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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Department,
' 13th May 1867. '

No. 182.

Read the following Proceedings of the Board of Revenue, dated 29th
. April 1867, No. 2,610 :—

Read again letter from the Collector of Madura, dated 15th December 1866, No. 415,
recorded in Board’s Proceedings, dated 1st February 1867, No. 675,

Read also the following letter from the same Officer, dated 22nd March 1867,
No. 73.

1.” In obedience to the order of the Board, conveyeﬂ in their Proceedings,
dated 1st February, No._675,-1 have the honor to submit the information called

for. .

Question I.

Whether the petitioner was present
when Mr. Levinge, on the’ 14th May,
decided that the Puttah should be entered
in Abdool Kader’s name, and if not, why
not ?

Question I1.

What was the date of Abdool Kader’s
petition, praying that Puttahs No. 15 and
No. 4 should be entercd in his name.

Question I11.

Collector will reply to the statements
made in Questions EF, G and 5 L.

s {. e, 5th June 1566

Answer.

2. Neither the petitioner nor his
mother was present when Mr. Levinge,
on the 16th May, (not 14th May as men-
tioned by the Board,) issued an order to
register the Puttah, No. 15, in Abdool
Kader’s name; but no reason is given
for their absence, except that such orders
are frequently passed in the absence of
parties concerned.

Answer.

3. Abdool Kader’s petitionis dated
24th April 1866, marked I. The peti-
tion and copy of the order passed thereon
is enclosed; Order No. 3, dated 10th
May 1866, The Board will observe that
this Order, No. 8, hasreference to Puttah
No. 15 only.

Answer to Questions L. and F.
4. Abdool Kader did- object in
Petition I, dated 24th April 1866, to

petitioner’s name being entered in Puttah
No. 4, and this objection was, of cours.e,

* previous to the criminal proceedings re-

garding Puttah No. 15, which were.held
on the 6th June 1866. On the previous
day* Shaik Nuttud Saib, son of Abdool

Kader, presented a Petition, No. 4, to the Collector, complaining that, up to Fusly
1272, Puttah No. 4 stood in the name of his grand-father ; that for Fuslies 1273 and
1274 Puttahs were made in his father’s name, and for Fusly 1275 that the Curnum
‘had fraudulently entered the name of Shaik Moideen (son of Adam Saib) in the
said Puttah No. 4, On the 9th June an Qrder, No. 2, was issued by Collector,
ordering o fresh Puttah to be made out in Abdool Kader's name alone.
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. Lo Answer {o statement G.
5. In Fuslies 1273 and 1274, Putfah No. 4 stood in the name of Abdool Kagder

1 . alone; but for rcasons stated in pars-
etter, dated 15th December 1866, No. 415, gmphs 5 aud 6 of Mr. Levingc’s Jetter,

. l (sco margin,) the Puttah was changed, 10
Fusly 1275, to the names of Abdool Kader and petitioner; and afterwards, with
reference to Abdool Kader's son’s Petition No. 4, an order was issucd to strike out

petitioner’s name from the Puttah, and prepare o fresh Puttah as mentioned above.

Answer to 5 L.

6. There is no mention made in any of the orders passed by Collector,

* Marked A. nor in any other document conncctv(‘l'

: . with the proceedings of the agrecment
between petitioner’s father and petitioner’s uncle; bat Mr. Levinge says, in para-
graph 9 of his letter to the Board, that the documents were produced before
t Dated 16th May. him at the timo (~)f Jummabundy in

Fusly 1275. In the Order No. 3,t
ordering DPuttah No. 15 to bo altered,
and in Order No. 2,% ordering Puttab
No. 4 to Le altered, reference is made
7 Thte T only to the Court’s decree.§ .
» There 1s nothing whatever to shew that the * allusion to this agreement 14

an  afler-thought.”” The latter part of

1 Dated 9th June.

§ Marked C.

I Marked B.

paragraph 5 L, to the effect that when |
misccllaneous petition|| was presented

| father’s” lands on a fictitiously high mort- .
gage, must bo utterly untrue, because the Petition B was presented to the Court .
on the 12th Dccember 1859, whereas the Serishtadar’s mortgages are dated 10th

to Court, the Serishtadar held petitioner’s

. parch and 24th September 1862.
8. 'There is, however, one extraordinary fact which requires explanation

The Serishtadar explains, with reference to this, (given I'nargmally ). Adam Saib mort-
that the two brothers, Adam Saib and Abdool gaged his property to the Scrishtadar

Kader, were living togcther, and that he, Se- 1n 1862, af . . )
Fishtadar, knew nothing then of what bad taken t',t : ter plicsentmg a stc.cllane
place between them when he accepted Adam ous petition to the Court, declaring he

Saib’s mortgage. held no property in 1859,

Pyrran No, 4 .
1. Exiract of Kyfeit, datod Fusly 1273 - 4. . , 9, The orders,
Collector’s order thureon. ¥ 1273, an far us it relates to Puttah No. 4, containivg as o Lav-
‘03'5 ord ln)-ot‘he::ﬁ ndo. prepored with refurence tu Mooneyandy's complaint, with Colleo- per margi,

¢ on. i . Tut-

g. ()rli;qinal }'etizi::\i: frl-:u;n Abhdool Kader, dated 24th April 18€6, marked [ mng rcference to 1 u,t_

. 0. frum Sbaik Nuttud Baib, pon of do., dated 5thJ [ o P ! J
5. Copy of en order issued to the T:’nhsildnr of M'mlum Taluolk, ‘lxnl:Zrll;e(zlﬁ‘lflarkud v tuhs i’ 1 3’ and 1 !

. . Preran No, 13, are lherewl ub-
6. Extract of a Kyfeit, dated Fuuly 1273, ua far a8 it relnlos to Puttsh No, 13 . 1erew lth #
Puttan Nu. 135, no nnttcd.

7. Do. of do. daled Fuuly 1273, 88 fur as it relates to I ,
Collector's urder thercon. . sto Patlub No, 15, with the

8. Do.  of du. dated Fusly 1275, with do. do. marked 111,

Question. Answeer.
What did Mr. Levinge refer to in 10. Mr. Levingo rcferred to the
paragraph G ? circumstanco which led to petitioner’s

name being ordered to be included in

.

- Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Depariment, 3 ’
13th May 1867.

Puttah No. 4, after it had stood in Abdool Kader’s name for two Iuslies, viz.,
1273 and 1274. This occurred in 0013seqhence of a complaint by one Mooneyandy
against the Curnum of the village (Aripoleum), and noton a petition from the
petitioner. .

11. The Government Petition No. 2,487 of 1866, and ten documents, are
herewith returned.

——

Excrosure No. 1:_-—Petition.

Excrosure No. 2.—Docaments.

1. Resolved that the foregoing letters be submitted to Government, with
reference to their Order dated 30th October 1866. :

2. With the second letter above recorded, the Collector sends a copy of the
several orders passed by Mr. Levinge, regarding the transfer of the Puttahs referred
to by the petitioner Shaik Moideen, and replies to certain points on which the Board
called for further information ou the receipt of Mr. Levinge’s letter, dated 15th
December 1866, No. 415. ' '

3. The Doard wished to know whether the petitioner Shaik Moideen (or any
one on his behalfy was present when the person named Abdool Kader was examin-
ed on the subject of his claim to have Puttahs Nos. 4 and 15 transferred to his name.
They also requested the present Acting Collector to reply to certain allegations
made by the petitioner, when commenting on an endorsement which Mr. Levinge
gave to the petitioner, under date the 27th July 1866, when returning to Shaik
Moideen his petition to the Board, with the Board’s endorsement, dated 14th July
1866. :
4. In bis petition to the Doard, under date 21st June 18G6, the petitioner
complained that certain lands held by his deceased father in the village of Rowta-
poliem had been transferred after his father’s demise to the name of his uncle
Abdool Kader without petitioner’s consent. For part of this land petitioner’s
father held a Puttah in his own name (No. 15), part stood in the name of Shaik
Ebraham, the father of Adam Saiband Abdool Kader, and part in the name of one
Mooneyandy deceased. At the time of Adam Saib’s death (on the 7th June 1863)
all the lands entered in No. 13 and a portion of those in Puttahs Nos. 4 and 15 were
under mortgage to Venkatasawmy Naick, the Collector's Serishtadar, and the
remainder to one Mooneyandy Pillay and his two brothers.

5. It appears from the petition that, in October 186#, Abdool Kader, the
brother of the deceased Adam Saib, brought a Suit, No. 96, in the Court of the
Principal Sudder Ameen of Madura, against Mooneyandy and his two brothers to
establish his right to redeem the land in the posscssion of these defendants. In
this suit a decrec was passed in favour of the plaintiff by consent of the parties

- (petitioner, however, not being one); the right of plaintiff, (Abdool Kader,) to

redecm was decreed, he undertaking to hold defendants harmless against any claims

“which might be established by the representatives of Adam Saib (petitioner’s father).

This decision was passed on the 1st February 1866. .
6. 'The land included in Puttah No. 15 continued in the name of Adam Saib
(pctitioner’s late father) till Fusly 1275, when Abdool Kader succeeded with the
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aid, as alleged, of Vencatasawmy Naick, the Serishtadar, in getting an order passed
on the 14th May 1866, dirceting Puttah No. 15 to be issucd in his own name, this
tra}xsfer being made on the strength of the déeree in Suit No. 96, though that suit
related exclusively to the land held on, mortgage by Mooneyandy and his brother,
and had no reference to any of the land iu th: same Duttal which Venkatasawmy
Naick held on mortgage.

7. In Fusly 1272, Puttah, No. 4 stood in the namo of Shaik Ebraham, the
father of {\dam Saib. Tn 1273 Abdool Kader, alias Chiapinia, the petitioner’s uncle,
caused tl'ns Puttah to be made out for Fusly 1273 in his :)wn name alone, and
th.crcl»y ignored petitioner’s and his late father’s right,  Subscquently, Mooneyandy
Pillay, the mortgagee, having complained in regu’rd to this transfv;, the Collector,
.undor daltte 16th December 1865, dirceted that petitioner’s name ehould be also
1.nsertcd in Puttah No. 4 for Iusly 1275, and at the same time dismissed the Curnuin '
for, among other grounds, having omitted to insert it in the Puttah for Fuslies 1273
and 1274, :

8 The p(:tltiO!iC[’ further stated that, on the 23th May 1866, he addressed
a' p(:tltmn t(‘) Mr. Levinge, complaining of tho injury done to pctitim:cr, and of tho .
bcr-xs'lltada,r 8 f"raudulcnt conduct, and that the Collector, after having summoned
pct}t.mncr 3 }VItII(?SSOS, &e., instead of inquiring into his compluint charged the
pctmonc.r Wl?h defamation against the Serishtadar. and scntcnced, him to two
months’ imprisonment for this alleged offence, ’

ol 3
. 9. The Board returned the ]u;titi«)n, dated 21st June 1866, with the following -
T orsement, dated 14}11 July 1866 :—* Detitioner should produce the Collector’s
endorsement regarding the Puttah dispute. The Board have no jurisdiction in
“ the matter of the Magisterial decision.” h ’

10 The petitioner on the same date as ho addressed the Board also forwarded

a petition to Governnient, enclosing copy of his petition to the Board, and stating
. that‘ ho was compelled to bring bis case Lefore Government, as ncithl:r the Board
of Revenue, nor the Session Court, to whom petitioner had a’ppcu.led for redress in

the Magisteri o . X
e Magisterial case, could take into consideration the whole of Mr, Levinge's

oppressive aud unjust conduct,
|

18001 l(iire':’{lil;i p}lci::u:n was returned to ‘petitioner with an Order, dated 9th July

866, g him to re-submit it, shewing the result of his appeals to the Revenuo
Joard q:md the Scssion Court, if the petitioner were still dissatistied.

- 12, Or'l 'the 1st S.eptcmbcr petitioner again brought his caso before Govern-
ment by petition, praying, with reference to the Session Judze’s decision in ap al
that G(')vcrnment would do the petitioner justice in rcsq?ect to Mr ;n- ?'I l:rco’%'
oppressive conduct in his Magisterial capacity ; and complaining w'ti ‘L{?\m? ‘
to the Board’s endorsement, dated the 14th Jul y, that their order w:z,xs ul 5 trcll?r("l?lc?
a3 the petitioner had presented no petition to the Collector previous to t'lnn ; 1%1‘ t "i
235th May, and petitioner had wmerely prayed the Board would {n uir10 c{)'ncm :\IL;
Levinge what he had done on the petition of the 25th May as Collot?tor on )i(x)‘t f:oﬁ;
_the criminal proceedings, and report the same to the Government l[:w :l‘xorcfbr{
1()01{.(‘(1 upon the Doard’s order asindicating a desire on their par; n'ot to i’nquim inﬁ;
ﬂfe improper conducet of the Collector, aud was oblized in eonsequence to avail
himself of the permission given him by Government in their endersement of the 91
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Depariment, 5
13th May 1867.

July, to re-submit his petition, and solicit the interference of Government. With
this petition was enclosed a copy of the Séssion Court's order in the appeal, and a
paper containing the petitioner’s observations on the Collector’s endorsement, dated
27th July 1866, :

13. The Government, under date the 30th October 1866, forwarded this peti-

. tion through the Board of Revenue to Mr. Levinge, and required him to report

without delay upon the whole case both in its Magisterial and Revenue phases.
He was also directed to report particularly on the following points :—
First.—Under what circumstances he was induced to prosccute, criminally,
the youth Shaik Mohideen on a charge which, under Section 68 of the Criminal
Procedure Code, he was precluded from taking cognizance of, without complaint.
, Second.—In what the alleged defamation consisted, and how the facts elicited
on inquiry constituted the offence as defined in Scction 499, Indian Penal Code.
Heo was alsorequired to forward, with translations, the records on which his decision
in the Magisterial case was based.

14. The Board of Revenue was by the same order desired to report fully, as
to the right of the petitioner to have his original request complied with ; as to the
procedure observed by the Collector in the first instance, and by the Board, to whom
the case was referred for inquiry and disposal on the revenue side; and also to
ascertain and report the extent of land held by the Collector’ Serishtadar, in the
district, whether held on mortgage or any other more permanent tenures.

15. In Mr. Levinge's reply, dated 15th December 1866, No. 415, he explains
(paragraph 15) that he ordered Puttahs Nos. 4 and 15 to be made out in Chapmia’s
name on the strength of certain documents produced before him by Abdool Kader,
alias Chapmia, viz., the decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen in No. 96 of 1864,
marked C, a document filed in that suit marked D, ¢ which caused the decree fo
be given in Chapmia’s favour,” and documents B, E and F.

16. Suit No. 96 was preferred by Abdool Kader, alias Chapmia, to establish
his right to redecm so much of the lands entered in Puttahs Nos. 15 and 4 as were
held by Mooneyandy Pillay and his brothers on mortgage. The judgment in this
case sets forth that the plaiatiff’s claim to redecm the lands held by the defendants
in mortgage, was based on the alleged transfer by Adam Saib to the plaintiff of all
his right and title to the lands in question, and that the judgment was by consent
of the defendant in favour of the plaintiff, on the understanding that the plaintiff
became responsible for any claimsto the mortgaged property by any parties calling
¢« themselves heirs of the late Adam Saib.” .

17. The document marked D, is a bond on stamp paper, whereby Adam Saib,
on the 12th January 1860, confirmed a previous document executed on unstamped

aper (paragraph 9 of Mr. Levinges® letter) by which, “for a certain consideration,
«¢ Adam Saib had made over to his brother Chapmia all his lands in Rowtapollicm,
¢ that he should redecm the mortgaged lands and enjoy them.” B}

18. Document B is the copy of a motion presented to the Civil Court, under
date the 12th December 1859, by Adam Saib, sctting forth that he had made over
all his property under document A to his brother Chapmia.

19. Document E is a motion presented by petitioner’s mother, Adam Saib’s
wife, in the Principal Sudder Ameen’s Court, asserting that Chapmia had no right
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to institute Suit No. 96 for her husband’s lands, aud praying that tho suit might be

dxsm:ssod, ot tr‘l‘"’t'bhc might bo ndmittcdn;}s a supplemental defendant. ‘

“ ;?{;tin'{'l;;::':;lCi&zl Sudder Ameen phssf;'d. an orgcr on this _motion, documél_lt

. tlio casob wlicl i Lourt sce no reason for including the potitioner 43 & party 10

N » Which has been disposed of according to the wishes of tho partics
concerned.” e

cncl o, Oo l‘%‘fjcrring t? Mr. Levingo's ‘order, duted 16th May 186G, (one of the
Mrc ;j);ficjnfnm'ljfd IIL in MMr. I-\rbuthnott’s letter,) the Board do ot find that
Th;; tcrmsoo‘;' :11];; :::;ty referenco in that Ofdcr to any document besides the decree,
 aud the copy of 4] ‘:r(;lm. as follow :—* From tho verbal statement of the Curnum-
“ Kader h: by o Ml declsion produced by Abdool Kader, it appears that Abdool

et having filed a suit in the Court for the recovery of some lands attached to

« . Podbal 1 .
these Puttal lands, (viz., the lands entered in Puttah No. 15,) and mortgaged by -

“ oA .
: Adam.Saxb, t.ho decree was passed in his favour. Consequently this Puttah ought
to (l:(; issued in the name of Abdool Kader.” !

chi;,:; oittl?:sgthug)pcursl frc'nn cnclosm:o marked II., (an order passed by Mr.
name :f Abdool Kad:]eCl?Ob:)_that Le did not order at onc and the samo time tho
o gen o g al‘)mm) to be entered in Puttahs Nos. 15 and 4, as tho
xplanation given 11151 cttc:, pux"agraph 19, itnplies. Thoe order, dated 15th M‘ay:

y to Puttah No. 15.  The order, dated 9th June, was issucd on @ petition

prescuted by Shaik Nolad Saib on the 4th June (the date on which tho petitionery .

bha}k %ondecn, was sentenced to two monthg’ imprisonment). In this petition
Shaik I\u’ttad praycd that the Puttah, issued in 1275 in tho joint names of his father.
A'bdool Ix,uder, and Shaik Moideen, might be cancelled, and a fresh Puttah issucd in
3113 fat‘.}xcrf; natﬁf only. T)he reason which Mr, chingo, gave in his order of the 9th
oy o b G s s om0
“ with Mooneyaundy Pillay, stating t} st tho'lmlds oo
o oneyany L y', ing 1?.1’. al! the lands of Adam Saib had been mado
e fo ;O . (iz:lséi);ll“da% po.ss.ed)m his favour, Morcover, many of the suid
¢ prepare and send a scp(aiattlaul’ﬁ?tihl :xr: t;.};).dox};olll' (flhe’ T“h-"ildar\)vmr St', ‘Itllmforz{
¢ the order permitting the name of Ad: aib’ o ﬂf‘me- ? "o )): tah "
i : . : of Adam Saib’s son to be included in the Puttalh.
bt ottal e a8 Saa;de*gaf\ 'crc:(}.froxxa tho orders now quoted, it must bo allowed
o o 19 and “w-'l'o l:bl:l()d,ln the name of Abdool Kader solely on the
ng 1C ¢ L.Cl‘(,c passed in Suit No. 96 as urged by the petitioner ; but Mr.
Levinge has explained that besides the deceree, certain other documents (viz., all
tl.xe documents cx'.\umemt«:d in his letter, dated 15th December) were laid be;orc
}xmx.by Abdool Kader, and the Board cannot doubt that these other documents
particularly those marked B and D, did influcnce Mr. Levingo when he dccidcci
that Abdool Kader had a fair elaim to both the Puttahs. 1o ap;cars to have thought

that the Bond marked D, and the copy of tho motion marked A, afforded full proof

Lhailthc dcc(;aslfd Adam Saib had transferred all his lands in Rowtapolliem to his

rother, and that such evi Tusti

o to’ Abdod] 3 {s:(ficlerIdence justified him 8 Collector in issuing l’uttuhs for the
24, The Board presume that Abdool Kader’s claim in respect to the land

entex'cd in‘Nol. 4 was not brought before Mr, Levinge in May, when ho passed

o ™

i =T

» 1
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_‘ in Puttah 15, would equally justify hi
" in Puttah No. 4. Abdool Kader, in his petition date

“the Magistrate held eriminal pro
-ought to have seen, after reading
‘needed, and he ought especia

- Puttahs.

"of the 25th May) merely
. Mr. Lovinge directly under th

T 13th May 1867.

T N

! presented his petition
twvo yedrs, in his father’s name,
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egard to Puttah 15 ; and that when'6n the 4th June Abdool Kader’s son]
, praying that this Puttah l};.}jght be entered, as in thie preceding,
Mr. Levinge considered that the several documen’tsi
Abdool Kader’s exclusive right to all the land/’eﬁteredi
min recognisihg his exclusive right to the lands
d 24th April, objected to Shaik ",
Moideen’s name being entered in Puttah No. 4. The petitioner is, thercfore, wrong :

in alleging that no objections were made on this point by Abdool Kader till after *
ccedings, but. however this may be, Mr. Levinge

the petition of 25th May, that further Inquiry was
lly to have investigated the alleged fact that the
terested in some of the lands entered in. the two

ordersin r

which led him to recognise

Scrishtadar was personally in

r Mr. Levinge was right in allowing Abdool

25. As to the question whethe
the Board are of opinion that he’

Kader to have all the lands entered in his name,
was at liberty to transfer the lands to which Suit No. 96 applied, provided Ahdool
Kader, the plaintiff in that suit, had redeemed the lands, and had entered into

possession.  In that case if Shaik Moidecn objected on the ground that he was the

mortgager’s heir, the Collector might haye referred him to the Civil Courts to

ostablish his right.
28, With regard to such of the lands in Puttahs 1

thoy wie iu the puuacaui()x

5 and 4 as the decrec did
not embrace, the Duownd undoreland thal b 1 of the Serishtadar
Venkatasawmy Naick, who acquired them on mortgage from the petitioner’s father.
In the case of these lands Adam Saib’s brother Lad not established hisright to them:
in the Civil Courts, and thercfore unless Shaik Moidcen, as the mortgager’s heir,’
consented to their being transferred, the Collector was no doubt in error in making
the transfer. 1le was also in crror in not requiring the petitioner to appear before
he passed a decision one way or the other. o

97.  With regard to the Board’s procedure in dealing with Shaik Moidccu’s"
petition, the Poard obscrve that their endorsement, directing him ‘¢ to produce the
Collector’s decision regarding the Puttah dispute,” had reference to the order passed,
by the Collector on tho 16th May (not 14th, as stated in the petition.) Tho unjast
character of that order was the subject of Shaik Moideen’s petition, dated the
25th May, and whether Shaik Moideen was present or not when it was passed, he
ought to have followed the usual practice on his appealir}g to the Board, by annex-
ing to his petitiou a copy of that order. The Board believe that petitioner has put
‘this point in & wrong light, (as though the Board liad only to dcal with the petition
to excuse himself for again bringing his complaints against
¢ notice of the Government, though he had not.
obtained from the Board any final order on the point properly within their cogni-
Tho question whether Mr. Levinge acted rightly in making Shaik Moideen’s -
¢ 25th May the ground for a criminal prosecution was for the Session
de, the Board of Revenuc having no jurisdiction on that point, and’
out to petitioner in the latter part of the Doard’s endorsciment.

zance.
petition of th
Court to deci

this was pointed
08, Tho petitioner has also taken a distorted view of the reasons which

prompted Mr. Levinge to attach an endorsement to Shaik Moideen’s petition at the
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time that petition was returned under the Board’s order to the pcti%mncr.b T:;::
endorsement set forth tho. principal~iets in the case as they wero viewed ycccd
Collector, and the petitioner on receiving it was, of courso, at .lleI;tY to pro ¢ of
with his appeal shewing what he had to urge against Mr. Levingo’s statemen
the case. lould bo

2). Tho Board are now of opinion that the present COllef:tor shou o
instructed to cancel the Puttahs Nos. 15and 4 as issucd by Mr. Levingo ; t? g';ml
Abdool Kader a fresh Puttah for tho lands to which the judgment of the Prm.f:iln”
Sudder Ameen in Suit No.96 of 1864 applied ; and togive a Puttah for th? rcmﬂ:le ox}
lands to Shaik Moideen as tho heir of the deccased Adam Saib. 'Tlus mo. urs0
proceeding, as it regards Puttah No. 15, would be in accordance with the wftl;o
recommended by the Tahsildar jn the Kyfeit on which Mr. Levinge's ordcxi Ot o
16th May was passed. The petitioner has pointedly remarked on the. fact tmt bis
Collector’s order was adverse to the opinion cxpressed by the Tahsildar, bu -
opinion was apparently based on what tho Talsildar considercd to bo the u Lo
Practice, without regard to the documents produced by Abdool Kader Lefore
Collector at the J ummabundy.

) risterial
30.  Mr. Levingo has submitted, as required, the record of the Magistc
case, and a list of the Serishtadar’s lands.

. . ot

3l.  As it regards the latter, the Board obscrve that the Scrishtadar docs 10
at present, appear to hold any land in the villag
The Board cannot account tor this fact In the cas

8 of Mr. Arbuthnott’s letter, dated 22ud ultimo,

. . . . . 1 iOn'
baving had a mortgage on Adam Saib’s remaining lands, as stated in the pettt

32. The Board are of opinion that the Scrishtadar is greatly to blame on this
occasion, even though Mr, Levinge may havo acted
ment,  The Serishtadar was the ministerial officor
in such cases were prepared.
what the usual practice was, (a

:rrﬂpll
. syident f1 o1 paroés
¢y for 1o s evident frons ) dgos

that the Scrishtadar acknowle

by whom Mr. Levingo's Orficrs
It was his duty to stato explicitly to Mr. Levinge

point on which tho Serishtadar eould have bad n‘;
doubt), and looking at tho fact that he had g personal interest in the land, ho ough
to have brought this point proi

nincntly forward, so that if Mr. Levinge dctcrmir.lch
to change the Puttahs in Abdool Kader's favour, not merl y for tho lands to whic

the judgment in'Suit 96 applicd, but likewise for tho lands mortgaged to the Serish-
tadar, the mortgager's heir should have had no room for complaining that the
Scrishtadar had exercised an andue influence on the Collector’s decision.

33. The Serishtadar will now be called upon to stato what steps ho took t‘;
bring the true circumstances of the case, as it regards himsclf, to the knowlc.dgo Os
the Collector, to produco the original mortgago deeds, and explain all pmtxculacrls
counceted with the mortgage which he has lield, or now holds, on any of the lan
in Puttahs 4, 15, and 13. Also, to stato for what sum the lands were mortgaged, 1B
whose posscssion they now are, and havo been, and why, if the Scrishtadar lms(‘;
lien on the lands, he did not object on that ground to the Puttahs being transferre
as it regards this portion of the lato Adam Saib's property. Ilo should further
explain how he accepted a mortgage on the lands entered in Puttah No, 13, WhC]I(;
theso lands wero registered in the name of ono Mooneyandy. Tho Collcctor .shou
state how tho lands (Puttah No. 13 included) have been entered in his Register of

. aaZ0
e of Rowtapollicm on mortgag

. . 'udf"' R
, 83 ho avers, on his own Ju%

—i
\

v,
.

. Te g
- . -

. . ” - t, 9
Proceedings of the Madras Government, Revenue Deparimen ]
.. . " 13th'May 1861,

omrmetnl
~pr

s

SRR ot ened up
lands held by public servants from the dats on which this hReﬁgs::; il be able to
to'the present year.  On the receipt of this information, the

give a definito opinion on the Serishtadar’s conduct.

. 867, 1,073.
nereoy, 13th May 1867, No. 1,
i 18?. e The (;overnmént will await the Board’s further report

i by them. -
- Mscellaneons on the additional information now called for by
(True Extract.)
(Signed) W, HUDLESTON,
. Secretary to Government.
To tho Board of Revenue.

]:xd J. Tulloch,
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