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G.0. No. 1582, 20th December ,1919

“Plans and estimates :

: Prescribing the procedure to be followed in respect of the scratiny by the officers
@ublic.Worka Departwent of — relating to buildings for aided educational institations.

Reap—the following papers ;:— :

G.0. No. 597, Educational, dated 27th September 1904,
6.0. No. 1596, Home (Hducation), dated 13th December 1918,

Order—No. 1582, Home (Education), dated 20th December 1919,

Under the existing procedure as laid down in paragraph 2 of G.0. No. 597,
Eduecational, dated the 27th September 1904, and rules 50 and 54 of the
Grant-in-Aid Code, plans and estimates connected with applications for grants-in-aid
of educational builSings costing Rs. 5,000 and less are scrutinised by the
Superintending Engineers and are finally disposed of by the Director of lic
Instruction, while those costing more than. Rs, 5,000 and recommended by the
Director of Public Instruction are submitted by him to Government direct and are
subjected to the scrutiny of the Chief Engineer, Public Works Department. In
cases where the plans and estimates are prepared by professional men, the Public
Works Department scrutiny is confined o y to pronouncing an opinion as to the
reasonableness or otherwise of the estimates, the responsibility for structaral stability
resting with the designer, while in cases of plans and estimates prepared ‘by
non-professional men, the serutiny includes examination from the point of view of
structural stability also. Owing to the increase in the number of applications for
grants the practice of sending up all the estimates above Rs. 5,000 for the serutiny
of the Chief Engineer has thrown a heavy burden on the technical s
office ; and with a view to lighten it, the Chief Kn i
responsibility of scrutinising estimates for grant-in-aid een
Rs. 5,000 and Rs. 50,000 may also be transferred to the Superintending Engineers
in consideration of the fact that Superintending Engineers have since. been given
enhanced powers of technical sanction in respect of Government and Local Fund
works up to Rs. 50,000 and that there is hardly any reason to differentiate grant-in-

& 1 works from them so far as technical sanction to the estimates is concerned.

2. The Government accept the suggestion and direct that the. following

cedure may be followed in respeet of grant-in-aid works :— ;

(1) In the case of works costing not more than Rs. 5,000 the e
procedure as to their scrutiny by the Superintending Engineers will continue.

(ii) In the ease of works costing more than Re. 5,000, but not more
Rs. 50,000, the Director of Public Instruction will forward the detailed
cifications and estimates received under rule 52 (ii) of the Grant-in-Aid
. the Superintending Engineers concerned for opinion— s
(a) if the plans and estimates have been prepared by professional m
the reasonableness of the estimate alone, : i !

(b)) and where they are not prepared by professional mm&thg |

-

ableness of the estimate as well as the struotural stability of the buil

-
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No. 1582, Hous (Eovoutiox), 20r Doeusn 1919

The Director of Public Instruction will, after obtaining the :
Engineer’s opinion, submit the plans and estimates to Government who will dispose
of the application without reference to the Chief Engineer. :

(iii) In the case of works estimated to cost more than Rs. 50,000, the
Director of Public Instruction will submit with his recommendation the plans and
estimates direct to Government who will refer them to the Chief Engineer for
scrutiny and for an opinion as to the reasonableness or otherwise of the estimates.

3. The Chief Engineer is, however, requested to see that the qualifications of
persons whose plans may be accepted without detailed scrutiny are kept sufficiently
high to preclude the possibility of an improperly trained or poorly qualified
being permitted to draw up plans. Superintending Engineers should bring to
notice of the Director of Public Instruction plans of proposed buildings which seem
to them unnecessarily or extravagantly ornate so that the question whether a ¢ half
grant’ from public funds is justifiable in their case may be specially considered.

.

(True extract) |

R. RamacHaxDpra Rao,
Secretary to Government.

“To the Director of Public Instruction.
,» Acoountant-General.
;s Public Worke Department, with copy of notes.
,, Publicity Officer.



2 Noms 10 G.O. No. 1582, Houn (Evvoartox), 20m Daomama 1019,

A | concerned for opinion only as to the reasonableness of the cost if they are
| prepared by professional men. In cases where the plans and estimates are
B | not prepared by professional men the Superintending Engineer should give his
| opinion as regards structural stability also. The Director of Public Instruction
after obtaining the Superintending Engineer’s opinion should sabmit the plans and
estimates to Government in the Home Education) Department who will then
dispose of the application for a grant without any reference to the Chief Engineer.
(2) When the works are estimated to cost more than R, 50,000, the
| Director of Publie Instruction may submit the plans and estimates direct to

| Government who will refer the matter to Chief Engineer for scrutiny.

and 3 of the notes connected with G.0. No. 1596, Home (Edacation), dated 13t
December 1918. When these notes were written the practice has been for
Public Works Department to scrutinize the plans and estimates for grant-in-aid
works in respect of every detail and it was thought that the complete transfer of the
work to the Superintending Engineers would throw too much work on the Superin-
tending Engineers’ offices (vide circular memorandum No. 116-C, dated ath January
1913). But as it has been subsequently decided in the above Government Order
that the Public Works Department serutiny should be confined to a pronouncement
of an opinion as to the reasonableness of the estimated cost in cases where the plans
and estimates are prepared by professional men and as there will be very few cases
where they will be prepared by non-professional men it is not considered that by the
new procedure suggested above, much additional work will be thrown on the Superin-
tending Engineers’ offices. :

6. It 1s therefore submitted that the file may be sent to Home ( l’ducation) for
1ssuing necessary orders prescribing the procedure suggested in paragraph 4 above.
That department will doubtless circulate the filo fo Honourable Member (Educa-
tion) who is also Honourable Member (Public Works Department).

V.K.K.—14-8-19.
P.Rao -14-8-19..

I do not see why grant-in-aid edueational works alone should be technically
serutinized in Chief Engineer’s office for offering advice or opinion as to cost and
general arrangements or features in the design when Government and local works
are scrutinized and sanctioned by Superintending Engineers. When a definite
amount has been fixed as the limit of sanctioning powers for Superintending
Eugineers it is but reasonable that all consultations on works costing below that
limit should generally be made with Superintending Engineers and not with Chief
Engineer. (lases presenting any extraordinary or special features should of course be
excepted.

The work in connexion with the scrutiny of building estimates has increased
very much recently and is sure to increase still further in future. The Chief
Engineer’s office is in need of some relief.

5. In this connexion iattention 18, however, invited to the notes on pages 2 I :

S. Buasgara AYYAR—14-8-19.

As 1t seemed to me that the logieal conclusion to draw from the fact that the
sanctioning (technical) powers of Superintending Fngineers had been raised t
Rs. 50,000 was that Superintending Engineer shonld take technical responsibility for
such works, I ordered that the matter should be examined on above lines with a

view to relieve my office and myself from the serutiny of estimates under Rs. 50,000.

I think the proposal might now be examined in Home (Education) and the
Director of Public Instruction consulted. « : ;
W. Hurron—21-8-19.

Houe (Evvearios) Departmest,

scrutinized by the Executive Engineer or Superintending Engineer and certified to
by him—vide Public Works Department office note on page 2 of notes to G.O.
No. 1596, dated 13th December 1918, Those relating to grants within the sanction-

Prior to 1904 all plans and estimates relating to grant-in-aid buildings were

ing powers of the Director of Public Instruction stopped with that scrutiny, while

‘those which were submitted to
‘in the office of the Chief Engin
. ber 1904 in G.0. No. 3309 W ed
~ subsequently modified to the extent that
- to Government, the scrutiny of the
Engineers was done away with.

* Director of Public Insbr@éﬁoﬁ@ power
sanctioning the grant is limited to
2,500. 1 .

: ﬂmutive Engiﬁeer or Superintending Engineer, while those

are sent up to Government who dispose of them after scr:

Departmexgt. The proposal of the Public Works Department is

coming up to Government for sanction the scrutiny of the §

should be considered sufficient up to Rs. 50,000. The

detailed in paragraphs 2-3 of that department’s not

facie there seems fo be no objection to the proposal. So

-concerned, it is immaterial whether the serutiny is done by t

‘the Superintending Engineer. If Public Works Departme:

Superintending Engineer’s scrutiny is enough we ean;appatantly he
- 2. The remarks of the Director of Public Instruction may be

first instance on the above proposal. £ Sinl e

P.R.—27-8-19,
T.K.—50.-8-19.

Regarding A alone, I have some doubts (subject to any remar
of Publigca;ustguction). We have not yet got snﬁmanﬁ,prqfam
estimates now sent do not appear to be perfect. ,‘I-"'_p esume tha
cases does not take much time but I may be wrong. Su |
not have enough establishment ; and pex:h s they may not fran
by local men. May cases A alone continue to come up ﬂ’?

| . ‘ ~ R. Ramacnan

Submitted.. The Educational Secretary presnmably wants |
to continue. o e
V.K.G.—4-9-19, . oo N
P.Rao—4-9-19. e
- The three classes referred to by the Secre
€ ' (a) Estimates below Re. 50,000 prepared
~ (b) Estimates below Rs. 50,000 prepared
'(cg Fstimates above Rs. 50,000.
The proposal of Publie Works Dep r
Superintending Engineers for scrutiny instead «
The Secretary, Education, wishes that A may




5 N&hmﬁt’f No. 1582, m‘ (Epvoarion), 20

The Superintendin *Bnﬁaeer“ ineer’s present drawing stafl is quite o
such estimates m‘dgﬁm able to do the ﬁorzsu the uasmbl f
o not see

There is no doubt they will do so perhaps ‘ m?“gmmmw > mﬂ
, more than enough. W.H.—13.9-19 ineers should not fnng;fm speak out

; " | what they think about proposals sent to

them. I know a muddled up case of a municipal school at Rajahmundry which

when it had to be sent up to Superintending Engineer by the municipal council came
in for quite an outapog(en criticism from the Superintending Kngineer. The
Superintending Engineer has got a Personal Assistant or Sub-Engineer similar to the

Sub-kingineer of the technical section of Chief Engineer’s office, who 1s a Preaidenc‘ :

man and not a local man,
X S. BHASKARA AYYAR—D-9-19.

1 agree with Deputy Secretary’s remarks. 1 do not follow Education Secretary’s
doubt as Superintending Engineers are competent to serutinize estimates up to
Rs. 50,000. Above that they would come to Chief Engineer. - ;

'W. Hourron—138-9-19.

Houe (EovcatioN) DEPARTMENT.

Submitted. For orders whether the file may be forwarded to the Director of
Public Instruction for remarks.

P.P.—17-9-19.
T.K.—17-9-19.
C. RaMANUIA ACHARIYAR—19-9-19.

R. RamacHanpra Rao—20-9-19.

Direoror or Pusric INsTRucCTION, )

{U.0. Camp No. 421/19, dated 23rd September 1919.)

This is, in the main, a matter of Public Works Department administration, and
I accept their proposals. That department advises as to the technical qualifications
required in the persons whose plans may be accepted, and they will no doubt retain
the qualifications sufficiently high so as to preclude the possibility of an imperfectly

-

trained or purely qualified man being permitted to draw up plans.

I presume that the Superintending Engineers will bring to notice any plan which
is unnecessarily or extravagantly ornate, for I should not favour the award of a grant
equal to half the cost of a building the plan of which had not been drawn up with
an eye to economy. -

R. LirruesaiLes—21-9-19.

Home (Epucation) DEPARTMENT, Q

A draft order is submitted. If approved it may be sent to Public Works
Department for acceptance, before submission to Honourable Member.

P.R.—26~9-19.

It is however for consideration whether the draft in this case may also embody
the decision on the file relating to the question of giving a technieal adviser to the

Director of Public Instruction, ete., which is separately under consideration. ‘
T.K.—80-9-19. | ; G

C.R—21-10-19.

This Government order may issue now. o

RR.—4-10-19.

%

.‘r.n.—-s.‘ 12-19,
TK.-—8-12-19,

455
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' of sending up all the estimates above

M e\aminati

oy
e practice |

k§.5,000 for the serutiny of the C.E,has
thrown a heavy burden on the technica'l.
sections of his ofiice;und with a view
to lighten it the C.E.has sug.ested that
the responsibility of scrutinising esti-

mates for grant-in-aid works costing -

Kxx between Re.5,000 and Rs.50,000 may also
be transferred to the Superintending - |
Fngineets in consideration of the fact {
all |
that Superintending Ingineers havey een
given enhanced powers of-tgeimical <anc- |
tion in respect of wovt. and Local Fund
works up to Rs.50,000 and that- there is
hardly any reason to difierentiate I

U ED
grant-in-aid works from them so far as ‘

technical sanction to the estimates is

('nnoerned/ The @vn. accept the sug:ues-

F R

tion and direct that the following proge-|
dure may be followed in respect of 7ru.nt—‘.'
1n—a1d WOTKS, = "

(i) In, the case of works costing goj
more than' Rs.5,000 the existing procedure
ac to gheir serutiny by the S§.F's wilh E
continue.

(ii) In thc case of works costingq
more than Rs.5
Rs.50,000, the D.2.1 will forwa'rd the -

0() but not more Lha.n

detailed plans,specifications and estimates ¥
received under Rule 52(ii) of the @rant-ih.
aid code to the Superintending Engineers

concerned for opiniones

=8

-
-
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and ostiutes to .f
the amieaﬂan 'i .
C.E. i
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(1)Intheouo orks e : 00 th
detailed plans and tes to the or of Public In
Public Instruction will then forward tham to tho :
A I concerned for opinion only as to the reasonableness of the
prepared b¥l gmﬁuimnal x:len Iall cases where I
|not. prepared by professional men the Supenntendmg
‘B unon as structural stability also. The Di
ining the Superintending Engineer’s opini ehould submii‘
estxmates to Government in the Home (Ednoauon) Dej W
dispose of the application for a grant without any rq"m.bthe '
2) When the works are estimated to cost more -
¢ | Director of Publie Instruction may submit the plans and es
Government who will refer the matter to Chiet Kngineer
5. In this connexion attention is, however, invited to t
2and 3 of the notes eonnected with G.0O. No.. 1596, H
13th December 1918. When these notes were written the
Public Works t to serutinize the plans and
works in respect of every detail and it was thought that the eo
work to the Sgperintending Engineers would throw too much work on
tending rs’ offices (vide circular memorandum No. 116-C, da

11918). But as it has been subsequently decided in the above Gov

t the Public Works Department fornhny should be confined to a
an opinion as to the reasonableness of the estimated cost :
and estimates are prepared by professional men and as there will
where they will be prepared by non-professional men it is not
new procedure suggested above, additional work will bethrm
tending Engineers’ offices.
6. It is therefore submitted that the file may be sent to Home
issuing necessary orders d[:mbmg the procedure s
That department will doubtless cireulate the file to Hon
tion) who is also Honourable Member (Pubho Works Deputmsbt).
K EK.—14-8-19. i
P.Ra\g—14-5-19.
I do“not see why grant-in-aid educational worh alone M
serutinized in Chief Engineer’s office !oroﬂenng inion 4
general arrangements or features in the design when Govmt
are scrutinized and sanctioned by Superin ‘ A
amount has been fixed as the limit of sanctioning pomwﬁ
Engineers it is but reasonable that all consultations on w c0st
limit should gmmllybe made with Superintending Engin

,hgmeer. Oampre-anhngmyaxt!mﬂnntyw

Thework in connexion with the scrutiny of
very::ohnoenﬂyndmsm tomcuuesﬁn-s
s office is in need of some relief. j




Pnor to 1904 all plsn
by the Emuﬁvv :
Ny —vide Public ' Works :
o. 1596, dated 13th December 1918. Those ,
powers of the Director of Public Instruction
~ thoae which were submitted to Government for
in the office of the Chief Engineer—G.0. No.
ber 1904 in G.O. No. 3309 W., dated 14& Noy
subsequently modified to the extent that in the case
to Government, the scrutiny of the Executiv
Engineers was donoawaymfh. Thepresent ra

* Director of Publie Instruotxonv
momng the grant is limil

Executive Engmeer or Su nntendmg
are sent up fo Gove ent who dispose
partment. he proposal of the Public th D
to Government for sanction the scrutiny of th.
uhould8 be consxdered sufficient up to Rs. 5&00& :
of that de
to be no objection to the
immaterial whether the mtm
the Supenntondmg Engineer. I1f Public
Snpenntendmg Engineer’s scrutiny is enou
9. The remarks of the Director of Pub
first instance on the above proposal.
“P.R.—27-8-19.
T.K.—50.-8-19.

Threeolasseuoteatmmsmrefemdtnm
Regarding A alone, I have some doubts (su'
of Public Instrnctxon) We have not yet
estxmaﬁosnowaentdonotappmmbe. .
‘cases does not take much time but | may be
not have enough embhshmnt,mdprhq:
by local men. MuyoasesAdm
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W.H. —-13-9-19

by pmtemongln only, private if um.lable ;
servants otherwise. The scratiny of all &

Andheknowstheloual cmnmotanoubem
as a rule,

: : ci : e © W.H—18-9-19.

. :  The Superintending Engineer’s present drawin staff is qnife
- : such estimates a.ndgwxll be able to do the worksu the number |

There is no doubt they will do so perhag
more than enongh. .
W.H.—13-9-19.

them. I know a muddled up case of a mumoxpnl ﬁehool at
when it had to be sent up to Superintending Engineer by the
m for quite an outspoken criticism from the Superintending
Ermtan ding Engineer has got a Personal Assistant or Sub-Engin
Engineer of the technical section of thaf Engmeer’s oﬁc&, wh
man and not a local man,

| : ¢ o ; | I agree with Deputy Secretary’s remarks. Idonot!ollow
: doubt as Snpmntendmz Engxt;:’;s are competent to mhmn
Rs. 50,000. Above that they wonld come to Chief Engmaer

i
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Hon (]!nuo )

_ Submitted. For orders whether the file may be forwardod
- g : Public Instruction ame: for remarks. ;
: ' i P.P.—17-9-19. :
T.K.—17-9-19.

U.0. Camp No. 421/19 WZM

This is, in the main, amatteroanb}mth‘ ,
‘T accept their proposals. That department advises as to the
required in the persons whose plans may be a
the qualifications sufficiently high so as to weeludoﬁm
trained or p &ﬂqnahﬁedmanbemg :

I presume that the Superin
 is unnecessarily or extra mto,forllhonldw
equal to half the cost of a nﬂtgnsthephnat'whmh
aneyetoeoonomy.

Depu-tment for Moephme, befo
2 B —26-9—19 ;
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