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4, dated 5th Octobcr 1839
Rovenue. _- ST

Read—tho folIOng 1”roccedm<T of thc Be ard of Revenue (Land Revenue), datcd
BRI th Ootober 1888 l\o. 882 — N

Read—-—the fol]owmo' letter from H M \VIl\ TERBOTHA\I F sq : Actmg Co]lector
f~"\hlabar, o the Secrctary to the Comnnssmners of Land Revenue, d'tted
Cahout 13th July 1888 _No. 1970 » IR TR e

. Thave the honour to submlt throuvh the Board for the orders of Government
a roport from the Head Assistant Collcctor, Mr. Dance, dated 12th instant, No. 51,
" written .in" his' capacity of Boundary; Commissioner for the settlement of thc
boundary between the P4lghat taluk and Native ‘Cochin, on the subject of a dlspute
- which has been going on for the:last half century between the Kolangdd Nambidi «
and 'the; Cochm ‘Sirkar rogardmg a largo tract of forest lymrr to south-wcst of

n"oh peak e : TR
Venn‘oh pea,k is s1tuate about 14 mllea north-west from the now recorrnlzed

4-tr1]unct10n of Travancore, Cochin and Coimbatore.” ¢ .- B e
I'he boundary is in dlspute from Vcno‘oh peak on. thc south east to I' éman-

am on the north-west,. : :
engoli ‘peak will be found n shoot 6" of tho Trlrronometrxcal Survey map,

latltude 10° 25/, longitude 76° 52, 3
\The, enclosed sketch will facilitate a rofercnce to the Trxrronometncql Survey

ap, and will éxplain the situation of the disputed tract.” The sketch originally.

“‘submitted has been . epared by ’\Ir.,Dance with the help of maps furnished by
Mr. Ixohlhoff the bochm Commlsswner. It can: onlv be taLen as 'lppro‘zmmtc y
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Appears from the yer,, €3 mriven " are thaot? SUP-Conservator of Torests, in ~° .~ v o w0 0 Cochin Sirkar further assert that all claims on behalf of the British Government to : ;
. .priorto this ang 011; ,I;tm(’f b1\1§‘3§1‘s, Robinsot]tloaedﬁlmwn, in' the grandhavari. ’ It -} { i - .7 the tract now claimed by the Nambidi were - formally relinquished by the Madras o
‘miii(]lghat’l\w(lllo till that time:ixa(:}ltlo% of ‘the 'eoixgélr\ \_Va]}lio use above quoted ‘¢ that i ST C,‘(J‘[Ochment in their Minutes of Consultation, dated 2nd J une'1854, in which the. .. -
.. And worked al] th Kolanod s s 3 Sub-Consoruns oRCY in 1823, Mr. Gardpes-et a A " ““pounidary line shown in Ward and Connor’s map from Vengoli peak to the trijunc- B A
e ;‘nth the _Nﬂmbidi of K(‘)‘i‘l{;‘id foreéts’ 'entex.ga‘ ;IStOI‘ urx;deg GOVe'rm;lent adminstered - e ‘ B tion of Coimbatore, Cochin; and Trav_ancore was confirmed ‘m}xd “ordered.fo be - - i
e ']O.r‘iStS then relinquished o, OF the exdu‘sive.a%]l)r.lmtc-m?rch_ant_ into a contract - - recognised for the future as the frontier between the two states.” This decision . = = . w0 o
- ad down in the grand'}mgari vernment, i, .o ling of timber in the JKolangdd. , -.gas sglt)‘sg.qucnjlyt' .ilg;ﬁnl?fﬁr;n(;% _bGy thf(ri . }\fagrgs (?,vemment in their Minutes é}f., S
v o onsultation, dated 7th barch 1800, and in .0., No. 708, dated ;s0th May 1876. & . - .. ;

- His contrget specified the be ries .
s “In ey ODE he boundaries as
a B t.Mie Coi In ]sg% 1t aPPears that certain wood L
ould ot 1 Forest.of irkar, &e.” “The Nambidi argues -
WA not have taken ao oer could not have been ignorant of
S ‘Cf’ifse'from the Nambidi to fell in Cochin - -

': felled by }
- that Mr).‘(;lm”wa-’s,

011, The Nambidi does not admit-that his clai dect, £1854— -
our bo11xld{1rics o, ( Lthal fas clavm was decided by the G. 0. of 1854.— .

- The Nambidi, - however, does not admit that the- Minutes of Consultation. above. . - -

.quoted affect his cluim at'all. - =~ - .
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T e T i e e
" ment, Heezlzﬁflzxﬁ}ih? interfere with the boﬁﬁdarjjtliéﬁjﬂid ‘down.bv Govern-
as Far 25 tha N G280 2 boundary running to the west ofy f'llat'lliné;"ji

- which latter, - a8 | s
e twecn:tﬁ’ b (fasr.t éliﬂ»‘?‘%i’*‘i"&ﬁil?o"‘“é’“t?- concerned, will still be the ‘‘frontier:
a party 1o the disnute bowr . 2ddition to this, the Nambidi urges that he was not:
- then g}(r)iie‘intb.' }ipe‘;tr‘;nbe?gp :%;Cpcl}m -and édiilibatorérvlgllldl‘ni?i(s}s‘(flg{iﬁi]s]ew“(;?:?‘Egz7
- waived if he raised no )§t ab.lus claims might have beeri considered to have been
- the order above qho'tedlw?ags‘t" he put in o’ petition to the Board of Reo‘ e Fte‘?.é
" 7th Beptomber Lape s YaS passed, and he reccived a reply from the Board, dated
‘ hom oF the fomoon i Eo 19:¢ffe<(>1tr:that;‘,‘if'he,ihadv agyyjclaix:x}x‘ toc" Voz;r s Y
“prefer to any :
-+ “ment Order) ho shiould advanco it theseh s i LTitory (by the aove Govertc
i1 sihecnn g crough the Collector of Malabar.” - There.are
- %o the Nambidi’s dispute with 4 ponce with: Government and the  Board:
- secm that the G,0. of "t the Cochin Sirkar being uns “that it would not.
12, The tine as b 1854 was considered to haye affgeé";gcslettlt}: (}\I?:fﬁiﬁif: (::Illi(ilngotf
et 0Wn 81 Ward- and’ (Tmen —or o 00 SO epnL R e
- Douglas in 1871,—The Cochin'Szrkgﬁilz:?mr?”as accepled by Messrs. Stevenson and

. to'ncar Manhakutti:as' shown in ‘Ward' a"'l or urges that the line from Verigoli peak "

- between the two ‘stat : 1d Con 1S. accepted y
‘ vhe. ates by ‘Mr, Lo gy L OROT. Was. ‘as ’
Mr. Stevenson, the Coib?x{ él_r. Douglas;’ the -British -acoﬁcc_epted as the boundary
~ appear not to have been -onservator, in 1871, Messrs §91§vatolr . Bdogtzsts, o
E.nov 1 - ! ~Douglas an evenson”

bemng to ¢i ” Ay Ay (oo s S 4
bowng to **inspeet ”’ the bound.ary botween fhe'K'o?;) ‘Commissioners, their object.
‘ ) : ‘

.M 'de hIl‘,DOu] )-~. :
- . ] ouglag’- letter to the Deputy®
e o Y 6 Nl ST SHG T
~had ample Wamiﬁg,” L é’,b?.?mpl'q%’:sr‘Vlliépresenta,t’ivé‘c; VIVESE%:%?:S? fml":}grap%}lg
18, The Nambidi contends’ s apss rosent albioust
ot final.—In reply to thi enas  that Messrs, D T T e T e
" had no ‘a_uth‘ori%1 %’Ott;é:ase,tt}he Nnmbidiﬁurge:u'zlllq;t %}zd Stevenson's. demareation was.
considered 10 hvo pat s eg LOUNary, and it s ovidont fhatir g oSO
Proccedings, No, 2699, dét:d t20 the dispute becauss th(;i} th(ait their visit was not
 Vengoli. peak elsimed b poyt- L September 1874, alludg sa o apy cie 12 hele.
Proccedings, No, 083, dugeq s Stelabar and Cochinn * Ayt fooaavest of,
- :the boundary “ westwards fromﬂxlzg%%}im?;;?“udé o fho o the Board in their.
M Aecounts prodused by 1 e BoRE

~ of possession in the disput Y the Cochin Sirkas S o L L i T
of possession Withixi'g{)lizefiliimct's n_order tdgh%@r(;ﬁg’:}i?ttmey kave exercised rights:

~ that they have felled timbéfuted fract, the Cochin Sirkar oy have exercised rights
1080 (1855), 1081 (1850} ] g o0thparamba and Pararpa oy s its showing
they gave out the right of felling grlxsgl?)i‘ 1036 .(1861), - ;lexdgl &lizém( i%;}‘f 14 ( 3831? )t’;
B sy )y and 1037 (Tggp), ~° Placs on contract in 1032 (1%;’5%,‘ 1054

- Whatever rights of (;wﬁzrz(ft S S

A _scea_l.z'n the '7’-1'. v}” S e e
. ‘ . P mavy hav, : gL Ofpossesszon X ; T
- tho disputed ‘tract tho Nambid s ey e Sxorcised by the Cochin 81 ke itin
8 tho Nambidi complained of S not tacitly acquiesced ; hin Sirkar within
. Julam and Koothparamba, and 5 ogC0¢hin Sirkar having tre them. "In'1854 and.
of Malabar, issucd warrants tq iro> 0, JF- Knox the T trespassed on Paramba-:
~ . trospassed on the above plages | Lot the subjects of th ead. Assistant Magistrate:
~ 26th My 1853, tho Divan o, 8%0 in'a letter to the § Dochin Sirkar. who had
“Sirkar hill servants were 1 n‘.‘ udes to the faet that ¢ 0 esident of Cochin, dated .
-~ shairy, the COimba@tore*aufh ng teak timbor atvPa;raiﬁﬁnkOc‘ther 1849 when tho
- fway two of them to Poll{xc}i?x;l;t.l-eg-ﬂ .luog"fuy : ihterfergdivﬁ%?ﬁf ot ofdAna(xin %mf?
1B Rights of oimerstnp e o T e B
| ',t,}‘.e,.d"sl’u,ted.ﬂiract:ilt issﬁfof Vably not exereised by vither party over 4 oat mart e
- neighbourhood, ‘where seve ill ¢ that, with " the exg "t“r party over e great partof
- in. the ‘accompanying gk tra disputes heve ocen e({)um’el of Kamankylam and 'its:
~+ portions of the digput%d te Sh’. Koothparam} a‘rli‘flq Ph?‘mtlme.‘to timo as shown
A fract, "}Whic%xahy"at'temptj’lﬁl?gl bak,“]a.an‘ {)lre ‘the only
T o adtempt hs been mado by cither sido

the proposed settlement of  *

. years ago and not.removed owing to disputes.” " Lo s
© 717, The Cochin Sirkar. urge that no dispute could have existed “awhen Messrs: Ward -~

~and which according to Ward and Connor’s map:was in our territory; was surren=-;. < ...
! P ‘ ¥y >

' Cochin Sirkar have repudiated Ward and Connor’s line. - I know of these disputes =
-7 Collector of Malabar, stated in his letter to the Board of Revenue, No.;"4529;‘;_dated -

o f],_SI.fSo‘._‘ﬁtc‘ grand]la”am 05'"‘Wm'~d “and Cb;zhdr’s‘h'hza};_ tév‘fié;bcéeﬁfezl»ds ﬂze bds“ of
<. settlement in the present case.—The question, which is now to, be decided by Govern= .- -1 -+
-+ 'ment, is whether the grandhavari or Ward and Connor’s map is to be accepted as" ;- T

- “Agamalai forest from’ Captain Watson in 1806 to the present: time. . The Cochin " = =~
. ’Sirkar, on: the' other hand, base their claims on Ward and Connor’s map, which~, v

% well qualified to know accepted as:correct the boundaries of the disputed: tract as ‘- -

by the British Conservancy Department.. ‘Since the abolition of the conservancy up -

s o Noveuper 1891; No.-1038, REVENUE. B

- to exercise rights of ‘ownership. The country to the south of ‘the Parambakulam® . > .
“river is dense jungle and so inacecssible that it would probably not be'worth while .~ =
~to fell timber there, the ' cost of: removal ‘being - prohibitive. - Mr. MacGregor, the .~

" Collector of - Malabar, referring to the tract now in dispute, said in a letter tothe =~ - -
- Collector “of ‘Coimbatore, No.-1349-B, dated ‘14th May 1874, that “in 1872 he . .. - A
traversed’ the forests contained within the limit (claimed ‘by ‘the Nambidi) for a .~
" considerable distance, and from what he saw and heard he drew the conclusion that =~ o
" it was a sort of ‘debatable Jand in  which no party -exercised unchallénged rights. =7

© Tt abounded "in teak trees of splendid growth in dll stages of maturity and decay -

* with.no evidence of working ‘save in one or two rare instances when a few squared -~ - -
" logs were seen blackened by age and exposure, and, as he was informed, cut many:- " -

. and Connor surveyjed the line.—Another point urged by the Cochin Sirkar is that "
~“when ‘Messrs.. Ward and Connor surveyed the line, no dispute could have existed, ©
“ because in all cases Wwhere there were disputes the boundary has"been marked

© ¢ disputed ” and no dispute has-been” marked -in the present case: The Nambidi, -

. “on'the otlier hand, asserts that Ward and Connor’s surve “was a purely military .-

" and geographical: one,.and that their map has been repudiated morc than once by -
. the Cochin Sirkar.when it has been adverse to the Cochin claims. < This is true, as T~ "

* the Cochin Sirkar will themselves admit. I may mention, among other instances, ' C

“the dispute. of the Pozhakal Edom.:- In that' case the Cochin' Sirkar’ ‘refus?d‘to, R AN
. accept the line ‘as shown in Ward and Connor’s map, and the line was accordingly. - -

. altered -and  a large tract of forest, which was then claimed by: the British janm1-- . - RS

+ dered to Cochin by G.0O., No. 91, dated 26th January 1852, Again‘in the casc'of .
 Nellikal. Edom, .Mr. Knox, the . Sub-Collector: of : Malabar, in' his letter to the - .7
" Collector, dated 7 th May 1855, No. 67, states 'that ““in the - previous seven miles ...

~the Coehin-Sirkar. had . successfully proved - the incorrectness of this map” (viz, . o
| Ward and Connor's map). - Again in the dispute of ‘the Kannambra Nair: the . . o

a5 they wero'all on the boundary of the Pélghat taluk, bt I beliove thero are - Fnty
_‘several . other, instances -in . which the Cochin Sirkar have  repudiated Ward and = 0
" Connors line. At the same time, it must. be admitted-as Mr. Galton, Acting -

~Tth November 1883, that ¢ Ward : nd Connor’s line has been' taken ds the basis of /-
scttlementlm;detet:mmm@thé‘ boundary throughout between British-.teri‘itory'and,' S
.. the States of Cochin and Travancore® = "7 00

. 2y, .

- the basis of settlement in the-present. case. - The Nambidi's’ grandhavari has once S
. Deen accepted as a basis for ‘settling the boundary of one portion of ‘his Agamalai - o
. forests, ‘and, therefore, in my opinion, should be accepted as the basis of settlement = . DT
. of'the rest. - Its: authenticity and  reliability has' been: admitted by every%Britia_sh L
. official who has had occasion’to inquire’ into the boundaries: of the‘ll\ambidﬂs o

**'they have not hesitated to repudiate in other instances whenever it was adverse t0. 2 0o
Cthewrelaims, S e L T e e AR T S AT
2 " As'regards the ‘evidence of possession of the ‘tract in’.dispute, the | Nambidi’
. produdes his leases, of ‘which the most important are those granted to Mr. Henry - o
/" Gardner and Sir William Robinson as showing that two officials who wore peculiarly . o
‘ shown in ‘the grandliavari and extending. southwards towards Travancore. - From. “-
““1807 to 1823, the Nambidi’s forcsts, as shown in the ‘grandhavari, were managed -

* to the present day; the Nambidi’s. forests have boen leased out from time to time. .
~ In'the ‘Qg§¢slf;o;n"‘1849‘ftov‘18623“th0,'_Nambidi has inVariﬁ}l)ly‘speqiﬁed‘ the 1)0}{Dd_?}f}f Lo
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in accordance with the ‘g'randhavérli. ‘In su

“ been specified, but the forest has simpl on shomn - c5es the boundaries have not

: . mply been shown as the ¢ Agamalai.” Accounts
are not forthcoming to show where timber has actually been felled, = . :

: ':}'lThe} Cdc}:in ?irkar, on the other hand;
- tashow that they have béen felling timber within t slaim 4 idi;
ot e b 25 momtionay i% _ 1thin the tract claimed by the Nambidi ;

R -ntion aragraph: 15, has glwav - the acts |
the Cochin Sirkarin felling timber \lzrith{gn t%)le'disl’)‘uttjl i:r:&);szgg e oo gt of

- =~ Asregards the contention of the chin Sirkay
settled by the G.O." of 1854 passed 0(1}1(_-)0 o th

stated in paragraph ‘11 that I do not cons

~ way affected by 1t. " I request. that the m
" Government, ~ L

ider that the Nambidye claim is in any

 Roference on tho above, dated 6th August 1885,
g e Consorvator of Forests, Southern Cirelo, will bo roquisted

Board, at a'very early date, with his views on the matter, and’
there is.any information available in his o ’

~would appear, must know something of it, -

: to fa#bur the
also to ort i
fice bearing on it. - Mr, Dogiger.
-~ (Signed)
o the Conservator of F(;re§£s; Sox‘ithc'x'n Cﬁcié, Wlth L o
o letj:cr and enclosures, in original, to be returned. ©- .
| Officencto from C. G DOUGLAS, Fug,, Examinor of 1
: , .o Madrag, 15th September 1888,
. [Subject.—The Board’s Reforence of ‘(o o . .
forwarding to the Conservator fofe ng'grgsis Gggﬁlt'ﬁlé RO %’St? No. 2507 of 1888,
Collector of Malabar, dated 13th July 1888 N 1 T vircle,
dispute botween the O , No. 1970-P lanadd
' T coeoanged. | T
and 12 of '.thg.II.ead'Assistant -Colle they mayy.b‘e worth on paragraphs 10, 11
rcference. .. P 0 _ which -accompanied "the above
-2 Tused to be well acquaintcq e vt i et T
it when in charge of the: Ag;;g};?dﬁzletg ,t_he tract in dispute and
: and'C_‘ochm_ eighteen years g N

© 8. At one tim
award of 1854, . T

SR % Cochinaséerts( aragrs h10‘ 1 P .
* them in possession to tf)e' b 20 of Mr, Danegrg report) that this award o

did not affct s caso.ag il g ok 1 Nambidi sho, oy ris Svard confirmed

1 50 far at least thi

TR : | Irty years previous.
6 VCm‘u'xblq.tore was algo a'claimant,'bu‘c was p sl

18 claimg were not ey
2t in 1871 My, poeie

g , n . o ‘

glfc))ml?(t)i’n‘and I}a ceopted Ward ang Connor’; lsifleev;}il'los;::l’\;heu then Conservator " of

¢ voundary betwden' Cochin ang British territory ol peak westwards as

authority, and the Nambidj denies the ﬁnalifyrlt;lf ory, but M A

report). AR
6. Touching the award of 1854, the e . ,
' . 1894, the oninian . N
, g;f ;:)exflecl) ngl the caso 13, I belieye, that i%p&?&oﬁogfd every British officer’ who has
. but ¥ effected 2 settlement between Cochin andlfg)o_,se of the Nambidi’s claim,

our decisig

atter ma} be submitted for the orders of

» produce the accounts mentioned above

aptain Horsley's report, T have already

Douglas, it

CHOASTM,
ch:irng‘ Secretary, o

orest 'Acéoiihts','datéd o

2 letter from the =~
ochin Sirkar and the Nambidi of K. relating to’ 8 'b.oundar y

it . G : fféquchtl visited SR
880 and had beep gy for " isPute etween the Nambidi

ut out of court by the

Who, however, contends that it
en nvestigated at the -

«»

r. Dance’(}uestions"bur- R
n_(Parag}_'_apb 12 of the .

&= i

[
ik

o

5
X

=
f L

" ‘the work of demarcation and survey.

s

s N
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7 Refe.renceé could p'ro'b.ably “be multiplied, but the following "a;e, I-think, -
wﬂicmnily’éon:dl’ls Proceedings, dated 11th-April 1876, No. 983, relating to ag, :
® Oixlsubcéssful attempt on my part to revq'efthé QOI{?Eatomdd?Lgl'SI%I:h- :
C ini Jetter to the Collector of Coimbatore, date -

B ?er{ffé:;;glg%g, No. 1, paragraphs 23, 24, and 25 of which are to the

thereon. -

o ) : d" 8 dated 4t11'Se‘ptember 1876, No. ‘27265,"con.c¢mingf -
(2) B??dc:sclz‘)rgfc eglellﬁlgar’lt-shooting‘in the disputed -tract, and urging the .

' ‘ i i ' rshi ith reference:to
ity of settling the question. of ownership, with refes »
' feiigi??; the subjec? from the Collectors of hIalabax,,001§nbatorg,and -
myself. o ' ’

’(’3) Proceedings of Governnienf, dated 7th October 1876, No. 1442, embody-

ine a letter from the Resident in Travancore and Cochin, dated 23rd
= .

September 1876, No. 75, to the 4th paragraph of v\‘vhich‘ and to the B

tl sntion is invited. . P o
. order thereon attention 1s mvil : 7 I
8. From these papers; nothing can be plainer than that twelve yearsago

. : : thin at I am aware of ., -
Nambidi’s case was still considered an open one, and ,nothlng thdt 1 0 Aware of. -~

‘has since transpired to alter this view. . . L - o
e With”ridard to the State boundary which Mr. Stevenson a]x;gcl ?:snzlﬂl‘t;ggg otl(; |
Thave z;cceptcd in 1871, the facts are thesc. - Ward and (l}om}I?x lfkadi e
"peak westward happens to be the southern‘ lm‘nt of the ’ }?e g e e
which was then (1871) about to be surveyed. The coul(lltr) : ii?)lv e ol
be in dispute, and Cochin, being oni)t o(i tll)lefclalmants and possil
2CogNIs be consulted before pr _
i xl;(fiogé?(l;z(}lsg:?:f& llmlgettoaccofdingly and agreed as to the soutIhlerg ?]r(x)dagallgr?g’fltxs _
we;tern boundary of the leased forest, but to nothing more. ‘ vmthqt_I ithority fo
settlo any dispute or to accept any State boundary, and to prove the

80, it is only necessary to ref

’ ' ; : » . This has all the more significance
, ‘ Colatmed by Cochin and fllqlabur. . ‘has all %, otin
f)(():ltl:gtlxszolbwiaé Lilgt?imaté/ly associated with Mr. Baber, Asuﬁant_ Sgpexmtende 1

o =1 ; rt"thé IedSed forest bouvnd.'} ’
RN ders of 1854 and the inspection o easeC L Mhe
V ai'y i:10i817n1‘51':$ t}’):zlllc?ti(zslz‘dlc; almost identical in_their bearing on this dispute. The

first simply declarcd that Coimbatore would no longer advance any claim beyond -

Ward and’ Connor’s line from Vengoli peak: southward, and the sccond that the
rd an $ :

» . . ) 1 e..
- Forest Department had no concern with anything beyond Ward and Connor’s line .

s hie th : r of its leased- forest,
qor L ard, which is the southern boundary of its leased forest,
o Veq%()hl I\)?a]:ezieesriicnga(i’)een any doubt, and which Mr. Stevensonand 1 Idelf)l tl‘i}exi ‘
B 110“" Wlu‘“-l 18 “iltey] To arguc that the Nambidi’s claim was affected either by- o
:flgls?&tl (()ifl 1?51514 )o.r by any ‘proceedings of mine in 1871 is, in my humble opinion,
- decis \
L e . i was._re A C )
: gf:'f:fxp tltxz ;ﬁic:ll:i oflieltt]}aliiflpm‘ty and leaving the question of rcal mvvne‘r_slup‘ to
" be ' 1o future occasion. S ~ ; et
be fought out .oilvsog and Connor’s map, I can only say that I have often f_oryn;l ;: |
A llél-fﬁé‘;uigg to the Anamalais, and I speak from some experience, having 8s
- anunreli ,

- boundary officer explored and dema

~*¥hile,"as both Mr. Winterbotham and Mr. Dance remark, Cochin itself has never .
. ilveélit%tgs"to impugn -its accuracy- when convenient.

e e T g YT 7 A"'\.I'alval‘mrbthinksf

2 TE PR TN dispute is’ settled, the Collector of Malabar th :
. 12. Whlc}les?%:g?g gkeobtaipnihg,a loase Of’ the land on casy tem}ls_ 1ft diis\:'r:(}s‘ -
;f]}‘llcy © ‘f’“hgengg b(l; lost s}i’c}ht of, for'the forests are rich in timber and the tramways -
"This shou , ght,

. now being,laid down at no grea

~ confidenye in its authority in the present case.

point, as well as paragraphs 0 and 7 of the Board’s Proccedings

demarcation could safely proceed. - <

; p of S tly prepared by
er to the map of the forest subaeqtlelx y ire
. the Survey Department (published in 1875) which clearly shows the country to the

levant to his dispute with. Cochin . beyond

: ' rest ier en the . -
rcated the whole forest frontier between .
in, Tr ' * The Survey - . -
istri i bar, Cochin, Travancore and Madura. ‘The Su oy -
(ll)lsmct of (ioz;rl?(}) {{;(c):gr:ngeheita}gld I;orter ha,ve also discovered its untrastworthiness; - .
epaxtment Messrs. ‘

I confess I have. litrtleg.‘ =

t distance in the Coimbatore diSfrict may, if x;esul\t‘s .

[
o
4
N
~
]
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. 1,’.1t0.r03tmg, ﬂlough the P,dsr 5‘1;1{;}1 Tof M., W

‘-"ﬁn-'-i-f)"ﬁ'w"-’ )

. 'X‘eSOurcesv hith

, Reqdfletter from the Examme rh’f
R R A T 0

S 2w
Justify their eXtéfl?ibn; : .eventul‘allv b T
. _ erto inaccessiplg, . > ~bec°m
o S'ecriffrry'tﬁ the Commissioners of I
o throy a
s i 'th? Qogsﬁtvﬁ—tor of Forests, Southery Circle,
. ) L a : ) . cle, .
o™ ’;j‘li :sorgzer‘e"ct(llmgd and with the original =~ _ -
. w e ““t,hr the Boa.rd’s Reference returned. -

ENUL.

s

ni Revénue, e

' Endorso-merv‘lir' b . ) -_§
2 | Y. the' Acting (e o R o |
- Madras, 26=’>th‘0§eselVator of Forests, Southern Circle, dated

O] | . Stptember 1888 No. 1795
as “orest _ ve nqthln . Ne o2 ). . ,
Kolangid JoTetment i awarg o6, %44 10 2. Dougliy nots, which shows, as far
15 1g0d leased fo b and g, 13t therg }g6 : y which shows,
at |

X t Forest-offic always been o dispute south of the .
ochin Sirkar o ﬂslteoﬂigl(;r: hf(llv%m)t In any way admitted the
. god Nambidj, o
: b 10Y. show oy interbothams report are particularly
M. Dougla, Wlxoak o 118 own. aéclc?lll)negefss 1t would be for the Britils)h' ‘Govern- .-
i 18 area | 34Ny - claim o the territory in. dispute..”
8t e ay. "erea,f.titatﬁs that the forests are rich in timber,
t} 0 the regy]t in tlel;h ° t.emp_tod to obtain a lease, when
em both out 9 U of thejy claims - contime, and while both claimants are ,
B A S % voulfl' ¥ not be better to offer to buy

BT Forest A . . . o
o .VABSTRACTT*Sub.xﬁi‘u‘i‘ o g 1888, No. 13‘2f¢ unts, Madras, dated 2nd Octpb_f:}‘ )
s Fo certain traot of fsfega m°m0ra'ndu;n§' KN . - B

; andcmmw‘by tThOm the Iéolangod Nambidi representing his -

: _ T ?_Qoéhln Overnment.
o solutlon-fdated. 178 Octongy 1oee o .
Submitteq ¢ Govern, ! ;888’:‘1\:0',882. S )

L .v’lﬁtated, but'it app‘ears :;37 lnstéad

© 83 genuing gpq act 1 0n ]y,
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o Mr. D o . ) 7
ary 1888, N, ?sc)?’ he British ¢y, -

himself, i5 g ondary. po)
Y " mitte : .
-and being found 'if;(ilrke?l 4y hayipe. *. s, thougl’ g

2.}

PPointed in G.0,, dated 11th Jant-
a 0. e
_quardPy between Malabar axid Native Cochin, -
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{Jewka.t} h(t) claim - o0 and which is marked in the map as
an, the ﬁjq110t0 P 101 Of RS o " - ) S
rought forwarg by fom forest Jang lying south-west of Vengoli

MM al /0 nb R
3 . . 10 Ayt ato

,w{tlf:iﬂlt}?oﬁemnlent’i o mbid b'ecall:é lil}alabapiand Cochin,: and has Dbeen .
A ¢ britigh ourty : m tance to,hil;)ugthf little importance to the
s . as rin . » . o - - ‘o .

% The dispnts = be some 15 08¢ of Cpe vin. Tl a‘:’;lng, his janmam c.lfums.
cither side Spute is 4 1, ast Square mjlgg, - ¢ area of -the land is not
bt appear to b Stan in R 5 .o ’ .
grandhavqy; € weal;, g 0ne, and the e o |
. yor b 1,' . f’? flyle Namb; iges?é‘gurlhinﬁ ‘b]rought‘ fO?Vardtﬁl; :
o 1 ’ ~Wllole case rests on ‘
rawn u

.

& been in the by the Nambidi -

settloment of 1850 .d on by ﬂe ground »¢
?

: - at any . :
Nambidjg leases o the 110 I?‘,‘,ltxsh'(}, Y rate in 18.42 ;. it has been acfepted .

ol Were o it Javo been entcred in all the
lave 10 'the Brltlsh,Go"Ci1llnent, and Hrespasses-
cmgplained of. ~ On t1y: Cochin ©
OVernmigns ; 3y which the Coigitn Sirkar.
™ 1839, i 185 ang 1871, and on occasional
o © acceptance of Ward and Connor’s .

es o e oUndgpice o 2OVernment . ;
upon tho Jand 5520 € Of whigh o8 entereq in i t in its Ceimbatore boundary -

side, 'the cgge rnc‘luded in it
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o -Ordér,—.daté‘d,v 22nd \De‘;‘“’mber 1888, Mis. No. 7705, Revenue. I
- With the above Procoedings, the Board of Revenue submnit a report of the ~ =

sl

2NID” Novmmr':u' 1891, No.1,11038, REVENUE. TR § S

o 1iné by thé British Government for an point wesi’ward of Vengoli peak fs; ho’wéx'er,: '
- disproved by Mr. Douglas, and the fellings were objectell to at the time. . -~ - .
5, In fact, the evidence of actual possession is nil; partly because of the -
- rugged and inaccessible character of the country, and partly because of the dispute - -

itself, which has left the tract a no-man’s land ; for the same reason, the mere.cntry. .o

- of the boundaries in the leases proves nothing. v - . -~ LT
- ‘6. The case therefore rests, for the Nambidi, on the one-sided boundary roll, =~ -
~ and for.Cochin, on Ward and Connor’s line : the former -seems the stronger, for it~ -

‘dates farther back than the latter; and the latter has already in nurperqus'cgses R

been successfully impugned, in some by Cochin itself. .~ - :
- 7. The Board "are not .in possession of  the arguments of the Cochin Commis- -
sioner, Mr. Kohlhoff, but unless they alter the aspect of tho case.very much, the -
- Board consider that the British Government are entitled to claim the whole of the
- tract now.in-dispute: its intrinsic value to Government is, however, so small, and
~ the advantdges of a good natural boundary so great, that the Board ;‘ecommend ‘

.. that the tract be first roughly surveyed, and claim laid only to the best boundary, .
whether that include the whole or only a part. -The Nambidi in his petition, which -
 is enclosed, asserts that his grandhavari boundaries are natural ones, but this docs -
not agree with the map, and remains to be proved.. T
- 8. The Conservator’s proposal that otk parties should be bought out does not

‘commend itself to the Board on any grounds of economy.- . - R
9. Mr. Dance’s report and Mr. Douglas’ note are full and complete. S
P ' o '(V'I‘rue'Coplies_and Extract.) S
, . N - .(Signed) - - H. A.SIM, "~ - -~ -
L EEEE . Acting Secretary. - ..~
~To the Secretary tb Government, Revenue Department, -~ - o R S T
- : * . with two maps and petition in original.

* "7 Copy to the Collector of Malabar, . e

s, ». Conservator of Forests, Southern Circle.
'»n .»  Examiner of Forest Accounts, o

A

S Commissioner ~appointed by - Government to settle the boundary between the - -~

~ Pélghat taluk and Native Coclin, and other papers relative toa dispute between:the . = = o

" Kolangéd Nambidi and the Cochin Sirkar regarding a large tract of forest land. .

S s, 2. Before arriving, at a decision in:the matter, the Government. desire to "
IR ‘Pe'ruse the report which the Cochin Commissioner may have made to his Sirkar.

'he - Resident, Travancore and’ Cochin, will. accorc ingly. be.requested in. the
Political Department to obtain and submit the same together with' an expression
- of the views of the Sirkar on the sub]ect. L Snon

(T;‘ue Extract) '
FR (Signed)

‘ oA axuroy,
Secretary to Gchrn;’pegt, E

To the Commissioners of Land Rovenue.. = -
"5 Political Dopgrtment. T s

T

""" Read—also the following letter from J. C. "HHANNYNGTON, Esq., Resident in = -
L 'E Travancore and Cochin, to the Chief Secretary to Government, dated -~ -

~ i v Pirmed, 6th-April 1889, No, 40—~ PR NN R P

-+ ~Inroaly;to the Government Order, Reference on No. 12 of 1389, I have the:
- honour fg roturn the papers which accompanied it, together with the Cochin.Com=:~ .-, -
nissisngy »fi‘épbﬁ,’ and a letter No. 529 of 29th March 1889, to my address (in R
wtiginal) exoressing the views of the Cochin Sirkar on the subject of the disputed . <~

_?fi)'rest. i -




\ }V . ‘ .: , ,::‘ ‘.‘
- Novereer 1891 ' Ne. 1nam mr T il L 8 SRRt MastEsessasees e 0T
- : i 2 00- 1038, Revexum, e g STy .~ 28D Novemser 1891, No. 1038, Revexve, .- = . 13 -
B D o S 8. The above suggestion of tho Board was approved of by the Government,
From T, e e WOSURE, e , - ~ ‘ , .28, The above suggestion: of the Board was approved of by the Government, ' -
o'lij' GrgllnlgDA'MENON, Esq, Dyé‘{'aixnl of Cochin ¢ B o i“ : - “and in paragraph 6 of their Minutes of Consultation, dated 4th March 1853, they said :: L
g -+ No. 529 9_1'9';"_md CQC}?i{li,datéd Chow ‘1)10 1, to the British Resident in - - o 41t must be clearly ur,l,derstood‘aghat the award given by Mr. Horsley, whatever e
Sy SO ey vaowerah i Cochin, 29th March 1889, Cfh . it may be, is to be final.” = Accordingly, after the consent of Cochin was obtained, . -.0 -
-7 T'have the honour t, aélcﬁ;):'j d o T o l S “ " Mr.. Horsley was appointed. . He gave it as his opinion that ¢ the boundar rbeflweegj el
20UATY last, forwarding 41,0, b CU8C the receipt of your N USRS 1 - Cochin and Coimbatore is: correctly ‘represented in the printed map of Ward and™ ="
October 1888’,N0. 8233“;%1&? Pl‘()ceedings’ of- tIheQB());rudr lsftt,% No. 84, of tho llt}l - 1.3' o | “Connor, by the dotted line coloured blué on one side, and red on the other,and - - -
oth of whick are her::Wifht‘]e G'.O' lereon, dated 22nd Dec elx)’e;‘xue, da,tgd IZ t—l " ' “ that all the country to the west of that line belongs to Cochin.”  The Board concurred = -
(Losioner’s report g well returned), and desiring me to eclfm_ er 1888, No. 7705 . ' . .inthis view and the Government, in confirming Ward and Connor’s line, said : “ It :
ﬂ.le?em alluded to, - - ¥ the Views of thq Sirkar mSuﬂxmtbthe Cochin Com- ' S “is remarked that in his letter of the 25th August 1852, paragraph 2, the Collector =~ "
TR In’reply,l,b-/_. SO e - o0 the boun dary dl*‘,”P ute 3 - -of Coimbatore has suggested that, if the title to the tract in question be ceded to the = . !
Misssioner, hog bo i to state that ‘the 'fcport- of “\f T o Cochin_ State, it may.be rented from them on - the same terms as his forests have . =
- Yecember 1888 on =al?¢i!f1y ‘submitted - wit ‘m 11 r. Kohlhoff, t_he Cochin Com- . ; . “been rented fromthe Kolangéd Nambidi. "The Governor in Council desires that -
o ety e e Yy fetter No. 1959 of the 22nd - , - the Oollector will placc himself: in communication with. the Resident and ascerfain.
. 8' AS reerard 1 N : . S ‘ . S p ‘ . . 143 N 1 :
~-In entirg aécon “?‘:hle views of the Sirkar. I ha o he 1 e o . e - whether the S;ir/:;ar would be disposed to lease this Jorest on such conditions (I\Iantes
4 The dise. H th?ﬁerq_f the Cochin (’Jomm:‘r:s’t € honour to say that they are B ’ - of Consultation, No. 225, dated 6tth_une 1854). R I
Governmen asp(ilt(éto be decided gk be consi dlq.ner, : , o ' ' : - 9. I submit that it'is abundantly clear from the above passages that it-was - .
Nambidi. - Cocls 10 chin, and' nof g one. {;Sl ‘ered as one between the British B " the dispute between the two Governments about_the whale of the.tract marked . =~
The Collectop ofu‘\l['c]mms‘bothgthe sovereiomt ;Ct_ween Cochin and the Kolangdd - v P.A.O.K.N.V. that was referred to arbitration, and that what was decided was not™ "~ " -
“and the Nambig; lqilib“t’i for the Britig), é’ovﬁrﬁﬁ,d tile jenm of the disputed tract. o - - simply, ag asserted by Mr. Douglas, that Ward and Connor’s line was the boundary - e
.13 concerned, i g 5 mlst IO only of the gy G0 claims the sovercignty only = between Coimbatore and Cochin, but that the whole of the above forest belonged to =+ = . P
the land s situate, atter for the decision of to fract. 8o far as the jenm right v : C ""Cg)chin and not to the British Government. a o L

agr ereigmti i . , I 3 10. The British Resident must have understood the decision in this sense, fqt, . 2
ok ?ch?t ,b?i_:ween' the Bri Bty that has to be decided . in’ forwarding a copy of ‘this award to the Dewan, he speaks of it as ‘‘ deciding in

by the arbitrators op 1y 5 O0LY the questi(?n(gfﬂs{;d"ﬂ courts of tho Stafo in which
tish Government and Cochin. o S " favour of the claims of the Sirkar fo the tract of. forest land in the vicinity of Anamala- . .

T by

~'again, decide e ziso’ I submit {hq4 ¢

tract, and to g exzz):tr lcszIC oc;gn witﬁprggﬁffiﬁ‘}ﬁ“ already been, over and bve(ll' g . %’ﬁ" !/(i }i’;ff" tJo disﬁlusl‘g{i )bg/ the Collector of Coimbatore™ (sce Resident’s letter No. 1076,
6. The traet 1 a4y - ould not bo e e greater part of the disputed © " _dated 1/th June ) S e o
sketch, I]x;3 t?“t Iﬂa n_u(le to is the.o‘xjié’:, r(; oponed.. , ’ ‘ o R ’ -+ - 11. The argument advanced by the Nambidi and supported by 3Mr. Dance in. K
Imbatore distri, tlcre arosk dispute aﬁ ced P ALOQ.K.N.V. in the accom anying B R _ _paragraph 11 of his report that the Nambidi *‘ does not wish to interfere with the _
_kulam, Commui](i: and Cochip 4 © between- the Government servantg of the R ' boundary then laid down by the Government: * He claims in the present casea =
abqut‘swerdl othecatloﬂs Passed throy, 1&] lattgr"s right to fell trees in Parambi- = - A - boundary running .to.the west of that line, which latter, as far as the Nambidi’s = -
‘Matter yyaq I;eferré‘dl‘ftsal Or’ pretended ;re e Britis), Resident about this matter and b claim is concerned, will still be the frontier between the two States,” is thoroughly . -
okt s B o e a5 o iSOG ‘o i, nlcding T s teun st tho boundaey ngthn i down ot
D refamgoccedingg - ' ne the Lo - 1he Board,. aft ing. ’ & now. dis . 1t rue : ught to'be donc 1§10 . .. . i
rfzferr?d to the EEZ’isgmd th? 24th ,leam? Undary g claimed by’ };Iif,f?rs';g Ottel‘snt%dﬂilg . ,: deprive Cochi,n,of by .far the greater part of what was once claimed by the British = .- R
aptain Morgle a ' of a singlg indiv‘dary-lv853{. 0. 39, that ¢ {] glgs ute bo ! ‘Government and aiter mature- deliberation awarded by that Government itselfto -~ = -
' ':;;stbemg unall, tgngs .to_t_he Boarq ,1& ual In the conﬁdenéc OE bdth (‘fof,érﬁmems, N . ,t ' - Cocllim' S R ' Tl
AT he might e empog;r;égc *‘-tlzqz the wk?gi;r_lf for this duty. “In the event of ) r: . 12, Mr..Dance says in the same paragraph that on the Nambidi’s petitioning - . . o
- 7. The boundypy: o g to fix N 'a new by the disputed tract belongs to either o4 o “the Revenue Board on the Tth September 1854 against the above decision, the &' .
Tunning with ‘the ‘I‘\{y, as defineq 1, the Ot Yundary, assigning a portion to each.” . . (; T . Board passed an order to the effect that ‘“if he had any claiin to prefer toany = -
~ Oracombay and OY¥coong (or Ny e Collector extend a SR TV T g . portion of the forest land awarded to the Coclin territory (by the above G.0.) he'should .. .
- o Tvers), T’lis iné{hgn along t}, ea?tpgnd)fangé,to Chb]:; aal_ong the dotted ﬁng : b ~advance it through the Collector of Malabar.” I do not see how the words™. ' .- "~ "~
R mlgh.t",at first beg s the Wwholg £ 't? uk of Vet}’ébly an)c,l ;Ir ‘}t 2 ‘(siplgt, ;ca © . ; : ~ italicised in the above quoted passage could have been considered as consistent with .. "~ T
1o river mar]éed\inotlibted Whethep wl 16 tract PAOKNY o § oon 1 3 as} (9; o Lo - .the argument suggested in the earlier part of the same paragraph. It seems to.me <" T
. illaycaul wopg g V€ Sketeh g Pis 1at i here calleq the N 0% @ though 16 ... : L : : .that these words. show that some forest land was awarded to Cochin; and” what - = .
" bank of th, 'Vea‘-r?(':m]]g the places thdemmplk.ulam, the faétlfillla\;é) %i)coond Ve 1S no(ic ERE » “that land was must -be ascertained with reference to-the claims put forward by.. - . v":l
meant the Nell;y. yeo Noyeo I bute, + ang ¢, arampikulam an S ‘ either party. - Where the award is in general terms, as in this case, it refers to the R
- O-A.in Warg }amgo 4 Tiver ) "'he o Dosas, show that ¢ words * along thio sast Y - whole of the claim (in this case P.A.0.K.N.V.). and not to any unspecified part of - . e
o Mardand OnNors 1o 0¥€00nd Payy w2t the Collector must have. ' 5 . e p e Vo oall@ o Y unspeciiit bot the ©
‘ ..o 7T Sap sheet N ya.. \etycol v is identified with v o it.  Mr. Dance seems to think that this order implies a sort of promise that the .=
T The gy o g T 02,0 7 it e.n,tlﬁ('}d with TVer o -+ » Nambidi’s claims to the above tract would be considered afterwards, But I submit’ -
§ T Shecial attention gy AT® 8abwequeng Qofagi T L / , e that the-order was only meant to inform "him that if he had any grievance to.
C \-.i,‘"“gml'h 15."‘!_,;-}!}"1")"“1“’“'w“ﬂtoem‘frked' o &ﬂ°n8 fio‘no‘t_‘ex‘i - : ICPICS nt to thev :Board, he SIIOUId dO ?O through the proper chémnel. ‘ o S .

A t Pillyy 1 in digg o RIS b e ow annel. L e
0- 32‘3, dat Y ayeaul wyg g ' Fute bet o oo ,OTiginulg but i : R .« » . e - . S
armed and haug yATSUSE 1840 meitcluded i Geomee Cochin " were introduced by me ta .. - - 13. The decision of 1854 was admittedly reaffirmed in 1856, and the local™ " ‘»

bad o, 1 B ) angd C, }.). L :' . ST R )
- 4o your letter _\'f 3.‘2':5;*’;% at that N p,a;l:'"g of the 2 P’c‘; 8 claim wip) apitore 18 admitted by Mr. Danc} in his report, »

Cof 3 admuit
: S Dlace; “ha $r1 o | it were c d.’ Lo e
. i ;,}:,x‘umm tlope of the XngE- th,':l inktang, I‘J‘: ?eu tr’ls re;l ,f&l;ector ofpg:)li.:}‘::?othib‘i“"m's letter ts‘the_nesident, Do Oiﬁccf? _.Ef'hojt,r!efd to reopen 1t We O‘(lZQDSl}IT‘e 4 . I ER il T ‘,:‘4:; S
; o PR mere location {here gq; Le'»o’f“n{;’g refor o, qOerve g 1 4ted 10th Auguy 1510, €, shation 1 =5 poons, TLe e s dde' Mr, Douglas, whose office-tiote is now relied on by the Board of ‘Revenue, <
" ST TN detrimen'n © €O8Sider the oyt the Companys,” i wHie n],‘:v}‘,f,i; oy, el . = o0 whas'admdted  that the tract south of Ward and Connor's line from Vengoli to -

m'J'Jine to run glg

-* - “Polalancodty or Pulliancooty belongs to Cochin.. For, on the 1st November 1871, S

g tb‘cirrcrest ‘.nd, at all eyents, ‘ o .l Ty 1871, |
S o _ -+ Mr. Douglas, then Acting Deputy Conservator of Forests, Anamalai, &c., ranges,-
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. the part of Cochin AVthle Nan bidi having invariably c‘ofnplaing:l of such action on
Nambidi com’l)'lfﬁn\e,d . (iDO_Verrhe came to know of it. 1 have just-shown that tho-
exhibit A, Cochin f ﬁ)ndy,m 1854, 1858 and;1873. " But, as shown by the accounts, .
1841, 1832 1811 "01815 ﬁrees 1n this tract in many other Sears also, viz., in 1830,
~- The lessees of .Cochin di 1346, 1847, 1849, 1851, 1852,"1853, 185, and 1874.
~ seems to have 6mqﬁtll(r11' did the same thing in 1555,1861 and 1862.  Mr. Danee
“only to. the vear n 11'111 the years between 1839 and 1855, because he looked
" Bui Manhueogte w1 uch trées wore cut from  Pararmpikulam or Kuthupdramba.
7 and 1853 Pilla}j ’1'1f(r)m 'Whl(fh Cochm felled trees in 1839, 1844, 1816, 1847, 1852
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ol kea] ¢ ;1852 and 1852, from Pulipidichapara in -
‘the Cochin Oomnf]li'g:? Thellikel in 1851 and 1852, &e. ‘f,'i‘hesé‘placéls are gi}ven by -
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the 1st November 18';1&6‘ \_1'.1}‘" er which is identified by Mr. Douglas in'-hi‘s’%)otte'r of .
. mention here that' the ac?éfi:lf‘;hg}' N ?nm,mpqlﬂy.‘OrﬂNelliam'patﬁy “river. I might
" the same places: in tho same <en.. that trees wore fellod more than once from

ame" year;

;. years also and that sceoun £, exbabi ‘tlmt logs were removed by Cochin in. other

produce in several years, Thus it : D, shows  that .Cochin ‘removed other forest '
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o of ownership “over tho disputed. tract and. 1t 1e & iy Sirkar exeroiseds
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. ~alarge tract of British terﬁt%rymgfs .access to the rest of the places except &f’fé‘(ﬁfﬁ ‘
C o, ‘ » also goes to “tho trus AR Sl
 Lt0 peihe Residont's lottor it o o T ths;r:::ﬂ‘:i tho Coclin clafm. -
~Mr. Stuart’s -letter of 1882 ci f the southern side ot the tange ot P;lgwcsdﬂ;?t ‘n&?v
posscssion of all the di;s'putcdc’lrzgt%:‘iggr?gr}‘lph15?,3 shows that Cochinw}zrxs' ‘tlh’e:,l'r;n
39, Cochin havine ‘thoc o cept.-what lies to the northi of the line, P.A.0..
aving thus. Pro‘;?d “her [possession, she ' is entitled  to" reta; 1
, 33. The’ leases given b reliable evidence of title in any other. - ¢ .
- VQVid(flnce of ébnseqiléant ~I)osszésit01;3 Egrr:)lfndx, 2 "‘tltleyfureunsup bor’t‘e‘avb:}:éﬁ i
" grandhavari ; and the Revenge Baey a0k, B0 greater force as. evidence than the |
~ . in the lcases ’Prbves ne '}li?vep,u;e Bo 't that the mere entry of tﬁ: ?l? ﬂ"i{? fhe.
“matter, I think it w el?‘ tlcl)ngl:ie f{;.utr)ﬂsll\hj‘c-“bﬁnce has written at some 18}]‘03 s on thiy
Lt ders b ‘ : . Teply-to. his-arguments.”. The'two leasec ha ne -
Zléxdtlriz ;?3¥’§)11‘0'£32t(3n?g§nt11;95? ‘ao %)Ir.‘Gszlrdncr and 1% Mrl}f{bhirg?:ﬁtwcﬁe%es he con-
' L€ man.had been Sub:Conservator of Forests updor £ oo that -
ment and as such had worked the Kolangéd forests \VI}]fgﬁsii;gdfﬁ Ai‘hg' Govern-
10t ha oy ! included in fhe ©

conservaney of 1806 to : vould -
y 06 to 1823, he would ‘not have taken ‘a lease from the Nt 10
giment Toses its foreg v the: Noumbidi

flfe(»)l(:;l;in"tgiir%ory; But ‘this ar hen it e o v
¢.1ncluded ‘a sufficient extent of the Nambidi’s fdil*gnfgttl'svvcon'&der § hat
ars, S8 to answer aX\’ the

A-\;eqm_rcg;gnts of Mr Gardner ; that the tract belonging to. Cochin s no:®

o

n it
A

| A. I ?nf}emmx_\d that the term ‘Mahhﬁc()"l)ty’is apphed t‘o the irs.ct

;wl}ich lics on both éid;é of Ward and C

“‘belonging to Cochin.

» Temalpuram tahsildar, T should say the fornrer "was based on the grandhavari, and . " 5t
" the latter must have taken the boundaries in the lease as correct’; so also the fact of oo
" the Nambidi giving the same boundaries in the surety -bond carries little weight;, - . - .
. because there is nothing. to: show that any proper inquirics were made by anybody. -
“ hefore the bond was accepted. * - L PRI S I

1806 to 1823. * Assuming it.to be so, it has got the merit of greater antiquity, but . - ki
then it is a document prepared by the Nambudi or his people withq_ut’the‘k.nOW,ledge,'-f'; et
“of the Cochin or the British- Government, and though 1t was in the possegsion of the ~v° 0. -~
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. spoken of - in the lease, and that- Mr. Garduer felled trees under ‘thelease’ which: . . .=
* were claimed and atfached by -the Coimbatore authorities. - If Mr. Gardner could - - .

- fell trees belonging to Coimbatore notwithstanding all his special knowledge about - -

“the forest, there is no ‘improbability in his taking-a lease which ‘included tracts * - .
As'regards the Nambidi’s giving the grandhavari bound- ~ - oo
- aries In his plaint against Mr. Glardner, that is‘only a matter of course, as the suit =~~~ 0

was based on the lease which again was based on thé grandhavari, = .

"84, As regards the lease %o Mr. Robinson, and - the accountsk’i)repéré\d"-bf the o

v

'35. Then as to the com

{ British officers for many. years (1806 to" 1823), they do not appear.to’have;veriﬁéd

" its statements at any. timo during this period. ~ The survey map, on the o"’cher"hand," i
* was prepared by competent men by order of ‘the: British Government and - after .

* intimation given to the Malabar and Cochin authoritics.’ “If the grandhavari has'

- been" referred’ to. with' great  respect -in. Mr.: Silver’s memorandum’of 1842-ona "
. disputed boundary between Malabar and Coimbatore, it cannot, nevertheless, have

* “ been thought, worthy to be acted upon,; for the: Collector of Malabar must have

“ knowrr from the grandhavari that the tract in dispute in- the years 1849 to 1854 -
“iwas within his jurisdiction, and tlte Collector of Cormbatore must have known that = . -~
- it was not within his jurigdiction, so that the former and not thé'latter‘would_thgn’v‘ e
~ have been the person to contest the claims of Cochin to that tract in thoseeyears. ; . =
~'If Messrs. Robinson and Walhouse accepted the 'grandhavari as correct in 1850, a8 ... 7+t .
“between the Nambidi and Coimbatore, Ward and Connor’s map has been accepted - " il
-as correct as between the. British- Government and Travancore and the ‘Nambidi -~
“and as between the Nambidi and Cochin. ' The Revenue Board in their Proceedings, .- .=
~ * dated the 23rd January 1853; No. 89, say * the gencral accuracy of thismap hasbeen’ ~": o -
- established and' refgrred to'in the boundary disputes: with: the Kolangéd Nambidi - =0 . 5o
 as between Tinnevelly and Travancore.,” :Mr. MacGregor, Collector of Malabar; inco
‘his letter to the British Resident, dated .23rd June 1873, says, with reference to oo
. the line.between -Véngoli and:Kattaparathode:. ¢ 1 consider-that no good cause ‘7. -
“ has been sliown by the Kolangéd Nambidi for departing -from the line, shown In i =it o

- thesurvey map.” . .

“.36. M. Galton, tho Acting Collector of Malabar, in his letter to the Board of* -
" Revenue, dated the 7th November 1883, No: 4529, says: ¢ Ward and Connor’s line =«
" has been taken a8 the basis of settlement in"determining the boundary throughout = -

. betwecn British territory. and the States of Cochin and Travancore.” © - . -

1. 87.'Ward and Conhor’s. line’ is, moreover, more in acco

(. The
“+No. 6%); and.therefore that claim is not inconsistent with the.

ﬂﬂfb“f\,}“’aatedQGth ~April '1816); so that although ‘the Government order on- the .
_ Commissjoners’ report was passed only after the map was prepared, it cannot well
.- 'be'said that Cochin in these cases either disputed the map. .

W00 88, Tt is alleged  that -Cochin herself disputed the correctness of Ward and™ 17
= . Comnnor's map in several instances ; but Mr: ‘Dance’ has specified only three, viz.j-“, - DTS
7 thedispute with' Polakalatam, with Kannampara Nair and with, Nellikel Etam. ..~

g%;Stence .of the dispute last referred to is shown by the map itself (secmap .o
map: The other two . 7

“dispyifes-had been referred to Commissioners and they had given an opinion 1n -
faspiir.ofiBochin, before Ward and Connor’s map was prepared. (sce Mr. Vaughans . -

comparative-credibility of the Nambidi’s grandhavari and -
~Ward and Connor’s map, I- cannot say whether the grandhavari_as now produced -
- is throughout, the same as was in the possession of the Conservancy officers from

el

: « s, morcove: dance with natural ..
. " boundaries than the Nambidi’s line, which on two sides not only follows no natural -
" boundary, but is even now left uncertain: . © oo ¢ Tttt b

“The following passago




	Copy_of_Image00133
	Copy_of_Image00134
	Copy_of_Image00135
	Copy_of_Image00136
	Copy_of_Image00137
	Copy_of_Image00138
	Copy_of_Image00139
	Copy_of_Image00140
	Copy_of_Image00141
	Copy_of_Image00142
	Copy_of_Image00143

