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No. 267, Read the following Proceedings of the Board of R;venue, dated 21th September
1863, No. 6,059 : —

Read again letter from the late Collector of Salem, dated 28th March 1852, No. 71, recorded
in the Board’s Proceedings, dated 27th May 1862, No. 3,416.

Read also letter from the present Collector of Salem, dated 17th February 1863, No. 21,
1. T have the honor to reply, in seriatim, to the Board’s Proceedings dated the 27th May

© 1862, No, 3,416, relative to the frauds committed by the Nagady Gumashta and by the Shioff

of the Salem Talook.
2. There was no order, local, or in the Talook
Avswer to paragraph 2. Manual aathorizing an Amanut on separate deposit

* Now Doputy Collector in Coimbatore account to be kept. Iyaloo® Naidu was the Tahsildar of

District. ~ 5 . : . :
Sulem at the time the new forms of accounts were intro<

duced. He states in the Ist paragraph of his letter (copy enclosed), dated the 18th July 1862,

that he allowed the *“ Amanut Chitta” to be kepi in the Salem Talook under paragraph 45 of
the Instructions for preparing the Talovk Accounts. The Rule45 of the Talook Manual

 quoted by the Tahsildar refers to the Memorandum to be kept for the Permanent Advance

Fund, and does not in any way sanction the Tahsildar keeping a deposit Chitta. The Tabsildar
therefore had no authority whatever for having allowed the deposit Chitta to bs kept in his
Cutcherry, ‘ : ' '
. . 8. Itappears that on the receipt of the sum of Rupees 128-3-4 from the Moonsiff’s Court

. on the 25th April 1859, it was entered in the Amanut Chitta instead of in the Ain Chitta.
- This cay’s Chitta does not bear the signature of either the Tahsildar or the Serishtadar, The

Tahsildar Iyaloo Naidu states that on the date o which the amount from the Court was received
he was not present at the Cusbah, and assigns as his reason for failing to discover the omission
subsequently, that ¢ there were no subsequent extries of the description in the Amanut Chitta,”

.* It appears from the Amanut‘Chitta that Iyaloo Naidu has not signed the Amanut Chitta of any
+ date between the 28th November 1858 and the 10th August 1859. The Serishtadar’s signature

too, is not to be found in the Chittas of the several dates. The Chitta of the 10th August
1839 bears the Tahsildar’s signature.  This is the date on which he delivered over charge of the

o Treasury to Mr. Manual, the relieving Tahsildar. The latter Officer has attached his signature

to the Chitta of the subsequent date, and has continued to do so. M. Manual states in the
8th ' paragraph - of his letter dated the 9th July 1862, that the embezzled deposit money
(Rupees 128-3-4) belonging to the Civil Court had no place in the * Amanut Chitta” of the
10th August 1859, according to which he received charge, and that therefore he was not aware

. that there was such an item as the one in question to be accounted for. The original deposit

account is herewith sent as directed.

4. The Civil Court send an account showing the

Answer to parngrﬁph 3. P . .
sums in deposit in the Revenue Treasuries whenever they

", wish the deposits to be disposed of which is about once a year.  Thg sum of Rupees 128.3.4

remitted by the Salem Talook Moonsiff on the 25th April 1859, is included in the Statement
dated the 2Gth March 1860. Thusalmosta year passed before there was any means in the Iloozoor
of discovering that the amount was omitted in the Talook Account Current, but even when
this Statement was received the omission was not discovered through the carelessness of the
Native llead Accountant, who, instead of comparing each item entered in this Statement with
the Talook Account Current, simply got the required order prepared and sent, As there were
more sums at the time in deposit on aczount of the Civil Court in the Treasury than that entered
in the Statement, the Treasurer found no difculty in curying the sum ordered on thig occasion
to the credit of Government, and in remittins the required sum to the Court, The annual
accoudnts of the Civil Court of 1859, 1860 ard 1831 are herewith seat for the inspection of the
Board, ’
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5. Referring to the Amanut Chitta of th : v

Cash report of the 30th April 1859, render:d b; (zize,;ahfi?li:fztf e;talthe foot of the ten
t‘}gxezum of ,l’{upees 128-3-4 (Court's deposit) is included in Rupees 609-10-0 und

. manut. 'I:he entry made at the foot of the said ten days’ Cash report ; un. er the head
with the form laid down in “ Enclosure A in No. 1 of Appendix D.” Rpl 1(1)5 Mtu,l conformity
amou.nt: o.f establishment remaining undisbursed and the ¢ A.mouu : 8 requires only the
remaining in hand” to be shown at the foot of the ten dayy nt of Permanent Fund
the ten days’ report above alluded to, the amount of the Amanut
a lump, and not particularized, it was impossible to know that it

- days,
em (which is enclosed),

Chitta having been shown in
included any” Court deposif
6. Mr. Manual, who cpost
Answer t h 4, 3 was the Tahsildar :
an?mgmpz‘g b &:r:r;rﬁsmﬁon dued o states® that on the verbal order of the- Actinat éhelgl time,
uly 1862. ) Mr. Knox, he paid from the Advance Fund Rugeesolc’);ct)o%

. for posting bullocks f i :
and debited the amount in the Amanut Chi?ta- He sz{)::us:;;;:e:f Sir Charles TreVelyan,
ec

Mr. Knox, dated the 8th March 1860, directing hi i

I %, da y g him to debit the

in the {&m Chitta, .but on the date on which the amount was de})siltz t;:, ;; Ad.vance-Re.pay able”
to credit the same in the deposit Chitta in adjustment of the advance, h " Ain CRitta, in arder

Cusbah, and that as he considered the Serishtada © Wwas not present
r to be responsible for all rece; : at the
receipts and disburse. -

ments made during (his) the Tahsildar’s absen i
é ce, he did not ini :
of the dates he was absent. serutinize every item in the Chittas

Auswer to paragraph &, . 7. Allthe village officers whose Irsalnamahs b

returned without the s
tadar were called upon to explain under what circumstanieslg;}[]mure e, nsild

valid. Some have stated that it was an oversight on their
Irsalnamahs, bore signatures in Mabratta which they believed werg the &

tadar, and other stated that the practice has been quite a mamool anc; :;Snatures of the Sorish.
the validity of these  documents so long as they contained thc; sianatitetlzey never doubted

ar or Serigh-

part, while others pleadeq . that the

officer of the Talook. On referring to the Irsalnamahs, I find that none of £ anyhone public
those which aceom.”

any of the

panied the remittances embezzled by the Nagady Gumasht .

Tahsildars. With the exception of three, Whilach lfear the sigz‘atlzz'zl:oft }\lfefllf “tatllre o
Serishtadar, all the others were signed by the Nagady Gumashta on] ‘uZIIROW’
are enclosed as directed. ' ' o y.‘ the

8. Iyaloo Naidu, who was the Tahsildar of the Salem Talook from 1855 1o 185

that it was the duty of the Serishtadar to compare the accounts one with the o‘:l); 55 states
he had no time or reason for doing so himself. Sashageri Row, who officiated as ';1‘;1 'ftnd that
six months in 1858, states that he was scarcely at the Cusbah during the time he :ﬁisl_ldar for
Tahsildar, having been called away on other duties ; that he had no reason to suspect tlclmted o
irregularity was going on, and that therefore he was obliged to éntrust the charge of thea thuCh
sury and Accounts to the Serishtadar. Mr. Manual, who was Tabsildar from August 185??;

the deceaseq
;[rsalnamahs

the end of November 1860, states that whenever he was at the Cusbah he signed the Irsalnamahs ‘

and did invariably refer to. tl_le Cash Chitta to see that the remittance was duly credited, and
that on a reference to the Irsaloamahs he does not find that any of the Irsalnamahs \;hich
accompanied the remittances embezzled, bears hig signature, ,

9. The enclosed Statement shows the different items
which the Nagady Gumashta transferred from one head to
another from the Nagady Chitta to the Statement No. 3 Appendix C, and the Account Current
No. 11 Appendix D. The Board will see that they are not only miscellaneous items, but they
are also items belonging to Land Revenue and Moturpha. In the latter cases the Gumashta
transfcrred them in some instances from Ryotwary to Jodighy, and from the Ryotwary Revenue
of one Fusly to the Ryotwary Revenue of ancther Fusly, With the exception of the items
Land Revenue, Moturpha, Sevoy Jama, and Revenue Fines, there is no demand account received

Answer to paragraph 6,

report, and not" any other item. I .

eived a Takeeq from

ave been.

ey accepted these documenty ag-

-
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at the Hoozoor for any other item entered in the Statement. Only the collections are shown
as demand in the Demand Collection Balance Account. '

10. With reference to paragraph 8, I have called for an explanation from the present Tah-
sildar of Salem. He states that he found no deficiency in the Permanent Advance Fund. The
amount of Permanent Advance Fund allowed for the Salem T alook was Rupees 391-14-10.
Of this he states Rupees 132 were in ready cash, and Rupees 959-14-10 were outstanding
advances.. For this latter sum he called for vouchers, and found from them that the sum had to
be adjusted. It therefore appears that the deficiency is in the Amanut Fund. The Tahsildar
states that he found that the balance, which appeared in the Chitta in the Amanut Fund,‘» was
correct with the cash in the chest, and that no sum was shown in the Chitta or other accounts
that any advance made from the Amanut Fund was outstanding, The Amanut Fund, to which
various items were credited, had no limit, and the Tahsildar had therefore no means of know.
ing that there were any items belonging to the Amanut Fund remaining unadjusted, or that the
balance, which corresponded with the Amanut Chitta of the day, was not correet.

11, .The several papers and accounts specified in the enclosed list are herewith submitted.

ST Excrosure No. 1.
- AssTract.—Copy of a letter from T, Iyaloo Naidu, late Tahsildar of the Salem Talook.

ENCLOSTRE No. 2.

. " Asstract.—Copy of a letter from T, Tyaloo Naidu, late Tahsildar of the Salem Talook,

¢ ExcrosurE No. 3,
‘ Amstract.—Copy of a statement from Iyaloo Naidv, showing the several sums embezzled

by the Nagady Gumashta during the Tahsilship of Iyaloo Naidoo,

-

_Encrosvre No. 4. .
AssTracT.—Copy of a letter from P. Sashageri Row, late Tahsildar of Salem.

*

&

Encrosure No. 5.

ABS‘TRACT.—-COpy “of a lotter from Mr. J, D, Manual, late Tahsildar of the Salem Talook.

. EncLosurE No, 6.
ApsTRACT.—Statement showing the items originally credited in the Nagady Chitta,

Excrosvre No. 7.

. ' -ApsTrACT.—List of papers.

1. Tesolved that the above papers be submitted for the information and orders of Govern.
ment. i ~
9. TIn the first letter above recorded the late Collector of Salem brought to the notice of
) : the Doard certain frauds which had been comhitted in the
: Iggﬂg';:;wh::;{a‘gg,gﬂg";}‘;;; Salem Talook Treasury by the individuals ncted in the
‘ - margin, and requested that the sanction of Government
might be obtained for writing off in his accounts two sums embezzled by these persons, viz,
Rupees 128-3-4 deposited by the Civil Court of Salem, and Rupees 169-8-5 belonging to the
Permanent Advance Fund total Rupees 247-1-9. It was also stated that these persons clan-
destinely received and embezzled Rupees 1,412-14-0 properly belonging to the Land Revenue
and Moturpha collections of certain villages, this money having been received by the persons
abovenamed as it was brought from the villages to be paid into the Talook Treasury and the
Remittance lists having been signed by the Nagady Gumashta alone. To coneeal these
embezzlements, the Nagady Gumashta next tampered with the accounts by transferring from

time to time, to the heads of Land Revenue and Moturpha, certain items which bhad been
originally credited in the Chitta to Miscellaneous heads. ' -
4
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thought it Decessary, before submittin
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o0 on cetain points i ders of
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and the second le eordingly
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Was omitted subsequently, ONSE of Salem
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» Was credited on the R5th April 1859
s
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Moonsifs Court
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be primarily responsible fur the omission,
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ave been ecither Implicated in the fraud or was otherwi e spicion that thig
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5. Mr. Manual the succe o
, ssor of Iyaloo Naidu, ags i n fo o
. s 8581gns a3 h as Vi iled to g
over thefraud after he took charge of the Talook that in the Am;zzzgiitt or fh;O‘t? fa‘:e b di.
. ' a 1 August 1859
Y, viz., Rupees 128-3-4, was'

not entered, an
s and that Consequently he was not aware that there was such ap item to )
0 beaccounted

for. This explanation is worthy of consideration,
before Mr. Manual took charge of the Talook, the Board are not dis

in the matter especially as it is observed
) that from ¢ i
regularly to attest each day’s Chitta, o fhe date of b

»
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the Talook Accounts Current. If a comparison bad been made, the omission would have been
discovered, and the Native Accountantin the Hoozoor, through whose carelessness the comparison
was not made is much in fault. The Board also pointed out that by means of the foot note to
the ten days’ Cash report, the omission should have been discovered in the Hoozoor, but itisreported
that this was impracticable, the amount of the Amanut Chitta baving been shown in gross without
particulars. It was the duty of the Hoozoor officials to have taken prompt notice of such devia-
tions from the prescribed form, and if particulars had been called for in regard to the amount of
Rupees 609-10-0 entered below, the Cash report of 30th Ap:il 18539, ia which the sum embezzled,
viz., Rupees 128-3-4, was included, the fraud would have come to light. ‘

7. With reference to the inquiry in paragraph 4 of the Board’s Proceedings, Mr. Manual,
Tahsildar at the time, states that the sum of Rupees 159-0-9 for posting bullocks was paid from
the Advance Fund, but as no separate Chitta was kept for that fund, and as its transactions also
were entered in the Amanut Chitta, the payment was debited in this account. The promiscuous
intermixture in one account of the transactions appertaining to two District funds, was as already
stated unauhorized ; but the question to be considered is, whether it was not the Tahsildar’s duty,
after having defrayed the charge from the Amanut Chitta, to see it re-credited with the amount
when the charge was adjusted and debited in the Ayen Chitta. Ths explanation furnished by the .
Tahsildar for having failed to sce this done is, that he was absent from the Cusbah on the date on
which the amount was debited in the Ayen Chitta, and thit consequently he could not see it
re-credited in the Amanut Chitta in adjustment of the advancs. On reference to the original
Chitta accounts, it is observed that the amount was debited in the Ayen Chitta of 30th March
1860, and that the entry was attested by the Nagady Gumashtaand the Tabsildar. The Talook

" Serishtadar, Vencata Row, had not attested it, and he appears to have been at the time absent
" from duty, for it is seen that to none of the Chittas from 7th March to 5th April 1860, did this

Officer put his signature, IIe apparently retired on pension from 7th March, and the Talook

appears to have been left without a Serishtad.r till 6th April 1860, on which date his successor,

Strenevasa Row took charge, and continued tq attest regularly the Chittas of all the subsequent

dates. e ) - -, .

8. The Tahsildar explains the fact of his signature being attiched to the Chitta of the 13th

March, by saying that he might have signed the document 2fter he returned to the Cusbah ; but if

this was tle case, he ought to have marked below his signature the date when he signed. The

Tahsildar then proceeds to state that on the dates on which Le was absent from the Cusbah, the

Serishtidars should be held responsible for all receipts and disbursements made, and that a

Tabsildar could not be expected to scrutinize every item in the Chittas of the dates on which

he was absent. This is not expected of a Tahsildar, but when Mr. Manual signed the Chitta of

30th March 1860, after he returned to the Cusbah, he ought to have noticed that it did not bear
the Serishtadar’s signature, and it was his duty, if the Talook had no Serishtadar at the time, to
examine the Chittr himself, or he ousht to have required the Serishtadar to attest it, if he was
still officiating before he affixed his own signature. -

9. The Board d» not understand how the adjustment could have escaped Mr. Manual’s
notice. In the Ayen Chitta of 30.h March 1869, the item is written so near the place where he
signed that he could by a glance, without turning over a leaf, have observed it, and when he signed
the Amanut Chitta of the same date, which most probably was brought to him for signature at
ths same time with the Ayen Chitta, he ought to have seen whether the amount was credited in
1t or not. .

10. Inrezard to the sum of Rupees 1,412-14.0 embezzled from the village remittances
the Board requested the Collector to explain under what circumstances the village Officers accepted
as valid, Irsalnamahs not signed by the Tahsildar or Serishtadar. It will be seen from paragraph
7 of the Collector’s letber under review that some of the village Officers stated it was an oversight
on their part, others pleaded that the Irsalnamahs bore signatures in Mahratta, which they believed
were the signatures of the Serishtadar, while others again stated that it was not customa-y for

. the Tahsildar or the Serishtadars to sign the Irsaluamahs, and that they never doubted the
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¥ provided in Rule 24 of the
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0. e 50
Gollaputty........ 18th October 1859... ...

of the deceased Serishtadar,
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D
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Talook.
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Deducting then Rupees 682-14-0 from the

total sum embezzled from the village c?ll(;ec-

ions, the Irsalnamahs for the remainder

Talosk omz:;ftﬁiiﬁiebznxéd?im a8 o ;‘;;p;es 730, wens. attestod hby fthe, Sagzjz

mitances ates ol and should therefore be m
ms,,;‘rﬁs;,;:;r,a?::::in 1.)B.yo v:he demse - 8400 go‘:)[:l]als)};t;i;lloilec;ividua.lly; but this person h‘as
Totaler o eea e 0 it appears no property, and as he has already
the Board recommend that the sanc;itti;on zflGovcrnment be granted for
i -14-0, to profit and loss.

writing off the whole amount,.;lz;sitzeéii:l:}lli l;iz’dfs rle)marks in regard to the Tahsil.dars }v}vho
15. The Governmentlet t;e time these defalcations were going on, that they c:nsnd:‘:: ;:,S:
were In clare” (')f e Talool 2ness but beyond this there is nothing to prove that t Zy x;f o -
offcers were g Of cardﬂ::nseqlzently the Board are not prepared to recommend tha ¥
plicated fa the 'fraclild o~ ke good the loss either wholly or in part. 1862 that ihe
should be reqwte to‘ma E‘ly h 2 of the late Collector’s letter dated 2St.h Mare 2, :
16. Itis sta?ed i paraaliazlz-ltl-o, does not appear as & deficiency in t.h? Tieasury accou;xa

sum embeszlod, 1% R“é’eis tile Nagady Gumashta to the heads of l:.‘and Revenue ansd Motu;;: e
owing 1o d‘le‘tra’?SferS;‘a de tc)),hliscalfaxleous items. The Board having called for a ba;ltem.eua °
of sums origlolly c‘:e o find that the entire sum referred to above, as embezzled from the vi fg ;
these Miscclancons Her d to the credit of Land Revenue and Moturpha, but that t:he trasz erf
eollections b replaciilanious items only, as they also took place from one minor head o

h m S f another. .

d from demand of one Fusly to that o h.

ol t eoe though not appea.ring as a deficiency under Land
’ o

RS, A, ro
é 12
Remittances not sapported by Irsalpamahs ... 373

been punished crimjnally,

were not confined to Mis

Land Revenue to another, .

T and Mon thRuPe‘?: nle’:eliai:y have diminished to thatexteant the receipts undher Mis-
B s, G fre b h it was transferred. The Board therefore propose, after the sanc-
e for {f the amount, to instruct the Collector to re-transfer
e &c., the sums which were taken fiom those

cellaneous items, as
i ted for writl

tion of Government is gran : )
H i : y llaneous items,

to their appropnatg heads :;:I;Z‘;el 412-11-0, which will then appear under Land Revenu;antd
heads, when the balance ¢ d ’ e written off to profit and loss; or should such an adjust-

Moturpha as uncollected arrears will bmiscellaneous items may be crediied in the Chiita with

1 i i e, the !
me[.lt be ?Onmder-e(:sn:ﬁ;a;::: l:ilebited with the sum in question. ¢ Chitha that
their entire receipts, hserved in regard to the amouut embezzled from the deposit Chitta ;

18. It w:ﬂl be oﬂs]er Salem MoonsifP’s Court was Rupees 128-3-4, 'and lha.t the §u1{1 paid
the sum deposxtf:d by zt for the posting of bullocks, but not re-credited to it while it wz'as
fmn.l the_ depOSIt. acc:)];ma was Rupees 159-0-9, making a total of Rupees 287-4-1; butin
debited in the Ay end :th the Collector’s letter dated 28th March 1862, the sum embezzled from
Enclosurt.a 1 xe-cexv'e W: d to be only Rupees 217-7-9, and it is not clear whet}.xer the difference
the dopo.it C}.ntta'ls o nts or not. The Collector requests sanction for this latter sum .only,
bhas been credited 19 the’;lfcolgoard resolve therefore to confine their recommendation accordingly
via., Ropess BI7. 10 B :d are of opinion in regard to thisamountalso, that the Tahsildars who
fo that amount. The'.l‘ loa k when it was embezzled, though -guilty of neglect of dut?' cannot
werein chargo of the ™ o:ke good the loss. The actual perpetrators of the fraud having bt?en
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commitied in 52 Rangasawmy, Talu nts the sum of Rupee‘) ing to deposits kep
2. ! -3-4, belonging ¢
Gumastah, and avgdebltmz‘% in my accon sons, viz., Rupees 128- elonging to the permanen
oo g ety o sl PO g
two sum by the Civi
in my Treasury by

advance fund of the Salem Taluk.

A first
ns above n_amed. was
. ds had been committed by the tvggtzgrstﬁe 4tk April 1861, The
2, The fact that certan Ufr:::e ?'rom the Tahsildar of Salem,
' tice by an Ur
brought to my no

ildar were as follows.
hich led to this report from the Tahsilda
circumstances whi

Treasury,

: in charge of the Ty

d a letter to the Deputy Coﬁezzgzul:t of the D1snrl°,‘MoonsL;§ns

he Civil Court addresse_ a list of sums in 'deposlt, o ty Collector to credit a por ‘
te § i “00%-1-1, to the Court.

g}i)urts, amotungggeiinlfl:n&??nd to reamit the balance to

of this sum to

Salem Tahsildar,
nt an order to the. | o Tl
he Deputy Collfactor " ivil Judge’s list into the
4. On receipt of the‘:l,zb(;)‘g)e jeltlt:(i,bte; pali)d accgr({}ﬂg :‘thf};?at?]z;lz. Rupees 128-?:-4Mb_y(') nts]:&
i ees S alem and Namge s ’ tho District M
pointing t{)ut ttl}:i ‘ﬁ)u[]))istrict Mo;{l:lfzzsogg":g_o, in three dlﬁﬁ:gnéei?]n:isén};ywith this money.
%E:a-sig:yhigonsiﬁ' o :? E(lll'em’tf:lugd the 'i)‘ahsildar to explain what
' X irec
of Namgerepett ; an

. : t
itted by the Distric
. id to have been remitted the 25th
: rted that the item sal H t as received on 4
5. In reply the Tahsildar rﬁg%l.tgﬂ, appeared in tbhe deplgsléa;(;cougl so that the deploggt (?ngd
¥ lem Viz".RuP?es me account of subseque ther sum, viz., Rupees -U-d,
Moonsiff of Salem, s omitted in the sa his orders, and that anot ves made from the de.
Ao i b camzed unde b st blocks o th sovice ofth e G overner
Ayen ited in the Ayen Chit! d in posting bullocks .
hich was debite xpenses incurred 1 it Chittah. ‘
wo;ii money'lt‘o def;:{l tllll:dengb been credited in the deposi
Sir Charles Treve

i . d in the
ination was commence 1
his difference in the accounts an :xa::cr:;:::lin whether any other dif-
6. In conaequgnce Ofs;l;;unently continued in my office to
- s
- herry, and wa
Taluk Cutc

ferences existed.

‘ g for
aslis 1267, 1268, 1269 and

the three Faslis 1257, 12 h the prisoners

. . the actounts f9r d in which the p s

i T v ity S o e

; in 1270 were ! ith sums elo =] : onceal suc -
three months in haqt n;i?htxgagxlgf;ed the accounts with a view to ¢

. 081Y,
% pide Statement No. I I():ati ons.

»

t
. id not actually abstrac
] t the prisoners di ! 1 bezzled
: iven in this case it appeared tha nely received and em
8. From the evidence given 1;:};}: ;rOVEd that they cla}:lde;t;mfhz time that the money W?ls
' ney from the cash 'ChGSLt- Land Revenue and Moturp a,(takinnr the money from the vln -
i{lyp?e(; 15;’12'14-0’ bel(l)lngmgto (l))e paid into the Taluk f{ﬁaiuf,{ order to conceal tﬁgsﬁ e}r\ngeize eer;
u 2 the villages he Cutcherry) and that in tain items which ha
brought in from latter reached the time to time certa and Moturpha
o before the . t nsferred from d fLaﬂd Revenue .
lage officers i r Narasien ra heads, to the heads o he same transfers in
t prisone . scellaneous heads, dly, made the sa
ments the Is . in the Chittah to mi ts ; and secondly, d of each month,
. dited in the Chit Taluk accounts ; .3at theend o
Pngtnigecr:: No. 3, APPendlzc.e(:ldeEeD.;prepared from.Stateme}?;dN r(:ot adopted this mode 35'(.?11.
ne acnunt‘, current (No. 11 Cpﬁector’s Office. Ifthe prisoners hich they made away with ur:rﬁg
th?lifandered monthly tohth; r:ason to suppose that ‘Ee ?"lm:hzn the receipts credited utrlll(ie;texns
anc | d they had 1 he end of the Fasl, Butin respect to
cea,hng the frau been mlSSed at the e d with the demand. . coner probabfy
asli would have ha are compare . kind, the pris
the (f“:)sf Land Revenue and M_‘ZZ‘E'ES’ - ero mostly of a mh‘cellal}seoasfﬁce showing what sums v‘r;erzlrte:
hea lly transferred, as those i f any accounts in the Collector d therewith in the Taluk acco
acfllzz:eized that in the | 1a.bsc—:ncse l:)eads ythe fulsifications connecte
co is eou )
. h miscellan
due under suc

> . it i at the prisoners
y ' d tolce. viz 17-1-9, it is clear that S
rould have escape he deposit amounts, viz., Rupees 247 1a?;toryt T
en e yt ttllee tieme it was debited in the Ayen, preparatory to ustm n the
b zled this money at th

rbezzled t
deposit account.



investigation in this case of frand was complete, 1 committed the prisoners to -
takelt%eir‘?rri}:lﬁ)g'gr; the Sessions Court. The Session Judge, on the 22nd instant, convicted the
1st prisoner on the charge of embezzlement and falsification .of public accounts ’;.and_the 2nd
prisoner on the charge of embezzlement, and sentenc?d each prisoner to five years' imprisonment
with hard labor, under Clause 2, Section 18, Regulation IX of 1822.

11. The total sum embezzled amounted to Rupees 1,659-15-9,* but

x Statement No.I.  owing to the way in which the several sums belonging to Land Revenue and

Moturpha were adjusted by the 1st prisoner in the Taluk accounts, by cre-

diting to those heads the miscellaneous items referred to in paragraph 8, the sums actually em-
bezzled do not appear as a deficiency in my Treasury account.

12. - This system of fraud could not have been pursued by the st prisoner for any long
period, if the Taluk accounts had been properly checked _by the chief Taluk authorities. It was
evident that the preparation of Statement No. 3, Appendix C, was left by the Taluk Serishtadar
to the lst prisoner ; and that at the close of the month the account eurrent was made out on the
abstract statement (No. 3) without further reference to the daily Chitta. If, at any time, the
abstract Statement, No. 3, had been compared with the daily Chitta, the mode which the 1st
prisoner adopted to_conceal his franculent practices would have been detected. On referring to
the Taluk Manual the Board will find that no express directions are given for any O
the abstract with the Chittah, though, as a matter of course,
the Taluk Serishtadar.

13, During the time that these frauds were practised without discovery, two persons held
the office of Taluk Serishtadar, viz., Vencat Rau and Streenevassa Rau. The former was pen-
sioned in March 1860, and has since died. Streenevassa Rau, who is the present Taluk Serish-
tadar, was in office from April 1860 to April 1861, when the frauds were brought to light. Dur-
ing part of this latter period, viz., to October 1860 (when he was removed from his appointment
of Nagathi Gumastah and appointed a Revenue Gumastah) the 1st prisoner continued to tamper
with Statement No. 3, though the larger portion of the frauds were committed during the time of
Vencat Rau. Though, therefore, the present Serishtadar is to blame for not having checked
Statement No. 3, as a daily practice, I have not deemed it necessary to subject him to any
actual punishment, for he is'a man of very good character, and since the fraud was discovered,
he has rendered every possible assistance in the diffcult duty of examining the old accounts, and
preparing the evidence on which the persons who have committed the fraud have been brought to
trial and convicted. I have not the slightest suspicion that Streenevassa Rau was a party to the
fraud, or I should have of course considered it necessary to treat him in a different way. “In his
defence Streenevassa Rau states that in the Salem Taluk the miscellanecus duties- required of the
Taluk Serishtadar are exceedingly heavy, and thatin consequence he was not in the habit of
scrutinizing the abstract account, on which the account current was prepared. Iam of opinion
myself on this point, that neither the Tahsildar nor the Serishtadar in the Taluk, ever conccived
that there could be any room for such a fraud as the prisoner has really perpetrated.

14. Talso think it fit to state that during the period over which these fraud -
trated the Office of Tahsildar was held by three persons, Moresent. dute ur

: s i S two of whom at the preseut date are
Deputy Collectors, and one is holding the Tahsildarship of another Taluk in the Salem District.
% Statement No, IL

i showing the extent of the defalcations under
each Tahsildar, and request the Board will inform me whether in their opinion
these Officers should be held responsible for the losses incurred during the respective periods in
which they held the office of Tahsildar, In the case of Mr, Manuel, the Tahsildar of Trichengode,
he has urged that the duty of checking these accounts does not so much devolve upon him as’
upon the Taluk Serishtadar; and that the way in which the frauds were committed was one in
which no person could suppose that any fraud on the Government could possibly be effected.

16. 1 beg to send for the Board’s information a copy of the Session J udge’s sentence on the
two prisoners.

fficer to compare
such a duty properly devolves on

15. Tenlosea S’éatement*

—

Excrosurg No. 1.
ApsTracT.—Statement showing the sums embezzled by Gumastah Narasien and Shroff Runga-

sawmy in the Taluk of Salem,

Encrosure No. 2.

Apstract.—Statement showing the amount. embezzled by the Taluk Gumastah Narasien and

Shr off Rungasawmy of the Sale_m Taluk during the three periods in which the office of Tahsildar
was held by the officers shown in the Statement.

I

o

E~crosure No. 3.

A act.—Copy of the Session Judge's sentence in a case of fraud committed in the Salem
RACT.—
Taluk xl;)SyTGuma,stah Narasien and Shroff Rungasawmy.

, foregoi that serious frauds had been going on in the Salem

L. I.t appearls -f;r(fl::ut-heeiggeg%?gliﬁze:pparently the slightest fear of Qetecuon; and the fact
Taluk during the 85' erzd til’l lately tends to show that there was an entire absence of all check
that they were HOtT xls cﬁv and Huzur Kacheris. The Collector states that the frauds were brought
and control in tg? 'laCuurt applying to the Deputy Collector in charge of the Treasury for the
to light by the Civi (; depggite dbby some of the Taluk Moonsiffs in the Salem Taluk Tr%asll:r.)l s
ayment Ofcerm?) suﬁ Collector to inquire what had been done with the money. The Ra sil-
and this led the tgp ym said to have been remitted by the District Mqonsxﬁ' of Salem, v1z.,‘t ugeps
f%@,r;}fr;;i::f:d ine ts}:le deposit account as received on the 25th April 1859, but was omitted in

the same account of subsequent dates.

: nosit account, the Board do not understand under what

2. Finst, as ref?;ii t::ssig;iagﬁ ‘tllfg 915‘;1uk. When 2 sum was received from the Taluk

authortly e e hich ought to have been followed by the Tahsildar, was simply to credit it

Moonsifl, the course w d to include it in the monthly account current sent to the Huzur, wh?’re

in the Chitta aoc s attl]le eneral accounts under the head «“ Deposits of the Judicial Department” ;

" gouﬁd betle;ntecrsgt‘::nappliegd for the money, an order was necessary from the Huzur for its pay-
and when the

ithout which order no disbursement can properly be made. The separate deposit account
" ment, withou

: and unauthorized. Supposing, however, that such an
which was kept in t(lll F Til: ]fiewis i‘zn:::g:s;f;ybe explained why the omission of the sum subsequent -
account was i not dils)c:)vered, if, as they ought to have done, the Tahsildar and Serishta-
Ly to its first eney vl:atsheir initials the entries in the deposit account. Unlessthe Board are satisfied
dar had attested Wit not decide to what extent the Tabsildar, who was then in charge of the
e pomt’otnhs?glec?;lr the omission of theamount. The Collector is requested, therefore, to send
'tl}‘::ahi;gjisn;fzgposit account to this Office for inspection,

: at the Civil Court periodically send an account current

3. Again theflt}hoeargep?:i?;n erextl}llaining in the Revelll)ue Treasuries, and if this had bgen

to the Collectqr.do nd chgcked in the Huzur with the Taluk account current, the omis-

properly examlﬂ% 2 discovered. In Rule 108 of the Taluk Manual it is provided that in the

sion mus’t have eel: any sum remaining undisbursed on account of the establishment and that

ten Qays Cach rt? {)}?r ’ er¥nanent advance fund and other similar items shall bg. shmzvn at the foot

remﬁmmg ?;lti‘:r inﬁ,,gation- The amount of the deposit was very probably omitted in this report,
:rfxg fhzegrgission was not discovered in the Huzur Kacheri.

states that another sum of Rupees 159-0-9, which was debited
P th4. A Tezec(iﬁltltzczr a? adjustment of certain advances made ) from_n the deposit
Paragraph 5: 1n the tg defray certain expenses for posting bullocks, was not credited in the deposit
: r];mm:lywish to be informed under what orders the Tahsildar made use of the deposit
Chitts.  The hoar rnoses. He should have defrayed the expense from the permanent advance
money for 'suﬁ_ puspnot ‘sufficient for the purpose, he should have applied to the Collector for a
fund_ ; and if this v{%’hen however the charge was defrayed from the deposit fupd, it was clear}y t,l.le
special ad’vance. to see it re-credited in the account when the charge was adjusted and debited in
Tahsildar’s duty 0'-51% e name of the Tahsildar of the Taluk when the omission occurred should be
the Ayen (;hltta. lanation he mey wish to offer. This omission .would also have been.dlsco-
Iepof;f’d tv}v;:aﬁhi;nz);: X}I])ad the Civil Court's account current been examined and compared with any
vered in )

ten days' report.

1so that a sum of Rupees 1,412-14-0, being the Land Revenue

. ; i‘\;[.otulri)ﬁl;piiﬁef:tions of certain villages was embezzled, the money as it was
Paragraph 7. an ht from the villages to be paid into the Taluk Treasury having b_een‘recelved by
o ‘t;_rt:égd and the remittance lists signed by the Nagady Gumasta. This circumstance

the parties imphc i ,s tanding rules for this Department have been _totally disregarded. Unql the
alone shows that ittance is credited in the Taluk Chitta, the Village Officers cannot obtain an
amount of each remit s distinctly provided in Rule 24 of the Village ‘Manual, page 13, thqt after
acknOW}edgmeI.’t' taken into the Treasury, the Tahsildar, Serishtadar, and Sh.roﬁ', shall sign the
the remittance 18 athe village, showing the date on which the money was taken into the Treasury.
list and returd it to ta eagr, to have been followed, and the remittance lists were signed by the
ghls (clougiu?:;tsahnzlong) P The Village Officers ought not to have accepted as valid these darnmante

Yaga y .
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1st prisoner on the charge of embezzlement and falsification .of public accounts ’;.and_the 2nd
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myself on this point, that neither the Tahsildar nor the Serishtadar in the Taluk, ever conccived
that there could be any room for such a fraud as the prisoner has really perpetrated.
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: r];mm:lywish to be informed under what orders the Tahsildar made use of the deposit
Chitts.  The hoar rnoses. He should have defrayed the expense from the permanent advance
money for 'suﬁ_ puspnot ‘sufficient for the purpose, he should have applied to the Collector for a
fund_ ; and if this v{%’hen however the charge was defrayed from the deposit fupd, it was clear}y t,l.le
special ad’vance. to see it re-credited in the account when the charge was adjusted and debited in
Tahsildar’s duty 0'-51% e name of the Tahsildar of the Taluk when the omission occurred should be
the Ayen (;hltta. lanation he mey wish to offer. This omission .would also have been.dlsco-
Iepof;f’d tv}v;:aﬁhi;nz);: X}I])ad the Civil Court's account current been examined and compared with any
vered in )

ten days' report.

1so that a sum of Rupees 1,412-14-0, being the Land Revenue

. ; i‘\;[.otulri)ﬁl;piiﬁef:tions of certain villages was embezzled, the money as it was
Paragraph 7. an ht from the villages to be paid into the Taluk Treasury having b_een‘recelved by
o ‘t;_rt:égd and the remittance lists signed by the Nagady Gumasta. This circumstance

the parties imphc i ,s tanding rules for this Department have been _totally disregarded. Unql the
alone shows that ittance is credited in the Taluk Chitta, the Village Officers cannot obtain an
amount of each remit s distinctly provided in Rule 24 of the Village ‘Manual, page 13, thqt after
acknOW}edgmeI.’t' taken into the Treasury, the Tahsildar, Serishtadar, and Sh.roﬁ', shall sign the
the remittance 18 athe village, showing the date on which the money was taken into the Treasury.
list and returd it to ta eagr, to have been followed, and the remittance lists were signed by the
ghls (clougiu?:;tsahnzlong) P The Village Officers ought not to have accepted as valid these darnmante

Yaga y .
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which did not contain the signatures of either the Tahsildar or Serishtadar, and thﬁ]z s}l:ou}g:i)seifltlﬁg
upon to explain under what circun}xlstalnces they did :o, :,nd wélyl g}r}al elr%ixllsllzla:ow bl: q(i:r(r)ned e
i f the Nagady Gumastah alone, were not returne sig
ei‘g:a‘}]]a;;}l;:roand Ser?shtidar also. If this had been done the fraud must have Ezep e(;etolotn}i
detected. In afew cases the signatures of the Tahsildar and Serishtadar were o amihe o
remittance lists, and if these Officers affixed their signatures without any referenlce to fhe Lasth
Chitta to see whether the sum has been actually credltefl or not, they were cl.e{ni) y mbd"]tt’da "
should be called upon to submit their explanation of this negligence, which will be lt;'u mitte Lo
the Board with the Collector’s remarks. In the other cases, the Village Officers are the responmnot
parties, as they failed to report in time to the Tahsildar that proper acknow]gdgmeﬁlts wleres ol
received for the remittances made by them. To enable the Board to satisfy t claéns; ve o
these several points, and to decide in what proportions the total sum embezzled shoual , el m le
good by the different Officers concerned, they request the Collector to send the several Irsalnam
as well as the Cash accounts and abstracts for inspection.

6. TIn order to conceal these defalcations, it isstated that the Nagady _Gumastah‘transferred op
from time to time certain items which had been originally esestedsin the Chitta to “Miscellaneous chesll5L
heads,” to the heads of “Land Revenue” and Moturpha. The Board do not understand what
these “ Miscellaneous items” are, and how the transfer was effected. In regard to each item, the
particulars of Demand, Collection and Balance are sent to the Huzur, so that the transfer of a
portion of any of these items to another head will reduce the demand on account of that item,
and this should be at once detected in the Huzur Kacheri. Itis impossible that such transfers
could have remained undetected for so long a period if all the items of demand had been scruti-
nized in the Huzur as they ought to have been. The Collector is requested to submita Statement

showing the different Miscellaneous items from which the transfers were made ‘to the;Land and
Moturpha Revenues,

7. In paragraph 12 the Collector states that no directions are given in the Taluk Manual
for any Officer to compare the Abstract with the Chitta, though as a matter of course such a
duty devolves on the Taluk Serishtadar, The Board observe
that a specific provision in each case for this purpose is unne-
cessary, a nd that there is a general rule which requires the
erishtadars to make it a point once every week at least, to
egisters kept in the Taluks to see that they are properly
filled up to date. But the Board do not understand how a comparison of the Abstract
with the Chitta would have led to the detection of the frauds, as the Gumastah could have
easily made the contents of the two documents agree exactly, and thus put it out of the power
of the person comparing them to detect any srauds. The only effectual means, therefore, by
which the frauds in question could have been brought to light, was by the proper parties attest-

ing the village remittances, with reference to the actual entries in the Chitta, and by checking the
collections with reference to the several accounts particular,

8. Inreply to paragraph 15, the Collector is informed that until the Remittance lists, Cash .
accounts, &c., as also the information called for in these Proceedings are furnished, the Board are
unable to distribute the responsibility on each officer. As regards, however, the deficiency in
the Advance Fund, the present Tahsildar is clearly responsible ; for according to Rule 48 of the
Taluk Manual, the Tahsildar when assuming charge of the Taluk should have taken possession
of such part of the fund as then remained undisbursed, after satisfying himself that the other
portion has been paid away according to orders. The Taluk Manual directs that this circum-
stance shall be specially noticed in the Tahsildar's Report to the Collector of his having taken

charge of his office. If this had been done, the deficiency would have been discovered long be-
fore this. :

9. The Collector is requested to submit at his earliest convenience the several documenta as
well as the information called for in these Proceedings,

Vide Rule 4 of the Taluk Manual Part I.

Tahsildars and in their absence the S
call for the Abstracts and other R

(A_true Copy and Extract.)

(Signed) W, IIUDLESTON,
Secretary,

To Honorable D. Arbuthnott, Collector of Salem.

»

xd. T, Wright,
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been punished criminally, the Board recommend that the sanction of Government be granted
for writing off the whole amount, viz., Rupees 1,412-14-0, to profit and loss,

15 \The Government will observe from the Board’s remarks in regard to the Tahsildars who
were in chavge of the Taluk at the time these defalcations were going on, that they consider those
officers were mﬂa@ of carelessness, but beyond this there is nothing to prove that they were im-
plicated in the Ycaud ; and consequently the Board are not prepared to recommend that they
make good the loss either wholly or in part.

paragraph 2 of the late Collector’s letter dated 28th March 1862, that the
ees 1,412-14-0, does not appear as a deficiency in the Treasury account
e by the Nagady Gumastah to the heads of Land Revenue and Moturpha

d
of sums originally S.mm.;w,m to Miscellaneous items. The Board having called for a Statement of

these Miscellaneous items, m/_/m that the entire sum referred toabove, as embezzled from the village,
collections hasbeen replaced tg the credit of Land Revenue and Morturpha, but that the transfers
were not confined to Miscellanedus items only, as they also took place from one minor head of

the demand of one Fasli to that of another.

should be required

16. Itisstated ./
sum embezzled, viz. R

owing to the transfers m

Land Revenue to another, and fro

17. The sum of Rupzes 1,412-11-0, though not appearing as a deficiency under Land
Revenu: and Morturpha, must neces3arily have diminished to that extent the receipts uader Mis.
cellaneous items, &ec., from which it wasNransferred. The Board therefore propose, after the sanc-
tion of Government is granted for writing the amount, to instruct the Collector to re-transfer to
their mvm:.ovlpma heads of Miscellaneous itels, &c., the sums which were taken from those heads,
when the balance of Rupees 1,412-11-0, which Will then appear under Land Revenue and Morturpha
as uncollected arrears will be written off to profixani loss; or should such an adjustment be con-
gidered impracticable, the miscellaneous items myy be ciedited in the Chitta with their entire
receipts, and then debited with the sum in question. ’ o

18. It will be observed in regard to the amount \¢mbezzled from the deposit Chitta that the
sum Umﬁom:m@ by the Salem Muusiff’s Court was Rupe 128.3-4, and that the sum paid from
the Deposit account for the posting of bullocks, but nnt re-cxedited to it while it was debited in the
Ayen Chitta, was Rupees 159-0-9, making a total o W:wmmm,w«/ﬂ 4-1 ; but in Eaclosure 1 received

with the Collector’s letter dated 28th March 1862, the sum embezzled from the deposit Chitta is
stated to be only Rupees 247-1-9, and it is not clear whether thé, difference has been credited in
the accounts or not. The Collector requests sanction for this latter'sum only, viz., Rupees 247-1-9.
The Board resolve therefore to confine their reco.nmendation onoo&wumq to that amount. The
Board are of opinion in regard to this amount also, that the Tahsildars who were in charge of the
Taluk when it was embezzled, though guilty of neglect of duty amzsw fairly be called upon to
make good the loss. The actual perpetrators of the fraud having been se mmbo& to imprisonment,
and the Taluk Serishtadar, whose exclusive duty it was to examine the accounts, and whose neg-
.leet to perform that duty has been already commented upon, being no _mumﬁ. alive, the Board
resolve accordingly to request the sanction of Government for writing off the sum of Rupées
247-1.9 also to profit and loss. This sum, together with the amount embezzled from the village
remittances, viz., Rupees 1,412-14-0, makes a total of Rupees 1,659-15.9, for the adjustment of

which in thé accounts the authority of Government is now requested. . )

(A true Copy and Extract.) §
2 m i
Sub-Secretary. -

i

To J. D. Sim, Esq., Secretary to Government, R. D.
Copy to Honorable- D. Arbuthnott, - Collector of Salem.
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