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9. West Coast division—Cheques were
made over to payees on dates of drawing,
except in case of absent contractors when
cheques were sent by post oy

«The delay, however, in sending cheques by

continued up to 9th April, as there was
mjy time before the close of the official year
to make fair copies of bills and extracts from
measurement books for the signature of the

contractors.”

10. Coimbatore diva!st'on:—There was 1o
jrregularity in the Divisional office or in
the Coimbatore sub-division. In the
Erode sub-division one cheque was del_1-
vered on the 1st and one on the 6th April.

- In the Salem sub-division 18 cheques

were kept in the oﬁjce for periods ranging
up to the 19th April.

11. North Arcot.—The Executiv_e Engi-
neer reports that cheques were being sent
by post up to the 4th April.

The cheques should not have been drawn

until the necessary preliminaries were
completed.

The irregﬁlarity is small,

Most of these cheques should probably
not have been drawn until April,

The irregularity is small.

12. It would perhaps have been better if I had, in the first instance, put the same
inquiries to all divisions ; but Government will see that, judging by the divisions as
to which information has been obtained, apart from the rush to spend money at the
very end of the year, and the consequent hurried drawing of cheques, involving, it is
to be feared, in some cases at any rate, insufficiént compliance with the code rule as to
preliminary formalities, there has been no very noticeable irregularity except in the

" Nilgiri and West Coast divisions ; and in the Salem sub-division of Coimbatore and

even in this division, I have no doubt that the officers concerned acted upon a bond fide,

though mistaken, view of the rules.

13. In the Ramnad division the sending of cheque through an upper subordi-
nate, Who was not a sub-divisional officer, was of course an irregularity (vide Code
raph 1371) ; but it is not an irregularity which need be specially noticed in this

conneetion. _ !

14. In other divisions the retention of cheques does not seem to have extended

peyond 2 few days.

15. The code rule on the subject, as laid down in note 5 on Form No. M 3 18, in
opinion, very clear. It is that * a cheque shoul_d not be drawn until it is intended
zl)ybe paid away, and no cheque should be entered in the cash book until it has actu-

ally been paid away,” and if a cheque is drawn and cannot be paid away,

any account

entries inadvertently and irregularly made in connection with such g cheque should
in strictness be cancelled at once, and should certainly be cancelled if the cheque is
not paid away before the end of the month, and especially before the end of the last

month of the financial year.

16. T am bound however to add that, however clear the rule may be, it does not
cover the whole of the ground, and, in my opinion, it is not altogether a practicable
rule. I had intended, in connection with this report, to suggest modifications which

geem to me desirable; but the reference made to me under
No. 1770 C., dated 23rd May 1887, on Government of India letter forw.
consideration a suggestion of the Deputy Auditor-General, has indepen
the question of measures for checking the rushing of expenditure at t

your endorsement,
arding for
dently raise
he end of the

ear, and I now propose to deal with the whole question in connection with (hat
reference. It will probably be well to defer action on this note until receipt of my

reply to the above-mentioned reference.

2 A - o

ek

L

- h

a8 3% N Y
ol i’«.‘"a\.“ TR .«._..gl.,_‘fﬁ~ ke B SN .




R —————

32 W., Pusuic WORKS.

o ——— S It

d July

-

4 ~ Szp Masecm 1885, No. 7
Public Works Anoomh,[;dded Madras, 20
1887, No. 291 '
~ [Your office note, No. 1770 C., dated 25rd May 1887.] &
" In my office note, No. 222, dated 17th Juno 1887, T dealt with paragra aphs 4 and -
& 4 G piamiimnt B o e, No. LG, dated 10th May 1867, and atsted the?,
' f ) 5 would be taken up. ely. 1 also referred to the matter
in my ofi 0. ‘I,Medl‘rthl‘une?aa !qdhnguthnﬁmto the hrgonmlm-
and amount of cheques drawn in the last s of the year, and to certain connected
N aularitios: SiAe 3
ities which do or may occur in connection with! the rushing
be considered under three

9. The irregulari 18y
of expenditure, at the end of the financial year, may

heads, viz. :—
(a) Ante-dated cheques, 1.6,
and dated 31st March.
(#) Dummy cheques, &.e., cheques -
in the Executive Engineer’s possession after that date.
(¢) Insufficient attention to preliminary formalities, due to hurry and pressure.

3. The suggestion made in paragr ph 14 of the Deputy Auditor-General’s report ot

the office of the Examiner, Public Works Accounts, Burma,® referred to in paragraph
, "5 of Government of India letter above

+ « That eaoh Executive Engineer be uiredto quoted, is aimed solely at the first kind of
the Esaminer ou the 3lst irregularity (a), i.e., at the practice—or

ice—of drawing cheques

telegraph fo ¢ ‘T
March plm total a{pmdltm for that month,  ¢he supposed pract
wi. And and dating

cheques drawn in April, or even May or June

drawn on or before 31st March but retained

with the number of last cheque drawn after the close of the year,
when ﬂ::” nrd“’ gbﬁ:'mnmmgdﬁﬁ: ‘m them as on the last da)’r' of the year, in
» v A : order to evade the rule as to lapsing of
. grants. Government has to consider
whether it is necessary to provide at all for this deseription of irregularity, and, if so,

how to deal with it.

4, My first impression Was, that it was not necessary to make any provision at
is reason to suppose that the practice is

all ; and even now I do not think there
Public Works Department ; but information

adopted by any officer of the Madras |
ally by an officer of the Executive Branch has convineed me

given to me confidenti
that such things have been done before, not perhaps by an officer actually employed
at the time in the Public Works Department, but at any rate by one who might ;my
day be so employed, and therefore it may be as well to guard against any repetition

of the practice. :

5. I do not, however. recommend the adoption of the suggestion made by
Deputy Auditor-General. "It is as well to bear in mind what the transa(::t}i)gnﬂzzel
question really amounts to. In plain English 1t 1 the uiterance of a series of
deliberate falsehoods—as to which hOWG‘V.'er see also paragraph 8 below—and an
likely to be very particular as to the means

officer Who is prepared to do this, is not
of defeating any check introduced in order to prevent it. A check that is il

6. 'I!hg check proposed by
by a very simple expedient. A
ture he knows, to a Tup

{he Deputy Auditor-General would I thi
t the time when the officer is required t‘:‘;}’e defrtl(:;l
total exPendx ee, what he wants his expendituergmtl; be!3

he also knows fairly well what payments in the aggregate he will be able to make
{uring fhe mo whatever the time may be—during which he wants to draw and

ante-date cheques, even if he cannot, at the time, foresee his payments in sufficient

dotail to enable him to draw dummy cheques, and so avoid avte-dating. There 18

’ o chooses, 80
from telegraphing suy Suil Je ¢ |
portd. ¢ i o : ‘ount by ante-dated cheques.

and ke¥

no‘hing A 3
xpenditure up to that um ¢
1s making ‘his expe P his c}uquw book u.mlﬂ' loc‘; sody will

solf, no

dwmn : 4 k
| ment require him to keep
{ the depart lraw his cheques h‘m‘cmuho“ o if

rules © riment : P

ode parsgrs K 1612); and if he chooses

‘\“Ux wheo hﬂpdﬂ!' them. It is & question of cook
o

-

e
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he is prepared to cook th i
ety . em at all, he will cook them in g new way when the old
e old way

7. I think therefore that i

2 . s Whllst the

f:f;i?gegeaia“’;f;“:ig ‘an unmerited slur on ninetgfgli)g:ed check would certainly be
feabably fad f :ewdtleby the individuals at whom it ::a;no?e, officers of a hundred,
benefit. pleasure in defeating the check invt;nt:d’ ¥ho indeod would

8. In my opinion <o .
direction. ]‘:%ow!ever irtxiiﬁ:i-edy-u any 1s required—should he | '
nection, they are not ad:’ dmay be the praciices occasional] ooked for in another
extent the desire of ohtaiz:)' ptec with any view to personal ba y adopted ini this con-
Yl nded & beliove £ hlntg eredit for spending the grant mineﬁt~ To some slight
B G tho mistakéna ) :_S a general rule, an officer -whOYdPerhaPs operate ; but
that is in spite of the rul ot S0 18 helping Gove oes this sort of thing
e e omiftted § (;es;l it hﬁs laid down ; and that he is :znllle nt In spite of itselg
S G Willy hooesary 1s charge ; and I believe that a Ii‘ctii y d,omg the best for
about the matter in th 4! ?ipreveuP such practices. At pre e plain speaking is all
into the code a distinc;: ;goﬁibitﬁ;ﬁ;éﬁﬁ?iﬁ? to do an§ tl:ei};l; "f[hs:guils d Il_ott: ?I'Ord
of what they amount to, and 1 practices, with a statement  Introduce
Government. I believe that wot(z)fdttl)l: qlliigt.};ts::;ﬁgg:t’h they are rg;};P::grﬁgglf?

9. If, however, Government thinks tha iti
~would s_sugg:est that every Executive Engin;eio?rfd v chegk. i8 necessary, th
a drawing account, be required to post to the Ex inoy o ivisional offcer ing
in flalacél y]far%hunder registered cover, an ell:ac;;3 trar?;zgil;:‘ ,sfadﬁi b ?:t :‘v;lg
cash book, the accountant or sub-divisional officer’ Tork .25t tWo pages of hi
the despatch of the transeript, if the Executi . Sesha oro i o
officer should be absent. T am not recomm:xclgg‘; t}inil;eer.' or the sn%ﬁl‘]isi?ii?oig
only. pointing out that, if some positive check is consid Optwonecesof sﬂusar:;, s
opxm;!(;; :;hthe only one that would be really effectual ke Ny
0. Then as to dummy cheques, that is cheques dre;w

ot :,1% awa}:i The dummy cheque may be dgliberatelynf:gi}::: %ghtt? Ao o
res of aceci gnt. 'In the first case the chequé&™is drawn at t? LGt e
eircumstances 1n which, the officer drawing it knows that he - lén o s

aying it away ; and he has no intention of paying it awa 'W}?u ;1 e
the c}(liarge tot;ccnunt. This is distinctly prohibited in Codyc;. arz i };lwants i
secon :aase e cheque is drawn with every intention of pa viiraRt e i
gircumstances dWhlch would fully justify such payment ; but 1;051;1  hndint it
it belgf 1Is§u }? , and it remains in the officer’s cash chest The s Al
what should be done in such cases; but in note 5 on FOI'!I.I M-3e t‘i? s
depﬂl'%nent are instructed that ““ a cheque should not be drawn u t'l(? qﬁigers e
be paid away, and no cheque should be entered in the cash book lenlltilltitlzshl;,]stended v

actually

peen paid away.”
11, Judging from the facts reported i
ported in my office note, No, 221. 4
y No. 221, dated 17th Jun
3 : €

1887, I see no reason to suppose that in Madras
fa?ncatfectlhxp contravention of Code paragraph 1627. ‘%I‘}l;l;ﬂ;gl cléeQues are deliberately
(;l'm.xg_ of this sgrt is that of certain cheques drawn by the Exz ase Whlch.suggests any
dmm%?”ﬁﬁdﬁ reserved ”’ by him ; but from the Executive }g: i E,nglneer, Nilgiri
am 84 :r that the cheques were properly drawn and might hglneer 8 explanation I
the contractor as soon as drawn, but that they were held b thave been paid away to
as the agent of the contractor at the request of the httery Ie Executive Engineer
was irregular and objectionable, but there was no contrav. ti think the proeéé.ding
1627. But though there may be no disregard of Code (;n on of Code paragraph
that thtii lgtter part of the rule quoted at the end of pI; r;‘i‘gl‘aph 1627, it appears -
disregarded, and that many cheques are drawn, and impmper%;all’g IOh:;s habitually
ought to account,

d for’ their especial

 glthough actnally remaining for-days and weeks i
, y ! y %3 1n the possession of the
f the Executive

Engineer, with the vesult of falsifying the accou

_ : _ 8 ; rcounts :

diture against grants ; and it seems not improbable th:?g cl;?)g;l(;g Bﬁelhng b R
rabie number of these
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il
cheques are drawn without any reasonable assurance that there Wi
rtunity of paying them uriy', snd in order to prevent this, :}“’ he, “]mm.‘
opg:su r be revised and amplified, and should, sbove 4,

mmu"‘“‘ﬂh“dh«mg relegated to the notes on the

12. mmimuhmﬁnuﬂy arising. It “”.‘Mizw :
inspect; division last year, vide G.0., No. 1340 W, Copg
20th May 1% but without rosult ; and agsin only a few months ‘i:md!. b
» L1 Cirelo, in his endorsement on s letter from the
. o K g X ovember 1586,
pa s riewom, #ide G.0., No. 2808 W., dated 3rd November 1770
result as was arrived at in the offiee note correspondence which ensued pout
bably communicated to exeept the Executive Engineer, (‘"dd‘l"hw
Apparently theview then taken was tkat the diffioultics referod o by the Supen®
€ exeoptional ocourrence, and that it was s
for them. . 1 think this was o mistake. Cau:n-m.lh“:;“'o‘h
- £ - Wh i sceordance with a bewd fide, tho
mistaken, interprotation dﬁ.u:.-n).,d, remain for s long ﬁmelinh::: P
desirable to have R s e ;. and. £ S
should be very -Q&N-m:u.m.uu dome in sach Sl
ing a

& W
f

be deawn | y 1II Cirele, that

paid away, Wt it fatobe rule ® is impracticable if it is
is there, U g gl o

- payee 18 at his' | nover draw a ¢

s

i

FHEE
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15. It will, however, be necessary to answer the question put by the Superintend-
ing Engineer, III Circle, in his letter to you, No. 1641 of 17th November 1886, viz.,
¢ 1n what form of memorandum or account should the transaction be recorded ” durin
the interval between the drawing of the cheque and the paying of it away. I think
this is a matter that should be provided for, and I would require a register to be kept,
in each Divisional office, of all cheques drawn, but not actually paid away, and conse-
quently not brought to account; that is to say (1) all cheques retained in the
possession of the Executive Engineer and (2) all cheques sent to a sub-divisional
officer and not advised by him as actually paid away. The register would be a very
simple matter, the only particulars required being the book and cheque numbering,
the date of drawing, whether in possession of Executive Engineer or sent to sub-div,.
sional officer, and the amount and date of payment and entry in accounts, with a
reference, in case of cheques sent to sub-divisional officer, to the letter or memorandum
reporting payment and forwarding voucher. Moreover, if the rules of the code—
paragraph 1371 and others—are attended to, the entries in the register should be
very few, and incidentally the register would afford a read

_ ( . egister { ; ¥ means of ascertaining, on
the ocoasion of inspections of Superintending Engineer, and Examiner, whether the
rules are observed.

16. I have assumed that a cheque is only paid away when it is handed to the

yee, or to his authorised agent, or sent by post directly to the address of the payee;

and that it is not paid away as long as it remains in the possession, or under the

control, of any officer of the department, or is in transit from one officer to another.
7 If Government accept this interpretation, it might be introduced into the code.

17. I must however point out that this interpretation differs from that given by
my predecessor in his office note to you, No. 593 of 25th November 1836, He considered
that a cheque was paid away when dealt witl_l under paragraph 1912 of the old code
— note to paragraph 1371 of the present edition — meaning apparently that it was

id away as soon as despatched to the sub-divisional officer. It would be waste of
time to argue as to which of these two interpretations is, in law or in logic, the more
accurate; the question is which is the best with reference to the object in view, and
if the object is to prevent the fabrication of dummy cheques, the only effectual plan
is to refuse to cousider a cheque paid away, and so to prevent its being brought to
::;oouﬂtr as long as it remains in any way under the control of the drawer. b

18. If the above proposals are accepted, nothing more will be necessary, from a
strictly accounts point of view; but I ought to point out the risk that is run when
heques drawn and signed are unnecessarily retained in the possession of the
;‘x ocutive Engineer or of a subordinate officer. The risk 1s the same whether the
ixe ue is brought to account or not, and I think that, in the interests of the drawing
cﬂi (?e rs themselves, it would be well to lay down some rule as to the cancelling of
oh ues retained for more than a certain number of days, as to which also see the above-
:;:l;ltioned correspondence with the Superintending Engineer, III Circle.

19. The third class of irregularity, that vesulting from the hurry and pressure
nsequent on having to pay an abnormally large.numng; of bills in a very short time,
o ne as to which I have very little to say. It isa thing that can hardly be proved,
:_;on h there can be very little doubt that it must occur—occasionally at any rate. It
. °,§r instance, almost impossible that 250 bills received in the morning can be
m’operly examined and checked before being paid the same evening, vide paragraph 5
Pfr my office note, No. 221, dated 17th June 1887. The only remedy is to distribute
Over a month or six weeks the work now done in a few days. It is'a matter for the
g«;xecuﬁ"e; not for the Accounts, Branch to deal with.

te from the Examiner, Public Works Accounts, dated Madras, 24th Februa
gl | " 1888, No. 1107, : 7,

I beg fo invite your attention to the remarks made in my office note, No. 291,
dated 2nd July 1887, on the subject of rushing expenditure at the end of the year,

/
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Golit. of {1888 F¥ladras.

. PUBLIC WORK S GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

.-

| | [E B : PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT.
j

General.
Account.

Reap—the following papers :—

From the Superintending Engineer, IE[V Circle, dated 2nd Dec. 1887, No. 478 E.W.
. g & » ” L] ”» ” 21st ’ 1941.
: , : 2 % acy N o e o SN
£ , . 3 " » Il -, 29th Jan. 1888, . 407 G.D.
by 3 »» ” 3 V ” » 2”th Feb- e 49]2.

fodd - i I , ., 14thApril .
M.}Iarcla, 3, | » P » 38 &L,

No. 1924.

0‘ ‘ & Office Note from the Examiner, Public Works Accounts, dated 20th July 1888, A ;
! Reod, ; Enmel Before going in detail into the causesé#(he delays in question and the possible 1
r : n, 3 ' remedies, I wish to say a few words regardfhg the object in view and the importance & 20
- ¥ * . .
, J
f

of the matter, both of which appear to be misapprehended by several officers. For 4

et cmr—

‘ P ———— : instance, the Executive Engineer, Buckingha%n Canal division (Mr. Vincent), writes & 1
. ' “as the cases in which delay need occur are but rare, and as the Examiner’s office ¥

G.O., 3rd March 1888, No. 732 w. cannot be put to much inconvenience by occasional delays, the matter is apparently ;
e e one of no great importance.”

2. Tt is not on the ground of the inconvenience, great or small, to the Examiner’s
.' office that I have thought it desirable to take the matter up seriously, As I pointed
. out in my note of the 28th October 1887, No. 706, and as the replies now received
. \ show, the number of vouchers received late in the Examiner’s office 18 nothing ¢
to the number received late in the Divisional offices ; and it is in the latter that the S ¥
. real inconvenience is felt. Not only is the number of missing vouchers much T A
e MARCH. greater in Divisional offices, but the absence of each individual voucher is then of 4
" : : ; X = : i much greater importance. Whatever may be said and ordered, the parrations of
; - 1 transactions in imprest and sub-divisional cash accounts never will be 80 complete, if
indeed it is desirable that they should in all cases be so complete, as to afford all
& : S information necessary to the divisional accountant for posting the divisional accounts,
g . _ g To a great extent he is obliged, and always will be obliged, to depend on information
‘ A P i : by ot e d to be obtained from the vouchers, and if the vouchers are not submitted with the sub-
h : AT gy = | S fie, divisional accounts, his compilation of the divisional accounts will be imperfect, and
b \ y difficult and unpunctual. To a certain extent, but in a much less degree, the want 3 ¥
» 263 * A : N of information to be obtained from vouchers is felt in the Examiner’s office, 29 |
- . ) 3. Again, the correspondence, the inevitable correspondence, which takes place |
bR - ' - between the Divisional offices and Sub-Divisional offices on the one hand and the
i y < 5 ' . Examiner on the other regarding, or in econnection with, these delays and omissions. to
s : - THRGeIT) oy say nothing of references from Sub-Divisional officers to subordinates, is a gr’eat
o 3 o Ve Ry oI i annoyance to every one concerned. This correspondence is in the aggregate enor-
' 3 : _ £ mous, and much of it, probably most of it, might, T feel sure, be obviated,
L ol ' ; 4. Moreover, the long chain of references which is necessary in all these cases
2% sy L ] ' a great part of the references from the I*;xgu'niner to the Executive Engineer having’
: ; e ' nﬂ!hin "¢ d the to be referred by the latter to the Sub-Divisional officer, and by him to some subordi-
‘ S _ : g expenditure at ' nate, the replies returning in the same way, causes very great delay (sometimes a
| AN R 24 close of a year

» : | ‘
Passing orders on the subject of — 3 ‘
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returned b Exeeuti E“B figures, rememberip that, as often as not, a voucher
b’me]'té::elm;;aeq SRS the s“b'l)iviional officer, has to be returned
Tootractor must be got fo fye POSPLY by him to some ather subordinate, or that
obﬁin:ilm . forrection.  From a bundle of objections to
iy I find that in B‘P‘ﬁmh lssbom the Executive Engineer, Goduviri Western divi-
D’MOﬂm i s 8 many as 149 vouchers were returned to Sub-
59 ; whilst in some months j Sadin 1887, in October 06, in Janvary 75, in March
report of the Godgvari Cm'a pouchers were returned ; and from a recent inspoetion
sub-division, 5 t-"‘“mﬂm.tt- ﬁntofthewuohonolﬂ?
Junuary 1888, und 33 go ‘;ff’l%fz were ;mﬂi" December 1887, 57 out of 160 ia
vouchers with the syl I February, bl.iwdmthm there are all

' A ttle inconvenience to the l-’.xmli’ncl::
many officers as to their ; itier up, > not share the opinion expressed by
6. The dehyuM “Sponibility of ‘P’P‘Yms_lny -'h'dwtory remedies.

cers of chequies drawn by the Executive

' Mh“'%d 10w ! [ NMinmddivued, and  therefore
(MTMMM. hnglftanthuv brought to seconnt.
‘ the post, because the office often has

a
When the Jopge, ﬂ"l‘mﬁ Who are continygal and
burry h%ms is gh?vemd, ";h?p:h;: in in 0
ﬁnemh‘ to give 5 W’"';l:’o‘l::h mam, he does not actually
(¢) The n&‘m | ' 8 hot itting the correctness of

eIy Gf gonging -
AWAY from ha, o Rding vouchers after i ) P g
(d) The necessity :‘w l'l::n they arr?&?’mnn Engineer, if he is

their signat pe
(..) mt:;f,ﬁ Mmmwu of work d::e."h’ purpose of obm: i
BAgE m'ﬁdduﬁ: : S requiri sulbidisaten to it billy s
(&) B“"Wh“"‘ e requipeqr oo of Youchers R i office

s
§

P .‘ ub- : % )
() &mkm ;‘;highm;im"“ w2 o by him to subordinstes
siongl e COFrectione o *btyh'm% of obtaining the initials of

- onal officey RS the a0 ecutive Engineer, or Sub-Divi-
() Sinls e 2 g ks g ey

(i) Multipy;
()
et ord Maroh 188 87 () bas alrengy g o

before delivery ; it is 1 | o b"'w of by GO No. 782 W.,
. m‘nmt‘;l’:ﬂheeof nging cheques to gocount
: _ + PA¥ any more thun th‘nn_ﬂlic.pnctioo

-
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was responsible for a considerable proportion of the delays experienced, so the prohi-
bition of the practice may be expected to effect an appreciable reduction of the cases of
delay.

y8. The next cause (4) transmission of cheques through the post is responsible for
a good many instances of delay in some divisions. In other divisions the practice
appears to be avoided as much as possible on account of the difficulty of obtaining
vouchers When cheques are sent in this way. I am disposed to thiy that it would be
well to restrict by code rule the sending of cheques (or transfer 1 \ittance receipts)
through the post. Considering the disfavor with which many E utive Engineers
regard the practice, I do not think any practical Inconvenience we 1d be caused by
limiting the transmission of cheques through the post to cases in which the payees are
firms or parties having established places of business and fixed postal addresses, and in
which cheques (or transfer receipts or what not) are sent in payment of the fyll
amounts claimed in bills drawn by the payees themselves, This would exclude almost
all payments to the general run of contractors ; but any slight inconvenience thus
caused might be much more than counterbalanced by the removal of the present
restrictions on the delivery of cheques through subordinates.

9. At present the code (para. 1371) prohi_bi'ts. delivery of cheques to contractors
through subordinates not in cha.rge of sub-divisions. The numbey of sub-divisions,
exclusive of head-quarters sub-divisions in charge of the Exccutive Engineer of the
division, is at present 63, and the number of upper subordinates not in charge of
divisions or sub-divisions is 133 ; the removal of the restriction in question as
upper subordinates only would therefore more than freble the agency for the delivery
o{cheques, and would considerably expedite payments. It might perhaps be g very
good thing if it Were never necessary to deliver cheques at all through subordinates,
but if the practice is allowed at all, it is difficult to see why a cheque may not be
delivered through a Sub-Engineer or a supervisor who is not in charge of a sub-division
when it can be delivered through a sub-overseer if he happens to hold such a ¢

* or why the same man should be trusted one day and not the next; or why he should

be trusted in more important matters and not in this. ,
10. Then with regard to’such payments as might be permitted through the post,

| 1 am disposed to think that it would be a convenience to both payers and payees if

officers of the department were allowed to freely take advantage of the postal ey
rder system. At present the code  ( para. 1890) requires that, Wheqever
Olvl;lenté have to be made outside the division, the amount mvolve(_i shall be remitted
dni]:ect to the payee by means of remittance transfer receipts obtained .from the civil
treasury. As letters containing remittances have to be registered, there is no economy
whatever in the present system for remittances not exceeding ten rupees-—rather the
rse, as the postage has to be paid also—and even when the amount of commission
revuel d dueood thi registration fees, it seems probable that, as the commissiopn is paid
E‘;"Om one Government pocket into another, it might in a great many cases be well to
e pavﬁeﬂts to be made by postal money order, and so ensure the prompt return of
:u acknowledgment of payment which would constitute at any rate an ad interim

ucher.

e 11. Tt seems possible moreover that, if the matter were taken up, the Postal
department might be willing to undertake service payments for reduced commissions
iust as they now carry service letters for reduced rates of postage. The charge for a
rivate letter is one anna per tola ; that for service lettgm one anna for every ten
totals ; similarly the commission on private money order being approximately at the
rate of two annas for every ten rupees ; the Postal department might be willing
reduce the commission for service money order to two annas for, say, every ﬁfty
1 ces. The actual cost of the postal agency is probably very small ; the real justifi-
rup ol 'for the charges made to the public is the expense and risk of moving cash ; and
catlthe Currency department makes no charge for this when it issues serviee transfer
s nittance receipts, the Postal department might perhaps n cases of service remittances,

;311'1380 so much of their charges as represent expense and risk of movements of cagh,
12. Since the issue of G.O. No. 2027 W., dated 13th August 1886, I have
suceecded in inducing the Postmaster-General to allow Postmasters to receiye cheques
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in payment of sums due by officers of the department in their official capacities ; and I
think it might very possibly be a eonsiderable convenience to Executi ve Engineers in
certain divisions to be able to dispose of & number of payments by a single cheque in
favor of the Distriet Postmaster, which being sent to him with a pumber of money order
applications, would ensure the early return of an acknowledgment without thfa n?io::
sity for any more formal correspondence than that on the coupon of the n:énte) c:;@ e
but, as stated above, payments made in this way should, 1 think, be coufin » d(;ess
which the payee has an established place of a business and a fixed postal A

13. The next cause of delay (¢), the sending of vouchers aftgr the Execut;"e
Engineer if he is away on tour, is more correctly a cause of aggravation of some de lll”!;
aiready otherwise occasioned. The additional delay thus caused ought never to
serious, and it is not at all desirable to do or say anything that would tend to dim

the personal interference of the Executive Engincerin such matters. The absence of
?ﬁi%mﬁxdfﬁﬁnm from head-quarters must of ecourse delay all business;

‘08“}1: 'T(l{‘e)lzsm t}'nztamnuseg (d) and (e) of para. 6 must to some extent be c«mﬂd’»""'d
with other matt:rl; l1 byl not uncommon cause of inconvenience in connection
the procedure to beafo'ﬁ.ov:d v drawn up in aecordance with some theory 85 z
b :5““8, or it is not rull:e:snnmm with it ; and then, either the theory prov

to rule, or it is reduced to rule, but the rule 18 not

nate in charge of the w?c:kse i!dsu e form. First of all the overseer or other subord”

ties and val {0 sign the bill wi il of the quant-
to the eﬁ'ectn:h:: :h(:’&clgi::e’ig then the Sgll:.Di'ilion:i] :;l;ﬁx ife::;)lp:a«l toqcatlfi
made by him (the Sub-Divisiona] . 0, 14t the Decessary measurements have bees

onie rould, 1 think, be_that the o) &e., k. Now the nataral preswnption 5}

subordinate in charge the bill
: mcasurem . of the work draws u A
asscs it on._the busis of chegp 'Y limsclt, and that. the Sub- Divisional ofticer (52
o, o ik the form i b ey LD, UY bimscl.  Thia s prosume
.~ correct, and it R ; but is is doub this ¢
: cerainly hag not been reduced th;“ﬁ'ﬁm,m par

rently says that SubDiginn ) o 1® Exeeutive Bngineor, Madura divisions 3PP
;n& vhen the ful ,,m officers expect bills in triplicate from mwﬂ';‘“.’

pr ¢ many mistad
- f v and resulting delaysg but the question
other grouyds than this. Assuming morogyer that the bills

with' the eonsequa . change slope - in triphcate, by subordinates should B¢
'vﬁthntmmd whld, o doubt, preveut, v mistakes

e
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if prepared in the Sub-Divisional office, will ordinarily be based on measurements taken
by the subordinate (and not by the Sub-Divisional officer), I consider that the certificate
should be modified aceordingly.

19. Taking the procedure to be as supposed in the last paragraph, I do not see why
the subor@mate .should be required to sign anywhere: He is presumably respensible
only for his detailed measurements which do not appear in the certificate at all ; and it is
not very clear why he should be made to sign the quantities deduced from his measure-
ments and the money amounts arrived at by applying schedule rates to those quantities,
1f he is to do all this he might almost as well prepare the bill. '

20. With reference to para. 18 above, there should not, T think, be any difficulty in
wording the certificate so as to make it readily applicable whether the measurements
are taken by the subordinate (and checked or not by the Sub-Divisional officer), or
whether they are taken by the Sub-Divisional officer ; but the first thing is to settle
who is to prepare the bill, always supposing that a hard and fast rule can be laid down
on this point, as to which Colonel Pennyeuick at any rate, who is not generally in
favor of hard and fast rules, does not seem to have any doubt. Perhaps it may be
necessary to take the opinions of Superintending Engineers and Executive Engineers
regarding the procedure to be followed.

21. If it should be settled that the subordinate is the proper person to prepare the
pill, I certainly think he should not be required to prepare much more than one copy.
This is with reference to (¢).

9. As regards ( f) it appears to me that the practice of returning vouchers for
exp1n2nati0ﬂ of %igh rates and l}nauthoriged charges should be prohibite(i‘:g Inquiry and
action in such matters is quite right, but it does not seem necessary to return the voucher,
or delay its submission in any way. Right or wrong the payment has been made
and must be brought to account and vouched for. The correction of the over-
payment (if any) is a separate matter. :

23. Delays arising from the next cause (g), the returning of vouchers for the
ose of obtaining the initials of the payee to corrections might, I think, be

s ctically done away with. The corrections made are almost invariably such as
g;uce the amount of the payment. No payee is at all likely to dispute a correction
. his own favor; and it might very well, I think, be ruled that the initials of the
11; ee ate only necessary where the correction increases the amount of the payment

Enowledged. Perhaps, however, it might be better to rule that when the amount is
acduoed instead of making any actual correction, a note should be added to the effect
:ﬁat the’ actual payment was so much for such and such reasons.

94, With regard to the next point () I can only suggest, in the first place that
eat caution should be exercised in laying down arbitrary requirements not abso-
tely essential and often difficult of fulfilment; and secondly that, as regards

. es and omissions which, once made, cannot be rectified, the check exercised
should take the form of recording the number of mistakes and omissions and bringing
‘;mtice cases of individuals who are found to be hablgzua.lly ngghgent. If the rules
= aire two witnesses to a payment, and the payment is made in the presence of one
:tness only, you cannot alter the fact even if you delay the submission of the
w;ucher for a year ; or if a contractor does not enter i kis own handwriting the words
ycin full settlement of all demands” at the time of payment, you cannot make him
do it afterwards if he is not inclined to, . i
95. The question of the numlfer of witnesses to be required in different ol
¢ cases is at present under consideration (vide G.0. No. 1291 W., dated 2nd May
2333) and it is to be hoped that the result will be a rule less difficult of observance
the present one is in certain classes of cases.

96. The other requirement was introduced by the Government of India (vide
Government of India Circular No. 9 P.W., dated 16th June 1882), who apparently
ttached some importance to it at the time: but I think it is very doubtful whether
& ives any greater security; and it is responsible for a good deal of trouble. 1If a
it g can read and write, then his signature to a receipt which shows plainly in print
Wi language that it is in full of all demands, ought surely to bo suficient,



we g—%"
e

T

I e

1,

& i
Rt e o

.

L~y

S (v L r*:m il

M%M.vmr
6 e
13mx = B Phaso — . e

TN s, Lmvnxn 1888, No. 2855 W., Pustzc Wonxs,
The man in T e S RS

Wo‘ 'homld e e e
man who canng i additional precayt;

: t read and writ .o Precaution may really be necessary is the

form 14<,, It enter:d in the Vernacular— the payee €igns in the verngcular the

!lngh“f w see note 3 on the form 14, and note 2 on

When it is rememberr:?]m"ns Contractory goe Y 9pinions of the executive officers 88

like ltl‘lining at a that every contraet these words in their own writing.

Podiection °ftbeeonmtlr“act?d'w‘°'i"8uw;mm?n t is in English, it seems very

v b2; In any case ¢ ¥ I the mattey of individul:r :a:v(: e Froceutions for e

mmhe‘lmt,mnt:glp:: Hnd :::;,iﬂ:h:;"u'ch uirements : t:.hese are not fulfilled,
0

28. "The next ( 2 e s by any indpypas Pke suitablo notice of habitasl

- ]a“) tWo canges (7) and (j)ﬂal

%8 OF i combingtion, i, oSPonsible f

r am“lﬁpﬁ"“." and complexity of the

. b of the delays, either by

g . are five formg "Wplaint ag t, ¢ :

Dection with claimg (Nos, 14 whi the mulhpljci : g L

varietj o8 and payme te, 14 yel a ty of forms, it will be seen

mtumezf(u whn?, 15 anq 1%' for works ion:' 14, 15 and 17) for use in con-
to

or ma :
d‘ﬂmm supplied. Three of the

+ The op]

: § .
ooy O 1) o el th
1 which mmmt?) Provide :::m 18 | -
of bills for papo s i8 v.,y“md one mgp 1. Severa] Works chargeable, in cases
(Nilgiri) i wli‘iten:]g' tha, aan:h % Queatiog of . " 2Uber of works as i done iB
g::t’n “fll&!l.ogher d"mv:;’hge is tak::t:;tﬂ‘:f ““ﬁpft.hc:;?,uﬁlly 0 fprmairie o g

o o 3 ese iy on 1 jvision
probablgl?h § l;lﬂ?g:; the Materigls bills gre m&“’:m?: of e ll.ngla divist
n 1ty nlhm,h f::’:g&hle to each 'mkmh works ; and even in
18 really 4y, ":; :Pnzete;l together, wﬁ
orks of a general bi

N o
that tho opgra '® WAy of abolishing the

13ra Serremser 1888, No. 2855 W., Pusric WoRks. T

or list in which no distinction of works is made. In any case the additional trouble
(if any) entailed by making out separate hills for each work must be very trifling
indeed ; if there were any substantial advantage in having a single bill for a number
of works, it is improbable that the practice would be confined to a single division.

33. Separate bills will of course occasionally put the suppliers to extra expense
of an anna or two for receipt stamps, but this extra expense must be very trifling,
and the code (para. 1642) already lays down that, as far as practicable, separate
youchers shall be taken for payments for separate works.

34. Note 7 on form M 14 (see book of forms) distinetly contemplates the possi-
bility of the forms being used for large supplies ; and if it is not unsuitable in the case
of large supplies, it must, I think, be even less unsuitable in the case of small supplies,
for the larger the supply, the greater the probability of the materials being intended

for a numl;’er of different works.

35. I will only add, with regard to this point, that it will be desirable, and
jndeed necessary, to provide clearly for a form of receipt to be given to the contractor
or supplier by the subordu;ate actually Teceiving the materials supplied, which
receipts gshould form the basis of the certificates n form M 14, no payment being
made on a certificate not supported by such receipts, and no receipt for payment
being considered a proper voucher unless supported by the necessary receipts for
delivery of the stores. Such recéipts are evidently contemplated at present—pide the
heading of column 9 of form M 17, viz.,, *“ by whom received and number of receipt
attached if not receipted below ; ” but they are nowhere definitely provided for. I
think, however, that it is 2 mistake to dlspensp W.lth these repeipts when the materials
happen to have Feen recen_‘ed by the ofﬁoel: signing the certificate (as in form M 17),
because, if the receipts exist, they may easily be made the basis of a second claim in
respect of the same supplies. I think, therefore, that the receipts should be required
in all cases. :

36. Form 15 might with advantage, I think, be done away with altogether. Tt
is supposed to be used on occasions of payments made without any work having been
last previous payment. This would seldom happen except in cases of final

since ouls i
dom:nents, and as regards final payments it is expressly provided on form 15 itself
cht in such cases the receipt should be taken on form 14 yellow. In my opinion it
would be very much better (always supposing that the receipt is not to be taken on a

form quite apart from the certificate) to take all receipts on form 14, whether work
has or has not been done since the date of last payment, providing that, when no
work has been done, the circumstances under which the payment is made should be
Jearly stated in that part of the form (paras. 2 and 3) i which the particulars of
c ork done would ordinarily be entered. There is an apparent trifling economy of
- er in the use of the present form 15, but this is probably more than counter-
pap by the trouble and waste of time and paper occasioned by unnecessary

?ﬁ::;if forms. Apart from this doubtful economy, there is apparently no advantage

whatever in using form 15.

37. T am disposed to think that form 14, the yellow contract certificate, might
also be done away with as far as Sub-Divisional officers are concerned, that is to say,
its use might very well be confined to _Dlvmlonal offices, This would probably
prevent & good many mistakes, whether arising from t!le use of the yellow form where
the white should be used, or f.ro.m the use of the wl}lbe w1§ere the ygllow ghould be
used, because even a Sub-Divmong.l oﬁicer_ himself is not in a P081t§0n to say with
certainty whether final payment will or will not be made on a certificate which is
final as far as he is coneerned ; and the Sub-Divisional oﬁcer’s_ gler];, who really
prepares the certificate (when it is not prepared by the subordinate in immediate
¢charge of the work) knows even less about the mnttt?r. :

) 38. From previous inquiries I understand that in some divisions it is already the
ractice to confine the use of the yellow form to Dlvjisional gﬁ.cps, but this involves
the recopying of the certificate on to the yel_low form in the Divisional oﬂi?a Whgn_ever
final payment is to be made. As the preseribed procedure now stands, this additional
cupviné is so much additional work, and to that extent objectionable ; but the
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44. In each of these six parts, except the last, provision is made for the entry
of a number of specific items of information, and a mistake or omission in respect of
any one of these items may necessitate the return of the whole document for correc-
tion, even though the receipt itself is a perfectly correct, valid and sufficient voucher.
The question therefore suggests itself whether it might not be well to take the
receipt as a separate document altogether. There is perhaps a good deal to be said
in favor of such a change, but I am disposed to think that the balance of advantage-
is with the present practice; and, as regards the particular object now in view, I do
not think any advantage whatever would be secured by the change ; because tl’mugh
the voucher would no longer be involved with mistakes in other ’doeumﬂﬁ,s, yet a
new occasion for mistakes and correspondence would be created, namely, the possible
total absence of the connected documents. ;

45. I do think, however, that the frequency of the occasions for returning the
voucher, on account of mistalfes and omissions in other parts of the document might
be considerably reduced by limiting the wmatter which the contractor is reqriired to
accept and assent to; because, as long as the contractor’s assent and signature is
required to any part of the document, any correction in that part may require

confirmation by his initials or signatures. -

46. Asthe form now stands, the contractor is required to sign the statement of
olaim (4), but the theory that the so-called bill is his (the econtractor’s) stateme:;;t gf
claim is, I believe, a pure fiction. The so-called bill is, in fact, merely a departmental

* yaluation of work done, on which the contractor might very well be paid and accept a

sum on aceount, without prejudice to him, whether he does or does not admit the
accuracy of the valuation ; and the fiction which requires that this departmental valu-
ation shall be endorsed by the contractor as h'ls claim, not only makes it necessary to
obtain his signature to all corrections, but it is no doubt a frequent causp of delay in

ayments. '
pay 47. 1 am not prepared to say whether, in‘,poin‘t of fact, the contractor’s signature
to the receipt for the payment made ge) commits him to acceptance of the statement
of account given under the heading Memorandum of payments made ” (d). The
words ‘“as above” in the receipt form apply, and can only apply, to the details
bracketed against ¢ Payments now made ” in the * Memorandum of payments,” and
I should think the contractor must certainly be held to admit the correctness of these
details. Whether his signature really commits him to acceptances of the statement
of these items, value of work done, amount of previous payments, and balance due,
is another "question ; but if a contractor is at all careful he will probably refuse to
append his signature to anything that can possibly commit him to what he considers
m’; inaccurate statement of his account; and if an Executive Engineer is careful he-
will probably require the contractor’s confirmation of any correction made over his
RS e Tk
48. In my opinion it would be a decided advantage to’ let it be clearly understood,
and to make it quite clear on the form, that the contractor’s signature to  payment on
account (final payment is another matter) is simply an acknowledgment of the payment,
and does not imply acceptance on his part of any of the details, whether valuation of
work, or statement of previous payments, on which the payment is based. The details
of the * Payment now made” should then be brought into the receipt form, as the
contractor’s acceptance of these details 1s absolutel{ necessary. The contractor would
of course be furnished with the details of the valuation, and with a statement of the

account, if he desired it, if indeed he would not receive it regularly as a matter of
course, to enable him to take action in respect of any difference,

49. 1f the contractor must sign the valuation and the aecount, it seems to me
that both of them should be in the vernacular as well as in English. T fail to see why
it is necessary that the form of receipt should be in the vernacular and not the other

arts. 1f the contractor really must sign them all, they should all'be made equally
?ntelligible to him. _
50. There is another way
pecessity of returning the voucher,
reduced. As the jorm 1s drawn at

by which the occasion for mistakes, and the consequent
or calling for information, might be considerably
present, the information to be given—the blanks to
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7. The Government agree with the

of vouchers to Sub—Diﬁsional
him to subordinates for expla- -
rates and unauthorised -

(/) Returning
officer or by
pation of high

charges.

Examiner that vouchers shoul

% ’ d
returned for explanation of high rl;otfaé 2:
unauthorised charges, or of such matters
as are described in para. 54 of the

note. The payments having been
should be brought to accognt, andmatg:

vouchers should be attached to the accounts. - Explanation should of course be called
considered necessary by a superior officer, but such explanation should

for whenever

be dealt with separately.

) Similar returning of vouchers for the pur-

¢ of obtaining the initials of the payee
to corrections made by the Executive
Engineer or Sub-Divisional officer, &e.;
the delays in such cases being fre‘qtaently
increased by difficulty 1n finding the
payee.
9. The question as

(k) Similar returning of vouchers op account of
some informality in the signature of the
payee, or in the attestation of the witnesses

or (in case of final payments) beeause of
the omission of the payee fo enter in
his own hawdwcriting the words *“1n f

sottlement ”’ of all demands.

to the number of

in settlement of all demands.”
10. The Government entirely concur
{1 Multiplicity of forms which leads to the ure
of forms and so to the return of
the for preparation in the proper

form.
(5) Complexity of forms, and oonaeqmgnfllz

frequency of mistakes of various
any one of which may necessitate the
_retumofthomeherior.oorrecﬁon- -

8. With regard to (
g), the G o
ment have no objection)’to :Uo:vvmt;le

Examiner discretion to acce

without the payee’s initials top:or‘xr-:gtcil;ne?
Such initials need only be obtained whex;
the correction increases the amount of the
payment. -
witnesses required to attest payments was
referred to Superintending Engineers
in G.0., No. 1291 W, dated 2nd Ma
1888, and their replies will be cnnsidereﬁ
separately.  Superintending Engineers

are now requested to express.their views

as to whether any practical security is
derived by requiring contractors in the

wn handwriting the words ““as a final payment

with the Examiner in his remarks as to

 the delays and mistakes which arise from

the numbgr and complexity of the forms
now prescribed for use by officers of the

department, and are aware of the urgent

necessity for simplifying and condensing
the forms as far as practicable. The
suggestions of the Examiver under these
heads are generally approved, and he is

requested to submit. for consideration, the revised forms proposed by hi
with the requisite d,raft standing orders introducing them into the zodel.m’ ﬁ%;';helrf
1 ?

neoesl._ﬂl’yy
adoption.

will be referred to Superintending Engineers for opinion before final

(Horo enter No. 2856 W., dated 13th September 1888.)

of (True Extract.)
(Signed)  J. O. HASTED, Colonel, R.E.,

To Superintending Engineers. »

To the Oommltingg Arog;n to Government.
Chief Engineer for Irrigation.
Examiner, Public Works Accounts,

n

Exd. J. Henricus.
Bpare Copies

Secretary to Govt., P.W.D.
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(g) Total of acquittance rolls not entered: should be corrected in Divisional

b ﬁnﬂl up in m@ f —b : e I - ’
be Very eas mbn‘nomg Yy any individual are seattered about i} ould offices.
and the mgm mm&::ﬁ“ the docket, ‘including the b‘l"nk;"i;"x: wl:ti;zltle. Vouchers should not be returned for such reasons as these, or in any case in which the
book in ‘case of oheck-meuurem:h, and * or Bub-Divisional officers’ measurement ? information required can be obtained, or the omission supplied, without returning
;’;:rmtga the same individual, so that ey to bring together all details to be filled up by | them. \ _
gt g;l:l-Dmnoml officer, the mﬁi?‘(:lv!dtml concerned, the Executive Engi- l 55. The proposals set forth ab length in the preceding paragraphs may be
ad clerk, should be able e in charge of the work, the aecountant, : summed up as follows :—. .
- ;l: thwe details required from him, t:l:e at a glance whether he has or has not entered : - sion of cheques and transfer receipts thr
beddeorr, more than once—if gt g| In “the case of details which do not require to (1) Restrict the transn&;::swn b eqestablished worie ofpb hrough the post
y lodged—the fact should —=¢.g., the amount, deseription, and position of the \ 9 to cases of creditors having € e usiness, and fixed
51. Another improy be clearly shown on the foml: A postal addresses, mgdtomcas;s i lva ° q tpayl?iieﬁttlﬁ made of a claim
: e€ment, j " 3 2 _himself, and as to w i :
:g mnm% zlﬂﬂl under 3::’ gﬁto‘:»eo?::hdf@ﬁf’n, would be to arrange the notes “ ?;mtg-{ o e ’ ; g 7
. A o . 0l o iflcate, tllt:dnmiuul eoncerned, such as the clerk (2) On the other hand facilitate payments by allowing delivery of cheques
which he individn‘u“h“ or other actual dish e responsible officer suthorising the through any upper subordinate (para. 9).
I do not suppose ﬂmy should logk to before ursers, and so on, all the separate points (3) By allowing free use of the postal money order system (paras. 10—12). W
would prevent g t this wonlg ‘ltogetheror when doing his share of the busines. (4) Settle definitely who is to prepare bills or contract certificates, if possible, i
mistakes, we can ;%‘:‘t many. If we moltlut 2 stop to mistakes; but I think it prohibiting th?ir,Preparat.ngbY 9ub?rdm$esb.lﬁlow Sub-Divisional
52 a0y rate make it Jess g ent a careless man from making officer and velieving them irom signing the bill or certificate, and 3
The f. diffi o :
desirable, and ollowing erations of t for a careful man to avoid them. arrange the form accordingly (paras. 14 21). o
iy would all tend t, of details of the contract : also : (5) Prohibit the return of vouchers by Exccutive Engineers to Sub-Divisional
(@) The form ghoy) Prevent occasion for return fmm s officers, or by the latter to subordinates, for such reasons as high rates :
to pay, by the Provide (as form RPN of vouchers :— . and unauthorised charges (para. 22), or for want of any explanation
g} %1:: [ showing Nipm;ybh disbursing oﬁmdo“ at present) for an order ov information which can be n:lbtz:ﬁned( 1;‘;?0;:) returning vouchers, or 4
parts clelrly w 5 lied in the Divisional ofiice . . £ -
M‘mh to be N the Péyment is actually made. (6) Allgyigg Ig)xfminer discretion to accept vouchers without the payee’s i
« Such part ; lmbd’ tad Provision :{:heckﬂd by the accountant should be : initials to eorrections to the ps:yee’s advantage (para._23). o
- Enginger » g, o, BUAUre or injtials be made for his initialling e8P (7) Do away, as far as possible, with non-essential requirements, such as
(d) The . 85 &t preseng ° under ** Remarks b tive insisting on an impracticable number of witnesses (paras. 24 and 25) & X
, Qtymnm for €ntering mmmﬂ O, seems quite out o{ “Lom&m A insisfigg on the Pﬂl;ee’s entering in his own handwriting the words ¢ i :
-~ adapteq m"&f"l"‘“wg’%ﬁmm aiw mads” under BB . _ full settlement of al dm&nd;i;:; o antry of the(= smoust in ¥4
i ) » ( ever e ar ara. . T "
Matter of faet m.:m M“:"hbemnuy m"daed"'l 8) 1If ‘;;ll)le vemaﬁl:rm:nt?:annot be dispensed with altogether pdeal wi)th - 4
e very Payments the cases contemplated : 8 * (8) - e ol - ’ % =
Previous seldom really « m the ghe of piate e . neglect of them rather by noticing halyltual_ neglect, than by requiring o
(¢) Space ‘w% 'ymm made ; » 5;’ mn' e ;' Mﬂ. explanation and remedy (Oftendii:(:pfzqslble) in eag{: case (paras. 24 and 8 7
. 808 perhapg he 1og, o 8 in consequenc : represcnt 97) + and allow the Examiner discretion as regards non-essential errors B
53, May D:w Oﬂoer,’?“ left under the certificate ?:t .Enhiqmdg‘yo;us‘-“b_ ' an()i’omissions which cannot be rectified at all, without much trouble B o
might . ‘:hh- in Remarks : and delay. . =
ordinary case Preven hers taken ; . 5} Reduce to one single form the present five forms of vouchers for t 2
given, Mmm(nﬂt mﬂﬁ . Providing ;1::1% reccipt form y @5 S @ to contractors and suppliers for works and materials (paras, 2@;?)3? P i
would be easy tg | ner of enteriy ;  this form i .mt receipts showing, fof sl : (10) Make this single form as plain and intelligible as possible (z) by collect- ¥ .
54. Tn hﬂ'lﬂn-mpb them, MM particulars that should b ing as far as possible in a single place the items of information to . i
i hlgh Pard. 29  hyy, - M”'ithmm are issued in books, aod ¥ - be furnished by each individual concerned (para. 50), and () by . Ph
are soveral oty Wuthorizeq opo.that the book of forms. separately directing the attention of each individual to the several e
e m‘“'],. } m not mmuhﬁ:‘::‘ﬁw vouchers m“‘,pt _ L points wh_ichb should Eeoeiveéil)m attention when, or before, doing his i ‘
to Sub-Divisiona] ' in Prohibited ; ther® share of the business (para. 91). k-
D‘, "hal officary m%, ,::mm nwbz;lw (11) Remove occasions for the return of the voucher to the payee by limiting ; f
(@ wm “umz ﬂl‘ latter to g of vouchers by Executive Engine®™ his complicity in it to the receipt alone, at the same time making the g sl
v tion, if paques in case of h‘lﬂh-h.; for inst 3 form of receipt complete 1 1.tse1f (paras. 42-.—48), . il
m&h'll anars 2 be Nh'i over Rs. 10 each: explad® (12) Modify and complete the details of the form in the manner suggestéd in o
(¢) Omm:’ W%g. stead of in pris t roturning the ey ¥ para. 52. . ' | : '?_ |
: m%:’“‘lh the none, .p’m‘d_ form : a manuseript von“h = 56. 1 believe that, by working on .the lines suggested above, almost all the ‘ N
(d) Waut of Office, “S name iy English : ; . the trouble now experienced in connection with vouchers could be done away with. I e
v D@ Obtaineq. of o 1t can be entered in ke out that, of some five and forty separate kinds of possible errors and omissions ,
(e) Wq.a dw:h’ 0 payment : ex L oy d? to the return of vouchers, either from this office or from Divisional offices,
) AW*, Whic} ‘M oy e Taliaa i roquired sbould 1 l?o&?%wo-thirds——-and these not the least frequent—would be effectually removed by ;
known 4 M‘D n.otM' A | :he adoption of the above pmpom whilst the probability of the occurrences of the | X
:i‘d.thuiT the ""’"&Dm. ml orreet Sorreetly entered i u’ ,:'-gm Is bills:if remainder would be greatly redu ' '
Ntm-nin‘ offige - ; entry is probably k be
&ewmu,'mwudﬁ## & - .
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13 Seprexsre 1888, No.

2855 W., PusLic Wokié.

7. The Government agree with the Examiner that vouchers should not be

Returning of vouchers to Sub-Divisional
officer or by him to subordinates for expla- -
nation of high rates and unauthorised

charges.

)

returned for explanation of high rates or
unauthorised charges, or of 1;‘11g0h zﬁ:eor:
as are Tiliescnbed in para. 54 of the
A e payments having been

should be brought to acw§nt, @dmﬁ

vouchers should be attached to the accounts. Explanation should of course be ecalied

for whenever considered necessary by
be dealt with separately.

(¢) Similar returning of vouchers
pose of obtaining the initials
to corrections made by the Executive
Engineer or Sub-Divisional officer, &e. ;
the delays in such cases being frequently
inore: by difficulty in finding the

payee.
9. The question as to the number of

(k) Similar ing of vouchers on account of

: some mty in the signature of the
payee, or in the attestation of the witnesses
or (in case of final payments) because of
the omission of the payee fo enter in
his own handwriting the words *“in fall
pettlement ”’ of all demands.

for the pur-
of the payee

a superior officer, but such explanation should

8. With regard to
ment have 1o objectig.z)’t:h :u(":‘;ve:;;
Examiner discretion to accept vouchers
without the payee’s initials to corrections
Such initials need only be obtained when
the correction increases the amount of the
payment. v

witnesses required to attest payments was

referred to Superintendin ingi

in 6.0., No. 1291 W, dafged gzgmﬁ?
1888, and their replies will be cnnsidereﬁ
separately.  Superintenaing Engineers
are now requested to express.their views °
as to whether any practical security is
derived by requiring contractors in the

v case of final Paymenfsb to add in their own handwriting the words * as a final payment

in settlement of all demands.”
10. The Government entirely con

{1 Multiplicity of forms which leads to the ure
of wrong forms and so to the return of

the voucher for preparation in the proper

form.

(5) Complexity of forms, and consequently
frequency of mistakes of various kinds,
any one of which may necessitate the
return of the voucher for correction. -~

requested to submit, for considera
with the requisite draft standing or
pecessary, will be referred to
adoption.

cur with the Examiner in hiﬁremarksas to

the delays and mistakes which arise from
the nnmbgr and complexity of the forms
now prescribed for use by officers of the
department, and are aware of the urgent
necessity for simplifying and condensing
the forms as far as practicable. The
suggestions of the Examiuver under these
heads are generally approved, and he is

tion. the revised forms proposed by him, to
delzs introducing them into the cyode. ’Th%:?eirf
Superintending Engineers for opinion before final

(Here enter No. 2856 W., dated 13th September 1888.)

(True Extract.)

(Signed)

To Superintending ineers.
T'o the Consulting m to Go_vernment.

J. 0. HASTED, Colonel, R.E.,
Becretary to Govt., P.W.D.
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VouchefS ' :
Orders on GIP‘M.‘
Engineers as to submission
sccounts to which they

4ra Novemser 1887, No. 2930 W., Pusric Works

GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

General.
Account.

Reap—the following paper :—

Office note from the Examiner of Publi:: Work ,
October 1887, No. (’)12)68. Accounts, dated Madras, 28th

With reference to paragraph 3 of my office no
submitting notes of inspection G Kaoil Gt T e L et AEET,
tending Engineers be asked to report, after communim;tion vgvith Eggesﬁ that Superin-
and, through them, with sub-divisional officers, as to the vario cecutive Engineers,
prevent the submission of vouchers at the proper time, i.e., wit;lls t%‘:":c‘zostm:c:s wlgich
unt to which

they relate.
9. The failure of sub-divisional officers to submit : .4
has been frequently noticed in inspection reports, but th:::il;;srglah their accounts
information as to the number of cases in which vouchers are wantin fﬁlxl:t give any
from an examination of the audit notes for twelve months past t%at d, however,
there have been in each month about 400 cases of vouchers not l'eoeiv:uf!il 331 ave

he audit of the divisional accounts, i i:(ignstgl

" 4

office at the time of completing t
generally about six weeks after the close of the month to which the aecounts relate ;
e number of vouchers are invariably received r;anattﬁ 2

and when I point out that a larg
o accounts and the completion of the audit, and that

interval between the receipt of th t
a very large npumber of those received by me with t!le accounts are probably, in the
same way, received in the divisional office in the interval between receipt of the

sub-divisional aceounts and the completipq gf the divisional aceounts, it will be seen
1 sub-divisional officers fail to submit vouchers with

that the number of cases in whic :
ch they relate must be very large indeed.

the accounts to whi
3. The code (paragraph 1642) lays down that no disbursement shall be made
without a receipt being taken, and though 1t is.probable that there may, now and then
be cases in which the failure o obtain a receipt at the time of payment may be
unavoidable, 1 cannot believe that, with due a?tentmn to the rule quoted above, the
number of cases could be anything like what it 1s. :
prove of the suggestion made in the first paragraph, I

4. Should Government ap
would further suggest that Executive Engineers should be reminded that what i
wanted is a real and intelligible reason or reasons. I say this because I find that 1s
very many cases the replies made to this office, when similar explanations are asken&
for in individual cases, aré no explanations at all; as, for instance, ¢ non-receipt fr
the sub-divisional office,” without any explanation of why the sub-divisionalp ﬁiom
did not submit the voucher, or *returned to sub-divisional officer for revi(;iofle’s

?

without any intimation of the grounds on which it was so returned, and so on

Ogper—dated 4th November 1887, No. 2930 W., Public Works.

Communicated to Superintending Engineers for report, as
Examiner, Public Works Accounts. port, as suggested by the
(True Extract.)

(Signed)  J. O. HASTED, Colonel, R.E., -
Secretary to Govt., P.W.D.

To Superintending Engineers.
» the Examiner, Public Works Acoounte.

Exd. E. Eernandez.
Spare Copies
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dated A8 .

» W au
; » M‘lt
y 1889

fromthe Executive lnginur mudoney :

Division(in original to be returned)
(3) Copy of Exeminer's letter No.
372 S.E.5 dated I0th.June I889 to
the Executive Engineer Presidency
Division.
(4) Letter No,IOI C dated Ist.July IS8¢

from the Executive Engineer Presi -

& deney Division ( in original to be

75 returned), . %‘JQ

. until almost & month and a hals arte

. sand in more than 455 vouchers a

\
',,' ])-'J ¥§

ek o S | DEPE.

OF MADRAS. 1 887'
. BXAMINER, P. W. ACOOUNTS .

t o \L ey . 1 ?\‘ “\._\J {’J,%
% Hudras, 188
o S !s-’ .. ,? A

gineer was apparently unable to oma

the datu ( 3Iet.March 1889) on mah

_“1"“’“ ‘11 ‘the vouchers should have
“in his ‘i»onossion.

2.

: With regara to the lerger r

Of vouchers,455 in Mareh as geinst an
average of about 250,1 Md obsms.,
first,that several uﬂum mmm

vithout any delays at a11,ana nemny
that the large number of vouchers x :
t0 be entirely due to the very 1“'80 = -
number of payments hurriedly made on .
*he 1ast working day of the year under .
circumatmou which preclude the -. :;

h
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‘al officer for correction or completion.

‘payments could be made,that is tI

1nov1nb1y caused by ﬁocnut! of
returning vouchers to the sub-division-

but the Executive Engineer himself says
that only *several" vouchers had to be
80 returned,and "several" is hardly &
significant mmbir out of 455.

8. With regard to the remark mﬁ
question in the last paragraph of the w~

dt!.ay in getting vouchers, If m-
is pbserved the great ujorm—af

cheques could be sent,through the sub | B
divisional orﬁcer and the vouchers s )
could bo obtained at the time of a.ctm_;

panﬁ:!s‘ AX\ ‘,JL

~ P mma@*”m‘;
al2 mjmu&@ns% ‘
f£ide made h;fore &:hn ,°}f:: ;o.r gm '
so far as the gupatolung of a cheque
ghrough tho;;c‘t clmtitui“ mfg
but T mey point out that it u«ma
guch as these that give r&u'nnd not
altogether unnaturally,to suspicions ,.,
such as have been expressed by 1nm
ing officers of the Auditor General's

department ,that cheques drawn byeffieg
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_ of the P.W.D ager the close

B {8 Year are antedated ¢o 3lst
N )

of the -.
ollu'oh.

3 i P N R T . : |
; LS :
i gy g

- & g % » 5 bz 3 L. v

O e — & L4 PR L Yy | i - Y ) PR -~

T, .



SUPERIN1ENDING ENGINEER's O¥FICE,

: :
V CircLe. Mapras,

ko i o | C’hq;dk, zz(?w7 m7 ;
r gl - From Z M LA A3 M

" o ".. Y et { Y
A 5 ‘ ol SUP ; - P e
. \ UPERINTENDING ‘ENGWM S N

it _ e ~V Cirews,
To N o e

e
T b A s o e T SR

Sig, .







	Image00029
	Image00030
	Image00031
	Image00032
	Image00033
	Image00034
	Image00035
	Image00036
	Image00037
	Image00038
	Image00039
	Image00040
	Image00041
	Image00042
	Image00043
	Image00044
	Image00045
	Image00046
	Image00047
	Image00048
	Image00049
	Image00050
	Image00051
	Image00052
	Image00053

