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ReveNus), 30tm May 1893, No, 287, |

Board with Board’s Proceedings, dated 21 for
returned as therein directed). gsMr.aﬁensm?nOag:gsgi 1t89§, o 0745, and
of Rs. 89,589-6-3 had been embezzled. ~ 7 % the conclusion that

5. My investigations began after the rece]
copy of his tabular statement on 1st Augurstc?gg from Mr. Hensman of an ¢

; . 2. T at first
search for evidence which would sh h ! confined mys
obtained from the Bank ; and on sﬁr?:ivi:; :lta]:a&: ecome of the money fra'?x

Netrakanti Hanumanta Rao as the person who h:'ildence Obtained all poi

E after receiving the Accountant-Gen, ral’ ) pmﬁted by the frau
X dated 21st October 1892, No, 674;: I ;rzigg?e:le %tﬁé?gm ‘;BOar(.i’s Proce
I8 conduct, first, under Regulation I1X of 1899 “and they a formal inqui
4 Regulation IX of 1822 were disapproved ’hy tha 61131’ When proceedings
: Proceedings, dated 14th November 1899 No. 7399, Mi, 9-”?"‘1&:@' Revenue (
No. 7891, Mis.) by way of departmental fnqu’lﬁ’- ' (’Jei'ﬂﬁm% BOth Novemi

12,13, 14 and 15, in Mr. Hensman’s table were also laid befos "fcth' cases, No

and have been disposed of by him as calendar cases Nos. 27, ge Joint Ma

: N. Hanumanta Rao being convicted in all cases under sel;tiqx; 48 6ngl 290
Indian Penal Code, and sentenced to rigorous i‘mprisonmanﬁ"“ é&m‘“@
-the Joint Magistrate’s judgments in those cases are enclmd“t»ri““- G
trate also took up the inquiry into one of the cases r orted .on "'b s JQ_ -
; (numbered 34-35 in Mr. Hensman’s table), and he would probably have's i
B, the case to the Court of Sessions had not further roceedings been cu: :he.o
| death of N. Hanumanta Rao in the Rajahmundry jail on the 23rd Decemhgi-
6. My departmental inquiry covered an examination of all the persol
those employed in the treasury office and those employed in the Ban| and
individuals who were concerned in the 31 new cases investigated by Mr, He;

I took up each case separately and recorded the statements made by each

! in reference thereto. These statements and the conmected vouchers and
) registers are sent herewith for perusal. I enclose also a statement taken

: from Deputy Collector Koralla Subbarayudu on 15th August 1892, before
" seen the vouchers and registers, and statements taken from him on vario
from 2nd to 12th November 1892, when the vouchers and registers were s

{ him by me, and a further written statement given to me by him on t

2 Boarp or Revesus (L‘AND

November 1892 when he had perused Mr. Hensman’s report.

7. The results of mfr inquiries and my conclusions thereon are embodie;
ready reference in a tabular statement, which corresponds in arrangement w

first 31 items of Mr. Hensman’s table. I have endeavoured in that statemen
the responsibility of each of the principal persons concerned in the preparation
passing of vouchers and deposit registers and other connected accounts,
indicate to what extent the procedure of the Bank of Madras can be co

to have facilitated the perpetration of the frauds. I now proceed to dise
matters in greater detail.

8. The author of the frauds throughout was undoubtedly the Vernacul
accountant, Netrakanti Hanumanta Rao. This person was, apparently,’
upon by the whole treasury establishment, ineluding the Deputy Collecto
embodiment of all knowledge in matters connected with accounts, and as ab
trustworthy. His procedure was as follows :—

When the treasury account was being prepared, he, like other accoun
charge of special branches of work, furnished the clerk who wrote the accou
an alteration memorandum shewing, among other things, that a certain 5§
transferred from the credit of land revenue to that of revenue personi” o
Such memoranda were not signed and were not seen by the t}'easul:y ga
were, nevertheless, accepted and acted upon, At the same time cgi ts
assistant, S. Purushottam, to enter a corresponding amount 1 the receipts T

. K

. Hensman's arrivaly
i (?f\ied 17th March 1892
planation, dated 10th

! * Nore.—Of these cases ten, involving Rs. 9,897-8-0, had been discovered befo
the help of D. Narayana Rao, and this discovery was reported in para, 3 of my lottar,x
In regard to these cases Deputy Collector Koralls Subbarayudu gave a preliminary €
which is enelosed.
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aggregating Rs. 7,012-9-2, in all of which it is fu: e e
bothi s : e 01 which 1t 18 fairly certain 1.

amoulilth ggl?lfiese jbr;;iy le)rgrdb,dm Whlllc}l other figures Zmd vxil)?dt:hlt Spaces were left,
e i ] and actually were, i TdS representing lay

T'he receipt and re ’ i » nterpolated by N g larger
payment registers of rev - Hanumant: R:

are not forthcoming.  The bal g enue personal” depo; 1 Hao.
: ; ; . ance register, which i eposits of his

It is quite pOSSIb]eOt}]'lt f AR b el St i
at frauds similar to t} : oming, bears no init;

N. Hs : : . 108 now discove ? $ 1o initial,

befOrerl;l]l::)‘:::ia 55{2%0 'dl‘lr}ng the mcumbency of Deputy Co;leed tw €re perpetrated by

e i £ eriod cov ered by l\.Ir. Hensman’s researches but ctor Mahomed Yusuf

etection 15 mow impossible. Mahomed Yusuf alse e t’flsnallready explained.

itialle ,

the quarterly verification of the repayment registers connecte d W'th‘ for Collectop?
1

13. The most important matter with which th v
. A m (3] Ao
g;ga(;?}?(}:ﬁtegj dtg]:r elere‘asu.ry Deputy Collector Koralla Iéll‘fsg;l;var}e&)g;t hgs to deal is
T il(} )]Dacedut);lcerned in all the cases from 7 to 31, It b 'i‘) 10 was in g
I could gather I} all i dutTOSt confidence in N. Hanumanta R? T gendy
e oﬂi,celew"ltlowe N. Hanumanta Rao to do the bulk of ‘:E et
or by himself ‘l‘,’rolln;(l)l{th DrSr supervibion Sisier by the Head i 13"1)01't:mt
R et é{) his‘ 0‘(,)).] orallra‘Subbarayudu was content if gg littlax(lcoumant
& :heques 4% l.‘(‘ '\ n h)laro. The result was that, both as regards ﬂC W,Ork. as
il oo KT );dp‘v:} 1:1(;1'1t Off deposits and the initialling of entries inle Slgning
been written or nls.%:‘dnlu'li*0~ e i g i willing ‘to accept W}latlr‘e'gl'SterS
S R Ia ° )1? l’L - Hanumanta Rap or prepared under his gy )Owe} had
7,8, 9, 11, 12, Uy 14, 13, 16, 17,16, 55 indavour of fitiious persons in cases
y By ¢ . \ S5¢

z‘m@ probably also sigr,led ’sim’ilar ’che’ques’; in 2:;;23: gioag%eggt]mé’;gs' 10,670-10-y )
Ig{z;t(glgafg ;2,917—12—(), which cheques, though paid at the Bank o ‘i\?dHQS, a
15 iG 011'17] S,l g,re2 ;mtz gow (fIOI:thconung; a_nd as regards cases 7,8 li lgmil,;mn/ta
Sl s 4: ageregating Rs. 10,488-10-0, ' ‘Which shasd aas
s b ;vhat : f'1cques, e must either have signed the cheques as they i
b s s’pac Befoir ; tl;g frinore‘ hkeg’, must have signed them when they cont}ail;,og
bt i g I g egur(:s and words. He }glmself inclines to take the latfi
lightf He conld viae 121 sate, therezby place his conduct in any more favorablr
by reference to corresy ond ey oinglo mstance, have taken the troublo to ascertai n
b fosi s g g perg::l:s :;)Vlilf)al;l;rx(;ezﬁxl;r;)so ;:fl(lie:herlt}}e stslrns which he ps.s‘sezll
the : ; >d 10 claim them, or, seeino
bt o ecion ay. oy he busu, wlthor v porso wor el

il » W dele 1nght possih lave ¢ ne

It'g:‘l%':t*twbzz \]ﬂl’(ljltell (l)lsii lr))lassei)d‘ the cheques ; bu% in so}r,ne cases, }:fl;:u:e;gesqf a(i]e(i) (;S‘;t
b, iy }i)t 1s n%f “chalurse] there was no credit in the re'ceipts register ; anci
G shocien t;) ha\;e béen ((3) r)l "ti]lzglhe ma(‘le‘ any examination, because, SUI)p,Osin(r
the deposit registers must have shov{n ﬁ:ﬁ{)‘ltlhcﬂi il‘;)errs?)':im ]Slmls, o of

s who depos »

f)lrlll(?d(l)fdt?v ?)ngrﬂtl}(;:(fgm-ls wi)u]drnot draw it out in sums of fx'i)lr)r(lmtatiigltnlgr?xelgs in
examination. His de;%;lrll)c?eL S"~ ﬂ[‘ho .natuml persumption is that he made no q.uc](:
I e 1 ot tlh] lftt the sums which he passed were small and éhat
L i g e o toulxl'.s '}?}:1(: isslg,rlned the cheque.? in a hurry, pl-ovi:)us to. his
whigh G bt Jexdo biank Spaces.’ 1owever, no valid excuse for signing cheques

2gre-

4:. nmn
whenl - lt{::: dDLep;ftty Coll('actor had a further opportunity of detecting the fraud
e ;ers i tilzr (hi,;‘\r gaey TOH?I th(()i cheques were returned by the B,?mk as puig
voue > daily sheet. He admits the receipt of the sh ‘ .

R Hahos ( sheets, and 8
;)r;‘z:l]lle;:l'zictshcz’it((;ltog tt]x(,dpasl.:-}zo_oklln token of the accuracy of,t}u‘ :](?t'?lm:)]i?ﬂf(}?;

a) ts therem entered; but it does not appear that he e nally l

iy at he ever person:
(t}l}io ‘(]zltm,s in ';he alrlg.otb with the vouchers or even took steps tg so:a();]l‘nlf]zlt);;h’c L‘k(‘}d
g i;l : Y:(iz)mat(' e.t 1 ]}ile Voucho-rs seem to have been generally distribu(t(‘d zt)f gill(cl
Genem‘l;t]un ft'rl s w] ose duty it was to fittend to their dosputéh to the Aécountnnto
g 1€ pa‘rt(llcu ar vouchers now in question going to N. Hanumanta I({uo-
b2 e é)rgptx-ue t’hem, or to his assistant. No doubt, the Deputy Co‘llector"
nd time every day to check the vouchers with the daily sheets; but if

A
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he had been in the habit of doing so even so often as once a month, the fear of
detection would have probably prevented the frauds. At the least he should
have insisted upon a proper check by some clerk who had no concern with the

transmission of the vouchers to the Bank or by the head accountant. .

15. Next, as regards the checking of deposit registers, I very much doubt
whether Deputy Collector Koralla Subbarayudu exercised any check at all over
the entries. In examining and initialling the entries in the receipts registers there
was evidently no inquiry made into the origin of the deposits. The most casual
examination of the large sums, which therein appeared to the credit of private
individuals, would have shown him that those credits were simply based on
N. Hanumanta Rao’s alteration memoranda, which he (the Deputy Collector)
had never seen or authorized, and had had no further foundation. The form of
s makes the treasury officer personally responsible for the
entries. His initial is made opposite each item, not, as in
after the initial of a clerk, but it is the only initial to
Collector’s initials for the daily entries of

a month were generally all made at one time after the initials of N. Hanumanta
Rao had been affixed at the foot of the entries, but this was not as it should have

been, and does not relieve the Deputy Collector of responsibility. He did not,
as a rule, initial the notings of repayments in the receipts register. Had he
insisted upon doing this, he would have been better able to trace the supposed

deposits to their source. )
16. In regard to the repayment registers, the Deputy Collector admits that
see that there was sufficient credit in the column

his only method of check was to 1fficl :
in the Zame register headed ¢ amount or balance of deposit” to satisty the amount
He did not compare the repayment and receipts registers

i aid away.
::r)lclrlectlll\;a:r%heck thg entries of repayments by reference to the vouchers. I fio
not suppose that it is the duty of a reasurfr Deputy Collector to check all entries
of repayments in this way; but, as remar ked 1n reference to the check of the
Bank sheets, if he had been in the habit of making a thorough examation of even
a few items in each month, it is very unhl«_iely that the frauds would have contmuec_l.
it is to be remembered that in the registers the full amount of the sums paid
away (generally hundreds or .thousand.s of rupges) _appeared, and not small sums.
such as were originally entered, to avoid attention, in the cheques. :

17. No doubt the Treasury Deputy Collector of this district has, as urged by
Deputy Collector Koralla Subbarayudu, abundance of work ; but 1t 1s not, I think,
o much that he cannot take the ordinary precautions, _which would occur to any
man in his position, to see that he was not being deceived. There 1s nothing to
show that Deputy Collector Koralla Subbarayudu displayed any extraordinary
energy in the conduct of his duties.

- 18. I consider that he may jus

register of receipt
accuracy of the dail

the repayment register, ‘
cover the entry. No doubt the Deputy

tly be held responsible for the loss of all the

money which was drawn on fraudulent cheques during his verm of office, viz., those
in cases Nos. 7 to 26 and 28 to 31, aggregating Rs. 25,167-11-11; for, in all these
cases he either signed the cheque himse f or initialled the receipts or repayments
register. 1 do not suspect him of any guilty knowledge, up to this point, of what
was going on in the office of which he held charge. « '

19. In regard to Deputy Collector Tanekella Jagannadam, there is little to
say. He initialled for Colléetor’ the certificate at the foot of the entries in the
receipts and repayment registers of revenue personal deposits for June 1886,
covering the entries in the previous three months, which includes cases 11, 12, 13,
14 and 15. THe also initialled the entries in the repayment register relating to
items 13, 14 and 15. In the former case there was no reason for him to suspect
the genuineness of the entries, as they were initialled by Deputy Collector K.
Subbarayudu ; and, not being in charge of the treasury, it was probably not his
obvious duty to go into details. In the latter case he was temporarily in charge
of the treasury, and if he had gone into details he mi%lht have discovered the fraud
involved. Deputy Collector Koralla Subbarayudu had, however, initialled the
entries in the receipts register and had also signed the cheques. Probably, any



P PRI A N O P IS T TN (NP8 AN B P AT P PSS o e 0 B 8 A
A i A A A
P A e i e N
A A

6 Boarp oF Revexve (Lasp Revesue), 30rm May 1893, No. 287.

R A A A A A A A A R A A A A R A A A R AP AR PN AP

native officer, new to the work as he was, would have been content to accept these
safe-guards as sufficient. I obtained his explanation when he came to Cocanada
on leave on the 2rd November, and enclose it for persual. !

20. Mr. D. W. G. Cowie, I.C.S., then Assistant Collc A g
the following entries :— ? ) 0 ector,‘ls responsible for

(a) Case 22—23.—Initials (apparently) made opposite i

February 1887, in the revenue persg)rFal recgi}))ts registegpancgeatlt’t%:- f?)?)il:’ofzf‘;h
entries for the month ; also initials made opposite the entries in the repaym (13;
register of the payments under the same item, viz., Rs. 1,872-4-0 on the Igt %Iaenh
1887 and Rs. 1,633-8-0 on the same date. The cheques in these cases were si ;gd
by Deputy Collector Koralla Subbarayudu, and he aqso endorsed the paymenf}; b
subsequently initialling at the foot of the entries in the repayment register f y
March 1887. il

(b) Case 24—25.—Signature on the cheques amounting to Rs. 04
case 24 and Rs. 524-4-0 in case 25, both paid anthe 30th Marcgh 185’; ztllg—iti?i;]r;
opposite the same items in the repayment register. In both these cases the
cheques were properly filled up, without spaces for interpolations, and the receipt
of the deposit, No. 762, dated 27th March 1887, against which the cheques werr)e
drawn, had been verified by Deputy Collector Koralla Subbarayudu.

(¢) Cuse 30—31.—Signature on the cheques amounting to Rs. 1,976-12-0
in case 30 and Rs. 1,820-12-0 in case 31 both paid on the 3rd February 1888 and
initials opposite the item of receipt No. 718, dated the 31st January 1888 in the
revenue personal receipts register and at the foot of the entries for the month in
the same register. In both these cases the entries in the register of repayments
were subsequently passed by Deputy Collector Koralla Subbarayudu. ¥

91. T have not communicated on this subject with Mr. Cowie. No doubt the
Government will call upon him for his explanation, In regard to (#) and (b) it
may be said at once that he had only then (February and March 1887) been a few
months in the country and was for the first time in charge of a treasury. In regard
to (¢) there is not the same excuse.

99. In several instances the quafteily certificates in both the receigts and

repayments registers were not initialled by any one, an omission which Deputy
Collector Koralla Subbarayudu might easily have had put right. In case 7
however, the quarterly certificate regarding the repayment register was initialled
by the then Collector, Mr. Foster, and in cases 26, 27, 28, the quarterly certificate
regarding the revenue receipts register was initialled by Mr. Happell.

Y 23. T come now to the concern of the Bank officials with the frauds. I have

/
/

indicated in the appropriate column in the statement the cases in which it seems
clear that the Bank might, with the exercise of such care as it would take in the
case of private cheques, have prevented the frauds by the simple method of refusing
to honour the cheques. They are cases 4, 5, 15, 22 and 23, involving Rs. 6,625-4-0,
In cases I, 2, 3, 7,8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17 and 18, involving Rs. 9,433-7-2, the
interpolations are only obvious on a very close scrutiny, such as it is not perhaps
reasonable to expect the Bank to exercise in the case of cheques passed by a |
Government officer for paflfment of Government money. I have asked the Agent, |
Mr. Maclennan, whether he wished to make any statement in regard to the passin :
of the cheques, and I have shown him the majority of the cheques. My letter an
his reply are enclosed for perusal. I do not consider it my province to discuss the
liability of the Bank for wrong payments. “Article XVI of the agreement of the
_Bank of Madras with Government, dated 10th March 1887 (covering the period.
Afrom 1Ist October 1886) would seem to indicate that the Bank is liable for any
wrongful payment made through mistake done by any of its officers. The statement
made to me by the Bank manager, D. Bhaskara Ramaswami, on the 4th August,

_which is enclosed, would show that the Bank was, in his opinion, responsible that

the entries in a cheque were correctly made before passing 1t for payment.

94. In G.O., dated 27th October 1892, No. 4714, Government desires to be
informed whether there is anything to show that the Bank clerk who passed the
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in the name of L. Sarabhayya to one in the name of S. Buchi R . §
and S. Buchi Ramappa afterwards purchased Government pron?iizgga n}(l)zlgssegii
of that money, which he, apparently, made over to L. Sarabhayya.” There are;
only one or two links wanting in the chain of evidence to prove that 'S/ Biohi
Ramappa knew that the money with which he purchased Government pro.missor
notes was obtained by L. Sarabhayya out of the false cheques presented b g
Narasimhacharlu. By this I mean that it is not certain that S, Nal'aSimhacthh;
and L. Sarabhayya were before S. Buchi Ramappa together, and that if is not
certain also that L. Sarabhayya told S. Buchi Ramappa the origin of the mone
which he had deflyosited. Probably, also, S. Buchi Ramappa did not examine th};
shroff’s chitta. It is, however, not a very extravagant supposition to conceive, as
I do, that L. Sarabhayya, who was a relat}ve of 8. Buchi Ramappa, did givé S
Buchi Ramappa some clue as to the way in which he became possessed of this
larce amount of money. It is very unlikely that the shroffs wou1<f have deposited
the Rs. 3,000 to the credit of L. Sarabhayya without a slip from 8. Buchi Ramappa
or some other clerk. 1f that clerk were S. Buchi Ramappa, then he must hgge
been cognizant of the whole transaction. The links in the chain of proof are
however, wanting, and the matter becomes only one of strong suspicion against S
Buchi Ramappa. : ]
96. T must not omit to mention in connection with 8. Buchi Ramappa that
in his statement given on the 15th December 1892 (see record in case 22_23):
he has practically admitted the sale of a Government pro. note for Rs. 1 000
to N. I—Fanumanta Rao at some period after 13th May 1886 ; and that, wh Bt
on that date S. Buchi Ramappa drew interest on Government pro. note No. 018408
of 16th January 1879, value Rs. 1,000, the next person who (frew interest thereon

was A. Sitharamayya, who, as shown in my note in the tabular statement in case
99-23, was probably a fictitious person in whose name N. Hanumanta Rao held
Government pro. notes. The note in question is not known to be conmected with
any of the present cases, and is not at present forthcoming for examination ; but

the circumstance is an indication of dealings between S. Buchi Ramappa and N.
Hanumanta Rao. I would strongly recommend that the Bank should be asked, .
even if it takes no further steps, to remove S. Buchi Ramappa from his present

osition, in which he supervises all Government money passing into or out of the

ank.

97. How far the Bank shroffs were cognizant of what was going on, it is
impossible to say. There is no indication, except perhaps the absence of the slip
in case 22-23, that they did any less than their duty. The serutiny of vouchers
was not their business. Their books record faithfully the names of the persons
who actually received payment, just as the book kept by 8. Buchi Ramappa
records the mames of the supposed payees. It was not, perhaps, their duty to
report to their superiors that, n case 92-93, most of the money which was drawn
by Sangalige Narasimhacharlu for Machirazu Venkatarazu and P. Venkataswami
was at once deposited to the credit of Lakkarazu Sarabhayya, or that, in case 30—
31, the bulk of the money drawn by Rambala Narainaswami for Alluri Ramarazu
and Akkirazu was on the same day deposited by him to the eredit of Netrakanti
Varahanarisimulu ; but it would have been well if they had brought these facts to
notice. There is nothing to show that they or any other of the Bank officials made

any profit out of the frauds.

28. In regard to the minor officials in the treasury who were in various ways
connected with the preparation or passing of papers or accounts connected with
the fraudulent transactions of N. Hanumanta Rao, I have recorded proceedings,
copies of which I enclose for perusal :—

(a) English Head Accountant K. Yoganandam, now deputy tahsildar of

Choédavaram, has been censured and warned. ‘
») Ralli Chensal Rao, formerly Rs. 35 accountant and now acting naib

tahsildar of Bhadrichalam, has been ordered to revert to a Rs. 35 Revenue
Inspector’s place.
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the only cases which it was possible to prove clearly in a crimi .
N. Har}lrumanta Rao were cases 54 anI()i 35 of Mr}.’ Hensman’lf:] ?1320‘;:‘11; :vsil;:ghm:}?t
amount involved was Rs. 5,678-8-4 (vide para. 8 of Mr. Hamnett's report) Ne
evidence was therefore tendered in case 33,* but the Joint Magistrat% toc.)k uo
the inquiry in cases 3 and 35. The prosecution evidence including the evidence
of the 2nd defendant, Hota Seshayya, to whom, in order to secure %he conviction
of N. Hanumanta Rao, it was found necessary to tender a pardon, but excluding the
evidence of Ch. Surayya, yvhose presence was not obtained at th’e time of heagin
was then taken. The Joint Magistrate expressed his intention of committin tf’
case to the Court of Sessions after examining Ch. Surayya ; but when Ch Surag' >
resence was obtained and the inquiry could, therefore, in ordinary °ir.cumstzg§ 8
ave been closed, it was certified that N. Hanumanta Rao, who was in jail =
too ill to attend the inquiry, and a few days afterwards he died. In the]c i;cras
stances, the Joint Magistrate will, no doubt, discharge the 2nd defendant H;?;
Seshayya, I will submit a separate communication enclosing his order and askin

for instructions regarding the fees to be paid to t : g
criminal prosecutions. paid to the vakil who conducted the

33. There is no reasonable doubt that, not onl & oatoid
in cases 32 and 383 the credits which were allowed to Ch. Surayya wsér;g fig;x ;’l‘:]z :ﬁso
allowed to him by the instrumentality of N. Hanumanta Rao, and that N Hanl?:
manta Rao was the person who really profited by the frauds. ;

34. How far the Deputy Collector Koralla Subbarayudu wa

was going on in connection with cases 32 to the end ig doubtfu?. awﬁ;e ﬁinﬁ,};att
hus stated (par. 50) i bl ehat ho b somo guily knowledge. A copy o the
Deputy Collector’s explanation in regard to case 32 was submitted to Goggmment
with my letter, dated 17th March 1892, No. C-43. The original is now submitted
The statements of Head Accountant K. Yoganandam and of two accountants
concerned with the preparation of accounts connected with this case indicate that
the real responsibility for all the fraudulent transfers rested (under the Depu

Collector) with Hanumanta Rao. In regard to the remaining cases (33 34Pa;21’

)

35) the explanation of Deputy Collector K. Subh . p
Mr. Hamnett’s report and is already before Governmzlr‘xagudu ol et

. 35. In regard to private dealings between De ;
Subbarayudu and Ch. Surayya, Mr, Hgamnett has sp(,kggtg; pggilllsecé%ranlg(gfl]af.
his report. The Deputy Collector’s explanation on that matter dated 1st M oh
1892, is enclosed. It will be seen that he admits a certain amount of such deal'arc
In following out the history of the Government pro. notes which were obtain 1(;1%8'
N. Hanumanta Rao in the name of his cousin in case 30—31, it a peared th ?o t A
of those notes, valued at Rs. 1,000 each (which are now in deposit fn the Treaj’;urwo
“were, after being used in the dealings between N. Hanumanta Rao and Ch.
Surayya (see para. 29 above), eventually taken out of the Bank, where they were
in deposit as security for Surayya’s dues, and sold, as stated by Ch. Surayya, to
Deputy Collector Koralla Subbarayadu for the benefit of the widow of a Tahsildar
This allegation is corroborated by an entry in Surayya’s accounts. Deput ;
Collector %{oralla Subbarayudu denies any knowledge of the notes, and a clerk in
the treasury office, who 1s believed to have done private work for the Deputy
(Collector and who wrote the endorsements on the notes which appeai' as made
by Ch. Surayya in favour of one Badam Annaparazu (a merchant of Cocanada,
who, according to Ch. Surayya, actually paid the value of the notes to him for
deposit in the Bank as security in place of the notes) cannot or will not recollect
the circumstances under which the endorsements were made. Badam Annaparazu
also, whom I have examined, does not recollect the circumstances under which the |
notes were transferred to him. He is, however, a casteman and friend of Deputy
Collector Koralla Subbarayudu. The matter is not perhaps of great importance;
but the entry in Ch. Surayya’s accounts is probably correct, and shows that there
were business relations between the Deputy Collector and himself, though not
M—_—-—,———-———-‘—-————"—_—'———'—’
o (fise 32 was n case which, though included in Mr. Hamnett's report, was not taken on the Joint Magistrate’s file,
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Reap—G.0., dated 27th March 1893, No. 245, Revenue,
Apstract.—Furnishing a copy of the a, ' i i i i i |
b+ grecment entered into by th _ or in another unauthorised register, designated the register of revenue ersonal
Government regarding the conduct and management of its Branch atyCoc:n]ggz.k iy a | de ostllﬁs' C:s?s Iﬁ}f e 12 2,% %1, 26?;1(1 281in the listth)elowlzre ligdudde dl,;,n ‘lihg former
~ an e rest in the latter, register. n cases Nos. an there were
no credits on the basis of which repayments could be made. The subjoined
Rusorution—dated 30th May 1893, No. 287. i statement shows the dates on which the credits were made in the other cases, and
v those on which the sums were repaid :— '

The letter of the Collector i
of Gédéavari, dated 16
i - ¥ y e th j
9onﬁdent1al, read above, contains his final report on the def: {flm'lvary PN, 2,
in the huzur treasury at Cocanada. The Board, ir lalcations that oceurred ‘ Case | Amount Date of Amount Date of Mt
G 4 1 o i ard, 1 submitting thi . : No. | credited. credit. repaid. repayment. :
oYemmept, will proceed to state its views and recommend . B s report to ‘ ; ‘
various points calling for notice. rendations regarding the 4
RS. A. P RS, A. P.
9. It will be convenient, i . 0 i 1 240 8 0| 22-12-83 240 8 0| 26-1-84
s ! , in the first instance, to recapi : 7 o B 5 S M i
istand PRI il gy > ca @ - 4 48 e
circumstances -undel which the inquiries into these fra;uds wcrel:l(f':ﬂatef ey th.e " ‘ "?’72 0 0 ?1i3-34' 22:6 ; of 3’1’ f':;
l_ett(zr printed n Board’s Proceedings, dated 19th March 1892 N 01IAl ('O()t' In ].”S 3 TE¥ 4.. % -.?‘84 '3077 8 0| ‘3115
in G.0., dated 6th May 1892, No. 2289, Mis., Mr. Hamne y No. 139, dealt with i 6| 871 0 Of *-2-8 BT 8 0| 26:2.85 |* Shown inthe vouchers as transferrel on 28-8-83,
reported that three sur o ) . mnett, the Aeting Collect 7| 1,810 6 7| 31-3-85 281 8 0| 19-6-83 but this was erroneous.
I at three sums, aggregating Rs. 14,006-8-4, had bee 5 SO, i § { G 1,346 4 0| 20-7-85
follows :— ! een embezzled as il g sl IS0 g i-ilggg Properly refunded, 0-10-7.
(¢) A sum of Rs. 8,875-8-0 e 1| 46110 0| 31-3-86 46110 0| 2-4-86
: : + 9,00« was transferred fr " . § < T6.86
doposits on the 2310 March 1888, and eretited towaids tl?:ll 'ITM? collections to I T IR A g0l ek
renter named C. Surayya Naidu. ; <15ts due by an opium ( 16 i1 8 0 s0-1i-88 1 8 0 11;;:23
‘ o 8th and ¢ | ‘ i 30-3-87
5 R(b) 4()41{.‘211; Tj,h ‘n\ul JO.th.June of the same year, two sums of Rs. 5,678-8-4 A L7312 o] 17187 A 3 g } 32_1_31
an s. 4,452-8-0 were similarly transferred from land revenue t g i : % 5 2 o3 400
with the permission of the Accountant-General, and were also : 1((1‘. ‘(i depostts - A (B0 12 0} 28287 | A R g i man
21 s %' 5 ats re ) re A v , )
the abkédri kists due by the same person. This renter h: 1(1( thed towards ] 24| 740 8 0| 27-3-87 216 4 0 }30_3_87
Rs. 174-8-0, but obtained credit for t} - er had deposited only -‘ 25 . . 62¢ 4 0J
. . or the undermentioned sums : — 26 | 6,574 15 11| 30-6-87 410 7 1 } 9_7,87{ Properly refunded Rs, 415-2-0 and Rs. 4,196-13-11
i. Res. 4,050-0-0 including the f ' 28 5 , g2 811 |F T properlyadjused to land rovenue,
P e S udin e first i : 9 602 2 0| 30-11-87 571 8 0 -11- roperly adju o land revenue Rs. 30-10-0.
i, Rs. 5,678-8-4 g st item above mentioned. go 3,798 2 6| 81-1-88 | 1,976 12 ; } 3-2—88{ Ng ll(l’l_f:mtion furnished as regards the remainder
iii. Rs. 4,4562-8-0 31 £ e 1,820 12 -10-6.
eLTe & e
Total Rs. 14,181-0-4 r ¢ 3 .
Deduct Rs.  174-8-0 being his boud fide deposit It is observed that in case No. 29 the date of repayment precedes by six days the
DO date of credit as shown in the receipt register. In cases Nos. 10, 12, 16, 18, 22 to
Balance Rs. 14,006-8-4 26, 28, 30 and 31, the interval between transfer to deposits and repayment ranges 1
The Collector, being of opinion that a careful examination of t] from one to eloven days. A !
v;muld reveal further defalcations, requested that a special auditor nli('l,ltl-,ebaccoums i A ' 5. The several sums having been transferred to the deposit registers, ~ rhe chequeo ane 1
Cocanada for this purpose. ght be sent to Hanumanta Rao prepared, in his own hani,l lrecelpts or cheques on printed forms fovvad P a1
"hi i i i uthorising t a small sum, to a fictitious pe it 3
3. This was accordingly sanctioned.* Tl . 3 . : i A ¢« guthorising the payment of a sum, generally ) ictitious person, T B
gty A (1)?1 att‘ld;tfg—a superintendent of the v | who was, in most cases, made to appear as a renter of lankas whose deposit was to T
* G.0., dated 6th May 1892, Mis. No. 2289. £ 11(1])()?{:‘(11)1\7 l (}Jner'fﬂ]sﬂ()fh(:c——submitted d be refunded to him. The signature f tlllns per%on v:ias forged by N. Hanumanta PR
' sport, which, with the coveri W p ‘ dppas lice who has not been isc g
of the Accountant-Greneral, was communicated to the Board with G-0.. d OE S it Rao himself, or by,some, 8ce0mp :e e idas o %vered T..,.h‘?_.@glrle.&@&% _
October 1392, No. 4714. The audit brought to licht furtl iy ated 27th E words in the cheﬂqe._m‘?%g’wmcaﬁﬁf SOMTEOE TA E ‘was easy to UL ement 3
sum of Rs. 25,582-13-2 and extendi S IBaRE SHEECE R o hem by figures and words of larger amount. The cheque was then place before | ‘ |
sum ¢ Lb.E:»;l,v‘ b nd extending f)vcr'thc pe}'md from the commencement 1 - the ty Collector, and was signed by,hyg,“‘lt‘was then, in most cases, altered |
0111'5]5"_4:. to | Lt)ll ud(ll') 18_‘28. Subsequent inquiry having shown, however, that the Q) M ~into a cheque or a larger amount by N. Hanumanta Rao, and was afterwards
v 2k i ¢ Iy . 4 2 : » + a 1 \ ; oAy 8 s o | kgt N ar e =i i e N A Lot i dsnaiebo e 14
exhibi rl'()nrntl( i?q flli(zs_l,g l(zglt?tcr o}i one of the 31 items in question, viz., No. 27, i ! : / “sent to th Bank 32.-,.‘9@@.55&:‘1)}’ an agent employed for the purpose by N. | .
a!n()llll';llll)énl)\dh.. .)d 4 ¢ tmu[(bzl erroneous, was not fraudulent, the additional o e \ - Hanumanta Rao” (para. 8 of the Collqctor’s report). The subjoined statement 4
g8 is reduced to Rs. 25,167-11-2. Adding to this the sum of ¢ .4 shows for what sums the cheques were, in the first instance, drawn in the several - é
Rs. 14,006-8—4, referred to in the foregoing paragraph, the aggregate amount of tl Y - cases i— : ; | ,
defalcations discovered is Rs. 89,174-3-6. b o AYEY SR e e - Sl
o : , : Ttem. Retnouut paidy | AL STHRRT T e Amount paig.  AmOU
4. These sums were first transferred from land revenue collections to deposits Bl kgt ok RS. A P. RS, A P LR STUER ™ e Al b | % |
the transfer being eﬂcct_cd by means: of alteration memoranda prepared by L el detihvsiy ) RAX AL AT S A ] |
N. Hanumanta Rao, at first Vernacular head accountant, and afterwards li1171|yr I LA 0 08 1 B rsdon B 2 16 .. 481 8 0 1 8 0
cash-keeper. These memoranda ‘“ were not signed and were not seen by t‘he i 7:54!' ;2¢gg; g g (1) g g ig e %g{ li g bR il
treasury officer, but were nevertheless accepted and acted upon” (para. 8 of flhO' : S By 1,346 o R R Woh i 1872 4 0 ; 1 8 i
1 Ja 1o ’ . y p S L Y _ q . n . SR it ' 22 ] |
Collector’s lcp()r:). I'It}t.numt‘rl}nm Rao’s dhhlh‘til;lti, S. I])lll‘ll.\']l()ftitl]l, then prepared the ' }é Ve ;ﬂ lg g } lg g - gg .. 1633 8 0 5.8 0" '
treasury account, omitting the sums covered b the alteration memoranda fr 0 3 571 8 0 18 0
y moranda from ‘ 13&14.. 2181 '8 0 180 i

Jand revenue and entering them in the recognised register of revenue deposits
osits,
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In five cases—Nos. 10, 20, 21, 26 and 28—the vouchers are missing. In five
others—Nos. 19, 24, 25, 30 and 31—the full amount was entered at ﬁrs%. In tﬁz
remaining cases—Nos. 6, 7 and 9——it is not quite clear whether the vouchers were
originally prepared for small sums and altered subsequently.

6. The payees were fictitious persons in all but four cases. In th ted
cases, Nos. 20, 21, 30 and 31, the alleged payees deny having receivede;:;sﬁant.
The Bank actually ‘disbursed the amounts of the cheques to the following persons :

(a) AttenderBuka Ll 'Ly 000 00 e AT CAsi:s.& .
). (i il AliabpMl ot RINY e vlibont it T o e 9
(¢) Narasimham, a school-boy living with Hanumanta Rao . 7,10 & 21—93

(d) Attender R. Narayanasawmy .. . . 16-19, 24—26 & 28—3]

¢) M. Appanna, Hanumanta Rao’s jeweller o Sk A, ; ‘
(_(fg K. Rungacharlu, a Brahmin beggar and dependent of Hany- ki
manta Rao .. o 5% 1 i & 13—15
(9) K. Mrutyunjayudu, a hanger-on of Hanumanta Rao, but repre-
sented to be a vakil of the payees S e 44 2,3&11

(%) Individuals personating alleged payees te

.. 4 &5
The abovq‘ individuals admit receipt of the money at the Bank and its payment
by them, in some cases, to Hanumanta Rao, and in others to “ the clerks who
sent them.” ' ; ‘

7. It will next be stated how the persons concerned have been dealt with, and
what further action the Board would recommend to be taken in regard to those
implicated, and with a view to recoverin?r from them the money lost to Govern-
ment. Incidentally it will appear how the frauds escaped detection for several vears.
The Collector proposed to try Hanumanta Rao. the cash-keeper, under Regulation
IX of 1822, but in its Proceedings, dated 14th November 1892, No. 7399, Mis., the
Board pointed out that the latter could not be punished for the same offence i)oth
under tgis Regulation and the Penal Code, a,ng directed Mr. Higgens to confine
himself to the latter line of prosecution, which had already been commenced.
Hanumanta Rao was accordingly prosecuted before the Joint Magistrate in connection
with cases Nos. 7, 10, 12, 13, 14 and 15, and was convicted, the punishment being
two years’ rigorous imprisonment and Rs. 1,000 fine in case No, 7 , the same in case
No. 10, and four years’ rigorous imprisonment and Rs. 2,000 fine in the other cases
—in all eight years’ rigorous imprisonment and Rs. 4,000 fine. Steps were taken to
prosecute him also in connection with cases Nos. 34 and 85, but proceedings were
terminated by his death in jail. The Collector states (para. 37 of his report) that
arrangements have been made to realize the fine, but that, as not much roperty has
been left, it will be necessary to attach Hanumanta Rao’s deposit of Igs 5,000 in
the huzur treasury. He considers that the portion of the deposit which remains
after meeting this demand may justly be forfeited to Government. The Board is
of opinion that the deposit should be held over till the full amount of the fine has
been realized, and that Hanumanta Rao’s relatives, if so advised, should then be
left to recover the balance by civil suit, to which Government could plead as a
rejoinder the amounts lost to 1t by Hanumanta Rao’s misconduct. It may here be
noted that Mr. Higgens states at para. 36 of his report that the property of Surayya,
the abkari renter, to whose credit Rs. 14,006-8-4 was transferred, has been attached
and will be sold. The Collector should report the amount realized therehy.

8. It was mainly due to the inefficiency and gross negligence of the Treasury
Deputy Collector, M.R.Ry. K. Subbarayudu Garu, that Hanumanta Rao was able
to carry out so successfully, and over such an extended period, the frauds in
question, Cases Nos. 1 to 6 of those enumerated in the statement in para. 4 supra
occurred between January 1884 and February 1885, Mahomed Yusuf, who was
dismi}aed, being then the Treasury Deputy Collector. Mahomed Yusuf was
succeeded by M.R Ry. K. Subbara_yudu, who, except for short intervals, conii;nued
to have charge of the treasury during the rest of the period under consideration.

9. From what has been stated in para. 5 supra it will be seen that M.R.Ry.
K. Subbalx"g?_q@u contravened the instructions in Art. 9 (¢) of the Civil Account
e et » /



16 Boarp or Revesue (LAND Revexue), 30ta May 1893, No. 287.
registers.* Thus he disregarded Art. 250 of the Civil Account Code, which rendered

1t imperative for him to record, under
his initials, in the receipt registers each
. : _ repayment as the orders for it issued.
His gross neglect of this essential precaution facilitated the commission of the frauds
It resulted in his passing cheques'where——as in cases Nos. 14, 15 and 17—either
no credits ever existed or the credits had been exhausted. At the same time it led
to his signing, without suspicion, che_ques for very tl"l\’iill amounts in favour of
individuals, who, according to the registers, had deposited large sums, and were not
Jikely therefore 0 apply for petty refunds. Mr. Higgens has failed to bring out
with sufficient clearness the serious consequences of this disobedience to the rules—
. (< 1 1 < S ;
vide para. 15 of his report—while M.R.Ry. K. Subbarayudu stands self-condemned

+ The deposit registers of revenue personal deposits were by his remarks on this P‘)lnt,"' which are

brought to me either by the clerk Purushottam or by  an admission of his culps g
the Vernacular head accountant. They were brought ara. 14 of his] A 11)‘11)1? ld)\lt)’ In
to ma at intervals of 10 days, 15 days, 20 days or a p‘“’» y g of his letter Mr. lIlggens draws
month, generally not longer than a month., They were attention to the circumstance that still

yreviously examined and initialled by the Vernacular ¢ : 4 g
i]f.'ﬂll accountant or English head accountant. In the ONE MOYe 01)1)0rtumty remained for the

case of repayment rogistors, I used to see the balance d()t(?(}ti()n of t]l() v 2 » ) P
shown in 1the same register and ascertain whether the oy n il ‘uldrh b} the 11‘(..¢lslll‘y
receipts exceeded the balance or not. If it did not Dcl)ut)‘l Collector. This was afforded
cceed the balance I used to initial, I did not compare , y  che 3 o o
:l‘fe( raceipts register with the repayment register. when t 1€ (zllbqucs were returned l)y
My reason for not doing so was that the balarce in the the B‘dllk, on the duy after payment,
sceipt register would be taken into the repayment o e - R f
::(gf;llt)tr and they are both compared by the English or d.]()llg with “,‘e (ldlly bhb(,.t , and pass-
Vernacular head accountant (pages 5 and 6 of enclosure 1)()()1(. Art. 683 of the Civil A(:Q()unt
xxxii to the Collector’s report). C'()d(‘, 1‘0(11111‘0(1 that the vouchers should
then be examined, but practically no scrutiny was made, although the Treasury
Deputy Collector, and he alone, had to initial the Bank pass-book containing the
total of the previous day’s transactions in token of its correctness. M.R.Ry. K.
o Subbarayudu has contended I that it did
Supposing this voucher was msgml at the Bk, 1 sh?ﬁﬂd not not devolve upon him to compare the
Tt would come back in a bundle with T RIS S - y I
the list of daily payments The list for the 19th June d..lll)] Shb(,t V\’lth t]l(} V()ll(,ll(/l Sy but, as
bears my stamp. That means that thehnndlc 0’(: v_ouchers t}l() (JO“CCtUI‘ ObSGI‘VCS, he ()llg‘llt to have
camo with the list and T stamped it and sent it into the »_ isted L1k cont chaak 0
office, but I did not examine the list with the vouchers. 1N8S1Ste u‘l)"}l a P“»’PQ} chec bcnlg made
I do not think it my duty to examine the list (of daily by one of his Subord]nates’ and to have
payments) with the vouchers (page 5 of enclosure xxxiii oised & wonal W .
%o the Colloctor's report). exercised some personal supervision inthe
matter from time to time, and the Board
considers that, in view of the special personal responsibility thrown upon the Deputy
Collector by the Code, his prolonged neglect of this duty can in no way be palliated.
At para. 12 of his report, the auditor refers to an additional circumstance evidencing
the neglect of the Treasury Deputy Collector to make any investigation regarding
the deposits. In cases Nos. 20, 21, 26, 97 and 28 the latter signed certificates,
which were forwarded to the Accountant-General, to the effect that the various
sums involved had been paid by transfer to the credit of land revenue, though in
fact no such adjustments had been made, and the amounts had actually been paid
in cash by the Bank on vouchers bearing fictitious signatures. Thus in all matters
relating fo the deposits, M.R.Ry. K. Subbarayudu relied implicitly on his subordi-
nates. Even the deposit registers themselves were sometimes written up in a
disgraceful manner. The Board notes that, in the quarters ending 31st December
1886 and 31st March 1887, several of the entries in the registers are made in black,
blue and red pencil, in some places erasures are unattested, and in one instance
the amount of repayment (one anna) has been loft blank. Four of the certificates

as to the monthly totals during this period bear the initials of M.R.Ry. K.
Subbarayudu.

e Knclosures lviii to 1x to the Collector’s report,

have seen it again.

11. Tt would appear from paras. 18 and 34—35 of Mr. Higgens’ report that he
does not believe the Deputy Collector to have had any guilty knowledge of the
defalcations that were being committed. As to this the Board would draw the
attention of Government to paras. 52 to 61 of Mr. Hamnett’s letter embodied in
Board’s Proceedings, dated 19th March 1892, No. 139. Mr. Hamnett thought it
probable that the Deputy Collector had some guilty knowledge of the very irregular
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transactions that were going on in the

. .
Q.—Having heard the statement of D. Narayana Rao
" marked X read out to you, what do yousay regarding
the facts therein disclosed ?
_A.—T shall reply to it. If Tam given a copy, T shall read
it and give a writfen reply.
Q.—1 want you to answer this simple question at once,
Did D. Narayana Rao ever bring to your notice that
Rs. 7,000 had been wrongly adjusted to C. Surayya
Naidu and was Rs. 7,000 paid up by Hanumanta

Rao in the form of Rs. 2,000 in cash and a pro. note

for Rs. 5,000 ?

A.—T shall answer it in writing.

Q.—Do you refuse to give a verbal answer at once to the
above question ?

(V. B.—The Deputy Collector refuses to answer the ques-
tion when repeated to him geveral times. The Huzur
Sheristodar is then sent for, and the above read out to the
Treasury Deputy Collector in his presence and the above
question repeated.)

"The Deputy Collector then answers:— .

«D. Narayana Rao never brought to my notice that
Rs. 7,000 had been wrongly adjusted to €. Surayya
Naidu, Hanumanta Rao never with m kr'mowledge
repuid Rs 7,000 into the treasury. 1 shall give a full
written answer."”’ 203 :

@.—Did you ever tell Narayana Rao in 1889 that you had
heard that there was something wrong being done
about adjustments? - R,

A.—No, Sir. !

Q.—Do you know about the_suit brought b, Hanumanta
Rao against Surayya Naidu T o

A.—Yes, Sir. b d

Q.—Did your son appear as Harumanta Rao’s counsel in

P
A.—Yes, Sir, but afterwards withdrew. 3
Q.:-—A::, ’yolu’ and your son undivided members of a Hindu
Yfamily? ¥ :
A— Bir. . .
Q.-—D:a’ you wish to say maything else to me about this
inquiry I am now con ucting ? ¢ .
A.—Tf Tam given a copy of Narayana TRao’s statement,
shall stute further about it. ¢ -~
(Bnclosure 23 to Mr. Hamnett's report printed in Board's
Proceedings, dated 19th March 1892, No. 139.)

+ T have the honour fo acknowledge the receipt of your
official memorandum, No. 639, dated 20th ultimo (February
1892) calling for a full rt;fort of my mone]y g:ane&ctloltx:
with Chelunkuri Surayya Naidu, and in reply beg to st
as foliowsi— ' b et ; :
~ 9. Since my arrival at {his station, I remember ha.vn-tg
bought from C. Surayya Naidu three Government pro.
notes to the value of Rs. 2,000 ; the two notes alluded to in
his statement might probably be part of .t.ha same. I never
bought from him a note of Rs. 5,000 a8 18 said to have betin
stated by him, and the figurce 5,000 therein might probably.
be a mistake for 500. 4 .

3. My men, I have been informed, ook hand loans on
two or three occasions for ‘domestic expenses of 40 or 50
rupees each and repaid the same sbortly’nftm_wvard& Lo ak

4. My son holds # house and compound in Cocanada i
which there is a number of yalmym,trees.whxch were some=

" times leased to toddy-drawers inder C. Surayya Naidu,

through whom they paid the rents. The dates and parti-
culars of collections I cannot-say as we keep no accounts.
The amount of rent agreed variod from nbout 50 to 100 per
annum (enclosure xxxv to the Collector’s report).

report. For the discreditable manner in

o 4‘..‘*?0» dated 24th June 1892, No. 1423.

~—~

treasury, and took no trouble to bring
them fo light or remedy them. The
Board is of opinion that M.R.Ry. K.
Subbarayudu had ample ground in 1889
for suspecting Hanumsnta Rao, and that
he should have examined the latter’s
proceedings. There appears to be no
adequate ground for disbelieving the
statements of the Vernacular head ac-
countant, D). Narayana Rao, and the
English head accountant, Krishnamurti,
regarding the wrong adjustment of
Rs. 7,000 to the credit of the abkari
renter, C. Surayya Naidu, and the
making good of the deficiency by Hanu-
manta Rao with the connivance of the
Treasury Deputy Collector. If the excess
adjustment had been innocently made,
there should have been some attempt to
recover the Rs. 7,000 from the renter
pefore Hanumanta Rao paid the amount,
and the Collector should have been
informed at once of the circumstances.
The Board would add that, in its opinion,
M.R.Ry. K. Subbarayudu’s statement on
the subject to Mr. Hammett * conveys an
‘unfavorable impression. Similarly, the
Board regards as unsatisfactory the fact
that there were pecuniary dealings
between the Deputy Collector and the
abkari renter, C. Surayya Naidu.
‘These transactions, which have been
admitted by M.R.Ry. K. Subbara udu,t
are most suspicious, as is also the cir-
cumstance, a]lluded to in para. 61 of
Mr. Hamnett’s letter, that the Deputy
Collector’s son took a vakalat })rom
Hanumanta Rao, in 1892, in the suit
bevween the latter and C. Surayya Naidu
regarding a pro. note for Rs. 13,000.
With respect to the previous record of
M.R.Ry. K. Subbarayudu, the Board
would refer Government to para. 65 of
Mr. Hamnett’s letter, wherein it is stated
that he was deprived of his magisterial

owers some years back on a confidential
which he did his income tax work, the
Deputy Collector was censured last year
by Government on the Board’s report.}

\ o IQ‘M?R(Ryk{’ Subbmquam was ordered by Government to retire

§ G.0., dated 24th March 1892, No. 1614..

1}

under the 55 years’ rule with effect from
22nd August 1892,§ but in the meantime
was suspended in connection with these
defalcations.]| For his gross and per-

sistent misconduct;ftremry ury affairs, as revealed b the present investigation, the
Board considers that he should be dismissed, the Government having & leghinth
claim against him for a larger sum than he would ever draw.by pension. The

Board doubts whether it would serve any useful end to sue the Deputy Collector

in respect of the sums embezzled during his control of the treasury, and does not

i
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mmend the adoption of this course. If Government, however,
;?)‘:‘;ril‘;!ief the advisability of going into court, the Collector will he
: rréport whether M.R.Ry. K. Subbarayudu has any property on which

13. In paras. 19 to 21 of his report, Mr. Higgens discusses the transactions in
which Deputy Collector T. Jagannadam and Mr. Cowie, who were in charge of the
treasury for short periods, are involved. The former initialled the entries relating
to cases Nos. 13, 14 and 15 in the revenue personal deposits repayment register,
but Deputy Collector K. Subbarayudu had signed the cheques. As regards case

No. 14, there had never been any corresponding credit in the receipt register,
while in respect to case No. 15 no balance remained, the credit against serial
No. 101 having been already exhausted. But the proper time for scrutinising
the receipts register was when the cheques issued upon the authority of the
permanent Treasury officer. Mr. Cowie, when in charge of the treasury as Assistant
Collector, initialled the entries relating to cases Nos. 22 and 23 in the revenue
personal deposits receipts register, while Deputy Col.lector K. Subbarayudu passed
the cheques. This occurred shortly after Mr, Cowie’s arrival in India. In cases
Nos. 24 and 25, Deputy Collector K. Subbarayudu having initialled the entry in
the revenue personal deposits receipts register, Mr. Cowie merely passed properly
drawn up cheques on the strength of the permanent officer’s verification of the
receipt of the deposit. As Mr. Higgens qb§erves,‘ cases Nos. 30 and 31 are on a
different footing. Here Mr. Cowie both initialled in the receipts register and
signed the cheques. But in these instances, too, the | eques were at the outset
drawn for the full amount, and, with the view apparently of ascertaining that the

claims were valid, Mr. Cowie required the English heaid accountant to attest the

; cheques before i gt
# Page 3 of enclosure xli to the Collector's report. Col(llector obtainedp:tis;z%laz};i?;h T f?ol::
+ Enclosure xxxvii to the Collector’s report. Deputy COIIGCtOI‘ T, Jagannadam, and

left it to Government to call for one
from Mr. Cowie. The Board has not thought it necessary to take any further

action in the matter, being of opinion that neither of thase officers is seriously
to blame.

i
14. Mr. Higiens has stated briefly in his repor
he has dealt with the subordinate officials wgo

with the fraudulent transactions. The Board need only comment on the following
cases :— '

(1) K. Yoganandam, the English head accountant durin

the whol iod
was ‘ censured and warned by the Collector.” He ig n«)w%eput; t:}gi d?:;' of"
Chédavaram. This officer did not systematically initial entries in the deposit

e R registers during the period of the defal-

‘ cations, but Mr, H hat
he attested the monthly totals in the % . Higgens notes} tha

1 . © revenue deposits receipts and repayment
registers, which included entries relating to cases Nos. 20, 21, .;2 and 83, pg more
serious feature in his case is his attestation of the cheques in cases Nos, 30 and 31,

referred to in the preceding paragraph.  His explanation, that, when he initialled
these vouchers as requl.red by Mr. Cowie, he satisfied himself by reference to the
item in the receipt register that there was credit, is misleading. The credit to
deposit was made on the 31st January 1888, on Jém;. ground that particulars had
not been furnished, but on the 3rd February, or three days afterwards, cheques were
drawn in the name of Alluri Ramarazu and Alluri gkkirazu, who were repre-
- sented to have been abkari renters. 1t is clear that the Head accountant did not

ascertain whether the particulars of the Rs. 3,798-2-6 treated as a deposit only

three days previously had been received, and so misled Mr. Cowie, Ile has also

~ given a very unsatisfactory explanation with regard to his initialling of the altera-

SF tion memorandum of the 16th June 1888
. § Bacloturo xxv 4o tho Collector's report. sent to the Accountant-General.§ This
contains the item of Rs. 4,452-8-0 fraudulently transferred to revenue deposits with

nce to alleged alteration memoranda received from taluk offices (vide para. &
: Z?fﬁff? gf amnett’% letter embodied in Board’s Proceedings, dated 19th March 1892,
" No. 139). The Board considers that this officer has been treated with undue

is prepared to
called upon to
it can recover.

.
g e e e T g ...N:i_-__:j—y,n;’ n
T 5 - & ~—in : n N ny . LoA”
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t (para}. 28) the manner in which
were in various ways connected




or any accident or mistake whatsoever made, done or committed on,

any of its officers or agents, shall as between the Secretary of State for India in Council and the

said Bank, rest solely and entirely with, and shall be borne by the said Bank, who shall indemnify
the eaid Secretary of State in Couneil against all losses,
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.) and no alterations in the talul_c demands should havo. been made without

:&g :dnr())val of the Collector after scrutiny by the Huzur Sheristadar. The Board

ugslzs that the Collector will report further on this subject, after taking, if
:Z%essarv, the explanation of the Huzur Sheristadar concerned.

16. Ordinarily, failing other safeguards, the embeZZ}ememts ought to have heen
brought to light by the audit in the f}ccountant-Genera_l s office. It is unnecessar
i rezapitu]ate what the Agcountant-(xeneral has stated in his letter, dateq 18th May
1892, No. C-13, recorded in G.O., d:a,’cedT 8th ‘June 1892, l\_<o. 577. ln. his letter to
Gove,rnment, dated 17th August. 1892, No. C-17, forwarding the auditor’s report,
communicated to the Board with G.O., dated 27th October 1892, No. 4714,
Mr. Rawlins remarks (para. 2) that his office was not aware of the existence of the
revenue personal deposits register, and that the transactions l‘ec?rded in it were
not subject to audit. On the other hand, Mr. Higgens, at para. 31 of his report,
observes that “a certain amount of responsibility would appear to lie at the door
of the Accountant-General’s office for passing, without Ob;],ectu.)n,. vouchers like those
in all the cases where there have been interpolations, Similarily, M.R.Ry. K.
Subbarayudu Garu has stated * that the
vouchers in support of payments, headed
“revenue personal deposits,” were submitted to the Accountant-Geeneral from
about 1885, and has argued that the acquiescence of the audit officg left no ground
for questioning the origin of these registers. The attention of the Accountant-
Geeneral will be invited to the point, and he will be requested to favour the Board
with his further remarks thereon.

17. The cheques having been cashed at the Branch Bank at Cocanada, the
question arises as to whether the Bank of Madras can be held liable to Govern-
ment for the amount embezzled, or any portion thereof. Mr. 'Higgens considers
that the Bank might, with the exercise
of such care as it would take in the case
of private cheques, have prevented the frauds by refusing to honour the cheques in
cases Nos. 4, 5, 15, 22 and 23, involving Rs. 6,625-4-0. The manipulation of the
cheques in the last three of tl.lese cases appears to the Board to be plam, and should,
it thinks, have attracted the immediate attention of the Bank officials whose duty it
was to scrutinise the details. The auditor and the J ot Magistrate have specially
commented on the very patent nature of the alteration in the voucher relating ifo

1 Vide remarks against case No. 15 in statement B appended case NO- ]')T A]l the chcques, OX('/Gpt
to the auditor's report, communicated with G.O., dated th()se l‘e]ahng to cases N()S. 10’ 20’ 21’

ctober 1892, No. 4714, and para. 13 of enclo- s . hiuie
35:2 x?:iv to the Collector’s report. 12r16 (?{::‘(ibzl%’o Ylggllaiae 3“1) ’15:;21{‘.2 li:;b(i(:‘,(lll({j}(:
the Bank clerk 8. Buchi Ramappa and the Bank Agent. In cases Nos. 30 and 31,
where the cheques were ()riginallly drawn for the full amounts, they were passed by
the clerk Buchi Ramappa and the Accountant. The local Agent has re({)udmted
responsibility,f but the Boar L would
suggest to Government the advisability
of putting itself in communication with the Bank Directors and of consulting its
law officers regarding the recovery of a portion of the sums embezzled, The
chief point in favour of the Bank appears to be that the vouchers and statement of
expenditure, together with the Bank pass-hook gi ving the totals of the dishursem ents,
were sent daily to the Treasury Deputy Collector, who had to initial the pass-book
in token of its correctness. The terms, however, of Art. IX of the Bank’s agreement

wit.h Go_vern.ment seem too wide to allow of this plea being successfully urged.
This article is as follows :—

‘"

¢ Para. 8 of enclosure xxxvi to the Coilector’s report.

Para. 23.

{ Enclosure xxxviii to the Collector’s report.

That the whole responsibility for any loss or damage, which may result from, or arise in
respect of, or be occasioned hy any theft: forgery, fraud, misrepresentation or concealment, or b
any wrongful payment, exchange or satisfaction through mistake or by any error in caleulation,

to or by the said Bank, or

costs and charges therefrom arising.”
18. The auditor has noted that in some cases the Bank neither obtained the

quittance of the payee in whose favour the cheques were drawn, nor of the persons
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to whom the amounts were paid. The Accountant-General has, however, pointed -

MR * i ractice of
. 'pau,‘]ofhislettarto Government, dated 17th September out* that it had been the metlce o

1892, No. C-17, communicated to the Board with Branch Banks to accept as a sufficient .
quittance the signature placed on a
This was always forthcoming,

G.0., dated 27th October 1892, No. 4714,

voucher before its presentation at the treasury

though forged ; hence the Bank cannot be held liable on the ground that it failed

to obtain legal quittance in certain cases. 0

. 19. The Board would further observe that the Bank Agent has supplied, in:
his letter dated 9th January 1893, a special reason wh’y he should have exercised
extra precautions in his transactions with the Collector’s treasury, for he writes,
“ The frauds lie entirely at the door of the corrupt cutcherry officials and Welxl'e
rendered possible by the defective management of the cutcherry, and tbe
unreasonabﬁ)e and ridiculous trust that those in power place in their natwltla su ;
ordinates.” He adds: I have frequently spoken to the Collector and others o

my unfavorable views regarding the Deputy Collector and other native officials

in this district, as they appeared to be getting more wealthy than could legitimatel

” ese circumstances the Agent ought t r-«h-a'—-v,e.. exa'mined..Wit.K#.
e s Ugl(}:;utehziming from an office the members of which were, in his

extra care every
opinion, corrupt.

20. In G:O., dated 27th October 1892, No. 4714, the Government inquired

d the vouchers was in collusion with Hanumanta
P e i Rao. The Collector thinks t that Buchi
+ Paras. 24—26 of his report. . ' S :

i i te. The main circumstance against him, in the Board’s
eV{dgnce i;s tﬁ:: ﬁ(;m il:ia I?Ot detect, or at least dld.not bring to notice, the 11nterp<.)-
fle_mon_,n such of the vouchers as had been obviously tampered with. There is
nsz)lgla’;&uate ground for prosecuting the clerk, but the Board would recommend

that the Bank authorities be informed of the cireumstances appearing against him,

with a view to their considering the desirability of dispensing with his services.

i these frauds shows that they were in the main rendered:

%119 '{)’he lélllﬂiogyogn(ifobservance, rather than by the absence, of rules. The
R 1?7 General has issued orders for the discontinuance of the unauthorised
Acqoilsl ntar(l)f- revenue personal deposits, and has nstructed treasury officers that
;%glzltegzs'ation memoranda which have not been previously approved by them

: in their offices. He suggests further } that the
should be accepted and acted on 1; b:x e tion ofg%he Rt S e

icated to the with 6.0, statements submitted to the Board, and

datad 27%h Ootobor. ﬁﬁ"&?&? ey of h'che treagury accountfs ;ubgli]';te% t’o

. , i ds of the same department of the Collector’s
(I:llgcgmc%lg ivgggdl eli:: ?1;): B?(g?g.b:tr:atements prepared under the control of the
Huzur Sheristadar or Head Quarter Deputy Collector without any interference by
the Treasury Deputy Collector. The Board disagrees with his proposal to place
part of the treasury establishment under either of these officers. Apart from
other reasons, the fact that they are itinerating officers is an objection which goes
to the root of the matter. It 1s, however, very important that the treasury and
vernacular branches of the Collector’s office’ should serve as a check on each other,
and the Board will, accordingly, request certain selected Collectors to state their

views as to the best means of securing this object. :

22. At para. 38 of his report Mr. Higgens suggests that the Accountant-
General shou‘l)d be asked to depute some member of his staff to pay unexpected
visits to huzur treasuries, and thoroughly examine portion of the accounts. The
Board agrees with the tenor of the "Collector's proposal, and regards it as
inconsistent that the treasury work in the Land Revenue Department should not
be subject to any scrutiny at the hands of an mdep_epdent officer, while the much
less important Special Fund, Local Fund and Municipal accounts are checked by
travelling auditors. Very few Treasury Deputy Collectors are specially trained
in accounts, and they not unfrequently pass from’ the charge of a treasury to that
of a division and vice versé. The Collector’s hali-yearly examinations, however

’ 1 Para. 3 of his letter to Government, dated 17th Sep!

Ramappa was in collusion, but the

~
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carefully made, cannot be exhaustive. What appears to be wanted is

like thgr Inspector of Branch Agencies, such as p.the Bank of Masgasxsa?:i Oﬁﬁ:;
leading Banks employ, who knows by experience how to detect weak points and
bring faults and omissions to notice. : :

23. The Board has elsewhere (para. 13 supra) expressed its opinion that a
very young officer, temporarily in charge of the treasury, like Mr. Cowie, cannot be
held responsible for not having detected the frauds committed by Hanm;nanta B
The Board desires, however, to take this opportunity of requesting Government to

reconsider G.O. dated 6th April 1893, No. 275, Publ-ic,‘para. 6. In the Board’s

view Assistant Collectors cannot fail to gather useful information, which wi

themn afterwards, by working for short periods with the Inspec;or of lllmv:;]]l %f:g
Accounts or his Assistants, when these officers are auditing accounts in the various
districts. i

24. In conclusion the Board must express its regret .that Mr. Higgens should
have been so dilatory in conducting his investigation into these frauds, My
Higgens took charge from Mr. Hamnett, who had acted with energy and deﬂpatch.
on the 23rd February 1892. Until the auditor completed his inquiry, in August:

Mr. Higgens appears to have taken no steps. In Board’s Proceedings, dated 26t}

September 1892, No. 2236, he was requested to expedite his report. ~In October
1892 he sent an intermediate reply, and was told by the Board to act with

romptitude—vide Board’s Proceedings, dated 7th November 1892, No. 7224, Mis.

ubsequently he made the inadmissible proposal that Hanumanta Rao should be
dealt with under Regulation IX of 1822, and, in marked contrast with his previous
delay, pushed on an inquiry under this Regulation after engaging a highly-paid
vakif—emdé the Collector’s letters, dated 6th November 1892, in Board’s Proceedings,
dated 14th November 1892, No. 7399, and 21st November 1892, in Board’s Pro-
“ceedings, dated 30th November 1892, No. 7891. His proposal was negatived, and
he was directed to expedite the criminal proceedings against Hanumanta Rao,
which had been set foozh byBMr.anett. Finally, on the 17th Janua.y 1893
' L] to the Board,

Lo true Copy and Extract.)

 (Sigued)  R. C. C. CARR,
Acting Secretary.

To the Secretary to Government, Revenue
Department, with the Accountant-
General’s letter and its 6 enclosures
received with G.0O., No. 4714, dated
27th October 1892, returned, the
81 enclosures to Mr. Hamnett’s
report, the 70 enclosures to the
Collector’s final report (as per two
lists), one of the enclosures to the
Collector’s letter, No. C-6, of 17th
January 1893, and the Accountant-
Greneral’s circular of 17th November
1881 in original to be returned.

Collector of Godavari,

" Accountant-General,

”

Exd, B Fervandes.
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