the main range comprises a block chain cut 1:}';:' I admit, by d
valleys parallel to the run of the hills, but the ridges formed being connected at both ends with
what Mr. Wright calls the main range. * The pymaisk Hmits hers as at Rajahpur skirt the foot
of the outer slopes. Mr. Wright states that the Government villagers have a strong claim to that :

portion of the hills for grazing purposes; but, beyond the consideration that sueh an arrangement
would be convenient for the villagers, he does not venture to hint at any grounds for such a claim.

I myself can see no reason why, if that portion of the hills formed a part of British territory when
the pymaish was made, it should not have been included in it. On the south and west of Sundoor
hills quite as high, but of far less value in point of fact, are included in the pymaish measure-
ments. The claim of Sundoor is to the pymaish limits, but half the outer slopes were conceded on
the basis of negotiation. 1 may mention that the Veerabudra pass, the sole entrance to the

block, part of which is claimed by Mr. Wright, is one of the boldest and most rugged of the

numerous passes which lead into the main chain of hills by which Sundoor is bounded.

4, 1In describing my proposed boundary onwards from Hanamappana Goodda in my letter
to Mr. Wright, No. 19, under date 1st May 1875, I used the words *‘thence along the pymaish
limits of Linganhully.”” Tn doing sog considered Ayanhully and Linganhully as one pymaish.
Ayanhully has been for many years in ruins and uninhabited. The pymaish here as at Lingan-
hully does mot touch the hills atall, a fact, I respectfully submit, which it will be hard to
account for except on the supposition that the pymaish was and is the true boundary. Yet even
here Mr. Wright propeses to give the whole of the outer slopes to the ruined village of Ayanhully.
My‘proposed line here, therefore, must be considered as the actual limits of the pymaish and not
as represented by Mr. Wright ¢n the sketch wap along the foot of the hills.

8. Proceeding westwards from the junction of Gouripur and Yettinhutty, my proposal is
bo cede from our claim the half of the outer slopes of the hill to the stope marked A of the Joga
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‘then at issue, might easily have been over

- Were expressed in the vaguest te!:ﬂ:é.
—cult to press the claim tothe pymaiskl
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‘measurement, however, the said numbe

 claims of the villagers, who, if they

Settlement of 1869, the pymaish running along or near the base. In one o; two ga‘}:f'ilthi:i nxs
some cultivation up to the foot of the range, the remainder, for a long distance from the hills, 71 g
immemorial waste. Mr. Wright refuses to recognise the stone marked A as part of the settle-

ment of 1869 on the grounds that the villagers of Joga repudiate it. But I was a party to that

2 i £ t when the stone
settlement, and accompanied Mr. Clogstoun's munshi ab the Collector’s reques

was placed. 1 should have thought that the princiP .
omnia rite acta. But [ maintain that the repudiation

le ought to be assumed that on that occasion
of the Joga villagers ought to go for

nothing, as I had to report to the Collector at the time that they, one and all, refused to attend,
»

accompanying their refusal with a threat to the effect that the stones should not. long be there,

a threat which was subsequently par
since replaced by order of the Collecf,or

that the stone marked A is not mentione
only three stones of the six are actually

t1y verified by the utter demolition of several of the ator_\ee
and at the expense of Government. As to the allegation
d in Mr. Clogstoun’s report, I would merely observe that
mentioned by Mr. Clogstoun, the direction only of the
line in which two others are placed being given, and that the stone A, though agreed upon and

i ds the main question
i i g importance than the others as regar .
R o Jooked. Mr. Wright's line here is so eccentric and

i i it will ever be adopted 28 a final
80 improb boundary that I can hardly imagine 1 |
improbable as a y & 1

settlement. ]

h a block range of considerable diﬁicult;’ 3 but, althou'gh.the line Pl‘Opos‘ed
by mz.frgmn;‘;r?;):;;igi Kolla may seem to cone_ed'e the question ;.s to :‘!::h]::g tﬁi til;et :?;::S;
being the boundary, I am not the less of the opinion .tha.t even ;ri'ore S rishe ey
Sir Thomas Munro, and I take the same objection Wh’lch | ha,fveth @ ey g e o_f Wrgne
view of what consti,tntes the main chain. The gn.aat 'dxstance 0 ake 00\; :‘-m fe :i(; e oy
from any of ourillages, and the facts that the seigmiorage, for sake :

isi ¢ the sub-contracts
3 i i t any adequate supervision, and that ntra
subrented to the villagers on that mdeh::t:i:d ; eze e e e by

s mits.  Mr.Wright gronnds the claim fo his proposed houndary
Aikenhully.have a considerable amount of cultivation in
in the pymaish. 1 am at a loss to conceive how that

E i sed by me excludes the said cultivation. His
i the question as the line propo : : iy
e T o .am;ftt the}ugligi villagers have cultivated about ten acres of land behx'nd Karidi
;Qt;mdf argume:xt 18;:_6igh Lo yéars if I remember the accounts correci:ly.f Mr. W‘niglht, hzew-
. e b
e:e: o:i:sw:: n’;e’;:tion that the said cultivation Was falsely entered as part of a pymaish number,

: TS ded on the south by the Sundoor hill. On actual
o b A e : ee:toe‘::is only to the foot of the outer slopes of the hill,

first on the fact that the villg.gera-of Papaned
the Shettikeri valley, the same being enter

unts as the Sundoor Hill. It is clear, therefore, that the

: . : 0 ) A

the same m?ntloned‘ in ?he p{::‘sshu:fiooor Hill, that ic has been 1rre.gularly culnva_i;ed, m}d t.k.lat

::ltxv::o‘fthm q::sl:;o:e;?g:;d or the kist paid to_the Sundoor State in future. This cultivation
ought either !

: d is only approachable by men
T : in both ways in a cul de sac, an e .
:,;n b:l;allkc;yt;f thehm:.!;;:? end:;ionsiderable elevation. Mr. Wright's sneer as to the main
d bullocks throug pass

3 ? ¢ gn important line of defence,”” I pass over with
chain of hills being considered by us as "~ an hatp; gaid to him in reference to the absurd

o ST e 4 fw
S g R pervel‘;l:: :heir way, would leave a mere shell instead of the

. that in former times the Sundoor Hill territory formed ite
iz.,

DRHEY o Eusion Dok shed belonged to another power, the hill

principal line of defence, but that, had the e::;x: e;vnter-
territory would only have been a source of w 3

undary of the Ramandroog range, which I regret to learn

7. We are agreed as to the bo 1 H
is the sole result of our four months’ labors and of the expense incurre
c

ok
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8. 1 pass on now to the two Manna Dibbas, which are sjmply lower plafeaus of the main
range. It appears to Mr. Wright that boundaries of States ought to run as nearly as possible in
straight lines, but in the
majority of instances
nature seems to repudiate
the theory. The sketch
given by him of the part
in dispute gives but a
very inadequate idea of
the real state of the ques-
tion. I append to the
margin a fac simile of

the sketch showing the ‘ \
actual measurements in \\
chains at various parts, o

from which it will be
seen that the sketch
too obviously favors the
claim new  set up.
There is no actual culti-
vation between the two
plateaus, nor does there
appear ever to havebeen
any. On the site of
Angadi Eeranhully there
are only traces of the
~ foundations of three or
four Douses : whether
they were ever actually
built and inhabited
geems @ question that
remaing to be solved.
With regard to Mr.
Wright's proposed bound-
ary, 1 would merely
observe that, judging
from the practice which obfains in other parts around the Sundoor State of ineluding hills
however worthless, it is altogether inexplicable that the two Manna Dibbas should have been
omitted except on a supposition which is fatal to the claims.

9. There is no existing village of Maladevanhully, nor has there been for many years
past. 'With regard to the proposed boundary from the junction of Malludevanhully and Swamy-
hully to Bommalagunda, until the receipt of Mr. Wrighf? s report I was under the impression that my

proposal was gencrally agreed to. Our claim was made and marked along the extreme foot of the

spurs, where run the limits of the pymaish; but, with the view of a settlement, I afterwards

_drew the present line along with Mr. Wright, to which mnot a single objection was wade ab the

time, or, if made, was then obviated, until we came to Nir Kolla, which Mr. Wright demanded
to be excluded. Ithereupon said that if, after making such considerable concessions all along,
his demand should be insisted on, I should forthwith consider myself at liberty to withdraw

all that I had conceded. Iam sorry, therefore, to think that there is an apparent want of

candor in the report, which, in the absence of any explanation, leaves it to be inferred that my
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second line was not an attempt at negotiation, but simply represents our original claim. My
letter to Mr. Cardozo from Ramadroog,
written under the impression that the negotia-
tion was then to close, and requesting that it should be allowed to go on, and which was seen by
Mr. Wright before being posted, clearly shows what was then my belief as to what had been
already done. I now find that Mr. Wright not only claims Nir Kolla, but proposes a still higher
line along the whole of thehill, and that no part of what we had gone over had been settled.
With regard to Nir Kolla, I ventare to affirm that, it is not ineluded in No. 140 of the pymaish
sottlement, that my line wholly ezefudes No. 140, and that it does not enclude any caltivation
at that part. The produce of the mango trees (amounting to thirty or more) has been long enjoyed
by the inhabitants of Kombatharavoo for the support of the village temple. That the produce
of thirty full-grown trees should be rented to any one at four annas per annum seems to me

D, O.~April.

absurd. Besides, the putta of Bomanta Raz merely mentions mango trees in"No. 140, which only _

reaches to the foot of Nirkolla, and does not include the mango trees in question. Along the Golar-
lingtl.nhully lands a similar measure of concession was made from our boundary as_originally
elaimed and marked out in hope of meeting Mr. Wright's views and thus facilitating fature
negotiation, :

10. I was sangaine enough to hope that Mr. Wright woyld resile from his hastily-formed
and injudiciously-declared opinion a8 to the Motalakunti boundary. As, however, he now continues
to adhere to it, [ am laid under the disagreeable necessity of representing the matter fully.
His proceedings as a negotiator on the morning on which we went out to try and demarcate the
boundary were so extraordinary as to throw grave doubsts on the probability of any successful
negotiation afterwards. Accompanied by certain of the villagers of Golarlinganhully and Mota-
lakunti—our people being ordered to stay behind on the ground that they were not wanted—he
assended the hill, sxa; after a cursory survey of the lie of the hills, came down to me at the point
where we had left off on the preceding day, when, without a word of discussion or argument,
BQ began to state loudly how he would carry his line, ‘thus totally eetting aside the Sundoor
claims, though only ez-parte evidence had been received and recorded. Taken by surprise,
Ireplied that he might draw his line where he pleased, but that I should expect ours to be marked,

- and that, if such was to be his procedure, there could be no further necessity for my remaining

on the field. Against Mr. Wright’s opinion, I have to point out that the pymaish, after embracing
rocky and utterly worthless ground, stops short of the hill by ten chains or .thorea.bouts, and thai
the intervening portion would certainly have been included in the Qymmsh h.a.d it been then
regarded as a part of British territory, and that, as Hiri Jolada Razis included in the pymaish of
Bomalagunda, it is difficalt to understand why Chinna Jolada Raz in the same line and contiguous
should not have been so entered on the supposition that Chinna Jolada Raz belonged to the same
village ; that on the south side of the latter hill a raised platform still exists under an old tree,
where the Sundoor hill contractors collected the seigniorage in former years when wood was more
plentifal, and finally that behind the same hill part of the valley was formerly eultivated by ryots

of Appayanhully.

~ 11. In conclusion, I pi-egume that the parts still in dispute will be finally settled by
arbitration, and am authorized to state that the Rajab, if the Government approve of such an
 MTangement, is perfectly willing that every mafter in dispute a}fonld be 'determined finally, and
Without appeal, by Mr. Clogstoun as sole arbitrator, in whose equity and judgment he has every
confidence, |

e

Excrosoxe No. 7.—Summary of Evidence.
- e

Excrosore No. 8.—~Map.
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G.0., 10th Jan. 1874, No. 40.
dy ist April |, ., 409,
” 1st Sep. s 9 1,120.

SusmitTED to Government with
reference to the Orders noted in the
margin.

2. These papers relate to a boundary dispute between Sundoor and the
adjacent villages belonging to Government. The Rajah, of late years, rented the
border forests which had become valuable to a contractor. This led to the recur-
rence of frequent disputes between the renter and the ryots of the Government
villages, the former alleging infringement of his rights and the latter complaining
of improper interference with privileges which they had enjoyed from time imme-
morial. In view to a final settlement of the matter the demarcation of the
Sundoor territory by the Revenue Survey Department as a separate work was
suggested by the Collector as a course acgeptable to all parties, and, on the recom-
mendation of the Board, the suggestion was approved by Government (G.O.,
-dated 10th January 1874, No. 40). ,

3. It was accordingly proposed to the Rajah’s Agent that the matter should
be settled by arbitration under Act XXVIIL. of 1860. To this arrangement the
Agent objected and proposed settlement by negotiation according to previous
custom. This course was approved in G.0., dated st September 1874, No. 1,120,

“and Mr. Wright, First Assistant Superintendent, Revenue Survey, was empowered
to negotiate on behalf of Government on the understanding that the result of the
negotiation should be submitted for the ratification of Government.

4. Operations were accordingly commenced, and Mr. Wright and the Rajah’s

Agent, Mr. Macartney, accompanied by subordinate Revenue “Uffic ars, iﬂspec.‘,eq" .

the whole bounda‘ry. Commencing at Rajapuram, the settled junction of Sundoor
. and the Mysore territory, and terminating at Motalaknuta, the other settled Junetion
- of the same territories, they made a complete circuit of Sundoor, taking evidence
as they proceeded and preparing a sketch map. The plain red line on this map
shows the portion of the boundary which was settled by mutuval agreement, The
line B C D E F was settled by Mr. Clogstoun in 1869(G.0.,2nd June 1869, No. 190)
The plain black line is the boundary proposed by the Rajah’s Agent. The portion;
colored yellow are still in dispute. The black dotted line is the boundary claimed
by the adjoining Government villages. The red line between the plain black and
dotted lines is the boundary Mr. Wright would propose in the dis
5. After the inspection of the boundary,
Mr. Wright explaining his views in respect of the Rajah’s claim. He stated that
about the time Sundobr was restored to its owner by Sir Thomas Munro an
nscription on stone was made in a Muttum mentioning the fact of the restoration
and defining roughly its boundary at salient-points, and that, though this insecri
tion does not by name refer to the Pymaish settlement of 1803-4, it refers to
portions of it, and is not inconsistent with it on the whole. He further states that
when the present Rajah succeeded in 1863, it was with the understanding that the
limits of the State had been defined by the revenue settlement of Sir Thomas
- Munro in 1803-4, and that since then the Rajah has exercised civil and criminal
jﬁfisdiction within such limits as far as ascertainable, without any objection being
raised by Government, the only question arising occasionally being whether he

puted portions.
the Rajah’s Agent wrote to
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. settled by Government, and asked Mr. Wr

.
™,
—

os 9.
! % locality, he should have expre
i ~ accepting the Pymaish account
" be the principle advocated by Sundoor.

¢ villagers, though not included in the

. information as to the description and

&

of ;"a similar dispute," and on the whole

-2y / N 4

those limits. ; : ;
hIa{ij::?: i(li;(:n is not contested by Government. As to the claims of engoyment on

the part of surrounding villagers, it is admitted that there has been guasi-en joyment,

but not such as to establish a prescriptive right against the Rajah. In support of

the assumption that the Pymaish limits are the true boundary, it is urged that it

is improbable that Sir Thomas n othier places by the villagers and curnams;

ve it to ba determined i
fﬁm ¥ es whére the Pymaish limits are the true boundary almost
: 3. .

: e : ! qerly the main cordon of hills around
L sovment is claimed ; that formerly l -

gnh!;ltgd‘ et']:‘ c{msidémd to be its principal defence, whereas they would })e its

,Sandoor was ¢ akness if the real boundary had been on the tops of the hills as

a . -
Tn support of this view, th e ,
dary is referred to. kS
S“él do;; 22221‘:2; Mr, Bacartney stated, that to prevent a © dead lock ” he had
. ’ o

i i is opini to the justice of the case,
i soni essions against his opinion s
in the beginning made conc g = iy e

’ i dhere to ‘
o t}at l[‘; Wou:gi;nlg:mﬁ?r?gh: applied to the Collector for instructions gs to
. Upon this Mr.

whether the Pymaish limits should be adopted as the basis of settlement as-insisted

i uestion was one to be
' : Collector replied that the question was one
i e iI?ght to submit his report on the dispute.

¢ opinion of Mr, Clogstoun as to the general run of the

This report, with Mr. Macartney’s observations thereon, have now been submitted
i -’, .
i ﬂJBeaCzlzlle:t?;ement has been effected as regards the demarciation of the ~Rama§;'
droov.rano'e %ut in other respeets no ‘settlement has been come to.d .It is Imt :
re r:tted “:h;t the attempt at settling the dispute should have reﬁmlgeh 18 gﬁ; :; _ ?,
T}i Board ‘observe i{hat the map should have been clearer, and the Collector’s
bzen much fuller. ' :
R sh%xvx}dhha:eu;cessarﬂy ‘going into detail with regard to each part-lcular
s ssed his views as to the justness or otherwiss of
5 as the limits of the British claims, which seems to
He should have discussed the question
j itish
1 :1 some cases ab least, long enjoyed by Bri

s appﬂl'eﬂﬂy, m;ymaish, and given his opinion as to the effect
b iv i also have given some

i rospective elaims. ~ He should also have,

Of theﬂe fﬂcts on ﬂwa.{esp "%v : valueixof the disputed tern{;ory.ﬂ‘
there is some force in what l{r. Macartxfey
: ‘urges with regard to the general p’i*’inciple* of keeping the borufldary *neart zhle line
that would i)e indiéatéd by following the Pymaish accounts. I‘nese‘are not always
' Q&fe'ghides but controlled by other indications, often 'aﬁord .9v1dence of great
value. . e ik ; L
11. The principle of being guide

10. It scems to the Board thaf

to a great extent by them was followed
by Mr. Clogstoun and adopted by
Government® in a former settlement
the Board are of opinion that, with the
willing to grant if the pringjple is genorally

e i

%+ 6.0, 2nd June 1869, No. 190.

eoncessions which Sundoor

, @cknowledged_, it should b&foyted now.

v

\ am
e
s

Munro would in his' settlement fix the boundary at

MM of being generally ab their base according to the Pymaish. -
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It is, therefors, asgumed by Mr, Macartney that the |
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