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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

JUDI_CIAL'D-EBA‘RTMENT,,

ke X

Reap—again G.0., dated 6th April 1893, No. 710, Judicial. :
Asstracr.—DPassing orders on the suggestions of the Agent to the Governor, Ganjém, in

- regard to the dispute between the zamindér of Mandasa and the Bisspyi of Babakdta.

———-f-ﬂ
' -
Reap—also the following papers:— - ;
e . J. WEIR, Esq., Acting Collector and Agent to the Governor in
FromGgljgmj’V;O Ith’é Oh(ile’f Secretary to Government, dated Camp Dowgam,
~ 16th November 1893, R.C. No. 120/Ag. of 1893.
With reference to G.O., No. 1158, Judicial, dated 8th June 1898, I have the
honour to submit the further report now called. for. :
9. My predecessor, Mr. Higgens, inquired into the allegations contained in the
titions of the zaminddr herewith forwarded, and, before leaving, prepared an
incomplete draft letter to Government. At the last, however, Mr. Higgens was not
satisfied that all the facts available had been collected, and he directed the deputy

~ tahsildar of Sompet to make a further confidential inquiry on certain points. The

deputy tahsildar’s report has only been recently received by me.
8. Mr. Higgens letter deals fully with the allegations in the zaminddr’s

| petitions, and I think it best to reproduce it here. Its terms are as fo}lows P,

“ Referring to the last paragraph of my letter dated 25th May 1893, R.C. No. 120/Ag. of

1893, T have the honour to submit herewith the following petitions of the zaminddr of
- Mandasa :—

«(1) Dated 19th May 1893. : 3 1 L
¥ %% %ﬁ:‘; 12;'& Mayy 1893, mentioning certain facts in addition to those mentioned in

' the former petition and producing documents to support the facts stated in the two petitions.

«(3) Dated 17th June 1893, containing sgms ad?ionzl facts, and m%ng in order
the facts veferred to in this and two previous petitions and producing some more documents in
g;;::tmaf the facts stated. The pager,a produced with the petitions are detained here. In
general they support the facts in regard to which they have been produced. L
. «9, The substance of the zaminddr’s petit_ions,‘.as‘ stated at the end of the last petition, is—
pe That thero was nover a mukhésa consisting of 36 villages and paying an annual

mukhésa was ¢ ed to the office of Bissoyi. e
indér ‘néve?fmmd such a mukhésa and assumed the authority
‘Sabakota has been i the enjoymenit of his family for gener
ting & few minor inams paying a kattubadi of Rs. 70. ~ i
lages in the plains were never mukhdsa vxlﬂiges; but jirdyati
R t ho holds the 16 villages on the ghats through the Bissoyi and receives a
nazzar of Rs. 15 a year. A ‘ Teger _

ﬁ:&em and enj'ﬁjment of his family
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“ 3, In connection with these assertions of the zamindér, I submit the following notes —
“(a) Of the 36 villages claimed by the Bissoyi as forming his mukhésa, theh17
villages noted below are not to be found in the list of villages given in the maliah sanad, they
being in the plains :—

1. Sabakéta. 10. Puthuro.

2. Nuvagam. 11. Bellupadra.

3. Chinnaramgamutya. 12. Ponkalobado.

4. Singupuram. 13. Bodokolo alias Bettikolo.

5. Manikyapatnam. 14. Gourangasayi.

6. Budambo. 15. Bavanapuram.

7. Ragapuram, 16. Gonogono,

8. Bondikaro, ; 17. Venugopalapuram.

9. Chespi. ¢

“The maliah sanad contains 28 villages and the zamindér states that they constitute the

Saba and Dubarasingi muttas and that some of them have since been deserted and some villages
newly built as shown below :—

Saba mutta.

1. Yedangsayi* 11. Sogodiya.
2. Kombagam. 12. Baroghoro.
3. Dhimingam, 13. Gurangi.

4. Bengasayi. 14. Omarangi.
5. Bodobusunda, 15. Burangi.

6. Gongabado. 16. Muntasayi.t
7. Babadenula. 17, Sankuda,t
8. Sunnadevulo. , 18. Loba.t

9. Chamundia. 19. Akhada.t
10. Bodapachudiya. 20. Burasingi.t

“ The total number of villages excluding deserted villagesand including those newly built =19

Dubarasingi mutta.

1. Bolodha. 3 9. Muluknsayi.
2. Antarasingi, 10. Bunjuda.
3. Kﬁ.rand.l. ; 11. Tentulicam.*
-é. kakhidxgam. 12. Kusumalo.*
. Angarasingi, 13. Bhalyagam.*
6. Yellasaro. ‘ 14. Chonogam.t
7. Bamsogam. ‘ 15. Hukuma.t
8. Oijya. 16. Burasingi a’ias Burosayi.t
* Deserted. t Villages newly built.
“The total number of vil

i lages excluding deserted villages and including those newly
built—13.

“The zamindér argues that it is the 19 agency villages above named which form the Saba

mutta under the Bissoyi and it is for them that the Bissoyi used to pay him an annual nazzst
of Rs. 15 (not Rs. IOQ) a year, and that none of the 17 villages in the plains have ever beent
enjoyed by the Bissoyi.

“(b) None of the 17 plair villages now in dispute except Sabakéta are to be found in the
old zamindéri sanad of 1804 unless, indeed, as is possible, No. 17 Venugopalapuram be identic®
with Gopalapuram or with Kasba Pata Kota shown in the sanad as Nos. 20 and 30 —see the
Zamindér’s petition No. 3 (paragraph 5) where, however, he alludes to Nos, 29 and 30. In the

other plain villages were included under the name of ¢ Sabakéta ’ and it is possible also thgt
there was another village included under Saba which was called Venugopalapuram, Desides t ‘f’
Gopalapuram or Kasba Pata Kota which adjoins the zamindér’s fort. The ﬁakikat acconnt.o‘
faslis 1195 to 1210 shows Sabakéta as a ¢ jaghir of three peons (Bagusing and two others) Perta.lm
ing to the mukhdsa jighir of the Mandasy Raja.’ In another account which is also St({ io
Hakikat of faslis 1195 to 1210 and which appears to be an abstract of the account referre o
above, Sabakéta is shown as ‘mukhésa of Bagusing and two others under Mandasa zamlri 892’
In paragraph 10 of Mr. Johnson’s proceedings appended to his letter dated 31st Qctober unts’
printed m G.O., dated 6th April 1893, No. 710, Judicial, it is said that in the Hakikat aeco e
of 1812, Sabakéta is given as a jirdyati village. I believe Mr. Johnson was in error in 80 S8
because in the records of this office there are no Hakikat accounts of 1812, and in the S
accounts which I have referred to above the village in question is mentioned as a jighir @

as a jirdyati village.

said proceedings there is no men

said sanad the village of Sabakéta is, as already reported, shown as jéghir. Very probably the

Ha.klk&f'
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4. i his letter to the then Agent Mr. Horsfall, dated 31st Janua
Ao T}ﬁetlattlgez‘!?hllx‘ilrmofl nsgllfall;f')tttaerwas, subseguentg(? to the q'ate of ’the permanextx.t sm:m d,
PS5, stagen tha tatelagd was being enjoyed by his family as ¢ jirdyati” for a long‘ ime -
:lelstzn.le(} c‘b%'infe (;1:8 gave to the Bissoyi some land tin the village as service inam for peon’s service.
aipe is nothing to prove 1t. ;
ran tm(;; b1ut tt l:):r:hl:three pagtitioss herewith forwarded, it is stated that, as to the rlx hga
“ (d) Inthe las t over mukhésa villages, a formal inquiry was held so long ago as o
claimed by Government 07 TG, dated 28th October 1862, No. 2298, Revenue, by whie
and final o:ders, ‘:sre;t g)a:ls:im;ﬂto mul;hém From the 2said Go;lermment %:)'@er 1‘1':i ﬁsg;ariuntixg:
phiaarptor ARSI T i i ight to 250 jaghir or mukhasa :
ggvernment_ has .rehx_xqu'lsheg :tsusr?:;;?‘?f"{hg ist of the s:gii‘dg%O villages is not forthcoming
zamindéris in this gilstriliti!t, i‘ cannot say whether or not the village or jaghir of Sabakét; 18
in the r;ogrd!.t of Iit‘}-l;:noth?’e’ovarnment Order it seems however clear that Government has
included in 1t.

TR . Pl v o PP
linquished its reversionary right to all the jaghir villages in the zamindéris in this dis
reling

Paslakimedi, Kallikot and Jalantra. Possibly however this order would not apply to
except rar ’

A f Bissoyi. : .
jaghars attz)a.cllledﬂt; tg‘; ;’g‘;‘zt‘l’l S;mj;nyishi account dated July 1853, the following villages are
43 e n

given a8 ¢ maliah jéaghirs ’ :—

foyw 7. Manda.
{8 Chnpak%ta (‘Sabakota). 8. Gopolapuramkota.®
2. Bellupa " 9. Belluvayi.
;3- %32:[‘“’“““. . 10, Pattava.
4 Cl‘:l :lf k 11. Dubarasingi.
6. Bogp;;karo (Bondikaro).*

17 villages now in dispute. The
; * f these 11 are amot}gst the 17 vi ges v
Seven villages (marked *) ‘;::;: there mentioned as .mall.ah jhghirs Ifd&c:s n(;)it‘,‘ %EE:){E); £nt)§:
fact of the villages having 1t ce inam granted to the Bissoyi as such. g teey o
that they constituted a servi ast have been resumed by the eftfwe at a da aubsel?u ?xent i
o e e, th nien o the sscois of Tt 20T (000} e o
ther hand, t 3 oyt ragrap a0 .

g:ﬁi};dow;th the zamindér zt l?ztd p:;t;tﬁgzgf:?eoo?mined lands of considerable a:sea ;mt?;r lzl::
other villages, though :f:) i ghich the demand, collection and l;flano%bncco?nu o Bk
zamindir’s own cultive upuram’ or ‘Saba, Singupuram and other villages g gl
ot s}wwlég)abﬁlglg })282 B L 128?l"hthough mkzxe:s?‘;;swmrvivgd -though
in faslis 4 4 'sn iirdvati tenures. e name  th
le;r)?ginl;s n::hich were apparently ?l?l ;ﬁy;;ﬂod by the Bissoyi, because of the appropriation of .
the reason for it has gone—possl Y tached to it by the late zamindér.

the lands of Saba and the vuﬁﬁ:faﬂ’s proceedings, dated 2nd May 1888, and 23rd April 1890,

« Copies of _,Mr. - villages above mentioned and two others (Singupur
disallowilg? the Bissoyi’s claim " :h :h:e lv;nvillages'ir_x dispute are herewith enclosed. In the
nd Nuvagam) which are among‘st. n of the remaining eight villages, viz, (1) Chinnaranga-
a s 2 B;(ljambo, (4) Ponkalobado, (5) Badokhala, (6) Go?r&ngﬁy&;
mattia, (2) Mamkyap:ﬁgm(%’) (Gz,na.gona, which Mr. Horsfall probably took as hamlets o
(7) Bhananapuram,

: i him. ¢ he 17
ther villages dealt with by thing on record to prore that amy of the

;o 3. T have not been Zﬂeoﬁhflﬁlﬁ;‘;’%‘s sefviofa inam as originally constituted lgirs that an
villages in question formed p + been paid to the zamindér as kattubadi OT BazZAT On ;egﬂl;o:
annual sum of Rs. 100 has }:’V‘; ame of the Bissoyi's mutta ‘Saba mutta’ is in favour ort tah'
jnam. On the other hand_, the it being part of the !}mtta and tradition seems to suppo u:
itself, and the hamlets adjormung ¢ adduced by the zamindér that Rs. 15 was the to moun
yiew. There is also no clear P'mb the Bissoyi as nazzar. The demand, collection and ang(oi
of yearly payment made to hlmnlr{,ady referred to merely show that Rs. 15 was due and paxf
acoounts of faslis 1280 to 1287 nt of maliahs) as part of the demand of the mukhdsa o

on account of i ma&igh g‘}tgp‘gemd other villages,” but it is not stated by whom it was due
3 Sabasingupur or abm

o aidet , - directed further inquiry were the
- which Mr. Higgens
4. The pomnts on C
following :—

sl SaLt any other villages or hamlets in the
(1) Whether Dugaﬁligl g::lzg; :fr Duly)'arsingi as 'j%féhir on account of his
Mandasa zﬁlﬂ}f“dé'-r1 ar: ife 80 v};hat these villages are and if they contain any jird-
services as Bissoyl, afn dér or subsequent inams.  Mr. Higgens, I presume, wished
yati land of g;e zaﬁogy of the facts ascertained in this inquiry.
N i;ln there was ever any other village of the name of Venugopa-
. (2.;‘31'1;%3%2 mutta besides the one adjoining the Mandasa fort.
puram 1
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inquiry%’aragraph 3 (4) of Mr, Higgens’ draft letter will explain the object of this
(3) Whether the late Bissoyi was d
as ha5v1n§ held the village at the time of tk?escsgr%scalng%n;e?’;ﬁngzzgs eiidogey:
. As regards No. 3, the deputy tahsildar reports tha . issoyl was
notbdescend?d erm the original holers, but that hll)s grandf;t}tgf }fgaebgéfls b}II'OUght
:g y one to their Idescend.ants. This point, however, does not seem to me to be of
> e}; 1;1?2021'38,11{(:%& }f ’gle villages in question were attached to the office of Bissoyl,
ot mfin rtr' adno right to resume, whoever was the incumbent. As to (2)
i n ascfevame that there was formerly another small village in the plains
(e ame (Z enugopalapuram which has since disappeared. The village of
: Izla{;mel at present atta,ch.ed, which is situated at the head-quarters of the”
zaminddr, has evidently been included among the disputed villages by mistake.

6. The deputy tahsildar re ingi Bissoyi i joyi

C 1 1811C ports that the Dubarsingi Bissoyi is enjoying

gﬁrtam liarzl(;s in Dubarsingi and two other villages, and that for t.h)(; last sixJ )Zaal%
e zaminddr has been enjoying as jirdyati portions of two villages.

7. Leaving out of consideration for the present the village of Sa

sider the zam{ndédr’s claims to the remaining I1)8 villages in thg plains :)tz:xl:l(flt:‘ :)III \crg:]y
strong grounds. There is no evidence worth anything in my opinion save such
vague entries against them as “ maliah jighirs” to show that they were ever
attached to the office of Bissoyi. Such entries would, I think, be explained by the
remarks in paragraph 2 (4) of Mr. Johnson’s letter No. 405/Ag., dated 31st October
1892, read in G.O., No. 710, dated 6th April 1893, Judicial. On the other hand
these lands are situated in the plains and are presumably within the area covered
by the zamind4r’s permanent sanad. They were, it is clear, not in existence at
the time of the permanent settlement, but it cannot, I think, be disputed that the
zamindir took rents on all lands newly brought into cultivation within the limits

of his estate as given him by the permanent settlement.

8. Asregards the village of Sabakéta itself. It was undoubtedly held as, a
jéghir originally and held no doubt for long by the Bissoyi. Whether it was held
by him in return for his services as Bissoyi is not so clear, and I doubt if any
presumptipn would arise that it was so held. In this connection I would invite
the attention of Government to the query raised at the end of paragraph 3 () of

Mr. Higgens’ draft.
9. The zamind4r undoubtedly intends to sue if the attachment on these 19

villages is continued. The suit might perhaps be successfully opposed as regards

Sabakdta itself, but I much doubt if we could answer his claim to the other villages.

From the Agent to the Governor in Ganjdm, dated Chat 5 R4S,
1893, R-C. No. 349/Ag, of 1803. S o Weodkiney

gmn&(lisﬁti%;—}‘orwardmg a copy of list of villages attached to Mandasa zamindér’s sanad

OrpEr—dated 17th January 1894, No. 101, Judicial.

G.0. dated 6th April 1893, No. 710, Judicial, was passed und i "
hension. It was understood from Mr. Johnson's letter o% the 3 i:é 80%8{;;:&1;%502
that the following facts were undisputed :—

(1) that the Sabakéta Bissoyi holds an inam of 36 villages for which he
pays an annual nazzar of Rs. 100 to the Zaminddr of Mandasa;
(2) that the Zaminddr had resumed 20 of the inam villages, forgoing the
said nazzar.
2. But the case as now put bears a very different aspect.
{he mukhésa of 86 villages is disputed ; the payment of the nazzar of Rs:

The existence of
100 1s

n

& #% the negative but the matter
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. Zaminddr asserts that, with the gxeeption of a few minor inams
d;mi?ld :,ndai}tl:badi of Rs. 70 in Sabaké"ga, all the villages concerned (17 in number

arently) are jirdyat.
app 3, Nz)evidence is forthcoming to refute the Zaminddr's claim to 16 villages.

Y Sabakéta) appears in the Sanad-i-milkfyat Istimrdr as ¢ jighir”
g ‘geb?;‘f;lgez?;?tglere is litt):le’pi% .anything, to show that ?t was originally 'L, %tate-
indm and nothing to prove that it was ever attached as such to the office of the
Bissoyi. Moreover, as the Zamindér points out, the Government in G.O. dated
28th }(’)ctober 1862, No. 2298, Revenue, decided, as a matter of policy, to waive its
claim to the mukhésas in the ancieng %ggmzindélifs c;f %z_m.]érp.. /The Atﬁgrgn?&riis vt}ill?

i 1 i 2 applies to Bissoy1-inams ;
ucstion whott ¢ 51 g need nlz)% be considery;ad in tl}g present case as
Sta is not proved to have ever been an inam of this description.
/Saba: 'Under tlll)ese circumstances the Collector will restore Sabalkéta and t}l% gther
16 viliages on the plains to the Zamindér and will express to t:xe Zamindsr on
behalf of Government regret for the course adopted in the {n:st instance. -
ndence that the Bissoyl enjoys certain minor

5. Tt appears from the corTespo { 2 ) pyaeais S
] i ] 4ta. If the mmams 1n question were annc 1
llgiias'g:)SyIiPS ﬂ}gcg llil;%ﬁ: fSEiatza&e'aZam{ndér is of course precluded from interfering

with them.

6. The following telegr
«99.  Your letter 16th November.

attachment. Order follows.” -

am will be despatched to the Collector and Agent :—
Release Sabakéts and other 16 villages from

(True Extract.)

Claef Secretary.

the Collector and Agent of Granjam. ‘
e Revenue Department. v h 4 Sfo- Ccafpres

\

Exd. 8. 4. Peroira.

Kesszersh e



- Zamindar of Mandasa and the
Bissoyi of Sabakota.

~ Directing, under the circumstances stated,
the Collector to restore Sabakéta and the other 16
villages to the Zamindér of Mandasa and to ex-
t on behalf of Government for the

ted in the first instance.
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