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8rH’ DECEMBER 1V892, No. 1230, Revexve.

GOVERNMENT ‘OF MADRAS,
.. REVENUE DEPARTMENT.

Reap—the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenuo (Land Revenue), dated
30th August 1892, Forest Ne. 462 :— ' :

—

Mr. A. T. ARUNDEL. |

Read—again the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenue (Land Revenue), dated
' ‘ 10th March 1892, Forest No. 223, Mis. ;:— '

i

* Tue Hox. Ms. J. G ROSE.

Read—the following Goveﬁiment Order, dated 18th February iSQ?,lMis. No. 998,
” : Revenue:— . . ;

' Réad——Eridorsement of the Political Debartmént, dated 8th February 1892, No. 246,

transferring to the Revenue Department the following letter from the
Resident in Mysore, to the Chief Secretary to the Government of Madras,
dated Bangalore, 4th February 1892, No. 358—291-90.

In continuation of my letter No. 30562—291-90, dated the 7th October 1891, I
have the honour to forward, for the consideration of the Government of Madras, the
accompanying copy of a letter (to be returned), from the Inspector-General of Forests
in Mysore with its enclosures (to be returned), submitting a report on the subject of
the boundary dispute between the Mysore State and the N{lgiri-Wynaad.

2. Pending the settlement of the boundary line now in dispute, the officers of the
Mysore Government have received strict injunctions to desist from exercising any
rights over the disputed tract, and, at the instance of the Durbar, I beg that similar
instructions may be issued to the officers of the Madras Government and to the
Tirumalpad of Nilambur. _

3. It is reported that the Mudumalai jungles adjoining the tract in dispute are .

"ot fire-protected and are consequently burnt down every year, while the tract

claimed by the Durbar has escaped owing to its having been annually protected by a
fire-line since 1878. The Durbar now ask for permission to protect the said tract .
by a fire-line as hitherto; this will of course not affect the proprietary right over
the disputed locality. The favour of an early reply is requested on this point, as it
is desirable to clear the fire-paths very soon in view of the approaching hot season.

4. The Durbar desired me, in October 1891, to ask the Madras Government to

" arrange for the deputation of Mr. Jéllicoe to point out the boundary line in dispute -

to the Madras Survey Party now engaged in its demarcation, but I told them that
this was unnecessary and inconvenient. IHowever, at my suggestion, the Durbar are

. prepared to depute the Forest officer of the Mysore distriet to watch their interests

during the demarcation of the line by the Madras Revenue Survey, and T trust that
His Excellency the Governor in Council will see no objection to this.
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Order—dated 18th February 1892, Mis. No. 998, Revenue.

The letter from the Inspector-General of Forests, Mysore, and its encl_osurej, wtl}l
be forwarded to the Commissioners of Land Revenue for very early remarkf, au..u\\ 11.)
reference to paragraph 2 of the Resident’s letter read above, the Board wi : e
directed to issue the necessary instructions to the officers under it tfo desist frtO};n
exercising any rights over the disputed tract pending the final settlement o | e
boundary line. The Nilambir Tirumalpad should be advised to abstain from similar

B The | hat in the ci st stated in -

2. The Resident in Mysore will be informed that in the circumstances !
paragraph 3 of his letter, 5‘;he Government has no objection to the tract. referred t(i -
therein being protected by a fire-line by the Mysore authorities aud that the proposgz
in paragraph 4 to depute the Forest officer of the Mysore district to watch the
interests of the Durbar during the demarcation of the line by t'he Madras Survey
Department, has the approval of 1lis Excellency the Governor in Council.

3. The following letter will be despatched in the Politicul Department to the
‘Resident in Mysore.

‘ (True Extract.)

(Signed) C. A. GALTON, -
Secretary to Government.

To the Commissioners of Land Revenue, with all enclosures.
» Superintendent, Revenue Survey. .
., . Political Department, with letter to the Resident.

' i T 1 sts
—also the following letter from J. W. CIERRY, Esq., Conservator of Forests,
Head—a Sb?outﬁeron Circi;e, fo -the Secretary to the Commissioners of Land Revenue,

dated Coimbatore, 27th February 1892, No. 372 :— -
[ Reference.—Nilgiri District Forest-officer’s No. 1798, dated 18th February 1892.]

i ’ ! . I have
. In forwarding copy of Mr. Morgan’s letter and the Collector’s endorsement, 2
the horrliour to suggestpgmt the Mysore authorities may be asked to call for explanation

from their responsible Forest officials.. :
- «

. L 3
ENCLOSURE.

Office-nc R. W. MOI'QGAN, Esq., District Forest-officer, Nﬂgiris dated Ootacamund
Offce-noto from 18th F%brunry 1892, No. 1798. T

[ Subject—TFire occurrence. ]

eoret to Teport the occutrence of five fires in the Mudumalai forest. Of these fires, two are
beliefel(‘fgtr: tlf:ve I{)Oeen lit by incendiaries (Jain Kurumbers) wandering about the forests in
search of honey, &e. . .

" 2. The other fires are due to carelessness on the part of the Mysore Forest subordinates 'W‘ho
burnt off their lines in the heat of the day, and allowed the fire to cross into our forests. ‘L'he
Forester reports as follows :— o O .

'  There was neither the Mysore Forest Ranger, Forester, nor Forgst Guard to stand over the
men ; therefore, the Kurnmbers were themselves masters and they did the work as they liked,
In doing so, the fire entered our forest. I observed stqoke an_d immediately hastened Lo the spot
and put out the fire ; ” and again “ with all the warnings given to -them, t.bey”(M ysore Xur-
umbers) set fire to their fire lines and went away while the line was still burning.

3. The total area burnt by these, various fires amounted to ten square miles and it was with
very great difficulty the fires were put out, as the grass was high, and a strong easterly wind
blowing. It is impossible for us to successfully protect our forests when the Mysore Forest
subordinates behave in this manner. :

St .
.

Endorsement by J. D. REES, Esq., Collector of Nilgiris, dated 19th February 1892.

: / . » -
" Forwarded by the Collector of Nilgiris. It would appear that sczue communication with
the Mysore authorities is needed. . '

vrbim e ee
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Resolution—dated 10th March 1892, Forest Fo. 223, Mis.
The letter of the Tnspector-General of Forests, Mysore, in regard to the disputed

“boundary, will be referred to the Collector of N: ilgiris, through the Conservator, Southern

Circle, for early report. .

. 2. The Collgc?ox: will issue the necessary instructions to the officers concerned to
desist from excreising any rights over the disputed tract till the final settlement of the

boundary line and also. will advise the- Nilanbir Tirumalpad to abstain from similar
interference. ' '

3. In regard to fire-protection, the Board had already issued orders in its Proceed-

. ings of the 24th December 1891, Forest No. 1005, similar to those now prescribed by

Government. It appears, however, from the Conservator’s letter of the 27th February
1892, No. 372, which will now be forwarded to Government, that the efforts of the
Mysore authorities in this direction have not been very successful.

(True Copies and Extract.)

(Signed)  H. A. SIM,
Acting Secretary.

* To the Secretary to Government, Revenue Department,

with copy of Board’s Proceedings, dated 24th December 1891, F. No. 1005.
»  Collectcr of Nilgiris, with the letter of the Inspector-General
of Forests, and its 2 enclosures (to be returned),
through the Conservator of Forests, Southern Circle.

.

Read—also the following letter trom J. . REES, Esq., c.LE., Collector of the Nilgiris,
to the Secretary to the Commissioners of Land Revenue (through the
Conservator of Forests, Southern Circle), dated Ootacamund, 18th June 1892,
No. 608 :— .

With reference to Board’s Proceedings, Mis. No. 223, dated 10th March 1892,
I have the honour to submit the report called for.
. 2. T have divided the report into four separate heads, viz. ;—
(1) The evidence and grounds on which the Mysore claims are based.

(2) The evidence on which the Madras Forest Department, on behalf of the

Nilambir Tirumalpad, asserts its title.

(3) The value of the evidence adduced in support of the claims advanced on
either side.

(4) The arguments in favour of the Tirumalpad’s claim being preferred.

3. Evidence on behalf of Mysore.—Mr. Ricketts, the Inspector-General of Forosts,
Mjysore, in his letter to the Chief Secretary of the Mysore Government (marked O in blue
pencil) contends that the tract in dispute which covers an area of 8,704 acres, and
1s situated on the extreme north-eastern portion of the Mudumalai forest, belongs to
Mjysore on the following grounds :—

(@) That no attempt was made to define the boundary on the ground till 1875 -

when Colonel Cloete demarcated it. '
(6) That the boundary so defined by Colonel Cloete, was based solely on the
Ordnance sheet, which Colonel Cloete himself admitted to be incorrect, and on the

evidonce of certain Kurumbers (of whom Mudda was one), who were interested - -
‘parties, and that the above evidence is now contradicted by that of Kurumber Nanja
. Gowda aged 70 (not found in the papers from Mysore) which clearly proves that the

disputed tract belongs to Mysore. X

"(¢) That the Mysore authorities protested at the time of Colonel Cloete’s demar-
cation, asserting that the boundary defined by him was incorrect, as it included a
large tract of land belonging to Mgysore, and that the demarcation of the boundary
would be only permitted to be continued on the distinct understanding that the line
cleared and demarcated was purely a tentative one.

(d) That the boundary claimed by Mysore was not demarcated or shown on
the survey map by Colonel Cloete, who failed to properly represcut matters to the
Madras Government, .

et Ly rs L e
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(¢) That it is not clear from the records that Mr. J ellicoe, the Mysore Forest-
officer, went over the line with Colonel Jagoin January 1876, and that his report was
not conclusive, nor was it finally disposed of. e n .

(f) That the maps, published by the Madras Revenue Survey Department, are
based one upon another, and are worth'ess as evidence for the establishment of any
rights by the Madras Government as Lessees of the Nilambir Rajah, and that Colonel
Cloete’s map cannot be relied on, as the large stream, shown by him in it, as a
tributary of the Mavinahalla, does nob cxist, a fact which Colonel Cloete himself
admitted, though he showed the stream as part of the boundary.

(9) That “ the possession of, and rights always exereised in, the tract in ques- -

tion by Mysore were never disputed by the Madras Forest Department or the Nilam-

“‘bér Rajah.” The Mysore Forest Department has been collecting timber and forest
‘produce in the tract in question, without molestation, and has cut fire-paths since
18'178 a:long the southern boundary of tais tract, and that ¢ possession is nine-tenths
of law.” : : -

(k) That the ryots of Berambady (Mysore) village grazed their cattle in the
disputed tract many yearsago.
the two depopulated villages called Chikkote and Dodda, or Hirekode, were situated
in the disputed tract, and that there are old cart-tracks in the disputed tract made by
Mysore carts. ]

(¥) That the boundary claimed by Mysore is a natural one and moreover
straight, and that the boundary claimed by the Tirumalpad is crooked, and requires
artificial boundary marks which the Mysore line does not. This concludes the case
for Mysore. : ' ‘

4. I have now to show what evidence there is of possession on behalf of the
Tirumalpad of Nilambdir :— '

(1) The whole Mudumalai forest, including the disputed tract, was leased

originally by the Tirumalpad to Muddanah, a Mysore timber merchant, who felled
timber in it. :

(2) In 1859, Dr. Cleghorn, Joint Conservator of Forests for Mysore and
Madras, settled the boundary between Mysore and Malabar and that boundary is the
one now disputed by Mysore (vide General Morgan’s letter, marked P., dated 12th
April 1892, paragraph 2, and Colonel Cloete’s memorandum, dated 4th August

1876, printed in Board’s Proceedings, dated 29th November 1876, No. 2909, and the |

papers therein quoted). A\

(3) In 1863, Major-General Morgan (then Captain Morgan® of the -Public .

Works Department) obtained a 99 years’ lease of the forest from the Tirumalpad,
through Mr. Ballard, Collector of Malabar, on behalf of Government. The boundaries
given in the lease (copy printed in Board’s Proceedings, dated 27th January 1885,
No. 271—F. 54) which correspond with the boundaries of the forest as demarcated by
Colonel Cloete in 1875, include the disputed tract, and are as follows :—

North.—The southern part of Varrarai Katkamani,
rivers. '
East—The western part of Chickalashetti Madaswarangudi. .
West.—The eastern side of the Marattithodu Nulla lying on the west and north

of Chirranaradi and Vallinaradi Mulla hill.

(4) Captain Morgan was, in 1864, transferred from the Public Works Depart; ~7

ment to the Forest Department, and worked the Mudumalsi forest till 1874, when he

. left the Forest Department, and during the whole of that period, he was in possession

: on behalf of the Tirumalpad and Government of the tract in dispute (vide General
Morgan’s letter, dated 12th April 1892, marked P). ‘

- (5) Such possession was continued from 1874 to 1892, in fact up to date, by

Colonel Jago, Messrs. Lushington, Nallasawmi Naidu, Sheffield and Morgan, officers

of the Forest Department. ‘ : . ’

(6) On Colonel Morgan’s retirement from the Forest Department, the Collector

of Malabar, in his letter No. 3390, dated 12th December 1874 (marked A), informed

the Commissioner of the Nflgiris that it would be ¢ very desirable that before

That the Mysore Revenue accounts of 1849 show that

South.—The northern side of the junction of the -Kelukﬁtpoia and Vellumpoia

e

3

PR - 8rm Decefiser 1892, ] . 1230; REVENUE, *

.

. examined and evidence taken. -

*e
- v

) %
1

-

o A

v

. Colonel Morgan’s departure, at the end of December; he- should sketch in the
sheet map, forwarded herewith, the limits of the forest as hitherto in possession. of
Government.” On the 29th December. 1874, Colonel Morgan, with his letter
No: 176-538 (marked B), forwarded * the map duly filled in ¥’ and stated as follows :—

. % The northern boundary of Mudumalai forest is a ridge which divides it from Mysors,
“the eastern‘»running“ nearly north and south is partly ardge, and partly the Kakka-nulla
stream.” . . " . . AR A

- . This corresponds exactly with the bdﬁ;ndary demarcated in’ 1875 by' Colonel )
. : .

Cloete, and includes the dispuled tract. . . L ) ...
(7) In.1891, the Tirumalpad (who had for many years previously leased the

forest products of  the Mudumalai forest to other contractors), leased the minor forest .
* . products of the disputed tract, which was included in the area previously leased to the

+Madras Forest department (vide revised lease dated 19th May 1891) who thus obtajned
almost complete control over the whole forest. ' o -

Lol

. .(8) In 1875, it was ordered by Government that the boundary between Mysore - 5

" - and Malabar should be surveyed and demarcated. This work was carried out by
Colonel Cloete and Mr. Fraser, his Assistant, both of the Madras Survey Department.- ..

Mz, Jellicoe, Assistant Conservator of Ferests, Mysore, attended on behalf of the Mysore
Government, and Colonel Jago on behalf of the Madras Goverhment. Witnesses were
The officers concerned went over the line and inspected

it, and Mr: Jellicoe forwarded a report, dated Tth January 1876, No. 521-275 “(copy
- now forwarded by Mysore Government, marked I), in which he informed the Deputy

Commissioner, Mysore, that he had carried out the instructions given to him, had taken -

fevidence. .7, . ‘on the spot from Kurumbur Mudda who was deputed by the before-
mentioned ryots to point out the line -. . . The evidence of this witness clearly

* went to-show that, as far as the boundary between Mysore and, Mudumalai forest was -

concerned, there was no dispute that- the boundary was in fact as.laid down in sheet
~ No. 61 of the Trigonometrical Survey Map.” Mr.J ellicoe then proceeded to specify in’

detail the boundary which the Mysore Forest officials aré now attempting to dispute.

X (9) On the 3rd June 1878 (vide Government Order, dated 27th- July 1378,
~No. 1182), Major T. G. Clarke, Secretary to the Chief Commissioner of Mysore, writing

- to the Secretary to Government, Revenue department, in his letter, No. 2479, R.F. 12,
"+ applied fom the services of a Madras Forest-officer to point out the boundary which, it

was ascertained, was * undisputed ” (paragraph 1).- :

Captain G. J. Vansomeren, the then Conservator of Forests, Mysore (vide

enclosure No. L toletter referred to supra), reported to the Chief Commissioner, Mysore,
that © the stones on the lin® require to be relaid and the'line #o.be cleared. This

- clearing of the line should be doune yearly ; but the s@ones should be "such as not to

~ require renewal for years.” . '

Mr. MacPherson, the then Deptity Conservator of Forests, Mysore (vide same - -

‘enclosute), also stated that this boundary line should ¢ this time be distinctly defined.”

- Thus, the then Forest officers 6f Mysore acquiesced in the line laid.down by
Colonel Cloete and -did not pretend that any -dispute existed. Colonel Cloete
suggested that half of the cost of demarcation of this boundary should be recovered
from the Mysore Government—vide his letter printed in Goyernment Order, No, 3091,
dated 12th October 1877. 'The Mysore Government was then addressed by 'the
‘Madras ‘Government (vide letter, No. 3092, dated 12th October 1877), and the Mysore

~ ‘Government, in reply, stated that the ¢ demarcation of the boundary line (viz., Colonel

+ "Cloete’s line) under reference will be carried outby a Forest-officer of that Government -

“in concert with a Forest-officer from Mysore, and desires phat the Conservator’ will

depute an officer for the duty in communication with the Conservator of Forests, -

Madras. - - . o

3, The cost of demarcation and of the survey of the line will, as usual in such
‘cases, be shared by this administration. ”’ ! . .

Government ordered (vide paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of Government Order, No. 1182,

- dated 27th July 1878), that the boundary line in question, which ¢“appears to have -
been pointed out in 1876 by the Forest-officers of both Governments and to have .

been demarcated and surveyed by the Revenue Survey department (Government

* . . .2
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Order, dated 12th October 1877, No. 3001) ” was to be again gone over and perma-
nently demarcated by a. Forest and Revenue Survey officer from Mysore, and that
cairns of stones were to be erected along the line at regular intervals and in prominent

Forests, Nflgiris, inspecting the line and reporting results annually. . - - S
These orders were disregarded, or this so-called dispute would never have arisen.

" (10) Onhe 12th February 1885, Major L. R. MecCullagh, R.E., Deputy Super- i

intendent, Mysore Tope Survey, applied . to the Deputy Conservator of Forests,

N{lgiris (vide No. 482, dated 12th Kebraary 1885, marked K), for the services ofa .
Forest Ranger to point out the northern boyndary of the Mudumalai forestyand <

Mr. Ricketts, in paragraph 5 of bis letter, No. 2432-214, dated 12th 'December 1891

o {)markéd C), admits that the Mysore Survey department followed the line demarcated
y Colonel Cloete, for he says that “ the measurers satisfied themselves by the stones -

-~ .

laid down by the Madras Survey in 1875.”

" 5. This conclades the evidence producible by the Madras Forest department, .
but does not in any way include evidence which the Tirumalpad of Nilambur will -

4

. doubtless be able to produce if necessary. Lot S
. 6. The evidence in favour of both sides has now to be weighed and considered. -
I will first deal .with the grounds on which the Mysore Forest officials claim the -

‘disputed area, :

. ' (a) With regard to the first statement- ( paragraph 3 (a) §up1"a) made by Mr.
Ricketts, it is clear that he. is mistaken, for General Morgan, in hjs letter dated "

12th April 1892 (marked P), distinctly states that Dr. Cleghorn decided the boundary
between Mysore and Mudumalai so far back as 1859, and that it was-never sukse-

quently disputed. - This fact is supported by paragraphs 1 to 9 and 21 of Colonel .

Cloete’s memorandumy dated 4th” August 1876, printed in Board’s Procecdings,
No. 2999, dated 29th November 1876 ; also by Government Order, No' 3091, dated

Order, and, lastly, by the-Mysore Chief Coinmissioner’s Proceedings, dated J7th
October 1878, printed in Government Order, No. 1779, dated 4th November 187§
As Dr. Cleghorn was Joint Conservator of both the Mysofe and Madras: Forests, and
his_action was stacitly acquiesced.in by both Governments, .his settlement was

presumably binding.. This, however, is a matter of minor importance, for the boundary . -

was definitely settled and demarcated subsequently without dispute. =~

-+ (b) Mr. Ricketts next proceeds (paragraph 3 (b) supra) to contest the validity .

of Colonel Cloete’s wettlement.* He states that it was-sblely: based on the Ordnance
sheet and the- evidence of interested witnesses. The evidence available proves that
Colonel Cloete took every possible means within his power to define the boundary
correctly. ' o CL .

The work was done by (1) referring fo all available records on the subject, (2)
by questioning the Kurumbers and ryots actually resident in the forest, and (3) by
inviting the co-operation of the Mysore Revenue and Forest officials. - Of the records,

~the lease executed by the Tirumalpad of Nilambir and the letter (No. 176-538, dated

29th December 1874, marked B) with the map sent by Colonel Morgan, who.had up
to that time been in charge of the Mudumalai forest, were alone sufficient to determine
the boundary. The statements of the Kurumbers and Chetties resident ir® the forest
enabled Colonel Cloete to identify the local names entered in the deed and mentioned
by Colonel Morgan. But with regard to co-operation and assistance rendered by the .

.Revenue ‘and Forest officials of Mysore, Colonel Cloete’s reports and the letters

on the file 'sent herewith show conclusively that absolutely no assistance was
given. Colonel Cloete applied on. the 21st August 1875 (letter No. . 1067-609,

- marked C) to the Deputy Commissioner for the services of the Mysore Revenue

officials, but none were sent—vide Colonel Cioete’s letter, No. 1232-705, dated 12th
October, to the Deputy Commissioner, marked E. This fact is admitted by Mr.
Jellicoe’s letter, No. 521275, dated 7th January 1876 (marked I). On the 28th of

. October 1875 (vide letter marked F), Colonel Cloete was informed that the Assistant -

Conservator of Forests, Mysore, acting uunder instructions from the head of his

* department, had refused to mect Mr. Fraser, who was Colonel Cloete’s. assistant, and

"

i

" positions and, maintained by the Forest department, the Deputy . Conservator of

"12th Qctober 1877, letter from Major A. Dec Scott, R.K., No. 2176-78, dated 15th
July 1877, to the Board and enclosure No. 1 thereto printed in the above Government - .

»
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“to go over the boundary with him. Subsequently, however, afer the" bo:)_ndary had

been cleared and demarcated, Mr. Jellicoe, Assisiant Conservator of Forests, was deputed |
by the Mysore Government to go over the lire and toinspect and report on it. In
accordance with these instructions, Mr. Je! me met Colonel Jago, the. Deputy
Conservator,df Forests, Nilgiris, on the 5th J. ary 1876 (vide Mr. Jellicoe’s letter,
No. 521-275, dated 7th January 1876, to the  aty Commissioner, Mysore, marked
rith Colonel Cloete’s Assistant, Mr. °
Fraser, ‘'went over the bouhdary and took e  ice on the spot from Kurumbers

resident in the forest. ST ‘
Mr, Jellicoe then reported to the Deputy
521-275, dated 7th January 1876,

quoted above. . » . L . ) : .
" Subsequently, this boundary so cut was turveyed and accepted by the Mysore
Revenue Survey officials (as admitted by Mr. Ricketts in his letter, No. 2432-214,
dated 12th December 1891, marked O) and acquiesced in by the then Deputy
Commissioner of Mysore, Mr. Hill, and the Conservator of Forests, Mysore, Captain -

~Vansomeren, and Deputy Conservator Mr. MacPherson. - But when Mr. Iill, Deputy -

Commissioner, Mysore, objected to Colonel Cloete’s boundary in 1875 (vide his letter
No. 1789, dated 9th October 1876, marked D), the latter officer requested him to

- depute his Revenue officials to show him- the boundary claimed:- by Mysore, and.

" Conservator, Mysore, summoned and questioned several Mysore villagers.

urged him to send them at once, as he wished to demarcate that boundary as speedily
as possible before the fever season :set in (zide letter, No. w1367-764, dated 6th

. November 1875, marked ) ; but no one was sent and the work was not done.

Mr. Ricketts next proceeds to discredit the evidence of the witnesses examined
at the time of the joint commission in November 1876. Mr. Jellicoe, Assistant
‘What they .

pmissioner that the boundary line "

‘stated is contained in-Mr. Jellicoe’s report, No. 521-275 of 7th January 1876 "

gone over to Mysore within the last twelve years.

(marked I), and is so important that I give it in eztenso :—

_ “ 3. On questioning Hoongs;l Nunjé Gowda and others from that village, all men who, on
account of their ages, were unable to proceed to the boundary, it was at first stated that stones
had been placed along the line from the junction of these streams, (viz, Kakkanhalla, Honnurhalla

" and Imburhalla) to Rgmpur ford, but at what poivts these stones had been placed, by whom,

and when, they, were quite unable to say, = They afterwards stated that no stones bad ever been

. placed along this boundary. These men having been, as already stated, unable to accompany

us to the boundary, and the. Gundalpett Taluk Sheristadar, the .Mysore Forest Ranger and the °

. Barembady Jungle Mutsuddy having all said that they had never been along it, evidence was

taken on the spot from Kurumba Mudda, who was deputed by the beforementioned ryots td
point out the line. This man appears to have originally belonged to Mudumalai and to have

2

“ 4. The evidence of this witness clearly went to show that, as far'as the boundary between

Mysore and Mudumalai forest was concerned, there was no dispute ; that the boundary was, in fact,.

as laid down in sheet No. 61 of the Trigonometrical Survey map, or naming the different points

* - . as follows :—from the Kakkanahalla bridge, a distance of 2} miles, to the junction of the Kak-
- kanahslla, the Honnurhalla and the Imbur or Kotehalla, then north following the Imburhalla for -
.. six miles to'its source at the Kullanbetta to the saddle connecting the Dodakullénbetta with the

Aribetta ; thence following the ridge 2§ miles to the Karikanavai. From Karikanavai, the boundary .

runs along the Seppenhalla up the Gilan Tod and through the Siben l'od ; then along the *
Mavinhalla in a westerly direction up to its junction with the Marigudi ''od, a distance of 8 miles,

at which point the Mudumalai forest terminates.”’ - .

-« A glance at the survey' map preparea by Colonel Cloete and sigxiéd 'b}; i\.Iajor
Hessey will show that his boundary tallies exactly with the description given of it by

‘Mr. Jellicoe. "Mr. Ricketts, however, declares that the evidence of ¢ Kurumber”
Nanjé Gowda, the man referred to s#pra, who.is not p Kurumber, but a Canarese Gowda

(this is rather -important, as Kurumbers live in the forest and Gowdas do not) isa
¢ clear statement in favour of the line claimed by Mysore ” Il (vide Mr. Ricketts’

report, No. 2432-214,4dated 12th December 1891, marked O). Whilst praising this .

witness, whose evidence, as stated above, Mr. Jellicoe.in 1875 characterised as utterly
worthléss, Mr. Ricketts then proceeds to discredit the evidence of Kurumber Mudda,
who was the only man who really knew anything about the boundary which he had
apparently been over with Dr. Cleghorn twenty years previously. Mr.J ellicoe accepted

his evidence as- entirely trustworthy. Te wasa Kurumber resident in the Mysore

(2
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forests and spoke impértially. The evidence of “this Witﬁess is Qiscredited solely’

. becausé the Amildar of* Gundalpett scys that, when hé asked him to point out the

boundary, he wanted a rupees an adrance for doing so ! There1s, howefer, nothing
on the record to substantiate the Ami  ar's statemient, - =~ . - » .

L (¢) The third contention rais n Mr. Ricketts’ letter (paragraph-§.(c) supra) is
that the Mysore officials complained-  he time (1875) that the boundary had been in-
correctlycut. Thisistrue. The Ar  r of Gundalpett, who never went near the boun-

dary orsaw it (vide paragraph 8of I ~  ellicoe’s letter, No. 521275, dated 7th J anuary

*1876) reported that the hounda 1ad been improperly cut apparently” on the

.. strength of some statemeut madg!  im by a cooly ; but when Colonel Cloete asked

the Deputy Coémmissioner to dep: some person to show the boundary claimed by
Mysore and offered to demarcate it, L 1otice whatever was,taken of his request | (vide
paragraph 4 of Colonel Cloete’s letter, Xo. 1200-171, dated 1:th September 1878, to the
Superintendent, Madras -Survey, prin.ed in Government Order, No. 1628, Revenue,
dated 8th' October 1878 ; also letter No. 1232-703, dated 12th-October 1875, from

Colonel Cloete to the Deputy Commissioner, Mysore, marked KE). The boundary line

" cleared and dematoated by Colonel Cloote  only remained a tentative line pending,

the clearing of the line claimed by Mysore ; but as this was never done and Mysore
officials acquiesced in the line cut und demiarcated. by Colonel Cloete after the

. receipt of Mr. Jellicoe’s (their own -officer’s) report, the, boundary referréd- to ceased.

to be tentative and"became the permanent boundary. C e >
. (d) -Mr. Ricketts’ objection No. 4, [ paragraph 8 (d)] has been met partly -under

~ (). The line was not demarcited or shown on the map, simply because the Mysore
- officials” were .teo indifferent or- apathetic to .comply with Colonel Cloete’s request

- for the deputation of an efficial to point it out. . . |
 The assertion that Colonel Cloete failed to properly represent the fJJattér to Govern-.

- ment must be considered - unfounded,

_ * Letler No. 1200471 dated 13th Septomber for the marginally‘noted reports and

.

.

1878, and Mr. Puckle’s letter No. 8361-144.. letters .from that officor conclusively.
dated 21st September 1878, to Government . ) i

both printed in Government Order, dated

prove the contrary.” , =
‘8th October 1878, No. 1628, Reveuue. - -

(e) As to Mr. Ricketts’ objection
No. 5 [(paragraph 8 (e)] in kis leiter,

. ‘13th September'1878,' Now 1200-471," paragraph, 6, Colonel* Cloete * reported that

-¢in January 1876, the Fores officers: of both sides went over the line together,

- ,and Mr. Fraser, Sub-Assistant, Revenue Survey, pointed it out to them; Mr. Jellicoe,-
~“the Mysore Assistant Conservator, was-satisfied that  the line we had “surveyed was the

“correct boundary, and 1 believe that he reported to the Mysore Conservator to that.
effect.” The Deputy Commissioner’s endorsement on Mr. Jellicoe’s Yeport, No. 521
275, dated 7th January 1876, shows that he accepted the statements therein contained,

" and the action of the Mysore Government in mnot subsequently pointing ‘out to
+.Colonel Cloete, when requested to do so by him, the boundary previously elaimed by

kY
-

.- them*as the’ correct one, proves that they acquiesced in the correctness of the’
“boundary pointed out by their owa Kurumbers and demarcated by’ Colozel Cloete,

The Deputy Commissioner himself requested Colonel Clocte to employ “one Kurumber
‘Mudda who is well acquainted with the boundary through the jungle and is able te.
“point out the right line to be taken ” ( vide letter No. 1789, dated 9th October 187 5).
Venkata Dhasappa, the jungle Muttsuddy, in his report to the Amildar of
-Gundalpett (not dated, but numbered: J- by me), states’ that this Karimudda is ‘“an
-experienced Bett Kurumba ’? and Mr. Jellicoe reported that he took a statement from

this very Kurumber and that the boundary was demiarcated in accordsnce with that

‘statement and was pointed out by the said Kurumber. It is impossible . for

" Mr. Ricketts to attempt to repudiste this now. That he himself accepted this line
‘is clear from his letter, No. 1294-283 of 23rd August 1889 (marked.L), in -which he’

complains to the Conservator of Forests, Southern Circle, that the boundary marks on
the frontier had not been properly maintained in accordance with paragraph 3
of Government Order, No. 1182, and that the stones on the line now disputed, viz.,
along the Barembady and Bandipur forests, were small, few and far between, and
some of them not even firmly fixed in the ground, and impressed on the Conservator

the importance of maintaining ‘them. in good “order to prevent boundary disputes-

-
]

S

3! u:&a;g-a?‘ .

O -
ot B st TSR OV

@

LT

e B e o LT T o

onE

_— e S ’. eeroesrenmosares

- 8rA Decruser 1892, I 230, Revevue, . 9

) -,* e o ot ———
. ' . ]

~{‘once disposed of” re-opening themselves en boundary marks are rendered

indistinet ! No soomer did the Forest depar,  ;, in compliance with this request,

‘and acting under the orders of Government mmence to clear the boundary and

demarcate it properly, than the Mysore I  er set to work to obstruct these
operations. This long-settled dispute was the vived, though Captain Vansomeren,
Mr. Ricketts’ predecessor, and Mr. MacPher! the Deputy Conservator in charge,
had both acquiesced in the correctness of the' idary,

. i .
, (/) The sixth ground advanced [pa.  ph 3 (f)] that our survey maps are
worthless as evidence is simply an expression  pinion by Mr. Ricketts. They may
be based one upon another ; but it is unfortun  hat the map prepared by the Mysore
Revenue Survey Department has not been st sted by Mr. Ricketts, for we know
that it must tally in every respect with Coloz Jluete’s map as Mr. Ricketts admits

‘that the Mysore surveyors followed Colonel gete’s liné—uvide paragraph 5 of his

letter; No. 2,432-214, dated 12th December 391, marked O. ‘lhe map prepared
by Sreenivasa Iyengar, Forest Surveyor, wa  aant solely to illustrate the views of
the Assistant Conservator of Forests. Mr. R stts is mistaken altogether in saying

- that Colonel Cloete’s map is useless. Colone  oete admitted that a stream “shown

in the Ordnance Survey map as falling intc ‘e Mavinhalla and forming the south-
western boundary does not exist, and thel now taken at this point follows the
Mavinhalla, which is shown on the map anc  lows (?) the natural boundary”—vide
Deputy Commissioner’s note on Mr. Jellicoe® - vort, No. 621-275, of Tth January
1876, marked I. It is only necessary to are the map prepared by Colonel
Cloete on the 16th August 1876 with the ma «d by Mr. Ricketts, and prepared by
B. Sreenivasa Iyengar, Forest Surveyor, and submitted by Mr. B, Ramaswamy, Officia- -
ting Assistant Conservator of Mysore Forests, to see that the latter s altogether
wrong and misleading, and absolutely worthless in support of the Mysore claim. The
northern boundary of the Mudumalai forest, where it is di~puted, is formed by the
Doddahalla, a tributary of the Mavinhalla, then the Sibon Tod and Gilan Tod, aud the
Sepanhalla streams up to Karavai Kanavai (Kutkanavai of the Tirumalpad’s deed).
From thence the Karabetta and Kollichikall Betta Ridge to the Kakkanahalla stream
(known at the point of junction as the Honnurhalla by Mysore ryots). These streams
and the ridge are clearly shown, and marked in Colonel Uloste’s map; but in the
Mysore map the Mavinhalla alone is prominently shown right up to the Honnurhalla,
apparently to mislead any one consulting this map into the belief that the Mavinhalla,
is the only possible natural boundary, and that Colonel Cloete’s is an absurd and
impossible one ! As most of the small streams shown on this map do nof ezist, and -

~ those which do exist are not shown at all, it is evident that this map is worthless.

- Every stream, however, shown on Colonel Cloete’s survey map does exist,

whereas the imaginary stream shown only on the Ordnance map has not been shown
in this map, as Mr. Ricketts has erroneously stated. '

, (9) The seventh ground advanced [paragraph 5-(g)] is that of possession. The
evidence available on behalf of the Madras Government is amply sufficient to prove
that the Mysore Forest Department had not “always exercised rights in the disputed
tract.” Major-General Morgan, to whom I wrote for information on the 6th April
1892, distinctly states in his reply, dated 12th April 1892 (marked P), paragraph 3,
that he “traversed the forest in every direction, and certainly the Barembady peuple
never had possession of the now disputed tract or I should have known it, nor did any
Mysore official attempt to exercise any right there.” :

On the 16th December 1890, the Forest Ranger, Mudumalai, reported (No. 160, -
marked N) that the Mysore Forest subordinates had encroached upon the Mudumalai
forest, and had cut about 200 teak trees and had made a fire-line. He also referred to
their having on a previous occasion cut a fire-I'ne within the Mudumalai forest. He
prevented the removal of the timber. Thus it will be seen that as soon as the Mysore
Forest officials felled timber, they were promp*’y interfered with. Therefore it is
clear that Mr. Ricketts’ statement that the exercise of rights in the disputed tract
‘“ were never disputed by the Madras Forest Department ” is unfounded and opposed

‘to facts.

The forest products in the tract in question have been leased, for years, to con-
tractors by the Tirumalpad of Nilambyr, and have been collected by the lessces of

e
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y[e cutting of fire-paths was, as above stated,
t, No. 160, dated 16th December, 1890, and

the Madras Government since 1891.
duly reported by the Ranger in his ¢
previously. .

As to ¢ possession being nine-t
Government is not, and never has be
, . cannot be held to constitute possessic | :

(%) As tothe eighth objection ¢ 'r. Ricketts [paragraph 3 (%)), the ryots of
Barembady village have grazed theit  le, not only inthe disputed tract, but else-
where in the Tippacadu and Sigir f s, by the permission of the Madras Forest
Department, and on payment of the 1l fees. Thisis no proof of title. .

There is absolutely no trace ez  1g of any villages in the tract in question, as
General Morgan can testify. The  bunts referred to by Mr. Ricketts are not
amongst the records, and their valu 8 evidence is extremely questionable. Mr.
Ricketts then urges that there are ol ocart-tracks in the forests, and assumes that
Mysore forest carts must have made m !! As this very forest was worked "for
timber by Muddanah 40 years ago, " subsequently by General Morgan, it is not
surprising that there are old cart-trach '

() With regard to the next ¢ ention [paragraph 3 (¢)]: As the boundary
demarcated by Colonel Cloete follows, amsand aridge, it is also a natural boundary.
Mr. Ricketts’ contention that the bou  ry claimed by the Tirumalpad is crooked and
requires artificial boundary marks, ¢t affect the Tirumalpad’s rightin the least.

1 favour of the claim‘ of Government to the

is of law ” it is qﬁite clear that the Mysore

7. To recapitulate, the eviden
tract in question is briefly as follows :—

(1) The Tirumalpad of Nilambir, and Government as his lessee, have been in
possession up to date. o '
. (2) The boundary was determined by Dr. Cleghorn on behalf of both Govern-
ments in 1859 and acquiesced in. : Co
(3) It was again determined, surveyed and demarcated by Colonel Cloete, the
representatives of both Governments being present, and was agreed to as the correct
boundary. ' ' : :
(4) This decision was subsequently acquiesced in by Captain Vansomeren, Mr.:
MacPherson, the Chief Commissioner of Mysore, and Mr. Ricketts, - : :
(6) The Madras Government decided that it was the correct’ boundary and:
ordered it to-be properly defined and maintained. Thus all previous disputes were
definitely settled and ought not now to be reopened.

—

INCLOSURES.

From the Collector of Malabar, to the Commissioner of the Nilgiris, dated Calicut, 12th
. December 1874, No. 3390. '

With reference to your letter of the 2od instant, No. 52, T have the honour to inform you
that as little is known of the geography of Mudumalai, I consider it very desirable that before
Colonel Morgan’s retirewent at the end of December, he should sketch in the sheet map,
forwarded berewith, the limits of the forests as hitherto, in possession of Goverument, also
what he deems to be the limits of the lease now sought to be acquired. . .

The Deputy Conservator’s hut, any considerable forest roads, and other land-marks easily
identified on the ground should be included. ' :

L3

From Colonel H. R. MORGAN, Esq., Deputy Censervator of Forests, Qotacamund, to the -
Commissioner of the Nilgiris, datedh 95)tacamund, 29th December 1874, No. 176—538.

With reference to letter, No. 8390«f 12th December 1874, from the Malabar Collector,”
true copy of which bhas been forward;;;’. to me, I have the honour to return the map daly
filled in. ‘ ‘ .
The western boundary of Mudumalai is& line drawn from the Mysore frontier to Nembli-
cotta and running almost due north and south. The sonthern boundary is the Bidderhulla
stream in part and the Moyar river. The northern boundary is & ridge which divides it from
Mgysore.. The eastern running nearly northand south is part a ridge and part the Kakkanu-
hallah stream. ’ »

-

in possession. The commission of trespass
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The land held by Muddanah is boundéd on’
south and east by the Moyar river, and on the west
through the 8th milestone on the Gfdalér road.

From Major J. R. McCULLAGH, R.E,, Deput,
" graphical Survey, to the Conservator of g
" February 1885, No. 482. » :

I have the honour to inform you that the oper:
are now being carried on ou the borders of the Ma
the officer immediately engaged on that portion
rivers, south and west of iJopalasami hill, brin
uncertainty about the boundary line .between Mal
any pillars or marks whatever,

2. Under these circumstances I would feel ob'
Madumhalli forest (which 1 understand is the na:
border) to meet Lieutenant Jackson and point out
be also the State boundary between Mysore and M:

3. Lieutenant Jackson will be heard of at Ban:
road near the frontier,

4
———

* i
No. 1441

Forwarded to the District Forest-officor, Nilgi
issued to the Forest-officer in charge of the Mudu:
the Deputy Superintendent, Topographical Survey

CavicoT, :
23rd Febraary 1885,

e

Extract from letter, No. 1294~283 of 23rd Ar
Forests, Mysore, to the Conservator of F.
of boundary marks between Malabar and

With reference to your No. 139, dated 16th
Malabar District Forest-officer’s No. 1610—3703, «
inquire whether, as directed in paragraph 8 of Gc
27th July 1878, the boundary marks have been pr
the line kept clear. In connection with the bounda
forests and the Wynaad and the Ootacamund fro
reported in December 1888 that he came across §
diameter and some 4 inches above the ground, so lo
He also added that stones were very few and far s
reference to a map not in his possession.

2. Seeing the voluminous correspondence in f
and how the matters once disposed of re-open then
indistinct, I need hardly suggest the extreme desi
1 beg, in these circumstances, you will be so good
condition of the boundary stones brought to notice i

* * *
No. 436.
Forwarded to the Conservator of Forests, Nort}
Mabeas,
20th May 1890.
fi
No. 440

Copy forwarded to the Collector of Nilgiris with
way be called upon for a report after due inquiry.

MabRas,
21st May 1590.

h by the Bidderhulla stream, on the
ae ranning north and south passing

stendent in Cha'rge, Mysore Topo-
Malabar District, dated Mysore, 12th

{ the Mysore Topographical Survey
strict, and Lieutenant Jackson, R.E,,
frontier between Moyar and Nugu
my notice that there exists great
ad Mysore owing to the absence of

yyou}- deputing the Ranger of the
he forest on the Malabar side of the
oundary of the forest which I take to

a village on the Mysore-Ootacamund

b the request that the instructions be
snge to comply with the request of
! .

igned) B. W. DANCE, -
‘or District Forest-officer, Malabar.

I

889, from the Inspector-General of
Southern Circle, on the maintenance
e

last, communicating copy of North .

ith March 1859, I have the honour to
ot of Madras Order, No, 1182, dated
maintained by your department and
:es between Berambady and Bandipet
the District Forest-officer, Mysore,
8 which were only some 9 inches in

4 it shook when struck by his foot.

md could only have been found by

fays in regard to boundary disputes
when boundary marks are rendered
r of maintaining them in good order.
nstitnte needful inquiries as to the
Mysore Forest-officer.

L3 *

rele, for favour of disposal.

'Signed)  G. HOMFRAY,
. Acting Deputy Conservator,
ervator of Forests, Southern Circle.

~

* ! .
«quest that the District Forest-ufficer -

i

| (Signed) A.W.PEET, ,

t " Acting Conservator of Forests,’
Northern Circle.
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From M.R.Ry. C. VENKATARAM
malai, to the District Fore
No. 160. :

I beg to report that having hear
thern portions that the Mysore Forest
trees and are at the point of removin;
the Mudumalai forest and necessary a
report. Accordingly he inspected th
for your orders. Though his report
personal experience of the locality I 1
sketch of the northern portions of Ma
the Mysore people in previous years
North of this line they have divided i
as Berambady jungle, and the other t:

Several correspondence regarding
finally settled yet. ‘

Before this, now they have again
tity of timber. The pieces now cut ar

Nothing has been done in that p
trees are cut in Berambady jungle. T
and also a footpath going towards Kar
limits they have cut the trees now.

Besides, they have wade two cart.

. It is quite clear from the map of |
commences from A and goes towarc
Mysore authorities to encroach upon 1
I am quite nnable to understand what

-Anyhow, pending the receipt of |
under whose supervision the sleepers
passed by you, and also I have directd
tilmber pieces. I therefore request th
this. ' j
But if ordered, I shall at once har
If fire tracing in this range is san.
commence the work and where to clos

From Major-General H. R. MORGA
Ootacamuond, dated O.

In reply to your letter of 6th Ap

I took charge of Mudumalai fore
the exception of about two years—1%:

2. There never was any dispute
servator of Madras and Mysore, arrar
- map as long ago as 1859, and Dr. Cle;

3. I traversed the forest in every
possession of the now disputed tract, «
attempt to exercise any right there,
Vansomeren of the Mysore forests, at &
to the existing boundary.

4. From the year about 1870 the .
laid down by the Survey Deopartment,

5. It was usual in settling bound.
ridge selected as in the present case
Moyar river to its source, where I see
boundary in 18568. The blue line as
always was, the correct boundary, and
. 6. In 1861 I traversed a boundar
and Wynaad forests, between the W
wards altered to the detriment of {
‘satisied with the work of its own offic
work is equally unsatisfactory, thougk

7. Mr. Ricketts seems to think §
a claim >’ that this confers a right, !
this,

I, Avex:ga,l, Forest Ranger, No. I Range, Muadu-

r, Nilgiris, dated Benné, 16th December 1890,

st from the Forest Guards of the Mudamalai nor-
went have encroached upon our land and cut teak
I sent Forester Ganapathi Iyer, with the map of
e to inspect the forest thoroughly and submit his

and submitted his report, which I herein enclose

quite clear, still from his verbal narration and my
le the following facts are true. In the euclosed
i forest, the line from A to Din the fire line cut by

hich I have submitted my report then and there . -

; one towards the west of the line B.C. is termed
east as Bandipur jungle.
»oundary dispute have been made and it was not

d within our boundary and cut au enormous quan~ -

nded for railway sleepers.

-of the land known as Bandipur jungle, but only
is & swamp marked in the sketch called Nosagathay
.;ana.vai from Mudumalai. It is between these two

; which are also marked in the sketch.
adumalai leased forest that our northern boundary
E, D, &. Sitill I do not know what made the

iits. In the absence of a clear and perfect order,

and how to act.

inal orders, I have asked the Gundalpett Ranger, ‘
af, not to remove those logs until an order has been -
Forest Guards to have a constant watch over those

will be good enough to instruct me fully regarding

R .

1 dragged to Madumalai by my elephants.

', T request you to let me know from where I am to
:he northern parts of the Mudumalai forest.

tired), to the Deputy Conservator of Forests,

lund, 12th April 1892, No. .
wve the honour to report as follows :—

1856 and for close on 20 years I had charge, with
1802—when I was Conservator.

i the boundary, as Dr. Cleghorn, when Joint Con-
1at the line should run according to the Ordnance
informed me of the fact.

on and certainly the Berambady people never had
rould have known it, nor did any Mysore officials
iy mention that about 1870 I met (then) Captain,
‘andipur bungalow, and he then made no objections

‘ question was that demarcation stones should be
there was much correspondence on the subject.

for a stream to be followed toits source and then a
¢ Kakkanhalla stream from'its junction with the
shown on the map (Mysore) as Honnurhalla, was the
o in the larger map sent by Mr. Ricketts is, and
»ssession of the Nilambir Rajah. ‘

out by Major Hanter, then in charge of the Mysore

and Kokencotta forests, this boundary was after-
adras forests, which proves that Mysore was not
d repudiated it. Now 1t appears that Mr. Jellicoe’s
te must be bound by the acts of its own officers,

ecanse he has, in miring parlance, tried to ** jump
Jmit that I was in possession for 20 years prior to

e
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8. I notice that in the Kurumber evidence c3
Kurumber who gave evidence before Mr. Jellic
evidence was then accepted as reliable, is now ¢
witness, on the strength of evidence mot containes
apparently worthless and imaginary, then the evid:
by Mr. Ricketts, who, wonderful to relate, knows 1
Kurumbers (?) must be considered as equally unrel

-
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Mr. Ricketts, it is clear that if the
Mysore Forest-officer, and whose

d by Mr Ricketts as an unreliable
3 documents before Government and
" ‘the aged Kuraumber (?) witness cited
a age, an unprecedented fact amongst

B

- Endorsement by J. W. CHERRY, Esq, Conservator of Forests, Southern Circle,
. dated Coimbatore, 11th July 1892, No. 1729.

T have the honour to forward the above.

Mr. Morgan has gone very fully into the subject, and no one can read his report
without being struck with the force of his arguments, and the preponderence of the

! D
evidence in favour of Madras. !

I trust, therefore, that the Government may be pleased to make a strong repre-

sentation to Mysore in the matter.

From what I saw of both boundaries djtringd recent inspection, I should say
that they are both natural lines, that is, 1 ies that can be easily identified by a

description from the natural features. *
2. The Tirumalpad is really more conce!

.

wopuld doubtless be prepared with evidence, i
As his lessees, we can hold him to ¢

“therein., .

3. Besides the fixing of the line in 18¢
graph 4 (2) of the report, there was the furth
Colonel Cloete under the orders of Governr
records shown in paragraphs 4 (8), (9)and (
line then selected was acquiesced ia by the M

This line is reported to be identical with
and, moreover, agrees with the Mysore bounc
which were published in 1833,

4. The Board will find what I take to 1
detail in the topographical Survey map, 2 in
surveyed by Colonel Cloete and published i
shown in the map, but is particularly descr:
reference to certain letters shown along the by

5. I do not see that Mr. Morgan mention
monly reported that a previous Tirumalpad ha
with a Mysore man., .

If so, this might account for the two rui
to Mysore, but I observe that Mr. Morga
baving existed. '

6. Itisa very great pity that the order
Colonel Cloete’s line to be permanently dema
out. If they had been, we should probably I

i

| o
Resolution—dated 30th August 1892, Forest }

Submitted to Government with reference
Mis. No. 998, Revenue,

2. The Nilgiri Collector’s report receivs
read above is clear and exhaustive. It wot
line under dispute was fixed so long back as ]
- of Forests of the Madras and the Mysore ¢

92

- this settlement than we are, and
ed to assist. :
~e, and the boundaries as given

:r. Cleghorn, referred to in para-
ircation and survey of the line by
1 1875, and fromthe facts and
the report, it is apparent that the
authorities.

id down by Dr. Cleghorn in 1859,
1s shown in the old atlas sheets,

onel Cloete’s boundary, shown in
‘0 the mile, of the Nilgiri district,
‘8, in which the line is not only
. “ the boundary” in a marginal
¥ ,
t he informed me that it was com-
‘the Mudumalai forest in a gamble

lages being claimed as belonging
ies all signs of the said villages
;

l ) - .
overnment in 1878, which required
{ and maintained, were not carried
.eard nothing more of this matter. ,

3

i
Fi
¥

s Order, dated 18th February 1892,°

th the Conservator’s endorsement
‘peat therefrom that the boundary
5y Dr. Cleghorn, Joint Conservator
aments, and was agreed to by the

;
3
i
e

il
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Mysore Government —vide Govern

* Vide paragraph 4 of Colonel Cloete
printed in Government Order, ¢a
* October 1878, No. 1628. :

the contrary, the Mysore Forest officers ;appeared to have ¢ satisfied themselves that’

[ ! .
~ A P P T

3_::, No. 1230, REVENUE. ‘

l ¥
f .
Mrder, dated 28th April 1859, No. 677. The

line was subsequently surveyed and

demarcated (though not permanently) by -

‘a Colonel Cloete in 1875.* The Mysore

! Government did not even then question’

! the correctness of the boundary line; on

this portion of the line had been correctly marked ”—wide paragraph 9 of Lieutenant-
Colonel Cloete’s memorandum printed In Government Order, dated 23rd December
1876, No. 2132. After a while, however, the Mysore (overnment. complained that
the line, as surveyed and demarcated by Colonel Clocte, could not be identified, partly

' owing to the natural difficulties of the country, but mainly owing to the irregular or
imperfect manner in which the demarzation stenes had been laid—uwide letter from
_the Secretary to the Chief Commissiorer of Mysore printed in Government Order,

dated 27th July 1878, No. 1182. The

e 1 Government Order, dated 8th October 1878, order of the Madras Governmentt on

No. 1623.

the subject of this complaint cledrly stated
that it was not intended that the line

should be again defined, but that it shoizld be pointed out by the Survey Department

S e and permanent houndary marks ¢~ ¢~'{ in prominent positions. This order was,
- j however, lost sight of by the office yhe Madras Government concerned, as will be
’ seen from the correspondence reco: i Government Orders, dated 22nd May 1890,

No. 356, and 30th October 1890, M

* long ago permanently demarcated
RO _ 3. Under these circumstances,
A to re-open the dispute and that the
- ' | T
X5 ( l

To tho Secretary to Government, Rev?"
-with 3 enclo:
returr

Copy to the Conservator of Fores:
» »»  Collector of the Nilgi

Reap—the following letter from J
the Secretary to Gover
. 290th September 1892, N’

. 'With reference to Board’s Pre
I beg to point out that®in paragr
¢ Mr. Morgan ”” ¢ Mr. Rees ” shou.

< i

:
Resap—the following letter from J,
Secrctary to the Commiss

. of Forests, Southern (

y No. 1341 :— .

I have the honour to submit ¢
18th June 1892, printed in Board’: |

18¥2:— .
In paragraph 4 (8), line 4,

Mysore, attended on behalf of the!

the Madras Government,” read ¢

Mjysore, inspected the line subseq

- Colonel Jago on behalf of the Mad.

N

. 6590. Otherwise the line would have boen
e present dispute would not have arisen.

“ore, the Board considers that it is unnecessary
re Government may be informed accordingly. -

pics and Extract.)

(Sigued) W. S. MEYER,
. Acting Secretary.

epartment,

a F.R. No. 406 of 1892

d 6 enclosures.in F.R. No 1881 .

1892, in original (to be returned).
ithern Circle. '

%ZES, Esq., c.LE., Collector of the Nflgiris, to
» Revenue Department, dated Ootacamund,

C3ti—

1gs, dated 30th August 1892, Forest No. 462,
.1 and & of Mr. Cherry’s endorsement, for
yead.

REES, Esq., Collector of the N ilgiris, to the
s of Land Revenue (through the Conservator
), dated Ootacamund, 28th October 1892,

ilowﬁng erratum to my letter, No. 508, dated
ceedings, Forest No. 462, dated 30th August

Mr. Jellicoe, Assistant Conscrvator of Forests,

¢ Government, and Colovel Jago, on behalf of
Jellicoe, Assistant Conscrvator of Forests,
y on behalf of the Mysore Government and
¢.ernment,”’ ) ,

? - . - . S . .-

/N
\7
%
8t DecexBer 1892, N

In paragraph 7 (3) of the above lett
ernments being present,” read “ was inspect
both Governments.”

- 2. With reference to the Conservator’
‘ment, No, 1729, dated 11th July 1892, t
won by a previous Tirumalpad of Nilamb
gambling transaction. The Conservator or

3. General Morgan in his letter, dat
charge of the Mudumalai forest in 1856.
but two previous leases had been taken pri
informs me that the Mudumalai forest wa
mund to Government so far back as 185¢,
obtained directly from the Tirumalpad.

4. The Mudumalai forest was attached t-
lease was executed, and the records relating tc
in this district. '

9. To save delay, I have submitted a cop;

No. 1342
Submitted to the Secretary to Goves

OoTAcAMUND,
28th October 1892.

Orper—dated 8th December 1892, No. 127"

Forest, No. 306. . , !

(True Est

~To the Commissioners of Land Revenue.

» the Political Department,

Ezd. C. M. Drisson.

50 Copics.

, Revenve, . . 15

the representatives of both Gov-
lently by the representatives of
; in paragraph 5 of his endorse-
walai forest is said to have been
Malabar Rajah of Gidaldr in a
isunderstood Mr, Morgan.
wpril 1892, states that he was in
<nt lease was executed in 1863,
ease of 1856, and General Morgan
-leased by one Eduljee of Ootaca-

. lease for five years having been

alabar district, when the present
vo former leases are not available

is letter directly to Government.

%y Revenue Department.

“igned) J. D. REES,
. ‘ Collector.

1me.

¢ Government agrecs with the
The following letter will be ad-
in the Political Department to
ident in Mysore.

gned)  C.A. GALTON,
Secretary to Government. -
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- DBoArp or REVENUE (LAm_) Revenve), 30rm Avausr 1 892, Forest No. 462,
. PROCEEDINGS OF THE BOARD OF REVENUE -
o . . (Laxp Revenue). .

R Mz, A. T, ARUNDEL,

REAi)—éLgain the followizig Proceedings of the Board of Revenue (Land Revenue), dated
. 10th March 1892, Forest No. 223, Mis, :— . :

Tae Howx. Me. J. VGR\OSE.

———

o Read—the ,.following' Gm}ernment Order, dated 18th Fébruary 1892, Mis. No. 998,

Revenue :— .-

- Read—Endorsement of the Political Department, dbted 8th February 1892, No. 246,

- transferring to the Revenue Department the following letter from the
. Resident in Mysore, to the Chief Secretary to the Government of Madras,
o dated Bangalorc_e, 4th February 1892, No. 858—291-90 ;:— - -

In continuation of my letter No. 3052—R291-90, dated the 7th October 1891, 1
have the honour to forward, for the consideration of the Government of Madras, the
accompanying copy of a letter (to be returned), from the Inspector-General of Forests
in Mysore with its enclosures (to be returned), submitting a report on the subject of
the boundary dispute between the Mysore State and the Nilgiri-Wynaad.

2. Pending the settlement of the boundary line now in dispute, the officers of the -
Mysore Government have received strict injunctions to desist from exercising any
rights over the disputed tract, and, at the instance of the Durbar, I beg that similar
instractions may be issued to the officers of the Madras Government and to the
Tirumalpad of Nilambir. ° : C o

~ 8. It is reported that the Mudumalai jungles adjoining the tract "in dispute are
not fire-protected and are consequently burnt down. every year, while the tract
claimed by the Durbar has escaped owing 4o its having been annually protected by a
fire-line since 1878. * The Durbar now ask for permission to protect the said tract
by a fire-line as hitherto; this will of course not'affect the proprietary right over e
the disputed locality. ~ The favour of an early reply is requested on this point, as it

is desirable to clear the fire-paths very soon in view of the approaching hot season.

4. The Durbar desired me, in October 1891, to ask the Madras Government to .
arrange for the deputation of Mr. Jellicoe to ,point out the boundary line in dispute
to the Madras Survey Party now engaged in its dgmarcation, but I told them that -
this wa$ unnecessary.and inconvenient. However, at my suggestion, the Durbar are
prepared to depute the Forest officer of the Mysore district to watch their interests
during the demarcation of the line by the Madras Revenue Survey, end I trust tha
His Excellency the Governor in Council will see no objection to this. .

Order-(l'éted;ISth_February 1892, Mis. No. 998, Bevenue. } : .

‘The letter from the Inspector-General of Forests, Mysore, and its enclosurgs, will
be forwarded to the Commissioners of Land Revenue for very early remarks, and with
reference to paragraph 2 of the Resident’s letter read above, the Board will be
directed: to issue the necessary instructions to the officers under it to desist«from

exercising any rights. over the disputed tract pending the final settlement of the . -
- boundary-line. The Nilambir Tirumalpad should be advised to abstain from similar

interference. _ .

1

I S T T U T T P



h

T

ESIRY  a LT
v

B e 1Y A RNy

-

o U

¥}

« ]

=

..
~ v .

-

_ 2 The Resident in Mysore will be informed that in the circumstances gtated in
paragraph 3 of his letler, the Government has no objection to the tract referred to
therein being protected by a fire-line by the Mysore authorities and that thé proposal
in paragraph-4 to depute the Iorest officer of the Mysore district to watch the
interests of the Durbar during the demarcation of the line by the Madras Survey
Department, has the approval of His Excellency the Governor in Council.

3. The following letter will be despatched in the Political Department to the
' Resident in Mysore. . o S

. : : . . (True Extract.) e : . -

S » _° ' (Signed)  C. A. GALTON, -
‘ ‘ Secretary to Government.

To the Commissioners of Land Revenué, with all enclosures. v
, Superintendent, Revenue Suarvey. -
» . Political Department, with letter to the Resident.

s : -

-

: Read;alsq the following letter from J. W. ‘CHERRY, Esq., donservator- of Forests,-~

Southern Cirele, to the Secretary to the Commissioners of Land Revenue,
dated Coimbifore, 27th February 1892, No. 372 :— ) :
[Reference.—Nilgiri District Forest-officer’s No, 1798, dated 18th'Febmgry 1892.] '
_ In forwarding copy of Mr. Morgan’s letter and the C().llet:tpr’s endorsement, I dave
" the honour to suggest that the Mysare autherities may be asked to call for explajation
from their responsible Forest officials. : :

. »

B S .. | "ENCLOSURE. ‘ .
v _ Office-note from R, W. MORGAN, Esq., District Forest-officer, Nilgiris, dated ‘Oota‘camuud,
’ i _ 18th February 1892, No. J798. | T
[ Suljjéct— Fire occurrence. ]
1 regret to report the ocourrence of five fires in the Mudumalai forest. " Of these fires, two are
believed to have been lit by incendiaries (Jain Kurumbers) wandering about the forests in

search of honey, &o. ‘ .
9. The other fires are due to carelessness ou the part of the Mysore Torest subpr'dinates who
burnt off their linds in the heat of the day, and -allowed the fire to cross into our forests.” The ;

*

Forester reports as follows:—, . | ) . )
¢ There was neither the Mysore Forest Ranger, Forester, nor Forest Guard to stand over the
‘men ; thetefore, the Kurumbers were themselves masters and they did, the work as they liked.
In doing 6o, the fire entered our forest. I observed smoke and immediately hastened lo the spot
- * pnd putout the fire;” and again ¢ with all the warnings given to them, they (Mysore Kur-
umbers) set fire to their fire lines and went away while the line was still burning.”” "
3. The total area burnt by these various fires amounted to ten square miles and it was with
.. wvery great difficulty the fires were put out, as the grass was high, and a strong easterly wind *
blowing. It is impossible for us to successfully protect our forests when the Mysore Forest

subordinates behave in this manner: *

& — *
. »

.Endorsem‘eﬁt by 'J . D. REES, Esq., Collector of Nilgiris, dated 19th February 1892.

Forwarded by the .Collector of Nilgiris; It would appear that some communication with
the Mysore authorities is neefied. .. . :

© *  Resolution—dated 10}h March 1892, Fdresf,, No. 223,_ Mis,

The letter of the Inspector-General of Forests, Mysore, in. regard tp the disputed
boundary, will be referred to the Collector of Nilgiris, through the Conservator, Southern
Circle, for early report. T i

2. The Collector will issue the necessary instruetions to the officers concerned to

. desist from exercising any rights over the disputed tract till the final settlement of the
«  boundary line and also will advise the Nilambdr Tirumalpad to abstain from similar
" interference. . . ‘

-

.

]

2  Boarp or Revexve (Laxp ReveNve), 301H Avevst 1892, Eoﬁnsr No. 462, =~ <~

_ based one upon anotyer, and are wortbless as evi

P

Boarp oF R-EVENUE (Laxp Revexnvur), 301u Avaust 1§92, FO-REST No. 462, 3

——r

7 3. Tn regard to fire-protection, the Board had alrez;d issucé orders in its
ings of the 24th December 1891, F orest No. 1005, similaJ; to thos;nil;:r %;::cﬁfgf%;-

- Government. 1t appears, however, from the Conservator’s letter of the 2ith February

-1892, No. 872, which will now. be forwarded to Government, that the efforts of the

»

“Mysore authorities in this directipn have not been very successful.
« - ) -

(True Copies and Extract.)

. . (Signed) - L A, SIN,
: ' Acting Secretary. .

. * * = -

To the Secretary to Government, Revenue Department, -
* with copy of Board’s FProceedings, dated 24th Degember 1891, F. No. 1005

Collector of Nilgiris, with the letter of the Inspector-General ’ ) B

' of Forests, and its 2 enclosures (to bé returned), :

. : * through the Conservator of Forests, Southérn Cirele.

P
i

»”

- »

»

Reap—also the following letter from J. D. REES, Esq., c.I.E., Collector of thé Nilgiris,
' to the Secretary to the Commissioners of Land Revenue (through the
gonssrgator of Korests, Southern Circle), dated Ootacariiund, 18th June 1892,
No. 608 :— ' , g

© . With reference to Doard’s Proeeed;mgs, Mis. No. 223, dated 10th March 1892,
- I have the honour to submit the report éalled for. . ’
2..1 have divided the report into four separate heads, viz. :— .
. (1) The evidence and grounds on which the Mysore claims are based.
(2) The evidence .on which the Madras Forest Department, on behalf of the
Nilambir.Tirumalpad, asserts its title. ' ;
(3) The value of the evidence adduced in support of the claims advanced on

‘ either side. - :
(4) The arguments in favour of the Tirumalpad’s claim being preferred.

3. J_E‘m'dfmce on behalf of Mysore.—Mr. Ricketts, the Inspector-General of Forests, -
Mysore, in his letter to the Chief Secretdry of the Mysore Government (marked O in blue
pencil) contends that the tract in dispute which cevers an area of 8,704 acres, and
1s situated on the exfreme north-easfern portion of the Mudumalai forest, belongs to
Mysore on the following grounds :— o S o

- (a) That no attempt was made to define the boundary on the ground till 1875
when Colonel Cloete dgmarcated it. Lt
" .* 7 (§) That the boundary so defined by Colonel Cloete, was based solely on the
_Ordnance sheef, which Colonel Clocte himself admitted to be incorrect, and on the
‘ ewd_eme of certain Kugumbers (of whom Mudda was one), who were interested
p‘artles, and that the above evidence is now comtradigted by that of Kurumber Nanja
Uowda aged 70 (not found in the papers from Mysore) which clearly proves that the
disputed tract belongs to Mysore. - . . :

_* (c) That the Mysore authorities protested .at the time of Colonel Cloete’s demar-
cation, asserting that the boundary- defined by him was incorrect, as it included a
largetract of 1ind belonging to Mysore, and that the demarcation of the boundary
~would be only permitted to be continued on .the distinct understanding that the line
cleared and demarcated was purely a tentative one. ) )

(d) That the boundary claimed by Mysore wgs not demarcated or shown on

-

-

_the survey map by Colonel Clocte, who failed' to” properly represenj matters to the

Madras Government. i '
" (e) That it is not clear from the records that Mr. Jellicoe, the Mysore Forest-

officer, went over the line with Colonel Jagoin J anuary 1876, and that his i-eporc was

- not conclusive, nor was it finally disposed of.-

- tf) That the maps, published by the Madras Revenue Survey Department, are
e dende for the establishment of auny
‘Tights by the Madras Government as Lessees of the Nilambdr Rajah, and that Colouel

- .
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Cloete’s map cannot be relied on, as the large stream, shown by him in it, as a
tributary of the Mavinahalla, does not exist, a fact which- Colonel Cloete himself
admitted, though he showed the stream as part of the boundary. R
(g) That “the possession of, and rights always exercised in, the tract in ques- .
tion by Mysore were never disputed by the Madras Forest Department or the Nilam-
bir Rajah.,” The Mysore Forest Department has been collecting timber and forest
produce in the tract in question, without molestation, and has cut fire-paths since
1878 &long the southern boundary of this tract, and that ‘¢ possession is nine-tenths
of law.” - ' : . :
(&) That the ryots of Berambady (Mysore) village grazed their cattle in the’
disputed tract many-yearsago. That the Mysore Revenue accounts of 1849 show that
the two depopulated villages called Chikkote ard Doddd, or Hirekode, were situated
in the disputed tract, and that there.are old cart-tracks in the disputed tract made by
Mysore carts. . . - .. .
*(¢) That the boundary claimed by Mysore is a natural one and moreover

.~ straight, and that the boundary claimed by the Tirumalpad is crooked, and requires

artificial boundary marks which the Mysore line does not. This concludes the case
for Mysore. = . . T s -

4. T have now fo show what evidence thereis of possession on behalf of the
Tirumalpad of Nilambir :— ) ’ -

(1) The whele Mudumalai forest, including the disputed tract, was leased
originally by the Tirumalpad to Muddanah; a Mysore timber merchaut, who felled

. timber in it.

" (2) In 1859, Dr. Cleghorn, Joint Conservator of Forests for Mysore and
Madras, settled the boundary between Mysore and Malabar and that boundary . is the
‘one now disputed by Mysore (vide General Morgan’s letter, marked P., dated- 12th
April 1892, paragraph 2, and Colonel Cloete’s memorandum, dated 4th August

‘papers therein quoted). |

1876, printed in Board’s Proceedings, dated 29th November 1878, No. 2999, and the fﬂ)
: e _ ) I X
(3) In 1863, Major-General Morgan (then Captain Morgan .of the Public . (ARt o

Works , Department) obtained a 99 years’ lease of the forest from the Tirumalpad,
through Mr. Ballard, Collector of Malabar, on behalf of Government. The boundaries
given in the lease (copy printéd in Board’s Proceedings, dated 27th January 1885,

No. 271—F. 64) which correspond with the boundaries of the forest as demarcated by .

Colonel Cloete in 1875, include the disputed tract, and are as follows : — .
North.—The southern part of Varrarai Katkamani, : ' .

South.—The northern side of the junction™of the Kelukatpoia and Vellumpoia
rivers. L < . . -
Last.—The western part of Chickalashetti Madaéwarangudi., .
TWest.—The eastern side of the Marattithodu Nulla lying on the west and north.

of Chirranaradi and Vallinaradi Mulla hill. .- ) .
(4) Captain Morgan was, in 1864, transferred from the Public Works Depart-

- ment to the Forest Department, and worked the Mudumalai forest till 1874, when he

left the Forest Department, and during the whole of that period, he .was in possession
on behalf of the Tirumalpad and Gevernment of the tract in dispute (vide General
Morgan’s letter, dated 12th April 1892, marked P). - - T '

(5) Such possession was continued from 1874 tq 1892, in fact up to date, by
Colonel Jago, Messrs.” Lushington, Nallasawini Naidu, Sheffield and Morgan, officers
of the Forest Derartment, . - * .

(6) On Colonel Morgan’s retircment from the Forest Department, the Collector
of Malabar, in his letter No. 3390, dated 12th December 1874 (marked A), informed
the Commissioner of the Nflgiris that it would be ‘ very desirable that before
Colonel Morgan’s dcparture, at the end of December, he should sketch ‘in the

_ sheet. map, forwarded herewith, the limits of - the forest as hitherto in possession of \_
" Government.”

7 On the 29th IDccember- 1874, Colonel Morgan, - with his letter
No.'176-538 (marked B), forwarded “‘ the map duly filled in ”” and stated as follows :—

*

- -

Colonel Cloete and did not pretend that any dispute existed.

« been demarcated and surveyed by the Revenue Survey department (Government

e g N
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“The northern beundary of Mudumalai forest is a ridge which divides it from Mysore

211;: ac:;x's,t,ern running nearly north and south is partly a ridge, and partly the Kakka‘nulla

Clctey and e the iputid o, "WYY demascatod in 1875 by Colonel
ot ot o B ST i, 1o momy s precosly led e
g;:gl‘};;SF‘(’;gt? d‘imggﬁig%;%]jﬁgi was u:clgded in the area previously leased to the
almost_éonlplete c%_ntlzol over the Whofe foiii. a#ed 19th May 1891) who thus obtained
and Malatar chould Vo susvegen and doncromnest theb the boundary botwoen oy

Colonel Clocte and Mr. Fraser, his Assistant, both of, the Madras Survey Department. °

Mr. Jellicoe, Assistant Conservator of Forests, Mvsoras attende '
Government, and Colonel Jago on behalf of the ljffadra’s Goverirﬁg;fhﬂévﬁntizg {:211::
examined and evidence taken. * The officers concerned went over the line and inspected
1t, and Mr. Jellicoe forwarded a report, dated -7th January 1876, No. 521-275 P(co
now forwarded by Mysore Government, marked T), in which he i’nformed the Depult);y
Com_mlssmn_er, Mysore, that he had carried out the instructions given to him, had takeg
“ evidence ", on the spot from Kurumbur Mudda who was deputed by’the before-
mentioned ryots to point out the line . . The evidence of this witness clearly

went to show that, as far as the boundary between Mysore and Mudumalai £ '
: S t
concerned, ¢.ere was no dispute that the boundary was in fact as laid down0 1;2881::: )

No. 61 of the Trigonometrical Survey Map.”” Mr. Jellicoe then proceeded t ify 1
! 1 . . g o specif
detall the boundary which the Mysore Forest officials are now attlémpting to diggute}j .

(9) On the 3rd June 1878 (vide Government Order, dated 27th July 1878,

No..1182), Major T. G. Clarke, Secretary to the Chief Commissioner of Mysore, writing :
to the Sgcretary to Government, Revenue department, in his letter, No. 2179, ,R.F. 12,
applied "for the services of a Madras Forest-officer to point out the boundary which it
was ascertained, was ¢ undisputed ” (paragraph 1). : - e

‘Captain G. J. Vansomeren, the then Conservator of Forests, My ’
i ‘ ) , . sore (vid
enclosure No. L toletter referred to supra), reported to the Chicf Commi:;siom{r, Mygcv);ee

that  the stones on the line require to be relaid and the line to be cleared. ~This -

clearing of the line should be done yearly ; but the stones should be such as not to
require renewal for yeurs.” ' ‘

Mr. MacPherson, the then Deputy Conservator of Forests, Mysore (vide same
enclosure), also stated that this boundary line should ¢ this time be distinctly defined.”

Thus, the then Forest officers of Mysore acquiesced in the line laid down‘by :
Colonel Cloete

suggested that half of the cost of demarcation of this boundary should be recovered '1‘
from the Mysore Government—zvJ/e his letter printed in Government Order, No. 3091,
dated 12th October 1877. The Mysore Government was then addressed by the ;

. Madras Goveynment (vide letter, No. 3092, dated 1.2th Qctober 1877), and the Mysore '
Government, in reply, stated that the ¢ demarcation of the boundary line (viz., Colonel : -

Cloete’s line) under reference will be carried cut by a Forest-officer of that Government
0 concert with a Forest-officer from Mysore, and desires that the Conservator will

“depute an officer for the duty in communication with the Conservator of Forests,

Madras.

2. The cost of demarcation and of the survey of the line will, as usual in such
cascs, be shared by this administration. » * ' \

Government ordered (side paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of Goverpment Order, N o. 1 182, .
dated 47th July 1878), that the boundary line in question, which “appears to have!
been pointed out in 1876 by the Forest-officers of both Governments and to have ;

Order, dated 12th October 1877, No. 3091) ” was to be again gone over and perma- .

nently demareated by a Forest and Revenue Survey officer from Mgysore, and that'

-
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cairns of stones were to be erected along the line at regular intervals and in prominent
positions and maintained by the Forest department, the Deputy Conservator of
Forests, Nflgiris, inspecting the line and reporting results annually. -

These orders were disregarded, or this so-called dispute would never have atisen.
. (10) On the 12th February 1885, Major 1. R. McCullagh, R.E., Deputy Super-
intendent, Mysore Tope Survey, applied to the Deputy Conservator of Forests,

Nflgiris (vide No. 482, dated 12th February 1885, marked K), for the services of a-

Forest Hanger to point out the northern boundary of the Mudumalai forest, and
Mr. Ricketts, in paragraph 5 of bis letter, No. 2432-214, dated 12th December 1891
(marked O), admits that the Mysore Survey department followed the line demarcated
by Colonel Cloete, for he says that ¢ the measurers satisfied themselves by the stones

laid down by the Madras Survey in 1875. - ,

5. This concludes the evidence produc‘ible by the Madras Forest department,
but does not in any way include evidence which the Tirumalpad of Nflambur will
doubtless be able to produce if necessary. - E ‘

6. The evidence in favour of both sides has now to be weighed and considered,
I will first deal with the grounds on which the Mysore Forest officials claim the
disputed area. v

(¢) With regard to the first statement (paragraph 3 (a) supra) made by Mr.

. Ricketts, it is clear that he is mistaken, for Genecral Morgan, in his letter dated

12th April 1892 (marked D), distinctly states that Dr. Cleghorn decided the boundary

between Mysore and Mudumalai so far back as 1858, and that it was never subse-

quently disputed. This fact is supported by paragraphs 1-to 9 and 21 of Colonel

i Cloete’s memorandum, dated 4th August 1876, printed in Board’s Proceedings,
No. 2999, dated 29th November 1876 ; also by Government Order, No. 3091, dated

132th October 1877, letter from Major A. Dec Scott, R.E., No. 2176-78, dated 15th
July 1877, to the Board and enclosure No. 1 thereto printed in the above Government
Order, and, lastly, by the Mysore Chief Commissioner’s Proceedings, dated 17th
October 1878, printed in Government Order, No. 1779, dated 4th November 1878.
As Dr. Cleghorn was Joint Conservator of both the Mysore and Madras Forests, and
his ection was tacitly acquiesced in by both Governments, his settlement was
presumably binding. This, however, is a matter of minor importance, for the boundary
was definitely scttled and demarcated subsequently without dispute.

- (8) Mr. Ricketts next proceeds (paragraph 3 (5) supra) to contest the validity
of Colonel Cloete’s settlement. Ile states-that it was solely based on the Ordnance
sheet and the evidence of interested witnesses. The evidence available proves that
Colonel Cloete took every possible means within his power to define the boundary
correctly. - ) ’

~ The work was done by (1) referring to all available records on the subject, (2)
by questioning the Kurumbers and ryots actually resident in the forest, and (3) by

- inviting the co-operation of the Mysore Revenue and Forest officials. Of the records,

the lease executed by the Tirumalpad of Nilambur and the letter (No. 176-538, dated
29th December 1874, marked B) with the map sent by Colonel Morgan, who had up
to that time been in charge of the Mudumalai forest, were alone sufficient to determine
the boundary. The statements of the Kurumbers and Chetties resident in the forest

" enabled Colonel Cloete to identify the local names entered in the deed and mentioned

by Colonel Morgan. But with regard to co-operation and assistance rendered by the
Kevenue and Forest oﬁipmls‘of Mysore, Colonel Cloete’s reports and the letters
on the file sent herewith show conclusively that absolutely no assistance was

given, Colonel Cloete applied on the 21st August 1875 {letter No. 1067-609,
marked C) to the Deputy Commissioner for the services of the Mysore Revenue

officials, but none were. scnt—uvide Colonel Clocte’s letter, No. 1232-705, dated 12th

October, to the Deputy Commissioner, marked E. This fact is admitted by Mr.

- Jellicoe’s letter, No. 621-278, dated 7th January 1876 (marked I). On the 28th of
. October 1875 (vide lctter marked F), Colonel Cloete was informed that the Assistant

Conservator of Forests,” Mysore, acting under instructions from the head of his
department, had refused to meet Mr. Fraser, who was Colonel Cloete’s assistant, and
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to go over the boundary with him. Subsequently, however, after #he boundary had
been cleared and demarcated, Mr, Jellicoe, Assistant Conservator of Forests, was deputed
by the Mysore Government to go over the line and to inspect and report on it. In
accordance with these instructions, Mr. Jellicoe met Colonel Jago, the Deputy
Conservator of Forests, Nilgiris, on the 6th January 1876 (vide Mr. Jellicoe’s letter,

No. 521-275, dated 7th January 1876, to the Deputy Commissioner, Mysore, marked -

I) who represented Government, and botk officers, with Colonel Cloete’s Assistant, Mr.
Fraser, went over the boundary and took evidence on' the spot from Kurumbers
resident in the forest. . ‘ , * '

Mr. Jellicoe then reported to the Deputy Commissioner that the boundary line
had been correctly demarcated—uvide his letter No. §621-275, dated Tth January 1876,
quoted above. : . » A .

Subsequently, this boundary so cut was surveyed and accepted by the Mysore
Revenue Survey officials (as admitted by Mr. Ricketts in his letter, No. 2432-214,

dated 12th December 1891, marked O) and acquiesced in by the then Deputy

Commissioner of Mysore, Mr. Hill, and the Congervator of Forests, Mysore, - Captain
Vansomeren, and Deputy Conservator Mr. MacPherson. 13ut when Mr., Hill, Deputy

‘Commissioner, Mysore, objected to Colonel Cloete’s boundary in 1875 (videhis letter
‘No. 1789, dated 9th October 1875, marked D), the latter officer requested him to

depute his Revenue officials to show him the boundary claimed by Mysore, and
urged him to send them at once, as he wished to demarcate that boundary as speedily
as possible before the fever season set in (vide letter, No. 1367-764, dated Gth
November 1875, marked II) ; but no one was sent and the work was not done.

Mr. Ricketts next proceeds to discredit the evidence of the witnesses.examined
at the time of the joint commission in November 1876. Mr. Jellicoe,-Assistant
Conservator, Mysore, summoned and questioned several Mysore villagers. 'What they
stated is contained in Mr. Jellicoe’s report, No. 521-275 of Tth January 1876
(marked I), and is so important that I give it iz exfenso :—

“« 3, On questioning Hoongal Nunjé Gowda and others from that village, allmen who, on
account of their ages, were unable to proceed to the boundary, it was at first stated that stones
had been placed along the line from the junction of these streams, (viz, Kakkanhalla, Honpurhalla
and Imburhalla) to Rampur ford, but at what points these stones had been placed, by whom,
and when, they were quite unable to say. They afterwards stated that no stones had ever been
placed along this boundary. These men having been, as already stated, unable to accompany

us to the boundary, and the Gundalpett Taluk Sheristadar, the Mysore Forest Ranger and the -

Barembady Jungle Mutsuddy having all said that they had never been along it, evidence was
taken on the spot from Kurumba Mudda, who was deputed by the beforementioned ryots to

_point out the line. Thisman appears to have originally belonged to Mudumalai and to have

gone over to Mysore within the last twelve years.

“ 4, The evidence of this witness clearly went to show that, as far as the boundary between
Mysore and Mudumalai forest was concerned, there was no dispute ; that the boundary was, in fact,
23 laid down in sheet No. 61 of the Trigonometrical Survey map, or naming the different points
as follows :—from the Kakkanahalla bridge, a distance of 3} miles, to the junction of the Kak-
kanahalla, the Ilonnurhalla aud the Imbur or Kotehall3, then north following the Imburhalla for
six miles to its source at the Kullanbetta to the saddle connecting the Dodakulle nbetta with the
Aribetta ; thence following the ridge 23 miles to the Karikanavai. ¥rom _Kan?gnavm, the boupdary
runs along the Seppenhalla up the Gilan Tod and through the Siben Tod ; then along the
Mavinhalla in & westerly direction up toits junction with the Marigudi L'od, a distance of 8 miles,
8t which point the Mudumalai forest terminates.” . :

A glance at the survey map prepared by Colonel Cloete -qnd_ signed by Major
Hessey will show that his boundary tallies exactly with the description given of it by

Mr. Jellicoe, Mr. Ricketts, however, declares that_the evidence of * Kurumber ”

Nanjé Gowda, the man referred to supra, who is not 2 Kurumber, but a Canarese G(‘nyda
(this is rather important, as Kurumbers live in the forest anq. Gowdas do not)is a
‘ clear statement in favour of the line claimed by Mysore *” Il (vide Mr. Ricketts
report, No. 2432-214, dated 12th December 189_1,mgrked~9). Whilst praising thlxs
witness, whose evidence, as stated above, Mr. Jellicoe 1n 1875 characterised as utterly

worthless, Mr. Ricketts then proceeds to discredit the evidence of Kurumber Mudda,

g thine about the boundary which he bad
e e s Do Clighorn twoaty 3¢ jously. Mr. Jellicoe accepted

apparently been over with Dr, Cleghorn twenty years previ

dmemiie W
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his evidence as entirely trustworthy, He was a Kurumbe ; i '
{’)orests and spoke impartially. The evidence of this witnlt;s;‘esi;d(:il}fs;c;gdti}tlngsyiofe
ecause the Amildar of Gundalpett says that, when he asked him to point to ehy
boundary, he wanted a rupee as an advance for doine so ! There is ho“I')e Mothing
on the x&et)zoxri‘dhto ]s]ubsta,ntiate the Arhildar's statement, ’ ety nothing
. ¢ e third contention raised in Mr. Ricketts’ lo g i
that the Mysore officials complained at the time ((ilé‘;tgs tlﬁfiﬁ;eil(lgagiﬁzadﬂh 311(:3 %pm)' -
correctly cut. Thisis true. The Amildar of Gundalpett, who never wen?;zear thc(\3 %%11[1;:

dary or saw it (vide paragraph 3 of Mr. Jellicoe’s letter, No. 621-275, dated 7th J anuary

1876) reported that the boundary had been impr 2}
' operly cut '
strength of some statemeut made to him by a coolyp' bﬁirvgh;;ll C:lglx?xgegﬁ};teollgelg

the Deputy Commissioner to depute some person to show the boundary claimed by
of his request ! (vide

Mysore and offered to demarcate it, no notice whate
paragraph 4 of Colonel Cloete’s Ictier, No. 1200-4 71‘:(4311‘&;2381?516&

Superintendent, Madras Survey, printed in Government Order, No. 1628, Revenue

dated 8th October 1878 ; also ‘letter No. 1232-705, dated 12th October 1875, fro
) j

- Colonel-Cloete to the Deputy Commissioner, Mysore
¢ marked E). i
cleared and demarcated by Colonel Clocte ox?iy r(e,ma?;eg aEt)ental;lilw?ebfilxllgdary e

_—the glearing qf the line clain_led by Mysore ; but as this was never done and Mysore

receipt of Mr. Jellicoe’s (their own officer’s) repor

to be te(x(xitatﬁe and became the permanent b())lfljg:;;f,
) Mr. Ricketts’ objection No. 4 [ paragra h.3 d)] has be

(¢). The line was not demarcated or SI’IOWD on ﬂI])e mgpfjsinisplyc ell)le::ﬁgep ::Et;yM‘;ggf;

officials were too indifferent or a athetic to i ! !
for the deputation of an cfficial to pI())int it out, comply with Colonel Clocte's request

The assertion that Colonel Cloete failed to froperly represent the matter to Govern-
 *® Letier No. 1200-471 dated 13th September poont  must be considered unfounded, .

1878, and Mr. Pucklo’s letter No. 3361-144 1% the marginally-noted reports and
dated 21st September 1878, to Government letters from that " officer 'colx)zclusively
both printed in Government Order, dated PTOVe the contrary.
8th October 1878, No. 1628, Revenue, No. 5 (¢) As to Mr. Ricketts’ objection
. 0. 5 [(paragraph 3 -(¢)] in his 1
i?;;hJie&)lf:gbell'S%ghS{hg %‘orlezt?oggi'; 1, pafral,)grt?h_,dé, Colonel Cl(get);, reporlsed eg;:;:’-
, ] cers of both sides went over the li g
and Mr. Fraser, Sub-Assistant, Revenue Survey, pointed it out tg then? hrll\(;r tgzﬁf/her,
the Mysore Assistant Consgrvator, was satisfed that the line we had .v;trzrez ec.l wa lcgbe ;
correcf,boz'w‘zdary, and I believe that he reported to the Mysore Conservé/tor tosth z
gi;gctéate(;l l;?hlfreputy C(irgérgssimer’s endorsement on Mr. Jellicoe’s report, No 5‘)1a
, th January » Shows that he accepted the statements therein containad
2(1)11(11 tliec?ctmn of the Mysore Government in not Subsequentl; Pﬁ(ﬁg;gﬂi&&?eg ’
olonel Cloete, when requested to dg so by him, the boundary previousl clai d b‘0
them as the correct one, proves that they acquiesced in the ¢ Tness of thy
g‘%un%ary %)OIgted out by their own Kurumbers
e-Ueputy Commissioner himself requested Colonel Cloete to e
1 . . - : m 1 “
ﬁf)lillid(a).u‘:d:g elsn vg;ltl lchutamge(}: inth the boundary through the jlzlgg):rle ZESKi: l;axubrﬁabf;
i v e to be taken ” (vide letter No, 1789, dated Ut
Venkata Dhasappa, the Jungle Muttsuddy, in his re,port to ]?:h(;ctzbngl;f:?f'

Gundalpett (not dated, but numbered J : : .
experienced Bett Kur;1mba ” andrltfr. J eﬁizo??é oo ot this Karimudda is « an

this very Kurumber and that the boundary was ported that Lo took o statement from

' demarcated i i
statement and was pointed out by the  said Kurumbei. mI? cci?iﬁ;ﬁs‘svi%ﬁ ﬂf]z:

Mr. Ricketts to attempt to repudiate this now T i Y
is clear from his letter, No. 1294-283 of 23rd Ay gliitl%eggl }%?;lée??g ted ﬂllll.s hhne
complains to the Conservator of F. orests, Southern Circle, that the bound’a;l)lv ;‘;‘lﬁ;s f))::

the frontia had not been properly maintained i oTa
. O , In accord i :
of Government Order, No. 1182, and that the stones on 0311'0 al?ﬁi ::V;:ahdili?;fgad pvl'liz3
* ? ‘3

.along the Barembady and Bandipur forests, were small, few and far between, and

ptember 1878, to the |
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some of them not even ﬁrfnly fixed in the ground, and impressed on the Conservator
the importance -of maintaining them in good order to prevent boundary disputes

~ “once disposed of” re-opening themselves when boundary marks are rendered
* indistinct! No sooner did the Forest department, in compliance with this request
and acting under the orders of Government, commence to clear the boundary and

- demarcate it properly, than the Mysore Ranger set. to,work to obstruet these
- operations, This long-settled dispute was then revjved, though Captain Vansome.en,

Mr. Ricketts’ predecessor, and Mr, MacPherson, the Deputy Conservator in charge,.

~had both acquiesced in the correctness of the boundary. ’ -2
(f. The sixth ground advanced [paragraph 3 (f)] that our survey mapsare

- worthless as evidence is simply an expression of opinion by Mr. Ricketts, - They may

- be based one upon another ; but it is unfortunate that the map prepared by the Mysore -

Revenue Survey Department has not been submitted by Mr. Ricketts, for we know
that it must tally in every respect with Colonel Cloete’s map as Mr. Ricketts admits
that the Mysore surveyors followed Colonel Cloete’s line—vide paragraph 5 of his
letter, No. 2,432-214, dated 1:th December 1891, marked O. ‘lhe map prepared
by Sreenivasa Iyengar, Forest Surveyor, was meant solely to illustrate the views of
~ the Assistant Conservator of Forests. Mr. Ricketts is mistaken altogether in saying

that Colonel Cloete’s map is useless. Colonel Cloete admitted that a stream “shown -

in the- Ordnance Survey map as falling into the Mavinhalla and formiog the south-
western boundary does not exist, and the line now taken at this point follows the
Mavinhalla, which is shown on the map and follows (?) the natural boundury”—uvide
Deputy Commissioner’s note on Mr. Jelligoe’s report, No. 521-275, of 7th January
1876, marked I. It is only necessary to compare the map prepared by Colonel
Cloete on the 16th August 1876 with the map filed by Mr.Ricketts, and prepared by
B. Sreenivasa Iyengar, Forest Surveyor, and submitted by Mr. B. Ramaswamy, Officid-
ting Assistant Conservator of Mysore Forests, to see that the latter is altogether
" wrong and misleading, and absolutely worthless in support of the Mysore claim. The
northern boundary of the Mudumalai forest, where it is disputed, is formed by the
Doddahalla, a tributary of the Mavinhalla, then the Sibon Tod and Gilan Tod, aud the
Sepanhalla streams up to ,Karavai Kanavai (Kutkanavai of the Tirumalpad’s deed).
= From thence the Karabetta and Kollichikall Betta Ridge to the Kakkafahalla'stream
(known at the point of junction as the Honnurhalla by Mysore ryots). These streams
-and the ridge are clearly shown, and marked in Colonel Cloete’s map; but in the
Mysore map the Mavinhalla alofe is prominently shown right up to the Honnurhalla,
‘apparently to mislead any one consulting this map into the belief that the Mavinhalla

is the only possible natural boundary, and that Colonel Cloete’s is an absurd‘and -

i
»
1

impossible one ! As most of the small streams shown on this map do nof ezis?, and .

those which do exist are not shown at all, it is evident that this map is worthless.
" Every stream, however, shown on Colonel Cloete’s survey map does exist,
whereas the imaginary stream. shown only on the Ordnance map has not been shown
' in this map, as Mr. Ricketts has erroneously stated. -
(9) The seventh ground advanced [paragraph 3-(g)]is that of possession. The
-evidence available on behalf of the Madras Governinent Is amply sufficient to prove
that the Mysore Forest Department had not ‘“always exercised rights ir the disputed
tract.”” Major-General Morgan, to whom I wrote for information on the 6th April
1892, distinetly states in his reply, dated 12th April 1892 (marked P), paragraph 3,
that he ¢ traversed the forest in every direction, and certainly the Barembady pevple
never had possession of the now disputed tract or I should have known it, nor dxc} any
Mysore official attempt to exercise any right there.”

On the 16th December 1890,-the Forest Ranger, Mudumalai, reported (No.160, |

~marked N) that the Mysore Forest subordinates had encroached upon the Mudumalai
forest, and had cut about 200 teak trees and Had made a fire-line. He also referred to
their having on a previous occasion_cut a fire-line within the Mudumalai forest. e
prevented the removal of the timber. ;
Forest officials felled timber, they were promptly intert ' 1 3 "
clear that Mr. Ricketts' statementthat the exercise of rights 1n the dispute tracd
“were never disputed by the Madras Forest Department’ is unfounded and oppose
to facts. . o S

-

rfered with. Therefore it is

Thus it will be seen that as soon as the Mysore
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- . - -+ The forest products in the tract in question have been leased, for years, to con-
tractors by the Tirumalpad of Nilambur, and have been collected by the lessees.of
the Madras Government since 1891. The cutting of fire-paths was, as above stated,

. previously. : -

As to ¢ possession being nine-tenths of law ” it is quite clear that the Mysore
Government is not, and never has been, in possession. The commission of trespass
cannot be held to constitute possession. ' . :

" (k) Astothe eighth objection of Mr. Ricketts [paragraph 3 (4)]," the ryots of

- Barembady village have grazed their cattle, not only inthe disputed tragct,.but else-

where in the Tippacadu and Sigidr forests, by the permission of the Madras Forest

Department, and on payment of the usual fees, Thisis no proof of title. ,

There is absolutely no’ trace existing of any villages in the tract in question, as

General Morgan can testify. The accounts referred to by Mr. Ricketts are not

amongst the records, and their value as evidence is extremecly questionable.” Mr.

Ricketts then urges that there are old cart-tracks in the forests, and assumes that

Mysore forest carts must have made them !! As this very forest was worked for

timber by Muddanah 40 years ago, and subsequently by General Morgan, it is not
‘surprising that there are old cart-tracks ! : E

o . () With regard to the next contention gparagraph '3 ({)]: As the boundary

demarcated by Colonel Cloete follows streams and a ridge, it is also a natural boundary.

. Mr. Ricketts’ contention that the boundary claimed by the Tirumalpad is crooked and

requires artificial boundary marks, cannot affect the Tirumalpad’s rightin the least. .

7. To recapitulate, the evidence in favour of the claim of Government to the
tract in question is briefly as follows :— : - .

duly reported by the Ranger in his report, No. 160, dated 16th December, 1890, and .

(1) The Tirumalpad of N ilamblir; and Government as his lressee, have been in |

L3

T - possession up to date. , oo . : »
’ (2) The boundary was determined by Dr. Cleghorn on behalf of both Govern-
‘ ! ments in_1854 and acquiesced in. '
) q """ (3) It'was again determined, surveyed and demarcated by Colonel Cloete, the

representatives of both Governments being present, and was agreed to as the correct

-

0

-

18 gy s

-boundary. ' . : . ) - e "
(4) ‘This decision was subsequently acquiesced in by Captain Vansomeren, Mr, - .
MacPherson, the Chief Commissioner of Mysore, and Mr. Ricketts. . ..o 77 7
. (5) The Madras'Government decided that it was the correct boundary and -
. . ordered it to be properly defined and maintained. Thus all previous disputes were ,. fe ** -
“definitely settled and ought not now to be reopened. - T, R S A :
- g .- 7 I ' - ' ’ . ’ :

: :\l M B ’ - o ‘ B ’l e N ,__\_;_~’\
. / p Endorsement by J. W. CHERRY, Esq., Conscrvator of Forests, Southern Circle,
[ . .dated Coimbatore, 11th July 1892, No. 1729. : ,

- = I hav:e.the honour to forward the above.  , . _ : ‘ .
Mr. Morgan has gone - very fully into the subject,’and no one can read his report
without being struck with the force of his arguments, and the preponderence of the
evidence in favour of Madras. ~ : N Co .
- ‘ I trust, therefore, that the Government may be pleased to make a strong repre-
gentation to Mysore in the matter. :
From what I saw of both boundarigg during a recent .inspection, I should say
that they are both natural lines, that is, lines that can be easily identified by a
description from the natural features. . Y

2. The Tirumalpad is.'real'ly' more concgrned in this settlement.than we are, and
would doubtless be prepared with evidence, if required to assist.

As his lessees, we can hold him to the lease, and the boundaries as given
therein, ‘ ' ) ) . '

-+ . -

o e ey s

A s e

S U

. . ce
e R R it L

*
L.

Boasrp or Revexve (LaND 'REVENUE), 30ru Aueosr‘lSQQ, Foresr No. 462, 11

3. Besides the fixing of the line in 1859 by Dr. Cleghorn, referred to in para-

- graph 4 (2) of the report, there was the further demarcation and survey of the line by . . .
Colonel Cloete under the orders of Government in 1875, and from the facts aud - -
records shown in paragraphs 4 (8), (9) and (10) of the report, it is apparent that the A .
line then selected was acquiesced in by the Mysore authorities. = * ' :

_ This line is reported to beidentical with that laid down by Dr. Cleghorn in 1859, -
* and, moreover, agrees with the Mysore boundary, as shown in the old atlas sheets,
which were published in 1833, - ' .

4. The Board will find what I take to be Colonel Tloete’s boundary, shown in
detail in the topographical Survey map, 2 inches to the mile, of the Nilgiri district,
surveyed by Colonel Cloete and published in 1886, in which the line is mnot only
shown in the map, but is particularly described as ¢ the boundary” in a marginal

reference to certain lettérs shown along the boundary. .

5. I do not see ‘that Mr. Morgan mentions it, but he informed me that it was comn-
- monly reported that a previous Tirumalpad had won the Mudumalai forest in a gifmble
with a Mysore man. :

If 8o, this might account for the two ruined villages being claimed as belonging ?
to Mysore, but I observe that Mr. Morgan denies all signs of the sajd villages
» having existed. : : .

6. Itisa very grez'tt pity that the orders of Government in 1878, which required.
Colonel Cloete’s line to be.permanently demarcated and maintained, were not carried
~out. If they had been, we should probably have heard nothing more of. this matter.

-

RrsoLurion—dated 30th August 1892, Forest No. 462. -
Submitted to Government with reference to its Order_, dated 18th February-1892,

Mis. No. 998, Revenue. ' .
* 2. The Nilgiri Collector’s report received with the Conservator’s endorsement -
read above is clear and exhaustive. It would appear therefrom that the bounddry e
* line under dispute was fixed so long back as 1859 by Dr. Cleghorn, Joint Conservator :
. of Forests of the Madras and the Mysore Governments, and was agrced to by the
Mysore Government—vide Government Order, dated 28th April 1859, No. 577. The
' . __— > line was subsequently surveyed .and .- : ;
® Vide paragraph 4 of Colonel Cloete’s letter, demarcated (thoqgh not permanently) by ' Y
printed in Government Order, dated 8th Colonel Cloete in 1875.* The Mysore :
October 1878, No. 1628. : Government did not even then question
’ ‘ - the correctness of the boundary line; on ,
* the contrary, the Mysore Forest officers appeared to have ¢ satisfied themselves that .
this portion of the line had been correctly marked ”—uwide paragraph 9 of Lieutenant-
Colonel Cloete’s memorandum printed in Government Order, dated 23rd“December
1876, No. 2132. After a while, however, the Mysore Government complaiged that
‘sthe line, as surveyed and demarcated by Colonel Cloete, could not be identified, partly
_ owing to the natural difficulties of the country, but mainly owing fo the irregular or .
*imperfect manner in which the demarcation stones had been, laid—uwide letter from

" the Sccretary to the Chief Commissioner of Mysore printed in Government Order, -
dated 27th July 1878, No. 1182. The

order of the Madras Governmentt on . .
the subject of this complaint clearly stated . S

+ Government Order, dated 8th October 1878, J
No. 1628. i .

S - that it was not intended that the line 1
should be again defirted, but that it should be pointed out by the Survey Department - 1
and permanent boundary marks erected in promiment positions. This order was, - ~ |
Lo vever, lost sight of by the officers of the Madras Government concerned, as will be ; 1

|

|

|

seen from the correspondence recorded in Government Orders, dated 22nd May 1890,
. No. 356, and 30th October 1890, Mis. No. 6590. Otherwise the line would have been .
- long ago permanently demarcated and tho present dispute would not have. arisen: :




A g i e L e s i L

. . !

. ,. L
“ 12 DBoarp or REVENUE(LA?\ID Revenue), 30tH Aveust 1892, FogEst No.'462. - : f
i - » | I . . t
. hd » ;

8. Under these circumstances, therefore, the Board considers that it is’ unnecessary

to re-open the dlspute and that the Mysore Government may be informed accordmOIy

(True Coples and Extract.) ‘ é’ ;_,,,%/“’ ) | ,

ACtmg Sccretzry.

. >
-
* P N
To the Secretary to Government, Revenue Department -t . i ,
. with 3 enclosures in K. 13. No. 406 of 1892 L B
. returned, and 6 enclosures in F. R. No. 1881 . . . . :
of 1892, in original (to be returne&) v P
Copy to the Conservator of Forests, Southern Circle, : ;
» 1 Collector of the Nilgiris, : : . v
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Submitting to Government, with remarks, en- °
- dorsement of the Conservator of Forests, Southern :
Circle, forwarding, with his observations, letter
from the Collector of Nilgiris submitting the report
called for from him regarding the dlsputed line of -
boundary between the Mysore State and the
Nilgiri-Wynaad, .
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