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157 May 1882, No. 509, REVENUE.

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

REVENUE DEP ARTMENT.

Riap—the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 22nd April 1882,
No. 1099 :— '

Read—the following letter from A. J. STUART, Esq., Acting Collector of
Coimbatore, to the Secretary to ‘Government, Revenue Department
(through the Board of Revenue), dated 17th March 1882, No. 23:—

With reference to G.0., dated 23th November 1881, No. 1831, Revenue Depart~
o ment, paragraph 1, I have the honor to
report that the Cochin Sircar does not
accept the boundary between Sheklakund and Kaliyanapandal nor that between
Pannimedukutta and Sheklakund, but desire to have this also settled by Messrs. Peet
and Hudson in the season of this year.

I enclose a letter* from the Dewan to the President stating the reasons upon
‘ which their objection is founded.

o, T also beg to submit a letter
from Mr. Pect which shows that from our side the boundary line to which the
Cochin Government objects is not considered to be satisfactory, and under these

circumstances 1 feel so sure that the Government will include this portion also in

what has to be settled this year that 1 do not think it necessary to make any
comment upon the reasons assigned by the Dewan for the objection on the part

Enclosures to be returned.

* Copy enclosure to Deputy Conservator’s letter.

“of Cochin.

3. 1 request the authority of Government for Mr. Peet to rc-open and settle
this portion of the line.

4. T beg also to enclose a letter from the Conservator of Forests which shows
that in his opinion the services of a Survey officer are very necessary, and suggesting
Mr. Baber as a suitable officer. I agree in the desirability of making the work done

_permanent by means of asurvey, and hope that the Government will be pleased to

depute an officer from the Survey Department for this purpose. The work will com-
mence by the 1st August. '

5. The following matter also referred to in paragraph 1 of the letter from the

. Qonservator of Forests appears to noed the orders of Government. Proceedings of the

Madras Government, Revenue Department, No. 1442, dated Tth Octcber 1876, contain
o letter from Mr. MacGregor, the late Resident of Travancore, describing claims mads

. by the Kolangéd Nambiddy, a proprietor in Malabar District, to lands which, if his,
would be bounded by the boundary now to be settled. The Conservator recommends

that these claims be considered and settled at the same time, but I cannot agree for
the following reasons.

6. Cochin is in possession of the ares claimed, and the Nambiddy has nothing

for it but to sue for the land in the Cochin Courts unless indeed the Government sees
fit to take his place and part and to contest the matter with Cochin as a boundary
dispute between Malabar and Cochin. In that case an officer from Malabar ought, T
think, to be present, advised, if necessary, by the Nambiddy and his people, but having
the entire control on behalf of Malabar of the settlement of the boundary as between
Malabar, Cochin, and Coimbatore, leaving it to the Nambiddy hereafter to sue for
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whatever land he claims in the Courts of Coq}ﬁn, Malaﬂbur or Coimbatore, according to
whichever of these districts' the lunds he_a cla;ms may fall at the close of the present
settlement. : . -

7. The recognition of the Nambiddy on hig own account as an actor in t'he
settlement of the boundary would in any case, 1 behgve, lead. to complications which
would probably bring the whole year’s work to nothing, for it is ditficult enough to
bring the Government officers and the Coch.m ofﬁcer§ to an agreement ; and, if this

. agreement is liable to be challenged by.- a. third party in no way under the control of
either Government, I think the chances are great that nothing will be settled and the
season and work of the officers employed lost. ‘

8. Lither on the Coimbatore side or the Malabar side the N
aftet the boundary is settled with Cochin, be considered by the (&
to the Civil Courts, and as above said Cochin being in posse
claims, we cannot help him as regards what eventually falls
with regard to which he will, I think, have to apply t
Courts.. :

9. With reference to paragraph § of the Conservator’
ernmeént will be pleased to order the despatch from thei
Connor’s Memoirs and of the original Atlas sheet, large scale
which is to be examined. These arz not on my records,
they are of the greatest importance, being in fact the b

ambiddy’s claims can,
overnment or referred
ssion of what clse he
within the Cochin boundary,
o the Cochin Sirear or their

8 letter, I beg that the Gov-
r own office of Ward and
» of the portion of the range
and Mr, Pect tells me that
asis of the proposed settlement.

ExcLosures.

Letter from A. W, PEET, Esq., Deputy Conservator of For

- Collector (through the Conservator of Forests),
1882, No. 264.

| T have the homor to ask for further orders on the subject of the Cochin-Coimbatore
boundary. . .

2. G.0., No. 599, of the 28th December 188I, assumes t
sgreed to the surveyed line between Sheklakund and Kaliyanap

3. From a letter,* No. 53, dated the 13th J anuary 188
' ‘ Resident, a

ests, Coimbatore, to the Acting
dated Coimbatore, 18th F ebruary

hat the Cochin Government had
andal,

2, from the Dewan of Cochin to the
copy of which was enclosed to e
. in a letter from the Chief Engineer, it appears
that the Cochin Government asserts that only the portion of the boundary between Sheklukund
and the Palacadavu river was agreed to by them.

4. TUnder these circumstances I beg that further order
to settle with Mr. Hudson the whole line svuth of Sheklakund,

* Copy attached.

3 be- asked for, 80 as to empower mo

. 5. It is with intention that I ha’tfe used the above “’O'rd:s :
up to the summit of the Sheklakund ridge, bgt T am of opinion
river is wrong ; and, if we are to go over again all the bound{;
and Panpimedukutta, we might as well eommmence so short a (i

for Mr. Hudson and I are agreed
that the line thence to Palacadavy
ry between the Palacadavu river
stance back as Sheklakund,

s

. GOVINDA MENON, Dewan, to the Acting British Resident in Trav
Letter fro&(':ll‘lin, dated Ernacollam, i3th January 1882, No. 55.

. ference to G.0., No. 599, dated 28th December 1831, copy of whioh accompanied your
1 tte:V 11?01 1'26‘7‘31‘09f the 6th instant, I have the honor to state that I shall desire Mr. Hudson to
airun:re with Mr. Peet and meet him at the proper season to mark out the remaining portion of
the Cochin-Coimbatore boundary. '

ancore and

to state that, as proposed in the correspondence no
t iﬁ‘ }’:):tgand-l\[r- Babér, oiP the Madras Revenue Survey,
?}lzzv decided that ‘the boundary line should run over the

.

ted in the margin, Mr. 1ludson
on the boundary in Angust last, and

top of Cheratombai which forms a
ortion of the continuous ridge or watershed between Sheklakund and Vengoli Peak, which is
port

ok line laid down in the Trigonometrical Map prepared by Messrs. Ward and Connor.
,.:‘mﬂm; ‘tofglvgarls herewith extract from Mr. Hudson’s report on the subject, dated 1st November
II q%e]g \:')o ‘ 439, and the tketches mentioned in paragraphs 8, 12 and 13,
“ s+ : ?
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o , 4 . Hudson’s
3. With referenoe to the misunderstanding slluded to in paragraph 11 of Mr. Hudson
3. ; , \

; ith' Order
I beg to state that in paragraph 8 of Mr. Peet’s letter, printed with the Government Ur
‘report, 1 beg

‘ :—* Beyond Sheklakund to
: i der acknowledgment, Mr. Peet says o
recmve(:hwt';th , i)rrl%ﬂfn;ite?ir 011112 b(?y Mr. Douglgs and by %1_11' SI)Llrvey’ DIGE&I:TLB;& hg:ﬁzﬁl}){;gcigﬂ )
e im0 it, "’ ives the date of the Cochin Dewan’s le s i
R4 nglél)ntastﬁzrigzgideg? dpl:'?n%giein Proceedings of the Madras Government of the 7th October
NO. 0ot y

i ' i hat
6. On referring to the papers printed with the said Government Proceedings, I find tha
1876. n reterrilg

: f Shekl: Hlis Highness’s Government
‘ id ‘that “to the south of Sheklakund ‘ g Govemnment
althouglrtxh ﬂ{)%ui);::;na:zzgw demarcated,” he cannot h}}‘«'(i lmezmt; gi) far S(())itk; 2?1 Kélﬁzggpa;ated
accepts the boun« Adently based on the report of Messrs. Stevens , dated
beuuilsz hlss}:etltgﬁwt’éoe‘ll:l ;I;in}t’ed with the same Grovernment Proceedings, the 8th paragraph o
22nd Aungust , . '
which ruzs as follows 1=~

k . d u
e lling day 0 ) we ok up th T Fom Comalr Aue hvard.
«Th o \ t  from Ca .
. . , the ¢ Amenankul,” and thence o : oia
o ot th o :1121\312 tOUI:eto zhis point the line i3 marked on rocks thus :,,’(-t ‘é&hsa;k?ﬁelgochin
river ol the;,‘"‘g:;econsid'ered to be as nearly correct as possible, we beg to sugges
) ' g M
21:0312 : nI;m:k may also be cut on these rocks.
N

1] « » ly go far
T therefore conclude that the Dewan, when he said “to the south,” meant cnly g
souﬂf.ﬂ“ Pniacadavu, and not up to Kaliyanapandal.

i ' imedukutts b
T would therefore suggest that the whole line from Palacadavu to Pannimedukutta be
demz?r.cated by the Cochin and British Officers.

| . ated 11th
T tior from the Conservator of Forests, to the Collector of Coimbatore, dated Madras,
Letter A rch 1882, No. 1370-C.

In forwarding a letter, with its enclosures, fli;mtl %Ibr Peet ané}i ctril};); (I)yf[ ea.qslre;ttg'e::c:;gech?é Sx:(r)xg
) dson, v ggest thatit be arrang SSTS.
son, 1 have the honor to sugges ! O oehin Malabar boundary
from Mr. Hudson, ¢t and settle the whole Coimbatore-Cochi
b Lsb August noxt an i , T understand that there are
et on or BbOV . s by Mr. Peet. Iinclude MalabarasIu are
i’ine south Oﬁ Shﬁ?ég ){ﬁeasl\}:&%(i)ifidy g'f Kolangéd in that district remaining unsettled, and I think
(gaﬁrlmh(l); (tie:igible that all should be settled or none. :
it g

- in Sirea *the accuracy'of the statement
N i that the Cochin Sircar demm" to CYy temont
2. It \_vﬂl be :‘P:f:vﬁd of €LG’.O., No. 1831, dated 29th Noverlnber ‘{382:1 ’{’Lsatxfdtcc?nt gnd
e OP?}mglkﬂir‘lo a}:d Ky hm'linigit?le%n t“ ﬁ)l;tuilggﬁafsa}()le u,se of the words
between Shexlaiund \is letter, No. 886, date Septen R ) o words
that when (s ,l’)e\wm IIrlxtL :)iﬂ; :s far s the Palacadavu river and not up t.?l Kililtlt}igrt}ﬁfgl?er 15 iy
“to the south” ko I'li&ﬁ)adinw and to re-open the question from Sheklakund a
'POPoselt‘O]a;(fil;ittlgbtlfz Pal:z’cadu.vu, Mr. Peet considers t-he hne‘ls wrong.
1ich

- »
r j . : ‘e pemark o “ Major Freeth's
o ¥ bcessary af, present to consider Mr. Hudson's remarks as t ]
i 1ecesst . prest
3. Ttisum

: y sttled on the ground.

‘0. The matter can only be settle . | -
com})rolnlsc: : jmperative that the officers be ucqqmpamgd‘ by :1 c?}?f;i T;tm% n“ x ot
vy S’ : ];;?g“:?'y,ﬁ”d iPi} i[r. Baber could be spared he is pre-eminently t g |

. 4 ant . : aber co ‘
ﬂ]e Sllﬁeyweg)nequainted with the Iogalltleb. | R
33 alre: );\[ Peet should be furnished with Wardtand 1(‘3011:4}311{; Iiezﬁgil ;:; Posgible  the original
g s ' hall endeavour to relieve h : e of Lis routize
A st gl Tl SER i 1 Bty et o
forest work 80 ﬁhI would solicit your attention to my letter, No. 990,
ction with whie

i en - inf d by the Sub-
T T T ‘hich I have been:informe ;
conne o , - 1882, Sinée writing whie . o infomol Ly o Subs
, 93rd Japuary 185 ® o will cortainly leave if further
lo. 86, dated ¢ : Kaders say they wi
i C wator that our ‘ Yy
Assistant Conserva . .

from the PBritish Government.

———

I m IIH‘() i i , to the
| D ief Engineer, Cochin Government,
v SON, Esq., m.Lc.E, Chief gineer, orerament,
etter from 1. \z(;l IoIf F(‘)?eit‘\‘, Mugras, dated Trichoor, 13th February 1832, No
(Conservator of Forests

A y u on iect of the Cochin and
‘ y « to address you on the subjec
3 Ar. Peet I have the honor ] h
$ requ(’stgd b : Y

ttlement. < . .
‘Coimbators bonteasy Z‘reO No. 1831, dated the 20th ]i\IovemberL1 8t8tl, my mstr:.(;tﬁoise ﬂ;'l;'?)l;ot%g
g to .., IO " Pals -to Paunimedukutta, 83 you .
s e o Plandavs o Penne b, 880y 150 gy
erls T8 ; N

2. Aécor@in
cor and examine
(l);ewrm’s letter to the

3
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of Whie},l. is herein enclosed for your information}, that the boundary line between Palacadavu
and Kaliyanepandal has not yet been accepted by this Government.

. S.b I do not know that any objection will be raised to the line now surveyed and demar-
cated between the above stations, but it will be necessary for me, us before poipted out, to
ssamine the line before it is formally accepted by the Sircar.

74 . N s : : OtH

el 4‘x tt“ ith regard to “Major Freeth's compronise” betweer Kalivavapandal aud Pauni-
vat} 1L 1?.; 13 Ié stated, in paragraph 10 of Major Freeth's letter to the Superintendent of Madras
P t?P;uln e doxlrinbutore? S0th August 1830, No. 419,58, thut “a direct line from Kaliyanapan-
imedukutta along the ridge as per wap (No. I1) enclosed would be a fair compromse.”

. 9- On the copy of the map forwarded to me by Mr.
mige is shown running along 4 stream. the water
parallel to it would, as pointed out by Major Froe

Peet, the proposed boundary or eompro-
ershed ridge east of this stream and running

S!u.*h.-b.

Resolution-—dated 2244 April 1882, No. 1099,

Submitted for the orders of Government,

2. The Order of Gb\'el'nrnent,'(izttt'(l 10th Februar

rently not reached the Collector when his letter i i

necteisz'iryd 01‘d;3:1's have al;eady been issued in risga‘i‘:(iltttin.thoﬁ?géllt{rzl;:()ghe‘li?zlﬁ txl.:s

:g: re‘w :S ;.)mﬁtv ::el??hd:zsn:abl‘e that a Survey officer should be deputed to ‘a(.(nox;:lygnv

th re?uégfed t t0 Lvt“ o Governments. The Superintendent Revenue Survey, will

b q ste o state whether Mr. Baber's BCTVICes can be s ; d - ol
ogers will doubtless be able to make some othe iy oty Colonel

. R ; T arrangement whic <
demarcation of the line which may be decided upon gement which would ensure the

y 1882, No. 184, had appa-

3. The Board agree with the Collector that it 13 not

this occasion, the settlement of any clajmns which m
7ol s 0 : L may be advanced by the Nambi

rerarding tho Toul of the boundary between Coimbatore and Coclin 5} - fuquiry

g g olangid elaim should be Postponed, and conducted jnden it

seems to have been contemplated—G.0., 12th August 1881 <\' 1(1; ?1 81(1)1depmldently, as

o FARLH

4. Referriug to the Cnllectm"&request fo ’ ’

of the Boundary Map prepared by the Sury

to the Conservator of Forests with the Boar

No. 1843. ' ,

5. Ward and Connor's Memoirs and A]
r's . 1 Altas .
Ofﬁ?e) but were transferred with the records of thi‘:‘Tdre D
be in the office of the Examiner, Public Works Ae
No. 630, teing un enclosure to G.0., 17th June 187

desirable to attempt, upon

ov ];.a map, it 1s observed t}mt two cupics
d’}s P ?I"dl‘t"_lmlt were sent to him and five
roceedings; dated 22nd August 1881,

*

e ! t on record in the Board's
éfu f)epuitr‘t\lont, and should now
nts,—EAM.C.. 2 e 185
575, N ,920‘ y 2nd June 1854,

(True Copies and Extract.)

(Sigued) E. GIBSOY,
To the Secretary to Government, Revenue Actxng Secretary.
Department, with sketch to be returned,

To the Superintendent, Revenue Survey,
with copy of G.0., dated 12th August 1881,
No. 115U, :

“To the Collector of Coimbutore, with original
enclosures returned. o
Copy to the Conservator of Forests, with
copy of G.O., duted I2th August 1821,
No. 1180,

th, probally be found to be a better bonnlary.

, i )
15t May 1882, No. 509, REVENUE. "?3 9
- - e e
N e e e "y
i -
LR

Ozprr—dated 15tk May 1882, No. 509, Revenue. i
- — The Board's orders are approved.

¢
7

3

— ., Connor’s Memoirs and Atlas will be
disposed of in the Public Works Department. ’ ‘

1 . C (True Extract.) -

N | o  (Signed)  E.F. WEBSTER,
1. . _ Acting Secretary to Government.

- mer a5 R

To the Board of Revenue, with sketch returned.

Superintendent, Revenue Survey. -

Conservator of Forests. ‘ ' . | |

”  political Department (for communication to the Resident in Travancore 2nd Cockin),

" Public Works I)epartmenf;.

I

gt SO S

Fxd, W, B French,

-ty e g T

6 n Rl

? ' 120 Copiea.

B e v e ———<. . -,

P

i ' : Miscellaneous. - 2. The application for Ward and

et e i
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" mence by

. a letter from Mr.

‘that these claims be consl

No. 1099, -
~ Proceeprsas owetie Boawp or Revever, dated 22nd April 1682 !
Read the following letter from A, J. STUART, Fisq., Acting Collector of Coimbatore,
‘to the Secretary to Government, Revenue Department (through th ;13 ore(,l
of Revenue), dated 17th March 1882, No. 23:— 4sh the boar

WitH reference to G.0., dated 29th November 1881, No 183'1 Revenue bepaxt
| . y ) y 2 ] -
?1ent,t;,1)tzlxlx'atg1'zg)hcl, I have the honor to-
| | eport that the Cochin Si
accept the boundary between Sheklakund and Kaliyanapaxf((lzaImnoilrg:rt dl())es 'no‘t
Pannimedukutta and Sheklakund, but desire to have this also settled b ‘:} 55 'emeeu
aud Hudson in the season of this year. , u yRe Peet
I cnclose a letter* from the Dewan to the President sfating the reasous u‘)on
which their objection is founded. !

. 9 . X .
from Mr. Peet which _shows' that from our side thIe agf)?m?iea% : t(l)inzu’;nmt-fEl letter
Cochin Government objects -is not considered to be satisfactox}', 7, and ‘ “111?h the
circumstances I feel so sure that the Government will include) t,his o*?’m exlt.he'se
what has to be settled this year that I do not think it necess;a;' Ptlo lon £ 50 in
the reasons as§1gned by the Dewan for the objéctign oum‘?h: ;,Tt

Enclosures to be returned.

* Copy enclosure to Deputy Conservator’s letter.

comment upon
of Cochin. _ . B |
3. I request the authority of Governmert for Mr. Peet.to re- .
this portion of the line. . , | ) e-open »and scttle
4. Ibegalsoto enclose a letter from the Conservator of Forests whi .
that in his opinion the services of a- Survey officer are very necessarybang};ﬁlazggg :
Mr. Baber as & suitable officer. . I agree in the desirability of makine the work dono
f - st done
permancnt 1{?1 mez}us oftha sSur\ €Y 5]1;1‘1 .h‘;Pe tht;'t the Government will be pleased to
depute an officer from the DUIVEy epartment for this purpose. The work wi °
! the 1st August. ' | | ,rp | work will com
5 The following matter also referred to in paragraph 1 of the letter from the -
Conservator of Forests appears to nced the orders of Government. ~ Procecedings of the
Madras Government, Revenue Department, No. 1442, dated 7th October 187(;700,1@[1
MacGregor, the late Resident of Travancore, describing claims made
by the Kolangéd N ambiddy, a proprietor in Malabar District, to lands which, if his
would be bounded by the boundary now to be settled. The Conservator recommends
dered and se’ptled gt the same time, but I cannot agree for -

the following reasons. o
6. Cochin is in possession of the area claimed, and the Nambiddy has nothing

for it but to sue for the land in the Cochin Courts unless indeed the Government secs
fit to take his place and part and to contest the matter with Cochin as a boundary
dispute between Malabm: and.Cochm. In that case an officer from Malabar ought, I
think, to be present, advised, if necessary, by the Nambiddy and his people, but haviug
the entire control on behalf of Malabar of the settlement of the boundary as between
Malabar, Cochin, and Coimbatore, leaving it to the Nambiddy hereafter to sue for

laims in the Courts of Cochin, Malsbar or Coimbatore, according to

whatever land he claims -
whichever of these districts the lands ‘he claims may fall at the close of the present

gettlement. 5 s
7. The recognition of the Nambiddy on his own account as an actor in the
dary would in any case, I believe, lead to eomplications which

gottlement of the boun : to
car’s work to nothing, for it is difficult enough to

would probably bring the whole y :
ument officers and the Cochin officers to an agreement ; and, if this

bring the Gove 1 ;
agreement is liable to be.challenged by a -third party in no way under the control of
t, I think the chances are great that nothing will be scttled and the

ecither Governmen
season and work of the officers employed lost.

R . iodg ey T
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Coimbatore side or the Malabar side the Nambiddy’s claims can,
after the boundary is settled with Cochin, be considered by the Government or referred |
to the Civil Courts, and as above said Cochin being in possession of what else he
claims, we cannot help him as regards what eventually falls within the Cochin boundary,
with regard to which he will, I think, have to apply to the Cuchin Sircar or their

Courts.

9. With reference to paragraph 5 of the C
ernment will be pleased to order the despatch from their own office of Ward and

Connor’s Memoirs and of the original Atlas sheet, large scale, of the portion of the range
which is to be examined. These are not on my records, and Mr. Peet tells me that
they are of the greatest importance, being in fact the basis of the proposed settlement.

8. Either on the

onservator’s letter, I beg that the Gove-

o
) e
ExcLosCRE &_0'__1‘::_,,_.——-._.» 2

From A. W. PEET, Esq., Deputy Conservator of Forests, Coimbatore, to the Acting Collector
(through the Conservator of Forests), dated Coimbatore, 1&th February 1862, No 264.
I mave the honor to ask for further orders on the subject of the Cochin-Coimbatcre

boundary. :
2. G.0., No. 599, of the 28th Derember 1881, assumes that the Cochin Government had

agreed to the surveyed line between Sheklakund and Kaliyanapaudal. ,
3. From a letter,* No. 53, dated the 13th January 1882, from tha Dewan of Cochin to the
vesident, a copy of which was enclosed to me

, * Copy attached. in & letter from the Chief Engineer, it appear
that the Cochin Government asserts that only the portion of the boundary between Sheklakund

and the Palacadavu river was agreed to by them. ,
4. TUnder these circumstances I beg that further orders be asked for, 50 as to empower me

to settle with Mr. Hudson the whole line sout? of Shekladkund.

5. Tt is with intention that 1 have used tha above words ;
up to the summit of the Sheklakund ridge, but 1 am of opinion that the line thence to Palacadav
river is wrong ; and, if we are to go over azain all the boundary between the Palacadavu river
and Panpimedukutta, we might as well eommence so short a distauce back as Sheklukund.

for Mr Ilulson gnd Irare agreed

g

ExcrosTRE No. 2. '

From T. GOVINDA MENON, Dewan. to the Acting Dritish Resident in Travancore and
Cochin, dated Froacollam, 13th Jauuary 1832, No. 55.

WitH reference to G 0., No. 599, dated 25th December 1831, copy of whieh acmmpaniefl your
letter, No. 27, of the 6th instant, I have the honor to state that I shall desire Mr. Hudson to
arrange with Mr. Peet and meet him at the proper scason to mark out the remaining portion of

the Cochin-Coimbatore boundary.

2. 1 beg to state that, a3 proposed in the correspondenca noted in the margin, Mr. Hudson

met Mr. Peet and Mr. Baber, of the Madras Revenue Survey, on the boundary in August last, and

' they decided that the poundary line should run over the top of Cheratombai which forms a

portion of the continnous ridge or watershed Letween Sheklakund and Vengoli Peak, which iz

timilar to the line laid down in the Trigouometrical Map prejared by Messrs. Ward and Corunor.

- 1 beg to forward herewith extract from Mr. Hudson’s report on the subjedt, dated 1st November
1831, No. 439, and the cketches mentioned in paragraphs 8, 12 and 13.

3. With reference to the misunderstanding alluded to in paragraph 11 of Mr. Hudsen's
report, I beg to state that in paragrapi 5 of Mr. Poct’s lotter, printed with the Government Order
received with your letter under acknowledgment, Mr. Peet says :—¢ Deyond Sheklakund to
the south the line marked out by Mr. Douglas and by our Survey Department has been aceept
by Cochin as correct,” and he gives the date of the Cochin Dewan'’s letfer (L4th September 157%,
No. 886) to the Resident, printed in Proceedings of the Madras Government of the 7th October
1876. On referring to the papers printed with the said Government Proceadings, I find that
although the Dewan said {hat ©to tha south of Sheklakund 1lis Highness's Government
accepts the boundary as now demarcated,” ke cannot have meant 80 far south as Kaliyanapandal,
because his letter was evidently based on the report of Messrs, Stevenson and Huwlson, dated
22nd Angust 1876, No. 1, printed with the same Government Drocecdings, the 8th paragra phof

which runs as follows i—

-
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: ) \1 nkul, uce on : ; f
ﬁ:;eliiﬁfa tllileasalrfle nau;(ei. gp to this point the line is marked on fockilméic}lzve’ O‘I}& tnc}a].bank { o
y be considered to be as nearly correct as possible, we beg to sufro?é\;t thsa: tllsl!elﬁ‘? Vh!;)f
gg : chin

Sircar’s mark may also be cut on these rocks.”

- 4. I therefore conclude that the D 3 i
conth as Dalneadave, and not up to Kaliy :I‘:I;;‘;n(‘;iv‘lll(n he said “to the south,” meant only so far

) 5. I would therefore suggest that th i
demarcated by the Cochin and British Ofﬁge;:.h ole Line from Palneadavu to Pannir'nedukutm be
: 5 !

R o
From the Comservator of Forests, to the Collector : !M
. ) sctor of C . ‘ £
. 1882, No. 137?}_0' 011?b%t0re, dated Madras, 11th March

I~ forwarding a letter, with its enclosures, from [ '

< ‘ ) osures, r. P _ Lo
from Mr. ?Iu{)laion,llth‘:ve the honor to suggest that it be miixtxﬁifl ct%gm{ i)f aqlett%r" received by me
meet on or about 1st August next and settle the whole Coimbat®re-C ES:T& cet and Hudsou
h]ll(‘? sonth of Sheklakund a3 proposed by Mr. Peet. Iinclnde Malabar as io“ 1(11“‘Malabar boundary
claims on the part of the Nambiddy of Kolangdd in that district aras un »erstand that there are
it highly desirable that all should be settled or none. remaining unsettled, and-I think

Excrosvrr No. 875

9. Tt will be observed that the OOchin‘ Sirea:
in the ops‘zniu.‘%‘ P&I'a.glzaph n’{:' G.0., No. 1831‘1r€z:te?1913{1)1{h toNtohve agcuralwy of the statement
between Sheklakund anfl Kaliyanapandal having been ¢ ;nutu-:im er 1881, s t the line
that when the ,Pewzm in his letter, No. 886, dated I4th Septemb& ‘1 8)"’6&00613%(1’ and eontend
¢ o the sonth ” he meant only as far as the Palacadavu river and not :1 ) imﬂi{e 11'156 of the words
propose to aceept this reading and to re-open the question, from Shakhkp ((l) 1'a iyanapanda ; we
from which point to the Palacadavu, Mr. Peet considers the lineis ;‘,I‘(;’](:ln a little fqrther north,

g.

.. 3. Tt is unnecessary abepresent to consider 1s ' . »
3 v abep usider Mr. Hudson’s remarks as to “ Major Freeth's -

nompromise.” The matter can only be settled on the ground.

4. *itds, Hmay say, imperative that the officers be ac i

the Sl??VeyQﬂ;};iﬁ".‘me_nt; and if Mr. Baber could be spared ﬁ?&%ﬁﬁ@gtﬁ cz{npotent e
iv already woll adyuainted with the localities. ‘ y thebest man, us b,
.,m»-'gj"“lri;‘j“[?@é{’.sTl'Ollld be furnished with Ward and Connor’s Memoi » i ieinal
Atlas sheets (large scale), and I shall endeavour to relieve him as mggxs::;dpngiffeogfﬂ}l? H

: . . ay devote his time and attention to this. boun;lm-y se’ctllia r?utn_le
connection with which T would solicit your attention to my letter, No. 990, recorded WSJtr}Ill( I(l}t"(m
No. 86, dated 23rd January 1882.  Since writing whieh I have been inform,ed By f}x:s QIE- A )’
ant Conservator that our Kaders say they will certainly leave if further tracts are &l’ie:ll:lltezl 51:1(::11

the DBritish (Government.

: , ‘ .' ; .Eb;Q_L_QS‘YRE‘NQ; 4 ™ |
S T . MDDSON, B, O T, G Sty e Gt
COinll%:tgigliiit‘:;‘llfl‘};’ hs[;t.-t'i[:zﬁzli[t.have ,the_honol‘ to addressv you on the‘ subject of the Cochin and
over%nd%i?;:iléggﬂfg \th(o)le’a ﬁ(:e 1f§(:)3nl1, Iégltsgwﬁ};gf 22111)1:53:1';?:3;);;}{132: Iﬁg iyn;txr:f;goq? z;re to go
Dewan’s lotter the Resident of Travancore and Cochin, No. 53, of the 13th J anuar&' 58231311(00371}? ,

of which is herein onclosed for your information), that the boundary line b alacad
and Kaliyanupandal has not yet been accepted by this Government. ¥ etWeen. Palacadavu

3. I do not know that any objection will be raised to the line now surveyed :
cated between the above. stations, but it will be necessary for me, as beforey Poiz?e(}i %ir?a:-
examine the line before it 18 formally accepted by the Sircar. ; » 1O
4 With régard to “Major Freeth’s compromise ” between Kaliyanapandal Ao
medukutta, it is stated, in paragraph 10 of M&JOT Freeth’s letter to the S):lper?nteﬁ denatt?f _;[’;:lxm-
Survey, dated Coimbatore, 30th August 1880, No. 419 8, that “a direct line from Kaliyana ras
dal to Pannimedukutta along the ridge as per map (No. II) enclosed would be a fair comgrol;lifzn’:
5. On the copy of the map forwarded to me by Mr. Peet, the proposed boundary or co se.
long a stream; the watershed ridge east of this stream g,nd mﬁiﬁ; ,

niise is shown running &0 .
yarallel to it would, as pointed out by Major Freeth, probably be found to be a hetter boundary
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SteyiTrep for the orders of Government, . : -
9. The Order of Government, dated 10th February 1532, No. 184, Lad appa- )
rently not reached the Collector when his letter was written. Ie will observe that the 7
necessary orders have already been issued in regard to the line from Sheklukund i ‘ .
southwards. It scems desirable that a Survey oflicer should be deputed to accompany : Py
the representatives of the two Governments. The Superintendent, Revenue Survey, will N Co
. e N . . - i *
be requested -to state whether Mr, Baber's services ean be spared ; if not, Colonel ; : , _ ‘ : Ly
Rogers will doubtless be able to make some other arrangement which would énsure the ; _ ‘ ' R
demarcation of the line which may be decided upon. : . o - , ' , S ;
3. ~The Doard agree with the Collector that it is not desirable to attemypt, upon . ' o : o S, i l
L ‘ this occasion, the settlement of any claims which may be advanced by the Nambiddy : v . . ‘ L
S B ’ of Kolangdd.  For the reagons given by Mr. Stuart they would confine the proceedings : . | T
‘ to the determination of the boundary between Coimbatore and Cochin.  Any inquiry . r
regarding the Kolangdd claim should be postponed, and conducted independently, as |
seems to bave been contemplated—@G.0,, 12th August 1881, No. 1180. !
4. Referring to the Collector's request fora map, it is observed that two copivs P ' : : ‘ Cot b
of the Boundary Map prepared by the Survey Department were sent to him and tive
to the Conservator of Forests with the Board's Proceedings, dated 22nd August 1881,
L No. 1343, ’
‘ ’ ' 5. Ward and Connor’s Memoirs and Altas are not on record in the Board’s iy
5 ‘ Oftice, but were transferred with the records of the Tank Department, and should now . ' o
i be in tie office of the Examiner, Public Works Accounts 12.0L.C., 2ud June 18514, ;‘ ,h
5 No. 630, being an enclosure fo G.0., 17th June 1875, Nu. 920. : ‘
Ty (True Copies and Extract.) !
e » - :
1 H ‘*
. b
) Acting Secretary.
. < 'y * . ‘ x
To the Secretary to Government, Revenue Department, with sketeh to be returned. co 2
»  Superintendent, Revenue Survey, with copy of Lo . g
g — . ) (.0., dated 12th Angust 1381, No. 1130 ” < 3
i s Uallector of Coimbatare, with origiual enclosures returned. i - )
' Copy to the Conservator of Forests, with copy of ) i ) ! o
: G.0,, dated 12th August 1831, No. 1130, 5 - L
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