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2 91H -MAY 1894, No. 840 L.,-LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL.

G.0., dated 31st May 1893, No. 1197-L., Local and Mumnicipal.
. Asstracr.—Passing orders on the remarks of the Accountant-Gerieral on certain points

raised in the report. on the inspection of the Local Fund accounts of the Gédévar: distriet' from
March 1891 to March 1892. '

-

Reap-—also the following paper :—

Fr}_nn T W RA\N’LINS. Fsq., Accountant-General to the Government ‘of.-

- Madras, to the Chief Secretary to Government, dated 13th February 1894,

No. L.F.D592. :

In continuation of my letter No. L.F.D.-763, dated the 15th March 1893, and -
in compliance with G.O., Mis. No. 3030 L., dated the 23rd December 1892, I have
the honour to submit the following report on- the simplification of the Local Fund

"Engineer’s accounts and procedure in the directions indicated in the note of the
Examiner of Public Works Accounts forwarded to me with the order above quoted. !

2. As stated in my letter of 15th March, the replies from the Presidents of
District Boards to my references to them on the subject have been comin very
slowly ; and, indeed, the last of them have been received while this report has been
under preparation. - In the attached statement will be found an abstract of their
opinions on the. points réferred to them. The President,: Bellary District Board,
proposes sending his opinions next month. 3 5 ‘ - :

3. In regard to the first question, viz., whether the payof maistries may not be

+ excluded from nominal muster rolls and billed for separately, the works .on which

they have been employed being debited with the charge ; it will be seen that twelve

are in favour of,-and three “against, the change, while five approve of it partially.

“Those against it consider that the check oversuch expenditure wouldbe insufficient

if it were removed from nominal muster rolls and entered _in acquittance rolls or
establishment bills. : , 7 - b _ pae

4. It appears to me that the whole question rests upon whether the rates for
work, as shown in the schedule of rates for each district, allow for the cost of super--
vision ‘or mot. If it has not, the pay of the maistry supervising a work should not
‘be included in the calculation,of the cost of the work for comparison with its valug
as deduoed from the schedule of rates; if it has, either the maistry’s pay shoild be_
included, or the rates should be revised so as to exclude the cost of supervisipn and
to show only the rates at which contractors would be prepared to take up Slm}lar

work. , - 1 e

I myself incline to the latter alternative, .but .Would 1eaye tl_le matter optiopal
‘with the Presidents of District Boards. To ayvoid mlsconstrucnoxk itmay be neces
Wike répeat the remark made in my letter No. L.F.D.-763, da,tefi the 1.5t}-1 March 1893
that by fhe  cost 0f supervision”” I mean the cost of employing maistries for genera
*purposes [see Local Fund Public Works Rule 527 whose pay is chargeable to petty
supervision” and.not sto those employed on * g_rubordmate supervision ”’ whose pa
the rates.of the various descriptions. of work are mtended to gover ESee Chapter VII,,
paragraph 19, and Chapter IX., paragraph 15 of the Indja Public _Works‘ Code] and
whose employment ceases on completion of the workv on which they are eng?ged.

: d to the second question, viz., whether nominal muster: rolls may be
fetaifédhilnrfl%: rEn,g.:;ineer’s office, gubject to check only by the inspecting officers, the
majority of the Presidents, viz., eleven against tenare (hstmct:ly against such a measure
and I agree with them: The inspecting staff*at' present examine fn detail the vouchers
of ol{ly' two months out of twelve and: sdchva test takén alone seems clearly. insufficient
for nominal muster rolls, The. President, Tinnevelly, proposés that they should be

.
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retained in. the Engineer’s office, but that the audit clerk should be made to check them.

half-yearly ; such an arrangement would only unnecessarily thraw the audit work into
arrears, : i . o § .

: 67 -In regard to the third question, viz., whether-andit of major works by ‘sub-
heads may he abolished as well as work vongchers in the case of works_appearing in
the works register, twelve Presidents are against the abolition of audit by sub-heads
and eight in favour of it, while twelve are in favour of the abolition of work vouchers
and six against it, the views of the remaining. two not being clearly ascertainable. .It-
appears Lo me that the matter of the abolition of work vouchers might be left optional
with the Presidents of District Boards on condition that in distrjcts where work -
‘vouchers are abolished, the Audit department will be given ready access to the works
register. As regards the abolition of audit of major works by sub-heads;- it should
be allowed, I think, only in districts where the Presidents in.their capacity as

ndi- -
e major works (see Chapter II1., paragraph 43 of the India

. Superintending Engineers for Local Fund works [see G.0,, No. 1709, Financial, dated v “ﬁ/“f"lf

the 13th September :1881& are prepared.to themselves take up the scrutiny of e
‘ture under sub-heads of t
Public Worke Code).

7. Bt will-be noticed that several Presidents recommend the raising of the maxi-
mum limit for minor works, Z.e., for works the expenditure on which need mnot be
audited in detgil of sub-heads which at present stands at Rs. 300. On this point I

- have already submitted my views in the latter part of paragraph 9 of my letter
No. 705, L.F.D., dited the 2nd March 1893, _

Excrosure.
Points referred to Presidents, District Boards, for opinion in Cireular No. 2, dated the 21st-Jannary 1893,
i «Whether the pay of the mais- s ‘
tries may nﬂl be'excluded ‘Whether nominal muster Wh:ther_ “‘gg }g ’“b-fhb?\f""
from nominkl rolls and rolls may be retained in |+ BTl il
b billed for separately, the - the Faogineer's offies subject a' et o :h e '@f*
Distriot, works,on whith they have to check only by the T ou;' T mtg
been employed heing'debited Inspeoting officers. f W T .t i Akt
1 with the charge. . - : ¥ ‘ Ee g, R
i | : i [ b ERE
Yeg or |  Reasous assigned or | Yes or J Reasons assigned or .I~Yee or | Ressons assigned or
no. | suggestions made. } no, ' ' suggestions made. | mo. | suggestions made. .
- £ 1 | oae N1t 4 | ) g
TR R T . i 5 [Ta g
i ‘ . ' " . - -
1. Ganjém | .* | Engineeris of epinion| No ,, (No reggons) «s | No .. | (No reasons). i
" ! I that in the case of | . §
| maintenahce . werks, !
the pay of majstries ‘
{ v ' should im in nominal |. | &
b | muster rolls, but in i i : i ki i
| the case of “original $ » . J
| works 'and spe6ial i it B d
- { tepairs,  acquittance v ) i
0 " 1 olls are preferred to] o 4
y Ll | estublishment Py {
i i) | hills, { 4! Mt A .
2, Vizaga- : Yes .o May bedrawn on estab-| Yes ., |(No reasons) o | Yes ., | The payment vouchers
patam ., * | lishment bills and the . I ; i being forwarded with
“oomparison * of = tHe : a4 covering  list- ean be
« work  turned” out s ; eﬁ{ﬂl’l{ checked by the
(; 1 waste of time, 4 b il aud®t elerk | month
| Pt ‘ . ; : direct with' tHe wor!
' N register  maintained
! ] in the' Local Fund =
Engiveer's office. For
wh ' of BUBOE WOFks, i.e), Tor
] -  works the expenditure |
"] N oo which neod not be |
. ; © { Budited by sub-heads, |
Sl , A il the maximwn might
; ‘ Ve raised 8 Rs. 1,000, it
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‘Points referred to Presidents, District Boards, for opinion in Circular No. 2, dated the 21st January 1893.
Whether the of the mais- » Wheth dit by subrheads »
tnesetimy n}:);:yhe excluded Whether nominal muster sof m:;&uwork{ may bo
from nominal rolls and + _rolls may be re! in o g as well as work
E billed for separately, the the En%neor s offide anb]oct < yonohers il the vase of
Distriot. works on which they have eck only by Rk 'E“ﬁng in the
been employed being debited - Inspecting works register.
with the charge. = Fon
» X - Ymor Reasons assigned or
+| Yesor | -Reasons assigned or | Yes or | ~Reasons assigned or assign
. no. | . suggestions made. no. suggestions made. no. suggestions. made.
: ¢ S
3. Gédévari.. | Yes ,. | (No reasons) Yos .. | (No reasons) e | Ry ,(‘-a -+ "{:ﬂm
* | abolished but e
. . to Rs. 1,000 and over.
. . 2 Workvo may-
be aboli = .
4. Kistoa _.. | Yes .. | (No reasons) Yos .. | (No ressons) oo | You o (No° mm!)- .
.&.Nllom ..°| Yes .. |Suggests also that a
g meﬁ of allofment
and expenditure be
? given at foot of the
separate  bill for
maistry’s pay-.
8. Cudda No .. | Increase of labour hoth
. e for account .and audit
pnrposes and dxﬁoulty
i nommal m%h to wluoh
payments apporhm
angnlln comparing the
. : valoe of work done if
: payments were made
s on'separate vouchers. |
7. Anantapur. | No ..  The oheokmumaufa.b-
- . tory
8. Kurnool ., | Yes . (No roasons) ...
. Chingleput. Su, gesta that pa;
9 lepu .. 4 dbeg,] :
3 ior serm y in tho
’ contragt works
i bnt should he included
in nominal muster b
rolls din case of warks Y ! ‘
4 ! carried out dopartmen- karen I
. A y- g gt RS
10. North Yes ,. {(Noreaons) .. e B0 4 povel TR
- M. .. « " 4_ G ,':‘v ; :
office in the cnse of [ ik
-' . e oial . ropuirs wheto| e 2 [ |-
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District.

Poiats et to Prsidns, Distict Board,foropinon in Crenlar No. 2, dated the 21t Janaary 1898,

Whether the pay of the mais-
tries may not be excluded
from nominal rolls and
billed for separately, the
works on which they have
been employed being debited

with the charge.

Whether nominal muster
t.hroo s h’e fice edl;jnm
's office sul
Enﬂ:uk only by the
Inspecting officers,

thmetandxt.hysuh-huda
ﬁmprworh may be
a8 well as work
Nlehnumthecmnf

=

- Yes or
no.

Reasons assigned or
suggestions made.

Yes or
No.

Beuonn uugned or
T mggesmns made.

13. Trichino-
poly.

No

.| Y ..

T

States that the psy bills

on metaned

fal
ﬁu&z that of edge
maistries employed on
" earth roads mmiluded

the work done and
shown in the muster
rolls. Hence no
ahangoummy

The practice of includ-

ing the muistries”
ininminal Wm

Tkl

¢ up) §

r :

(No reasons) ..

of maistries employed |
pﬁye !

in the rates puid for |

is wnvahien% umd

No.eazﬁ I(;; m

e gﬂ witor topa: |
ra?‘f”? * L 16-A |

Yes, s |

-
|

. | Should be submitted to

‘ , s and  the|
%nin the system
W uee  no

| Audit office for, ne-
honnb aodit a;}r;d in-

a ble sa of
e

neer’s, office.

The seratiny exercised
a. the overseers and
gineers and .

neer’s officers - |
ad supple

m, by
test audit is sufficient.

Not in favour of intro-

7 ducing any ¢hange in | -
- these

Iéa“.‘i‘ St

No

‘ "“'*dmﬁnutobo )
oennoandxtuﬁm-

the Timit to be
“cvgr for all new works
and special repairs for
' ?“m
(2) Observes also that
‘ h" h"b& et
ww&"{f’ i
11892, No. 2791 L, :
ohors.
sw.‘mm

is retai

v ) Xes

.

'ty in the rate or cooto! a gub-
o by sub-heads with n

e The maistries belonﬁ:g

GCEBSUTY oxphnﬁmns fom tha
No

[ &

better to limit it to
worknoflh. ,OOOnnd
over. ‘
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Points referred to Presidents, District Boards, for opinion in Cireular No. 2, dated the 21st January 1893.

e Whether the pay of the mais-

= tries may not be excluded

from nominal rolls and

LIS billed for separately, the

District. works on which they have

been employed being debited
with the charge.

¢ i :
Yesor | Reasons assigned or
no. | - suggestions made,

¥

b, i' [ e R
: 18, Bouth Can-) Vw1
ura.

forea I

Whether nominal musted
rolls may be retained in *
the Engincer’s office subject
to eheck only by the
Inspeeting officers.

Whether audit by sab-heads
of major works may be
abolished as well as work
vouchers in the case ﬂc:l
works nﬂ;uring in the =

wor

{
(2) The Aabxﬁtant'Engmeors of Public Works Department are required to subzmt

the nominal muster rolls to the Audit office and the Local Fund E:

the works,

19. Malabar ,. ] +« | The Engineer observes

i ' that payment on bill ox
receipt forms instead
of on nominal muster rolls of muistries” pay

- would not facilitate the work exeept in the :

following cases :—
(1) When maintenance works are executed by
piece-workers or petty contmct agency,

. their pay being met from & per cent.
deduction from contract bills and from
the provision under the sundries and
supervision.

(2) When maistries are e edployad for geneml
purposes and charg ‘ petty T~
vision '’ or to the sub-head work est.ab igh-
ment in the case of considerable project—

vide Rule 52.
20. Nilgiri ., .o © | It is immaterial whether
these are drawn om
nominal muster rolls or

» are weparately billed
for, but the monthly
audit comparison bet-
ween salaries and out-

i torn of work is to be
l dispensed with. :

; Department, the executive officers of the Liocal Fund Department, yiz.,
> the Presidents of the Local Boards, embuot be expested to supervise the worh as
efficiently as the Superintending Engineers of the Public Works tinent.
| (8) The works in the Local Fund Department, unlike those of Public Works
Department, are for the most part carried on departmentally and therefore
the submission of nominal muster rolls to the Audit office (quite unconnected
with the Engineer’s office) cannot be dispensed with as it will resulf ifi
: frauds and kuntv among the subordinates entrusted with the executions of

are of the same status as these, and even granting that the Loca Fund
Engineers are of the grade of the Executive %n

comﬂeﬂte and ample record for ordinary repairs.

g Ha.mg regard to the unst:omary
- purposes, the Government considers

- may supervme ,‘
2. As the A.ocounmnt-Geneml

-

Onnmn——dated 9th May 1894 No. 840 L, Looal and

prastioe of employing  maistries
that their pay"ahml@ Baidfﬂmr

;

that 1o attempt should be made to dwtribuze it among the i

neer’s conld possibly be, comndermg the extensive circle that constitutes his cﬁ&’rgb
Work slips may, if considered necessary, be mtrodumdﬁrmote im

ST s Gi‘nfs' out in g
- inspecting staff is unable to mb}ectmmmal muster Pan;“ﬁ:“ph 5 of *“',.km ﬂw

= emmanon it will therefore be mecessary to msmt that tbng,ahﬂl h; egi

Yes or Reasons assigned or | Yes or ! Reasne avaigne! or
‘ no, |  suggestions made, no. |  suggestions made,
( e iF -
BEEE | .
No . {(1) This will impairthe No .. |(1) Thiswill i unpmr the
efficiency of the check effici of the cheek
! of t.h: Local Fund | gfmglla 1 Fund ex-
- exapenditure.
(2) The Assistant
neers of Pubhom
t D it are re-
gineers of the Public Worh{ b ! quired fo account for
iture  under
sub-heads of estimates
and the Loeal Fund
i are of the
status of these officers
(3) Vide romark 3 in the
previous column.
No .. | Retention in the Engi- | Yes ., | ests that audit
S neer’s office would cre-| mmw "J
: avaconfuaionmdmm holowni.moo&?nn
inconvenence to the holishs
Aggistant Inspactnn
since the vouchers 5
under Grant T will{
pnrt.syol;mme ;‘:ﬁ" e
neer’s office and
in the Audit office. ¥
No .. |The monthly examina- | Yes ., .
honofthela vouchers e 'l:o”‘ caident, though
is a usoful check, 5 is yot quite W‘:&
to supervise the ordi-
| constantly about it his
= ~ supervision is

a0 L 6%

poriant works, mmw tdnglnﬂmtly ‘

1
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o 3. The Aooountant'General’s proposal ﬁg k the. matter etmgwmon oi work
vouchers optional with the Presidents of District Boards on the conditions specified by
i him is approved, but -the Government is not @smned to make any ehange in the
existing rules requiring the audit of major r works by sub-heads.

4. With reference to aragraph 7 of the Aouonntantaaenenl’a letter Govammant
considers it xmdn;ble tg raise the maxmmm limit for mmor mth ’trom Rs 300+
to Rs 1,000.

(True Extract.)
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