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10rm Arein 1893, No. 293, REVENUE.

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.
REVENUE DEPARTMENT.

Reap—the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenue (Land Revenue), dated
‘ 19th December 1892, No. 728 :—

Read—the following Government Order, dated 4th September 1890, Mis, No. 5448,
. Revenue :— :

Read—petition from Nellikal Edom Kunju Achen of Vatcancheri amshom of
- P4lghat taluk, dated 29th July 1890, appealing against the decision' of the
Boundary Commission for demarcating the boundary between Cochin and

Malabar in cases Nos. 71 (a), 71 () and 71 (¢).

Order—dated 4th September 1890, Mis, No. 5448, Revenue.

The petition will be referred to the Collector of Malabar for report. ‘
2. The petitionef, Nellikal ‘Edom Kunju Achen, appeals against the decisions

- of the Cochin-P4lghat Boundary Commission in cases 71 (a), (5) and (c). These
were dealt with in paragraph 7 of Government Order, dated 1st July 1890, No. 610,

and having been duly notified by this Government, cannot now be revised. The
petitioner is of course wrong in declaring that the Commissioners had no power to
make over the tract belonging to him, which is affected by the above decisions, to the

~ Cochin Sirkar in defiance of his private interests. The settlement of the boundary

line between two States is an act of State. It does not affect the possession or
enjoyment of private property, but it may, and it often does, alter the status of persons
residing on the frontier. In the present instance the petitioner alleges that by the
transfer of his forest land to Cochin his janmam rights therein will be forfeited and
he adduces various arguments to prove that the said lands should properly be
included in DBritish territory. Under paragraph 8 of Government Order, dated 1st
July 1890, No. 510, an endorsement has already been sent to the petitioner, inform-

ing him that the question of ownership is one for decision by a Civil Court and that -

the Commissioners’ findings do not affect the rights of individuals.
3. The petitioner bases his claim on Ward and Conner’s map and on a certain

. bou.ndary roll. Ilis statement of 9th May 1888 gives full particulars of the case. '
- This document was before the Commissioners when they passed their decision in

April 1889, but the various arguments are not specifically dealt with. The Collector

" will now report fully upon the petitioner’s claims, and should obtain and submit for

the information of Government the boundary roll alluded to by the petitioner. The
Collector should also submit Mr. Robinson’s letter of 9th October 1848, referred to in
his report of 2nd July 1850, the maps illustrative of Mr. Vaughan’s settlement, and
any other papers dealing with the case. It is not competént for the Government to
re-open the question of the boundary, which has been finally settled by the order of
July last, but in the event of good cause being shown to suppose that petitioner’s
land should properly have been included in British territory, the Government will be
prepared to address the Cochin Sirkar in view to the petitioner’s janmam rights to the
said lands being duly recognised. ' ©

(True Extract.)
(Signed)  C. A. GALTON,

Secretary to Government.,

Para. 1 to Petitioner. : ‘ c T
To the Collector of Malabar (through the Board—Land Rovenue), with AR
petition and enclosures to be returned. B
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Reference on the above, dated 13th September 1890.
) - Forwarded.

Read—Official Memorandum, dated 29th June 1891, No. 190, Revenue.

' AsstrACT.—~Retjuesting early reply to Order No. 5448, dated 4th September 1890, referring,
for report, to the Collector of Malabar petition from Nellikal Kdom Kunju Achen regarding a
boundary dispute. - o .

——

Reference on the above',"}dated 8th July 1891.

Forwarded to the Collector of Malabar in continuation of this office Reference,
dated 2nd June 1891 on Petitions No. 1705 of 1891 and 13th September 1890
on Petition No. 4592 of 1890. He is requested to expedite the submission of the
report called for by Government in its Order, dated 4th September 1890, No, 5448,
Revenue. - _ . ;

Read—Official Memo‘randum, dated 21st November 1891, No. 247, Revenue.

or.—Requesting an early reply to Order No. 5448, dated 4th September 1890,
referrAih:gT::)A the Col(llector %f Malabar for report petition from Nellikal Edom Kunju Achen

regarding a boundary dispute. : .

Reference en the above, dated 1st December 1891.

Forwarded to the Collector of Malabar in continuation of the Board’s Reference, .

dated 13th September 1890 on Petition No. 4592 of that year and its subsequent
reminders, dated 2nd June and 8th July 1691 on Petitions Nos. 1705 and 2191 of 1891,
He is requested to submit, without furthcr delay, the report called for by Government
in its Order, dated 4th September 1890, Mis. No. 5448, Revenue. |

——————tey

Read—the following letter from W. DUMERGUE, Esq., Acting Collector of Malabar,

to the Secretary to the Commiscioners of Land Revenue, dated Calicut. 11t
January 189_2, No. 22-P. Ind.: — % alicut, 11th

With reference to Board’s Referenco, dated 13th September 1890 on Petition
Register No. 4592, of 1890, I have the Louour to submit Izhe following ’l'eport on the
petition, dated 29th July 1890, from Nellikal Edom Kunju Achen appealing against
the decision of the ‘Boundary Commission for demarcating the boundary between
Cochin and Malabar in cases Nos. .71 (), 71(8) and 71 (¢), together with the records
according to the enclosed list, bearing on the question. The map, which is apparentlj,r
illustrative of Mr, Vaughan’s settlement, and a copy of Mr. Robinson’s letter, dated

-(9th) 3rd October 1848, will be found among the records, but the Nellikal Edom’s

Boundary Roll, dated 876 M.E.—1701 A.D., is written in Vattezhu

I have hitherto failed in obtaining a translation of it,

2. The matter is beset with considerable difficulty because, although a statement
of claims was submitted to the Commissioners by the British claimant. ao correspond-
ing statement was apparently furnished on’ behalf of Cochin, Ieuce the precise
nature of 'the real questions at issue is not easily discernible. In the next place

:complications have been introduced by the division of the dispute into three separate
disputes. Beyond the remark that «this, though marked as one dispute, consists
of three separate ones, ”” no explanation of- the course adopted by the Commissioners
is forthcoming. On the other hand no cuch distinction is made in the Nellikal
Edom Achen’s statement of claim, while the names of various points in the boundary
given in the decision of the Commissioners compared with the names in the Boundary
Roll of 1828 am_i the reports of Messrs, Vaughan, Sheffield and Robinson which will
be hereafter noticed, show that the disputes separated by the Commisgi(;ners are in
reality one and the same dispute, and relate to one and the same tract of country.
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3. This tract is known as the Kallianikara hills which, according to paragraphs 10
to 13 of Mr. (afterwards Sir William) Robinson’s report, dated 3rd October 1848,
consist of spurs ¢ comprising the most eastward valley of the Company’s country at
the foot of those (é.e.,, the Pilghat) hills abutting on the Cochin Sirkars district of
Menara.” : :

4. The earliest report on record relating to this tract and any dispute in connection
therewith is the one furnished by Mr. Vaughan, First Assistant to the Collector of
Malabar, who had been appointed in August 1815 Commissioner for determining the
Malabar-Cochin boundary in conjunction with the Commissioner of the Cochin Sirkar,

Captain Arthur of the Engineers, and then employed by Cochin and Travancore, was |

at the same time deputed to survey the boundary. As the result of his investigation
Mr. Vaughan stated in paragraph 6 of his letter to the Collector, dated 26th April
1516, that ¢ the overpowering evidence and documents on the Cochin side was
again equally strong in this instance (i.e., the instance of the Kallianikara hills).
I am therefore induced to propose a total relinquishment on our part,to these
bills. After having heard every thing advanced by both parties I was clearly of
opinion that we had no claims on the hills in question, and on referring to Captain
‘Watson’s reports on the forests of this part of the country I am confirmed in my opinion
of the justice of the claims of the Cochin Government. I need hardly add that Captain

. Watson is the gentleman first appointed Conservator of the Forests on the assumption

of them by the Honorable Company. * * * * # Ap extract from his report,
dated 28th May 1807, is herewith sent, -
The extract alluded to is as follows :—

“ The map will show that the Konkote stream is the most westerly of those that united with
the Tippey and flow through the territory of the Company, the others taking their course into Cochin

. Proper, wheuce the ‘I'imber Farmer has been in the habit of purchasing teak from these western

forests named Mail Kandel, for which he has paid kuty kanom at five veray fanams.” .

Unfortunately, as subsequently remarked by Mr. MacGregor, no map accompanied
this decision. 'But in 1870 Mr. MacGregor obtained from the Resident in Travancore
and Cochin the map said to be illustrative of Mr. Vaughan’s decision, and had a copy
made of it. The map now submitted is apparently the copy thus made.

5. In his letter, dated 9th October 1816, the Collector, Mr, Warden, supported
Mr. Vaughan's proposal and recommended that * the survey made by Captain Arthur
under the direction of the Commissioners be confirmed by Government as defining the
territorial boundaries betwéen the two States where they unite in the district of
Pdlghatcherry,” but no orders were, for the time, passed on the subject. '

6. Eleven years later, on the 29th November 1827, the Bo4rd asked the Collector
to repdrt * what had been done in consequence of the Commissioners’ report and

~ Whether there is any question av present regarding it.” - On this the Collector,

Mr. Sheffield, made the following representation i o A
dated 7th Fe’bruary 1831 :— § TP on in paragraphs 6 and 7 of his letter,

“ 6. With respect to the boundary of the

N ll . . . »
as that of the southern and south-west sides thepoom or Chittore district aforesaid, a8 well

1 s of the Temalpuram taluk, the Cochin suthorities
?a;i, fgircian }?}I’x% ftu\’l\lfi g(i;itéal;qen cz}rr{}llng; ont the mo{st barefaced encroachments and particularly
a the vi ; \ jery in the tracts immediate] der th A 1 i
the Nellika-kdathil Achen and Poyakel Achen are the righ‘:?ule;rop:ie%:r;’ - untains of which
7. The Commissioners who met in the yea 1815 ¢ i
a8 I could learn, visited the spots in questio ol 0 fottle that boundary dispute never,

1 | . n and their opinion, as expressed in their respecti
reports regarding the claim to what is called by the Cochin people thg) Oolipara mali, i:pbcy 1;3
means satisfactory and at once shows that the information which they had obtained regarding

the localities was not correct, for in disposing of this part of the claim Gaptain Bl i

the Nellika-Edathil Achen the Pootandy mallah, a mr())untainous tract w%ici tgeagl]:izrft%asisx:gr?:vg
laid claim to and which is now and always was in the possession of the Cochin Sirkar, whilst
Mr. Vaughan assigns to the said Achen another hilly tract, but situated ahout two miles to the
westward of Pootandy and known by tbe name of Calanikara mallah which the Cochin Sirkar

affirms was never claimed nor taken possession of by them sinoe it belon i1
exclusively to the aforesaid Nellika-Edathil Achen.{’ e ‘ ! 9 ougs, s they aeknowledge,

7. This is, I submit, a very important point, because Mr. Sheffield having (vide
paragraph 10 of bis letter) visited the tract himself in. 1827, was not likely to have



|
e ~———

4 ' 10tm Arrrn 1893, No. 293, REVENUE.

been mistaken in reporting that Cochin then questioned the correctness of the very |

map—* known as Captain Arthur’s, which is alleged to have been prepared specially
to illustrate the decisions of the Commissioners of 1815 ”—on which the claim of the
Sirkar was based in 18%9. In this connection, the extract from Captain Watson’s
report, dated 28th May 1807, which was relied on by Mr. Vaughan must be taken
into consideration. ~Even if the extract referred, beyond doubt, to the tract in dispute,
it is difficult to understand its biaring on the question of ownership, but in a pencil

note, apparently made by Mr. Sheffield; it is pointed out that the Konkote stream

mgntioned in the extract has ro connection with the Kallianikara hills. These are
said to be drained by the Olipara tode and the Kallianikara river, and this statement

. receives corroboration from Mr. Robin-
* The reference, 9th October 1848, in the letter = gon’s description of the country in his

of 2nd July 1850, is an error. - report, dated * 3rd October 1848.

8. Another important point in Mr. Sheffield’s report is the sketch of the disputed
locality which he furnished with it. . The explanation of that sketch, together with an

account of the state of matters ut the time given in paragraphs 8, 9 and 10, is here

transeribed : — . S .
«8. T beg leave to submit with this address a rough sketch of the tract in dispute between

the Nellika-kdathil Achen and the Cochin Sirkar and to state that the extont of country claimed
by the former as far as & pagcda situated on the north side of the Olipara tode, which is
dedicated to the goddess Buggavatiiy and is still kept up at the Achen’s expense, is distin-
guished in it with a blue line whilst she bouudary line as admitted by Cochin is marked with a
red one which, as your Board will, yierceive, is drawn along the said Olipara tode, & mountain
stream which descends from the Vllitty mouutain and sfter joining the Vanday rivulet falls
into the Pondni river in the Palghut valley. ”

“9. Now from the statement «f the Cochin people it is clear that the country ou the

left bank of the Olipara tode belungs to the Nellika-Edathil Achen and it has, moreover, been
admitted by Cochin that the Valix und Cherria Vellatty mullabs, two mountains in which this
stream takes its rise, are within the Company’s territory, bit nevertheless the servants of the
Cochin Sirkar have resorted to extrerie acts of violence and aggression in order to obtain posses-
sion of valuable teak timber already cutor growing upon both the said Vellatty mountains. ”

“10. To these I was myself az eye witness, for on proceeding in November 1827 to this
unhealthful tract where 1 contracted iungle fever which has been hanging about me ever since,
1 observed on the left bank of tl Oliparajtode near the Olipara rock fresh marks of fire
and the remains of a serambee cr vpper roomed building which had been built in this dense
]ungle'tc.) afford the persons, employel by the renter under the Nellika-Edathil Achen in working
the adjoining forests, shelter and pretection against wild elephants and which building had been
most wantonly set fire to by the Coclin Rajah’s: servants who it is said dispossessed the renters’

people of one or more of the elephn.ts which they had brouiht to assist them in their work and -

even carried off some of "the peoplo to the Cochin country where they were confined and on this -

and several other occasions they dis < . e : :
quantities of valuable toifkl.1 :im';@a‘gr.L g ossossed dfe Nellika-Edathil Achqn and his peogle 6t largo

9. Mr, Sheffield proceeded to recommén

a satisfactory termination that (. d with a view to bringing the dispute to

L Cuptain Ward should be appointed Commissioner ; but

ﬁg{lﬂzimplé 1lggof the Procecdings, dated 18th July 1831. enclosed in its letter dated

decision %us 1 1, the Board considered that ¢ it would not be proper to set aside the

incorrectn(;;gle’f anzla(s}sgd Wlthoutt. f‘ﬁlﬁ' inquiry and more conclusive evidence of its
vernmeiit in E : , )

1831, ag?'ee(l’ with the Board.e o xﬁract:Mlnutes of Consultation, datgd Ith August

10. Nothing m'orea ears t P . : . .
arose between British sul%%ctstél > Bave transpired until 1848 when serious disputes

. 1d the subjects of the Cochin Sirkar in conpection with
tHhe Ianf:tﬂ-eg boundary in the ncishbourhood of Kallianikarasand]i\;g. cf{obinson then
C :a s:ns axf;tFCollector, proceeded to the spot in company with Mr. Kohlhof’f, the
18 2 gergﬁ. Oﬁgb- ores(tls, Cochin. In paragraphs 9 to 16 of his report, dated 3rd October

oraphs 18 1ns(;>n escribed the physical features of the tract and it appears from
paragraphis 15 an 19 that the lins of boundary assigned by the Government maps to
tl}lle Company’s territories included * both west and east(of tho Olipara tode) ba,nklivith
the hfn e of ;he Vellatty hills and spurs as far as the junction of the Vencavan spur, the
wltlest aci 0 lichxs spur with the virious hilly offsets above the Olipara ?ock and bélow
that roq _the Tengacherry flats, &e.. included between the Olipara tode and the
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muttath code.” This description of the boundary, it will be observed, supports the
account given by Mr. Sheffield. ’

11. In paragraphs 20 to 22 a map produced by the Cochin Conservator of Forests
as “ Captain Arthur’s map” is discussed, and Mr. RoFmson endorses Mr. Sheffield’s

opinion thereof. In paragraph 21 he states that it “1¥'an exceedingly rough and -

inaceurate outline and at least in regard to this part of the country may be safely
challenged as the result of s single scientific observation or measurement,” and in
paragraph 20 that “ it bears no signature, and as the entire correspondence of the time
shows that no such arrangement of the entire southern boundary either formally or
cursorily took place, it can scarce be considered a conclusive document. ” In addition
to these remarks Captain Arthur himself is quoted at the end of paragraph 21 and
proves that the map was not the result of actual survey but that ¢“the southern
boundary was laid down from native information and descriptive documents supplied
by the Cochin Government.” Then Mr. Kobinson after showing in paragraph 22
that according to the so-called  Captain Arthur’s map” the boundary runs down “the
deep valley of the Olipara tode, ” points out in paragraph 23 that if this were really the
boundary, the land already described as lying east of the Olipara tode—in other Words
land which, according to the testimony of Mr. Sheffield, was admitted by Cochiu to
belong to the Nellikal Edlom—would be transferred to Cochin. This transfer would
therefore be made solely on the strength of an unauthenticated map in opposition to
authoritative Government maps prepared at a later date, and a reference 10 these
maps will show that the land was considered to be under dispute.

12. In paragraph 27 of the same report, Mr. Robinson observes that ¢ the
Nellikal Edom also includes these hills in their contract he gives (sic) to merchants for
felling wood within their boundaries,” and the statements made in paragraph 19 are
deserving of special consideration. Therein Mr. Robinson recorded the fact that ¢ the
neighbouring hills are the janmi property of the Nellikal Edom family, and these
outlines are coincident with the boundaries they. have ever contended for. The
surveys of the Government forests when under amani correspond.” :

13. On the other hand in a subsequent report, dated 2nd July 1850, Mr. Robinson,
after ¢ further examination and fuller experience,” considered that the Olipara tode
should be regarded as the boundary. The rival claims of the Nellikal Edom and of
the Cochin Sirkar are thus set forth in paragraph 2.  “ The Cochin Government claims
the Olipara tode nullah as the boundary stream, the Achen advances his claim to the
Venga Veera spur and the Mutan tode nullah,” and in paragraph 8 Mr. Vaughan’s
opinion expressed in his letter, dated 26th April 1816, that the British claim to the
hills in question should be totally abandoned is quoted. That opinion and the grounds
for it have already been discussed in paragraphs 5 and 8 of this letter, and although
Mr. Robinson adopted i¢ in 1850, it is quite opposed to his earlier impression formed

in 1848, on “the surveys of the Government forests” and to Cochin’s disclaimer
deliberately recorded by Mr. Sheffield in 1831.

14. Mr. Robinson himself followed Mr. Sheffield in pointing out that the tract
was never surveyed in 1816, and Mr. Vaughan’s opinion was doubtless due to an error
with regard to the localities under dispute and their names. Moreover, Mr. Robinson
admitted in paragraph 3 of the letter now under reference that in the printed Trigono-
metrica) map (prepared in 1819)the tract is' shown to be in dispute, and hence his
argument in paragraph 4 that the surveyors engaged in the preparation of that identical
map acquiesced ‘‘in the probability of the Cochin claim being the better one,”
certainly does not carry cognction with it.” Altogether therefore the recommendation
made in paragraph 6 of his letter that “advances across the Olipara tode” by the
Achen should not be permitted was founded exclusively on the decision of the Commis-
sioners in 1815 and the Trigonometrical map of 1819. - The former is proved, and
has been admitted by Cochin to be imperfect and incorrect, while the latter, in which

' the tract is distinctly shown ag disputed, is altogether inconclusive.

15. Moreover, there is very strong proof that Mr, Sheffield was right in consider-
ing the decision arrived at by the Commissioners of 18156 to be wrong and that
Mr. Robinson’s first opinion wus correct, The proof will be found first in the Govern-
ment paimash accounts of 974-M.E.—1799 A.D. and 981-M.E.—1806-A.D. wherein

A L M we
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Kallianikara nilam is shown as part of British territory and in the paimash account
of 1015-M.E.—1840 A.D. whercin the Kallianikara® forests are entered as the
janmam of the Nullikal Edc¢m. This is in the next place corroborated by the accom-
panying extract from the F .;2st Conservator’s diary for 1822, pages 33 to 46. 'lhe

entries therein relate to ti .rer felled in the Olipara forest which is deseribed as

the janmam property of the N ellikal-Edathil Achen.  One passage contains a list of
logs elled by one Omar kootti “in the forests of Nellikal-Edathil Achen, Olipara
nullah,” The map prepared by Mr. Sheffield, will be found to correspond with

the extract from Captain .Arthur’s map obtained by the Collector from Cochinin 1870 .
and therein Olipara mala is shown to be on the east of the Olipara tode. It is -
clear therefore that, according to the Forest accounts maintained while the Malabar -

forests were under the management of Government, the Nellikal Kdom boundary . -

extended to the east beyord the Olipara tode... And lastly the boundary roll prepared
in 1828 and recorded in une Collector’s office includes the tract as part of British
territory and the private janmam of the Nellikal Edom. A translation of this bound-

ary roll, so far as it relates to the dispute, is annexed, and it. will be scen that the
Muttath tode is named as one of the boundarics. Muttath tode is shown in Ward and
Connor’s map as “Muttath Polay ” east of the Ulipari tode and again therefore it

.. appears that the Nellikal Edom’s boundary extended beyond the Olipara tode.

16. But the recommendation made by Mr, Robinson and supported by the |

Collector and the Board was accepted by Government in Extracts Minutes of Consult-

' o : ation, * dated 11th September 1850, where

¢ Communicated with extract from the Board’s it was ordered that the “Nair Chief®

Proceedings, dated 19th September 1850.  should be prohibited in express terms

: ‘ from entering upon * the tract in question

as forming part of the Cochin territory.” Stbscquently it was brought to the notice
of Government that the award of the Commissioners of 1815 had not been formall

ratified, and in Kxtract Minutes of Consultaticn, dated 26th February 1853, Govern-

ment confirmed the decision of the Commissioners and directed that it should be

rigidly acted - upon. When this decision was passed, the paimash accounts of 1809,

the Government Forest account of 1822 and the boundary roll of 1828, which proved

that the Kallianikara hills belonged to the Nellikal Edom, were not broughtto the notice

of the Board and Government, and the admission made to the same effect by Cochin

and recorded by Mr. Sheffield in 1831 was lost sight of. Ilence there appears to be

little doubt that the Nellikal Edom inadvertently suffered great injustice in being -

deprived of lands and forests to which it was lawfully entitled,

17. Apart frbl_n this question the relief afforded by the decision was only
temporalfy, be‘cause in September 1869 a collision took place between the dependants of
the Nellikal Edom Achen and some Cochin subjects. 7The Resident forwarded the

Dewan’s complaint of trespass with a lotte ¢ i i
 the Head Aststont Collec}t)or, with a letter, dated 19th October 1869, and Mr. Buick,

on the 20th November 1869
because they had committed

and had therefore trespassed upon British - territ _  tode
Cochin in a letter, dated 20th January 1870, forwinded rorupon the Dewan o

dated 1st February 1870, asserted for the firs

two States at the place in dispute was

“ The boundary at this place is admitted to 1, the Ol
as far up as the rock there is no dispute. Here we find t
previous letter.  The more easterly stream, which a
two, flows orer the rock ; the more westerly falls

para tode and the Olipara®rock, and

ppears to be thas more important one of the

was directed to investigate the matter. Ile reported =
that the Cochirr subjects themselves were the culprits -
ucts of aggression on'the west side of the Olipara tode, .

forwarded with the Resident’s letter, = -
time in the controversy that the Olipara ~

he two streamlets relerred to in my o

in at its base. T iti .
me the land between them belongs to Warrak S eho amsom guthorities assure

ancherry, and I think letter evidenco to the
contrary must be shown than a mere reference to Capta} A ’ ' i
whexelthe Warrakancherry frontier is concerned, b S Roverboen et T o o oy
in Malabar. S

s never been admitted I believe by an official

~
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19. Mr. Buick’s report was submitted to Government by the District Magistrate,
Mr. Mac(iregor, with his letter, dated 16th September 1.870, and printed with Govern-
moent Order, dated 15th October 1870, No. 324, Political. In paragraph 9 thereof
Mr. MacGregor stated that ¢ it is admitted on all hands that the Olipara tode d1v1de,s’
Cochin from British territory, the former lying east and the latter west of the stream.
After discussing the facts of the case then in question, Mr. MacGregor in paragraph 20
points out that the boundary upstream to the south of the Olipara rock is uncertain,.

the stream dividing into two, and observes that Mr. Robinson in his report states

definitely that the line claimed by Cochin was the Olipara tode which he describes
as “ the mountain torrent which drains the valley and passing in its coarse over the
QOiipara rock seems with the other local and more specific names to bear the general
appellation ,of Olipara tode.” Then in paragraph 21 Mr. MacGregor states his
opinion in the following termsg—¢¢ unfortunately no survey or map was appended to
the Goverament order deciding the bouudary, but as Mr. Robinson inspected the spot
carefully with the Cochin Conservator his definition which clearly points to the more

easterly stream should, I think, be accepted, especially as the relinquishment by -

Government of their claims was based on his report.”

20. The matter was referred to the Board of Revenue for opinion as to the

expediency of adopting special measures for defining the boundary in_anticipation of
the extension of the operations of the Revenue Survey Department to Malabar, and in
its Proceedings, dated 14th December 1370, No, 7124, the Board stated its belief
“ that the frontier is well defined naturally so that no artificial demarcation is neces-
sary and it would be inexpedient to give the Cochin authorities a seeming opportunity
of re-opening questions which have long since been settled,”” and that ¢ at the spot
where the dispute referred to in these papers occurred, the eastern branch of the
Olipara tode is unquestionably the boundary.” ‘

21. The tendency of Cochin to advance its frontier must already have attracted

attention in the reports of Messrs. Sheffield, Robinson and MacGregor, to which
reference has been made and a clear proof is furnished by the Dewan's letter of the

14th September 1871, in which, after complaining of trespass by British subjects in

Olipara Karadi Kunnu, Vellattimila and other places, he asserted in paragraph 3
that the Sirkar believed Carrimpara, which is on the range of hills lying to the west of the

. Olipara tode, and not to the Olipara tode as shown in Captain Arthur's map to be the

real boundary. 'This -assertion is said to be made on the strength of the report
furnished to the Sirkar by the Commissioners appointed on its hehalf in 1815. The
Dewan did not, however, explain why this objection was never raised between 1815
and 1853, and though he now offered to accept Olipara tode as the boundary in order
to avoid further disputes and uncertuinty, he maintained in paragraph 4 that it must
be the western and not the eastern branch of the stream. :

22. Government subsequently inits Order, dated 29th Septem’oer 1871, No. 307,
Political, prohibited further felling of timber in the disputed tract pending final adjust-
ment of the dispute. On this order being communicated with the Board’s Proceedings,

dated 18th October 1871, Mis. No. 3635, Mr. Buick remarked in paragraph 3 of his

letter, dated 9th November 1871, that ¢ in his letter, dated 1st J uly 1850, Mr. Robinson
writes ““the Cochin Government claims the Olipara tode mullah as the boundary

stream”” and it was on this report that the orders of Government, under date 11th Sep. -

tember 1850, were passed relinquishing to the Cochin State all that they then claimed,
and which both Mr. Robinson and the Government evidently understood to be bounded
by the Olipara tode.” Mr. Buick adds that * the question for determination is what

is the Olipara tode” and reiterates his opinion that it is the more easterly of thetwo

stréamlets.

23. Since then several complaints have been made by the Nellikal-Edathil Achen
of trespass by Cochin on his lands andin Qctober 1878 a counter-complaint was made

by Cochin. Mr. Sewell, to whom the matter was referred for inquiry, reported on the
- 28th February 1879 that }_le surveyed part of the boundary and the conclusion at
which he arrived, as stated in paragraph 13 of his letter, was that it is proved that

the easternmost prong of the fork is the Olipara river along which the surveyors who

drew up the field-book of the survey map ran their boundary and it consequently - |
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follows that this is the boundary fixed by the Joint Commissioners' in 1815.” In
October 1883 another complaint was made by the Achen and in reporting thereon in
his letter dated 23rd November 1883, Mr. Brodie, the Head Assistant Collector. was
astonished to find Cochin again attempting to shift the boundary, In paragra’ph 3
of his letter he asks:  Can they (the Cochin people) have the impudence to -assert
that the small stream called Cheria Akkadi Kuunu tode by the Edom’s people is

their Olipara tode and boundary ?” and is of opinion that ¢ surely, as every Malabar '

officer has maintained it, is enough for them to assert that that stream is Olipara tode
which flows round the base of Olipara rock and not the stream of more than double
the volume that flows over the rock itself.” Cochin’s reply given in paragraph 2 of
the Dewan’s letter, dated 28th ‘December 1883, was that ¢ the disputed tract is not
confined to the Olipara tode but extends to Carimpara thund.” The consequence of
this correspondence was that Government in its Order, No. 310, dated 7th March 1884,
Revenue, - approved of the Collector’s proposal for the appointment of Commis-
sioners for the settlement of the boundary. . Commissioners were duly appointed and
their final decision on this case was passed on the 17th April 1889, fixing a boundary
line which was not in accordance with the contention of either party, but was said to
be drawn for the most part on the ¢ give-and-take ” principle. In arriving at that
decision the Commissioners appear to have entirely ignored the previous correspondence
on the subject and to have neglected all examination: of the evidence which-was
expressly referred to in the British claimant’s written statement of claim. No evidence
on the side of Cochin appears to have been adduced, and with regard to the Olipara
tode Cochin based its claim’ solely on Captain Arthur’s map. It has already been

noticed that according to this map the Clipara tode is the boundary and the fact that

this map was in the end taken as the foundation of, Cochin claim proves that Cochin’s
recent pretensions to the tract west of the Olipara tode as far as Carimpara thund were,
in the language used many years ago, an attempt at barefaced encroachment.

24. It will now be scen that the history of the case resolves itself into two periods. |

The first ranges from 1815 to 1853 and ihe dispute then extended to the whole of the
tract known by the name of the Kallianikara hills. This tract was shown in the Gov-

ernment paimash account of 974-M.E.—1799 A.D., 981-M.F—1806 A.D. and

1015-M.E.—1840 A.D., in the Goverrment. Forest accounts of 1822 and in the
Boundary Roll of 1828, as well as by the admissions of Cochin as recorded by

Mr. Sheffield in 1831, to belong to the Nellikal Edom Achen. But the evidence thus
available does not appear to have been examined and the recommendation made by

Mr. Robinson in 1850 that the Olipara tode should be regarded as the boundary
was based solely on the old decision of 1815 and an unauthenticated map. Effect
being given to this recommendation by the order of Government in 1853, the Nellikal
Edom Achen was deprived of a tract of country which was handed over to Cochin
although Cochin had disclaimed ownership and possession.

. . 29. Thesecond period runs from 1853 to 1889 when the Commissioners appointed
in 1886 pronounced thely final decision. The decision of the earlier Commissioners
of 18.15 and the map Which had been prepared to illustrate it had been repudiated by
Cochin not only before the Government Order of 1853 was passed, but even so recently
a8 1671 when the Dewa_n sought to push the frontier line across the Olipara tode to
the. west as far as Carimbara. Cochin had, therefore, refused to be bound by the
deq1§xon of. 1815 and the. Goyemment Order of 1853. Hence, as prayed for by the
British cl:cumant, a fresh inquiry was necessary and justice demanded that the evidence
on both sides of the case should be carefully weighed unless the Commissioners con-
gldered that the Order of 1853 was final. ' But it is evident that they did not consider
it final because they have not adhered to it. Neither on the other hand did they
take into conmfleratlpn the evidence rclied upon by the British claimant and distinctly
brought to their notice while Cochin was apparently absolved from the necessity of
referring to any ev1dence. at all except Captain Arthur's map. Considering that in
1815 Mr. Vaughan. mentioned ‘“the overpowering evidence and documents on the
Cochin side,” the failure of Cochin to produce any evidence on this occasion is not
less remarkable than the attempts which it has so often made to shift the boundary
from ome place to another, It was shown in 1831 that the truct now in question was
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not in reality dealt with by the Commissioners in 1815. Hence the evidence and

~ documents mentioned by Mr, Vaughan must have related to some other tract or would

have been produced now. As no evidence has been produced the presumption is that
none is available. In any case there cannot be any doubt that the line of boundary
adopted by the Commissioners in J889 was purely arbitrary.

26. Unfortunately this line which has been accepted by the Dritish and the
Cochin Government is not only arbitrary but is at the same time so indefinite that the
decision arrived at is by no meaus a final settlement of the boundary, at any rate so
far as the Olipara tode is concerned. The line is stated to be Ward and Connor’s line.
“from the Olipara rock,” but the Commissioners failed to denote the subsequent
coutse of the line and Cochin has not been slow to take advantage of this want of
precision. When the Commissioners’ award was accepted, Government ordered that
the boundary should be demarcated in accordance with it. The demarcation was
carried out by Head Surveyor Mr. Butler, and in a letter to the Resident, dated 18th
November 1890, the Dewan complained that the boundary line between Olipara rock
and Vallat moodi had been wrongly demarcated by the British Head Surveyor. A
copy of the letter, together with a copy of the Cochin Chief Kngineer's letter and the
original sketch of the locality furnished by that officer is now submitted, and it will
be seen that the Dewan still maiutains that the western and not the eastern streamlet .
is Olipara tode and therefore the boundary It may here be noted that the Commis-
sioners are wrong in holding that there was any doubt on this point when Mr.
Robinson reported in 1850, because the correspondence already quoted will show that
the identity of the Olipara tode was never questioned until 1870. In the same year
the Board of Revenue expressed the opinion that the eastern streamlet was undoubt-

“edly the boundary and every officer of the British Government who has visited the

tract has arrived at the same conclusion. Moreover, I now forward a sketch which
was prepared by Iead Surveyor Mr. Davenport and which, having been received by
Mr. Dance on the 14th Octi.ber 1887, was before the Commissioners when they

_passed their decision. In this sketch the boundary is shown in accordance with Ward

and Connor’s Field book and no objection to it was taken by the Cochin Commissioner
when he and Mr. Dance decided that Ward and Connor’s line was to be adopted.
Comparison will show that the line followed in the sketch corresponds with the line now
followed by Head Surveyor Mr. Butler; hence after acquiescing in the alignment -
before the decision was pronounced, Cochin thas now rendered that decision nugatory
by virtually rejecting it and introducing a new element of contention. :

. 27. One fact which will not escape notice is that neither is the eastern nor is the
western fork of the river in question called Olipara tode in the sketch now forwarded
by the Dewan' of Cochin, The western streamlet is. called Neeralan tode and the
eastern Vengavara tode, while the Olipara tode is represented as ending at the
Olipara rock. This is altogether inconsistent with the claim put forward b)? Cochin
because as recorded by the Commissioners the Olipara tode is admittedly the boundary.
But according to the present sketch and the new contention Olipara tode is not the
boundary in.dispute and the dispute begins where the Olipara tode ends.

. 28. This action on the part of Cochin proves that the State refuses to abide by
the decision of the Comm1§sioners. Government has declared that it is not competent
for it to re-open the question of the boundary, which has been finally settled by the
Order of July 1899, but I would now submit that Cochin has itself re-opened the
question and that in reality the dispute has not been- finally settled. There cannot,
I think, be any doubt that the decision arrived at in 1815 and confirmed in 1853 was
erroneous, and considering the exccedingly imperfect nature of the inquiry made in
1889, when evideuce available on behalf of the British claimant was ienéred and no
evidence was adduced by Cochin, I would strongly recommend that the Cochin
Government should not be disappointed in the wish which it has expressed by its
action for a new settlement of the dispute, E P

~ 29. If Government still considers that this course is not open, it has, I trust, never-
theless been proved that the Kallianikara hills, which comprise the disputed tracts in

tases Nos T1 (a), T1(8) and 71 (c) should properly have been included in British
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territory. In cases Nos. 71 (a) and 71 (J) the boundary must, under the view now
contemplated remain as it is, but with regard to case No. 71 (c) the boundary line of
Olipara tode, now disputed by Cochin, requires to be definitely surveyed and demar-
cated strictly in accordance with ‘Ward and Connor’s line in a manner which will
prevent the possibility of any further contention. I would suggest that an Assistant
Superintendent of Survey be deputed for the purpose, but this work cannot be under-
taken until the fever season, which will shortly commence, is over. Meanwhile, I must
bring to notice the fact that the Neilikal Edom Achen has complained to me of the
felling of timber by Cochin subjects on Karadi kunnu which is, according to the
present actual demarcation, included in British territory. The logs were seized by one
of the Achen’s agents, but bave been detained by the local SBub-Magistrate of Alathur at
the iustance of the Cochin officials. The Dewan in a letter to the Resident, dated 14th
August 1891, has also complained that the Achen’s people are felling timber within
the newly disputed tract and requests that they may be “brought to justice.” A
copy of this letter is enclosed and [ may state that I am not aware of any such prohi-
‘bition against the felling of trees as 18 menthned by the Dewan, who fails to allude to
" the fact that timber has been féelled in the same tract by Cochin subjects. Until the
present demarcation is proved, mot merely alleged to be wrong, it seems to me
that the Achen is within his rights and it is the subjects of Cochin who
should be brought to justice. Dut in order to prevent any, further dispute which
may end in serious consequences, I would suggest that, pending the orders of Govern-
ment, any acts of possession over the land in question by Cochin subjects no less than
by British subjects be prohibited, . o
30. I must, in conclusion, express my regret for the delay which has oceurred in

the submission of the report. It will now be seen that a great mass of records, some
of ancient date and diffitult to decipher bad to be studied, and I trust that some

allowance will be madé for the nature of the task which required more time than I

‘have until lately been able to command.

—— e o

Read—Board’s Proceedings, dated 17th October 1892, No. 2438,

_.ABSTRA({P.—Requésting the Collector of Malabar to forward, at a very early date, the
Trigonometrical sarvey map of Ward and Counor referred to in Mr. Dumergue’s report
regarding the Nellikal Edom boundery dispute.

ERead—the “llowing letter from H. BRADLEY, Esq., Acting Collectdr of Malabar,
to the Secretary to the Commissioners of Land Revenue, dated Calicut, 31st
October 1892, Ref. on C. No. 4143-P. :—

With reference to the Bo:rd’s Memorandum, dated 17th instant, No. 2438,
I have the honour to state that I have not been able to find among my records the
Trigonometrical survey map of Ward and Connor of 15823. In paragraph 14 of his
report, dated 1 Lth Junuary 1842, Mr. Dumergue speaks of * the printed Trigonometrical
map (prepared in 1819) ”” and nowhere does he refer to the map of 1823, I have this
day despatched a map in which the disputed tracts have been marked in.pencil ; it
appears to have been prepared by Ward and Connor and to have been published in
1840. I understand that Mr. Dunergue referred to this map when writing his report.
His authority for saying that the map was prepared in 1819 is, I believe, a statement
in paragraph 4 of Mr. Robinson’s letter, dated znd July 1350, ’that *in 1519 we find

the surveyors ordered to trace wi'h peculiar care th ”. :
letter is enclosed. - H P o e boundary, &c.”" A copy of this

'
i

ExcrLosurz, .

W. ROBINSON, Esq, ; t ‘ |
From SON, Esq., Head Aﬁﬂ;;?nﬁ Mlagitrate, duted Pilghat, 20d July 1850,

With ref.er‘ence to my report, dated 9th October 1848 ; . C.
ing between the Cochin Sircar a,nd the Nellikal Edom ’Xfﬁiﬁg tf(;gli‘la boundary dirpute oo

submit the result of my further examination and fuller experience.

y, 1 have the hoyoux to

ot S TR T o]

Sade 2

A g ot —y

e Dy o -t

A e

e e R

5

, 10tz Aprir 1893, No. 293, RevENUE. 11

2. The appended map shows the nature of the difference ; the disputed tract is eoloured
green. The Cochin Government claims the Olipara tode mullah as the boundary stream ; the
Achen advances his claim to the Venga Neeratpur and the Mutan tode mullah.

3. By the printed Trigonometrical survey map this tract is shown to have been at that time
considered in dispute, that is, the difference, though it had been the subject of a careful inquiry
by Commissioners appointed by the Government of Madras and Cochin, had not then! 1§19, been
authoritatively decided. The same spot preoisely was in dispute before the Commissioners for
the settlement of this boundary appointed in 1815, and the bearings of the matter, the evidence,
&o., were all examined and inquired into at great length. The result was as remarked by

Mr, Commissioner Vauggmn of th:_ 'Aclflen ﬁ

' isst case * . . .. the examination oI &

E’Zﬁfﬁﬁ?mi??n tﬁé);?rt :ff uﬁi@?ﬂ'ﬁ?‘é‘iﬁlﬁ‘ﬁ’i‘éﬁ‘ parties, which is herewith forwarded, will
: clearly not only show the weakness of the

evidence, but decided contradiction and that

scarcely two of the witnesses agree either with one another or the Achen himself. The latter
seemed, and was so ill-informed on the subject as well as his followers, that th_ey o_ould not’say
oun what side of the hill the wood was cut, and on this ohiefly rested the matter 1n dispute. Lhe
averpowering evidence and doouments on the Cuchin side was again equally strong in this
instance, and I am therefore induceld to propose a total relinquishment on our part to these hills.
After having heard everything advanced by both parties I was clearly of opinion that we had no
claims on the hills in question, aud on hearing Captain Watson’s reports on the forests.of this
part of the country, I am confirmed in my opinion of the justice of the claims of the Cochin Gov-
ernment.. I need hardly add that Captain Watson is the gentleman first appointed Conservator
of the Forests on the assumption of them by the Honorable Uompany and who had turned the
undivided attention of a fortile mind combined with the most active exertions m'a.scertalmng
the extent, nature situation, and resources of the Malabar forests.”” The authoritative confirma-
tion by the Government of this view was recommended in the Commissioners’ report, but no
dofinite instructivns resulting from this commission appears ever to have been issued. i

4. Tu 1819 we find the surveyors ordered to trace with peculiar care the boundary between
the Cochin territory aud South Malabar aoquiescing, as the result of their inquiry, in the proba-
bility of the Cochin claim being the better one—nirle extract from the Field book shown below :—

Distance,
P . Course. :
" Miles. | Furlongs.| Yards.
. ‘
. 8.70F .. v ve . . P 110
¢ On descending whioh (the Velalypara hill) it g 23 %V . e 4 ‘4 .
runs through forests to the junction of Olipara S' 5t W b M . se .o
and Mootan Polay rivers. Here the boundury is S 88 E . . .. e 4 .ilo
disputed, but we follow the more probable eourse, { [° :5 E ) ‘ 1
ie., the winding course of the Olipara river to S. 70 E ae e .o T 2 .o ..
Vellathamoody on the high mountains.” RS E Lo - z o
8.62 W .o :: s 4 .

- 5. Under these circumstances I can see no reason for supporting the Achen’s advanced claim
which was then deliberately deemed so weak, Tostrengthen it nothing new has since transpired.
Matters of this description lying over unadjusted lead to all sorts of difficulties and contentions

and only tempt aggression and retaliation. I regret to find that much wood that was in 1848

ordered not to b? removed, pending settlement of this matter, has been clandestinely floated off.
"The logs lay, it is true, to the west of the nullah and were probably chiefly cut in wholly undis-
puted land, but it is impossible to look effectually after wood so situate nor have the Governmert
any interest at the stake. o 7 _

6. 1 would propnse to let Itty Komby Achen know that no sort of support will be given or
countenance lent to bis claim and that similar advances across the Olipara tode will be admitted
by us to be aggressions on his part. The Cochin Bircar might be advised of this view and
wax;réed to defend their own property and take such steps as they may oonsider requisite in the
matter.

Resolution—dated 19th December 1892, No. 728.

Submitted to Government with reference to its Order, dated 4fh September 1890,
No. 5448.. : o -
2. Mr. Dumergue furnishes the report' called for by Government on the petition
of Nellikal Kupju Achen of Watacancherry amsom requesting Government to altex
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the decision in cases T1 (a), (3), (¢) of the Commissioners Messrs. Dance and Kohl-
hoff, appointed by the Madras and Cochin Governments to demarcate the disputed
boundary between the Pdlghat taluk of Malabar'and the Cochin State. The tract of
country now under consideration is known as the Kallianikara hills. Its possession
has long been contested, the Cochin Government claiming it as forming part of its
territory and the Nellikal Achens (British subjects) maintaining, on the other hand,
that the forests belong of right to them and-are included in British limits. The
Commissioners’ decision was favorable to Cochin, and hence the present appeal. '

3. The petitioner’s main contention is that by the transfer of his forest estate t(; '
- Cochin in aceordance with the finding of the Commissioners, his jenmam rights therein

will be forfeited inasmuch as the proprietorship in all the forest lands in Cochin vests
in the Rajah. Mr. Dumergue, who has discussed the §ubject at considerable length,
accepts the petitioner’s case, arriving at the conclusion that the arca involved lies
within the DBritish frontier. As regards dispute 71 (c) he observes (paragraph 25,
ef seq.) that the line of boundary adopted by Messrs. Dance and Kohlhoff in 1859 was
purely arbitrary and at the same time o indefinite that their decision is by no means
a final settlement of the controversy. Asfar back as 1815 a stream called the
Olipara tode was claimed by Cochin as the boundary, and the claim was admitted,
but, as remarked by Government (paragraph 7 of Government Order, dated st
July 1890, No. 510, Revenue), it appears that there are two streams of this name
in the locality, and it was afterwards found impossible to decide which stream was
meant. - The present Commissioners have adopted Ward and Connor.’s line “ from
the Olipara rock ” at the juuction of the two streams, but. as pointed out by
Mr. Dumergue, they have failed to demarcate the subsequent course of the line,
and he affirms that Cochin has taken advantage of this want of precision in the
following manner. Whereas prior to the mnotification of the Commissioners’ finding
that Government tacitly acquiescel in an alignment which takes the eastern of the two
streams as the border line, it has since *“ 1endered that decision nugatory by virtually

rejecting it and introducing a new element of contention.”  Mr, Dumergue here alludes
to the letter of the Dewan of Coc_hin to the DBritish Resident, dated 1&th November -

1830, No. 2771, * from which it will be

" # Enclosure 6 to Mr. Dumergue’s letter. .. Scen that the western stream is maintained

. : _to be the dividing line. “This action on
the part of Cochin proves,” says Mr. Dumergue, “that the State refuses to abide by
the decision of the Commissioners,” and he would, th erefore, in view of the erroneous
conclusions arrived at by Messts. Dance and Kohlhoffin all three cases L7L (a), (6), (¢)],

“strongly recommend that the Cochin Government should not be disappointed in the '

wish which it has expressed by its action for a new settlement of the dispute.” For
reasons which will be given later on (paragraph 11) the Board considers that
Mr. Dumergue has taken a mistaken view of the matter.,

/4. The Government has already stated, in its order referring this matter for
report, that the decisions in question having been duly ratified cannot now be revised,
‘but it added that in the event of good cause being shown to suppose that petitioner’s

~ land should properly have been included in British territory, it would be prepared to

address the Cochin Sirkar witha view to the petitioner’s janmam rights to the said
Jands being duly recognised. Apart from the fact that the rescission of the agreement
arrived at is out of the question, the contention of the Collector that the Cochin
‘Government has repudiated the demsmng, an_d practically wishes them revised, because
‘there is still some douht about the precise line of the boundary in case 71 (¢) need
‘hardly, the Board thinks, be taken seriously. The Board has accordingly examined
‘the'records with a view to determining whether there are sufficient grounds for
recommending to Government (1) that the Cochin Sirkar be addressed, as contemplated,
in behalf of the petitioner, and (2) that the boundary line demarcated by the Dritish
surveyor and objected to by Cochin should be revised, _

. b. (1) The basis on which petitioner’s case restsis best stated at paragraphs 15

and 16 of Mr. Dumergue’s letter. The report of Mr. Sheffield, the Principal Collec-
tor of Malabar, to the Board in 1821, is there relied upon as proving the incorrectness
of the conclusions, fayorablg to Cochin, ‘formed in 1815 by Mr. Vaughan, the Head
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Assistant to the Collector of Malabar, who had been appointed in conjunction with
the Commissioner of the Cochin Sirkar to define the Malabar-Cochm boundary.
The cpinion, equally adverse to the Commissioners of 1815, which was recorded by
Mr. (afterwards Sir William) Robinson in 1348, when Iead Assistant Collector of
Malabar, is also quoted in support of the petitioner’s claim. Mr. Dumergue holds ,'fhat
there is * very strong proof ”” that Messrs. Sheffield and Robinson were right. The
proof, he states, will be found, first, in the pymash accounts of 17 99 and 1806,
wherein Kallianikara nilam is shown as part of British territory, and in tl}e pymash
accounts of 1840, wherein the Kallianikara forests are cntered as the janmam of

the Nellikal Edom. The diary of this Government’s Forest Conservator for 1822 is -

next referred to. Allusion is therein made to the Olipara'forest as the janm_am pro-
perty of the Nellikal Edatil Achen, Similarly, in the boundary roll prepared in 1328,
and recorded in the Collector’s office, the fract is shown as British territory, and the
private janmam of the Nellikal Edom. ~ Importance is finally attached by Mr.

Dumergue to the circumstance that when in 1853 Government formally ratified * the

decision of the Commissioners of 1819,

* EM.C,, dated 26th February 1853, No. 233.  “‘the pymash accounts of 1809, -the
' + . Government Forest account of 1822

‘and the boundary roll of 1828 which proved that the Kallianikara hills belonged to

the Nellikul Edom, were wvot brought to the notice of the Board and Gove‘rnment,
and the admission made to the same effect by Cochin and recorded by Mr. Sheffield
in 1831 was lost sight of.” C

6. The Board finds itsclf uI;able to coneur with Mr. Dumergue in his valuation of

the documentary evidence in the case. In the first place, as regards Mr, Sheffield, his
letter to the Board, dated 7th February 1831, which Mr. Dumergue quotes, contains
material misstatements of fact, and clearly indicates that his inquiry info the matter
was far from thorough. At paragraph 13 of Proceedings, dated 18th July 1831,
No. 1357, which deal with this letter, the Board * regret to observe that the bad state
of Mr. Sheffield’s health prevented him from entering so fully into the subject as might
have been wished.” Mr. Sheffield was of opinion thut the Commissioners of 1815 had
been misled by incorrect information regarding’ localities, and he reported that ‘“in
disposing of this claim, Captain Blacker (the Assistant Resident at Travancore) assigns
to the Nellikal Edatil Achen the Pootandy mullah, a mountainous tract which that
Chieftain never laid claim to, and which is now, and always was, in possession of the
Cochin Sirkar, whilst Mr. Vaughan assigns to the said Achen another hilly tract, but
situated to the westward of Pootandy, and known by the name of Kallianikara mullah,
which the Cochin Sirkar affirms was never claimed nor iaken possession of by them,

since it belongs, as they acknowleflged, exclusively to. the aforesaid Nellikal Edatil
Achen.” The Board, however, pointed out (paragraphs 16 to 19 of the above Pro-

ceedings) that the Kallianikara hill mentioned by Mr. Vaughan was stated by him to

~ belong to Cochin, not as Mr. Sheffield represented to Malabar, - Hence the tract.
referred to by Mr. Sheffield could not be identical with that alluded to by Mr.

$ no mention of Pootandy.

Vaughan. Again, the Board remarked that there wa
in Captain Blacker’s report, and that there appeared to be some confusion in Mr.
Sheffield’s description of the places so denominated. As to Mr, Sheffield’s assertion
that the Commissioners of 1815 ¢ never, as far as he could learn visited the spots in
question,” and his recommendation that the boundary should be defined anew, the
Board considered that Mr. Sheffeld had overlooked that part of Mr. Vaughan’s re,port
wherein it is stated that he * traced step by step ,
The Board added that * great pains appear to have been taken to ascertain the true
limits of the two States,” and that in its opinion “ it would not be proper to set aside
the decision formerly passed without fuller inquiry and more conclusive evidence of

its incorrectness.” These views were concurred in by the Government (ride Extract

Minutes of Consultation, dated 9th August 1831, No. 7569). The patent defects in
Mr. Sheffield’s report have not been removed by subsequent investigation, and under
these circumstances it is impossible to attach weight to the arguments which he
advanced. 1t may be finally noted in connection with this officer that though he wrote
in 1831, he made no mention of the pymash accounts of 1799 and 1806, the Forest

” the whole line of boundary.
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A ' 14 : 10tm ‘Arrin 1893, No. 293, REvENUE. ’ “ : : S
. e ‘ ' 101 Aenrz 1893, No.y.  RevENUE. 5 :
N Conservator’s diary of 1822, or the Boundary Roll of 1828 ing hi . ' - e L
A tions. These documents will next be commrgnted on. ) as supporting his conten- S for this st 1 R : : :
e With ref o . S SRR I L . or this statement and the letter in which it'is recorded was before the Board when it
: | . With reference to a sitwilar boundary dispute between the poligars of Coimba- SR passed its Proceedings, dated 18th July 1831,'No. 1357. It does not appear that, -
X _ 3081.1 and the Cochin Government, also discussed by the Board in its Proceedings, dated | i , prior to the date of Mr. Dumergue’s letter, any weight has been attached to this ,
gL | 1to Jlfx1511183%! No. 1857, the pymash accounts had been quoted as favoring the ﬁ portion of Mr. Sheffield’s report, and the so-called admission, in the shape in which it o
R claim of the poligars. The Board thereupon observed (paragraph 10) that the decision ‘ ‘ ‘ _exists, 18 }namfestly not binding on . the Cochin G+zernment, and cannot be regarded 1 i
h of the Commissioners was passed with a full knowledge of the accounts alluded to, - o as possessing any importance whatever. - Y ’ 5
A and added that ¢ when it 18 considered that the pymash accounts produced b the ) " 10. To sum up—agai iti ' ¥ rud '
"~ poligars were made withoat any conc " produced by the ! : . up—against the petitioner there zj@ the recorded judgments of three
R RS e R that they caxin); cone 1;1(‘11‘;131111&2 c;)nas : part oft the Cochin Government, it | generations of Comxpissioners The decision of {the Commissioners of 1889 was v
Y limits of the two countries.” There is no reason to as:i(c)}:ec e;‘f:ﬁrdl()f e e o e i‘é(i‘gedly a compromise, and did not go as far in fa‘our of Cochin as the decisions of S
£  uofar as the Kallianikara hills are concerned. .Obvti,ou%f theva ue to hsuch accounts 1 agd 1850, but the inherent weakness and vagieness of the Achen’s claims were
s : 1799 and 1806 were before Mr. Vaughan’s Commission ang there%ymasf accounts of .:mp yf ﬁmon_strated in 1815, "As Mr. Vaughan rmarked in his report, ¢ scarcely
Py the belief that the statements contained in them were then overlS nlc; ci) Y ) ' ?IWO of the withesscs agree with one another, oF the Achen himself, . . . and the
L appears from the record of inquiry appended to Mr. Vaughan’s rep(t))(;t etflatlngeedzk:t _sitte;nwa;_s%ﬂl':imformed on the subject as woll o3 jis followers that they could Bot
Achen was asked why he failed in the first instance to mention a hill,afterwwa ;nl '3 | inydis v:'; 1’(’} S]fl‘ ¢ of the Aill the wood was eut; and on this chiefly rests the matfer
. claim to, he replied that the omission was due to the fact that the hill in uest;' : wa : 3 - B dpu o rom the observations in the foregong paragraphs it follows that tho
. pot ¢ entered in the pymash account”’ The Forest accounts of 1822 arg at bgsl,lt %ﬁ: | oga ;t tc Olillslders A D o iled to show, that the Kallianikara hills
onc-sided, and the Boundary Roll of 1828, which' bears the signature of the then ' - is i;m S (i) ;V(:-bf en included in British territory; Tence in the Board’s opinion there
Achen, was clearly prepared from information given by him and the British subjects 1 the :1 t'S or.t Tground for’ making'any- representiion. to Government o behalf of
‘As evidence it is worthless. The decision of 1815, as already mentioned, was not | inolpg 1dxone_r1.1.. he Achen’s motive In getting af much as_possible of his property { ~-
v ratified by Government until 1853, and ‘it. is not a matter for surprisé if those altﬁﬁuih hv_nt 11»1} British limits is to avoid payirg janmabhogam to -Cochin, but -
) interested in the dispute took the opportunity afforded by this delay to create, durin e down, th 1;“'5 claim to property may extend beyond the British frontier as now laid
the interval, evidence to support their claims. . S AR & . ;o forward * 113 Iﬁ?srlzaﬁzﬁ tv; hti thf;' bo&lngarydczlaalﬁned bg G(i‘éernment should be pushed
i oms c R o L . e Board. dated 9th October 1816 (in Consultati dated |
. 8. The remuining documer_lt on which Mr. Dumergue relies is Mr. Robinson’s bl 2lst O ctober 1816, No. 1484), Mr, Warden, t} - Collector of g\'Ial&gasuexapizlil;ls ihat |
; ‘ _ | : lette? of the 3rd October 1848 to the | ié certam.desams in Phls‘ frontier were ceded cenaries ago by the Rajah’of Pélghat to
4 e Enclosure No. 2 to Mr. Dumergue’s letter. Mz}glstrate of Malabar.* Mer. Dumergue ' . the RaJah of Cophm in return for military aid rendered by the latter agai;st the';
) - ' _points out that Mr. Robinson has therein o Zamorin of Calicut, and hence.he argues that the property in land possessed by
‘glven a description of the boundary in the neighbourhood of Kallianikara, which i individuals “is no criterion for defining the boundary limits of such States.” In the |
. ¢ supports the account given bx Mr. §]?efﬁel.d_n At paragraph 19 of this letzer Mr = present case there is certainly no reason to suppose that the interests of G’overnment l E
ggbms? a'slserteg tt}ﬁat y th:lp eighbouring hills are the janmi property of the N ellikal | are identical with those of the Achen claimant. - : -
om family and these outlines are coincident with the boundaries they h " . «:11. The Board has now di sed: the —mai S A g
contended for. - The . surYeys of the Government forests when under ayman?,v?}oer‘;zl: : - Government brdér.refefring the ;)sect‘iltsis(:an fgt'er:;:(?;ta. ?ka:t;?::th::lslzignt Out. Og tll)l e ‘ E
+Tn B d" Proceedi dated 25th Jul spond.”  Less than two years later, how- | o *Mr. Dumergue and by the Cochin Sirkar, viz., the necessity for dgﬁnin ralizcisely
n185(;) 9,&03 15;(:1%9 ings, dated S0t y ever, Mr. Robinson abandoned these L the boundary line in case 71 (c) has still to be considered.  As alread sta?edpin araS:‘ =
p BT IEER , views, and in his letter, dated 2nd July S ‘ graph 3 suprd, Messrs. Dance and Kohlhoff failed to demarcate the lyirne the agreed B
o : - 1850, to the Magistrate of Malabar,  sub- e upon and remarked: “The matter now is purely of a professional nat 2d it the ! 1
mitted the result of his further examination and fuller experience.”  After recogniz- I Cochin surveyor comes to a different conclusion from that arri (Iila n{? ure, and 1 L1e ]
ing that the same spot precisely was in dispute before himself and the Commissigltllers o the matter will have to be settled by sending an Assistant Slljee .att Ydour surveyor, .
. of 1815, Mr. Robinson held that there was no ground for allowing the Achen’s S _ to finally decide the matter ” (paragraph 9 of Report by Mr PDrm endent of Survey ]
: claim, ¢ which was then deliberately deeméd so weak,” adding that, * to strengthen | Order, dated . 1st July 1890, No. 510, Reven The S;rea. n ance mlGovernment ¥
. it nothing new has since transpired.” Hence he recommended that n ° ' . -tobe between 1 and 2 square miles. A comr. 1 ofthesk ow involved appears :
R should be lent to the Achen, but that on the contrary the Cochin Govex?ncom:;teﬁanfs ' e o o ’ N ‘binson?ss lef;(t3h Which accompanee
1())? Warne% to 'gﬁfend' its fwn propertyd against advances of the Aehexlxn ilzrossso:he 3 . * Epclosure 7 to Mr. Dumergue’s letter. 1l‘iu Jwith thag ?re;f;rzge %;d I'II ng _ G
i 1para 10de. is proposal was approved by the Board and G i ) i . : .-~ - Surveyor D * | x
; Proceedings, dated 25th. J uly 1850, No. 1624, and Extract 1?} ie;;lg: [(l)tf ((;)(l)iesulli(z)ﬁgns‘ ' | ?ﬁe rece1‘1t Commission (vide paragraph 26 of l\yh-. ' Di‘r:;g;’s a{:&eplaceddbefgzﬁ L
dated 11th September 1850, No. 862), and no valid argument has now been urged by A that prepared by Mr. Huckon and forwarded by the Dewan of Cockin shows that tho' i
i Mr. Dumergue for giving preference to Mr. Robinson’s earlier and less g 1 g ) t‘il};ute tract has receded from the junction of the Olipara. tode ‘andfiwi that de ;
F opinion. - - - T e ' rotai i re two streams unite near i ' :
| a L | | ' considere i rz,tali :O:Itllé gzslfl etzzvlgﬁ; ;ra : otde s unite he th:; lxl'ockil Which of these t;lv: streaomg ' ]
9. Mr. Dumergue repeatedly alludes (vide ' ‘ 5 | ' 'h nl i e, e three maps arei t ,
o ue | . paragraphs 11 . ere on only one point, namely th : P In agreement . .
.. his letter) to an admission by Cochin that the Ko ara Bl b to 2haenl(\11e21i1ikz{ | 1 stroams £0.8 point on the motxtoin oo el s Tlo meponows the cgurse of oneof the
Edom. The admission referred to is thus stated at paragraph 9 of Mr. Sheffield’s ' T moody. Surveyor Davenport’s map adopted b I\?S Bl orth-cast of the peak Vellati- .
letter, to the Board of the 7th February 1831, “Now from the statoment of th P easterly one, Mr. Robinson’s and Mr IIIJudq )y Mr. Dance makes this stream the - - 3
Cochin people it 13 clear that the country on the left bank of the Olipar; I'::)?I% b(;lon Z ‘ ! ’& A 'Hudson’s map places the junction of the two s}gzain:l:gi trlx:ake it the westerly. ~Mr.- : 2
to the Nellikal Edatil Achen, and it has, moreover, been admitted b  Cochin that tl% 5 too far to the south-eust, but it agrees with Da: ; the Olipara rock about & wile L
Valia and Cherria Vellathy mullahs, two mountains in which this stxﬂaém?ctallzas'i:tls risee | Connor’s line which is accepted as the bo“ndar;ven'})-‘z?gmhzhe Do o e
g are within the Compauy'sterritory . . .” No authority is given by Mr. Sheﬁielé‘ ! i British surveyor - instead" of  following Warl and Conn(:)(i-’sriii;rkli:r asserltsdﬂaat bthe : i
' ‘ , Co : , ‘ '}] \ ween one and two square miles to the eastward of it ; the chainage i e b double :
[ y W ge is said to be double :
" i/ - i
L 7 o
- : ‘ e
v 1

e 3.5
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‘ !f o “,/ ' ” ~ -
| a A : 17
! L , ' L - . : ' S 10te Aermn 1893, 1~ REVENUE. .
e T | B oy | he Cochin '!
' [ . . 2 - . . \’ , ) -~ PO Oc n
7 ‘ 16 . 10t A $3, No. 293, hEVENUE-. , H ‘acts of interference pending the final dex . n of the boundary. t;l;feerence on
I P ~ : A ; - . Sirkar will be asked, in the Political Depart  to prevent snml?.r 1o :
‘i SRR that of Ward and Connor’s lin. and | it is worthy of note that this area as shown oL the part of its own subjects during the same ‘ ' 7 E
I in Mr. Hudson’s map corresponds roughly with the area indicated by Mr. Dance by a. P (True B2 ) o
- v note and a red pencil line on Davenport’s map, as claimed by the petitioner, but , o ' : ’ ¥ .
b * rejected by the Commissioners. R SR iy ' .igned)  E. GIBSON, L
7 A : 12. The contingency contema” téd by Mr. Dance of a divergence betwcen the _— -+ Ag. Secretary to Government.
' g N two surveyors has thus occurredjand an Assistant Superintendent of Survey should ’ N _ C :
SN now be deputed to go over the bohndary line with an officer deputed by the Cochin - SR ‘ , A
oo Sirkar, and finally demarcate it, o>literating any marks which are found {o be wrong. i -
t x If these officers follow the meamrements and angles of Ward and Comnor's line y "
o - shown below beginning from the junction of the Olipara tode with the Muttath tode, :
P no serious difficulty should be exparienced— ! i
iy ‘; . _
{ o | : N ;
L | ) Distance.
e ' : —_— I Course. : :
,? s S Miles. Furlongs. : Yards. .
f ' " ] - o ' Al To the Board of Revenue (Land Revenue), with~ ~ closures.
= ’  dine oon ; iver to! 8. 45 E. o .. .. 2 o _ il »» the Superintendent, Revenue Survey. ' .
e Th\?’e‘ﬁ]nt%im%o;; l::ethgf hti:; ?o%f%r:iz%m? § 74{); };]; e ol 5 ‘ll g : 1 ' 55 the Political Department. :
. Robinson’s letter, dsted 2nd 8.84 K. ... .. .. |. . . s 4
s o AU, Rabinson's loter, dted 204 834 ; ! 9 » the Potitioner (paragraph 1). |
O . (True Copics and Extract.) . j ]
oo ' . . iy y
: g (Signed)  F. LEVY, , , ,,:
bak . ? i : Y ;
o Jor Actmg\/Secretary. i .
VLR ) | &
| 2 ! |
T . ' To the Secretary to Government, Revenne Depertment, o - }
Eoa ) with enclosures reccived with Government Order, o oy ?
voTn - dated 4th September 1890, No. 5448, o ‘ : *
; o N o returned and with enclosures and maps received _ C » Ce e
oA with Collector’s letters to be returned. s
i % - Copy to the Collector of Malabar, : . -
L ‘ : Do ,
N, - ' . *’.j! ‘ |
SRR . ot E
CE Ozper—dated 10th April 1893, Ne, 293, Revenue. : T X
= .t ' - ! . . Lo E
| ’ . Miscellaneous. - The G°V°m“}°ﬂﬁ agrees with the e . E
oo N Board of Revenue in its opinion that there ol ,
bLNED i ) . . | __are no grounds for moving the Cochin g . :
] - Sirkar to recognize the janmi righe of Nellikal Edom Kunju Achen to the Kalli- B¢
BT ‘ - gnikara hills. - The Achen clearly has no claim to these Lills, and he will accordingly ot 5
P be informed that the Government cannot interfere on his behalf. - ; L,' ;
s ' 2. With reference to paragraphs 11 and 12 of the Board’s Proccedings read s _ .
S above, the Superintendent of Survey will be requested to depute a survey officer of . R : _ .
i the grade of Assistant Superintendent to go over and finally demarcate the boundary =7 ' - S ;
- line. It is desirable that Cochin should bo represented at this demarcation, and the o ] E
4 Cochin Sirkar will, therefore, be addressed in the Political Department with-a view S Exd. C. M. Brisson. _
e to the deputation of a representative to accompany the demarcating officer and watch _ 2‘,‘_ - ' o . , - )
5 Cochin interests. o . ~ o ‘ . . :
w2 3. The Collector Mr. Dumergue represents, in paragraph 21 of his lotter to the ;
e ¢ Board read above, that the demarcation will take some time to complete, and that , . ;
£ meanwhile it is desirable to prohibit all acts of Possession on the part of Dritish as’ 60 Copios. ]
Faesy -~ | well as Cochin sprect.s over the tract i dispute. The Government’ agrees with the N . :
: % " Collector and desires him to warn the Achen and his people against committing any . §
b | . | ‘ra;
&" it 4;
H :
& Lo
5 ' . ' ®
. ) i
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CONCERNS BOTH BRITISH INDIA
AND INDIAN STATES

o APRIL

"

Nellikal Edom Kunju Aéhen. |

Agreeing "with the Board of Rev

opinion that there are no groundse :;'u:'n(‘):l;t :
the Cochin Sirkar to recognize the- ] Janmi mghti

- of — to the Kallianikara hills and requesting the
Superintendent, Madras Survey, to depute a
survey officer to go over and finally demarcate
the Cochin-Malabar boundary line.

-

St e e .

TU

Mo«l Respectfully sheweth:—

That the Commlsmoners have rot paid sufficien

Tge HCMCLE PETITION OF APPEAL BY NELL!KAL EpoM Iw
AMsaaM PALGHA’!‘ Tirocq MALaBAR DISTRICT, AGAINST
- Commissioners Messrs. G. W. DANCE AND KHOLHOVFE

CocHIN AND THE Marapar DisTRCT IN CA

2, .That in t’heu' decision 71 (a) th

ifin ¢ rrriimzq Iﬁf Bt Ununm
- TORT ST. GEORGE

trical survey Map prepared by Lientenant W
the appellant and the Cochm Circar. !

MADRAS.

DEMARCATING THE BOUNDARY OF
ors Nos. 71 (a), 7L (), T1{c).

ard and Couner in sett

ey have overlooked the important fac
Iyeppan Neravu

NCHU ACHEN‘OF VATCANCHERL

THE DECISION OF THE DBouxpary

I\ ATIVE

nt attention to the Trigonome-

ling the disputes between

48, thdi there

at the time,

of the Trigonometrical survey, and that Vee

w23 no dispute at all about the boundary line noar Fannikunnu and
laly Mala and Mailadan Parath

a Mala with all the

lands btrctchlnrf ‘from them u
ritory, and that Lieutens
was ¢ disputed’ while they have imp:

disputed.

documentary eviclg'nce as the basis for their
tary evidence that Veelali Mala and Mailadan Parutha Mala are his property,

) [: ‘ ‘,...-.'

3. That the Commissioners held IIQ proper enquiry’
decision; that the appellant has provc,d by documen- -
and are in his

possession. Tew Jietr _

‘ ing revenues,
especially when the prlvate 1nterests of the appellant were ab sta'ke

4. That on the said ,malas and the adpcent lands the Bmtsh

5.

That, as regards the outrage and the trespacs committed by th

and the commissioners had no power to give up this tract in

p to the rives in the South are shewn as lying in

ants Ward and Councr have not shewn thab t

artially. shewn that another p01t10n o

as t

5 - o

«1:; St .f-';‘:v'
'

1

for the past many years, the appellant has submitted an explanatory statcment

strat

NG

to, the gneva.nces of the appell:mtb nnccstorq b e

»

6.

pdary line

f\ ’\‘\Jm‘mrcated an
upon very strong grounds.

'8, That ﬂ‘e)’ hiWG assig "ncd no bu(.h grounds for dcw jating from this b

That the commmsmners have taken no notice of the Boundary Roll pre
Officers in 18"6 1828 regardmg‘ the boundary of the forest of this ap

7 Govcrnzé/t
Co(c{17 ircar though it was brought to thon' notlce by wntmg and by verb

7. That it is now reapectfully submitted that the Appeﬂa.nt is (\ntlbled
Custody of the Collector) de- "

ylme etcept I

agem adopted by the Cochin officials and the mdxfference of the Dlstnc

as shewn in the Said Boundary Roll (now in the

r Faa . A

d that the Commissioners hacd no right to devmte from thxs bouudar

the- British Ter-
his part of the boundary
f the boundary v

o the title, and did not take -

Government wewe collect- -
fa.ifQuf of Cochin,

) Cochin officials
shewing the o

t olﬁcers of \Lﬂabar

pared bj tha
pellant and the ’

al reprcseutamons :

to have the

C A et

PR
oundary Rollf ‘

g
.
.
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9. Tllmt the Cochin Officials put forward ext-;favaf*anb claims and b'zso their rmhts on

;s evident from the two contradictory decisions passed in case No. 71 (¢), the

misrepresentations,
pellant’s strong protest against the injustice-

later decision cancelling the former one after this ap

done to him by the earher dOOISIOIl in 71 (c)

10, That the appellant begs to submlh that all the forosts within the line claimed by &

nt of the British Conservator of Forests till 1826.

- Prays that your Excellency in-Council may be graciously pleased to alter the de-

cision of the Commissioners such that the boundary line between Malabar and Cochin in 71 (a) ;
may take in Veelaly and Mailadan Parathn Malas into: the British Territory as surveyed by the { <
Trigonometrical Surveyors Licutenants Ward and Couner (Vide their map), and also to direct
that the boundary line be run in accordance with the boundary Roll prepared by the Govern-
ment Officers in 1826 to 1828, now in the custody of the Collector of the District.
. For which act of kmduess, the Petltloncr shall, as in duty bound,
Ever Pray.
) KUNJU ACHAN a; mﬂ @W’;} g}“ﬁ
" July 1890 ;
' — . _,5
E e lotctes. - :
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and having been duly notified by
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 he adduces various arguments to
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re-open the question of the boundary,

:\ \BoARD oOF REVENUE (Laxp Revesue), 1914 Decguper 1892, No. 728,
. L]
{ . \.' - ) - .
v ‘ . PROCEEDINGS OF THE BOARD OF REVENUE '

- (Laxp REVENUE.).

Reap—the following Goverﬁment Order, dated 4th Septe.mber 1890, Mis. Ne. 5448,

Revenue :—

il Réad—petition from Nellikal Edom Kunju Achen of Vatcancheri amshom of

i ’ : - Pélghat taluk, dated 29th July 1890, appealing against the decision of the

: . Boundary Commission for. demarcating the boundary between Cochin and
Malabar in cases Nos. 71 (@), 71 () and 71 (¢). ' -

Ordér;;dated 4th September 1890, Mis. No. 5418, Revenue. . .
The petition will be referred to the Collector of Malabar for report.

2. The petitioner, Nellikal Edom Kunju Achen, appeals against the decisions
of the Cochin-P4lghat Boundary Commission iu cases 71 (a). (6) and (c). These.
were dealt with in paragraph 7 of Government Order, ‘dated Ist July 1890, No. 619,

this Government, cannot, now be revised. The

* petitioner is of eourse wrong in declaring that the Commissioners had no power to
~ make over the tract belonging to him, which is affected by the above decisions, to the
Cochin Sirkar in defiance of his private interests. The settlement of the boundary
line between two States is an act of State. It does not affect the possession of
enjoyment of private property, but it may, and it often does, alter the status of persons
_residing on the frontier. In the present instance the petitioner alleges "that by the
" transfer of his forest land to Cochin his jadmam rights therein will be forfeited and

prove that the said lands should properly be - -

* included in" British territory. Under paragraph 8 ‘of Government Order; " dated 1st
. July 1890, No. 510, an endorsement has already been sent to the petitioner, inform-

ing him that the question of ownership is one for decision by a Civil Court and that
. the Commissioners’ findings do not ‘affect the rights of individuals.” - '

3. The petitioner bases his claim on Ward and Conner’s map and on a certain
boundary roll. .11is statement of 9th May 1888 gives full particulars of the case.
"Phis doecument was before the Commissioners when they passed their decision in
April 1889, but the various arguments are not specifically dealt with. The Collector

- will now report fully upon. the petitioner’s claims, and should obtain and “submit for.
the information of Government the boundary roll alluded to by the petitioner. The
Collector should also submit Mr. Robinson’s letter of 9th October 1848, referred to in

“his report of 2nd July 1850, the maps illustrative of Mr. Vaughan’s settlement, and
any other papers dealing.with the case. It is not competent for the Government to’

which has been finally, settled by the order of

‘spid lands being duly recognised.

July last, but in the event of good “cause being shown to suppose that petitioner’s’, '

land should properly bave been included
preparcd to address the Cochin Sirkar in

.. Para. 1 to Detitioner. ‘ I
T the Collstor of iolubar (through the Doard—Land Revenuo). with
» . ) .

(True Extract.) .

in British territory, the Government will be

view to the petitioner’s janmam rights to the' -

»

C. A. GALTON,-
Secretary to Government.-

. (Sigued).

y .

petition and enclosures to be returned.-

- .
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».

Reference on the above, dated 13th September 1890,
‘ Forwarded.

- '.:- - M > ‘
Read —Official Memorandum, dated 29th June 1891 -
Aswstracr.—Requesting early reply to Order No. 5448, dated 4th September 1890, referring,

N aad

s No. 190,‘ ﬁevenue. " .

for yeport, to the Collector of Malabar petition from Nellikal Kdom Kunju Achen regarding &

*

S — w— -

Reference on the above, dated 8th J uly 1891, . :

=For§varded to the_Collector of Malabar in continuation of this office Referencé,

dated 2nd June 1891 on Petitions No. 1705 of

ou Petition No. 4592 of 1890. 1Ileis

report called for by Government in its
Revenue.

1891 and 18th September 1890

requested to expedite the submission of the

*

e— —— >

Order, dated 4th September 1890, No. 5448,-

Reap—Official Memorandum, dated 21st November 1891, No. 247, Revenue.

. | Asstract.—Requesting an early reply to Order No. 6448, dated 4th September 1890,

referring to the Collector of Malabar for report petition from Nellikal Edom Kunju' Achen

regarding a bouundary dispute.

in its Order, dated 4th September 1890,

.

Reference on the above, dated 1st Decemger 1891.

Forwarded to the Collector of Malabar in continuation of the Board’s Reference,
dated 13th September 1890 on Petition” No. 4592

reminders, dated 2nd June and 8th July 1891 on Petiti
IIe is requested to submit, without further dela

.

of that year and its subsequent
ons Nos. 1705 and 2191 of 1891.
¥s the report called for by Government

Mis, No. 5448, Revenue.

S e s

' Reap—the following letter from W. DUMERGUE, Tsq,

to the Secretary to the Commissioners of Land
“January 1892, No. 22.P, Ind.: —.

With reference to Board’s’ Reference
Register No. 4692, of 1890, I have the h

petition, dated 29th July 1890, from Nellikal Bdom Kunju Achen appealing against .

the decision of the Boundary Commi

onour to subm

y Acting bol]eotor of ,Malabar,

Revenue, dated Calicut, 11th -

» dated 13th September 1890, on Petition,
it the following report on the -

mmission for demarcating the boundary betwecn

Cochin and Malabar in cases Nog, 71 (a),

according to the enclosed list, hear
illustrative of Mr, Vaughan’s get
(9th) 3rd October 1848, will be found

2. The matter is beset with ¢o
of claimus was submitted to the Qo

Boundary Roll, dated 876 M.E,—1701 ?;n,lon

I have hitherto failed in obtaining a trans]

ing on the question.
tlemen

D.., 18 written
ation of it, - ,

. ing statement was apparently furnished og behylf of

nature of the real questions ‘at issue ig not

- complications have been introduced 1
" disputes. Deyond the remark that ¢
- of three separate ones, » no explanation

- is forthcoming. On. the other hand

given in the decision of the Commission
Roll of 1828 and the reports of Messrs,
be_hereafter nioticed, show that the dis
reality one and the same dispute, and re

71(3) and 71 (¢), together with the records, ‘
. The map, which is apparently .

t, aud a copy of Mr. Robinson’s letter, date’d
g the records, butthe Nellikal Edom’s

in Vattezhutu character. and

nside.rable_ difficulty because, although a statement’
mmissioners by the Britig]

» cluimant, no correspond-
Cochin, Ilende the precise

Jcasilysdiscernible.. In the next place

t.he division of the dispute into three SCPamte

Vaughan, Shefs
putes separated
late to one anq t

marked as one dispute, consists

of the course adopted by the Commissioners’
.o such distinction js made in-the Nellikal
of various points in the boundary

ors compared with the names in the Boundary -

eld and Robinson, which will

by the Commissioners arc 18,

he same tract of country.

e =

- a8 T could learn, visi

i

3 . . |
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3. This tract is known as the Kallianikara hills which, according to paragraphs 10

to 13 of Mr. (afterwards Sir William) Robinson’s report, dated 3rd October 1848,

i ' , ’s country at
‘onsi « comprising the most eastward valley of the Company’s count
:ﬁgsi}sgtogfstplﬁ)r:e (z'(.::z).r,nlihle l?-ilghat) hills abutting on the Cochin Sirkars district of

Menara,

’ i rt o -d relatine to this tract and any dispute in connection -
T 4..TY liest report on record relating tot 2 any
therewith ](iaseztllrlel one Pfurnished by Mr. Vaughan, TFirst Assistant to the Collector of .

i i 18 issl for determiniug the
M been appointed in August 1816 Commissioner inio,
I\I:}:{))Z::Cvggtfinhzgunfﬁry fr? conjunction with the Commissioner of theT Co(‘zhut) Srl:;t;;
Captain Arthur of the Engineers, and then emploged by Cochin and Travancore,

. i : nd: he result of. his investigation -
.the s deputed to survey-the toundury. Ast _ :
Ila\?r'h%?ur?rg;m:ta;%uis paragraphy 6 of his letter to the Collector, da'te(%1 _ QGt&eAEVI;; :
1816, that © the ‘overpowering evidelzc'e axi% dpc&gfiso(f)nt htgleK(aJl(;ica I:?kasra i
egai lly st in this instance (i.., the instance of , |
Ig;lrlt? i}?;?ef]gres irggﬁced. to propose a totul relinquishment on our part  to these

hills, After having heard every thing advanced by both parties 1 was clearly of

opinion that we bad mno claims on the Lills it question, and on referring to Captain

i n
Watson’s reports on the forests of. this pait of the country Iam _conf(iﬁme(i1 (11nt 1111;{ 8};;1;211
of the justice of the claims of the Cochin Government. I need hardly ath e tation
Watson is the gentleman first appointed Conservator of the Forests on the
of.them by the Ilonorable Company. “’
dated 28th May 1807, is herewith sc_nt.’ ‘
The extract alluded to is as follows :— _ . ) ey m 0
» «The map will ghow that the Konkote stream is the'most westerly of :13}50 ;E?:e%gioecochiri
the Tippey and flow through the territory of the Cvmpany, the others tubing kl fc'om B estemn
Proper, whonce the 'limber Farmer has been in the habit of purchasing tcaf 1 m
forests named Mail Kande], for which he has paid kuty kanom at five veray fanams. :

Unfortunately, as subsequently regmarked }E)y_Mx;l. il?\IacGtx}'fgﬁx:,s?gey::Ii) ﬁ.%):xgrcl:)ie
this decision. But in 1870 Mr. MacGregor obtained from the Rest
and Cochin the map said to be illustrative of Mr. Vaughan's (1@(;15101‘1.(1 and hqd a copy
made of it. The map now submitted is apparently the copy thus made. i
* 5 In his letter, dated 9th October 1816,"t‘hclai Collector, MC;-. })Va[&el?{a?gpggzbur
Mr Vaughan’s proposal and recommended that ¢the survey made by Arth
. issioners be : t as defining the
unde ircction of the Commissioners be confirmed by Governmen inin
terrieti):i};(i ‘tzﬁillg?i:s between the two States wheré they unite in the district Vof

‘Pélghateherry,” but o orders were, for the time, passed on the subject. . -

6. Eleven years later, on the 20th November 1827, the Board asked the Collector

: i ns f ‘the Commissioners’;report and -
to i ad been ddne in cousequence ol the 107 ory
'Wh:ilﬁ?rt 'the‘::aits l:;g’bquestion at present regarding it.”  On this the Collector,

Mr. Shefficld. made the following representation’in’ paragraphs 6 aud 7 of his letter,
: y AR » ' -
dated 7th February 1831 :— '

. : ; . . . C.y " n
¢ > f the Nall deshom or Chittore district aforesaid, as we
as th‘ 1;6'i“’}11th XGEI})ECt t:nt}ll escg?tl;ﬁ?\i;{ 2ides of the Temalpuram taluk, the Cochin aut}mliltlfs
h a,-o the southern ¢ been carrying on the most barefaced encroaehznents a.nd_partwuva‘n y
il;L :ﬁ’e \?itsi‘:ﬁlto; %ftla"z({:;;k’anjéry in the tracts imme(é}ilate}yhltl?%er the %hat,’mountams of -whieil
3 Natl: 4 : N Len are the rightiul proprietors. ..
the l\‘elhka- kidathil Achen nn‘(‘i-hlgoz;zlg?nA:h; yoar 1815 to settle that boundary dispute never,
oould 1 Commtlg(sll ﬁi’:pots in question and their opinion, as expressed in their respective
Teports regarding the claim hat the information which they had obtained regarding
the Loy itisfactory and ot :n;grsi‘xnog?s N sziLng of this part of the claim Captain Blacker assigns to
:ﬁg I\?Q?}I}Eesn‘gazﬁf t‘&cfhr:;ct'},e Pootandy malieh, & mountainous tract which the chieftain neyver
“iNOlIK g~ thda . !
laid olaim to and which is pow and alway S . bout two miles to the
- . : cther hilly tract, but situated about two miles t¢
3;:1 r't‘ “d h? ri‘usilgr(llsv taomihkenf)tl"tll %?mtlll;eanmme of* Calanikara mallah which :{Je 90(;]11;1“?;‘11‘;;?
Sstwar otand, i 8l1ee 1 " ey acknowiedge,
affirma wa: ne:.v)g»r claimed nor taken possession of b,y, them since ?t.beluflgs, as : ey

exclusively to the aforesaid Nellika:Edathil Achen.™

. . . . oint beeunse 3 . Sheffield having (¢¢ €
7. This is, T submit, 8 very important point, becuuse Mr. Sheffie g

ast himself in 1827, was not likely to have

\ ..

Paragraph 10 of his Jetter) visited ;he tr

«
L J

» & # = Ap gxtract from his report

Jaim td what is called by the Cochin people the Oolipars mali, is by no

s was in the possession of the Cochin Sirkar, whilst -

R I T U,
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[N W PR M= T



- the line of the Vcllatty hills anq &
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T o
been mistaken in reporting that Cochin .then questioned the correctness of the ‘verjr
. map—*“ known ag Captain Arthur’s, which is alleged to have been prepared speciall y

" r——

to illustrate the decisions of the Commissioners of 1815 »—op which the claim of the

; A s In this connection, the extract from Captain’ Watson’s -
- Teport, dated 25¢h May 1807, which was relied on by Mr. Vaughan must be tuken -

Sirkar was baged in 1889,

nto consideration, Jiyep if the extract referred, beyond go, bt, to the tract inr dispute,
1t 1s difficalt to understang its bearing on the question of ownership, but in a pencil
note,.a.pparently made by My, Sheffield, it is pointed ont that the Konkote stream
mentioned' in the extrt has no conpection with the Kallianikara hills.  These are
said to be draineq by the Olipara tode and the Kallianjkura river, and this statement

"*The reference, gt} October 1818, in tixe letter

! ipti " 'Y i i3
*'of 20d Jualy 1850, o orvor, _ Son's description of the country in hf

report, dated * 8rd October 1848,

8. Another impox:tant point in Mr. Sheffield’s report is the sketeh of the disputed
locality which he furnisheq With it. The explanation of that sketch, together with an
taccoun'tboii the state of matters at the time given in paragraphs 8, 9 and .10, is here

ranseribed ; — o ' : ..

*8.. T beg leave to submit with this u(ﬂl 088 & rouph k teh of the tract in qfe te between
the Nellika-h’dathﬂ Achen and the Corhi s.r_ss 3t star el 0 extont of ispu

,

I Sirkar and to state that the extent of country claimed °

y the former ag far 8% & pagoda situated op the north side of the Olipara tode, whicly is
dedicated to. the goddess _Buggavnthy and is sti]] kept up at the Achen’s expense, is distine

guished in it with a blue line whilst the boundary line- ag admitted by Cochip 35 marked with a

red one which, as your Board will, perceive, is drawn along 1he said Olipara tode, a mountain-

stream which dpscends from the Vellatty mountain gng . aftor joining the Vundu)‘ rivulet falls
juto the Pouéni river in the Pélghat valley, : T T

- o 9. Now from {}e statement of the Cohin people it is clear that the country on the
loft bank of the Olipara tode Lelongs to the Nellika- fdathil Achen gand it has, moreover, been
admuted‘ by rolfm.thut the Vulia ang Cherria Vellatty mullals, two mountains in which this
strea{n ta.kee 1ts rise, are with'n the ('3ompany’s territory, but nevertheless the servants of the
:réme acts of violence and aggression in order to obtuin posses~
Y cutor growing upon hoth the saig Vellatty mountains, »

“10. To these I wag myself an eye witness, for oD procceding in November 1827 to this

AJah’s servants whe it i8 said dispossessed the renters’
rought to assist them in thejp work and

and several‘othoey oceasions they g Cochin country wi@re_ they were confined and or} this
- 5 the S80N ) ika-E 1 y 3 .

quantities of valughlg boak timbeyr \ »wPossessed the Nellika Edathil Achen angd h1§ people of large

t.g 0 Mr. Sbefﬁe‘]d_ Proceeded ¢, recommend with g view to briﬁging the dispute to

?hsgalrsaggigzy ]tsrg;mta}ttm; thatd()aptain Ward should be appointed Commissioner H bu;
o 1€ L'roceedings. 4. 2 ¢

Jesision 5158 183L, the Toard gone g, oited 18th July 1831  enclosed oy 1ts letter date

. iered that ¢ it would not be proper to set aside the
decision formerly Passed withoyt fuller jnquir : lusiy i its

ihicorrectness, 7 oy} Govermme: uller Bquiry and ‘more conclusiye evidence of i
1831, agreed with the Boarq,

tsand the oy (rANSPired until 1843 when serioug dx'sputc}il
Jects and the subjects of the Cochin Sirkar in connection with

the unsettled boundary i the nejo : Callianik InSO;

Tead Assistant Collecton, proceedbhbourhq()d of Kallianikara and My, Robinson, then
%Ofg?lﬁamf{ plf.Foresgs, C‘?Chin- In Paragraphs 9 to 16 of his report, dated 8rd October
Ao ;; 1% lnrzlongescnbed t!’e Physical featureg of the tract and it appears from
pardgraphs 1 tonit ? that the ling o boundury assigned by the Government maps to
the Company’s | erritories ncluded « both west and cast(of the Olipara 'téde) bank with
, . R PUrs as far ag the junction of the Vengavan spur, the
west f.ﬂci ththl,i,spur ﬁwth the varioyg billy offsefy 2bove the Olipara rock and below
tﬁut fock the Tengac oy fats, go, included between the Olipara tode und the

. .

L ]
.
L

recejves corroboration from Mr, Robin-

tin Extract Minutes of Consultation, dated 9th August -

ed to the spot in company with Mr. Kohlhoff, the -

N e ——

v la
- Blorerg i 1816 and the 1 rigonometric
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Boaxp oF Revenve (Laxo Revenue), 1918 Drcemsre 1892,

y, it will be observed, supports the |

Mmuttath code.” This description of the boundar
account given by Mri:;‘i)ﬁizlgé a map produced by the Cochin Cg):riil;"zgr g{‘jﬁgg;(lt’:
« 1. In Pa\mg}:ﬂp’s map ” is discussed, and Mr. -R?‘b o enceeaillgly rough and
as .Cap tain Ifrt ‘I" araI()rraPh 91 he states t'hat 167 1s in exunfr may be safely
OPinlon  thereof. ndat ot in regard to this part of the co casurement,” and in
';m;;}fe‘;r;za ?igtglneerizuu of o single scientific Ofﬁgt;ﬁggg cgirélslf;ondence of the time
o . 1 8 e i
Paragraph 20 that 1;‘ it bex?:zrggnstx%?a:g;e;x?ggeasouthern _bou(ri]del;rzl ez;tl::er %:r:(?(lili)t’i:;
2u:¥ii%hatto§l(() ;Il:;e };!t.r(iqg searce be considered a C(z{neléls‘;}zg e‘:du of pa.lragraph 21 and
b theseyremarks Ca,ptain Arthur himselft li:) fqt;(‘\‘zlt;] :urvey but that “the SOUH;%;
proves that the.map Wafs goz;?iier?;uformation and dGSCTiPﬁve- dogzme;gsg:gg 122
nund‘aryv was lag dow?m:)t ”  Then Mr. Robinson ?;ffer %lom(;é rulp;s down “the
}?attﬁgco(;g?g :vnto tﬁze::-(-allea' “ Captain Arthur’s map hﬂ;‘,% tl?:fl;lif ﬂ)l'is were really the
eep valley of the Olipara tode, ” points out in para{;r«t-fe Oiipa:ra tode—in other words
(,ugdary ythe land already described as lying easstlo field, was admitted by Cochin to
land whic’h ac‘cording to the testimony of Mr. | )(? t éochin. This transfer yvould
belong to the Nellikal Edom—would be transferre % nticated map in opposition to
t ereére be made solely on the strength of an ?I};a)ut dZte and a reference lo these
8uthoritative Government maps prepared at ab g Lnrdcr di’SP“te' ‘ \
Maps will show that the land was considered to te ’l\l[r Robinson observes thﬂt : tig)i
9 arae 27 of the same report, Mr. i tc) to merchants
N e]h‘llcgi lggorgq;?sor?x{;cl:lludes these hills in their contrac;n}:g gggg (fn ) paragraph l?‘ are
elling wood within their boundaries,” and the Stut%r‘r‘ son recorded the fact that ¢ the
eserving of special eonsideration. Therein Mr. H(}’\'lnlklikal Edom family, and these
Beighbouringe Lills are the janmi property of the th;ave ever contended for. The
outlines arebcoincident with the boundaries the‘y i correspond.” |
Surveys of the Government forests when under amani 420d July 1850, Mr. Robinson,
L3. On the other hand in a subsequent report, <,1’a te ::gered that the Ohpara tode
aftop “i‘urther examination and fuller experience, .coualf the Nellikal Edom anq of -
should be re,‘.,'ani(;d as the boundary. Theorl\'z;ll ff lm?‘lél‘?le Cochin Government ilaltrlr;:
Rt & SR it
e Ulipara tode nul]zag ztig et ’?Iut'm tod» pullah,” and in paragraph 3 Mr.
¢era spur an SR

itish claim to the
nga v ‘ il 1516, that the RBritish ¢ be
Inion expressed n his letter, dated 26th Apri ’ inion and the groun
015121?: ;lg)s:‘xﬁ: ghloz]gx;:i;te;ilv abandoned is quoted. That opinion a

i although
i d 8 of this letter, anfl 3
ave s § iscussed in paragraphs & an . 9 let o forme
<I»r xt h|1}e already b ep' d}sctllgg‘(‘) it ig quite opposed to’ ’h}s earheg ;?h%;?s o limor
inr‘ g:g”lsorz‘iﬁopted 1;).:10{ the Government forests” and to : |
on © surv . N
delibemt’e]f recorded by Mr. Shefficld in 1831, 1d '[,1 intine ot that the tract
1 himself followed Mr. Shefﬁ.e din p R b?less e
wit overa I{Oblgsoon]g;r:h I g e maman l\g:)lrebver Mr. Robinson
th regang 1 g 1 ities  dispute and their names. ' T, Mr. Jlobinson
W]th. regard to the locu%ltlistg;’ (izztg;sxxz)gw under reference that iiqsthxft Er:]t;tsdhz; oo
?n l;nl‘ucd " puragmphdd i‘:l 1819) the tract 1s shown tohbe re 'u}afion of that identical
. (; ricq) map ( P“‘P“r‘;‘ 4 that the surveyors engaged ot le-prell);eino the better one,”
TSument in paragraph ! : obability of the Cuchin claim ! ?he e ommendation
I'ImP J8cquiesced ““in t ° I:-l;ction with it. Altogether therﬁ ox(‘e)aﬁ e ode™ by the
Certainly does not carryf“}):ij‘; letter that “advances across }tl ed eds}i)on » tode? by (he
Made ip paragraph 6 (\) -ﬁed was founded e_xclusuvely on 31‘ lf oo 35 proved, and
Achen should net be permi Limap of 1519, The d

. RN lat-ter in “’hic
by Cochin to be imperfect and mcoz'rect, ﬁ:;;lv:thev ! .
L R 7 ; . " cone N .
tlfj tr(:rLcI: ?qndgli::l:itifxitljy shown as disputed, 18 aflt:f;tgil; nslhef‘ﬁeld was right in oogslf]f;;
8 . 0 . ~
15. Moresver, there is very strong pr?xissioners of 1815 to be wrong au

. . . ‘ol A . the Goveru-
M, iy decision arri ved at vy th,ic}(;to The proof will be found first in

Mr Robinson? first opinion wes co .

. son’s first of

' -A.D. wherein
- I'MDL'-—' 1806 A )
]“(xut I’“i")ash a(.(_;”un!B Of ”74'}[. l‘;""l [} 99 A.D. &nd 98 3

o [y N
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Kallianikara nilam is shown as part of British territory and in the paimash account
of 1019-)1.1*).-—-]84_0 A.D. wh(grein the Ku.llianikaray forests are pentorcd as the
Janmam of the Nellikal Edom. This is in the next place corroborated by the accom-
panying extract from the Forest Conservator's diary for 1822, pages 33'to 4G. 1he
:krlxtn.es therein relate to timber folled in the Olipara forest which is described as

© Janmam property of the Nellikal-Edathil Achen. One passage contains a list of
logs elled by one Omar koott I
nullah.”  The map prepare
the extract from Cuptain

d by Mr. Sieftield, will be found to correspond with
and therein Olipara m

. ala is shown to be on the eust of the Olipara tode. It is
;éi‘el:t;he]:efﬂre tg at, according to the Forest accounfs majintained xghile the Malabar
(\xté d gire }11111 er the management of Government, the Nellikal kdom boundary
o 1325 ‘Odt e east bey"ond the Olipara tode. And lastly the boundary roll prep'ax:ed
” : > and recorded in-the Collector's office includes the tract as part of British
erritory and the private Janmam of the Nellikal Edom. A translation of this bound-

ary roll, so far as it relates to the di i N ‘¢ will be seen that the
Muttath tode is named as o o the dispute, is annexed, and it will be sedn

: e of the boundaries. Muttath tode is shown in Ward and
(nn?nr’s };nap as -‘M_uttath Polay ” east of the Olipara tode and again therefore it
appears that the Nellikal Edow’s boundary extended beyond the Olipara tode.

1. But the recommendati : the
\ ) tion made by Mr. Robinson and supported by
Cullcctoxj and the Board was accepted by Government in Extracts Minutes of Consult-

ation, * dated |1th September 18_50.‘W.h‘zrf,’

it was ordered that the ¢ Nair Chuel™

should be prohibited in express terms
. . from entering upon * the tract n question
chin territory.” Subsequently it was brought to the notﬁ:c
ward of the ‘Commissioners of 1815 had not becn forma’y
Minutes of Consultation, dated 26th February 1853, Gover{)l'
iecision of the Commissioners and directed that it should )90
:Vhen this decision was passed, the paimashsi‘l)('gcomilt.sdf fpif\(m(i
orest uecount ) : of 1828, waiclh Prove
that the Kallianikara hills belonggfl %: fl?ealg gllg}lliltggg:ialszez'zlilot brought to the notice
of the Board and Government, and the admission mad:, to the same ' effect by Cochin
and recorded by Mr, Sheffield in 1831 was lost sight of. ILlence there appears to be
little doubt that the Nellikal Edom inadvertenﬂ; suffored great injustice 1t being
deprived-of lands and forests to which it was lawfully entitled.

. 17. Apart from this question th ; dorded by the decision was only
temporary, because in St‘pte(rlnber (1,12;69 :, cr:lllli(;t;onato(())ll'c ;laceybetween the depcndants of
the Nellikal Kdom Achen ang some

; ‘octs. The Resident forwarded the
Dewan’s complaint of trespass with g l(z;(t)t(:eti'ln¢1~18tl:zl:1](](i.}tsh October 1869, and Mr.,Bu%tclf(i
the Head Assistant Collector, was directed t(‘) investigate the matter. IIe njsp;nr;ts
on the 20th November 1869 that the f)(;chin subjects themselves were %he. iy tIZ)de
because they had committed ucts of yearession on the s side of the O;)pd\:;n ¥
and had therefore trespassed upon British territory. Thereupon t}'l?d (é’s letter
Cochin in a letter, dated 29th January 1870, forwarded with the R(ifcltctl}]le Olipal'i;
dated 1st February 1870, asserted for the first time in the controversy tha lispute was
tode which formed the boundary hetween the two States at thg place (13111 ﬁence ho
the more westerly of the two streamlets which meet at the thmv.a ﬁ?n t'erritory ‘
contended that the tract in which the collision had occurred was Cocht ’

: 1 « ipt to
18, The Dewan’s letter was referred to Mr. Buick who wrote 111 the postserip
his letter, dated 14th February 1870, as follows:—

¢
oo ' lipara rock, and
“The boundary at this place is admitted to be the Olipara tode m;,(riu 1‘33‘; (:e‘fI;"; 4 to in my
a8 far up as the rock there is no dispute. ITere we find the two stre

* Communicated with ext

ract f )
Procecdings, dated 1 rom the Board’s

Vth September 1850,

as forming part of the Co
of Government that the g
ratified, and in Extract
ment confirmed the ¢
rigidly acted upon.

important one of the
» previous lefter. 'I'he more eastorly stronm, which appears to be the more 1mP

' orities assure
two, flows orer the rock ; the more westerly falls in at its base. 'l 1!" ﬁl%sotr:lerag?ildglces to the
me thy lund between them belongs to Warrakancherry, a.nd’I thin heoorrectn-ﬂss of which,
contiary must be shown than a mere reference to Usptain Arthur’s map, t ‘f bolieve by an official
where the Warrakancherry frontier is concerned, bus never been admitted M ‘

in M;luhar,”

i “in the forests of Nellikal-Edathil Achen, Olipara

Arthur’s map obtained by the Collector from Cochinin 1870
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‘ Miatrl istrate,
. , o ent by the District Magls
: ick’ rt was submitted to Governm - ted with Govern-
Mr \11?10(“\ II': : (Emvsc*?tli }l:f ;etter, dated lﬁlt\h Se%tfm}):?iitliizp ’ arllg plfaragraph 9 '(ciheygof
o WAC X g ] \g ni‘ 1cal. : . s
' ' ber 1870, N0. 9575 he Olipara tode divide
ment Order, dated 15th Oct? er ’. tod on all hands that the Olip "
) it is admitted on west of the stream.
Mr. MacGregor stated that 1 : Iving east and the latter ] ' )
: iti the former 1y10g ©4 Gregor in paragraph 4
Cochin from British territcryy hen in question, Mr. MacGreg aragl
iscussing the facts of the case ther h of the Olipara roqk is un )
Ii)\jitr?trsd;;?tsliﬂothe boundary upstream to the Btol‘;tt Alr. Robinson in his report states

g s observes ) s describes
the stream dividing into tWo, andcochin was the Olipara tode which be ver the

‘he in its course O
lley and passing 1n 1 :
?l'vaofg gpecific names to bear the genelrla}s
" 21 Mr. MacGregor states h1

as ¢ the mountain torrent which" d{amls ta};
Oiipara rock seems with the other loca o araph ates bis
llation of Olipara tode.” Then 1 P T irvey or.map was app t
2{;?({02 1in the following terms=— unfortunz‘t%ytnas Mr. Robinson inspected the SpO
m Lo ndar u n - ., to the more
o ?({‘vcrnfrtxﬁntthorgiz}(}{zfg?égl:at):: his gc:ﬁnition which clearly points
carefully wi e i

: linquishment by
casterly stream should, I think, be 'accepted, especlally as the retnd
ster ’

rt.”’ )
Government of their claios W8S bzsed Otlll hl;}:igg of Revenue for opimox:. as a:i% nﬂ:;
red to the ; h ; in anticlp .

20. Thef m(;x tt'i-rn“f? ex:;'fﬁl ‘;neasures for defining %e 22‘,:31%;? tlo Malabar, and i
:ﬁxpe(h: Lot %f fl?elo De;aftions of the Revenu® Suwe%ziegche Board stated its belief
it elgx ens(;(.m"(; datec{) 14th December 1870, No. 7 Ttificial demarcation 18 neces-
}‘sh :otclr;e fl - tier is well defined paturally so that no i':horit.ies a seeming opportunity

that the fron ‘be inexpedient to give the Cochin au lod.” and that “ at the spot
s'aéry o t?o‘x?s \ghich have long since becn Se(tit eth’e eastern branch of the
(\)vlfei-c;) p?llll(‘ancglis%‘lll(:ci 1referred to in these papers 'occurre ’ ‘

; : - nably the boundary.” . eady have attracted
Ollpara tofe 1s unqu?Stwfn zE"l:)():hin to advance its froptlcr m“dst ;};ﬁg&;‘: to which
el T.he tﬁndencyrfs olf Messrs. Sheflield, quln?log axihe Powan’s letter of tl}e
atiention In the l”epole and a clear prov is .f“.rmSh? t S; ass by British subjects 10
xi(jlfte}:eélcethasl)beelr‘S?I{N in which, after complaining O treiD
eptember ) !

d in paragrap
Oli Karadi Kunnu Vellattimala and other places, he asserted in parag
Jlipara Karadi Kunnu,

"hi ) the west of the
ich i he range of hills lymg ,to ,
that the Sirkar believed (‘arrimpara, which u; 122 v»{ne re gaptain g b p to £ o b

: 8 report
Olipara tode, and not to the Olipara tode 2 be made on the strength of the T¢h

: jon 1 d to . : half in 1815. The

real boundary. This asserfion 18 said sinted on its beha e

f\ex?'nisﬁ:él tzrtyhe Sirkar by thel(;ommﬁ;“t"lﬁzrigjpezﬁon was never raised between 1810
ain W

in order
‘ i er, exp ipara tode as the boundary in ©
331:? ixgr)gxda:gt;hl(l)%\:}e;he, pow offered to accept Qll&?;e din paragraph 4 that it must
3 u, "

ty, he main
to avoid further disputes and uncertain yh  the stream.

_be the western and not the eastert brimCIOrder, dated 29th September 1871, No. 307,

ly inits er, aatts y ino final adjust-
Pality e Subse(}zﬁ?;gy(’f timber in the dlspute-d}il;‘llf: gﬁgfé?é’ Proceedings,
Political, probibited further } boing communicated with the b3 of his
ment of the dispute. On this 01‘{19" 35° Mr. Buick remarked in paragrap

H binson
dated 18th October 1871, Mis. No- 30 ' bis lotter, dated st July 1850, Mr. Robins

6y dary .
letter, dated 9th November 1871, tzlactlairlxl\; the Olipara tode mullab a8 the boundary

i ate 11th Sep-
writes i the Cochin Goyemnt)errtl‘ that the orders of _Governmellll:’h:tn gﬁ:ydthen claimed,
stream” and it was on this rclep wishing to the Cochln'statfi a derstood to be bounded

‘tember 1850, were passed re m%d the Qovernment evident y? . determination is what

and which both M;' }}Obﬁf Olﬁiiuk adds that the question Ior

by the Olipara tode.™ 1% . oninion

' isytlfe e()%}u?ra tode” and reiterates his OpHEE Al
llikal-Edathil Achen

streamlets, : .t have been made hy the Ne e ade

laints hav R laint 'was m
23. Since then seveflf:,l O andin Uctober 1878 & cf",“n-t,fr\fﬂl;mmpor‘te 3 n the
of trespass by Coehin Olrll t;swhom the matter was reforred for IQUILY lusion ab
by Cochin,™ Mr. Sewe

¢ “the boundary and the cono e
od poct o ; ‘it is prove
23th TFebruary 1879 ‘th?galiﬁ ;l::‘:gap 13 of his letter, was thatt1 thta surseyors who
which he arrived, as st2

the easternmost {)rong 0

: :  \ara Tiver along whic ]
f the fork s the O their boundary and it conseqt
drew up the ficld-boo

k of the survey. map Tam,

s
i

that it is the more casterly of the two |

ently

Moo

y,

b i o i i s e e L
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follows thgt this is the bouqdary fixed by the Joint Commissioners in 1815.” In
October 1883 another complaint was made by the Achen and in reporting thereon in
his letter dated 23rd November 1883, Mr. Brodie, the Head Assistant Collector, was
astonished to find Cochin again attempting to shift the boundary. In paragraph 3
of his letter he asks: ¢ Can they (the Cochin prople) have the impudence to assert
that the small stream called Cleria Akkadi Kunnu tode by the Ldom’s people is
their Olipara tode and boundary ?” and is of opinion that ¢ surcly, as every M alabar
officer has maintained it, is enough for them to assert that that strcam is Olipara tode
which flows round the base of Olipara rock and not the stream of more than double
the volume’ that flows over the rock itself.” Cochin’s reply given in paragraph 2 of
the Dewan’s leiter, dated 28th December 1683, was that ¢ the disputed tract is not
confined to the Olipara tode but extends to Carimpara thund.”  The consequence of
this correspondence was that Government in its Order, No. 310, dated 7th March 1884,
Revenue, approved of the Collector’s proposal for the appointment of Comimis-
sioners for the settlement of the boundary. . Commissionsrs were duly appointed and
their final decision on this caso was passed on the 17th April 1889, fixing a boundary
line which was not in accordance with the contention of either party, but was said to
be drawn for the most part on the * give-and-take ” principle. In-arriving at that
decision the Commissioners appear t~ have entirely ignored the previous correspondenco
on the subject and to have neglected all examination of the evidence which was
expressly referred to in the British claimant’s written statement of claim. No evidence
on the side of Cochin appears to have been adduced, and with regard to the Glipara
tode Cochin based its claim solely on C'aptain Arthur's map. It has already been
noticed that according to this map the Olipara tode is the boundary and the fact that
this map was in the end taken as the foundation of Cochin claim proves that Cochin’s
recent pretensions to the tract west of the Olipara tode as far as Carimpara thund were,
in the language used many years ago, an attempt at barcfaced encroachm?nt.

24. It will now be seen that the history of the case rosolves itsclf into two periods.
The first ranges from 1815 to 1¥53 and the dispute then extended to the whole of the
tract known.by the name of the Kallianikara hills. - This tract was shown in the Gov-
ernment Palmash account of 974-M.K.—1799 A.D., 931-M.KE—1806 A.D. and
10!5,"“°L"—1840 A.D, in the Government Forest accounts of 1822 and in the
Boundary Roll of 1828, as well as by the admissions of Cochin as recorded by
Mr. Sheffield in 1831, to belong to the Nellikal Edom Achen. But the evidence thug
availuble does not appear to have been examined and the recommendation made by
Mr. Robinson in 1850 that the Olipara tode should be regarded as the boundary
was based sclely on the old deeision of 1815 and an upauthenticated map. Effect
being given to this recommendation by the order of Government in 1853, the Nellikal
Ldom Achen was deprived of a tract of country which was handed over "to Cochin
although Cochin had disclaimed ownership and possession.

. 1828?’. The secong period runs from 1853 to 1889 when the Commissioners appoinfed
11; 8 5) pr(()inolunce their final decision, The decision of the earlier Commissioncrs
(éochir; n?)‘tl ontlm ﬁ“?l’. which had been prepared to illustrate it had been repudiated by
o oo y;(hee I;ne the Government Order of 1853 was passed, but even so recently
B s et o far o gwa.n sought to p}xsh the froutier line across the Olipara tode to
e 815 and lact}xl-lmbara. « Cochin had, therefore, refused to be bound by the
itieh daimant anf he' Government Order of 18)3. Hence, as prayed for by the
on both sides | f’th"res Inquiry was necessary and justice demanded that the evidence

M ored th :Sﬂ‘]) Oedcase should be carefully weighed unless the Commissioners con
.S:: g:x?l : at the t}f er of 1803 was final. But it is evident that they did not consides
1ake ‘iiuto i‘(};‘ﬁzer :.y hz;.lve not adhered to it. Neither on tho other “hand did they
ko theirr a :pn t ehgvxdencq relied upon by the British claimant and distinctly

foraing 10 notice while Cochin was apparently absolvéd from the necessity of
1]'98 flrni‘f %anyhewdence.at all except Captain Arthur's map. Cobsidering that ir
C 1" rd ,,"“tll% 91;“, mentioned ¢ the overpowering evidence and documents on the

ochin side, tho ailure of .Cochin to produce any evidence on this occasion is not
1,‘333 remarklableihan the atteinpts which it has so often made to shift the boundary
from one place to anothf\r. It was shown in 1831 that the truct now in question was

-
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. not in reality dealt with by the Commissioners in 1815, . Hence the evidence and
“ decumeénts mentioned by Mr. Vaughan must have related to some other tract or would -

none,is available.. In any case there cannot be any dpubt that the lidé of boundary
adopted by the Commissioners in 1839 was purely grbxtrary.' .- e e
. 26. Unfortunatd;; this line which has been acgepted by the British and the .
Cochin Goverrtment is not only arbitrary but 1s at the same time so indefinite that the :
decision arrived at ig by no ‘meaus a final settlenicat of the bound:ry, at any rate so .
far as the Olipara tode is concerned. - The line 1s stated to be Ward and Connor’s line
¢ from the Olipara rock,” but the Cpmmissioners” failed to denote the subsequent
course of the line and Cochin has not been slow te take advautage of this want of
precision. When the Cominissioners! award was aceepted, Government ordered that
the boundary should be ‘demarcated in accordance with it.”- The demarcation wus
carried out by Head Surveyor. Mr. Butler, and i a letter. to the Resident, dated 18th
November; 1890, the. Dewan complained that the boundary line between Olipara rock: T
- Jand Vallat moodi had been wrongly demarcated by the British Head Surveyor. A .. o
. copy.of the letter, together with.a eepy »f.the Cochin Chief lingineer’s letter and the "
coriginal sketch of the locality furnished by that officer is now submitted,®and it will
be seen that the Dewan still oaivtains that the western and not the eastern streamlet
. ."is Olipara tode and theréfore the boundary.” « It may here be noted that the Commis-
sioners ‘are wrong in lolding that there was sny doubt on this point when Mr. |
. Robinson reported.in 1550, because the correspondence already quoted will show that
the identity of the Olipara tode was never questicned until 1870. In the same year - ~ - . 5
the Board of Revenue expressed the opinion that the eastern streamlet was undoubt- . ) i
|

»
1

edly the boundary and every officer of the British ‘Government who bas visifed the ) o
. tract has arrived‘at the samg conelusion. Moreover, T now forward a sketch which ’ i
« wag prepared by Iead Surveyor Mr. Davenport and which, having been Yeceived by . . - o é‘

“Mr. Dance on-the 14th October 1887, was- before the Commissioners when they:
* passed their detision. 1n_this sketoh the boundary is shown in accordance with Ward -. ' . .
. and Connor’s Field Book and no objection te it was taken by the Cochin Commissioner , -

when he ahd Mr. Dance decided that Ward aad Connor’s “liné "was to.bé adopted. e

Comparison will show that the line followed jn the sketch corresponds with the line now . K %
e . Pollowed by Head Sarveyor Mr. Butler; hence after acquiescing in the, alignment .
before the decision was pronounced, Cochin has now rendered that decision nugatory - )

“+ by virtually;rejecting it and intréducing a new element.of conténtion, >
"+, 27. One fact which will not escape notice is that neither isthe eastern nor is the .
, wesfern fork of the river in question called Olipara tode in the sketch now forwarded *  * o
" ." by the Dewan of Cochin. The western streamnlet is called Neeralan' tode and the
. " eastérn Vengavara tode, while ¢he Olipara tode is ‘represented as ending .at the ~_ -
Olipara rock. -This is altogether inconsistent ‘With the claim put forward g ab. 1he

.+ because as recorded by.the Commissioners the Olipara tode is admittediy the b);x}naarv
.But according to the present sketch.and-the new contention Olipara tode’is not the

- boundary in dispute and the dispute begins where the Olipara tode ends. - .

98. This action on the part of Cochin proves ﬂlﬂt the- Statp refuses. to abide b
© * the decision of the Commissioners., Government has declared that it is not com eten};

... for it to re-open the question’of the boundary, which has been finally settled bp the ‘ '
Order of July:1830, but I would now submit that Cochin has itself re-o eneg the T
question and that in reality the dispute has pot been 'finally settled. Thefe cannot '
1 think, be any qoul?t th.ét,tbe decigion,arrxved at in 1815 and confirmed in 1853 was,‘ ‘ .
«erroneous, and consideying the-exceedingly.imperfect nature of the inquiry. made in - ‘ -
1889, when evidence avallable.np behalf of the British claimant was ignoreii and no -
. evidence Wwas adduced by Cochin, I.would strongly recommend.that the Cochin ‘
" Qovernment should not be disappointed in the wish which it has expressed by its ' -
" . action for a'newsptth‘ment of the dispute. = .. . * - Lo T y U : .
. 29. Tf Government sfill considers that this course is not open, it has, T tru f er- . SR
" theless been proved that the Kallianikara_hills, which corﬁpriSe t,he.dis’putéd St;alé:sv 'iln '
cases Nos 71 (a), 71 (8) and-71(¢) should properly have been imcluded in British - .

territory.  In cases Nos., 71 {a) and 71 () the boundary must, under.the view now :
. contemplated. remain 88 it s, but. with r(’g":-"d to case No. 71 (¢) the.boundary line of -

~M\-'-'_‘. Y ', B
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- Olipara to&e,'now
~ ‘cated strietly in accordance with Ward - ine 1 i

A accordance W, and Connor’s line in” a manner which will
~ prevent the possibility of any further contention. -I would suggest that an-Abssistant

by Brifish subjects be prohibited.

- Reap—the following Tletter from H. BRADiJEY, Feq., Acti.ng Collector: of Mafa‘b.ari

- - . *
N ' - . ~
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" dispated by Cochin,

requires to be definitely surveyed and demai';

Superintendent of Survey be deputed for the purpose, but this work eannot be under-

takey until the fever season, which will shortly commence, is over. Meanwhile, I must

bring to notice the fact that the Nellikal Edom Achen has complained to me of the

felling of timber by Cochin’ subjects on Karadi kunou which'is, according to the

present actual domarcation, included in British territor - .
¥ Y ) ory. “The logs were scized by one
’(t)}fxeﬂ;: ﬁ:r};:él,s}atg}int(s" but bave been detained by ttre Jocal S\lb-l\lil{i;istx;ate of Alatgur at
Ancust 189 i°- b ".1‘"’*‘“} officials, - The Dewan in a letter to the Resident, dated 14th
g , has also-complained that the Achen’s people are felling timber within

the newly disputed tract.and requests that they may .bé ¢ brought to justi(:e:”

copy of this letter is enclosed and I may state that I am not aware of any such prohi-

- bition against the felling of treesas is mentioned by the Dewan,.who fails to allude.to

the fact that timber has been felled in the same tract by Cochin subjects. Until the

present demarcation is, proved, not merely alloged ‘to be wrong, it geems to Mo,

2}111?)211 dﬁ{)e bACh:;]l s Wi'th_in'his rights and it is thé subjects of . Cochin who.
e brought to justice. ' But ‘in order to prevent- any “further - dispute which,

. may end in serious ' ) ! ;
y consequences, I would suggest that, pending the Jers of Goveru-

ment, eny acts of possession over the land in question by Coclin su jects no less thon *

. " 30. I m&t in conclusion, exp

ress my regret for the de]aj;w\l'ich'has,pc&ufi‘éd in

. the submission of the report. It will now be seen that a great mass of records, somo

of ancient date and difficult to decipher bad i , ‘80
. . d ( to be studied, and 1 trust that 'som®
allowance will be made fo D e of {1 c 1 ronaired 1 i
C { r the natu . s .the
have unt lgtely B e b oor z; A se of tlcxe‘t-a_s‘k Whl(,l.l req\.nr('ad n:\ore‘ time .than

~ .. ;
" . % -
. . ® i,

P
. A ———

.‘ . REA!}-—-Board’s Procegdh}gs, dated 17th October 1892, 1\;0.‘ 2438. . K

. ‘--'ABﬂRA.C'r.—Requestin the Col : - T
"Trig,"'«*?lometri ol surve g the Collector of Malabar to forward, st a very early date, the
ol 'y map of W 3 ’ {

regarding the Nellikal Edo Pbo o arddi:;:]lte?ounor re{emd to u: Mr. Dxcxmergue s ..x.'epol:

-
* -

to the Secretary to the C teql . ‘ :
" October 189 2,%&3?, ; ;3 c(},'or&lzxzslxﬁ?g. o_f_ Land Revenge,'dated Cahcl}t, 6}?

© With reference to the Board’s Memdrandﬁm, dated 17th instant, ‘No. 2438,

» . I haye the henour to state that I haye not been able:to frnd among my records the

- “Jefter iy enclosed. , -

.
i

3

¥

Trigonometrical survey map 6f Ward and Connor of 1823. In paragraph 14 of his .

_ repert, dated | Lth January 1842, Mr. Dumergue speaks of ** the printed Trigbnometricgl

‘ana?. ff;;ﬂ‘;ﬁii (;Ifaliig) ”” and nowhere does he refer to the map of 1823. I'have this
uppoars to have bée‘nprm which the disputed tracts bave been marked in pencil 31
1840. 1 tnderstand f’hefaﬁed by Ward ‘and Connor and to have been published n
Ttis authority for sa h a 0 r.. Dumergue referred to this map when writing bis report.
in piragraph 4 of M)r Ilg b_at th’e map was prepared in 1819 is, 1 believe, a statement
e sutseyors ord s obinson’s letter, dated 9nd July 1350, that ' in 1519 we find

y ered to trace with peculiar care the boundary, &e? A copy of this

— T * )

-

JENCLOSURE.

. N Q ’ . L - . . B
. From W. .IE‘OBI:NLQN’ AEsq-, Heafl.“ Assistant Magistr;}te, dated Pélghat, 2nd July 1850,

No. 175.

. With _roférefxce‘.to my report, datéd .o L. . .
. : D T s 9th October 1848, relative to the b ndary dispne exist-
ing between the Cochin Sircar and the Nellikal Edom ’Aehe:;: f(:).mily ,Oi.hav{ th:phonour to

', su%mit the rosult of py further examination and fuller experience. *
- 2. The appended map shows the nature of ‘the difference ; the disputed tract is ecoloured

-

-

green. The Cochin Government claims the Olipara tode mullah as the boundary stream ; the

Acben advances his olaim to the Vengn Neeratpur and the Mutan tode mullah.

- hd R -

R

- hoff, appointed by the Madras and C(} )

L] * . '.' ]

I : A S

.

A AN M
Y

.

~ 8. By the printed Trigonometrical survey ma%this tract is
L in it had been the subj

by Commissioners appointed by the Government of Madras and Cochin, b
.authoritatively décided, :The same spot precisely was in dispute before t
t&lne settlement of this boundary appointed in 1815, and the b
&e., were all examined and inquired into at great lengli.
T : R r. Comm

considered in dispute, that is, the difference, thoug

.

L}

: . . . H
E):tmc?' from report of Mr. Commissioner Vaughan cese
ppointed on the part of Malabar, dated 26th April 1816. parties,

)
-

seemed, and was so ill-informed od the subject 88 well as

part of the codntry, I am confirmed in my opinion of the jus
.e‘{“ment- T need hardly add, that Captain Watson is the gen
of the Forests on the assumption of them by the Honorable Company .and who

. . <L L. eviderce,. b
soarcely two of the witnesses agree wither with one another or th
his follow

on what side of the hill the wood was cut, and on this chiely rested the mat

'?Verpowering evidence and documents on .the" Cochin, si
X?’tancq, and I am therefore induced, to propose & total relinquis
ter having heard evérything advanced by both parties 1 was clearly

claims on the hills in question, and on hesring Captain Watson’s report
' tice of the claims of

tleman first.appoin

- BoARD, oF Revesve (Lasp REVENUE), 19ta Dis_cwniiz'f"‘fé%; N
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earings of the matter,
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o 728, - 11

" I'he result_ was a8 remarked by

tion by the Government of this view was recommended 1in

definife instructions resulting from this commission appears ever to have b

the é In 1819 we find the surveyors ordered to trace with peo
bt ochin territory and South Malabar acquiescing, 88 the resu
ity of the Cochin claim being the better-one—tile oxtract from the Field

i}vixich“i's
clearly mot only
ut dedid

the Commissi
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co i fon is : 1 '
'hagnlf:r?g %g:;“:;lli'ftl'e:t():;l%fratlpn is known as-the Kallianikara hills. TIts possession
torritors and the Nell?kéx : Ae }flochm G‘oy_emmen_t claiming it as" forming part of its
that the forests. bel ¢ chens (DBritish subjects) naintainjng, on the other harid
ong of right to thems and are included “in, British limits. The’

“Commissioners* decision w
.. cision was f; +hi ¢ g
as 1avorable to Cochin, and hence the present appeals

3‘ . Th e 3 ! .. L . A
Cochin in .:cg)e:(;gg::r v:' trlrllfil}n contention is that by. the transfer of his forest estaté to
: With the finding of the Commissioners, his Jenmam rights therein

will be forfeited inasmuch’ ..one Lom
.in the'Rajah. A, Du:er gﬂ:‘efhe proprictorship in all the forest lands in ( ochin vests

accepts the petitione¥s éas . .
,acoers the petitionet’s ¢ase, arriving at .the conclusion that the arcaSnvolved lics

. “within iti :
. of se) ttl?:t lgggtllsil;efg?ngmr.d As regards dispute 71 () he observes *( paragraph 2,
-t purely arbitrary and at t())lun ary adopted .by Messrs. Dance and Kohlhoff in 1859 was
a ﬁna{ settlemZnt of the ¢ same time 5o indefinite that their decision is’ by no means
Olipara tode was clai (f b00ntrov.cr8y . Asfar back as 1815 a stream culled the
but, as remarked 1 m% by Cochin as the boundary, and the’ claim was admitted,
-Jul} 1890, No. 5]-0y Rg::rnmen§ {paragraph 7°of Government Order, dated Ist
in theta lopalit} and it’Was ﬁ?tlgg‘ta 1t appears that there are two strecams of this name
meant. \ MR :
thea 01ipq3;\?r ngois’eut (‘om{mssxgnc'rs have adopted Ward and Connor’s line * fromn
Mr 'Dux;l ; at' the Junction’ of the two ‘streams, but, as pointed out: by
. ergue,” they *have failed to demarcate the subsequent “course of the line,

o and he affirms that Cochin has fauken advantage of this want of precision in the

L3

following , o !
. ti;: ‘gf‘ig?ﬁ&(:‘t .\Yhereas. prior to the notification of the .Commissioners? finding
acitly acquiesced in an alignment which takes the castern of the two'

Bt < Y 4 . ..
reams as the border line, it has sirice * 1cnderdd that decision nugatory by virtually .

:(‘:J:ﬁgullegt tl:ra:fd itﬁtr%iuc'iqg a new element of contention.”” Mr, Dumergue here altudes

‘ tt ) Dewan of Cochin to the DBritish Resident, dated. 18th November

' ‘1800, No; 2771, * from which it will” be

scen that the western streain is maintained

.« to be the dividing line. - ¢ Thig action on

the decision of the ( . umergue, “that the State refuses to abidé by.

conclusions arriy e?l :{O}I,r;.mﬁs:;m}e}s”, and he woul’d, therefore, in view of th'ea.errohcou}s’

- “strongly recommend that 1 }?‘ﬂ- Dance and Kohlhoff in all three cases £ 71 (a), (), (¢))y

wish which it ba3 exprosssd f' Cochin Government~ should not be disappointed in the

reasons which will be givéuy ]l;fe‘ " on for a new settlement of the dispute.” .’ For
" Jater siders

. Mr. Dumergue has taken o misiaken view §I1 whuer - ¢, DUard eonsiders tht

. - *Enclosure 6 to Mr. Dumerguo’s letter

- “the part of Cochin proves,” says Mr D

_« 4. The Government e I e Y
“Teport, -that the decisizgz has already stated; in its “order referring this matter for
but it added that in the e;gn%uefstlon having been duly ratified cannot.now be revised,

* land should properly have b Of good cause being shown to suppose thut petitioner’s

: o : .egamgllxded‘xn.nritiglg' territory,"it would be prepared to
lands beingduly recogniseq View to- the petitioner’s janmam rights to. the said
arrived at is out of the ‘qu.

¢ * there is still some ¢ decisions, and practicaily wishes thent fevi

hardly, the Board ngkg a}?ou't. the Prgci;e line of -the {Joundary ifl' c:s‘:?ef ’(2303253‘

" the records with - viey’ . oe f]dl;gn seriously. The Board has ‘aecordingly examined

- recommending to Goveérnment (iermmlﬂg ‘whether there are sufficient grounds for

" .in behall of the Ppetitioner, anc(i ()Qt)h;"ﬁ theCochin Sirkar be addressed, as contemplated,

- survebygzla)qi Ii:b{)ec@d t6 by Coohiy shztutllc;?bgo;tg}:g line demarcated by the British

. & badis ich oogits : . - R .

.. and 16 of Mr. Dumer;’l:e‘;‘;hllféltltépetli'x?her’s.¢ase rests is best stated at paragrhpl;s 156
. tor.of Malubar, to the Board in ;'.83]1 he report of Mr, Sheffield, the Principal Collec- .

of -the conclusions, favorable » 13 there relied upon as proving the ineorrcetness

. % t sy ; A
. Assistant to the Collector of ths(l‘ochm, formed In-1815 by Mr. Vaughan, theé Ilead

-'tll‘i:a Cpfnx.nissionernof the Cochin bsai?kzvrhot h?g fli)e"ﬂ appointed in conjunction with
- The cpinion, equa ' " to "define .th labar-Cochi
° PO, auly ad_frerse to ?.lle Commissioners ‘)f‘lgl;\,I awz;]l;z;; v?:s }u;eélz)orltlile]ga?;:.

. .
are B e -~ - .\

who has discussed the subject at considerable length, -

rds found impossible to decide which stream was

o tﬁpérthfrom the fact that the rescission of the agreement -
“Government has repudiated t}, D; the contention-of the. Collector that the..Cochin *
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Mr. (afterwards Sir William) Robinson in 1848, when Head Assistant Collector of

Malabar, is also quoted in support of the petitioner’s claim. Mr. Dumergue holds that
essrs. Sheffield and Robinson were right. The

proof, he states, will be found, first, in the pymash accounts of 1799 and 1806,

- wherein Kallianikara nilam is shown as part of British territory, and in the pymash

accounts of 1840, wherein the Kallianikara forests are entered as the janmam of
the Nellikal Edom. The diary of this Government’s Forest Conservator for 1822 is
next referred to. Allusion is therein made to the Olipara forest as the janmam pro-

perty of the Nellikal Edatil Achen. Similarly, in the boundary roll prepared in 1828,

and recorded in the Collector’s office, the tract is shown as British territory, and the
private janmam of the Nellikal Edom. Importance is finally attached by Mr.

Dumergue to the circumstance that when in 1853 Government formally ratified * the
: -~ decision of the Commissioners of 1315,

* E.M.C., dated 26th February 1853, No. 233. “the pymash accounts of 1809, the
" (@Government Forest account of 1822

.8ud the boundary roll of 1828 which proved that the Kallianikara hills belonged to
‘the Nellikal Edom, were pot brought to the potice of the Board and Government,

and the admission made to the same effect by Cochin and recorded by Mr. Sheflield

in 1831 was lost sight of.”

6. The Board finds itself unable to concur With Mr. Dumergue in his valuation of
the documentary evidence in the case. In the first place, as regards Mr. Sheffield, his

letter to the Board, dated 7th February 1831, which Mr. Dumergue quotes, contains

Material misstatements of fact, and elearly indicates that his inquiry into the matter
was far from thorough. At paragraph 13 of Proceedings, dated 18th J uly 1831,
No. 1357, which deal with this letter, the Board ¢ regret to observe that the bad state
of Mr, Sheffield’s health prevented him from entering so fully into the subject as might
have been wished.” Mr. Sheffield was of opinion that the Commissioners of 1815 had
b?en misled by incorrect information: regarding localities, and he reported that “in
disposing of this claim, Captain Blacker (the Assistant Resident at Travancore) assigns
to the Nellikal Edatil Achen the Pootandy mullah, a mountainous tract w_hlch that

hieftain never laid claim to, and which is now, and always was, 10 possession of the
Cochin Birkar, whilst Mr. Vaughan assigns to the said Achen another hl'lly tract, but
situated to the westward of Pootandy, and known by the name of Kalh.amkara mullah,
which the Cochin Sirkar afirms was never claimed nor taken possession of by them,
since it belongs, as they acknowledged, exclusively to the aforesaid Nellikal Edatil
Achen.” The Board, however, pointed out (paragraphs 16 to 19 of the above.Pro-
ceedings) that the Kallianikara hill mentioned-by: Mr. Vaughan was stated by him to
belong to Cochin, not as Mr. Sheffield reptgsentgd to .Malabar. Hence the tract
referred to by Mr. Sheffield could not be identical with that alluded to by Mr,

Vaughan, Agai Poard remarked that there was no mention of Pootandy

. . Again, the DBoara r ‘  Pootand

1n Captai ) d that there appeared to be some confusion in Mr.
aptain Blacker's repotty o7 denominated. As to Mr. Sheffield’s assertion

Sheffielq’ ot laces s0 .
eld’s description of the place a9 far as he could learn, visited the spots In

that issi 5 ‘¢ never :
the Commissioners of 181 on that the boundary should be defined anew, the

question,” and his recommendati : ,
B . d had overlooked that part of Mr. Vaughan’s report,
oard considered that Mr, Sheffiel ad step by step ”” the whole line of boundary

wherein it i ¢ trace .
'Therggax}é :sdszfitiga:bgtg?:at pains appear to have been taken to ascertain the true
imits of the two States,” and that in its opinion “4it would not be proper to set amdt;
the decision formerly p’assed without fuller inquiry and more conclusive evidence o
its incorrectness.” These views were concmirsegl_m}})y t;xgq?ov%?menit: (.?dg iﬂlztt;alc;
Min . i ted 9th August ; No. 759). The patent dele
Mr, Iétlf:ﬁﬁilggn::;fﬁl%?vganot been removed by subsequent investigation, and u}fdﬁr
hese- circumstances it is impossible t0 attach weight to the arguments which he
advanced. 1t may be finally noted in connection with thl; (if;iézgr thgtltggxezgltxhhe }fzr(éts:
i 1 i the pymash accounts o and 1806, the For
'lcrlloiSeilv,ag;’?3?:;;00;1;%{1‘;21?%: fthe ]?»Ic))fmdary Roll of 1828, as supporting his conten-
tions. These documents will next be commentf:dlon, _ o
7. With reference to asimilar boundary dispute bet‘wegn-,th,t pghgar:dgn soggt.ea&
- i s Proceeding
tore and the Cochin Government, also discussed b?’ the Board in 1 = 8%
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A et ot P

:li?r; g;ﬂty};elgglli’ gTo. 1%?7, the pymash accounts had been quoted es favoring the
of tho Commri,ssi Ugn rs. e Board thereupon observed (paragraph 10)that the decision
and added that « 91;3 Was passed with a full knowledge of the accounts alluded to,
poligars we dW en 1t is considered that the Pymash accounts produced by the

)18 ere made without any concurrence on the part 6f the Cochin Government, it

limi ies.! .
sc:ni};i Oﬁshfhtwtl){ Ctﬁx.ntl:xes. > There is no reason to assign greater value to such accouuts
¢ Wallianikara hills are concerped. Obviously the pymash accounts of
aél’q Cott}l;mission, m;ld there is no foundation for
bl . 1ts co ed 1 them were then overlooked. Indeed, it
Apclix ::s“f;g‘:sktg; 1;3";101(}) Off 'nquiry appended to Mr. Vaughan’s report, that when the
claim to, he replied thy h eh alleq in the first instance to mention a hill afterwards laid
not ¢ n,tered iix:th at the omission was due to the fact that the hill in question was
ono-sided co e 1I;ymash account.”’” The Forest accounts of 1822 are at best but
R W; an le oundary Rol! of 18::_8, Wh.ich bears the signature of the then
As ovtaors iga_r ¥ prepared from Information given by him and the British subjects.
ratified oo o 13 worthlegs, 'The decision of 1815, as already mentioned, was not
! Y -Jovernment until 1853, and it is ot a matter for surprise if those

1nterested in the dispute took the . ' L
: s opportunit ) roato
the iuterval, evidence to support th(l;iI; cluirr::s? Aforded by this delay to ercute, Quring

8. The remaining document on which Mr. Dumergue relies is Mr. Robinson's
lettef of the 3rd October 1848 to the
Magistrate of Malabar,® Mr, Dumergue
iven 2 desaringian . . points out that Mr. Robinson has therein
& suppzrt;et‘;(x}:g:;?)?xngf the boundary in the neighbourhood of Kallianikara, which

' Riven by Mr. ShefRield ” At paragraph 19 of this letter, Mr.

Robinson asserted that ¢ { o i ) i
dom farmily ey th{; » ;111:1 neighbouring hills are the Janmi property of the Nellikal

contended for, The surveys of the Goy

* Enclosure No. 2 to Mr. Dumergﬁe’s letter,

tnes are coincident with the boundaries they have ever
ernment forests when under amani corre-
pond.”  Less than two years later, how-
ver, Mr. Robinson abanloned these
' ;flser%s,tanﬁ irlt[his letter, dated 2nd July
. . “ . 0 N 3 g & q -
mitted % the result of his further eXamination and ’fn?lzreexp’;%;zg:;g’()f iﬂltlib‘;f,c’ggﬁ]?i
of 1815, Mr. Robinuon hotd £ Was 10 dispute before himself and the Cemmissioners ,
claim, % which was then dujit at there  was no ground for allowing the Achen’s
it nothing new has sina transel:thI’i deemed so weak,” adding that, “ to strengthen
should be lent to the Achen bP;red. Hence he recommended that no countenance
he warned to defond ifs (,’Wu that on the contrary the Cochin Government should
Olipara tode. This proposal D Property against advances of the Achen across the
Proceedings, dated 9 5th Julwaf approved by the Board and Government (vide Board’s
dated 11th September 1850 {J 89P, No. 1521, and Extract Minutes of Counsultation,
Mr. Dumergus for givinw’ of. 862), and no valid argument has now been urged by
opinicn. , S Prelerence to Mp, Robinson’s earlier and less considered

9. Mr. Dumerg : . :

his letter) to an adr;lils(:if)?%ate((;ny alludes (vize paragraphs 11, 13, 14, 16 and 24 of
LEdom. The admission refez 09111n.tha“ 6 Kallianikara hills belong to tho Nellikal
letter to the Board of the 7£3d to is thus stated at paragraph 9 of Mr. Sheflield’s
Cochin people it is clear that thFebmary 1831, “Now from the statement of tho
to tho Nellikal Edatil Achey 5 ?10.0“““7 on the left bank of the Olipara tode belongs
Valia and Cherria Vellathy ’mﬁnu 1t has, moreover, been admitted by Cochin that the
?re tv}v;i‘thitn tt:he Compauy’s terrigor?hs’ bwo m‘,’,lmgrlins i:lhwhich this stream takes its ris%/
or this statement and, ¢ .~ * e+« INo authority is given by Mr.
passed its Proceedings gztl&tt‘ir n which it is recorded Waéxy befogre the J173ozy.rd Sv}sﬁi%it ,
prior to tho date of . Dam 8th .Zuly 1831, No. 1357, Tt does not appear that
portion of Mr. Shefficld’s report. oo °, letter, any weight has been attached to thia

l the so-called admission, in the shape in which it

port, and
. . t :
as pcssessing any importance WhateVel;e Coghx_n Government, and cannot be regarded

1t In Board’s P s ’ . 8
1850, No, 1595 0 i08% dated 25th July

2xists, is mwanifestly not hinding on

—
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10. To sum up—against the petitioner there are the recorded judgments of thres
generations of Commissioners. The decisioq of the Commigsioners of 1§8? was
avowedly a compromise, and did not go as far in favour of Cochin as the décisions of
1815 and 1850, but the inherent weakness and vagueness of the Achen’s claims were
amply demonstrated in 1815, As Mr. Vaughan remarked in his report, “scarcely
two of the witnesses agree with one another, or the Achen himself, . . . and the
latter was so ill-informed on the subject as well as his followers that they could not
8ay on which side of the hill the wood was cut, an.d on this chiefly rests the matter
in dispute.” Frcm the observations in the foregoing paragraphs it follows that the
Board considers that Mr. Dumergue has failed to show that the Kallianikara hills
ought to have been included in Dritish territory ; hence in the Board’s opinion there
is no substantial ground for making any representation to Government on behalf of
the petitioner. The Achen’s motive in getting as much as possible of his property
included within British limits is to avoid payirg janmabhogam to Cochin, but
although his claim to property may extend beyond the British frontier as now laid
down, that is no reason why the boundary claimed by Government should be pushed
forward. In his letter to the Board, dated 9th October 1816 (in Consultation, dated
21st October 1816, No 14%4), Mr. Warden, the Collector of Malabar, explains that -
certain desams in this frontier were ceded centuries ago by the Rajah of P4lghat to
the Rajah of Cochin in return for military aid readered by the latter against the
Zamorin of Calicut, and hence he argues that the property in land possessed by
individuals “is no criterion for defining the boundary limits of such States.” In the
present case there is certainly no reason to suppose that the interests of Government

. are identical with those of the Achen claimant. | _ :
11. The Board has now discussed the main question arising out of the

Government order referring the petition for report. The further point raised - by
Mr. Dumerzue and by the Cochin Sirkar, viz., the necessity for defining precisely
the boundary line in case 71 (¢) has still tobe considered. As already stated in para-
graph 3 supra, Messrs. Dance and Kohlhoff failed to demarcate the {ine they agreed
upon and remarked :
('ochin surveyor comes to a different couclusion from that arrived at by our surveyor,
the matter will have to be settled by sending an Assistant Superintendent of Survey
to finally decide the matter ” (paragraph 9 of Report by Mr. Dance in Government
Order, dated 1st July 1890, No..510, Rovenue). The area now involved appears
tobe between 1 and 2 square miles. A comparison of the sketch which accompanies

Mr. Robinson’s letter of the 2nd July
1850 with that prepared by Head

Surveyor Davenport * and placed before
the recent Commission (vide paragraph 26 of Mr. Dumergue’s letter), and with

* Enclosure 7 to Mr. Dumergue’s letter.

. that prepared by Mr, Hudson and forwarded by the Dewan of Cochin shows that the
disputed tract has receded from the junction of the Olipara tode and Mutath tode

tojthe south-east. to where two streams unite near the rock. Which of these two streams
retains the name of Olipara tode is uncertain. -The three maps are in agreement
here on only one point, namely that the boundary line follows the course of one of the
streams to a point on the mountain ridge half a mile east-north-east of the peak Vellati-
moody. Surveyor Davenport’s map adopted by Mr. Dance makes this, stream the
easterly one, Mr. Robinson’s and Mr. Hudsou’s maps make it the westerly. Mr.
Hudson’s map places the junction of the two streams and the Olipara rock about a mile
too far to the south-east, but it agrees with Daveuport’s in the position of Ward and
Connor’s line which is accepted as the boundary. " The Cochin Sirkar asserts that the
British surveyor iostead of following Ward and Connor’s line has ineluded bet-
ween one and two square miles to the eastward of it ; the chainage is said to be double
that of Ward and Connot’s line and it is worthy of note that this area as showw

in Mr. Hudson’s map corresponds roughly with the area indicated by Mr. Dance by a -

note and a red pencil line’on Davenport’s' map, as . claimed by the petitioner, but
rejected by the Commissioners. : :

12. The contingeney contemplated by Mr. Dance of a divergence between the

two surveyors has thus occurred and an Assistant Superintendent of Survey should

“The matter now is purely of a professional nature, and if the -

B N
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b now be deputed to go over the boundary line with an officer deputed by the Cochin
P Sirkar, and finally demarcate it, obliterating any marks which are found to be ‘,vrol_l"-
1 1f these officers follow the measurements and angles of Ward aud Connor’s line

‘shown below beginning from the junction of the Olipara tode with the Muttath tode,
1o serious difficulty should be experienced—

Distance.
. | — . Course. 7
% Miles. | Furlongs. Yards,
X
}
‘ The winding course of the Olipara river to| 8. 45 K. - .. . . 2 e .
: . Vellattimeody on the high mountains (para- | 8. 70E. . .. .. o . 1 .
I graph 4 of Mr. Robinson's letter, dated 9nd | 8. 34 E. & o o» 1 1 .
. . July 1850, No.l'lb.) . 8.62W. .. .. . . R o
1
; (True Copies and Extract.)
! . for Acting Secretary.

- To the Secretary to Government‘.Revenue Departmenf, :
with enclosures received with Government Order,
dated 4th September 1890, No. 5448,

i losures and maps received-wiﬁh
roturmed and with enc osmbollectot’s otters to be returned. l/ ‘

Copy to the Collector of Malabar.
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Droceedings, 194% Decomber 1892, No. T28.

. Submitting to Government, with the Board’s
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reporting on  tho petition to Government of
Nellikal Edom XKunju Achon, W atacancherry
Amsom, Pélghat taluk, appealing agaiust the
deoision of the Commissioners appointed for
demarcating the boundary between Cochin and

o Mal_abal.:.

e A e Rttt P N vy At
e A '

'

N{Z\‘f‘

\¥
W SRR

Lo | |
l é//gzzﬁ;ﬁ%z%/ﬂiz

YT, e e
" v e L T I T e T g ey

/é“'/z_.d /g&;;%ﬂ/caz‘,,,{'zﬁ;{gi

!




e AT B e o —— ey e e 2 — e T A T N
Sl T sa SRELST oA T gt s o
: SR et

R T A R e RS 3T T N e
. . R . ’ 2 ."‘Q’J‘», .- . Ve e ow
> DR ST GPL S . - LRI .

.
o .,“"“F‘;_,...V-i_»-:.;,..‘,.“p}(:_. ~
¥ -
-
‘ ey .ol

~ .

¥ .
. E
e AR BT

o
M{» >4«7¢~4’ C«w@‘ i

.,,,, gt W%‘/, 4&«/‘

~
PalRind~eol o e - P NN A o e e v e P P Bt



v Mt AT et e xR K B &
.

o v o S

N
1
,i~\‘
b
Ev
;

| M M"‘*ﬁ#"% Lecod”

AR

Y 1530, % vhar ‘.’

et ey
m@.“wa,&-;i Lu; '“n' | L
/&ﬂl Ol M'u,i fen o

RS

- o

| ‘, |
el ‘,_/“f
! o K LT .

o

i

J',, ’ ,V" . M""’"‘.’ﬁf-’.ﬁr;’((".‘ L

ERSER

RN
.

rj..: R p T i St 4 ,_;_‘,_
. Cet e T R

Fa

RIAL AT Y A : . -
N RN ALY ) P

PR . C e L
R e T L JaOWLS

-,
u".l

e b
- -‘-“r.c‘jv LY N Teats

-¢,
o

l‘ | - . .

¢y

<. :..ﬁ‘»l

. i~
' i .
1

From '.'z - v e

, Dated R . Y . " 189

FOL ORDERS.

Rfn, Bk, fes

'i,‘.iﬁ 5

2o FrFrecr - “"“o&._,, ,

/7

AJI“‘-‘J“ ‘*"’ "‘S tece Syn-—w 43.9-1, ._i"

1A

5
o
F
LA

S
T
a'..l j

14 8 5%




sl o T

TS S o e s i bl _’tMa—f—"i»«_t -

Lwe o o

s e

- M . -~ Rk R A aiian Woicaté v — -
S AT T R i T e R N G B8 e T
- » ’ - = s T L

T T I e
e i it T TS
s T SRR, e L T T e T

;
S
z
}

§
zx
%

Tin RN
’ D .
. e
. r - .
I A T p

v - . N

ISR T Y EE ey Plag. or

we.

TN A LRV R L
A PR )

I S L

O .
A g ES R ‘
- : E : Tk
AR e e R e be o ‘
. . A
M ,,5‘-&"‘:"4—0
a SINPTOE S

[t Y

g iy g N A'-}i,fﬁ'éﬁ;m. ‘.',:v;;x‘;-{f-fx}r;

b i o

e .
Poge T LAR
N N ‘.‘\
JEp——
-




ST : R I Y .o . e iy
/ .o L ~ p o, ’ .
' ¢ . . e . Y

¢4
%

E ; (’,ﬂw /222/;' 3

PN
f 1

' G S
NI

[ A LA

A
e s P s i

o m———— e

B e P g R L g
- . : IO A R

P

‘g %
xS

=
N
3

b Phreace
’
?
)
EAP
I

<
-
v .
M
*
4
;;p
’2 a
B E
Petniprery viy

haut="%
I
LD

T T e gt g
- . .

a.

TPy fa
*

R o~ )

i - -y b
E o .
o

- +
u
- T

~
4
—
-
R
-3
.
o,
e E
;"i
3
B
r\‘\
&
“‘-3
o

st AT it LT




FI N

¥

]

Wbg

JL _/Or-/l Tafpranss St /‘u\/(ﬂ(,v(w-

N . ‘
g1 (Y

¥ STy S

@—ML{,L,

TR,

-
=

PR

“

L

e
LY

3n

SRS

&
%

A,

g

L X!

CE

-

CW?/[;: cenl?

ek e




	Copy_of_Image00048
	Copy_of_Image00049
	Copy_of_Image00050
	Copy_of_Image00051
	Copy_of_Image00052
	Copy_of_Image00053
	Copy_of_Image00054
	Copy_of_Image00055
	Copy_of_Image00056
	Copy_of_Image00057
	Copy_of_Image00058
	Copy_of_Image00059
	Copy_of_Image00060
	Copy_of_Image00061
	Copy_of_Image00062
	Copy_of_Image00063
	Copy_of_Image00064
	Copy_of_Image00065
	Copy_of_Image00066
	Copy_of_Image00067
	Copy_of_Image00068
	Copy_of_Image00069
	Copy_of_Image00070
	Copy_of_Image00071
	Copy_of_Image00072
	Copy_of_Image00073
	Copy_of_Image00074

