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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
14th January 1876.

No. 126,  Read the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 11th
November 1875, No. 3,091 :—
Read the following letter from R. DAVIDSON, Esq., Acting Collestor of the Ganjam
District, to H. E. STOKES, Esq., Acting Secretary to the Board of Reve-
: nue, dated Berhampore, 2nd October 1875, No. 2,147 :— :
'. Wit reference to the Board’s endorsement, dated 7th July last, on the Tarla

- Zemindar's Petitions, Nos. 839 and 1,270 of 1875 (herewith returned), I have the

honor to inform you that the petitioner’s statement that the quit-rent of the village of
Rajam is entered in the permanent settlement accounts as Rupees 224-1-8 is correoct.

2. Intheir Order, dated 30th May 1865, Government directed that the accumu-
Jated quit-rent then due to the Zemindar on account of the Rajam Village should be
refunded to him.

3. The proper amount that ought to have been refunded to the petitioner
according to this order would appear to have been Rupees 2,689-4-0, that being the
accumulation for the period of twelve years from Fasli 1263 to Fasli 1274, during
which time the village was in the hands of Government, at the rate of Rupees 224-1-8
per annum, which is the amount entered in the permanent settlement accounts, and
which appears to have been the quit-rent and not the full assessment ; (side papers
recorded in the Government Order above quoted).

4. Tt seems, however, that only half of this amount, viz., Rupees 1,344-10-0,
was refund;? to the petitioner out of the amount then in deposit ; vide enclosed trans-
lations-of Mr. Foord’s Order No. 41, to the Huzur Cashkeeper, and Farman No. 10, to
the Tarla Zemindar, both dated 6th July 1865. I cannot now discover any reason

for this short payment.
5 As far as can at present be seen, therefore, the petitioner’s claim to the

yemaining sum of Rupees 1,344-10-0 appears to be indisputable.

Excrosvres Nos. 1 and 2. —Petitions.

' Excrosure No. §.-—Tranalation of Mr. Foord’s Order to Huzur Cashkeeper.

£

EXNCLOSURE N§4.—Tmslation of Mr. Foord’s Farman to Tarla Zemindar.

Tue Zemindar of Tarla claims a sum of Rupees 1,344-10-0 alleged to be the
balance of quit-rent due on the village of Rajam, restored under G.O., dated 30th
May 1865, No. 1,152,

Q. It appears from the report of the Cellector that the sup which should have
been refunded to the Zemindar amounts to Rupees 2,689-4-0, but that by some over-
sight only Rupees 1,344-10-0 were paid.

3. As the Zemindar appears to be entitled to the sum claimed, the sanction of
Government is requested for the payment.

(A true Copy and Extract.)
(Signed) C. A. GALTON,

Acting Sub-Secretary.




T

€




NG 'or m Boarp or Rmmm, dated 11th November 1875,
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corded in the Government above quoted).

* » 4 It ‘seems, however, that only half of this amount, sz, Rupees 1,344-10-0,
| was refunded to the petitioner out of the amount then in deposit ; »ide enclosed trans-
l"';' ations of Mr. Foord’s Order No. 41, to the Huzur Cashkecper, and Farman No. 10, to

th ‘ Ta;-lsZemmndar bth dated Gﬁ”hly 1865 I cannot now discover any reason

e 5 A.I fu a3 eanv at present be - seen, therefore, the petxtloner’s claim to the
F‘ umaming sum of Rnpeea 1,344-10-0 appears to be indisputable.

¢ i
k e Excrosures Nos. 1 and 2.—Petitions.

Excrosuzz No. 3.—Translation of Mr. Foord’s Order to Huzur Cashkeeper.

Excrosvre No. 4.—'1'_ranslati0n of Mr. Foord’s Farman to Tarla Zemindar. VI

2

éi Zemindar of Tarla claims a sum of Rupees 1,344-10- 0 alleged to be the
bnlmce of quit-rent due on the village of Rajam, restored under G.0., dated 30th
Mq 1865, No. 1,152.
2 Tt appears from the report of the Collector that the sum which should have
leen reﬁmded to the Zemindar amounts to Rupees 2,680-4-0, but that by some over-
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