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Public Works in charge of Civil Officers. .@,Ji"&.f

Communicating to the Revenue, Judicial and Public Works Departments and the Aeccount.
o ant-General letter from the Government of India on the subject of the audit and adjustment of X/Q v
'’ ; . expenditure on —, and stating that further orders will issue in the Revemue snd Judicial %/{
| Departments on certain points in the letter. Y S
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GOVERNMENT OF MADRAS,

FINANCIAL DEPARTMENT.

Reao—again the fol%owing péper Vel
G.0., Nos. 729, 730, Financial, dated 28th June 1899.

ABBTRACT.-—Direcﬁng that the Gove i

. - m t

from the Civil to the Public Works Depali.t];]:ngféng:g lfgu
expenditure on Public Works in charge of Civil officers. Y

addressed regarding the transfer
trol and the audit and record of

Reap—also the following paper :—

From J. F. FINLAY, Esq., Secretar
. y to the Government ia, Fi
and Commerce Department (Accounts and FinaneeiA?xfditI,ni]t%,)Pizaggg
'l )

Chief Secretary to th X .
1899, No, 41414, " rument of Madras, dated Simla, 7th Soptember

I am directed to acknowledge the receipt o 5.
June 1899, in which you explain the syst}:em fiuy(;l;]l:elet;:gr,ﬁ%;f (:;1 e (tlhe 281?!
audit and adJns’(ment of e:xgendlture on Public Works in charge of (13‘(?8‘?1r f;cio e
and say that, in the opinion of His Excellency the Goverfx;or in (lJm 0'1 e(ill;s,
change advocated by the Government of India in the letter from thi do unclt, -
No. 4260-A., dated the 24th September 1897, is undesirable s

2. In reply, I am directed, in the first insta; i
L B : : ! nee, to explain that it
intention of the Government of India to interfore at all withpth:a ex?sti;gw;rigt(i)geﬂiﬁ

Department of the _exeeution of works now executed b Civil ofi
transfer of the audit of the expenditure on {the more i)xinportant o(;.'e:{ol})%%fﬁl%i—-ﬁh&
the Accountant-General to the KExaminer, Public Works Accounts, the Civil officers in
! su(‘;h"@gse_sﬂggmg treated as Public Works disbursers, ———
3. Excluding the Salt, Excise and Forest works to which, as above exrlained

the orders are not intended to apply, the most important account in Madras is that
for minor irrigation works, and before dealing with the matter finally the Govern-
ment of India desire to have further information as to the present practice in regard
to these works. It appears from the Administration Report on Irrigation Works in
the Madras Presidency for 1897-98 that the expenditure incurred by Civil officers on
minor works in that year was Rs. 3,60,278 ; that all this expenditure was incurred
on the repair of 1,229 tanks ; that the whole outlay on new works, Rs, 17,258, was
incurred by Public Works officers ; and that repairs costing Rs. 10,627 were exec’zuted
by the same ageney. The actual practice eannot be very certainly inferred from the
administration report, but it seems clear—

(1) that the average cost of the repairs executed by Civil officers did not
exceed Rs. 293, :

(2) that even in the case of minor works under the Revenue Department, new
works and certain repairs, probably the more important, ave carried out by l;ublio
Works officers, =

o~

ta

A

No. 1063, Frnancrar, 29tH Seprevser 1899. 3

4. If this is correct, it would seem that the enforcement of an order that expend-
iture on all works which cost more than Rs, 1,000 should be audited by the

Examiner would not cause a very wide departure from the existing practice, and I am

to request that, with the permission of His Excellency the Governor in Couneil, it
might be explained more clearly what the existing practice is and that it may again
be considered whether there is any objection to accepting the Rs. 1,000 rule as a
working guide in future.

5. I am directed to mention that one of the cases referred to in the first sentence
of paragraph 3 of my letter, No. 4280-A. of September 24, 1897, was the construetion
of a cellular jail in South Arcot costing a lakh of rupees. I am to inquire whether,
in the opinion of His Excellency the Governor, it is not desirable that expenditure
on such a work should be subject to the audit of the Public Works Accounts officers.

OrpER—No. 1063, Financial, dated 29th September 1899.

Communicated to the Judicial, Revenue and Public Works Departments and the

Accountant-General,
2. Further orders will issue in the Revenue Department on paragraphs 3 and 4
and in the Judicial Department on paragraph 5 of the letter read above.

(True Extract.)

” / =
- C for Chief Secretary.

-~

T'o the Judicial Department.
» Revenue De{m'tment. /
Public Works Department.

"
» Accountant-General.

Exd, W, D'Moss.
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