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which would be applicable to the pargana as a whole. The villages varied so gnuch
that even those which actually touched one another were quite different. Under
these circumstances, he solicited sanction to assess each village on its own merits,
adding that, “after the assessimnents have been made, the rates could be run out so as
to show the rate per acre, &c, but it i3 quite inipossible beforehand to suggest any-
thing in the shape of a rent-rate.” The then Senior Member (Mr. B. Colvin) sanc-
tioned this proposal on the condition that, after the assessmeuts had been made, the
Settlement Officer should deduce rent-rates and prepare a note carefally explaining
in each case why particular rent-rates are much above or much below the average of
the pargana, Mr. Ross’s explanation of his omission to observe these instructions
will be found in paras. 17 and 18 of his subsidiary report of the 21st July, 1887.
The Board’s orders for the Eastern Didn were rendered necessary by ils peculiar
conditions ; the greater part of this pargana may be described as a tract of forests and
swamps, where malaria attacks the inhabitants and wild animals ravage the crop

8. For purposes of assessment the distriot was divided into the following tracts :—

(1) Dehra plateau. (3) Submontane tract.
(2) River tract. (4) Hill tract,

The cultivated area was found to have increased 47°3 per cent. since the last settle-
ment concurrently with an increase of 47°06 per cent. in the total population of the
district. The total cultivated area at the time of the survey was 71,176 acres, of
which 14,763 acres, or 20'8 per cent., were proprietors’ sfr land ; 18,167 acres, or
254 per cent., were held by occupancy tenants; and 37,660 acres, or 53 per cent., by
tenants-at-will. The high proportion of sf» land is said to be due to want of tenants,
which obliges proprietors to cultivate their own lands. Payment of rents in kind is
very frequent, this system extending over 38,619 acres as compared with 82,197 acres
in which cash rents are paid.  Mr. Ross mentions in his rent-rate report that all rents
for ordinary land are paid in kind, i.e, for all land except goind land, sugarcane
fields, and maurusi holdings. The landlord’s sharo of the produce when rents are’
paid in kind varies from }th to 4rd; but there were no reliable data to show, even
approximately, the amount of grain which the landlord received, or its value when
converted into cash, Into these matters an elaborate enquiry was made, the methods
of which: are described in Chapter IV,

9. The Commissiongr justly criticises the confusion of rates and calculationg
which characterise the report, and for an explanation of many of the figures I am to
refer to Mr. Ross's letter of 21st July. It will be noticed that whereas, acc.ording
. to the proposals made in his rent-rate report of 13th September, 1884, for each

village the report should have shown—

(1) Recorded rental, (3) Rental by crop rates,
* (2) Corrected rental, (4) Rental by soil rates,

Mr. Ross has given in appendix A complete figures only for the Dehra plateau,
and he explcins that Nos. (3) and (4) above are entered as “estimated assets” and
“rental by sanctioned rates” respectively, The rentals by soil rates are said to
reprosent (para. 5 of letter of 21st July) the estimates made village by village
by the Settlement Officer after personal inspection of the soils; therefore it is by no
meang clear why Mr. Ross has used the words “ estimated assets” for the orop rates.
Mr. Lane, Commissioner of the Meerut Division, found the results of the assessment
so much at variance with the rates for which the Settlement Officer obtained sanction,
and which he should presumably have followed, that he arrived at the conelusion
that “Mr. Roga in fact threw away all considerations as to rates and e his
assessments on what he considered each village was individually able tQ ﬁy ..

The figures on which calculations should be based give one set of results and the
decision finally comes to something quite different.” The Commissioner considers
also that the assessment is lower than it should have been by at least:20 per cent,
The Board cannot but admit that there is much force in’ these oriticise®. The
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were no data of any kind which could be relied on to show even approgimately the
amouant of grain which the lundlord receives as his shate, or its value when converted
into cash;” and in the same para. Mr. Ross proceeded to say that *the only course
open was, after making the widest possible, enquiries and exhausting every source
of information, to make the best estimate that circumstances would admit of”
Stated briefly this can ooly be taken to mean that Mr, Ross found the patwig

and his record wanting and resolved te work out the problem 1 the light of lfy
own local knowledge and experience. Acting on this determination the elaboiato
enquiries glready referred to were made, and the report treats in ample detail
of rentals at soil rates and rentals at crop rates, re, of sanctioned 1ates and esti-
mated assets. Mr. Ross considered himself capable of apprasing the standing crope
very correctly (rent-rate report, para. 6), and adding to his own experience the know-
ledge which he was able to acquire from many trustworthy sources of intormation, 1t
might have been supposed that his estimates of the capabilities of the land would be
at ledst as accurate as the figures obtained from the patwérs’ records. Instead of
this however, Mr. Ross seems to have very generally sct asido his estimated 1ates in
favour of the recorded rentals. Thus in bis final lottor he writes (paia, 10) :—“as a
rule I was guided by the recorded rontals more than by anything else ”; and in para,
7, ¢ the recorded rental was, except 1n one or two special cascs, taken as the basis of
calculation.” Mr Rossappears to have intended an assessment of not more than 45
per cent. of the rentals; but 1n few cases do his assessments reach this percentage of
the recorded rentals, and they bear a still smaller proportion to the estimated assets,

14. An examioation of the few mahdls of the Dehra plateau and iiver tract
above mentioned will show tha difficulty of reducing to a definite system the assess-
ments given out ; nor is this difficulty lessencd by the general explanation of the
Dehra plateau assessment given in para. 8 of Mr. Ross's letter of 21st July. Here
the rental at crop rates, t.e, the estimated assets which had been calculated with
&0 much labour were gencrally set aside in favour of soil rates and a new element
watroduced. Luttle fault can bo found with the assessment of the first mahdl, Ajab-
pur-kaldn, though the revenue 1s only 38 per cent. of the estimated assets; but Ajab-
pur-khutd would seem to have been lightly assessad. As regards this mahal Mr. Rass
writes :—*“ I think the circle rates apply very well and give an average rontal per acre
of Rs. 4-2-0.” Now the cultivated area is 389 acres, vide Appendix A, and applying
to this area the average rate of Rs. 4 2-0 a rental of Rs, 1,604 is obtained. A 50 per cent,
jgma on this would be Rs. 802 and a 45 per cent, jama Rs, 721, yet the revenue actpally
asgeased 13 only Rs. GOO. Mr. Ross has apparently assessed on the recorded rental,
although he attempts to explain his asscssment on the basis of soil rates, The expla-
nation given of the assessment of the third mahil, Ambiwala, is similarly al variance
with the result. Mr. Ross explains that “the fair jama will be Rs. 220, being at a
rent-rate of Rs 3-14-0 per acie, which is just the fair rent of the village.” Actual cal-
culation however shows no such results, for this avorage 1ate applied to the cultivated
area of 142 acres gives a rental for the mah4l of Rs. 550, on which the rovenue at
50 per cent. would be Rs. 275 and at 45 per cent. Rs. 248, So that the “far
jam'é of Rs. 220" is not at the rent-rate of Re. 3-14-0; and as tho latter ig just
the fair rent of the village,” the jama imposed is not proved in the manner expected.
These instances indigate the incomplete nature of the explanations furnished by tho
Settlement Otficer and justify Mr. Lane’s criticism, Further examples are to be
found in the viliages of Ambari, Aduwala, and Betwala, the first, second, and fourth
mahals of the river tract (para. 13, Mr. Ross's letter of 21st July). In Amban the
revenne is esid to bave been retained at ifs former rate, Rs. 250; but the pew
demand includes Ra. 10 on account of forests, and the agricultural demand has been
reduced ) yhis amount. As forests were not assessed i the last settlement, it is
hardly ooteget #9i8ay that the *same nssessment has been carried on” In Aduwala
a revenue ¢f Ba, 180 wes imposed on & recorded rental of Rs. 767, estimated assets of
Ra. 714, and tenta] bysoil rates of Re. 488, The recordéd rental and estimated asseta
a6 p3id 4 be too high, but the toll zaies there would give a revenue at 50 per cont, of
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Bhopatwala Kslan .. | 216 52 134§ 0
1 : Bolondawaln * e | 811 184 398 80
i 1 Cliranwala « | 108 | 138 120 40
Dushi aer . 384 25 393 1;2-0
Ghisapuri ... ane 6l | 233 260 O
Hansawals ... w | 163 | 208 213 60
Eali Mitti ... e 110 303 143 40
" Kalawala ... _ w | 141 202 102 40
Kanharwals Gangsraw .., | 186 88 178 60
Kharaws e . 39{ 60 80| 24

Mohamadpur o | 206 | 237 179 50 |

i
Meanwala Bakhtawar ... | 596 [ 316 892 [ 130
Missar-wala Kalan .. | 256 | 116 237 | 90
Missar-wala Kburd ... | 202 | 167 136 ] 40
Mokrampur Kburd, Ma- | 595 | 445 402 | 170

hal Thakur.
Manghwals 42 41 60 20
N:;gl Jwalapar Path, | 359 | 271 459 | 100
Biswanand 15 Bis. ml

Nakranda Daly o | 598 | 207 335 60
Nakranda Dhum Singh ... 230 398 284 60
} Phandon . s 121 92 121 30
Pasthrri .o 39 80 47 8
haipur Jwala o 11,236 | 1,247 1,065 | 420
Sirkbi e e 42 61 65 15
Shampur ... 2781 199 346 120
Boura Saroli 107 87 161 80
Bangson .. .| 72| 88 84| 2
Tilai 82 87 2 27
Timli Man Singh - 54 86 65 15
Total 7,566 ;6,189 7,062 12,228
39 25 4 . 15

The united jama is too low.

Includes 2 mabals
It should be 84, deducting Biwai, tne «u years average comes to 108, and a jama on this of

Keeorded rental given is not traceable.
40 is low.

Cannot be traced. I consider too much reduction has heen made.

Too low.

The average rental and that by soil rates are nearly the same, the jama is too low. N

gookling at the last 2 vears Nikasis and bearing in micd the large amount of fallow, I consider 50 too low a jama.
0o low.

ghe ll'ental of 1833-84 was Ra. 303. I cannot see reason for a jama of Rs. 40.

00 10w,

The rental of 1833.84 is not reliable judging by the 10 years’ average and soil rates, Rs. B0 is low.

A farr nikasi being Rs. 80 a jama of Rs 20 on-the cultivation merely is too low. N

Rs. 42 has been assessed on the cultivation merely: thisis too low.

This Mahul has been dinided in moleties. A jama of Rs 140 is too low. The crop rental gives Rs, 652 The figures in the printed
appendix and those quoted by 8 O. in the P. Vol. are generally contradictory and unintelligible.

Crop rates give Rs. 552. The jama is too low.

A light jama.

The recordad rental of Rs. 83, is Rs 187 not Rs. 140. Thix is about as mueh fillow as cultivated land. Rs. 40 jama iz too low.

The crop rental is said to give Rs 825 a jama of Rs. 145 on these figures seems to me qute unsuitable. Looking at the Nikasis of the
Past 10 years and considering the past jama paid of Rs. 45, 1 consider it needless to take into conmideration the considerable expense
which the §:t-1smsnt O H22r coasders ths proprietor mast huve besn put to to bring the village to its present pitch of excellence, &ea.

I note toat the Settlement Oficer classas 1172 acres of Sal Forest as assassable and yet puts a jama of Rs. 25 at 1 per acre on 50 asres.

A jama of Rs. 6 on the cultivated ares is too low.

The Fatwaris’ average is Rs. 359 not 251. I cannot understand a jama of Rs. 100.

A large amount of fallow Disregarding Siwai Re. 60 istoo low any way. The Patwaris’ rental is wrongly quoted both in printed
report and settlement volumes remarks . .
;ﬂh’lﬂ-ﬁs figures are wrongly quoted here again. The recorded rental is, aftes striking out Biwai, Rs. 60 - is any way too low.
00 low.
Too low, (see Raniwala, below.) . . . .
Even allowing for sir, Rs. 420 seems unaccountably low. The figures quoted by 8. O. as in Meanwala are unintelligible. The jama on
Loculhnt.ion alone is Bs. 300 (vide separate note).
.
The recorded rental is wrongly entered as Rs. 148. This is a good village and the Nikaais show that it could bear more than Rs. 120. 7
The Nikasis seem unreliable. 'Taking the cultivated aves as 79 acres and getting by soil rates on the above a rental of Ks. 161, a jama

thereon of Rs. 40 is Jow. . 3
There ie 8 good desl of sir and Settlement Officer has not worked out what seems to me a fair corrected rental, but as the cultivated ares

has increased from 55 to 85 acres, I should ssy the jama increase from Ra. 18 to 25 must be too little. o
Cultivated area bas increased from 33 tu 74 acres, it is mostly beld as sir, but even on the low rates calculated a Nikasi comes omt of

Rs. 82, and a jama of ne. 27 seems low.
A jama of Ms 15 seems low for this Mabal.

This is fair. I enter it merely for comparison with Pasthuri.
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Judging from the figures, the sanctioned rates must have been munch too low, as they
yielded assets which are Rs. 7,643 less than the recorded rental, Even the estimated
assets fall helow the record by Rs. 1,177, and the jama which you fixed is only 34
per cent. of the recorded rent-roll, and 35 per cent. of the estimated assets, Taking
similarly the first four mahdls, the figures exeite comment.

In the first case the “sanctioned rates” give sors than the racorded rental,
which is practically the same result as the “estimated assets,” viz., Rs. 531 to
Rs. 450 -and a revemwe demand of 250 is fixed. In the second case the sanc-
tioned rates give Rs. 496, or 271 lesd than the recorded rental, while the - estimated
assets” are 71¢. The jama is fixed at 180, or 25 per cent. of the estimated assets,

In the third case tho recorded rental does not exceed Rs. 339, but the sanctioned
rateg yield Ra. 479, or 140 more and the reveaue is fixed at Rs. 230, The “ estimated
assets” are 378, In the fourth case the “ estimated assots” are as high as Rs. 826,
while the sanctioned rates yield 442, the recorded rental is 315, and the jama is fixed
at about half the latter. As already noted, the Senior Member is aware that
your reasous for accepting one test und rejocting another may be duly recorded in
the assessment statements, but where the saunctioned or adopted teésts afford very
discrepant results, some general explaunations of their anrcliable character would

seem desirable.

6. In the sub-montane tract om the other hand the “sanctioned rates” were
presumedly found too high, fér they yield Rs 27,832 as compared to a recorded rental
of Rs. 21,700, The “ cstimated assets” are only Rs. 20,048, and the jama fixed is
Rs. 10,926, or a little over half the recorded rental, Rs, 10,850.

In the hill tract the recorded rental is Rs. 2,782, the sanctioned rates givs
Rs. 4,799, the estimated assets are Rs. 2,418 and the jama is fixed at Rs, 2,066. You
*appear thercfore in this case to have placed most rcliance on the “sanclioned rates.”

In the Eastern Din tract, no figures whatever are givea for “ sanctioned rates”
ouly returns being given for recorded rentals amd estimated assets. These give
vespectively Rs. 23,238, and Rs. 22,346. The jama is fixed at Rs. 11,474,

In regard to {his tract the Board in their office No. 350 dated 12th December,
1884, sanctioned your proposal to assess each village on its own merits. But you
were desired, after you had made the assessments, to deduce rent-rates and prepare
a note carefully explaining in each case why particular rent-vates arc mnch above o
much below the average of the pargana. This note has not been furnished.

7. The Board are of coursc aware that the scttlement report was compiled after
you had left the Jistrict, but it is understood that Mr. Baker forwarded the manuscript
copy to you for euch additions or corrections as you might wish to make. The
Board do not doubt that you will now be alle to furnish the required explanatiun
in regard to the figures which have been quoted, but it is to be regretted that these
ware not entered in the report itself. I am to invite your attention to the conclu-
gionsdrawn by Mr. Lane in para. 21 of his letter dated 21st March, 1887, and to
request that you will submit such remarks as you may desire to make on the infei-
ence drawn by the Commissioner. No doubt in a peculiarly circumstaneed district
like Dehra Dfin, much had to be left to your intimate individaal knowledge of the
villages under msgessment. If, however, Mr. Lane’s inference is warranted, ample
explanations should have been given of your inalility to follow the methods and
procedyre which you had originally proposed and which had received the formal

approval of Government. {

8. '.ﬂt‘zming now to ‘that officer’s review of the report, I am to ask for such further
report or explanations as you are able to give in regard to the following points.

a,) The rise, it sny, in the valne of the rents in kind as compared with the
reparied rise of 69 por cent. in the rents of teunnts-at-will (para, 11), On this point
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I am to enclosc for reference some figures &c., received demi-officially from the present
Superintendent. You will observe that Mr. Lane questions-the correctness of the
view that prices have hardly risen at all in the last 20 years 1f, however, prices
have remained almost stationary, some explanation should be given of the very large
nise in cash rents.

(5.) (Para. 14) Mr Laue notices tbat the total rent-roll reaches 1,08 953, but
that the revenue demand does not exceed Rs. 46,052, or 42 per cent., and be adds
that primd facie the district has been under-assersed. In cthe next para he makes
a rough caleulation himself, which results in a revenue demand of 66,200. Mr.
Lane’s caleulation, in his para. 14 is 1,08,958; but the reveuue (cxcluding fresh rove-
nue, is fixed at 46,032,

In paras. 5-6 of his subsequent letter of 14th April, Mr. Lunc makes a fresh
caleulation which yields & revenue demand of 37,7353, exclusive of forests

T 2un to request that you will examine the different calculations which lead Mr.
Lane to the conclusion that your proposed assessments are inadequate. It1s possible
that the cases wherein the new jamas do not reach 50 per cent. orso of the rentals,
were precisely those cases in which the rse was very heavy and 1n which you could
not venture to take a higher demand without a progressive enhancement, against
which the land-holders protested.

9. I am also to request that you will explain the figures given in para 23, Chap-
ter III.  According to this statement, the recorded rents for cash paying lands
amount to Rs, 1,01,053 and those for kind payinglands to Rs. 91,323, or a grand total
of Rs. 1,92,37C, admitting therefore of a total asseesment of some 96,000, irrespective
of the full rental of the sir area.

For the Board do not overlook, in this connection, the instructions contained in
para. 12 of the Government Order of 19th February, 1885, viz: that  in proportion ‘
as enhancements are high they should not be sudden” and that “ beyond a certain’
point it is not expedient to insist upon all that the State might by strict rule claim ;”
nor is it forgotten that the rise will, even on your assessmeuts, reach 43 per cent.s
But 1t must also be boine in mind that a system of progressive enhancements was
specially 1ecommended to meet cases "of sudden and heavy rlse in the revenue
demand.

It is declared that the land-holders preferred to pay at once the enhanced demand
and were averse to any progressive enhancements, No doubt if the option were given
10 a land-holder of paying an increase of 45 per cent. at once, or an increase of (say)
33 per cent. at once, 11sing to 60 or 70 per cent. at the end of five or ten years, ho
might prefer to pay 45 per cent. more at once, and to bave no further increase
But it is not clear why, if he has under any circumstances eventually to pay 60 per
cent. more, he should prefer to pay (say) the whole increase at once in preference to
paying 30 or 40 per cent at once aud the balance at the end of five years,i. 6, in
preference (o a considerable reduction of his liability for a term of years. It is stated
1 para. 22. Chapter V, of the report, that the land-holders looked with the greatest
suspicion upon any proposed change or interference with their assessments during
the tweuty years, and this would seem to indicate that they failed to understand
that the full jamas were finally fized, but that’the full demand was not to be taken
tor a term of years. .

1t is observed that Mr. Baker states that in the case where the rise is ticavy,
you satisfied yougself that the land-holders can pay the gnhanced jamas at once with-
out hardship. The arguments said to have been advanced by the Iand.hajde,s:
para 22, of Chapter V, of the report, is not clearly uaderstood. As your assessments
do not apparently extend to a full balf of the recorded asscts, it is not evideut why the
jandlords should have any occasion to alter the rents of their tenants. if mburrengive
enhancements were allowed.































































