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| Forged Cheques {
Passing orders on the conduct of the parties concerned, in connection with the N TEXs
encashment of two — of the Gédévari Eastern division af the Rajahmundry treasury A

and referring, for consideration in the Financial Department, the question of issuing
instructions for the more careful sorutiny of cheques in treasuries.
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT.

—

General.
Establishment,

Rean—the following papers :—

.
) ) l

the Accountant-General, Madr N
Endorsement in the Financial De}?:;tmgiltz,om, dated bth July 1807,

the Aooountant-GeneraI,‘ Madras, No 21500. WLyl oy 1897, on letter from
Prooeedmgs in the Revenue Departm:ant, Mis. N gagﬁ)%(: 43ht']:1ﬂ:y 1897,
From the Accountant-General, Madras, No. 3279, dated ry

f ; ” »  No. 3297, dated 9
Endorsement in the Financial De 438 o -nd October 1897
partment, No. 43 4
gom til;llf Accountant-General, Madras, No. 516, (éa:edS,]g:ﬁe%‘elbﬁFe?g%aéry 1698, om lotter
om the Acoountant General,'Madras, No. 658, dated 1t Februazy 189§
44 o ™ ’ N '} 928, 7
Endorsement in the ’Fxnn.noial Department(,) No. 7‘512,t ﬁtle?it% il

the Accountant-General, Madras, No. 1090, dateq 18th March 1898, letter from

— L

In his letter No. 630 G.D dated Tth
. - 990 &.D., June 1897, th 1 ; -
id?n?fi}:é .bioughht to . notice" that a passed candidate m;me(el %ﬂp’szl:l::ltldéqg S
g e a;l:i. o the G§démﬂk~-ﬂ¢ltem division in nd allowedat ¢ Nalid.u ety
i o iccounts branches pending disposal of hig application 0 Work in the
. on the 4th May 1897 the cashier of the i S iil'e POSt;

table ; that “Venkatadri whe s el . leaving the cheque books on the

advantage of the ier’ ;
ot gbo g WMgnce and abstracted from the Raj
Bhadracha!am treasury cheque book -
on the Rajahmundry treasury
Sums aggregating Rs, 2,418-13-5
_ on the 5th May h
asury ofﬁcer,_ Rajahmundry, and obtained pa;{nen:
:!l:; 1(111 whose name the cheques were dm'_fhl:t (ﬁls;l ,frgpresenting b i
treaz ur;yf::h;: :‘n gsguu:ie i(‘:heque No. 10, da’ted 3rd M a(})rl %%BYY W:'Z&:i R
reported to tthz Policznan?it?l‘uxetnhka%dﬁ e e cared ; th;t o Ié;zze;;?agzﬁg
4 3 ) e $ f
a}xl'nlast of the. culprit, The blank chequ: zits(:;aofe(;ed APt
chalam treasury .cheque book was fo ol

. y the man ¢ X
his coat left in hig Jodgibgs. und, after he haq 0 irom the Bhadra

disappeared, in the pocket of

2. The Superi tendi i .
THOWed v worlf i:mthe:gl;ife Esgneer considered that ¢
eft the cheque books on hjs table d
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that the Rajahmundry Treasury officer was not free from blame as he cashed cheques
containing erasures, and as a scrutiny of the Executive Engineer’s signature, which
was not easy to copy, should have led to detection.

3. The Accountant-General in his letter No. 2150, dated 14th J uly 1897,
reported that the Taluk Head Accountant passed the cheques on the statements of the
pound gumastah and a Public Works Department peon that they knew the man, and
that the Head Accountant did not enquire concerning the name and profession of the
man, there being no reason to doubt the genuineness of the cheques. The Accountant-
General was however of opinion that if the Head Accountant had made a cursory
comparison with any other Public Works Department cheque the erasures in the
numbers would have been detected as the space between the words ¢ Cheque No. ”
and the actual figures was larger than usual; that the plea urged that he did not
suspect the genuineness of the cheques could not be accepted as it was the duty of
the Head Accountant, an official relieved of all magisterial work, to scrutinise every
document presented for payment ; that careful serutiny was specially necessary in this
case as the cheques were for large amounts and the payee was unknown to the Head
Accountant ; that the imitation of Mr. Handcock's signature was not very skilful ;
that the fact that it was written with the same ink as the remaining portion of the
cheque should have aroused suspicion ; that the Head Accountant should have detected
the forgeries, and that the Sub-Treasury officer was not entirely free from blame.
The Accountant-General also forwarded the two forged cheques for inspection.

4. The Head Accountant explains that he was on privilege leave up to the 4th
May ; that both he and the Acting Head Accountant went to the office at 11 .. on
the 5th idem, when they found Venkatadri seated on a box inside the office; that the
latter, on being asked who he was and what brought him, replied that he was a Public
Works Department contractor and had brought cheques to be cashed; that the
permanent Head Accountant called to his seat the office pound gumastah, a resident
of Dowlaishweram, and pointing out Venkatadri Naidu to him asked him if he knew
that contractor ; that the pound gumastah replied that he knew the man as a resident
of Dowlaishweram having business in the Executive Engineer’s office, and that a
Public Works Department lascar of Dowlaishweram named Jungili, who came to the
treasury a little while after, to make some remittance was asked if he knew that
contractor, and that he replied in the affirmative. The Head Accountant also states
that he asked the Public Works peon how he knew the man and that the peon replied
that the man was residing in Dowlaishweram and was often seen in the Bastern Divi-
sion office. The Head Accountant says that he was afterwards engaged in assuming
charge; that at about I p.ar., he and the Aecting Head Accountant resumed their
seats ; that the Tahsildar then came in from the Sub-Collector’s office and taking his
seat by the same table was giving certain instructions regarding jamabandi ; that the
office peon then placed on the table the Executive Engineer’s eredit order book, the
forged cheque for Rs. 1,800 and odd and
*® another ; that Venkatadri also came in
and stood by the side of the Tahsildar’s
seat ; that the Tahsildar took up the cheque for Rs. 1,800 and odd and perused it ;
that he asked Venkatadri who he was, that the latter replied that he was a Public
‘Works Department contractor, and that the Tahsildar passed over the credit order
book and the cheques to the Head Accountant. The Head Accountant adds that
Venkatadri looked highly respectable with a nice tweed coat, a valuable gold-fringed
upper cloth, and a Turkish cap, and that with the enquiries already made of the,
pound gumastah and the lascar, coupled with the respectable appearance of the man,
he was satisfied and entertained no doubt about the person. In regard to, the
examination of the Executive Engineer’s signature on the forged cheques, the Head
Accountant explains that though the signatures of the Executive Engineer affixed to.
the several cheques issued by him were generally of t}}e same form as ihe specimen,
signature furnished to the treasury, slight differences in minor details were however
noticed, and that the signatures on the forged notes in question having exactl y
resembled the signature on the genuine cheques, no suspicior, was entertained in
regard to the forged cheques.

* The genuine cheque No. 5.
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5. In the statement taken b 1
: y the Sub-Collector, th
&Pe Tahsildar glanced at the cheques, while in the Zx%f:glat‘?ocg Olfmtam o ey
. reasxlllry Deputy Collector he says that the cheques were perused b o A Ty
An other r(,espects, there appears to be no material diﬁg; T y the Tahsildar.
ccountant’s explanation aund statement. ce between the Head

6. In the statement taken by the Sub-Collector
§§1rana?‘:ért}'lte latu;: states that the Head Aceountanftrzzlqg}isegogl?oi? ‘tlklxnufitah Gattu
den}ires an 1 l::la:wl:(gwn t%la t?hthe cheques in question had been forged an?l s
S }?ad w ge hOd e Head Accountant having made enquiries %Orélpletely
n u(lle en cashed. The Sub-Collector, however remal% b
anour of the pound gumastah, there is no doubt he was 1yingr i

7. The Tahsildar in his report, dated 9th May 1897, states that he saw two ch
G cheques

s
ta‘tljl 08. 5hand 9 on the Head Accountant’s
iy 1?’ that he casually touched them
engaged in talking about jamabandi 't R e e
exgaged it talking abor j 1 works ; that he never spoke to V s
oty Helalsrglo tsttand by his side. The Tahsildar howevO angtadn, b
e S Executivo E ates that as soon as the forgery was bro Zr o Ty
e Engineer as to the genuineness of chequeusgj}It i él b l(liotlce st
0s8. 8 and 9, and

that on hearing that they were forged h
found that the man had absconded En hmfr %l;;g::ded 2t once to Dowlaishweram and

8. The Acting Head Accountant, A
i . . Sashach
:1t!tnplt)" toucneicli the cheques and_plaee’d them w(ilcer?elh:}[:; Sates that the Tahsildar
He(::i 1211 to them that Venkatadri did not stand by the si{ir erfe Wlt}laout Paying any
ccountant, and that the Tahsildar never questioned tl;eonlz:llieal?h811gar PEID
$ to who he was.

9. The Collector in forwarding th
fo gt lal . ' g the above papers remark
laishwergm thp e in communicating with the police and in hi ar acted with the
e moment he had suspicion of a fraud having been 10 o .gt‘nélg to Dow-
*en committed.

10. The notes were stopped L
ped at once, their numb i y
Bi?i%r 2%%0;’;?392}?? 1\(;[f ]t-)h-e 24 curren?y’ notes olr:ltafx:‘:dbegnyg“klll’ow‘?’ i h.as fito
note), 22 noteé have l;eexln?:g:g:éu N;}xldu (a2.13 oy Ly notes anzn‘l)(::tggyNaidu
£ TR e . The value of th : fapeo
received by theindividual in payment of the forged chgzzeﬁ(;tﬁ6:§§e:h§ ngt%llghe cash
0 Ris. 2,218-13-5,

Th i
e two notes which have not yet been cashed are of the value of Rs. 100 sach
. 160 each. The

man has not yet been discovered i
st amns St 200.&11(%:;1121'(3 18 apparently liftle likelihood of the re-

for the loss of Rs. 2,418-13-5, 8 now to be considered who is responsible

11. The Ezecutive Engy.

gineer Mr,
Accountant by tappal, containing chequ
cheques, for the purpose of having—

(1) the amounts of th
entered in the cash book ; s
(2) the amount of the d
entered in the cash book and therzzgzllf;e
(3) some further cheques drawn.

* One genuine and the other false.

Handcock sent his
: cheque b ' i
¢s for salaries already dra\(én by 1231]:: alx?d tl())la};llli

ues i
ques previously drawn compared with the amounts

ques for salaries sent i
in the ch
themselves despatched to the pgyzg: . b1
b

Public Works Code, Volu
books must be k : He3h Chgpter I, para ey
ke e et s ko o T o s
officer shall write out che Chapter say that it is not nec rawing oilicer.
ques with his o necessary that a disbursi
sa fely, cheques may be required wn hand, and that ¢ ursing
to be written up i if thought necessar
officer, Mr. Handcock thgref NTUWN Up 1o the pres il
i Cpmgs v By ore technically broke no rule j ence of the drawing
. t His Excelle rule 1n sending his ch
it is a matter of common sense ney the Governor i 18 eque
. and y nor 1n Counecil ob S
should be kept in careful custody. . If gﬁg%‘z’éuﬁzecalmon that a blankoclizfltle; btcﬁ)ali

ordina Yy and necessary measure of safety e raud w - a
‘i S t.’, t f y lgl t gl t i“
d | : f saf h d would not have taken ple ce, and

1
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the Government considers that that officer is primarily responsible for the loss, and
more to blame than any other of the parties concerned. The Government of India

will be requested to make the Code rule on the subject more stringent, and to amend
paragraph 94, Chapter I, Volume II, as follows :—

« All cheques must be written up by the Disbursing officer, or in his presence.”

192. The Aceountant, Eastern Delta Division oﬂice.—This man is responsible for
the presence of the forger in the Division office. G.0., No. 201 W., dated 24th
January 1885, prohibits the employmeut of volunteers in public offices. But in the
present case the man was not a volunteer. He had applied for a clerical appointment
on 24th April, and pending the arrival of the Executive Engineer from camp and a
decision in the matter, he was given copying work in office to test his abilities, a

common and a necessary procedure, provided it is not carried too far. The man had
apparently been in or about the office for ten days before he cgmmitted the forgery.
In the light of this occurrence, the employment of all strangers in offices of the Publie
Works Department for a longer period than is sufficient to test their fitness for

employment will be prohibited. The period should not exceed one working day of 8

hours.
13. The Cashier was guilty of carclessness in leaving the cheque books on his
up or taking them with him,

table when he left the room, instead of locking them :
more especially as there was a stranger working at the same table, and he is much to

blame.

14. The Treasury Officer—The officers connected with the disbursement of the
cheques were the Tahsildar and the Head Accountant. The former cannot be blamed,
as all that he had to do was to see that the cheques were for money which had to be
paid at the Treasury. It was the Head Accountant’s duty to pass the cheques for

payment after careful scrutiny, but the least care on his part would have led to the
immediate detection of the forgery, for the erasure of the figures 1s apparent at a
glance. The Head Accountant is however dead.

15. After full consideration of all the facts, Bis Excellency the Governor in
Council considers that the case will be sufficiently met by directing the Executive

Engineer Mr. Handcock and the Cashier to contribute each half a month’s pay
ment. The Examiner will therefore arrange to

towards the loss sustained by Govern  arT
Handcock and Rs. 18 from the Cashier in three

recover the sum of Rs. 425 from Mr.
monthly instalments. The rest of the loss will be borne by Government.
16. The question of issuing instructions for the more careful scrutiny of cheques |

in treasuries will be considered in the Financial Department.
[Here enter No. 1160 W., dated 11th May 1898.]

(True Extract.)

Umder Secretary to Government.

To the Superintending Engineer, 1 Circle.
,y other Superintonding Engineers.

,, the Consulting Architect to Government.
,5 the Superintendent of Works, Lighthouse Division.
,, the Examiner, Public Works Accounts.

,, the Chief En%neer for Irrigation.

,» the Revenue epartment, with nine enclosures and
four original Government Orders.

,, the Financial Department, with two forged cheques
and ten cashed cheques, for return to the
Accountant-Greneral.

feA

Exd. A. Rungasawmy Aiyangar.
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