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Vo. T8 Read the following !etter from T. MOOTOOSAWMY, late Head Accouatant,
Government Savings' Bank ; 1o the Honorable A. J. AEBUTH NOT, Chief Secretary
to Government, Fort Saint George. dated Madras, 13th Aprﬂ 186 TR

I beg most_respeetfully to submit th: accompanying Memorial in triplicate to the Right

Hounorable the -Secretary of State for India, and solicit you will, after laying the same before

His Excellency the Governor in Cotneil, forward it to ite address. :

To g 4
THE RIGHT HONORABLE SIR CHARLES WOOD B.mr., .
HER MAJESTY'S SECRETARY OF &TATE FOR INDI-\
i The humble Memorial of T. MOOTOD! AWM
MOODELLY, late 1 Amun:m in the
Government Sa,nngx ﬁwk. :

Mo
Most Rmrzcrmm Smwmu,

by Her M.ljesly t.he Queen, ns the gmrdtan over the mteresu of
1ts teemmb popul u:wn, will do Jtm'u:e to an mnaecm, but deeply m;

2 The late Actuary of the Govemment Savmgs Bmk., 2 i .
mitted certain (rauds, of which your Memorialist was entirely and . y ignorant, and R. S,
Eilis, Esq., of the Civil Sm:ce, was appoiated to luqu!te and defalcations dis-
covered. An investigation took place and a report fnmxshed ta Govefu which ﬂ}& Com-
missioner recsmmended your : ’\ list's djsmxssul and. he was accord y removed {rom the
public service. oo i i e

3. With a view to brevity,'y ii’xiiist w';ll not travel over the report seriatim, but
shall simply confine himself to disa « your Excellency's mind of the 8 1 allegations against
him. The Commissioner has defowd. 11 paragraphs 27 to 37 of his - inculpam your
Memorialist in one way waumher, in the fr fthe late Actuary, ones ie al
deal in surmises, and suspicions msmumom, “Throughout from first to I
charge against your Memorialist, nor is there a particle of evidence or P
ever that your Memorialist was a particeps criminisin thm

4. During the time when your Memomlwﬁ held the nppomt'm Head Amoumant the :
late Actuary committed four frauds, three of which during his absence from Madras on leave. He
had committed two other frands when Veucataroy]oo Iyengar, who was your l!emonalmt.s pre-
decessor as Head Aceountant, and who is now enjoying his pension, but ke was never called to
an account for them. The Deputy Accountant Mr. Croom, next in responsibility to your Memo-
vialist has been left apparently blameless, though during your Memorialist’s abserice he was con-
sidered the Chief Subordinate, had access to the Seeretary, and performed all the responsible
duties ; when Mr. Balmain inquired of this very Deputy Accountant for a voucher in Farmer's
case, thoth cognizant of the fraud, he rendered no satisfactory explanation, and thus while

two really guilty parties have escaped punishment, a wholly and truly innocent man has been
sacrificed.

5. Astothe voucher for Farmer’s payment, thie Deputy Accountant was accountable for it.

When this forgery was committed on the 10th December 1861, Mr, Balmain himself suspected
it, and he came down, and called fo;- the voucher, the Assistant Accountant Narrainsawmy, also
reporbed previously to the Deputy mccountaru that a paymeant was made without a voucher; all
these facts had been proved during the inquiry, yet Mr. Ellis passes over the Deputy Account-
ant’s dereliztion of duty. This individnal might as well be said the protege of Mr, Clark, (he
having beer entertained and promoted by him) aud to bave been the person who had been

sereening Mr. Clark in ol the frauds.
o}
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Memorialist replied that it did appear that Mr. Bulmain had made some «nqumes but;nstbq
fraud was committed when your Memorialist was absent on leave; he could not say what fiad thin
transpired, and begged Mr. Gordon to institute inquiry into these ramours, but that gentleman
obgerved ** M. (ilark will bein the Office to-morrow, you had betier mention it to him.” Your
Memorialist did so the following day, but the only reply be got from Mr. Clark was, © Be off,
“ there was no such thing done;" and this was commuovnicated to the Seeretary and though
between the dates when the first report t of these frands was made to the Scere tary (I4th March),
and Mr. Clark’s death (23rd April) a clear period of 88 days bad elapsed doring which the
Actuary atiended four times, and aithough there was ample opportunity and time, yet no wquiry
whatever was instituted till after Mr. Clark's death. Your Memorialist leaves it to your Excel-
lency to judge whether it was in the power of a humble subordinatelike your Memorialist to do
more than what he did, and yet he is charged by the Commissioner with having taken no sleps
to bring the frands to light.

10. In para. 31 of his report, the Commissioner says that nothing would bave Leen more
natural for the Accoantant forthwith o have examinel whéther there was any voucher for
Farmer's payment. In refutation of this allegation your Memorixlist begs to submit:—

Ist. The frand in question was committed on the very day your Memorialist's leave of
absence commeneed, and he was many miles on his journey,

ond.  Mr. Balmain was the Secretary, and although he had, as it ‘was vud made some
inquiry regarding & voucher, none was forthcoming. !

3rd. From 10th December 1861, till 10 h March 1862, when your ,
his duties a period of three months, nothing was done to throw light on this fraud.

4th. Four days after he took his seat the suspected fraud was brouvht to luq notice hy
his Assistants. = '\\_ S

5th. The momnt he heard of it he then and there brought fhe clrcumstancc ta the
notice of the Secretary. %

Gth. There was no voncher to prove the fraud though Mr. Balmain had md;.e\'erx inguiry
about a voucher, and without a voucher how could your Memorm‘lwhwe‘dwcévered
the fraud, a circumstance morally impossible, while gentlemen in h@t f&f such
as Messrs. Balmain and Gordon failed to discover any tlmag by “theiri ries. (Mr.
Gordon states that your Memorialist was unable to vouch for the aﬁcumry,  the
and that the ramours were vague and indefinite, but a moment's reﬁecﬁt wil
your Excellency thatit was altogether out of the power of your Memoual%t“hmaﬁhsh
the charge of fraud with any degree of certainty unless he was permltted to enter into
_a regalar examination of the accounts and submit a report, and that he ean 1}0 nothing of
the kind without the ordets of the superior Officers. The Gﬂvernment in their “ordsr
observe that “the manner in which these frauds have taken plm:e is clearly exphmed in the
« report and indicates that the system of account and check in the Goverpﬂzm Savings'
“ Bank at the time Mr. Clark was Actuary was extremely imper fecu\gma_ that the

B

Ly

¢ supervision exercised over the Actuary by the then Secretaries and Dire ftors,was most
“ inadequate.” Allthese cireumstances will clearly show to your Etccllen\gthc blame
has been travsferred to. the shoulders of your Memorialist, a poor helplese cpcm.cn,
Native Clerk without influence or friends.

11. 'T'he next case of fraud was committed on Mes. Conroy, on the 27¢h February 1862,
when your Memorialist was, as in the former case, absent fromMadras on leave, and was atChingle-
put, and arrived in Madras on the evening of the 28th February, though he did not attend office
till the 10th March as his leave extended to that date, On the 17th April, and not immediately
after his return as alleged by Mr. Ellis, the fraud on Mrs. Conroy was discovered, and reported
to him by his Assistant Vencatarungum Chetty, and he then and there ordered him to make a
searching examination lest there should be any mistake about the matter, as there were two
accounts in the respective names of Mr. and Mrs. Conroy, and it was nat unlikely that the aceounts
might have got mixed up, and by the time the nceessary evidence could bz collected from books
and dmumcu s it was past office hours, and the Secretary had left, and the next day the office



Mr. Ellis had no good ‘an te
manner in any of the cases st & ing that the sntemwe fmudq

"

Clark was guilty were carried on 0 ¢ ly Mﬂ'y. andsogﬂmdealv keep:n& esory PaPﬂ'
that mlght lead to dewclﬁn hera\et A "

Burk, could be dn;honeaf even
14, Adtheuzh heshas

tained in Mr, Bllis’ Report,

caleulated in be uéae b

: 3
: ‘of Mr. Glark was a mystery
sims ffﬁrbtdthegﬂea
5 as M Brtcff, Bslmain and ,
‘ Mi’ Cfaxk, and hence your Me-
0 yau : Exceﬂenc,y how an humble Hindu

mpossxble for your Meninrn -
A5 Mr Ellis i par mpﬁ« 28 fﬁis ;

rxahst dsd not enjoy Mr. Llar‘k’»
oceasion of the Actuary's absence, w mlt was freqne
ofﬁce, wnh his oﬂlce box k’ays in which these for

to Mr.'"‘Séoct and

Rms, both (mtsulets though Govemment. employés. T ct will go to prov; that your Memo-

rialigt was not the protege of Mr. Clark, nordid heenjoy his confidencs, but his official conduct
entitled him to the Actuary’s respect and kind treatment; it may also be supplemented here
that your Memorialist was neither entertained fior promoted by him- ‘ .

16. The insinuation contained in paragraph 30 impeaching your ] \lemormhu s veracity and
thereby stabbmn his moral character is-pechaps the most eruel of all the allegations; on account
of death in the quly he did return to Madras shortly after his departure and for three days he
remained at the Presldencv, and before he left applied and drew 35 Rupees from his savings in
the Bank, which circumstance was so notorious that it would have been the height of folly to
have a.ttempted to conceal bisreturn from the Commissioner; that in fact the hauteur of Mr.
Ellis, the brusque manner he behaved towards your Memorialist, the reiterated ordar of the
Commissioner that he expected a direct reply toa direct question compelled him not to dravel
out of the way ; that he had no motives or fear of consequence to conceal his tewp: orary return
that as Mr. Ellis’ questions did not suggest the subject of his temporary return hc did nos tkmk
of it till his attention was afterwards called to it directly.

17. 1t was evidenily the Commissioner’s wish to mix up your Memorialist in the fraud on
Mrs. Conroy. ~ With this view he says in the Report that the frauid, on Mrs. Conroy was com-

mitted on the 27th or 28th because he was not cgrtain whether your‘Memonahst returned on the
B .’
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blighted ; that an impartial and candid perusal of Mr. Ellis' Report will render evident, that

from g m: inexplicable canse the Commissioner has betrayedsa viralent hes ility towards your !
Memawialist ; from first to last every line of his Report breathes this spirit,” but Right Honorable
Siry ruling over two hundred millions of the subjeets of Her Most Gracious Majesty the Queen,
to d them justice, to proyvide for their moral improvement, and for their social happiness must
be ycur sole aim, and your highest ambition, for you reguire Right Honorable Sir, no other ‘ ‘1
reward than tie approval of your own geod conscience, and the blessings of the people of this coun~ bedl
try, if after a careful perusal of Mr. Ellis' Report, the allegations preferred against your Mewo- '
rialist arz supported by even a single evidence or tru'h, then confirm the sentence passed upon
Lim by the Madras Government, if not would it be asking too mueh of you Right Honorable Sir,
tarevesse their decision, and your humble and helpless Memorialist most respectfully begs that
your Excellency will be graciously pleased to take all the circumstances of the case isto your
pitient and impartial consideration, and grant him redress which he is anxiously expecting by
ordering his restoration, if not to the situation from wlich he was removed, to give him any other
appointment and grant him such compensation ag your Excellency may in your wisdom deem pro-
per for lo ses sustained by him, by the unjust deprivation of his office. < '

For which act of justice and charity, your Memorialist shall ever pray.

T. MOOTOOSAWMY,

Late Head Accountant, Government Sacings' Bark:
MapzAs, 13th April 1863. -

A PPENDIX,

Order of Government on Petition from T. Mootoosawmy Moaodelly, Head Accouniant in the
Government Savings' Banlk, No. 2,694 of 1862. '

The Petitioner has had already an opportunity of adsancing before the Commissioner
appointed to inquire into the frauds practised Ly the late Actuary to the Government Savings’
Bank, the statements eontained in this petition.

The fact chiefly relied on by the Petitioner is the report made ¥y him, on lis retura from
leave, to Mr. Gorden then Secretary to the Savings' Bank; but upon a reference being made to that
gentleman, it appears that (he Petitioner only reported the existence of certain rumours in the
offico concerning the late Actuary; that he stated that he wasunable to vouch for their accuracy,
and that the rumours were vague and indefinite. The trwh of these rumours could have been
verified by a reference to the accounts, and the Government can see no extenuation of the
Accountant's conduet in the report he made to the Secretary.

The Government have given a careful consideration to the facts brought to their notice in
conneztion with the Petitioner and certain other employés of the Government Savings' Bank, and
they are of opinion that it was impossible that they should Lave been ignorant ofthe frauds prac-
tised by the late Actuary,

The Petitioner from the position he occupied in the office, was more than any other person,
able to have brought these mal-practices to light and he failed to do go. Nor can the Govern-
ment admit, as any excuse for the wrregularities which prevailed and in which the Petitioner
and other of the Bank employés took part, that they were acting under the orders of the late
Actuary,

These irregularities could have no other object than the committal of fraud, and it was the
duty of the Petitioner to have reported the matter to the Secretary in such o manner as would
have led to the detection of the late Actuary’s malversations.

The Government decline therefore to make any alteration in the decision at which they have
arrived and by which the Petitioner has been dismissed from his appeintment.

By order,
R. 8. ELLIS,
Acting Deputy Secretary to Government.
Forr Sawwt Georer, 16th Oclober 1862

To the Petilioner.

-
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' 7. That immediately after Mr, Clark’s death, Mr. Gordon opened his desk, in which were
found all the forged documents and other papers belonging to the office, among others Mrs.
Conroy’s Bank Book, which, when he saw, Petitioner recollected an ever-payment made during
his absence and brought to his notice three days previously by one of the Cleiksin the office.
Petitioner immediately showed the Ledger to Mr. Gordon, when all the entries in the said Bank
Book were found to be quite false in Mr, Clark’s own handwriting, Mr. Gordon placed all
these false documents again in Mr. Clark's desk and took charge of the key.

8. That previous to his leaving Madras for Hydcrabad, Petitioner requested Mr. Gordon,
on two different occasions, to leave behind him a Memo. of report made by Petitioner, when Mr.
Gordon replied in the affirmative, said he had also heard of it elsewhere and that he had questioned
Mr. Clark on the subject. Petitioner is not aware whetlier any such Memo. was left by Mr.
Gordon, or not, but a reference to that gentleman will at once prove the truth of Petitioner’s
assertions.

9. That Petitioner solemnly declares he was ignorant of the walpractices of Mr. Clark,
‘that when the two Treasury Notes in the margin® were dis-
charged, Petitioner held a subordinate appointment and there-
fore had no means of discovering the irregular payments made
in these cases, but if any person could have had any knowledge of it, Petitioner’s predecessor
must have had, "

* Qr.. Mr. Serjeant Taylor,...Re. 1,500
Serjeant Fowlor.co v vvve o 2,660

_ 10. That in the three cases also marginallyt indicated,
t 1;‘1’::;‘1’033,‘:;” Bakws I"f' LOI6  Petitioner was on lcave, but when he returned to Lis duty, he
Th;gt;d szztt-eso?flv‘ E‘;&l‘.“sm : reported the irregularities to the Secretary of what he had heard : j
as already stated by Petitioner fully in paragraph 5. A
11. That the only case which transpired during his time, is that noted in the margin,} |
and Petitioner begs jrespectfully to submit the following expla- =
nation, thata duplicate Bank Book was prepared by a Writer |
under the orders of Mr. Clark, and he also verified the entry on the credit side and on the debt
side, & payment entry was made in the handwriting of Mr. Clark, duly initisled by himself.
Thus, Petitioner had no doubt of the genuineness of the entry, more especially as the Bank
Book came to him diveet from the Actuary in whom he fully confided as a superior Qfficer,
for whom he had great respect owing to his position in office and as he was the responsible
paying Officer. Under this impression Petitioner made the usual entry in the signature Book,
after which he saw the entry in the payment Book receipted by one Ramjee Row in the hand-
writing of Mr. Clark.
12, 'That ever since Mr. Clark was appointed Actuary, he never allowed either your Pe-
titioner or his predecessor to conduect or to see intothe correspondence of the oflice. Ie con-
ducted the correspondence himself and never allowed any one in the establishment to interfere
in this part of the duty. This fact was proved fo Mz, Eliis by Mr. Forbes, the present Actnary
13. That on all the occasions Mr. Clark was absent, he generally jsent his office keys either
to Mr. Forbes, the present Actuary, but then, a foreigner and belonging to the General Treasury
establishment or to another siranger Mr. Scott lately employed in the General Treasury and now
in the Public Works Department, and not fo the Petitioner. This fact was stated to Mr. Ellis
and can be proved by whole of the establishment—and your Petitioner begs your Exeellency in
Council to judge what was the amount of friendship which existed between your Petitioner and
Mr. Clark.

14. In conclusion, Petitioner begs to observe that of the six cases under notice, five had
transpired during the period Petitioner was holding a subordinate appointment and when absent

1 Lient, E. A. Gasgoigne.

from Madras, and the payment in the sixth case was entered in the Signature Book in the great
confidence Petitioner had in Mr. Clark's honesty. Your Excellency will observe, that Mr. Clark,
who had committed so many frauds himself so secretly, would never allow his Subordinates into
his secrets for fear of discovery. Moreover, Petitioner made the report to Mr. Gordon, during the
life-time of Mr, Clark, and whilst he was attending Qffice, gnd Petitioner would not haye acted
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THE RIGHT HONORABLE SIR CHARLES W0OD, BART.,
HER MAJESTY’S SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA.
The humble Memorial of T. MOOTOOSAWMY
MOODELLY, late Head Accountant in
h ; » the Government Savings' Bank.
Mosr RespPECTFULLY SHEWETH,

1. That your Memorialist in the full yet humble, confidence, that your Excellency placed by Her
Majesty the Queen, as the guardian over the interests of this magnificent Empire, and its teeming po-
pulation, will do justice to an innocent, but deeply injured Hindu employé of the State, begs leave most
respectfully to lay this appeal at your Exeellency’s feet.

2. The late Actuary of the Government Savings’ Bank, Mr. T. Clark, deceased, committed certain
frauds, of -which your Memorialist was entirely and totally ignorant, and R. 8. Ellis, Esq., of the Civil
Service, was appointed to enquire and report upon the defalcations discovered. An investigation took place
and a report furnished to Government in which the Commissioner recommended your Memorialist's
dismissal, and he was accordingly removed from the public service.

8. With a view to brevity, vour Memorialist will not travel over the report seriatim, but shall

simply confine himself to disabusing your Excellency’s mind of the several allegations against him. The

Commissioner has devoted 11 paras, 27 to 37 of his report to inculpate your Memorislist in one way or
another, in the frauds of the late Actuary, one and all of the allegations deal in surmises, and suspicious
insinuations. Throughout from first to last, there is no tangible charge against your Memorialist, nor is
there a particle of evidence or proof of any kind whatever that your Memorialist was a particeps
criminis in these frauds. i

4. During the time when your Memorialist held the appointment of Head Accountant the late
Actuary committed 4 frauds, 3 of which during bis absence from Madras on leave. He had committed
two other frauds when Vencataroyloo Iyengar, who was your Memorialist’s predecessor as Head Ac-
countant, and who is now enjoying his pension, but he was never ealled to an account for them. The
Deputy Accountant Mr. Croom, next in responsibility to your Memorialist has been left apparently
blameless, though during your Memorialist’s absence he was considered the chief Subordinate, had access
to the Secretary, and performed all the reponsible duties, when Mr. Balmain enquired of this very Deputy
Accountant for a voucher in Farmer’s case, though cognizant of the fraud, he rendered no satisfactory
explanation, and thus while two really guilty parties have escaprd punishment, a wholly and rruly innocent
man has been sacrificed. : , :

5. As to the voucher for Farmer's payment, the Deputy Accountant was accountable for it. When
this forgery was committed on the 10th December 1861, Mr. Balmain himself suspected it, and he came
down, and called for the voucher, the Assistant Accountant Narrainsawmy, also reported previously to
the Deputy Accountant that a payment was made without a voucher, all these fac's had been proved
during the enquiry, vet Mr. Ellis passes over the Deputy Accountant’s dereliction of duty. ~This indi-
vidual might as well be said the protege of Mr Clark, (he having been entertained and promoted by him)
aud to have been the person who had been screening Mr. Clark in all the frauds.

6. Tt will thus be seen the late Actuary Mr. Clark was guilty of six frauds, two of which* were

. Master Serjant Taylor. ... 1,550 10 8 committed when your Memorialist’s predecessor was Head
ey Serjant Fowler.............2520 15 1 pgaouptant, threef when your Memorialist was absent on

t Pensioned Private Farmer.... leave, and for which the Deputy Accountant Mr. Croom,
mn;w was strictly responsible, and the remaining onef was
Martin .. committed when he was in office, which could in no wa ¥

whatever affect your Memorialist’s situation. If the Com-
t Lient Gascoigne............... 06 26 . icqioner did only simple justice, your Memorialist feels
confident, that if your Excellency would patiently refer to the records, and consider the facts of the case,
your Excellency cannot come to any other eonclusion than that nothing can be more unjust than finding
fault with a public servant, and taking away his bread for acts done by his immediate superior when he
was absent on leave many miles away from Madras. It can never be justified for a moment by the
principles of British justice and charity which the people of India are taught to regard with profound
respect and veneration as superior to every other code under which they had lived.
7. The three cases of fraud in which your Memorialist is most ungenerously mixed up noticed in
the report are the following : —
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1st.  Pensioned Private Farmer, a fietitious name.
2nd. Mrs. Conroy. _
3rd. Lieut. E. J. Gascoigne.

Your Memorialist has nothing what.evet to do mﬂt tbt ehhu
Though suspicion itself stood disarmed in respect of your Hemoml‘gt’l
complicity, collusion, ¢mnivance, knowledge or puhupatmn in these fi
ungenerously and uncharitably thrown themmﬂ?!’m
vhombumeauvﬁﬂlyndenmwﬂ" '

'Mlm&l leave from 1 l ?&
of the principal paints. of his the fa
~mmlﬂuhh-mthmnpp@. The sub
His absence from Madras on leave. nd, 'l!ﬁ"re is
was informed of Mr, Clark’s dishonesty in Pmsmned anatq anar’c un. .
up to the moment of discavery of the late Actuary’s ml-pneueu from ﬁr‘ik ﬁ% :
allowed to Mr. Clark by the Secretaries and Directors of the Bank to do ﬁmlﬁ
being accountable to any one, or any of the Subordinates daring to qnahon his wq.
9. He obtained three months’ leave from 10th December 1861 to lb*;m
Madras on the eyening of the 9th December, and on the very follmng a., (viz. )
Mr. Clark committed the frand in the fictitions name of Penuoned anata ]’m I

e e e e
rumours to the notice of the um S-mml&. .
fraud had occurred, and whether Mr. Balmsin had taken any
uphdtht it did appear that Mr, Bulmain had made
-hnmwvmwmlnmb : hat T ¥
Mr. Gordon to institute- enquiry into these rumours, but ﬂut Genﬂcman o
“ will be in the Office to-morrow, you had better mention it to him,” Iour‘ '
following day, but the only reply he got fram Mr. Clark was, * Beoff, there was no such
and this was communicated to the Secretary and though between the dates when the f d
these frauds was made to the Secretary (14th March) and Mr. Clark’s death (23rd Apnl)
of 38 days had elapsed during which the Actuary attended fourtimu,anﬂ althought
opportunity and time, yet no enquiry whatever was instituted till after Mr. Clark’s deat
morialist leaves it to your PFxeellency to judge whether it was in the pow;rqf, ‘a humb
like your Memorialist to do wore than what he did, and yet he is G‘W&ﬁlbl the (
having taken no steps to bring the frauds to light.
10. Inpara 31 of his report, the Commisioner says that nothing
for the Accountant forthwith. to MW .....gﬁ’""
In refutation of this al your Memorialist begs to subwit: &
e lst- th wwuﬁewhym '
4 ey Mr. Balmain was e Mw.ﬂu&ﬁh

o il g,

?

o inin i e
4th. Four days afier hgi'fmk h&}g'ﬂ‘ ,
Assistants. TS e
Sth. The moment he heard of it he then und ﬁmhﬂgu u&‘gi”mmtam M‘Ee
the Secretary.
6th. There was no voucher to pm\e the fraud though Mr, Balmain had made every
about a voucher, and without a voucher how could your Memorialist bave discovered the

e
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oe morally iinpossible, while Gentlemen in high position such as Massrs, Balmain
siled to discover anything by their enquiries. Mr. Gordon states that your
wn unable to vouch for the accuracy of the frauds, and that the rumours were
; nite, but a moment’s reflection will convinee your Excellency that it was alto-

,nnb‘g( lﬂn ppwq: of your Memorialist to cstablish the charge of fraud with any degree
ertainty unless he was permitted to enter into a regular examination of the accounts and
ta mylm, aml that he can do nothing of the kind without the orders of the superior
 'ue Governwent in their order vbserve tiat * the manner in which these frauds
taken place is clearly explained in the report and indicates that the system of account and
fuﬂn Government Savings' Bank at the time Mr. Clark was Actuary was extremely
; and that the supervision exércised over the Actunry by the then Secretaries and
W’ was most inadequate.”  All these circumstances will elearly show to your Eecellency

% ~ the blame has been transferred to the shioulders of your Memorialist, a poor helpless dependent
R ‘ﬁﬁw elerk wiilout influence or friends.

__, :ii 'ﬂw next case of fraud was committed on Mrs. Conroy, on the 27th February 1862, when your
W was as in the former case absent from Madras on leave, and was at Chingleput, and arrived in

the evening of ths 28th Pebruary, though he did not attend office till the 10th March as his
Me extended to that date. Ou the 17th April, and not immediately after his return as alieged by Mr.

; m the frand on Mrs, Conroy was discovered, and reported to him by his Assistant Vencatarnngum

Chetty, and he then and there ordered him to make a searching examination lest there should be any mis-

‘hhenhontthe matter, as there were two accounts in the respective names of Mr. and Mrs. Conroy,

ud it was not unlikely that the accounts might have got mixed up and by the time the necessary
evidence could be collected from books and doeuments it was past offie hours, and the Seeretary had
ld. qnd the next day the office was closed for the Easter holidays, and it was opened on the 23rd
Apil 'ﬂwﬂm thing your Memorialist heard when he came to office was Mr. Clark’s sudden death
which happewl that morming from an apoplectic fit, and the report was made to the Secretary and
of lir Clark’s relatives was in attendance with his office key. The Secretary opened thie J&k in
the of the said relative, your Memorialist and other emplogés, and all the forged documents
Wﬂ! with the cases of Private Farmer, Mrs. Conroy, and Lieut. Gascoigne together with the office
m& other falsified documents were found init, and that the cause of the delay in not bringing this

fraud mme&mcly to the notice of the Seoretary is thus, your Memorialist trusts, samfacwfﬂy account-

B T A

Under these circumstances ‘how could your Memorialist Lave been cognizant of this fraud ? when
heard of it he could not make the report without sufficient evulenne, and it was with difficulty he

bmldmllwt it, because Mr. Clark was absent from office, and Mrs. Conroy’s Bauk-book was not

available at the time to check the ledzer. Your Memorialist humbly trusts that these facts will doubtless
have due weight on your Exoellencv s sense af justice. ,

These facts which were established at the investigation by the whole of the establishment prove
that your Memorialist did take immeidiate steps to discover the frand, and owing to the time occupied
in collecting evidence the frand could not be repomd to the Secretary then and there. From this simple
and uncolored statement of this fraud on what grounds could blame be fastened on your Momorialist *
did he not take steps by his order lo his Assistaat Vencatsrungum Chetty and others to collect proper
evidence to discover the fraud the moment he was informed of it? bat for the reasons above stated no
delay would have occwrred, aud the fraud would have been reported then and there to the Secretary, how
thercfore in justice and equity could the Commissioner recommend and the Government dismiss him

from the service ? ’
12. The 3rd case of fraud aud the only one which was committed while your Memorialist was in the

«hﬁ% Lieut. Gascoigne. It took place under the following ecircumstances as stated in paras 11 and 12
of Mr. Ellis’ report herennto appended, and the frau d was discovered after Mr. Clark’s death from forged

documents taken out of his desk ?
“The late Actuary. on his own responsibility, issued a duplicate Bank-book in Lieutenant
“ (jascoigne’s name in which was credited the amount
. Rs. 1019 26
« marginally noted on the 20th of September 1861,

« apcording to an entry in the handwnt.mg of the late Actuary. The whole amount appears as drawn

« gut by the late Administrator General, Mr. “Feed, whose signatore has been forged ir the Bank-book.

« The actnal payment is entered as having been made to one Rumjee, peon, whose wark has hesi certified
trator Grneral’s Office, it has been

«in Mr. Clark’s handwriting. On a reference to the Adwinis

Licut. Gascoigne,... ...e.coevies

(7
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“ agoertained that Mr. Teed's signature in the Bank-book is a forgery ; that Mr. Teed never a - ’JLA R
“ ed to Lieutenant Gascoigne’s estate, and that thers is no peon of the name of Ramjee is att 1 K

“ the Administrator General's Office.” PN
A *“ The issue of a fresh Bank-book, without an application from the depositor or his entatiy

o ';ﬂf—i’s‘“_ el lﬁ'\wmﬂ {hat he had no motives or fear of consequence to counceal cal his

¥ m ; that as Mr. Ellis’ questions 1611’ di suggest the subject of his temporary return he did
*“ stating how the original book was lost, was completely irregular, and should have, as it p 5 J that s M. i g _M*m%” ‘yb | | :
" utitact the attention of the Savings” Banks subordinates.” e ) Vit 1 s shteation was wherwarda ealled to t direstly. e |
| e ; s evidently the Commissioner’s wish to mix up your Memorialist iu the fraud on Mrs. Cou-

. i S o
The Commissioner himself in a manner palliates if not exonerates your Memorialist in the abo

’ PRTE: e Sy e SRR C mitted on the 27th or
and as to the Duplicate Bank-book it was issued by a Clerk in the common course of routine under yoy.  With this view he q?sintha Bepmwmfmoﬂ Mrs :m;::;mww 4 %
the orders of the Actuary, and such orders were law and of sufficient authority to be M_‘ upon 28th because he @Mﬁﬁmm m““‘ returned e who AL g pte

in \natter as the commission of fraud by a Government employé, the Commissioner g SR,

other being required. It was no part of your Memorialist’s duty to aseertain whlhrﬂw ninistrat natter as the commis iy % Coveriy [ g e § e, .
General had taken out letters of administration, for that would be to invade the province of the Secretaries an 1 '{ud‘Pm ecutor, gugl(t not to bave spoken doubtfully of so important a point as s alread

the Actuary. The Commissioner states that it was ** grave irregularity,” that the Secretary’s signature
was not affixed to the Duplicste Bank-book, but your Memorialist begs to explain that it is not and never.
was the practice for the Secretaries to sign such books, the signature of the Actuary passing the pa; e
which was attached to the entry on the debit side of the Bank-book, being a sufficient guarantee and
orders a full and sufficient authority for entering the payment in the pass book and iauhg  Duplicate
Bank-book ; hence in this case your Memorialist is wholly and entirely free from all blame. He “
the entry in the pass book on the authority of the Actuary in whom le fully confided as a superior
officer, and against whom he had no cause of suspicion whatever, added to which Mr. Clark was the

responsible paying officer where was then cause to suspect the bonf fide nature of the transaction?

13. The present Secretary and Actuary respectively supported at the investigation the statement of
your Memorialist, and they further corroborated his statement. The late Actuary conducted the w ole and
entire correspondence without allowing any of his Subordinates to peer into them, it must th : qp—
pear evident Right Honorable Sir, to your exalted judgzment, that Mr. Ellis had no good ient
grounds to implicate your Memorialist in the remotest manner in_gny‘ of the cases inv

E - L L R
” 3 .

not. barbouring suspicions of his onesty andintegei

Clark appolutment as Actuary mdw«.nmfﬁ ccounts a .
ialist was not allowed under any

ce was kept by him under lock &ad key, and vour Memo circum-
stance access to the papers; that in the commission of these frauds the modus operandi of Mr. Clark was
A mystery fo your Memorialist ; that the illusion with which M. Clark surrendered himzelf forbad the
wlea of entertaining the slightest suspicion of his honesty and integrity, for the higher Officers such as
Afr. Birch, Balmain and Sandeman and others placed implicit confidence armt-refiance in Mr. Clark, and
lience your Memorialist most respectfully and humbly begs to submit to your Excellency how au humble
Hindu in his inferior position a Subordinate could have dared to harbour thoughts when he had no
grounds to justify them, not having been allowed the most distant clue from the circumstance of the ac-

counts and correspondence being left under lock and key by Mr. Clark, it was morally impossible for
your Memorialist to discover the mal-practices of the late Actuary. 1AL

15. Mr. Ellis in para 28 of his Report has thought it proper to assert without any grounds what-
ever that your Meworialist was a protege of Mr. Clark, as a proof that your Memorialist did whe!ﬁng
My Clark’s coufidence, it may be incidentally mentioned here that on every oceasion of the Acthary’s
ab-ence, which was frequent, he never eutrusted him though next in office wilh his office box keys in
which these forged documents were found, but they were entiusted to Mr. Forbes the present Actuary
not then on the establishment, or to Mr. Scott and Ross, both outsiders though Government employés.
Tliis fact will go to prove that your Memorialist was not the protege of Mr. Clark nor did he enjoy his
coufidence, but his official conduct entitled him to the Actuary’s respect and kind treatment ; it way also
be supplemented here that your Memorialist was neither entertsined nor promoted by him. :

16.  The insivuation contained in para 30 impeaching your Memorialist's veracity and thereby
stabbing his moral character is perhaps the most cruel of all the allegations ; on account of death in the
family he did return to Mudras shortly after kis departure and for 3 days he remained at the Presidency,

/ o

for Mr. Eilis

;nﬁr orialist was at Chingleput on the 27th Fehruary 1862 ; that he did return to Madras

!.i%gf-th_sa}hq@g.pqtmbgdm not join his duties till 10th March 1862 when his leave expirer

15, Pama 34 of the Commissioner’s Report displays the strong prejudice which the Commissioner

- EPAERT ! i ‘say in the midst of life we are in
ined towards your Memorialist, for although the Holy Seriptures say in the m
mﬂmm-:mmwyemm ipated the event here alluded to ? When your Memorialit left Madras on the
mgM_" . of tl;e 9th December ]!ﬁﬁ,l, he left with a clear conscience and a full conviction, that on his retarn
he would

; 5 " - N - o Rt . . 3 lﬁs ear » !t
'  stat not a breath of suspicion, not a whisper reached again
ﬁ:} a? s Nt e to suspect him, Mr. Clark was bale and well, basking

I thing and every thing in the Department ; that a short period of three

ng ; Mr. Clark died when his death was least expected, an
to make the irisinustion contained in the para in question-
19, From the manner the Commissioner conducted the enquiry, it was evident to. your Memorialist

"gh.'t Mr. Ellis was prejudiced against him ; he was not allowed freedom of speech, silenced and orderer to

answer categorically the questions put to him. The Commissioner was inunt%ated :viﬂx anon?'l‘nousblett;:.:s
against your Memorialist from which he gleaned information di?toxt:ed and ;aundu-:ed, furnis 1:(] v nr:
enemws, who had long watehed for an op‘pommit;r to ruin him, in a more espeeial manner t t: pl:'es; o
Actuary and the late Head Accountant his avowed enemies, the former grossly tamper:dha v:xh t w:s w
nesses and seated by the side of t‘he' Commissioner bullied them, cozened them, to sag 5 ei“ ,heu;
to inculpate your Memorialist, holding out hopes of ‘advancement on the one hand and t ; ‘en‘ fd yre
with Joss of employment, on the other. On the same tack.he and the la.te ?Iead Accountan pﬁ b
the office where they held private meetings, the Commissionejr' from beglnnmg to the e'mldvm,sl 'yM :
present Actuary and the late Head Accountant, and under their ._]Ol{'lt garble(} and colored stal "am:? Mr,
Bilis was induced to treat your Memorialist with hauteur and indlg’mty:, m:d his conduet tcl)warc X was
ﬁéhly huwiliating and brusque, hence under the full convicti.orl that justice from Mr. flh: 'a;e:l:( 1gnG::
fatnm, your Memorialist submitted the accompan\ing Peut:on to Government, .nn t G‘:, op ,m‘m 2
verument thereon which also accompanies signed by Mr. Ellis as Deputy Seeretary to wor
and it is almost certain that the diction and style of the order which corres-

once disposed of his case, Eilis himself as Deputy Secretary to Govern-

pond with those of the Commissioner’s Report, that Mr. oA .
ment drafted the order, which to say the least it does nut appear to savor of even-handed justice, for the

Commisssoner who tried your Memorialist and passed sentence on him was the same officer 'to "whom t}l)ol
Government left the disposal of the fate of the accused ; under such circumstances what justice could
have been expected by your Memorialist ? bidh

20. That finally your Memorialist begs to say that he was educated in the Madras University, and
when he entered the service of Goverument, he had hoped by zeal, dili:gence, efficiency and good ‘f‘md‘fct
to attain advancement ; but the dishonesty of one man has innocently involved your Memorialist in ruin,
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¢ IS EXCELLENCY SIR WILLIAM DENISON, K. C. B.,
,_ GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL, FORT SAINT GEORGE.

The humble Petition of T. Moottoosawiny
Moodelly, Head Accountant in the Go-
L vernment Savings Bank.
i}ﬂmmxu SuewerH,
1. Your Petitioner begs umbly and respectfully to submit the following circamstances
of his peculiar case for your Excellency’s favorable consideration, in the confident hope that your
Exeelleney will do him justice by passing such decision upon the merits of his case as to your
“Excellency may seem fit. :

b 9. That Petitioner was first entertained as a Writer in the General Treasury in January

{1854, that in the year 1857 ; he was transferred to the Savings’ Bank as an Assistant Accountant,
{and that eventually, viz., in February 1861, he was promoted to his present post of Head Ac-
~countant.

3. That immediately on his promotion, Petitioner found there were much arrears of busi-
ness left unperformed, in consequence of the frequent absence of Mr. Clark, the late Actuary,
and that in view to bring up these arrears, Petitioner attended the office daily from 7 A. M. to
9 P. M. until all the arrears had been brought up.

4. That owing to such his continued application to business and over-exertion, Petitioner’s
‘health had been much impaired, rendering relaxation from duty necessary, and accordingly Mr.

* Balmain, the then Secretary, was pleased to grant Petitioner leave of absence for 3 months from
1thc 10th December 1861. Petitioner left Madras on the same day to proceed to Pondicherry,
"but after his atrival there, having received intimation of the death of his maternal Aunt which-
“rendered his presence necessary, Petitigner retarned to Madras on the 23rd December;—and at

“this time, Petitioner being in want of money for his journey applied to Mr. Balmain to withdraw
' 1is. 33 from his savings in the Bank. That on the 27th of the same month, Petitioner again
‘left Madras, and after visiting several places in Southern India, returned to Madras a few days

before the expiration of his leave, viz., the 28th February 1562.

5. That on Petitioner’s resuming his duties on the 10th March 1862, he was informed by
M. Croom, his Deputy, and by Narrainsawmy Moodelly, an Assistant Accountant, that a certain
sum of money had been drawn by Mr. Clark, on account of pensioned Private Farmer, and that

~ such withdrawal was unsupported by Voucher. On this information reaching him, Mr. Clark,

being then ab -nt, Petitioner immediately thought it his duty to bring the circumstance to the
notice of Mr.  edon, the then Secretary, which he accordingly did on the same evening.—Mr.
GGordon then enquired of Petitioner “ when this occurred and whether Mr. Balmain had taken
« 1o motice of the matter,” Petitioner answered, from information that he had received * that
Mzr. Balmain did make some enquiry into the matter but whether he was ‘sfied or not Pe-
titioner could not say, the circumstance haviag transpired during his absence i J—Petition-
er then requested Mr. Gordon to institute some enquiry as to the alledged withdrawal of money
upsupported by Voucher, when that Gentleman said “ Mr. Clark will be in the Office to-morrow,
you had better mention it to him.”’—Accordingly, on the following day, Petitioner did as he was
ordered by Mr. Gordon, but the only reply he got from Mr. Clark, was, *“ Be off, there was no
such thing done.” This reply of Mr. Clark, Petitioner communicated to the Secretary on the
following day, when Mr. Gordon showed to Petitioner a Memo. under Mr. Clark’s initials re-
commending the grant of one month’s leave to the Bank’s Shroff and said “ What is all this, the
« other day a Peon of the Bank takes two months’ leave, and now Mr. Clark recommends one
« monil’s leave to the Shroff” To this enquiry Petitioner answered he knew nothing but he
availed himself of this opportunity to mention again to Mr. Gordon the reply given by Mr. Clark

on his mentioning to him that monies had been withdrawn from the Bank unsupported by
Vouchers.
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6. That Mr. Clark attended Office three or four times after Petitioner had made his re-
port against him to the Secretary, Mr. Gordon ; that Petitioner was daily expecting to receive
some orders from Mr. Gordon, but nothing was done till Mr. Clark’s death, whick took place ex-
actly 38 days after Petitioner had made his report.

7. That immediately after Mr. Clark’s death, Mr. Gordon opened his Desk, in which
were found all the forged documents and other papers ‘belonging to the Office, among others
Mrs. Conrey’s Bank Book, which, when he saw, Petitioner recollected an overpayment made
during his absence and broughi to his notice three days previously by one of the Clerks in the

Office. Petitioner immediately showed the Ledger to Mr. Gordon, when all the Entries in the,

said Bank Book were found to be quite false in Mr. Clark’s own handwriting. Mr. Gordon
placed all these false documents again in Mr. Clark’s Desk and took charge of the key.

8. That previous to his leaving Madras for Hyderabad, Petitioner requested Mr. Gordon,
on two different occasions, to leave behind him a Memo. of report made by Petitioner, when Mr.
Gordon replied in the affirmative, said he had also heard of it elsewhere and that he had ques-
tioned Mr. Clark on the subject. Petitioner is not aware whether any such Memo. was left by
Mr. Gordon, or not, but a reference to that Gentleman will at once prove the truth of Pe-
titioner’s assertions.

9. That Petitioner solemnly declares he was ignorant of the malpractices of Mr. Clark,

that when the two Treasury Notes in the margin® were discharg-

* Qr.Mr. Serjeant Taylor,.. Rs. 1,500 e ; : .
&rmiiz fﬂf?!l“""“* 2,360 ed, Petitioner held a subordinate appointment and therefore had

no means of discovering the irregular payments made in these cases,

but if any person could have had any knowledge of it, Petitioner’s predecessor must have had.
10. That in the three cases also marginallyt indicated, Peti-

T Pensd. Privated. Farmer, Rs. 1,016 500 was on leave, but when he returned to his duty, he reported

M Bonroy, 5. 4508 raadin -

Theee Privatcs 1 H. ML the irregularities to the Secrctary of what he had heard asal-

43rd R f Footy... » i :
s mied ready stated by Petitioner fully in Para 5.

11. That the only case which transpired during his time, is that noted in the margin,]
and Petitioner begs respectfully to submit the following explana-
tion, that a duplicate Bank Book was prepared by a Writer
under the orders of Mr. Clark, and he also verified the entry on the credit side and «u
the debt side, a payment Entry was made in the handwriting of Mr. Clark duly initiale:t
by himself.—Thus, -Petitioner had no doubt of the genuineness of the entry, more es-
p;:cinll_v as the Bank Book cameto him direct from the Actuary in whom he fully confid-
ed as a superior Officer, for whom he had great respect owing to his position i Office and as
he was the responsible paying Officer. Under this impression Petitioner made sual Entry
in the signature Book, after which he saw the entry in the payment Boo ipted by one
Ramjee Row in the handwriting of Mr. Clark.

% Lient. E. A. Gascoigue.

p (AR "5 Mr. Clark was appointed Actuary, he never allowed either your Pe-
titioner or ! n: to conduct a=fc see into the correspondence of the Office. He con-
ducted the ace himself and never allowed any one in the establishment to interf e
in this part of the duty. This fact was proved to Mr. Ellis by Mr. Forbes, the present Astuary.

18. That on all the occasions Mr. Clark was absent, he generally sent his Office keys either
to Mr. Forbes, the present Actuary, but then, a foreigner and belonging to the General T« vy
establishment or’to another stzanger Mr. Scott lately employed in the General Treasury ardacs
in the Public Works Department, aud ot fo the Petitioner. This fact was stated to Mr. Euis
and can be proved by whole of the establishment—and your Petitioner begs your Excellency in
Council to judge what was the amount of friendship which existed between your Petitioner and
Mr. Clark.

14. TIn conclusion, Petitioner begs to observe that of the six cases under notice, five had
transpired during the period Petitioner was holding a subordinate appointment and when absent
from Madras, and the payment in the sixth case was entered in the Signature Book the great

3

confidence Pelitioner had in Mr Clark’s honesty. Your Excellency will observe that Mr. Clark,
who had committed so many frauds himself so secretly, would never allow his Subordinates
into his secrets for fear of discovery. Moreover, Petitioner made the report to Mr. Gordon,
during the life-time of Mr. Clark, and whilst he was attending Office, and Petitioner would
not have acted thus if he were in any way concerned in the matter of these frauds. Messrs,
S. D. Birch, W. Balinain Forbes and other Secretaries placed great reliance in Mr. Clark, inasmuch
as Mr. Balmain states in his letter to the Directors that he entirely depended upon Mr. Clark, from
the position he held in the Office, and the Report of the Commissioners on Public Establish-
ments confirms the same” view. Mr. Clark was invested with absolute power not only
over the Savings’ Bank, but also over the General Treasury; he had the packing up of
Remittances and examining the Daily Cash Books of the General Treasury. In other words, he
was considered next to the Sub Treasurer in point of emoluments and power, and the Book of
Registry in the Office will show the amount of power allowed him by the Secretaries, some of
whom have entrusted to his charge the entire management of the Office. The report made by
M:r. Balmain to Government against Mr. Clark’s conduct, and his subsequent reply to a reference
made by Mr. Mangles, the Acting Accountant General, as also the report submitted to Govern-
ment by Mr. Mackey the present Secretary to the Bank, will all establish what kind of character
Mr. Clark possessed, and whether or not your Petitioner was in any way implicated in the
frands committed by Mr. Clark.

If any frauds had been committed during Petitioner’s absence, it was the duty of the Deputy
Accountant, Mr. Croom, to havékept the Secretary informed of the same, and it is cruel io impli
cate your Petitioner in a matter done during his absence of which he knew nothing.

And your Petitioner as in duty bound, :
SHALL EVER PRAY.
Maoras, 474 October 1862,

SEN—
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