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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

REVENUE DEPARTMENT,

7th February 1882, Nos. 162-163.

READ THE FOLLOWING PAPERS :—

No. 108.  From G. H. TREVOR, Bsq., Officiating First Assistant Resident,
Hyderabad, to the Secretary to the Government of Madras, Revenue
Department, dated Hyderabad Reside_ncy, 26th July 1881, No. 1321.

Witk reference to your letter No. 361, dated 21st May 1881, I am directed by
the Resident to forward, for the information of the Government of Madras, the
accompanying purport (in English) of a communication received from His Highness
the Nizam’s Minister, No. 1777, dated Sth instant, with enclosure, reporting the
settlement of the boundary dispute between the villages of Gopavaram and Venka-
tapur. Sir Stewart Bayley requests that he may be favored with any report that
may have been submitted in the matter by the officer appointed on behalf of the
British Government to investigate the dispute and with an intimation whether the
settlement in question has met with the approval of His Excellency the Governor in
Council or not.

ExcLosuRE.

Purport of Va Rukka to the Resident, Hyderabad, from His Highness the Nizam’s Minister,
No. 1777, of the 8th July 1881.

IN continuation of my letter, No. 1578, of the 18th Juue 1881, relative to the boundary
dispute between the village of Gopavaram in His Highness’ Dominions and Venkatapur in
British Territory, I beg to enclose a Rubakar from the Revenue Department, together with the
settlement* arrived at, in regard to the dispute in question, from a perusal of which the result
of the settlement can be ascertained.

2. Rurport of the Revenue Department Rubakar, to the effect that an enquiry into the
boundary dispute in question has resulted in 901 acres of land being made over to His High-
ness’ Government—of which only 500 Bigas are cultivable, the rest being waste lands.

(True Translation.)

(Signed) C. PREYERO,
Extra Assistant Commissioner,

—— v

No. 109. Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 3rd J anuary 1882, No. 3.

Read the following letter from J. P. FIDDIAN, Esq., Acting Head Assistant Col.
Iector, Kistna District, to the Acting Collector, Kistna District, dated
Bezvdda, 14th November 1881, No. 430.

Wirh reference to your footnote No. 284, of 10th February 1881, on the Pro.
ceedings of the Madras Government, Rovenue Department, No. 207, of 81st Januar
1881, stating that the Talukdar of the Kammaun District had been deputed by His
Highness the Nizam’s Minister to settle the boundary dispute between Gopavaram
and Vinagadapa, and+also to the same Government Proceedings, No. 816, of 18th
February 1881, communicating the information that the Talukdar would meet me
towards the end of February, I have the honor to inform you that I met the
Talukdar on the 18th March last, that our inquiry began on that day and continued

to the 24th inclusive.

4 Nate.;-N o {ranslation made of the Scttlement.

»
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ght to be sufficient ev
1l the records of a fo

o~

2. On the. 24th,'after taking what we thoy

the parties, we determined to defer our decision ti
in 1838 to 1842 by Captain Gresley could be rocured. g
claimed the land on hﬂ'lf‘} side of His Highness ghe Niia;nasarll)gﬁ;hghez ?gsggg, :}ﬁg
lai d it Briti it 11 0 1 i . . N ’
2%;2:. 16 as Driish Lerritory, relied wlm§st entirely on the decision given by that

idence from
rmer enquiry

. 3. The records of the former enquiry we
Board of Revenue, in your Office No. 777 ofy 7th Izp?i’ﬁrsd& 1y aske from )
fromthe Board direct at the end of April, with Officia] Memorand Ne receive en;
April 1881, from the Board. , um No. 627, of 23rc

4 As tho Talukdar had business 0 do in Begvdda, wo e g,

ingly asked for from the

ere on 20th May
n,* after perusing
ginal inquiry.

3, ViZ., (CL) oral evi-
by the parties, and

* Enclosed in original, and came to a decisio

the records of the ori

der was of three kind
ry evidence adduced

5. The evidence which we had ,té consi
dence adduced by the parties, (b) documents;
(¢) the decision in the former inquiry,

6. Before going on to discuss the eviden
give somie idea of the nature of the dispute an
two parties.

The land in dispute is a strip of
width from a few yards to, I believe,
are a few small patches of cultivation,
thorny jungle; it was so dense in 1838,
the boundary did not attempt to penetr
general direction in which the line sho
only use to which the greater part of
cattle and it i3 utilized for that by both

ce on each side,

1t b t
d of the bounda ;ay be as well to

ries as given by the

jungle about four miles 1
about a mile (at the bro
but by far the largest part ig very dense
that the arbitrators then appointed to settle
ate 1t after a certain point, but, only gave the
uld run and hence the present dispute. The
the tract in question ig put is for grazing
Gopavaram and Vinagadapa vi]lagertg. °
7. A very clear idea of the boundaries given b
derived from the accompanying map (and it will probab

ong and varying in
A I
adest part). " There

Y the two parties may be

stand Lo avty btefouzd difficult to under-

. . 18 report without Leepi

% I may say that I had my prismatic COmpass  on fhe ’map)]l)(indly fulz'brfigligglig one 067/6
with me at the time, but not knowing how r. Framice Jamuet: g H.me y
the original boundary was fixed, I unfortu. _the Niza J° msetjee of His Highness
nately neglected to take the bearings of the i m Shservwe,. who surveyed the
stones pointed out. If it is thonght that ErOUnd on behalf of his own Goyern{nent,
full reliance cannot be placed on the direc- I can vouch for the general direction of
tion of the boundary as shown in the map the lines and have no doubt the accuracy
(though the map Wai iI‘L my (ilandﬁ (‘;)(i)fore of the survey can be relied* on. ,
any of us knew that the boundary had been . : .
inc{icated in Captain Gresley’s report by a 00 i{; h?shgiz 5’“8 glven E’.Y tile grppavar_a,m
general direction) and as observed by me P ph Tul y natural objects, v.e.
at the time from the position of the sun Dut. ekulakunta (pOI_ld) Perantala N angi
I can easily go to the spot and take bear- (a dip in Perantala hill), &c., and Dandj.

ings and distances. {ala Vagu (jungle stream) ; that} given
t Painted yellow, ¥y the Vinagadapa villagers is fixed by
1 Painted red. stones or marks on rocks throughout.

8. Asto(a) the oral evidence it was directed to showing (i) recent oceupancy

@ » by one party or the other of the culti.

: vated patches, and (i th . .
the boundary was fixed in the former settlement, ’ (it) the Way in which

(1) The patches of cultivation are all ¢loge to Duthekulagunta, .
the northswest end of the disputed strip, and not ?:frléﬁe?" 1{5 2}?2
: | soulthseast t—h}%lm the stone marked in the Plan No. 4. )
The only field alleged to have been cultivated by Vinagadapa villae .
might be farther to the South‘eas!: is Nadagada Pollu,ydescriged zz)l}a\}n g?rez;;uﬂzgg
Gopavaram) as south of the big Vagu (hill stream) and

: : . north of Santhams ‘
(a rocky hill). Thq same witness however saysy “1 do not zlno;mgiil}?g;& .
malodaka,” and witress V. Gopa_du (°f+.vi’13'gada-Pa) states that he * gnq others

.o R [

»

have cultivated Nadagada Pollu for 20 years .......

’

——
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..... Nadagada Pollu 1is east of
i i Duthekulagunta.”
' d the Vagu ; it goes up to half a mile from g

Peraﬁ‘tﬁlafg;::}lll gtl(l)lrlll aEowexerer, 18 Wellgover a mile sc_mth -east from Duthglﬁulagu:];c?;

I \:as told in goin’g along the (red) bm}ndarl}; “tr{thk ptleoplei1 1:): a]f):(;;hw Zs]t, ?’rf’e?if ! %

th of Stone No. 2 from Duthekulagun ~of No. 3,

Nagl?aiafgel)oﬂi; ‘ﬂifdn§;1ﬁrlﬁzely claimed as having been cultivated by Vinagadapa
iroillagers is well to the north-east of Stone No. 4.

The Gopavaram villagers admit that the Vinagadapa people have cultivated

‘the land between the two boundaries for 10 or 15 years ““in spite of their objections.

9. Thus as far as oral testimony, as to recent occup;ncg oﬁ tfb‘et clltlt‘xﬁtig
lands is concerned, the Vinagadapa villagers have decidedly t ?t' est. 0n it za Vil b
%n er’ved however, that there is no evidence whatever as t‘c: cu 1$ 100 la eoc]e
(c)lain VVit;leSS however, named Mand,s;dapu lK‘OtEflyy:’tialr% g g:)eevig;%ci w}; rt}? al?v- 4

i d south of the Vagu’’)—and in fact the ‘ : \
?}(;1‘:; Z‘;lttlgaziclusive occupatiori——of any land farther south-east than the stone
o ¢

marked No. 4.

10. (i) Then as to (ii) the way in Whiph the boundary was fixed in the former
‘ ettlement. ‘ ‘ |
The Gopavamrsn witnesses all state that the stones south-east of g)uzge;ulé"sgtlnta
have been put there within the _lastdIO 21‘ }5hzeatrs éggo‘)ﬁaﬂr‘se :slt;eo‘fva) lllliheku)lfag.uuta,
' inagadapa people pointed out eight ston . ¢ _ ? .
d fri(l)ﬁ Yﬁgalisb oIf tli)esep there were eight more stones in a line I:ltllnnclngtla,l;);t(l;r‘gsiset
- The Vinagadapa witnesses who pro‘fes{?edtl to t}lllavetltl)zzrilx?ﬁ sltonzpfrom Duthe).’
is line di t pretend that he went farther than t
AT Sl i iven for the remaining two stones.
a; and no explanation was given for the ning : .
kulag'ul‘llllt;t ,ei?rrlllt sbonesp on the south-east side of the dispated tract seem to have
o

been put there by the Curnams of the neighbouring villages within the last ten
e N

years or 50)

11. Although these witnesses sgy they “(r;ent lwithdi((lla%t:énr gﬁ;slegotge‘;}gl Slflt]};
all see farther on that Captain Gresley ‘ '

s}tl‘?ng ’sg)zesf};r:)ms%uthekulagunta, and from the notes of my pclairs((l)li\z;l m%)el.((:)tgigdl fsng

thlrt T thought the sun and moon on the stone pillar (mar 1? 2 0. 5 looked as if

;e%vly made; that those on No. 7 (which is a rock)k ?‘1120 10;)u ;13 3 1111:;\:(; and tha on

' , | 1 ock) there was avery.famt mark like a : ;

sl\cI)ot',hitStIO?}?ir(ﬂt St%:t I;aven) without considering the record of the former enquiry we

may safely say that the stones (and the marks on the rocks) beyond No. 4 have

been put there by the Vinagadapa party either for the purpose of this enquiry or at .

i Mandadapa
, d.” It should be noted also that Ma
22 g tC{/"Sh(ZrWd;V }St‘ stt};iZsczlal‘?l'%he feeder* to Pangadi tank joins the big (;ragu
Kotayya (Vinagadup (hill stream), 4.e., the Vinagadapa-Gopa-
varam one,...... The Vinagadapa pe}cl)pleé
over cultivated south of the Vagu; south of Gomudu l,?apay@ts ﬁe’l,d‘and south o
nl?V Vagu with which the Pangadi feeder joins, is Nizam s"gerrl .org. wm seosle
Te Tl%e Vinagadapa Curnam, K. Ramayya, also states: “The Gopavaram peop
© b
cultivate south of Gopavaram Vagu.

*Mistranslated, it means drainage channel.

i " that the line from Duthekulagunta
Gopavaram witnesses all assert that t ne f
houlldzvrur'f h(?ver 1i’emntala Gattu.past Achanna tank, &c.; but none of them say
5

that Captain Gresley went that way nor does any one of them say that any Gopa~

am people ever cultivated between the boundaries claimedﬁ respe;ctively by the
var
two parties.

T w 151 1 1 ide; but the witnesses
s no disinterested evidence on either side; ) witnes

it d1§§ thehevrgkila of Kamadana Seetamma Row Garu, part Zemindarni of Vina-

cite

Japa, wereall Vinagadapa people, and those cited by the Agrahari of Gopavaram
ga apa,

11 Gopavaram people.  The only other witnesses were the Curnam and
were a :
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another of Chimalapad who speak as to the ei
side of the disputed strip. P oo

(b : 4. As to ()
the doc .
__ The only document with any claim to ggfiig by tclile parties, uments pro
131 that);ohmadrkefi A, which is a certified copy of alx)lroe;,ced on the Vinagadapa side
s xOWThe e_tqllslof the settlement made by Captain Gr rlact» from the *account to
e original was signed by Tota Brah esley.”

Th i allmayya “‘late Dari ; )
Kottapafilg’llia;g;sthca%ncerm]ald are on the Company’s side *(li'l)y f%:t Superintendent.
important i) oint abe ':)]ght e Nizam’s side is Guntupalli-G inagadapa and (2)
meeting place of Gou' e document is the number of b é) pavaram (one). The
“ five” nd “ five regggtugall'lfgi?_agadapa and Gopavaram.  The wesbor stated 1
given by ‘the Vinagadaj a vill is very difficult to reconcile witi .Iglumber stated is
(a meeting place) to Dut% kwl agers. The latter shows that fr 1e oral evidence
six stones, and from that t?o g:g&nta (lncluding that at the 1attelr OIrll D)ast:inkunta

: Y a . ! ace

are five stones, making in all elevenm;[gl?é:daka (including that near Ehe lattell'irfhzzz
The Vinagadapa Vakil was unable to ac
The sixth and seventh stones (marked

ght Stpne§ put lately on the south-east

count for this discrepancy.

not accounted i 1 Nos. 7 and 8 .
T thin lf t}f12r slgcf;ﬁg V;V‘ag: an,(,i were evidently unknoevrflrgint}{) ut'g hekulaguntfl. are
certainly the * five” is quite ég?ikeazl}? the words *and totallineo”or:x]‘er el;quu'y.
. s € M M
ling, &c.,” are clumsily put in. e other “fives” in the account a.nd‘.3 ‘?thzr‘gf&'

This document whichever way it is taken is not of much
use.

15. Tﬁe second document i i y
Lo the Vi S a private copy of a pl ' .
ezpl‘e:sedlﬁ%agslgas gv%oilc)%f,wti)ﬁtna: {115 18 unintelligiblep :V?igfgt}tlg lz?lund?;'y claimed
! g o . e 0 ) 3
and as it only professes o have beerl1n g;gl; any known denominationss;tfslé)rfgtl%

dispute had ari it i five or six .
p! d arisen afr:esh) 1t 18 not sent up or considered. years ago (i¢.e. when this

16. The third document put in i
Tahsiidar dated in 1365, which oaly orvperel (Telugu) from the Tiruy

therefore been returned to the partg:, proves that there was a dispute then and has

The Vakil also offered at first to put in the village dowles* from 1250
‘ m to 1254

*A revenue account.

ur Deputy

when the Zemindari i

) . attach . was (he said) under
that they were unsigned and so of little weight n}llentd’. but as it was point)ed out
lList, » he did not mention them in his

Besides this, he states there are some (3) documents in th; M
his office.

are he does not say; but from a petiti i . Wﬂat th
seem that they are— ;& potition put 1ln by bis client the Zemindar, it Woucig

(1.) AnInayetnama from the Collector of 1 )
; ) 4th N. .
Captain Gresley’s report was not in his oﬁ(‘izgn;ggrt}llsm.’ saying that
@) A 1])e settled by arbitration. - e dispute should
. etter from the Deputy Tahsildar i . ‘
(3.) An extract from some J a'?rmambandial(;.olvlvllleg.65 (mentioned above).
The first and third of these are not forthcoming in this office

nature are mnot likely to throw any light on the matter, and from their

17. The first document (marked I) put in ..

sketch of the boundary, the original cgpI;r beingystigzg?igﬁfhif 11$ & copy of a hand

F. Gresley as umpire for the settlement. As far as one eg @y 1838 by Captain

QOpayaram view of the matter, though the natural features an Judge it favors the

The line seems to go over Perantala hill and to join the are very roughly put in

of a tank channel. main Vagu a the junction‘
1t shows six stones from the

] junction of three vi :
the stone at Perantala hill (at the foot of Whiche?s %&iﬁgilﬁg fi;) agd(iHCIuSive of
. on.
gunta), but
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shows no stones at all beyond that ; and this latter fact makes very much against
it as the boundary south-east of Perantala hill is clearly shown in Captain
Gresley’s original report to be marked by three stones.

18. The second document (marked II) is a certified copy of a *list to show
the limits placed in 1838 by Captain Gresley in the dispute between Gopavaram
(Nizam’s) and Vinagadapa and Kottapalle (Company’s).”’  The original was signed
in 1842 (on the same day as document A) by the Daryaft Superintendent. It begins
with a stone close to Dasari Kunta (“‘which is the corner place of Gopavaram” )
and describes six stones up to and including one close to Duthekula pond, and says

« from there over the dip in Perantala hill, from the side of N arasimharayudu’s
well and (in ?) Achanna tank by Pedda Pallem (great hollow) to Dandagala Vagu
which joins Vangidi tank channel and along the Vagu to the north side of Doddi
hill.” , ,

This again supports the Gopavaram view, but conflicts with Captain Gresley’s
original report, and the information contained in the copy was given four years after

the decision and by a subordinate who, if the description of him in document A is.
correct, was then, for some reason, deprived of his post.

19. This is all the evidence adduced by the parties, and that on one side is
socn to conflict with that on the other and both differ from the report in English by
Captain Gresley himself.

' A 90. Lastly as to Captain Gresley’s

- : ~ decision as contained in his report.

His words are (see Enclosure K. 7.)

o a boundary stone on the bund of a small Kunta, south-west of Perantala

Gootta hill, thence (with direction 125° and distance 2 furlongs, 110 yards) to the

east bank of the Doondialla river where there 13 a boundary stone; from thence

ploceed through a dense jungle in a general direction of 132, passing by two other

boundary stones beyond which the jungle is impenetrable (direction 132, distance 2
wiles, 3 furlongs”). : '

91. It will be seen at a glance at the documentary evidence above reviewed,
or at the map, that it is impossible to reconcile this with the boundary claimed by
the Agrahari up to the Pangadi tank channel, or with the Zemindar’s line beyond that.

The Agrahari’s line i3 defined in his documents by natural features and not by
ctones, and the direction of the first part of his line on the map is all wrong. The
Zemindar's line beyond (i.e., south-east of) the Pangadi tank channel is all wrong
in direction and is marked by stones which appear to be new and are not mentioned

" in any document.

92, The direction of 139° from the Duthekulagunta stone is verynearly south-
east (due south-east would be 183°, i.e., 90° + 45°), and this agrees with the direc-
tion of the line as shown on the enclosed plan and also very nearly agrees with the

eneral direction of the Dandiyal Vagu as shown in the plan.

03. The Talukdar and myself agreed that this line was in accordance with
the former decision, i.e., from Duthekulagunta stone along the line pointed out by the
Vinagadapa villagers to the third stone (No. 4 in the map), and from thence straight to
the junction of the Pangadi tank channel with the main (Dandiyal) Vagu, and thence
along the Vagu to the stone marked 87 just south of the Chimalapad road.
Accordingly this was the boundary we fixed on'in the accompanying decision.

94. TIn conclusion I have only to express my obligations to Mr. Framjee
Jamsctjee of His Highness the Nizam’s Survey for the assistance which he gave us’
in settling his dispute; unfortunately I knew no Hindustani and the Talukdar
knew no English, and we could not, as a rule, understand one another’s Telugu.
Mr. Jamsetjee’s knowledge of Hindustani and English however made matters much
more easy. His plan speaks for itself.

. 05. I may add that as disputes as to the boundary laid down along the
JIyderabad territory frontier forty years ago by Captain Gresley are not uncommon
in this division, I have taken the liberty. of having a copy made of Enclosures 1
and K for the use of this office. . _ , ) _
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Excrosure
" DECISION,

_WE decide that the land south of ‘the line describ
Highness the Nizam’s) and that the land north ofetshc;.‘(l: 1?35321‘;

From the sun and moon stone (admitted by both arti )
3}?;] lv;';‘?bb g(l,?)li{ a,(l:t!;le sguth of west) of Perantfx)lfaguntap tlfeesl)in(:an :(lllr?Sb:ggthoimgutthEkutlagunta
Vinodorn vﬂzl:;’;ng .(;Vﬁn stream) of the main Vagu (jungle streain) and- 01 t 318' Stolx)le t(l)lg
ont by thg Vinao-c‘flrS : ?l?ce in the same direction to a second sun and ’moon rs)toﬁee( 10u o ted
Fame%irection fiaa ?‘Pak“ agers) on the bank of a small watercourse (jalu) ; and 1a noc in. }
v 0 a rock marked with a sun and moon, Up to thi jae); and thence in the
vV mafadapal pelOple has been taken. _ P to this the line pointed out by the
) ’r'o_m the last-named rock the line ooeg . .
:\]rlth a .htt‘];a more eastjng, for three ful'lgngz t?(r)l tl?eujcllllnt:}tlieozagetgg%ttlon
b2 " 1 124
oi}eS(r:l:l}:eaggl(lfr(;?:n]()h{?lakv]agu) and from there follows the main V:‘;ﬁain a 1 divecti
o peh-east (from ] u 1:3 u g,&_gtlnta stone) to a point on the boundar; line (W%e'n?m lre({) 10101
pad (British) and Ka;::‘lffs ) o tﬁ_.have’ been.ﬁ@d by arbitration as the bouudaﬂc ' Iéuél? . Olu
claimed by the Vinao-adavamm (1 Vo's), within the last twenty years. The ]'ry fll ‘ “‘n“; a;
Elamante st Yinag aplz; people for about one mile and six Handred d fme i
gunts 1e rock above named, which ig the third b yards from the Duthe-
gunta stone not counting the latter; yird boundary mark from Duthekula-

! A then it g ic .
above-named junction and thence alon goes straight fromn the Vinagadapa line to the

0 : g the line clai by
the main stream (Dandiyala Vagu) to int. betmoon | :h:e((i;)gﬁwarzmt;rillatgers, oo alons
and third stones on the

above-named Chimalapad boundary taking the stone where

lapad road as the first and going south-west along that bounc?'::yboundury crosses the Chima-

shall Lelong to Go;;avaram (His
belong to Vinagadapa (British).

(i.e., south-east), but
di tank channel with

(Signed)  J. P. FIDDIAN
_ (Sig . P. AN,
BizvApa, » Ag. H(‘.ad Asst. Collector, Kistna District.
20th May 1881, (Signed)  GOVIND ROW
. o Aval Talukdar of Kummammet.
. .

——

No. 2,936.- d

SceMITIED, with enclosures, in opjet : '
MITTE , 1n original (as per g " i
of Revenue, in reference to their Procge (e p lanoaoanying list) to the Board

 November 1881. dmgs, Miscellaneous No. 10030, of the 19th

2. The report contains the details of th v di
arrived at. The undersigned has no remarks etobgﬁgxc-l ary dispute and the decision

Nuzvip,  (Sione
2nd December 1881. . (Signed)  A.J.B. ATKINSON,

Acting Collector.

—

List of Papers sent to the Board of Revenue with Kist

2nd December 188} na Collector’s letter, No. 2036, dated

" One Arszi, dated 22nd
with following exhibits :—

A. Particular account called Jamabandi Dowles prepared in 1842
B. Plan. e
C. Letter written by. Vissannapeta Deputy Tahsilda : .
Row, &c., on }l’ch Januall)'y 186:‘3.p v rto Vellanki Venkata Narasimha
One Arzi, dated 24th March 1881, sent up by do.
One Vakalatnama.
Three Documents, Nos. I, IT, IIL.
One set of Depositions given by the following persons written in English :—

March 1881, sent up by Rajah Kamadana Seetamma Row Garu

1. Mandadapu Seshanna e Pa§cs.
2. Do. Kotayya...
3. Bikar Saheb e 8
4. Vautukuri Kodandaramayya ... e 2
5. Punganti Venkatappayya 3
6. Mandadapu Mallayya e N 1
7. Madireddi Venkatareddi ... .. .. 1
8. Velupula Amirigadu ... ) o ol 1.
9. Velupula Gopadu .. 1
10. Ayyadevara Seshayya ) " 111

e e e

——e-

*x

& -~‘>

S < g
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’ Pages,
11. Pasumarbi Narasimha Sastrulu ... 3
12. Lingamerla Adinarayana
13. Vemireddi Mallareddi cee e
14. Gullur Kotayya e e .-
15. Mallangi Venkadu cer o eee
16. Velapurn Virada
: One Plan.

One Decision (original), dated 20th May 1881.

(Signed) A. J. B. ATKINSON,
‘ _ Acting Collector.

et b et DD CC

gypyurrrep for the orders of Government with reference to the correspondence
ending with G.O., dated 21st May 1881, No. 820. .

9. The boundary dispute between the villages of Vinagadapa (British) and
Gopavaram (Nizam’s) has been very carefully investigated by Mr. Fiddian, Acting
Tlead Assistant Collector, deputed to settle the question in communication with an
officer of the Nizam’s Government, and-the Board recommend acceptance of the
decision arrived at. The oral and documentary evidence adduced by the parties to
the dispute was very conflicting and but little value could be attached to the state-
merits of the rival claimants; it became necessary therefore to rely mainly on the
records of a former enquiry conducted in 15838 by Captain Gresley. The boundary
settled "by the representatives of the two Governments accordingly follows the
Girection of the line indivated in Captain Gresley’s decision and assigns a portion of
the disputed tract to each party, the land claimed to have been ocenpied during
recent years by the villagers of Vinagadapa being assigned to them whilst the jungle
to the south-east is allotted to Gopavaram. As many of. the localities mentioned
by Mr. Fiddian are not shown on the plan, it is difficult to follow the discussion ; but
the dispute has evidently been thoroughly investigated, and the Board see no reason
to question the decision arrived. The line as described in paragraph 23 of the
report follows that denoted in pink on the plan to the fourth stone and then crosses
the disputed tract to the junction of a tank channel with a jungle thereon (Dandiyal
Vagu), which is taken as the boundary for the remainder of the course. This line, l
if accepted by Government, should be permzmgntly demarcated to prevent further!

" dispute.
(True Extract.) -
(Signed) E. GIBSON,
Acting Sub-Secretary.
" No. 110. ORDER THEREON, Tth Febrﬁary 1882, No. 162.

*  Tux Right Honorable the Governor

in Council approves and accepts the
: decision, which has been arrived at after
careful enquiry. Steps will be taken for the permanent demarcation of the boundary
line as settled, after communication with the Nizam’s Government.

The following letter will be despatched to the Resident at Hyderabad.
(True Extract.)

(Signed) C. G. MASTER,

_ Secretary to Government,

Miscellaneous.

To the Board of Revenue, with enclosures returned.

No. 111. To the Resident at Hydeérabad, dated Fort St. Geofgé, 7th February
1882, No. 163. S .

Sir,—In reply to Mr. Trevor’s letter

. -

directed to forward, for your information,

H
Rt L

Miscellaneous. : of the 26th July last, No. 1321, I am :
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copy of the Proceedings of this Government, No. 162, of thijs date, containing the
report of the officer appointed on behalf of the Britis

ment of the boundary dispute between the villages of Gopavar
showing the joint decision arrived at by him and the officer
the Nizam’s Government, which decision you will obsery

accepted by the Madras Government ; and I am now to e
ness’ Government also are prepared to consent to the settlement which has been

made, and to the permanent demareation of the boundary line fixed upon by the
arbitrators, a moicty of the cost being borne by each Government. '

am and Vinagadapa,

deputed by His Highness

nquire whether His High-

.- I have the hLonor to be,
‘ Sir,
. A )
Your most obedient scrvant,

(Signed) C. G. MASTER,

Socrotary to Government.

Exd. W. H. French.

40 Cbpiés.

h Government for the settle--

e has been approved and’

Y e -

[

-
-

Ve

"
\



s el 4 (7,
~ 3 . T SN s T e L e
S e (////’ e e ST ‘//7“,,, : ¢
ST L 7 4‘*/ i L /" /. « .
¢ T i y / a Cooum
7/ &
[ . )
|
5 = / 0 -
| “ "// - / ) {
; GCVERNMENT OF MADRAS.
REVENULE DEPARTMENT
7th Tebruary 1882, No. 162
i
READ TIE POLLOWING PAVERS [—
‘ <N, Tox, Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 3rd Jomwny 1882, No, 3,
Tochohe fot setrer from G L TREVOR, Erge, Odiviniing Frest Assistant,

Resident, Hyderabad, to the Scercerary to the Government of Madras.
Revenuo Department, dimed  Hyderabad  Restdeney, 2ith July 1881;
No. 1321,

"‘ Wirn reference to yonr letter No. 361, dated 21st May 1331, I am directed by
the Resident to forward, for the information of the Government of Madrag, the
accompanying Puarport (in Fnelish)of a c_om'.mmicntion recetved from His Highness
the Nizon's Minister, No.o 1777, dated Sth instant, with enclosure, reporting the
settleraent of the bhoundary dispute between the villages of Gopavaram and Venka-
tapur. S Stewart Bavley vequests that Le may be favored with any veport that
may have been submitted inothe matter by the ofticer appointed on behalf of the
Britixh Government to investigate the dispute and with an intimation wlether the
settlement i question has met with the approval of s Excellency the Governor in
Council or not,

e

No, 109, From J. I FIDDIAN, Dsq., Acting Tead Assistant Collector, Kistna
District, to the Acting Collector, Kistna District, dated Bezvdda, 14th
November 1351, No. 430,

Wirn reference to vour foutnote No. 281, of 10th February 1831, on the Pro-
cocdings of the Madras Govermuent, Revenue Departmient, No. 207, 0f 31st January
1881, stating that the Talukdar of the Kammaun Distriet had been deputed by His
Hiohnes=< the Nizan’s Minister to settle the houndary dispute between Gopavaram

ST .. AT N Proceedines No. 316. of 18t}
and Vinaoaulapa, and also to {he same Government Proceedings, No. 510, of 18th
- . R . . i m . . )

Febrwary 1251, communicating the information that the Talukdar would mcet me

towards the eml of Febraary, [ have the honor to inform you that I met the

Talukdar on the 18th Mareh last, that our inquiry hegan on that day and continued

to the 24th inclusive,

o On the 2th, after taking what we thought to Le sufficient evidence from

the parties, we determined to Anfer our decision till the records of a former enquiry

in 1833 to 1512 by Capiain Gresley could be procired, as both the Agrahari, who

claimad the Tand on the side of Ilis Highness the Nizaw, and the Zewindars, who

claimed it o= British Tervitory, relied almost entirely on thie decision given by that

officer.

3. The records of the former enquiry were accordingly asked for from thn

' Board of Revenue, in vour Office No. 777 of 7th April 1881, and were received horo
from the Bomrd diveet ot the end of April, with Official Memorandum No. 627, of 2:3rd
April 1381, from the Boarvd.

"4,

) 1 Ax the Talukdar had business to do in Bezvdda, we met there on 20th JMay
Pl b o] and came to a decision,* after perusing
Enelosed i oviemal. the records of the oviginal inquiry.

5. The evidenes which we had to consider was of three kinds, viz., (1) oval evi-
denee adidnesd by the parties, (0) documentary evidence adduced by the parties, and
(r) the decision in the former inquiry.

6. Before coing on to discuss the evidence on each side, it may be as well to
give xome idea of the nature of the dispute and of the boundaries as given by the
two parties.

The land in dispute is a strip of jungls about fonr miles long and varying in
width from a few yards to, I believe, about a mile (at the broadest part).  There
ave a few ~mall patehes of enltivation, but by far the largest part s very dense
thorny janzle: it was so dense in 1333, that the arbitrators then appointed to settle
the l)oun@:n"y _(lul.not attempt to penetrate it after a cortain point, but only gave the
general direction in which the line should run and hence the present dispute. The
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enly nze to which the greatar part of the tract in question is put 13 for grazing
cattle and it 1= utilized for that by hoth Gopavaram and Vinagadapa villagers,

T A very el ddea ol the Lowndaries given by the two parties may be

dt.‘l‘iV()«i from the .‘lCi'r|IH!11Iil'\'in‘-_’; map ’\/HH'{ bl /’/‘u/u"l_/;/.// /u?f:)//}g,[ (Z{{ﬁ;'u[/ Foo mngdere

* 1 lllfl}‘ Say Ii\:ti, 1 ‘u;nl my pl')\‘m:\li«" ('('m.ll'\:l\‘:i
with me af rhe tine, but not knowine how
the orienal Bonndary was fixed . T untortin-
pately necloeted fo ke the hearinzs ot the
Stones pomted ont, 11 in 1< thonohe tha
full reliiee cinnot be placed on the diree-
tion of the houndary sz shown in the map
(thoush the map wasinny hunds before
any ol us knew that the boundary had been
indieated i Cangain Gresloy”s report by a
goneral dircerions and ns observed by e
at the time Deom the position of the sun
T vy oo to the spot and take beoar-
s and disiances.

+ Tainted yoeltow,

M alnted red-

staind Hiis repoct aedhond heeping viee vye
o e wrap) kindly  furnished to me by
Mr. Framjeo Jamsetjee of His Highness
the Nizam's =erviee, who surveyed the
oround on behalf of his own Government.
[ can vouch for the general divection of
the lines and have no doubt the accuracy
of the survey can be relied® on.

The lined as civen by the Gopavaram
p('npla is fixed by natnral objects, 7.,
Duthekulakunta (pond) Perantala Nangi
(a dip in Perantalu hill), &e., and Dandi-
yala Vagun (jungle stream) ; thatf glven
by the Vinagadapa villagers is fixed by
stones or marks on rocks throughout.

8. As to(u) the oral evidence it was directed to showing (1) recent occupancy

)

by one party or the other of the culti-
-ated patches, and (it) the way in which

the boundary was fixed in the former settloment.

(3.) The patches of cultivation are ali elose to Duthekulagunta, t.e., at
he northawest end of the disputed strip, and not farther to the
south-cast than the stone marked 1o the Plan No. -+

The ondy field wlleged 1o have heen enltivated by Vinagadapa villagers that
might {he Tother to- the south-east is Nadagada Pollu, described By Vo Viradua (of
Gopavaram ) as sonth of the big Vagn (hill stream) and worth of Santhamamalodak:
(a vocky hith. The sume witness however savs: 1 do not know Santhama-
malodikn . and witness V. Gopadu (of Vinagadapa) states that he “and others
have enltivated Nadaeada Polhn for 20 years oo Nadagada Pollu 13 east of
Perantalu Gato chilly and the Vagu 5 1o goes ap to half a male from Duthekulagunta.”

The fourth <tone, however, is well overa mile south-east from Duthckulagunta,

I was told in going along the (red) boundary with people of both villages that

Nadaguda Pollu was north of Stone No. 2 from Duthekulagunta and west of No. 3,
<o that the only land definitely climed as having been cultivated by Vinagadapa
villagers i< well to the north-cast of Stone No. 4,

The Gopavaram villagers admit that the Vinagadapa people have cultivated
the land between the two boundaries for 10 or 15 years © in =pite of their ohjections.”

0. Thus as far as oral testimony, as to recent occupancy of the cultivated
lands, is concerned, the Vinagadapa villagers have decidedly the best of 1t ; 1t will ha
ohserved, however, that there 13 no evidener whatever as to Clllti\'ﬂinn—-(a Vinaga:
dapa witness however, named Mandadapu Kotayya, said the Vinagadapa people
never enltivated south of the Vagu )—and in fact there is no evidenco worth any.
thing as to exclusive occupation,—of any land further south-cast than the stone

marked No. L.
10,
settlement,

(i1) Then as to (i) the way in which the boundary was fixed in the former

LA P N ny Ty e e - P . ; . ;
i [he Gopay Aram Witnesses all state that the stones south-cast of Duthekulagunta
have been put there within the last 10 or 15 years (20 years one witness sny:\‘)‘?

I'he Vinacadapa people pointed out eight stones zouth-enst of Duthekulagunt
. agunta,

Phe Vinaoadapa witnesses who professed to have been with Captain Gre
. L : i - L sl fAlc &
along this ine dud wot prerend that he went favther than the sixth stone fr
kulazunta; and no explaiation was given for the remaining two stones.

and from the st of these there were cight more s 31 Ine ruuni
e cight wore stones ina line running north-west,

sley
om Duthe-

(The eight stones on the south-cast side of the disputed tract seem to haye



been put there by the Curnams of the neighbouring villages within the last ten
years or so).

11, Although these witnesses =ay they went with Captain Gresley to the sixth
stone, we shall see fther on that Captain Gresley did not really o beyond the
third <tone from Duthekulagunta, and from the notes of my personal imspection I find
that 1 thonght the <un and moon on the stone pillar (uarked Noo o 5) Jooked as if
newly mades that those on No. 7 (which 13 a rock) also looked new s wud that on
No. R stone (al<o a rock) there was a very faint mavk like a <an bt o maoon at all;
6o that I think that even without considering  the record of the former enguiry we
may safely say that the stones (aud the marks on the rocks) bevond Noo -t have
Heen put there by the Vinagadapa party cither fov the purpose of thi= enquiry or at
any rate to show what they clumed. It <hould be noted alzo that Mandadapa
Kotayyn (Vinagadapa) states: ¢ The feeda™ to Pangadi tank jois the big Vagu
(hill stream), (o, the Vinagadapa-Gopa-
viram one,...... The  Vinagadapa people
never culiivated south of the Vaou; south of Gomudu Papaya’s fiell and south of
the Vaguw with which the Pangadi feeder joins, 1s Nizanr's territory.”’

A istr-loed, it means drsinage chanmel,

The Vinawadapa Curnam, Ko Ramayya, also states: “The Gopavaram people
cultivate sontl of CGopaearin Vagn.”

19, The Gopavaram witnesses all assert that the line from Duthekulagunta
should run over Perantalu Gattu past Achanna tank, &c.; but none of them say
that Captain Gresley went that way nor does any one of them say that any Gopa-
varam people ever cultivated between the boundaries cluwed respectively by the
two partics.

13. There was no dizinterested evidence on either side; but the witnesses
cited by the Vakil of Kamndana, Sectamma Row Garu, part Zemindarni of Vina.
gadapa, wereall Vinagadapa people, and those cited by the Agrahar Of‘ Gopavaram
were all Gopavaram people.  The only other witnesses were the Curuam and
another of Chimalapad who speak as to the eight stones put lately on the south-cast
side of the disputed strip.

11, As to () the documents pro-
() dueed by the parties.

The onlv document with any claim to notice produced on the Vinagadapa side
ie that marked A, which is a certitied copy of un extract from the *““account to
show the details of the settlement made by Captain Gresley.” .

The ortoinal was signed by Tota Brahmayya ““late Daviyatt Superintendent.”

The villaees cancerned are on the Company’s side (1) Vinagadapa and (2)
Kottapalle, amd that on the Nizam's side 18 ("runtnl'mHi-Gopavzn'mn (oue).  The
important point about the docuwment 13 the number of 1)0\}11(1;1'1:‘\' stones *“from the
mecting place of Gundupalli, Vinagadapa and Gopavaram.”  The number ~tated is
“ive” and five recent.” This is very difficult to reconcile with the oral evidence
given by the Vinagadapa villagers. "The latter shows that from Dasarikunta
(2 mecting place) to Duthekulagunta (ineluding that at the latter place) there ave
gix tones, and from that to Santhamamalodaka (including that near the latter) there
are five stones, making in all eleven stones.

The Vinagadapa Vakil was unable to account for this diserepancy.

The sixth and seventh stones (mavked Nos. 7 and 8) from Duthekulagunta are
not accouuted for in any way and were evidently unknown at the former enguiry.

[ think the second ¢ Five” and the words “and totalling” are a forgerv;
certainly the < tive” ix quite unlike the other « fives” in the account and * the toiale
hng, &, are clumsily put .

Thisx document which ever way it is taken is not of much wse.

15 The second document is a private copy of a plan of the bhoundary claimed
by the Vinneadapa people, hut-as 16 is nnintelligible owing to the offsets heine
exprossed in figures which will not fit in with any known denominations of lenoth
and as it only professes to have been made five or six years ago (L., when this
dispute had arisen afresh) it 15 not sent vp or considered. )




16.  The third document put in i3 & letter (Telugu) from the Tiravur Deputy
Tahsildar dated in 1865, which only proves that there was w dispute then and has
thercefore been returned to the party.

The Vakil also offered at first to put in the village dowles® from 1250 to 1934
when the Zemindari was (he satd) under
attachment ; but as it was pointed out
that they were unsigned and <o of little weight, he did not wmention them in his
list.

*\ revenue acenunt,

Jesides this, he states there are =ome (3) documents in this office.  What they
ave hie does not say; hut froma petition put in by his client the Zemindar, it would
scem that they are—

(1) AnInayetnama from the Colleetor of T November 1872, saying that
Captain Gresley's report was not i his oflice and the dispute should
he settled by arbitration.

(2.) A letter from the Deputy Tahsildar in 1865 (incutiened above).

(3.)  An extract from some Jamabandi dowles.

The fivst and third of these are not forthcoming in this office, and from their
nature are not likely to throw any light on the matter.

17, The first document (marked I) put in by the Agrahariis a copy of a hand
cketeh of the boundary, the original copy being sioned i May 1835 by Captain
. Gresley as wmpire for the settlement. As faras one can judee ic favors the
Gopavarain view of thematter, though the natural features ave very roughly put .
The line seems 1o go over Perantalu hill and to juin the main Vagu at the junction
of a tank chanuel.

It *hows six stones from the junetion of three villages up to and inclusive of

the =tone at Perantalu hill (at the foot of which is Duthekula pond (gunta), but ...

shows ne stones at all hevond that; and this latter fact makes very much against
it as the boundiry sonth-cast of Perantalu hill i clearly shown in Captain
Gresley's oviginal report to be marked by three stones.

1= The second document (marked ) is a certitied copy of a *hizt to chow
the limits plicod in 1835 by Captain Gresley in the dispute hetween  Gopavaram
(Nizun's) and Vinagadapa and Kottapalle (Company’s).”  The origmal was signed
in IS 12 fonhe sane day as document A) by the Daryaft Superintendent. It hegins
with i~ one close to Dasart Runta (¢ which is the corner place of Gopavaram ™),
and dessribes =ix stones up to and including one close to Duthekula pond, and says
 from 1 here over the dip in Perantala Tally from the side of Narasimharavudu’s
well aud (in 5 Achanna tank by Pedda Pallem (great hollow) to Dandagala Vagu
which jnih.\- Vaneidl tank chamnel and along the Vagu to the north side of Doddi
bilL”

This again supports the Gopavaram \.'icw,_but' confliets \\‘iﬂ} Captain Gresley’s
original report, and the information contained in the copy was given four years after
the decision and by a subordinate who, if the deseription of him in document A ig
correct, was then, for some reason, deprived of his post.

19.  This is all the evidence adduced by the partics, and that on one side ig
scen to conflict with that on the other and both diftfer from the report in English by
Captain Gresley himself.

20. Lastly as to Captain Gresley’s

() decision as contained in his report.

[Tis words are (see Enclosure K. 7.)
“toa boundary stone on the bund of a small Kunta south-west of Perantalu
Gootta hill, thence (with direction 1257 and distance 2 furlongs, 110 yards) to the
east bank of the Doondialla river where there is a boundary stone; from thence
proceed through a dense jungle in a general direction of 132, passing by two other
Loundary stones beyond which the jungle is impenetrable (direction 132, distance 2
miles, 3 furlongs”).

21, 1t will be scen at a glance at tho documentary evidence above reviewed:



PR 5

B ST E R R O i A . S o

SUNHORIOPI I

or at the map, that it s impossible to reconeile this with the boundary claimed by
the Agrahari up to the Pangadi tank channel, or with the Zemindw’s line hevond
that. )

The Aorahari's line is defined in his docnments hy natural Teatures and not by
«tomes, mnl the direction of the first part of his Ime on the map s all wiron, Tho
Zoemindar's line bevond ((.en, sonth-vast of) the Panwadi tink elanuel i< il wrong
0 diveetion aned iz marked by stones which appear to benew awd e wot mentioned
in any decument.

29 Phe direction of 1327 from the Duthekulagunta stone 1= very nearly south-
st (due south-east would be 1357, iy 907 F 455, and this agrees with the diree-
tion of the e as shown on the enclosed plan and alzo very newrly agrees with the
general direction of the Dandiyal Vagi as shown in the phuo.

an The Talukdar and myszelf agreed thu this line was o accordance with
the fore decision, 2o from Duthekulagunta stone along the line pointed out by the
Vinaeadda villagers tothe thivd stone (No. b the map), and from thence .\'Il‘zli}_’f‘llt to
the jrnetion of the Panzadi fank ehannel with the main (Dandiyal) Vaou, and thienee
alone the Vaon to the stone mavked <87 just south of the Chimalapad road.
Aceordingly this was the boundary we fixed on in the accompanying deeision,

Ot i conciusion I have only toexpress my obligations 1o Mr. Franjee
Jamsetjoe of s Highness the Nizan's Survey for the assistance which he cave us ;
in settling his dispuie; wnfortunately [ know no Hindustani and the Talukdar
knew 1o Fedish, and we could not, as a rule, understand one another’s Telugu.
M, Jamsetjee’s knowledae of 1 Dindistan and English however made matters much
more ensv. His plan speaks for it=elf.

250 1 may add that as dispites as o the houndary laid down along the
yvderabud terrtory Prontier forty vears ago by Captain (Hreslev are not uncommon

i this division, I have taken the liberty of having a copy made of Enctosures T |
and K for the use of this office. i
i

FExcnosvee Noo 1

Wi decade that the Taind <onth of the line Joseribed bolow shall bolong to Grapavaram (s
[lighness the Nizon's) amd that the Toyd northof that line <hall helong to Vinagadapa {British).

From the <o aml moon stone (admitted by Loth parties) on the bund of Dutheknlagunta
amd wost for a litte sonth of west) of Perantalagunta the Tine s sotth-en=t to o stone on
the left hank (woing down stream) of the main Vawu (jungle strenm), and puimo‘d out hy the
Vinawudapn villagers ; thenee in the sune dirvection to a socrul >1'.u:m<l‘nmuu ~tone (also I)x;yiut(}d
cut by the Vinagadapa villacorsy on the hank of a <mall watereoese (jalu :n.nl theuee in the
s direetion to o rock marke Lwitha sun and moon.,  Up to this the Tine puinted ocut by the
Vinaeadapa people hus been taken.

From the last-named rock the line anes i1 el the sanee diveenion o, sonthi-cast), bu
with o little wore easting, for three Prrlones to the junetion of the Paneadi tank chaunel with
the main Voo (Dandivala Vaomn and fr o tiere follows the main Varn in o general divection
of southevnst row Duthekulamunta stone ton point on the boandary line (which vuns about
portit-east and south-west) said to have bhaen fixed by arbitration as the Boundary of Chinmala-
pacd (Briti=l andd Kachavarma (Niza’s), within thie last fwoenty years. The line follows that
claimed by the Vinagadapa peaple for abont one mile awl six hundred yards from the Dathe-
Kularunta stone to the voek above named, which is the hivd houndary mark fem Duthekala-
gunta stone not connting the Iatoer; then it woes steaighn from the Vinagadapa line to the
above-iruned junetion and thenee along the line claimed by rhe Gopavaram villawers, e, along
the main stream {Dandiyala Vagn) to a point hetween e seeond and thivd stones on the
above-wimed Chinnalapad boundary taking tie stone where the honndary crosses the Chinnas
lapad road as the fivst aud going couth-west along that boundary.

(Signed) J. P. FIDDIAN,
Ag. Head Awxt. Colleetor, Kistna District.

Brzvana, (Signed) GOVIND ROW,
20th May 1831 “ Aval Talukdar of Kummammet,
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Excrosrre No. Z.
P Povenne with Kistna Colleeror’s leteer, Noo 2030, dated

a

4 T.IsT of Papers sent to the Poard o
Sy Decoembier 1as! "

: One Arzi, dated 22nd Maveh %21, sent up by Rajah Ko dunan Sectowwa How Gary
with tollowing exhibits o — -

A. Particular secount enlled Jamabandi Dowles preps viad 1 1= ‘.

B, Plan.

sty Talisibdar to Veilki Venkato Norasimha
puty

C. Letter written by Vissainapeta De .
Row, &e., on 10th January 1500, .
One Arzi, dared 2 ith March 1581, sent up Ly do. ) e
Ons Vakalatnama. LD e
Three Docnments, Nos. 1, T, TTL ' e
Oue set of Depositions given by the following persons written w Fughsl e L
Prgrs - . . .
1. Mandadapu Seshanna . 4 t .
2. Do. Kotayya... . e 3
3. Dikar Saheh e i e 2
4. Vutukuri Kodandaramayya ... ( R
5. Punganti Venkatappayya ... - iy 1
6. BManadadapa Mallayya L1 -
7. Madireddi Venkataveddy ... vee . R |
8. Velupula Amirigadu ... A e 1
9. Velupula Gopadu ... 1
10. Ayyadevara Scshayya 1
11. Pasumarbi Narasimbasastrule . e 3
2. TLingamerla Adinarayana ... e 2
3. Vemireddi Mallarcddi e e 1
14, Gullur Kotayya T |
15. Mallangi Venkadn .. . T
16, Velupuru Viradu ... : H

One Plan.
One Decision (original), dated 20th May 1831 ‘1
(Signed}  A.J.D. ATRINSON, {

Acting Collector, ‘

No. 2,936,
SepyiTTeD, with enclosuves, in original (us_per accompanying list) to the Board
of Rovenue in veference to their Procecdings, Miscellaneous No. 10030, of the 19th

November 1831,
o, The report contains the Qotails of the boundary dispute and the decision

arrived at.  The undersigned has no remarks to offer.

Nrzvin, (Signed) A J. B ATKINSON, |
2a0d Decewber 1831, Acting Collector. |

Supwriten for the orders of Government with reference to the correspondence
ending with (i.0., dated 21st May 1831, No. 820.

2. The houndary dispute between the villages of Vinagadapa (British) and
Gopavaram (Nizanw’s) has been very carcfully investigated by Me, Fiddian, Acting
Tead Assistaut Colleetor, deputed to settle the question in communication with ag
ofﬁqes}‘ of the Nizam’s Government, and the Board recommend acceptance of the
decision arvived at. - The oral and documentary evidence adduced by the parties to
the dizpute was very conflicting and but litrle value eould be attached to the states
ments of the rival climants; it became neeessary thorefore to rely mainly on the
records of a former enquiry conducted in 1838 by Captain Gresley.  The bounda
scjttlcq by the representatives of the two Governments :1ccord}n<rly f‘ollowség
dn‘(‘ct.lon of the line indicated in Captain Gresley’s decixion and assi?rris a porti‘on of
the disputed tract to ench party, the land claimed to have been (‘)bcupiod durine
recent yvears by the villagersof Vinagadapa being assigned to them whilst the 'Pno-]D
to the south-cast ix allotted to Gopavaram. As maﬁy of the 1ocnlitie-: mc/th" ns
by Mr. Fiddinn are not shown on the plan, it is difficult tofollow the diséussionl'o?j?lt
the dispute has evidently been thoroughly investicated, and the Board see no 1'9’1"011
to question the decision arrived.  The line as deseribed in paragraph 23 of( ?h
report follows that denoted in pink on the plan to the fourth stoneﬁané th;;l crOQée:

4 't
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Hoacerpted by Governent, ShonTd he pernene iy oo e Ao prevent Tnethicr

dizpute ,
(True Extract.)}
(Sioned) . GIBSON,
Acting Sub-Seerctary,

No. 110, Onren Trenrox, 7th February 1382, No. 162,

ry

Ui ol Honorable the Governor
in Counell approves and  aceopts the
decizion, which lins beenavrived ar atter
caveful enquivy. Nteps< will e taken for the perianent demarention ol the bomndary

feation with the Nizam's Govermment. The following

Miscellaneous.

Tine as settled, after eommuni
Lettor will be (lw.\lnm:lml to the Resident at ,lIl\'«ln-!';.'b:u‘a pp—

(Hore enter Noo 163, Jated 7l Febroary 18=20
(True Extract.)
(Siened) (. G AMARTER,

Seeretary to Government

The Deard of Roverse, winle enelosires retrned
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No. D
PRocEEDINGS OF TuE DBoarp oF REVENUE, dated Srd January 1882
Read the following letter from J. P. FIDDIAN, Bsy., Aeting Head Assistint ol
lector, Kistua Distriet, to the Actine Gollector, of the Nistna District,
dated Bezvada, 1 Hh November 1831, No. 130,

284, of 10th February 1331, on the Pro-

ceedings of the VMadras Government, Revenue Department, No. 207, of 31st January
1881, stating that the Talukdar of the Kammun Distriet had been deputed by His
Thghness the Nizan's AMinister to settle the boundary dispute between Gopavaraim
and Vinagadapa, atd also to tho same Government Proceedings, No. 316, of 1sth
FPebruavy 1831, communicating the information that the Talakdar would meet me
towards the end of Febrwawy, [ have the honor to mform yvou that T met the
Talnkdar on the 18th Mareh fast, that our Ingquiry begau on that day and continued

to the 2 4th melusive.
9. On the 24th, after taking w

yarties, we determined to defer our decision 1
win Gresley could be procure
e of i Highness the Nix
lied almost eutirely on th

Wit reference to your footnote No.

hat we thouaht to be suflicient evidenee from

1l the records of a former enguiry

{, as both the Agrahari, who
- ) o

un, and the Zemindars, who

¢ decixion given by that

the y
in 1838 to 1842 by Capt:
clnimod the fand on the s
claimed it as British Territory, re

officer.

3. The records of the former enquiry were accordingly asked for from the
Bourd of Revenue, in your Office No. 777 of 7th April 1881, and were received here
from the Board diveet at the end of April, with Officiul Memorandum No. 627, of 23vd
April 1881, from the Board.

1. Ax the Talukdar had Lusiness to do in Bezvdda, we met there on 20th May
ay

and came to a decizion,® after perusing
tlie records of the original mquiry.

kinds, viz., {(a) oral evi-
ed by the parties, and

* Enclosed in original.
wad to consider was of three

5. The evidence which we |
documentary evidence addue

dence adduced by the pnrties, (‘l»)
(¢) the decision in the former mqury.

- G Before going on to discuss the evidence on each side, ift may be as well to
give some idea of the nature of the dispute and of the boundaries as given by the

two parties.

The land in dispute is a strip of jungle about four miles long and varying in
width from a few yards to, I believe, about a mile (at the broadest part). Tﬁere
are a few small patches of cultivation, but by far the largest part i1s very dense
thorny jungle; it was so dense in 1833, that the arbitrators then appointed to settl'e
the boundary did not attempt to penetrate it after a certain point, but only gave the
general divection in which tlhe line <hould run and hence the present dispvuse. The
only use to which the greater part of the tract in question i3 put is for grazing
eattle and it is utilized for that by both Gopavaram and Vinagadapa villagers. °
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7. Avery clear idea of the boundaries given hy the two parties may bo
derived from the accompanying map (and it will probably be fonnd difficntt to inder=
stand this veport avithout keeping vne €ie
a ; : on the anap) kindly furnishedo me b
with me at the time, but not knowing how A Fpa ! ) T. 1 otiee of His Hi hneg
the original boundary was fixed, I unfortu- _—y m.]?e Jumserjee o - lg’ o
nately neglected to take the bearings of the the Nizam’s Servicee, who surveyed the
stones pointed out. If it is thought that ground on behalf of his own Government.
full reliance cannot be placed on the direc- [ can vouch for the gencral divection of
z:t%l(l) of}t}éi boundary as shown in the map the lines and have no doubt the accuracy

uceh - Wi : 1 )

oug ~ke map was in my hands before of the survey can be relied* on.
auy of us knew that the boundary had been .t
indicated in Captain Gresley’s report by a The linet as given by the Gropavaram
general direction) and as observed by me people is fixed by natural objects, (¢
;Er, the t.u?'ie from the position of the sun Duthekulakunta (pond) Perantala Nd]lgi
can eas e hear i 1 ] i
easily go to the spot and take bear- (a dip in Perantala hill), &e., and Dandi-

ings and distances. . 4 : ;
+ Painted yellow, _yala v agu (Jungle stremn) ; thaty given
* Painted red. by the Vinagadapa villagers is fixed by

stones or marks on rocks throughout.

* I may say that I had my prismatic compass

8.

As to (a) the oral evidence it was directed to showing (1) recent occupancy
() by olne party or the other of the culti

. vated patches, a i1 av in whi
the bmmdary was fixed in the former Sentlement.p » and (i) the way in ¥ el
(1.) lhttel pntche}s of cu]tivati‘on are all close to Duthekulagunta, /.., ab
he 1]101f 1-west end of the disputed strip, and not farther to the

- - 1dsoxlll’c 1-0:;st thl:m the stone marked in the Plan No. 4
' 1e only field alleged to have been cultiv I C
might be farther to the south-east ig dema&;&%&‘?ydzfgqfag?gm \}rﬂl\:}gerls t}zzg
‘ : . et/ 1, (escribe . yiradaua

Gopavaram) as south of the big Vagu (hill stream) and north of Santh fll lak
(a rocky hill). The same witnes 1 of Santhamauma s e
malod ky S Lhe same Witness however says: “I do not know Santhama-
maloda a,l and witness V. Gopadun (of Vinagadapn) states that he * aﬁd others
llave cultivated N;1daga(la Pollu for 20 years Nadagada Pollu i £
Perantala Gattu (hill) and the Vagu; it goes up to half 4 mil adagada Pollu is east o

The fourth stone, however P el P to half a mile from Duthckulagunta.

L stone, ever, 13 well over a mile south-east fr cula :
I was told in going along the (red) boundary i cast from Duthgkulaglmm.
Nadagada Pollu was north of Stone N o th people of hoth villages that

0.2 fr cul: Tt
so that the only land definitely claim 2 from Duthekulagunta and west of No. 3,

: ; ed as havi el , -
villagers is well to the north-cast of Ston':l\}vlgvlng been cultivated by Vinagadapa
The Gopavaram villagers admit that the Vinaead :
the land between the two boundarie gadapa people have cultivated

sfor10or 15 years ¢ i : .
ears *“ 1 spite heir abiections.”?
9. Thus as far as oral testimon pite of their objections.

lands, is concerned, the Vi ny, as to recent occupancy of th ltivated
’ s b magadapa villa ] . ) e cultiva
bsery i o lagers have decidedly tl « oo
ga;)eanwji%;:s?v}f; Y(i're,vthzw 1fhexe 18 no evidence whatever as t%’ cxll?t?\?;ttigi—lizg tvwxlllf}crge-
never cultivated sou‘éﬁ, ol;&zrllledVManc}’adapu Kotayya, said ¢ the Vinagadapa 1382)?16
thing as to exclusive occupeati;;g li_ )f- and in fact there is no evidenbco “})()(rt%l any-
marked No. 4. »—Of any land farther south-east than the stone
10.

(ii) Then as to (u) the way i '
settloment. y in which the boundary was fixed in the former

The Gopavaram witness
1tnesses all state that the

have%)ﬁ(;n Vp;l;t; Otrzllgre within the last 10 or 15 }esigrzg%?g;hse;?g oi_’_tDutheikulagunta
and from the 1‘; st Zgatﬁgsgéi pomnted oub eight stones south-east o\E b?li?}seﬁtsizc)r.unta
The Vinagadapa Witneszzzwxsfle elghft moxie stones in a line running nort(hhweqr,
, v ohasd o professed to hav : S T
along this lin p 0 have been w v, ol ov
along this 13,(131 éhd not pretend that he went farther than the qil‘{\t‘lltht ¢ apft . Gre Sllt}
D(The ’eirrht n;)) explanation was given for the remaining taw 1 :tone vom Duthe:
been pat th o b§’02§: 831':1};11 :og?fh-gast side of the disp(fte;l ?H;Cghf;m - Lo
" years or so), 19 nelghbo‘dl'lllg villages within the last ten

3

11.  Although these witnesses say they went with Captain Gresley to the sixth
stone, wo shall see farther on that Captain Gresley did not really go be;voxx(l the
third stone from Duthekulagunta, and from the notes of my petsongl inspection I ﬁn_d‘
that I thought the sun and moon on the stone pillar (marked No. 5) looked as if
newly made; that those on No. 7 (which 18 a rock) n.lso looked new; and that on
No. 8 stone (also a rock) there was avery faint mark like a sun but no moon at all;
so that T think that even without considering the record of the f01’}11011 eigquz"\; we
may safely say that the stones (and the marks on the rocks) t})e'l\ ond O"'r 1?\?
been put there by the Vinagadapa party either for the purpose 0 t 111< enl(\;[I\.m }1 Q]Ir a‘,
any rate to show what they claimed. ‘It should he not_ed fﬁs'o 't—?A& }A_r(l: ﬂ\(;x E’)L
Kotayya (Vinagadapa) states: ¢ The feeder* to Pangadi tank joins the big o Agu
. : . (hill stream), &2, the \_magndnpa- Jopa-
*\istranslated, it means drainage chanunel. vATQIT ONE, . .r .- The Vinagadapa people
never cultivated south of the Vagu; south of Gomudu %’apay@’s he,ld and south of
the Vagu with which the Pangadi feeder joins, 1s Nizam S‘t‘(,‘rl;l‘lTOI’_\". o -

The Vinagadapa Curnam, K. Ramayya, also states: Ihe (lopavaram people
cultivate south of Goparvaram Vagn”

19. The Gopavaram witnesses a1l assert that the line from Duthefkuilagunta
shonld run over Perantala Gattu past Achanna tank, &c b“? noz;}e? f’elél say
that Captain Gresley went that way nor does any one of frhea} saLy ltlzilnyl Og&-
varam people ever chltivated between the boundaries claimed respectavely by the
two parties.

13. There was no disinterested evidence on cither si(ler; but the .wittkﬁigses
cited by the Vakil of Kamadana Seetamma Row Garu, part Ammpd?rél of Vina-
gadapa, were all Vinagadapa people, and those cited by the Ag’rahauly 0C opav armg
were all Gopavaram people. The only other witnesses were the } ur nn?; an
another of Chimalapad who speak ax to the cight stones pub lately on the south-east
cide of the disputed strip.

14, As to () the documents pro-
) duced by the parties.
i 1r 1 “roduced on the Vinagadapa side

The only document with any claim to notice pro uce vinag pa s
1= that marked A, which s a certified copy of an (S.xtrlzwt”from the ‘account to
how § me : Captain Gresley.
show the details of the settlement made by Caj Y- }

The orizinal was signed by Tota Brahmayya ¢late Dar iyaft Super mtendent.:

The villages concerned are on the Company’s side (1) Vinagadapa and g_)
K()tt:{palle aﬁ‘)d that on the Nizam’s side 18 Guntupalh-Gopnvaram ((‘)‘ne), The
1 ¥ o t about the document is the number of boundary stones from the
lmp(‘:" tﬂﬂt1p01llof a(J*r?mdup%lli Vinagadapa and Gopavar&m.” The number stated is

B 11’1()‘ . ace C <« OL (e (l-( = . . - !
?‘1?‘10 ”qu[;d « five recent.” 'f‘his 15 very difficult to reconcile with the oral evﬂence
iv;r? 1;V the Vinagadapa villagers. The latter shows that from Dasarikunta
%m meeting place) to Duthekulagunta (including that at the latter place) there are
51X 'stonesD and from that to Szmthamamalodaka(mcludmg that near the latter) there
- ‘ e ’ - .
are five stones, making in all eleven stones. o

The Vina;_;adnpa Vakil was unable to account for this dlscrg)m;c%{.

The sixth and seventh stones (marked Nos. 7 and 8) from Dut e ulagunta are
not accounted for in any way and were evidently unknown at t}le ,f,01 mer enquiry.

I think the second ¢ Five” and the words “,gnd totalling”” are a forgery;
cortainly the ¢ five” is quite anlike the other « fives” in the account and * the total-
lLing, &c.,” are clumsily put n. . .

) This, document whichever way 1t 1s taken is not of much use.

15. The second document is a private copy of a plan of the boundary claimed
by the Vinagadapa people, but as 1t is u_mnt-elhglble owing to .the. offsets being
expressed in figures which will not fit 1in with any kno"\rn denomlnat}ons of lengt_h
and as it only professes to have been made five or six years ago (V.e. when this

dispute had arisen afresh) it is not sent up or considered.
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Tahsildar dated in 1569, which enly proves that there was o dispute thew aned bas
therefore boeen returned to the party.

16. The thivd docnment put in is o letrer (Teluou) from the Tiravie Do

. EE it ~”’
The Vakil also offored at tirst to put m the villioe dow ] from 1_‘.:‘.' o 1—; ‘v
when the Zeranadort wos (lic sl e

attachmoent o bt us it wos Jeanto 'IYH'L

that they were nustened and <o of Wele weicht, he dd not ention then, e s
list.

A revenue aceount.

-1 1

Bestdes this, he states there are <ome (3) documents i this office. Wi ey

. . . . . . . - -

are he does not =av s but from a petition prtn by bis client the Zemindar, 1inowould
seem that they are—

(L)Y AnInavetnama from the Colloctor of 1 Pl Newember IS720 savino 1l
Captain Gresley’s veport was not i his office aud e dispune st
he settled by arbitration.

(2.))  Aletrer from the Deputy Talesildan in 1865 (pentione] e

(3.)  Avextraet from some Jianabaned; o s,

The first and third of these e por fortheoming iu thic ofliee, wel froon e o
nature ave uot hikely to tlirow any lebt onthe matter

17, The first document (marked T put i by the Aovadupricoa copy o o Ll
s]\'ufch of the bnu]hl;u"\', the original copy l>vi1|g" sioned i May 1S9< 1y Capers o
FoGresley as umpire for the scttlenmont, A Tar as one cin j'm[g«- i 'f:x\wx\i T
'(,“:t)]):ny:n':nm view of the matter, t]uimgh_ the natirad features ape .\'('I"\' rowchlv par
I'he line geems to go over Perantala Lill wnd to Join the main Vioy at the Juetion
of a tank channel. ) - '

It shows six stones from the junction of three vil
the stone at Perantala hill (at the foot of which ;
shows no stones at all bevond that; and this lattes
it as the boundary south-cast  of Porantaly
Gresley’s original report to he mapkod

lnees W to and inelusive of
~ I)HTIH‘]\'H]:! lnq“[ fomnta . Lot

fret makes very pgel, aonine
WL s clearle wn iy Contein
by three stones. ' ‘

13, The second document (maked 1) ix
the Timits placed in 1838 by Captain Gresloy in (e dixpute hetween G
(Nizam’s) and Vinagndapa and Nottapalle (("mn],;m\-’_;}‘,, A
m 1842 (on the same day as document A) by the ’
with a stone elose to Duxavi Kunta (“which s the Corner plice of Gopovaran
and deseribes «ix stones up to and meliding one close 1o l)!!lil('l\"!]" I '
“from there over the dip in Perantala WL from the side of \'~vli-v.\|vx TS I
well and (in?) Achanna tank by Pedda Pallem (areat hollow) t‘ul‘l;-n "I|Ix \':1‘-(1
which joins Vangidi tank channel and along the Vi 16 the 1ot ‘ 1 -j"rf 0 ',':“
l]i”.” ¢ o - 1 o ~Tede o L

This agan supports the Gopavaram view, but con
original report, and the information contaimed in the ¢
the decision and by a subordinate who, if the dese
correct, was then, for some reaszon, deprive

acertifiod Copy of a4 Cla 1o o
The oriohinl was <ioned
Davyaft Su[u-rintmulwm. [t Toin-

1

{»rv![\l_ ;!H({ ~ :"\'.\

icts with Caproin Greslioa's
LOPY was oiven founr vears after
MPton of him in doeinent A s
d of his post.

19.  This is all the evidence adiduced by the 1
scen to conflict with that on the other qud both dif
Captain Gresley himself.

()

artes, and that on one <ile is

i

Ter from the report in kneli-h by

. ?“' I‘“-\f”_\' as to Captain Greslev's
decision as contained in Lis eport.

His words ave (<cop Thelosre KT
‘:to a boundary stone On.the'bund of a small Kunta, .\'mlflryﬁi\v,]‘sll('(],‘ff'1}])::1.‘.{\?11‘.:'.‘.,’
Gootta hill, thence (with direction 125 and distunee 2 frlomes, 110 vapd<g 1o the
eaxt bank of the Doondialla river where there js 4 })H[]ll(l‘il'\?l 71 - .'\ (1“1-“»\) 'I o ( .
proceed through a dense jungle in Lo Sterie s Thet

_ a general diveetion of 130
boundary stones hevond which the

. L. =, Piissin
. e o) jungle is mipenctyable (o )
wiles, 5 farlongs ™),

v two other
:)'2, distionee 2

[il'(‘('l 1o |

A ovide ahove reviewed

. ~ . o - evidence ahove reviewed,

21, It will be scen at a glance at the dqcumf“”,’-\] 1 s lary claimod by
or at the map, that it is impossible to reconcile thix with the ,"”_Iml.‘”)] o ”'1{” W

i . . N Y R RN » VO H .
the Aorahar up to the Pangadi tank chuumel, or with the Ze NHH(][.);‘ .\t III‘H, | )(],? (([“, n;}n
= . . . - . - s bv u: sl o O AN ¢ Yy

The Agrahari’s line is defined in his documents by natura ‘,‘1.1“(\:;0””‘ : 'I'}'\'
stones, and the direction of the first part of biis lm;‘ m\rﬂ{c m](]-I'-]]t N 1] i<'-11“l.\\'1"mlfr
Zemindar's line bevond (7e., south-cast of) the 1 angadi tank (l H tl 1' i ; ]

4 ol . : : . V1ICW are no HeNTiO e
i direetion and is marked by stones which appear to benew and are '
1 any document. , vy sout]

* . . X 2 - Vel'y el i 1=

22, The direetion of 132 from the Dutlu"kul:m”ml" i\t_om = rerd ]:}( 1”} ’

P ) ) 33 Lt 007 =159, and this agrees with the direcs
cast (due south-caxt wonld be 135, fen, 907 =1 )’fl o . nc:n'l\' aorees with 1he
tion of the line as xhown on the enclosed plan and a 10 \t]l, Hearly g

T ‘ S . - - - ERNHAR
general dircetion of the Dandival Vagn as shown i the . swddinneo witd
- : . - e Ny Sors aUeordiaee ot
23, The Talukdar and myselt agreed that this line was i ace ;

—r).

: : :
stone > Iine pointed ont by the
ormer decizion, Qo fr Julaeunta stone along the b
the former deeision, Lo, from Duthek (No. +in the maph and from thenee straigh 1o
i with the main (Dandivaly Vaau, and thence
Chimalapad road.
i L'(,‘i.\'inn,

Vimagadapa villagers ro the third stone
CTunctic s Paneadi tank channe .
the qunction of the Panga e o e
along the Vagu to the stome marked 57 qu: ti s e s
A('('Q]'(Ii]xg]\’ this was the boundary we fixed on o the " lt‘ M “t )
T M a4 - XPress nmyoohign 0= t
21 : Jusion [ have only to expresx m _ e to Al Branjee
e e e Nizam's Survey for the assistanee which ll:“g‘l\t ux
tun [ knew no Hindustani and the Talnkdar
B s
erstaud one another’s Telugn,
jowever nade matters much

Mr. Framjee

Jamsctjee of His Highness th
i scttling his dispute; unfortunately l
knew no English, and we conld_ not, as a 1'”1“13 ‘:13;,‘ b
My Jamszcetjee’s knowledee of Hlpdna}:ml and Linglis

; v 1is peaks for itxzelf.

wore ey s plan >pu11\.' fml-,. to< ns to the boundary laid down along the
hat as cipute ‘q(r'o by Captain Gresley are not uncommen
‘D(V,f having w copy wiule of Enclosures |

290 T may add 1 :
Hyderabad territory frontier forty years ,
in thix division, I have taken the liberty
and N tor the use of this office.

Excrostee Noo
DECISION,

_ . aw shall belene to Gopavarvan (115
Wi decide that the land south of the e described bibo 1.\]‘il]]v"“tu \'fn-w-mlm (it
. (e J o H - . . N . Jone [ARASTE SER A 1 ~ .
_ R» ‘< t](,u t\,'y-),n]’\-) ancd that the land north of that line 5]1..{ ) tl}w‘l,m,vl B T I,
Highness the M ~1 moen stone (admitted by both partiesj en the W h-Citst Lo 2 storee o
S and u DA * ! . R PSSO - stone on
From the stn an L oof west) of Perantalagunta the line rin i poi ,1( it b 1)
and west (or a Jittle south o ) of the main Vagu (jungele stream),and poimntec ]nm R
anle foron ‘nostream) o AR o e 1T AN 1 Rtone (ads<o poine
the leit bank (going dm}‘ meo in the game direction to a secomd sutan 1.“1“'“1. = ll i Ry I E
Vinagadapa villagers ; t )'(l?( e on (thv Lank of a sall watercourse (J;f'”) ; ‘”'“t tlu N }m tlm
TR ana villavers gVl . . > hine pomited out by e
out b_\,].the .\1mfgmhp?]—vm-1i?ktx(1)\\'ith a san wnd moon, Up to this the Tiwe g Vol
game direction to a rock me

as been tuken. ) _ o southocast .
Vinagadapa people bus blu'nck t\ll() line voes in much the same ({mgtum (l".’t ’]lk t-ll - tl)' I.'-ll]t
Irom the lust-llﬂﬂ.let lf(? three flll'];*l“"5 to the jllll('IlUH of ll.](’ ]v"”l»‘“'",‘ ;‘ a - (.]‘l”li]_(‘ \\'lt 1
with a little more eastipg, tor > o e follows the main Vaou in a gencral direction
in'\ : ‘vnla Vaeu) and from there & line (which runs <]
the main Vagu ( andiva ak ](n ta stone) to a point on the boundary line (\‘1 uch ruans . m}ntr
. Ny sknlacunta & ‘ - o . e R ol
of sonth.cast (from Du.tl—l.L St ;J to have been fixed by arbitration as ll'uv l)'([:;llj( ]‘1} g)t]]( h.”,” a}Aa,
north-cast and south-west) s (\"/1111’\5) within the last twenty years. 1]( rlllt 1«»] .)\}; thaut
1 . avaran (S 7 : . (- aras Jron . iTlice
paud (Lvitizh) m“}'kadl}lhq( cople for about oue mile and ~ix lmmlllu] 3 ”(.]—\fl.“ u ]t'l( | i I!<
claimed Ly the mugmdp{ Pbm'm pamned, which is the third boundary \1{1_‘11 N Lf»m ,l'm e \1151.1-
stone rocK 4 b ) _ oy e gondan: ne .
kulagunta stone to t}l(;';x((w?t310 latter ; then it goes straight from the Vinagadapu line to tle
- ton t counting
gnnta stene no

ine clai ’ ropavaram villagers, (e, alore
: : 1thence along the line claimed by the Go) o -‘14 s, e &
above-named junction :;!u] v o tween the sceond and thivd =tomes on the
: e ' 1vala
the main etream (Dandn

: int be
{)O‘ll) to a PU”lt lary or s (11t
o ! N s wher » ndary crosses the M-
y 4 Chimalapad boundary taking the stouc where the bou y e Chinw
above-named Climalap: )
lapad road as the first and going south-w
€ . -

ext aleng that boundary.
(\]L_rn((l) J. P. FII”)I‘\N,
Ac. Head Asst, Collector, Kistna District,
{Rigned) GOVIND ROW,
BrzvADa, Aval Tulukdar of Kummammer.
20th May 1881
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No. 2,936,
STEMITTED, with enclosures, in original (as per accompanying hst) to the Donrd
of Revenue, in reference to their Proceedings, Miscellaneous No 10030, of the 19:h
November (851, :
2. The report contains the details of the l)olmdzn‘y dispute and the decision

s

arrived at. The undersigned has no remarks to offer,

Nozvie, (Signed) A JO B ATKINSON
2nd December 1831, Acting V(VUN(”L'T( v
“ h - H I‘ -

Listof Papers sent to the Board of Revenne with Kistny Collectar’s letter, Now 2030 duterd
2nd December 1887, y O ZUh 0 di

One Avzi, duted 220d Murch 1221, sent up b i J
Ly AL TR == atalt Tt SE P by Rajah Kamadana Scetqmm: o (rari
with following exhibits i — ) “stetamma Ress G
A. Particalar account called Jumabandi Dowles 1
£ ar ¢ - R s prepared 1n 18140
B. Pl prel 8.
C. Lotter written by Vismmrnpem Deputy Tahsi v
. ;e A f apet puty Tahsildar to Vollapk: Vonionrn oo
Row, &, on 10th Junuary 1353, ellankd Veslon N
One Avzi, dated 2 tth March 1331, sent up by do.
One Vakalatnama. ’
Three Documents, Nos. I, I1, 111
Oue set of Depositions given by the following persons written in Enolish

P

Lo Mundadapa Seshanna s
'.3. . J)l).' 1\-,:1:1)')‘&... . ?
3. DBikar Salieh J o
4. Vutakar Kodandaramayya ., . -i
D, Punounti Venkatappuyya I
6. Mandwlipu Mallayya I
7. Madiveddi Venkatuvedd 1
&, Velmpula Amirieadu .., 1
9. Velnpula Gopadu o 1
10.  Ayyvadevara Seshayya ] 1
11, Pusumarbi Narasimha Sastrula ., o 4
12, Linguwmerla Adinaraynna 3
13, Vemireddi Mallareddi ' 2
1t Gullie Kotuyya ’ t 1
15, Mallangi Venkada 1
1. Velupuru Virada }

One I'lan.
One Decision (original), dated 20t} May 1851
(Signed) A g ATKINSON,

Acting Collvetor

—————

Scparrten for the orders of Government with pof
| ! : nt 1 reference )
ending with G.O., dated 21st May 1831, No. 820. e fothe

2. The boundary dispute between the villages of Vip.
Gopavaram (Nizam's) has been very carcfully im'ti-t‘i'mtod 1;1‘1;1(\1(1 e :
Head Assistant Collector, deputed to settle the qnést‘iﬁ&n i o7 Al I'.“]‘lfi”l, At
officer of the Nizam’s Government, and the Bo:n'd(rec ey Bnication with q
decision arrived at. The oral and t’locumcntary cvidcncm}lllnond
the dispute was very conflicting and but ligtle Yalie ooy Ioldi duee
ments of the rival claimants; it heeame necessary thel,(;f ),C
records of a former enquiry conducted in 1838 by}(}l : tlg o
settled by the representatives of the two Gov'crmhli atm Gr
divection of the line indicated in Captain Gresley’s deoti:li ;
the disputed tract to each party, the land claimed tlo‘ l(l)fln\'* ! :
recent years by the villagers of Vinagadapa being assionecitL ])L,.m occupied ‘1“”“‘1
to the south-east is allotted to Gopavaram. A? m:u? of Olt lem whilst the jungie
by Me. Fiddian are not shown on the plan, it is diﬁiculfyto foltl(;:vlt()}C:lI

e

correspotidenes

apa (British) and

acceptunce of the
d by the parties to
attached to the stute-
to rely mainly on the
esleve The Loundaay
ﬂCCOrding]y follows the
and axsivns g portion of

1ties mentioned
discussion ; but

.

' investioated, and the Board see no reasorn
en thoroughly investigated, and'thnr onrd seq ne s
The line as deseribed Ju pavagrapi So ot the
an to the fourtl stone and then erosses
hoa jungle stremwn {Dadival

the dispute has evidently ve
to question the decision arrived.
report follows that denoted in pmk on the pl g
tho disputed tract to the junction of a tank chnnjm-l W 1t1 e Tl lim
Vagu), which is taken as the boundary for the ufnlmnlc ;I;qrcq*cd o Dot o
if accepted by Government, should be permanently dewarcated t

dispute.
{True Copies and Extract.}

Secretary.
N . venue Department, cpas 1o 1 S UT L
To the Secretary to Govemmenxtv,it%e()ollector’sporiginal letier and enclosures to be returned

Copy to the Collector of the Kistna District.

Food, W, B Freocr
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