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REPORT OF THE PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE ON "THE
AUDIT REPORT, 1966, APPROPRIATION ACCOUNTS,
1964-65 AND THE FINANCE ACCOUNTS, 1964-65

introduction

I, the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committec do present on bchal&
of the Committee, its Report on the Appropriation Accounts, 1964-65 and
Audit Report, 1966 and Finance Accounts, 1964-65 of the Government of
Assam in so far as they relate to the Departments of Health, Animal
Husbandry and Veterinary, Fishery, Revenue, Home (Police), Home (Jails),
Education (General and P.T.M.) and Sericulture and Weaving.

2. The Accounts and the Report were laid on the Table of the House on
the 13th September, 1966. The Committee examined these at 1ts sitlngs
held on 17th, 18th May, 25t2, 26th, 27th and 28th July, 1967. A list of
Officers examined and time taken for examination has been appended to this
Report as Appendix I.

3. The Committee considered and finalised the Report at its sittings held

on 25th September, 1967,

conclusions/recoti=

4. A statement showing the summary of the main
n Part II of

mendations together with comments of the Committee is given i
this Report.

5. The Committee places on record its appreciation of the assistance

rendered to it in the examination of these accounts by the Accountant
mmittee also expresses

General, Assam and Nagaland and his staff. The Co s
d for the co-operation

its thanks to the Officers of the Departments concerne: >
extended by them in giving information to the Committee during the course

of evidence,

SniLLoNG: GAURISANKAR BHATTACHARYYA,
Chairman,

The 25th September, 1967. Public Accounts Committee.



HEALTH DEPARTMENT

Paragraph 18 at page 34 of the Audit Report, 1966

wod
1I'l. The Audit Paragraph brings out that a sum of Rs.14,823 gaw

withdrawn by the Civil Surgeon, Lakhimpur from the treasury during
March, 1963 for repairs, etc., of a State Dispensary {Rs.9,823) and for
ressrvation of beds and payment of financial assistance to displaced T. B.
patients (Rs.5,000). No repair work was done as the contractor entrusted
with it (in November, 1962) did not start the work. Payment of financial
assistance was also not made to the displaced T. B. patients. The entire

amount was refunded into treasury in April, 1964 after having been retained
for one year.

I'2. The Committec wanted to know from the Departmental witness
as to whether in this case there was violation of Subsidiary Order 50 of the
Assam Treasury Rules according to which the funds could not be withdrawn
unless required for immediate disbursement and if it was such a case wh_a.t
acflzion was taken against the persons concerned for breach of the financial
rules.

1:3. The Departmental witness stated in evidence that such withdt:a\}fal
in advance of requirement was certainly done in contravention of the existing
rules. The Director of Health Services had been asked to call for explanation
of the officers. On query, the Departmental witness replisd that the money

was kept by the Civil Surgeon concerned in his cash chest and he had no
personal account,

Comments and Recommendations

1'4. The Clommittee views it with concern that in spite of its recommen-=
dations in the past, such a case of irregular drawal of money has occurrfid_ n
the Health Department. The Department has not yet taken any action
against the officers for violation of financial rules.

1'5. The Committee would like the Department to take necessary steps as
would ensure that financial rules are not contravened. Action taken against
the concerned officers should be intimated to the Committee within one month
from the date of presentation of this Report to the House. In future, sanc-

tion for drawal of funds should be issued well ahead of March so that funds
can be utilised in proper time,

: i oF
The Finance Department should also note and make provisions$ fc

aPFirOP;'iate disciplinary action in such cases of violation of established finan=
Cial rules.

Paragraph 42 at pages 45-46 of the Audit Report, 1966

.16 The Audit paragraph brings out that a test-audit of the accounts of
Civil Surgeons of Shﬁlongg, T%)hubri, “Pezpur and Silchar conducted durgl_g
1964-65 indicated excess payments totaliing Rs. 98,406 to a supplier of medi-
Cines, etc., during 1950-60 to ]964-65. ; i
L7. Tt was found that according to the agreement entered into with t g
supplier, he was to be paid for at the rates approved by the Purchase Board
of the Department.  But in 122 cases payments were made at higher rates
resulting in excess payment of Rs.71,194. Na records were pmduced to

Audit indicating the "considerations, it any, for payments in excess of the
approved rates,




1-8. 1t was also seen that for the articles costing Rs. 10,060 the supplier
was paid twice by the Civil Surgeon, Shillong, once (in September, 1962 to
February, 1963) on the original bills of the firm and again (in S-eptemb(.:re
1962 and March, 1963) on the duplicate copy of the bills. A]th(_)pgh the
double payment was reported to Government in July, 1964 by Audit there
was no information regarding recovery of the amount and fixation of
responsibility till April, 1967.

1'9. Further, it was found that though according to the tecrms of agree-
ment, the rates of medicines, etc., were F. O. R. Railway Station, nearest to
the destination, the supplier was paid Rs. 17,152 on account of packing,
forwaiding and insurance charges. No records could be produced to Audit
indicating consideration for these payments.

1°10, The Committee at the outset desired to know the action taken by
the Department on the respective Civil Surgeons for excess payment of
Rs. 98,406. The Departmental witness stated that objection relating  to
Silchar had been settled and departmental proceedings against the other
three Civil Surgeons had been started in January, 1966 and in April, 1966.
Asked as to whether the extent of liability had been assessed and accepted
and the double payment adjusted, the Departmental witness replied that the
Company had agreed to refund the excess payment. The extent of liability
however, had not been assessed.

i*1l. The Committee enquired as to why the company had been cop-
sidered so indispensable. The witness stated that since the company was a
very reputable firm for many years and the mischief was done by some
employees of the firm, the Government thought it proper to resume business
with it. In January, 1966, the Government stopped ecvery purchase from
the firm and when the company changed its local management after one
year, the Government decided to resume business with it.

1°12. In answer to a question as to whether the particular allegations
against the company were found to be correct or not, the witness stated that
in general they were correct. Then the Committee asked as to
the actual reason for revising its earlier decision to stop further,
orders pending finalisation of the enquiry into the matter and resume business
with the firm. The witness stated that the local management of the.firm
had changed and the present management had given an assurance that such

things would not recur and the Government was satisfied with the
assurance.

what was

Recommendations

1'13. In this case, the evidence brought by the departm
J : Lt : C D artment befo
Uommittee indicates that Firmsg’ business practices have certainl;e ;gs
been beyond reproach. They have employed various doubtfyl means to
obtain extra payment from the Government.

In spite of such serious irre ularities, the Govern i
business dealing with the firm or% the plea that the ﬁf‘n‘:l}:adrgﬂ;medd :::
local management and had accepted the liability to refund the exrnge' a
ment to the firm and the firm had given an assurance to the effect t}{eis Izicﬁ

,irr’egulal"]tlcs vyou_ld not recur. In the opinion of the Committee tl?c :arc
not very convincing grounds. As has been revealed, in its ast d : lings .
also, the firm proved itself to be unreliable, ¢ b B
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1-14, The Committee, therefore, recommends that the Government
should carefully investigate whether resumption of business with the firm
was justified or whether the firm ought to be black-listed for such serious
irregular deals with the Government. The Committee should be apprised
of the result of the investigation.

The action taken against the Civil Surgeons should be intimated to the
Committee within six months from the date of presentation of this Report
to the House.

1°15, The Committee would like the Department to examine the
system of purchase/supplies to various districts and Subdivisional Institu-
tions, the mode of payments to the supplier in order to ascertain as tc whe-
ther there is any loop-hole in the system itself so asto avoid further loss.

A report on the aforesaid points should reach the Committee within
three months from the date of presentation of this Report to the House.

Paragraph 68 at pages 60-61 of the Audit Report, 1966

1:16. This paragraph shows that Medical and Surgical eq uipment warth
Rs.4:02 lakhs remained unutilised for about 2—3 years in the Medical Col-
lege, Gauhati because of the bottle-neck created by non-installation of three-
Phase electrical line which was entrusted to the Public Works Department.

Recommendation

1'17. The Committee recommends that the Depariment should issue
instructions that all impediments (like absence of various °installations
and fittings to the hospital buildings) should be removed expedi-
tiously so that medical and surgical equipments can be put to usc soon
after their purchase.

Paragraph 61 at page 55 of the Audit 1966—Delay in effecting
Settlement with Treasuries for remittances

1-18. The Committee desires that the Department should tak‘e
immediate steps to settle the outstanding items without delay and 1‘CP01E
to the Committee about the settlement within three months from the
date of presentation of this Report to the House.

Paragraph 65 at page 39 of the Audit Report, 1966—Excessive Stock

1.19. The Committee has been given to understand by the DCP?”‘
mental witness that they had proposed to regularise the objectiony
raised by Audit by raising the limit of Gauhati Division No.l 286
fixing a stock limit for Atjal Division. A report in this resard shou
be sent to the Committee within {hree months from the date of presentation
of this Report to the House.
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Paragraph 69 at page 61 of the Audit Report, 1966

1. 20. In March, 1956, an amount of Rs.0:63 lakh was drawn
by the D. C., Kamrup for the purchase and installation of a sterilizer
machine in the Emigration Hospital, Gauhati. The Sterilizer purchased
in May, 1956 at a cost of Rs.0'46 lakh remained unutilised ( January
1966) even after 9 years of its purchase, in a temporary shed con-
structea at a cost of Rs.0:02 lakh, It wasstated by the Government to
the Audit that the machine could not be put to use for want of accom-
modation and a boiler. The Audit paragr.ph further indicates that the
unspent balance of Rs 0°'15 lakh has been retained (since December, 1956)
under “Revenue Deposit”’ a head of account to whick the transaction
does not pertain,

1. 21. The Committec at the outset wanted to know as to why no
arrrangement for installing the sterilizer was made by the Department
when the orders for the plant was placed. The Departmental witness
stated that it was a mistake on the part of the Department. When asked
about the present position regarding purchase of boiler, the Departmental
witness stated that the boiler was expected to arrive within six months,
The Departmental witness further informed the Clomniitee that the
necessity of a boiler was not felt at the time of purchase of the plant
as the supplying company did not state that a boiler would be required
to runp the sterilizer. The Committce then enquired whether the sterilizer
was in working order to which the Deparimental witness replied in the
affirmative. The Departmental witness further informea that the
sterilizer was purchased for the Emigration Hospital, Gauhati under a
different scheme and this could not be utilised there, After the Medical
College was established, the necessity of the sterilizer was felr,

Comment and Recommendation

1. 22. This case reveals that the Sterilizer machine pucchased in
May, 1956 at a cost of Rs.0'46 lakh remained unutilised even after 9
years of its purchase. It transpires f{rom the evidence tendered that the
Department was even not aware of the necessity of a  boiler to run
the sterilizer plant. No accomodation was made for installing the plant
a temporary shed was constructed to keep the sterilizer at » cost of
Rs.0.02 lakh. So the sterilizer could not be put inwo commission for
want of a boiler and accommodation. The ma-hine could not be utilized
for the Emigration Hospital for which it was purchased.

1. 23. The Committee feels that the matter was not dealt with
earnestly by the Departmental Officers to avoid unnecessary locking u
of capital. The unspent balance of Rs.0.15 lakh was also not l‘crundeg
to the Treasury but it was placed under Revenue Deposit,

1. 24 The Committee, thercfore, feels that the whole matter calls
for an enquiry for fixation of responsibility on the officer or officers
concerned for not taking adequate care and caution in purchasine the
machine and forits utilisation in time. The result of the enquiry 'sﬁoulg
be intimated to the Committes within three months from the date of
placing of this Report to the House,
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Paragraph 3 at pages 112—113 of the Audit Report, 1966

1. 25. The Audit paragraph indicates that 8 kutcha houses con-
structed by the Public Works [lepartment at the cost of Rs.9,485 at
Daldali (North Cachar Hills District), to serve as Leprosy subsidiary
Centre, were handed over to the Medical Department in December, 1963,
In 1964, four of the houses (cost Rs 4,212) were destroyed by fire. The
remaining 4 houses were reported (in November, 1965) by the Civil Sur-
geon, Diphu to be unfit for buman habijation. The Department thus
suffered aloss of Rs.9,485 in this case. 2Lk

1. 26. In July, 1966, the Department intimated to Audit that the
cost of construction of 8 Kutcha houses was Rs.22,627.

The Committee enquired as to whether any investigation was made
to find out the cause of fire. The Departmenial witness stated in evidence
that the matter was referred to the police andthe police reported that
it was an accidental fire. On a further gquery, the Departmental witness
informed the Commitiee that the other four houses did not last leng and

they were destroyed.

Comment and Recommendation

1. 27. In this case, there was no Departmental invesigation to ascertain
the cause of fire and no watch and ward arrangeme:t was made by
the ["epartment for security of the houscs which should have' b_ccn made
in the normal way. Though the site was selected by a Civil Surgeon
it was declared unfit for human habitation subsequently and 1O

alternative site has been selected as yet. The Committee could not under-
scertain the

stand as to why no Departmental investigation was made 1o a :
cause of fire ; thisis a lapse on the part of the [Jepartment. The entire
matier seems to be dealtin the Department without proper care and caution
and this calls for enquiry to ascertain whether there wasany laxity at any
stage in fixing the responsibility. A report on action taken on the recom-
mendation should be sent to the Committee within three months from the
date of presentation of this Report to the House, Y
Grant No.18 at pages 38-39 of the Appropriation Accounis, 1964-65.

ould scrupu-

1- 28. The Committee recommends that the Department sh ;
he expendi-

lously avoid such type of bad budgetting and loose control over t
ture which seems to have become 2 habit with the Department.

ANIMAL HUSBANDRY AND VETERINARY DEPARTMENT

Paragraph 26 at page 38 of the Audit Report, 1966

2.1. The Audit paragraph brings out that out of 29 buffaloes ﬁ?g
cows purchased for Rs.38,000 duri: g March 1960 to M?Y .1962 ffﬁ- after
hampur Cattle Farm 14 cows cost Rs.17,545) stopped yielding Im1E The
De_cember 1962, they were stated to have lost the yielding Capacﬂ}’(-juring
animals were, however, disposed of by auction for Rs.1,047 only eless
October-December 1963, about one year after they have become us;s 290
for the farm. This resulted in an infructuous expenditure © RISE')G‘Q o
incurrcd on their feed and fodder during this period (December
December 1963). The loss in auction was Rs. 16,498.
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2.2. The Commwittec at the outset wanted to know wherefrom the
cows were purchased. The Departmenial witness stated that these were
purchased from Rohtak (In Haryana).

Asked as to who selected the agency to purchase the catie, the
witness replied that two officers of the Department purchased the cattle
and one of them was a professional expert ; and further stated that fifty
per cent of the cost of the cattle was paid at the initial milk testing of
the cattle and the rest was paid after final milk testing at Government
farm.

The witness further stated that it was the practice in the Depart-
ment to allow a rebate in the yielding capacity of milk considering the
long journey the cows undertook ; altogether five milk tests were done
to determine the average milk yield. Immediately after five tests, it was
found that the milk yield became less than half and soine foul play was
detected in the processof milking. On a query, the wimess stated that no
medical history sheet of the cattle was maintained. ‘_With regard to proposal
for culling, the culling were due to (i) old age, (ii) unproducuv(jn_css of a
cow, (iiis Managemsnt defects, (iv) different environmental conditions and
(v) Parasite infections which were highly prevalent in the State.

92.3. The following statement collected from ‘the evidence revea's the
full picture of the deal in this regard—

Rs. p.
1. The total purchase price of the cows ... 17,545-00
2. Expenditure on feed and upkeep ... 5t . 31,588:00
8. Total amount received from sale of milk ... .o 17,979:00
4. Value of calves (10 numbers) «o1,000-00
5. Total sale proceed from auction calves at Rs.25 ... 250-00
6. Net loss 00 ees .. 3585700

Recommendation

2.4, The Committee is constrained to observe that the matter call for a
thorough enquiry at the departmental level for fixing responsibility for lapse
on the part of officers or officer concerned for which Government had
to incured larze amount ol luss, The Department should also immediztely
examine and outline & detailed procedure for such purchases, management
of the Farm, and on other anciliary matters so as to safeguard the
financial intercst of the Government.,
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Paragraph 27 at pages 38-39 of the Audit Report, 1966—Scheme for
establishment of Goat and Duck farm

2: 5. The Audit paragraph brings out that under the Livestock Produc-
tion Scheme, a Goat and Duck Farm was set up at Silkuri in Cachar District
in January, 1963. Six hundred and twenty-four Goats were purchased during
March, 1963 at a cost of Rs.21,840. Of these, 506, costing Rs.17,710 died
between March and August, 1963. The Disease Investigation Officer, who
investigated into the causes of death, raported (August, 1963, that the
environmental condition of the Silkuri Farm was not congenial for rearing
Goats in large number and advised that the goats should be removed
immediately to a place where better care and management were available, Of
the remaining 118 goats, 9 were transferred to the Veterinary Officer, Diphu
and 109 costing Rs.3,815 were sold in public auction in 1964 for Rs.979.

26. The Committee wantzd to know as to why goats were purchased in
large number for the farm without ascertaining suitability of the place for
rearing goats. The witness while explaining the matter stated that the site
was.select@l by a team of expents.  Asked to whether it was a fact that the
Disease Investigation Officer who investigated into the causes of .death
reported that the environmental condition of the farm was not congenial for
rearing goats, the witness stated that the Officer was expert only in Cattle
disease and not an expert in Goat disease. The witness further stated that
unfortunately an epidemic prevailed in the farm, whereupon the Department:
decided, to close down the farm and transfer and sell out the goats. Asked
as to _how that place had, been utilised, the witness replied that the farm
had been utilised as a duck and poultry farm. The Committee then wanted
to know. why the Department failed to furnish correct information to the:
Accountant General in reply to the draft paragraph sent for comments. The
witness stated that the earlier comments sent to the Accountant General
were not based on correct assessment.

2:7. The Committee does not see any reason why the Department was
not,careful in giving proper and correct comments on draft paragraph. The
Department should be careful in future.

2:8. The Committee then enquired whether the goats afflicted by dlseasg
were.sent.to -any hospital for treatment. The departmental witness st?itet: |
that,9 goats were sent to Diphu Hospital. Then the Committee wante Cl!
know as.to why the goats were: sold at such a low price. The Departmental
witness replied that they were sold in auction, The Departmental witness
then, described how the goats were sold and who conducted the sale.

RECOMMENDATION

2:9. According to the Report of the Disease Investigation Officer Whol
reported in 1963, the environmenlal condition of the farm was not congenia
for rearing goats in large number. T he Officer advised that the goatsshou
be removed immediately to a better. place. The report of the Officer was:
accepted by the then Director. of Animal Husbandry and Veterinary. Thi:
Departmental witness contented that the investigation Officer was an exper
n Cattle discases and not.an expert, in goat diseases and that an epidemic
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broke out in the {arm due to which such moriality resulted. The Committee
cannot accept the present views of the Department since they in their earlier
report to the Accountant Genera! did not state the above facts, nor décs the
Department inform the Audit subsequently that their earlier report was not
based on proper assessment and that the report was not correct. The
following are the informations obtained by the Committee from records:—

1. On 21st of February, 1964—30 Goats were soid in auction at
Rs.300.

2. On 30th March, 1964 anorher lot numbering 34 was sold at a price
of Rs.304 and the total receipt was Rs 979.

3. On the first auction there were only five bidders.

4. On the second sale, the same number of bidders were there.
5. The book value of the last lot was Rs 156757

6. The senior officers of the Department were reported to have con-
ducted the sale.

7. The site of auction was 23 miles from Silchar Town.

The Committce recommends that the whole matter should be probed
into by an independent agency to ascertain whether there was any laxity in
(1) choosing the site, (2) the cause of death of goats, (3) the manaer of
auction conducted and (4) whether the project was properly investigated
before executing the scheme. Report of the enquiry together with a report
on the action taken by Government thereon should be sent to the Committee
within 3 months of the dat~ from submission of this report to the Assembly.

Paragraph 87 at page 71 of the Audit Repert—1966-- Scheme for
: Grant of Loans for Live-stock Industry

2:10. According to the Audit Paragraph, the Scheme provided for dis-
pursement of loans to private institutions and Political Sufferers for live-stock
industry, Loans amounting to Rs.2-34 lakhs were disbursed to Private
institutions during 1957-58 1o 1961-62. A sum of Rs.0-75 lakhs was
drawn in March, 1963 jor being advanced to Political Sufferers, but the
amount was refunded into the treasury after one year of its drawal
in March, 1964. The withdrawal of funds in March, 1963 was
made apparently to avoid lapse of the allotted funds. A sum of
Rs.2:38 lakhs (Priccipal Rs.1°91 lakhs and interest Rs.0-47 lakh) was
outstanding on March, 1965, According to the terms and condi-
tions, a loan is required to be secured adequately and is not to
exceed 50 per cent of the value of the Property offered as security.
The loans in the instant case were, however, disbursed without assessing
the value of the security offered by the horrowers.

2:11. The Committec wanted to know whether the loances had been
continuing the industry and what were the institutions receiving the
loans and whether the loanees were all political sufferers. The Departe
mental witness stated that they could not ascertain whether the loances
had been continuing the industry since they had no organisation to
follow up the loan cases, The witness also informed that among the
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loanees there were few political sufferers but most of them were
“‘breeders’’. Asked as to whether the Iloans advanced to the loances
were utilised for . the purpose for which these were advanced, the
witness stated that there was no agency to do the checking but recently
they had been thinking to take it up., The Committee then enquired
whether Government proposed to levy penal interest onthe defaulters.
The witness stated in reply that therec was no provision for penal
interest and the compound interest might be taken as penal interest.

2-12. The Committee then desired to know as to why the amount of
Rs.1-75 lakhs withdrawn by the Department could not be disbursed. The
Departmental witness replied that the money could not be disbursed because
the rules regulating the grant of loans were not yet framed.

Comments and Recommendation

2:13. In this case, it transpired from the evidence as well as from the
records at the disposal of Audit that the Department embarked on an
immature Scheme without finalising the preliminary requisites for successful
implementation of the Scheme. Funds were withdrawn for disbursement -
to loanees without finalising the necessary rules for disbursement. The
loans were a-'vanced to individuals only a few of whom were stated to be
political sufferers though the Scheme provided for disbursement of Joans
to political sufferers for live-stock industry. 'The Scheme did not provide
for any loan to any individual who was not a political sufferer. The Scheme
also provided that the live-stock farm established by the loanees should
be inspected periodically by the Department which was not apparently done
by the Department. The Departmental witness could not say whether the
loances fulfilled conditions imposed on them by the terins of the loan.
It was also not properly checke 1 by Department whether half-yearly returns
were submitted by the loanees. A large sum of money was withdrawn
on 30th March by the Department in utter violation of existing financial
rules in order to avoicd lapse of grant. The Committee recommends that
such breach of rules by the Dcpartment which resulted in blocking of
money should be severely dealt with and action should be taken against
the defaulting officer or officers. The records available with Audit indicate
that the Department could not furnish even in April, 1965 any record
showing the sccurities obtained from the loanees. This is a serious matier
and requires 10 be enquired into. According to the terms and conditions,
a loan is required to be secired adequately and is not to exceed 50 per
cent of the value of the property offered as security. It was also not
known whether personal security was obtained by the Deputy Commissioner
before disbursement of the loans. :

Therefore, the Committec finds that there has been laxity of proper
supervision at all stages, in reali:ation of loans in time, in finalising matfcr.‘;
in time which resulted in slow disbursement of the loans and unsuccessfu
implementation of the Scheme.

The Government should enquire into the matter thoroughly so as tol
ascertain the (I) causes of improper realisation of the loans, (I1) the aCt‘;a
utilisation, of the loan, (1I1) causes of non-finalisation of necessary rules
in time (IV) whether there was any deviation from the orjginal bcht’:mg
in selecting the class of Joances, etc. and other ancillary matters dlﬁ
to fix responsibility on the officer or officers for whose fault the
Scheme utterly failed. A report in this regard should reach the committee
within three months from the date of Presenfation of this Report to
the House,
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The Committee recommends that in all such schemes care_should be
taken to see that preparation for the follow-up programme 1Is made in
order to ensure that the purpose of the scheme is successfully carried ouf.

A statement showing the up-to-date position of realisation of loans

should be submitted immediately to the Committee through. the Accountant
General, Assam,

Animal Husbaodry and Veterinary (Fishery) Department
Paragraph 36 at page 43 of the Audit Report, 1966

3:1. Jongalbalahugarh fish farm in the Nowgong District was reclaimed
and ‘renovated in 1957-58 at a cost of Rs.3:68 lakhs. A further non-recurring
expenditure of Rs.107 lakhs was incurred by the Department :during 1 58-59
to 1964-65. The farm was expected to yield a net profit of Rs.13,000 per
annum. The proforma accounts to assess the financial results were
not 'prepared for any year. It has, however, been noticed by Audit
that the revenue of Rs.0:74 lakh earned up to the end of March, 1965
(from 1954-55) was not even sufficient to cover the maintenance expenditure
(Rs.0:90 lakh excluding interest on Capital, depreciation on assets, etc.)

3:2. ‘The Committee wanted to know h:w the production of Fish

wz}s.originally estimated by the Department. The witness replied that the
original estimate was a guesswork and ultimately experience showed that
the estimate was on the high side. Asked as to why the Department could
not carn the estimated profit in spite of price of .fish being very high, the,
Departmental witness replied that the Department fixed Rs 3:50p. per Kg. of
fish during fishing season and Rs.4:50p. per Kg. during scarcity period The
witness further stated that among other factoss due 10 non-availability of
Gatla seeds, the annual production had been greatly affected. The stocking
programme could nat be carried out successfully ‘due to natural calawnities
such as draught, etc. Then the Committee wanted to know about the reason
lor low yielding capacity of the Coconur trees in the farm unlike the ‘trees in
the nejghbouring arcas belonging to private individuals. The witness stated
in reply that the matter had been referred to the Agriculture Department

for advice and some of the trees had been suffering from some kind of
disease.

Recommendation

3:3. The Committece recommends that the p:oforma accounts should
be ‘prepared regularly and submitted to the Committee through the
Accountant General within a period of six months from the date of placing
this;Report to the House. The Department should take suitable steps to
improve the working of the farm so that the Farm can atleast be run at mo.
orofit no loss basis if not on profit The action taken should be reported

to the Committce within three months from the date of presentation of this
Report to the House.

The Committee further recommends that Government :should consider
whether it would not be worthwhile to convert this farm into a nursery farm
instead of comnmercial farm as at present.
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Pazagraph 37 at page 43 of the Audit Report, 1966

3-4. The Audit Paragraph brings out a loss of Rs.18,669 incurred by
the Government during 1957-58 to 1964-65 in connection with the main-
tenance of two fishery tanks at Bhrgabazar and Behara in (achar District.
The total recurring expenditure during the period was Rs.22,501 Capital
expenditure on these tanks during the period amounted to Rs.84,563.

3'5. With regard tothe Islamabad tank in Bhagabazar, it was stated
by the Depariment that growth of major carps in the tank was not satisfac-
tory and the Department decided to utilise the tank for culture of Tilapia
by which and also by restricting the maintenance cost, the project would
be profitably maintained The Department also indicated that Rajadight
tank in Behara was very large and deep and as such fishing could not be done
properly. Attempts were being made to improve fishing and to restrict the
maintenance costs so that the project could earn profit.

36, The Committee wanted to know the recurring expenditure
incurred by the Department in these two fanks, but this could not be
- farnished to the Committee. Asked as to whether (he Fishery Department
had any concrete scheme to restrict the maintenance cost, the Departmental
witness stated that the Fishery Department handed over the tank to the
Panchayat in lieu of some suitable tanks as a Nursery seed Farm. The farm
would ‘be utilised as a breeding centre for common fish as well as raising the
major carp seeds in the adjacent nurseries.

3:7. The Committee then wanted to know as to whether factors like
depth- of tanks and' their suitability for establishment of good fishezy
were taken into consideration where the scheme was taken up. Ths
Departmental witness could not categorically confirm that the disadvantages
were known to them at that stage. On a query, the Departmental witness
could only state that Islamabad tank in-Bhaga Bazar had since been handed
over to the Panchayat:

Comments and Recommendation

3'8. It transpired from the evidence that these Fishery ‘Px ojen(s were
taken up by Government in a hurry without proper examination. The
Committee regrets to note that the economic aspect of these projects were
not taken into consideration at the initial stage. It seems that these SChCﬂ?‘ﬁ
were taken up in the first Five-Year Plan because funds were available W.ltlt
the Department which had to be spent so that they did not lapse, as a resu
of which an amount of Rs.84,565 on capital expenditure apart from recurrllﬂg
expenditure proved to be almost infructuous. The Committee has a 5‘:
come to know that this matter was gone through by the Estimates COI}I;I
mittee which made some valuablz recommendations. ‘The action taken lY

.tbe.Departmcm on the recommendations of the Estimates Committec shou
“Be intimated to this Committee for their appraisal.

Para 78 at pages 65-66 of the Audit Report, 1966

¢ incurred by the
ery (Dangri River
r witha lessee for
6,000, 'The para-
n fully during

3*9. The Audit Paragraph brings out loss of revenu
Departme_nt in connection with the settlement of a fish
Part II Fishery) by the Deputy Commissioner, Lakhimpu
3 years from the 1st'April, 1957 at an annual rent of Rs.1
graph also indicates that the fishery could not be operated upo
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1957-58 due to an alleged boundary dispute hetween public a‘f'd the Ies;ce.
The lessee paid only Rs.799 on account of rent of the fishery till N‘Wc”ll S
1958, when it was decided by the Deputy Commissioner to resale the lease
at the cost of the lessee as per terms and conditions of the contract.

3:10. The Committee at the outset, wanted to know the present position
of the case. The Departmen:al witness informed that the surety’s land _wag
attached as the lesse= had no property. Asked as to whether it was examine
to see that the lessee had assets at the time of granting the lease, the wntmlass
replied: “Possibly it was seen. That is not done now-a-days. Wnen t 1;
fishery is sold by tender, it is generally settled with the highest bidder an £
it is not seen whether he has got any property or not. The question o
security comes in when he cinnot give.........in this case the lcssfe 84YS
cash security and for the rest he put up a surety who had some land’.

3-10. The Committee then wanted to know whether the property sl}owrl
by the surety was fictitious. The witness stated that there was no bidder
and Governm.ent took it at Re.l. Asked asto under whose possession !:hc
land was at present, the witness stated that theland was in the Seipigod (L
of the owner. Enquired as to what was the nature of the houndary dispute,
the witness replied that actually it was not a case of boundary dicpute. The
people of the ncighbouring villages did not allow the lessee to fish in the
fishery. Asked as to whethey people had any legitimate ground for such

obstruction the witness replied in the negative and further stated that police
action had to be taken.

3:11. Tt further transpires that the lease of the fishery was cancelled on
19th November 1958 and the Deputy Commissioner gave orders for resale of
the fishery at the cost of the ex-lessee according to the terms and conditions
of the lease. On resale, the Deputy Commissioner rccommended the highest
bidder, who offered Rs.6,660 for confirmation by th= Commissioner. The
Commissioner in hjs letter, dated 25th May 1965 held that the highest bid-
der was also a lessee of several fisherles and the second highest bidder’s
bid being less by only Rs,50 from the highest bid the fishery might be
settled with the second highest bidder Provided he agreed to take the lease
Rs.6,550. less 109, rebate. The said bidder agreed to take the fishery.
Then it was reported by the highest bidder that the second highest bidder
was a defaulter in respect of a fishery settled by the Forest Department, and
as such according to the term of  the sale, hc was not entitled to get
the fishery. Butin spite of that, the fishery was settled with the second

highest bidder for the period from Ist September 1959 to 31st March 1960
at Rs.6,600 less 10 Per cent rebate,

Comment and Recommendations

; 312 The Committee js sur
is still in possession of his land
chased by the Government at R.

prised to know that the surety of the lessee
which was put to auction and then pur-
e.l as there was no bidder. No eflective
steps have been taken to evict the unlawful occupier of the Government
land by the Department which calls for an enquiry for fixation of respon-
sibility. The Bakijai cases started against the lessee for realisation of the
balance amount of Rs.17,351 had to be struck off as no property was found

for attachment but according to rules it is to be ascertained before settlement
that the lessee is financially sound,
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3:13. The Committee also finds no justification for grant of remission
of the entire revenue of Rs.16,000 as the report of the Sub-Deputy Collec-
tor indicates that the lessee earned a revenue of Rs.1,500 during 1957-58.
As against Rs.1,500, he deposited only Rs.799-50 p. The scttlement on resale
was also made to a bidder who has been disqualified for any settlement
under the rules.

3:14. In view of the above, the Committee recommends that the entire
case calls for a departmental enquiry so as to fix responsibility for the lapses
committed by the officers dealing with the ten ‘ers as well as for not operating
the existing law in time in order to safe-guard the financial interest of the
Government. Action taken on the recommendation should be reported to
the Committee within a course three months from the date of presentation of

this report to the House.
REVENUE DEPARTMENT

Paragraph 5(c) at page 10 of the Audit Report, 1966

4'1. The Committee does not sce any reason why the Department could
not realise the outstanding loans amounting to Rs.1:84 lakhs (without in-
terest). The Committee recommends that the Department should take
energetic steps to realise the loans and in future the Department should not
issue loans to defaulters unless and until the arrear is fully realised. The
action taken should be reported to the Committee in due course.

Paragraph 5(d) at page 11 of the Audit Report, 1966

4-2. The Committee feels abewt that Government should impress upon
the Commissioner that he should be very vigorous in the inspection o
Deputy Commissioners’ establishments and also in the co-ordinatton of work
such as collections of arrears of revenue, loans, verification of balances, etc.
The action taken and progress made in this direction shculd be reported to
the Committee from time to time.

Paragraph 51 at page 50 of the Aundit Report, 1966

4-3. The Committee desires that the arrear amount of Rs.15,000 should
be realised from the allottees as carly as possible. In future the Revenue
Department should be careful in examiping the area of the land to be
acquired 50 as to ascertain the actual condition of the land before paymeot
of compensation so that financial interest of the Government is safeguarded
adequately by the Departmental Officers who are meant for it.

Paragraph 77 at page 65 of the Audit Report, 1966

44, The Audit paragraph indicates that in Sibsagar Subdivision, Rcvel&‘;’f
Officer detected a misappropriation of Rs.32,163 by the Mouzadar of n
urabazar Mouza of land revenue collected by him during 1953-54 a'nd
1954--55.. In October, 1956 Government passed orders for suspension 2
Prosecution of the Mouzadar, but these were stayed by them 1n Janua&rg;
1957. In March, 1959 the younger brother of the previous MO%Z?; he
assumer:l charge of the Mouza under instructions from Government llu ed
also misappropriated land revenue to the extent of Rs.49,342 ¢o ecd :
by him during 1959-60 and 1960-61. The Mouzadar was placed un en
suspensionin October, 1961, when the charge of the Mouza Wwas 1:d [ey
over by the Sub-Deputy Collector. Out of Rs. 81,505 misappropriated bY
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the two brothers, a sum of Rs. 5,200 was realised in cash during 1961 and
" theirlanded property, the value of which was estimated at Rs, 62,974 by
' the-Department was made ‘Sarkari’ as no bid was offered by the public for
- the purchase of the proserty. [he Government stated in November, 1965
* ‘thata sum of about R:. 15,000 was under proc:ss of recovery and adjustment
* against the balance of the defalcated amount. The maaner «f disposal or
utilisation of the pl:dged landed property was stated to be under considera-
tion of the District Officer. g 2
' “4-5. The Committee wanted to know as to when the Revenue Officer
" detected the first case of misappropriation. The witness replied that the
Revenue Officer detected the case in May, 1955. On query, the witness
stated that the Mouzadar was expected to depos't the revenue within three
months, but in tlie meantime, he requested the Government to allow three
more months of time. Therealt-r, the Subdivisional Officer, issued notice
to deposit the amount within 31st August, 1955 and at that time the mis-
appropriated amount was to the tune of Rs, 18,000. The Govsrnment again
granted the Mouzadar further time for three months. In the meantime,
another inspection of the Mouza was conducted and it was found as a
result-of the inspcciion that misappropriation was to the tune of Rs. 29,000.
Thereupon the Goyernment issued an orcer to obtair additional security and
to realise the entire defalcated amount by L0th January, 1936. The Mou-
zadar did not pay the amount and the Sub-Deputy Collecto:” was asked to
take over charge of the Mouza, but the Mouzadar was allowed to function
as Mouzadar for 15 days on his furnishing an additional security of Rs.54,(00.
In June, 1956 the Mouzadar and his brother jointly prayed for transfer of
the Mouzadarship with all liabilities in the name of the brother,
4:6. Asked as to whether the Mouzadar was prosccuted, the witness
could not furnish the exact information but he stated that the Mouzadar was
suspended. The Commi tce then wanted to know as to whether the pro-
" perties of these Mouzadars were confiscated and sold. The witness stated
that the properties were confiscated and were put to auction but since no.bid

- was offered, the properties were made Sarkari, -Asked as to whethsr the
properties were still in the possession of the occnpiers, the witness stated in
reply that the lands were in occupation of the defaulters and notice under
Rule 150 of A. L. R. was served on them and on receiving the notice the
sons of the defaulters prayed for settlement of the lands with them. Then
the Sub-Divisional Officer was asked to take possession of the property by
evicting the defaulters and rio further report had been sent to Government
as to the present position.

Commenis and Recommendations

4+7. The Committce feels that in this case Government showed unima-
ginable leniency to the defaulters who misappropriated a huge amount of
Government money. The properties of these Mouzadars are still in their
possession and no prompt action was taken to evict them, {pn
_ 4:8. The Committee therefore recommends that the whole matter: calls
for an enquiry by an independent agency so as to. ascertain (i) grounds,on
which undue leniency was shown to the Mouzadars, (ii) causes of delay,.in
evicting them from the lands purchased by Government (iii) if there was any
lapse in the inspection of the Mouzas timely, (iv) steps taken to follow up the
criminal case referred to police against the second Mouzadar,
4'9. A report of the enquiring agency should be submitted together
with a report relating to the action taken by Government thercon. within
six months from the date of presentation of this Report to the House. %

W
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HOME (PCLICE) DEPARTMENT Vipayath ad

Paragraph 39(a) atpage 44 of the Audit Report, 1966

95'1. The Committee would like to draw the atteniion of the Depart="

ment to its recommendation contained at page 2 of its Report on Audit*

Report, 1961, ctc., relating to replics to drait paragraphs sent by Audit and

urge ‘upon the Department to strictly adhere to the directions ‘of the Com-

mittee referred to above.
Paragraph 39(b) at page 44 of the Audii Report, 1966

5:2. In this casz, the Committee feels that the Department shouldshave

asked the Contractor to supply he-goats in place of ram at the same-rate. In .-

futute, if a Contractor fails to supply meat of a particular variety and instead .

supplies lower quality meat, he should be paidl a: the lower rate. Suitable
provisions for this should be made in the coutract deed alter obtaining legal
opinion, Finance Depa-tment al-o should tak: note of this recommenda-

tion.
Faragraph 40 at pages 44-45 of the Audii Report, 1966
5:3, The Com - ittee would like to know about the resuit of the depart-

mental proceedings as soon as they are finalised  Progress in the matter
should be intimated to the Committee fiom time (0 time, e s

" HOME (JAILS) DEPARTMENT
Paragraph 41 at page 45 of the Audit Report, 1966
5'4. The Committee would like to be appraised of the final result of
theprocecdings against the officers at fault and this should be intimated. to

the Committee within three months fiom the date of present tion of the
Report tothe House. ,

EDUCATION (GENERAL) DEPARTMENT

Paragraph 117 at page 91 of the Audit Report, 1966

6°'1. The Audit Paragraph indicates misappropriation of Government-
grants for the period from 1958-39 10 1961-6% totalling Rs. 9,280 by the -

Headmastcr of Taradubi Government Aided M. E. School by not entering
the amounts in the books of the School. The Headmaster was stated to

have absconded in December, 1961. The misappropriation was detected:::

duf'i:.ng test.check of the accounts of the Deputy Inspector of Schools, Diphu;
co‘gld'uctcd in June, 1963.° ~

; 6°2. The Committee wanted to know as to whether the Headmaswr:l

had been found out. The witness stated that he had been arrested and ‘&

coltl, Cf‘-s‘“i was going on. Asked as 10 whether. there was any machineryto =
stopsuch kind of things, the witness stated that without receiving the ‘utilisa<

tion certificate of a particular grant no further grart was. given. But

N SOme cases, it was not possible to adhere to it strictly.

In this case
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the Department did not insist on utilisation certificate since it was a non-
recurring grant. Normally Inspector: on their tour used to check up these
matters. This case was detected by the Inspector. The witness further
added that the Audit staff is also not adequate to cope with the increased

volume of work and the matter of increasing the staff should be considered
by the Examiner of Local Accounts.

~Asked about the present position of the case in the court, the witness
-stated that the case was still in the court.

Recommendation

6:3. Results of the Departmental proceedings, if already drawn up,
together with the decision of the court should be intimated to the Coms-
mittee. The remedial measures proposed to be taken by the Department
should also be taken immediately in order to stop recurrence of such cases.

Paragraph 118 at pages 91-92 read with serial No. 12 of Appendix
X1 at page 155 non-submission of utilisation certificates.

6'4. The Committee recommends that while sanctioning grants in
subsequent years, the Department should take into account earlier
performance of the defaulting institutions so that cases of non-sub-

mission of utilisation certificates hy these institutions are not allowed to
continue further.

Paragraph 122 at page 93 of the Audit Repor, 1966

6:5. The Audit Paragraph brings out that the accounts

3 of grant
to non-Government Educational Institutions are going from bad t

0 worse,

Secondly, the sub-paragraph indicates that as ag
involving a total sum of Rs. 74,945 in 18 Educationa
by the Examiner, local Accounts) only a sum of
upto May, 1966.

ainst misappropriation
I Institutions (reported
Rs. 7,976 was recovered

_6'6. Lastly, it has been indicated in another sub-paragraph that proper
utilisation of Government grants (Rs.4 58 lakhs paid during 1963-64) to 7
units under the Elementary Education Board could not be checked by the
Examiner, Local Accounts, as according to him the connected accounts

registers were cither incomplete or not maintained and in some cases,
relevant sanctions were not available to him.

6:7. The Committee at the outset wanted to know what steps Govern-
ment had taken to remove the def-cts pointed out by the Exminer of Local
Accounts who remarked that the position had further deteriorated. The
witness state_d that the Examiner of Local Accounts had been asked to
furnish detai’s of the Schools and a general instruction to maintain registers
in-proper manner by all Schools had been issued by the Director. Asked as
to whether the Department had ascertained whether the instructions were
actually followed by the Schools, the witness stated that they had been wait-
ing for the 1'st of Schools which did not maintain proper accounts from the

Examiner zu.gl no reply had been received from him, A reminder had also
been issued in November, 1966,
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Comments & Recommendations

6-3. In this case, the Committee is surprised to find that in many . cases,
drawals and disbursement of grants to non-Government  Educational
Institutions w<re not recorded in the cash books by the Institutions and no
uniform and approved accounting procedure was followed by the Insti-
tutions making it diflicult for auditors of the Examiner of Local Accounts
to exercise effective check on transactions. It transpired frem the evidence
that upto 1967 (Junc) the Education Department bas not been  ableto
obtain the names of the defaulting Schools from the Examiner of Local
Accounts whose office is situated at Gauhati, The Department remained
satisfied by issuing a routine reminder (o the Examiner. The Cemmittee
does not see any reason why the Department could not obtain the informa-
tion of such a vital matter involving seiious irregularitics in Covernment
Accounts. The Committee, therefore, recommends that this matter calls
for an enquiry in the Departmental level so as to hix responsibility for
the lapses on the officer- or officers concerned. The Goveinmeat would
surely appreciate that the things revealed in the Report of the LExaminer are
very serious in naturc and in such a state of affairs, quite a few
misappropriation cases might have remair ed undetected and the more. the
delay in completion of records, the less is the chance of taking cflective
action on such cases of misappropriation. ‘The Committee, therefore, re-
commends that an affective programme for check on thesc matters should
be immediately chalked out by the Department so that things aie brought-
in proper line without further delay.

6'9. The Department should also intimate to the Committee what fur-
ther amount has been recovered after May, 1966 against misappropriation
involving a total sum of Rs. 74,945 in 18 Schools together with the final
action taken on the person/persons responsible for misappropriation.

6+10. The Department should in future invariably ensure proper utili -
sation of earlier grants before payment of fresh grants to au institution
where misappropriation occurred and any deviation should be «dealt
with severely by the Department.

Paragraph 19 at Pages 34-35 of the Audit Report, 1966

611, The Audit Paragraph brings out that the Director of 'Pu.bl_lcl
Instruction drew in March, 1964 an amount of Rs. 40,000 and remitted
it (in the form of bank draft) to the Inspector of Schools, Lowel
Assam  Circle, Cauhati, for payment as grants to selected displace
Goldsmith students. The -amount was deposited in . April, 1964 by the
Inspector into the Assam Co-operative Apex Bank Limited, qulhafl-
Of this, an amount of Rs.22,606 was not utilised and was rct'urn;
to the Director of Public Instruction a year later, in April, 1965; tlie
%;-;%Osunt was refunded by the Director into the Treasury 1 Julys

e . ‘ amount
In March, 1966, the Department intimated to Audit that the mlo’l"lze
-of Rs. 22,606 was not disbursed as there was no eligible student.

: 4o ! i ex
Depariment also intimated to Audit that the Assam Gu_qpcratl‘;ﬁ I I:he
Bank Ltd., Gauhai wasbeing requested “to assess the interes i(I)ﬂ.(rESt

amount deposited into Bank and after receipt of report, the
will be deposited into the Treasury’.
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6:12. The Committee at the outset wanted to know when the Go-
vernment decided to pay relief to the displaced goldsmith students ond
whether any rough estimate of the requircment was made at the time
of making the provision or it was just an adhoc amount fixed for the
purposc. The witness stated in reply that Government decided to pay
relief on 16th April, 1964 and at that time no provision could be
made. Hence, it was an adhos provision. Asked as to on what Dbasis
the adhoc provision was made, the witness replied tliat the Inspector of
Schools obtained the particulais from the Schools. At that time the
Department did not know the category of studems which  would be
eligible for the relief. Subsequently it was decided that the students
should be registered with the Deputy Commissioners or Subdivisional
Officers Asked as to whedier wide publicity of the scheme was given
so as to enable the deserving persons to apply for the assistance, the
Departmental witness replied in the affirmative and added that they
requested the Goldsmith Association to give publicity.

6°13. Asked as to why the undisbursed amount of Rs. 22.606 was
returned by the Inspector in April, 1965, the witness stated that since
the applications did not come in time, the Inspectors had to wait till
the last date. The witness further addcd that the undisbursed amount could
have been refunded before the expiry of the financial year.

Recommendation

6°14. In this case, the scheme was taken up without properly assessing
the number of cligible beneficiaries and the provision was based on rough
cstimate. The Dcpartment withdrew funds in advance of requirement
in violation of the existing fiancial rules os there was no eligible student
to receive the grants. The Inspcctor of Schools furnished lists of
eligible students schoolwise and subsequentiy it was found that many
of the applicants were not eligible for the grant as the sct ool authorities
who supplied the lists were not very careful in furnishing their lists.
The undisbursed amount was not returne in time by the Inspector
of Schools. :

6°15. The Committee feels that the scheme was not taken up for
im lementation in right carnest for which a large amount could not be
disbursed in time. No attempt scems to have been made by the
Department to enquire into the causcs of failure of the scheme. The
Committee does not sec reason why the amount of Rs. 40,000 was
withdrawn by the Department in utter violation of Subsidisry Rule 50
of Assam Treasury Rules when the amount was not required for
immediate disbursements. The Inspector of Schools should have been
asked by the Government to explain hi¢ inability to refund the amount
in time, It is also not known whether the interest accrued on deposit
of the amount in the Apex Bank was assessed and deposited to the
Treasury.

6-16. The Committece, therefore, recommends that in futurc the
Department should not embark upon a scheme without ascertaining
and finalising the requisites for successful implementation of the scheme.
The cases of violation of existing rules should be enquired into for
fixation of responsibility and Departimental Officers should be cautioned
against such recurrence. The Committee would like to know whether the
interest has been deposited to the Treasury in the meantime,
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Parvagraph 20 at Page 35 of the Awudit Report, 1966

6:17. The Audit paragraph indicates that the Headmaster of Govern-
High School, jorhat drew Rs. 38,000 in March, 1964 for purchase
of books and equipment. The amount was deposited in the Assam
Co-operative Apex Bank Ltd, in the same month. A sum of Rs, 32,999
was spent over a period of 15 months (upto June, 1965).

The Commiitec wanted to know as to why the existing financial
rules were not observed and how could the Headmaster keep the money
for 15 months with him. The witncss stated that although the amount
was provided in the budget, the Department took some time to finalise
matters. The Headmaster was required to call quotations for certain
instruments. In such cases, the rule requires that the money should be
refunded; but the Headmaster utilised the entire money in two years. The
Department had now stopped such practice. Asked as to why comments
on draft para were not furnished to the Accountant General within the
scheduled period, the witness stated that there was lapse on the part of

Directorate in this regard,

ment

Comments and Recommendation

6:18. The Committee is surprised to find another instance of with-
drawal of funds in advance of requirement. In this case also, the provision
of fund was made in the budget with marking pre-budget scrutiny of
the scheme which is not a healthy financial practice. The Department
should in future make provision of fund after making proper scrutiny
of the scheme and after finalising the requisite preliminaries so that as
scon as the budget is passed, the Department can spend the money in right
time. The Committee desires that instructions should be issued in this
regard, The Headmaster concerned should be asked to be careful in future.
It should also be reported to the Commiitee whether the Bank has paid
the amount of interest to the Government. The Committec would like
to know whether the unutilised amount of Rs.500 has since been utilised
or refunded by the Headmaster into the Treasury.

The action taken on the recommendation should be reported to the
Committee within three months from the date of presentation of this

Report to the House.
Paragraph 34 at page 41 of the Audit Report, 1966

6:19 The Audit Paragraph indicates retention of heavy cash balance in
the Office of the Director of Public Instruction, Shillong. During the _perlod
from July, 1962 to June, 1964, the balance in the cash chest of the Director
varied from Rs. 013 lakh to Rs. 44:62 lakhs. y

Directorate itself

The Committee wanted to know as to why the . T
was certainly fraught wit

kept in hand a huge amount of money which | !
risk, The witness stated that such practice had now been discontinued. i

6.20 Asked as to why no security hid been obtained from the ofﬁs: als
responsible for handling cash, the witness replied thgi a security was obtalr}c
in April, 1966. Asked as to what special precaution was being taken for
safeguarding Government money, the witness stated that the Dcpartmen
was now keeping bank drafis instead of cash. On a query, the witness state
that the difficulty had heen overcome by giving the Director of P'ubhc Instru-
i d from time to time he use

ction authority to issue suhsidiary sanction an
to 1ssue sanctions,
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6-20. The Committee observes that drawal of money in advance of
requirement and)its retention cither in the shape of cash or bank draft is not
only fraught with risk of loss due to theft, etc., but this also unnccessarily
locks. up Government money outside the cash balance of Government.
Government intimatéd to Audit that the amount represented grant sanctioned.
to- the Institutions towards the end of financial years and that after dra-
wal, the Directer hzd to ensure that all formalities had been ohseived io
get the grants. 'I'he Committee cannot appreciate the practice of sanctior-
ing of grants at the fag end of the financial year and also belore examin-
ing: the requisite formalitiés. Such practice should bz immediately discon-
tinued ito avoid serious breach of financial rules. The Committee could not -
understand why the Director of Public Instruction rctained such heavy
balances when it was found that the entire amount was not required. for
immediate disbursement. Such kind of . blocking up of Government money
outside the cash balance of Government leads toa misleading picture of
ways and means position.

6:-21. The Committee came to know from the past. Audit reports that
for the last few years in every year the Goverument have had to obtain over-
draftsfrom the Reserve Bankt of India on payment of interest charges.
Such-instances are tle causes of loss of  interest.

6:22. The Committee, therefore, recommends that the Department
should dssue instructions-in the line suggested above to all its officers not to
issue sanctions at the fag end of the year' and: any violation of such practice
should meet with disciplinary. action. Infuture, retention ot heavy cash
balance either-in the shape ofcash or bank draft should be dealt with seve-

rely by the Depa:tment. Action taken on. the recommendation should be
reported to tke: Committee.

']‘}_10 Finance Depart.mcnt should also note the ohservations made by the
Committee and take action accordingly

EDUCATION (TECHNICAL) DEPARTMENT

Paragraph 33:(a) at page 41 of the Audit Report; 1966

7.1. The Audit paragraph brings out: purchase of.equipment in cxcess
of requirement. The Paragraph indicates that'tools and cquipment valued
at Rs: 4:86 lakhs purchased during the periodiof 1955-56 to 1960-61. were
lying unused in three Engincering Institutions and that in April, 1964, the

Department decided to iransfer the equipment to some other nstitutions
where it might he used:

7-:2. Further; in regard to these purchases, Government observed: in
September; 1963 that the Director and Principals ol Engincering Colleges
and Diploma Iustitutes placed orders for toolsand equipment separately
through misunderstandinz and lack of co-ordination thereby causing double:

or uUnnecessary piirchase of tools and’ equipment and. observed that the
purchases had beeun haphazard

7:3. The Co‘mmi_ttce wanted to know how the principals could make
urchases beyond their powers. The witness stated that the Principal had
power to purchase upto Rs. 1,000 at a time,
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© . Asked, as, to, why the equipments were purchased when they were
nott acgtually, required, the witness stated that they would not think:
that the equipment v ere not required since it was a matler of ¢ pinion. The-
witness assured that he would further cxam re iliz mailer and send a:report.
cec=hc 7 :
.. 7:4, The Committee then wanted to know @75 ut the presznt practice of
pukchase of equipment. “The witness staied that a Purchase Board consisting:
ofthe.irepresentatives  of Administrative Department, Finance and Direcs
tarate had been constituted whi & contiolled’ the purchase made’ byitheo:
Dgpartmsgnt. ‘Asked.as to wh ther therc was any departmental investiga=
tion, to.ascertain the actual reaseons for sucl: licavy and hapliazard purchases,:
the, witness stated that therc was a ~nestion of fixation of responsibility. '

Recommer dation

¢80 The Committee finds that in this case it was Jue to misunderstan~’
ding-andi lack of co-ordination that tte same type of equipment was pur-
chased by the Dircctor on the ons hand and the Principals on the other”
hand. Another explanation given by the Joint Director, Technical Educa-
tion to Audit in November, 1963 was that in order to avoid lapses of"
funds certain purchases were made.. No delegation was given to the Princi-
pals by the Authority to purchase cquipment in excess of his limit.
Therefore, the Committce recommends that the: matter of fixation of
responsibility on the person conce'ned for such heavy and haphazard pur- "
chases should be finalised immediately and action taken should be intima-
ted to the Committee.

The Department should make j criodical verification of stores and equip=
ment at proper intervals to ascertali whether any excess purchase has been

made.

SERICULTURE AND WEAVING DEPARTMENT

8:1. The Audit paragraph indicates that the i Seed Grainage Farm
at Kckrajhar was established in October, 1954 with a view to producing
diseasc-free eri seeds for supply to rearers. The paragraph brings out that
although the total expenditure on the farm upto March,l965 amounted to
Rs.2 lakhs (rccurring Rs.1:17 lakh and non-recurring Rs.0:83 lakh), the
receipts by way of sale proceeds of seeds upto March, 1965 amounted to
Rs.8,200 only. [he Audit paragraph also indicates that upto 1959-60, no
target for production of seeds was fixed. Since 1960-61, the annual target
was fixed at 80,000 lays, but this was not achieved (1964-65), Gov:ernmcnt
stated that the achievement fell short of target as the rearing of silk worm

was dependent on «merereological variations”.

intimated to Audit in November, 1965 that «The
ded to ezrn tcvenue butare 1n fact, dc-

he welfare of the rural economy
rovide

Government also
farms and Grainages arc not inten
velopmental projects through which t :
is contemplated. Seeds are distributed at nominal rates just to P

incentives to the people for taking up the industry™.
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8:2. The Committee at the outsst wanted to know (1) the reasons for
the low reccipts from the saleof seeds as against total expenditure of Rs.2
lakhs upto March, 1965, (2) the failure to achieve the targets and (3) the
amount spent for buildings, eic., and on other items.

The witness stated that the grainage was established in the year 1954-55
but during the first year all the required buildings could not be construc-
ted. In order to achieve targets, the third seed cutting house which was
completed in 1964-65, was needed. The main reasons for short-fall in
achievements were (i) non-completion of the required technical buildings and
(i1) the seed Cocron rearers did not part with seed Cocoons as the Boro
people use papae as subsidiary food #ad lastly due to metereological varia-
tions. Then the witness informed that under buildings and equipments an
amount of Rs.0 95 lakhs was spent.

8-3. Asked as to whether at the time of preparation of the scheme, any
target was fixed, the witness stated that at the time of preparation of the
scheme no target was fixed and it was fixed at alater stage at 80,000 lays
provided buildings and equipment were all there. On a query the Director
explained that the target was achieved to the extent of 40 to 60 thousaund.
Thereafter there was a fall owing to heavy flood, Leavy rainfall, etc.

Recommendation

The Committee would like the Department to take special steps to minie
mise the loss sustained by the farm.



PART Il




25

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS, ETC.

Serial Reference
No.

Health Departinent

Recommendation

1 Paragraph 18 at The Committee views with concern that in spite

page 34 of the
Audit Report,
1966.

: pages 45-46 of
the Audit Re-
port, 1966.

of its reccommendations in the past, such a case
of irregular drawal of money has occurred in the
Health Department. The Department has not
yet taken any action against the officers for viola-
tion of financial rules.

The Committee would like the Department to take

necessary steps as would ensure that the financial
rules are not contravened. Action taken against
the concerned officer should be intimated to the
Committee within one month from the date of
presentation of this Report to the House. In
future, sanction for drawal of funds should be
issued well ahead of March so that funds can be
utilised in proper time.

The Finance Départment should also note and make

provisions for appropriate disciplinary action 11
such cases of violation of established financial rules.

i Paragraph 42 at In this case, the evidence brought by the Department

before the Committee indicates that Firms’
business practices have certainly not been beyond
reproach. They have employed various doubtful
means to obtain extra payment from the Governe

ment,

In spite of such serious irregularities, the Govern-

ment resumed its business dealings with the firm
on the plea that the firm had changed its local
management and had accepted the liability te
refund the excess payment - to’ the firm and the
firm had given an assurance to the affect that
such irregalarities would not recur. n the
opinion of the Committee, these are not Very
convincing grounds. As has been revealed in
its past dealings also, the firm proved itself to
be unreliable,




Seiial ‘Referente

No.

3 Paragraph 68 at
‘pages '60-61 of
the Audit “Re-

port, 1966.

"4 Paragraph 61 at

page 55 of the

Audit
1966,

Report,

‘26

Recommendation

The Committee, therefore, recommends that the
Government should carefully investigate whether
resumption of business with the firm was justified
or whether the firm ought to be blacklisted for
such serious irregular deals with the Government.
The Committee should be apprised of the result
of the investigation,

The action taken against the Givil Surgeons should
be intimated to the Committee within six months
from the date of | preséntation iof this -Report to
-the-House, '

‘The Committee ‘would like 'the Dépattment to
examine “the system ‘of purchase/supplies to va-
IriotisDistricts'and Subdivisional Institutions, the
mode of “payments “to the suppliers in order to
ascertain as to whether there is any loop-hole in
the system itself so as to avoid further loss.

A'report-on the ‘aforesaid points should reach the
Committec within'three months from the date of
presentation of this Report to the House.

This paragraph shows that Medical and Surgical
cquipment worth Rs.4:02 lakhs remained unuti-
lised for about 2—3 years in the Medical College,
Gauhati'because of the bottle-neck created by
non-installation of three phase electrical line
-which was entrusted to the Public Works Lepart-

‘ment,

The Committee recommends that the Department
should issue instructions that all impedimen ts
(like absence of various installations and fittings
‘to’ the hospital buildings) should 'be ‘removed ex-
peditiously so that medical ‘and surgical equip-
ments can be put to use soon after their purchase.

The Committee desires that the Department should
take immediate steps to settle the outstanding
items without delay and report to the Committee
about the settlement within three months from

the date of presentation of this Report to the
‘House,

‘5 Paragraph 65 at ‘The Committee -has -been given to understand by
page 99. of the

Audit
'1966.

Report,

the Departmental witness that they have proposed
to regularise-the -objections raised by Audit by
-raising-the limit -of Gauhati Djvision No.1 and
fixingra stock-limit,for Aijal Division. A report
in this regard-should be sent to the Committee
within  three months from the date of presentation
of this Report to the Houge,



Serial Reference
No.

6 Paragraph 69 at

: page 61: ofi the
Audit: Report;
1966.

7 Paragraph 3 at
pages: 112-113
of the Audit
Report, 1966.

8 Grant {10. 18

pages. - 3839
of the Appro-
priation- Ac-

counts 106465,

\

27

Recommendation

This case reveals that the Sterilizer machine pur-
chased in May, 1956 at a cost; ofi Rs, 046 lakh
remained unutilised even after 9 years. of 'its pur-
chase. Ittranspired from the evidence tendered
that the Department, was even_net; aware. of the
necessity of a,boiler, to run the sterilizer plant.
No accommodation. was made for installing the
plant; a temporary shed was constructed to keep
the sterilizer.at a cost of Rs.0:02 lakh. So the
sterilizer could not be put into commission for
want of a boiler and, accommodation. The ma-
chine could not be utilized for the- Emigration
Hospital for which it was purchased....

The Committee feels that the matter:was not dealt
with earnestly by the Departmentali Officers to
avoid unnecessary, lacking up of capital. The
unspent halance of Rs. (15 lakh was also not
refunded to the Treasury but it was placed under
Revenue: Deposit. :

The Committee, therefore, feels that the whole
matter-calls.for an enquiry for fixation of respon-
sihility on the-officer. or officers concerned for not
taking adequate carc and caution in purchasing
the machine and for its utilization in time. The
result of the enquiry should be intimated to the
Committee within three months from the date of
placing of this: Report to the House.

al investigation

In this case, there was.no Department
watch and

to ascertain the cause of fire and no
ward: arrangement was made by the Department
for security of the houses which should have
been made: in the normal way. T hough the site
was, selected by aCivil; Surgeon, it was declared
unfit. for human; habitation subsequently and
no alternative site has.been selected ag yet. The
Committee could: ngt: understand as to why no
Departmental: investigation was made to ascer-
tain. the cause of fire; this is a lapse on the part
of the Department. ‘The entire matter seems to be
dealf: in.. the Department without Pproper care
and caution and this. calls for enquiry to ascertain

whether there was any laxity at any stage 1M
fixing the responsibility. A report on action
to the

taken on the recemmendation should be sent -
Committee within three months from the date ©
presentation of thisReport to the House.

'The Committee recommends that the Department
should scrupulously aveid such type of bad bud-
getting and: loose control over the exp;ndlturc
which seoms to have become a habit with  the

Department.
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Animal Husbandry and Veterinary Department

Serial Reference

Recommendation

o. . - : :
9 Paragraph 26 The Committee is constrained to observe that the

at page . 38
of the Audit
Report, 1966,

matter calls for a thorough enquiry at the depart-

-mental level [for fixing responsibility for lapse on

the part of officersor officer concerned for which

Government had to incur large amount of loss. The
Department should also immediately examine and
outline a detailed procedure for such purchase,
management of the Farm, and on other anciliary
matters so as to safeguard the financial interest of
the Government.

10 Paragraph 27 According to the Report of the disease Iﬁvestigation

at pages 38-

39 of  the
Audit Report,
1966.

Officer who reported in 1963, the environmental
condition of the farm was not congenial for rearing

" goats in large number. The Officer advised that

the goats should beremoved immediately to a
better place. The report of the Officer was
accepted by the then Director of Animal Hus-
bandry and Veterinary. The Departmental witness
contended that the Investigation Officer was an
expert in cattle. diseases and not an expert in
goat diseases and that an epidemic hroke out in
the farm due to which such mortality resulted.
The Committee cannot accept the present views
of the Department since they in their earlier
report to the Accountant General did not state
the above facts, nor did the Department inform
the Audit subsequently that their earlier report
was not based on proper assessment and that the
report was not correct. The following are the
informations obtained by the Committee from
records :(—

. On 21st of February, 1964—30 goats were sold

in auction at Rs. 300.

2. On 30th March, 1964 another lot numbering 34

_C-')U'I

7.

was sold at a price of Rs. 304 and the total
receipt was Rs. 979.

On the frst auction there were only five bidders.
On the second sale, the same number of bidders
were there.

. The book valueof the last lot was Rs. 1,575.

The seaior officers of the Department were re-
ported to have conducted the sale.

The site of auction was 23 miles from Silchar
town,

The Committee recommends that the whole matter

should be probed into by an independent agency
to ascertain whether there was any laxity in (1)
choosing the site, (2) the cause of death of goats,
(3) the manner of auction conducted and (4)
whether the project was properly investigated
before executing the scheme. Report of the
enquiry together with a report on the action taken
by Government thereon should be sent to the
Committee within 3 months from the date of
submission of this report to the House,



Serial Reference
No.

11 Paragraph 87 at
page 71 of the
Audit Report,

1966.

Therefore, the Committee finds

The Goverument should enquire

29

Recommendation

In this case, it transpired from the evidence as well

as from the records at the disposal of Audit that
the Department embarked on an immature scheme
without finalising the preliminary requisites for
successful implementation of the scheme. Funds
were withdrawn for disbursement to loanees with-
out finalising the necessary rules for disbursement.
The loans were advanced to individuals only a few
of whom were statcd to be political sufferers
though the Scheme provided for disbursement of
loans to political sufferers for live-stock industry.
The Scheme did not provide for any loan to any
individual who was not a political sufferer. The
Scheme also provided that the live-stock farm
established by the loanees should be inspected
periodically by the Department which was not
apparently donc by the [ epartment. The De-
partmental witness could not say whether the
loanees fulfil'ed conditions imposed on them by the
terms of the loan. It was also not properly

checked by the Department whether hall-yearly
returns were submitted by the loances. A large
30th March by

sum of money was withdrawn on h
the Department in utter violation of existing
financial Tu'es in order to avoid lapse of grant.
The Committee recommends that such breach. of
rules by the [epartment which resulted in blocking
of money shou!d be severely dealt with and acuon
should he taken against the defaulting Officer or
officers. The rccords available with Audit indicate
that the Department could not furnish even 1n
April, 1965 any record showing the securities
obtained from the loanees. This is & serious matter
and requires to be enquired into. According to the
terms and conditions, a loan is required to be
secured adequately and is not to exceed 50 per cent
of the value of the property offered as security.
It was also not known whether personal security
was obtained by the Deputy Commissioner before

disbursement of the loan.

that there has been
t all stages, 1n rea-

fnalising matters 1n
t of the

of the

laxity of proper supervision, a
lisation of loans in time, ia

time which resulted in slow disbursemen
loans and unsuccesstul implemcntation

Scheme.
into the matter

thoroughly so as to ascertain the (I) causes of im-
proper realisation of the loans, (II) the actpal
utilisation of the loan, (I1I) causes of non-finalisa-
tion of necessary rules in time, IV) whether the.rc
was any deviation from the original scheme 1n
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Serial Reference Recommendation
No.

selecting the class of loances, etc., and other, an-.
cillary matters and to fix responsibility on the
officer or officers for whose fault the scheme
utterly failed. A report in this regard should
, reach the Committee within three monthks from
= the date of presentation of this Report to the
House.

The Committee recommends that in all such schemes
care should be taken tosee that preparation for
the follow-up programme is made In order to
ensure that the purpose of the scheme is success-
fully carried out.

A statement showing the up-to-date position of rea-
lisation of lean: should be submitted immediately
to the Commitiee through the Accountant Gene-
ral, Assam.

Veterinary (Fishery) Department

12 Paragraph 36 at The Committee recommends that the proforma
page 43 of the accounts should be prepared regularly and sub-
Audit  Report, mitted to the Clommittee through the Accountant
1966. General within a period of six months from the

date of placing the Report to the House. The
Depariment should take suitable steps to improve
the working f the farm so that the farm can at
least be run at no profit no loss basisif not on
profit. The action taken should be reported to
the Committec within three months from the
date of presentation of this Report to the House.
The Committee recommends that Government
should consider whether it would not be worth-
while to convert this farm into a nursery farm
_ instead of commercial fairm as at present.
13. Paragraph 37 at It transpired from the evidence that these Fishery

page 43 of the Projects were taken up.by Government in a hurry
audit  Report, without proper examination. ‘The Committee
1066, regrets to note that the economic aspect of these

projects were : ot waken into consideraticn at the
initial stace. It seems that these schemes were
taken up in the first Five Year Plan because funds
were available with the Department which bad
to be spent so that they did not lapse, as a result of
which an amount of Rs. 81,565 on capital ex-
penditure apart frem recurrine expenditure prov-
ed to be almost infructunus. The Committee has
also com¢ (0 know that this matter was gone
through by the Estimates Committee which made
some valuable recommendations. The action
taken by t!e Department on the recommenda-
tions of the Fstimates Committee may be intin. at-
ed toihis Committee for their appraisal.



Serial Reference
No.

‘14 ‘Paragraph 78 at T

pages 63-66 of
the Aucit Re-
port, 1966.

31

Recommentlation

he Committee 1s surprised to know that'the surety
of the lessee is still in possession of his‘land which
was put to auction and then purchased by " the
Government at Re.l as there was no bidder. No
effective steps have been taken to evict the unlaw-
ful occupier ol the Government land by the
Department which calls for an enquiry for fixa-
tion of responsiblity. The Bakijai cases started
against the lessee for realisation' of  the balance
amount of Rs.17,351 bad to be struck off as no
property was found for attachment but‘according
to rules it is to be ascertained before settlement
that the lessece is financially sound.

The Commiitee also finds no justification for grant

In view of the above, the Committee

of remission of the entire revenue of 18s.16,008
as the report of theS. D. C. indicates that
the lessee earned a revenne of Rs.1,500 during
195%-58  As azainst Rs.1,500, he deposited only
Rs.799°50 P, The settlement on resale was also
made to a bidder who has been disqualified for
any settlement under the rules.
; recommends
that the entire case calls foraDcpartmental en-
quiry so as to fix responsibility for the lapses
commiitted by the Officers dealing with the ten=
c'ers as well as for not cperating the existiﬂg_law mn
time in order to safe guard the financial interest
of the Government. Action taken on the re=
commendation should be reported to the Com-
“mittee ‘within'a course of threc months from the
date of presentation of this report 1O the
House. :

Revenue Department

.15:Para.graph 5(c) The Commitice does not see any reason whYd!he

at page 10 -of
the Audit Re-
port, 1966.

Department could not realise the outstanding

lbans ‘amounting to Rs.1-84 lakhs (without 1n-
terest). The Commitiee recommends” that whe
Department should take energetic steps'to realise
the loans and in future the -Department s}lould
not issue Joans to defaulters unless and until the
-arrear *is fully realised. The action taken should
be reported to the Committee in due course.
should

16 yParagraph 5(d) The 'Committee feels that Government

«at .page ‘11 ‘of
-the ‘Audit »Re-
port, 1966.

impress upon the Commissioner that he should
‘be very vigorous in -the inspection of Deputy
Commissioners’ establishments and also in the
co-ordination of ‘works such as collecf:ienS‘Of
arrears of revenue, lOans’ Veriﬁcation’of- bal'ance@
¢tc. The ‘action taken and progress made in _this
direction ‘should be reported to the | Gommittee
from time to time,




Serial Reference Recommendation

No.

17. Paragraph 51 at The Committec desires that the arrear amount of
page 50 of the Rs.15,000 should be realised from the allottees as
Audit Report, early as possible. - In future the Revenue Depart-
1966. ment should be careful in examining the area

of the land to be acquired so asto ascertain the
actual condition of the land before payment of
compensation so that financial interest of the
Government is safeguarded adequatcly by the
Departmental Officers who are meant for it.

18, Paragraph 77 at The Committee feels thatin this case Government
page 65 of the  showed unimaginable leniency to the defaulters
Aucit Report, who misappropriated a huge amount of Govern-
1966. ment money. The properties of these Mouzadars

are still in their possession and no prompt aciion
was taken to evict them.

The Commitice therefore recommends that the whole
matter calls for an enquiry by an independent
agency so as to ascertain (i) giounds on which
undue leniency was shown to the Mouzadars, (ii)
causes of delay in evicting them from the lands
purchased by Government, (iii) if there was any
lapse in the inspection of the Mouzas timely, (iv)
steps taken to follow up- the criminal case referred
to police against the second Mouzadar.

A report of the enquiring agency should be submitted
together with a report relating to the action taken
by Government thereon within six months from

the date of presentation of this Report to the
House.

Home (Police) Department

19. Paragraph 39(a) The Committee would like to draw the attention
at page 44 of the  of the Department to its recommendation con=
Audit Report, tained at page 2 of its Report on Audit Report,
1966. 1964, etc., relating to replies to draft paras sent

by Audit and urge upon the Department to

strictly adhere to the directions of the Com-
mittee referred to above.

20. Paragraph 39(b) In this case, the Committee feels that the Depart-
at page 44 of ment should have asked the Contractor to supplY
the Audit Re- he-goats in place of ram at the same rate. In

_ port, 1966, f'utur_e, if a Contractor fails to supply meat of a
particular variety and instead supplies lower
quality meat, he should be paid at the lower. rate.
Suitable provision for this should be made in the
contract deed after obtaining legal opiniotl.

Finance Department also  should take note of
this recommendation.

91, Paragraph 40 at The Committee would like to know about the

pages 44—45 result of the departmental proceedings as soon as

~of the Audit they are finalised. Progress in the matter should
Report, 1966. be intimated to the Committee from time to time.



Serial Reference
No.

38

iRecommendation

Home ( Jails) Department

22. Paragraph 41
at page 45 of
the Audit
Report, 1966.

23. Paragraph 117 at
pages 91 of the
Audit Report,
1466.

24, Paragraph 118 at
page 91--92
read with
serial No.12 of
Appendix XI
at page 135.

5. Paragraph 122 at
page 93 of the
Audit Report,
1966. .

Resuits of the Departmental prcceedings, if

The Commiltee recommends tha

The Committec would like to be appraised of the

final result of the praceedings against the officers
at fault and this :hould be intimated to the Com-
mittee within three months from the date of
presentation of this Report to the House.

Education (General) Department

already

drawn up, together with the decision of the
court should ‘be intimated to the C'ommittee.
The 1emedial measures proposed to be taken by
the Department should also be taken immediately
in order to stop ‘recurrence of such cases.

t while sanctioning

prants in sub:equent years, the Department should
take into account earlier performance O the
defaulting institutions so that cas€s of non-
submission of utilisation certificates by these 1ns-
titutions are not allowed to continuc further.
In this case, the Committee ‘is surprised to o
that in many cases, drawals and -disbursement
‘Fducational

of grants ‘to  non-Government

Institutions werc not recorded in the cash books
by the Institutions and no uniform and aPPrUV]cd
accounting proccedure  was followed by the
Institutions making it difficult for au.dltcrs of the
Examiner of Local Accounts to eXcIcise effective
check on traisactions. It transpire from .th“'
evidence that upto I967 (June) the Ed_ucatu})ln
Department has not been able to obtain :he
pames of the defaulting Schools from &
Examiner of Local Accounts whose office 18
situated at Gauhati. The Department femal':ﬁ
satisfied 'by issuing a ‘routine reminder to thc
Examiner. 1he Committee does not see any
reason why the ‘Department could mnot obtain
the information onsuch a vital matter involving
serious ‘irregularities in Government accounts.

The Committee, therefore, recommends that this
Departmental

matter ‘calls foran enquiry in the

level so as to fix responsibility for the lapses on
the officer or officers concerned. The Goverf-
ment would surely appreciate that the things revea=
led in the Report of the Examiner are Very Ser lous
in natureand in such a state of affair, quite 3
few misappropriation cases might have I‘Cm?ll}c
undetected and ‘the more the delay in completion
of records, ‘the less is the chance of jcak_mg
offective action omsuch cases of misappropriation.




Serial Reference
No,

26 Paragraph = 19

at pages 34-35
of the Audit
Report, 1966.

34

Recommendation

The Committee, therefore, recommends that an
effective programme for check on these matter
should be immediately chalked out by the
Department so (hat things are brought in proper
line without further delay.

The Department should also intimate to the

. Committee what further amount has been reco-
vered after May, 1966, against misappropriation
involving a total sum of Rs 74.945 in 18 Schools
‘together with the final action taken on the
person/personus responsibie for misappropriation,

The Department should in future invariably ensure
proper ulilisation of earlier grants before payment
of fresh grantstoan institution where misap-
propriation occurred and any deviation should
be dealt with severcly by the Department.

In this case, scheme was taken up without properly
assessing the number of eligible beneficiaries and
the provision was based on rough estimate. The
Department withdrew funds in advance of require-
ment in violation of the existing financial rules as
there was no eligible student to receive the grants.
The Inspector of Schools furnished list of eligible
students s hool-wise and subsequently it was found
that many of the applicants were not eligible for
the grant as the school authorities who supplied
the lists were not very careful in furnishing their
lists. The undishursed amount was not returned
in time by the Inspector of Schocls.

The Commitiee feels that the scheme was not taken

up for implementaiion in right earnest for which
a large amount could not be disbursed in time.
No attempt seems to have been made by the De-
partment to enquire into the causes of failure of the
scheme. The Committee does not sce any reason
why the amonunt of Rs.40,00) was withdrawn by
the Department in utter violation of Subsidiary
Rule 50 of Assam Treasury Rules when the amount
was not required for immediate disburscments.
The Inspector of Schools should have been asked
by the tiovernment to explain his inability to
refund the amount in time. Itis ajso not known
whether the interest accrued on deposit of the
amount in the Apex Bank was assessed and
deposited to the Treasury,

. s s RS S il Rt o ik b i L2 § PR T AR
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Recommendation

The Committee, therefore, recommends that in future

the Department should not embark upon a scheme
without ascertaining and finalising the requisites
for successful implementation of the scheme. The
cases  of violation of existing rules should be
enquired into for fixation of responsibility and
Departmental Officers should be cautioned against
such recurrence. The Committce would like to

kriow whether the interest has been depasited to
the Treasury in the meantime.

97 Paragraph- 20 T} Committee ig $urprised to find another instance

at page 35
of the Audit
Report, 1966.

28 Paragraph 34 The Committe

at pagc 4l
of the Audit
ch:)l't, 1966.

The action taken on the

of withdrawal of funds in advance of requirement.
Intl

In this case also, the provision of {und was made
in the budget with marking pre-budget scrutiny
of the scheme which js not a healthy financial
Practice. The Department should in future make
provision of fund afier making proper scrutiny of
the scheme and after finalising the requisite pre-
liminaries so that as soon as the budget is passed,
the Department can spend the money in right
time. The Committee desires that instructions
should be issued in this regard. The Headmaster
concerned should be asked to be careful in future.
It should also be reported to the Committee
whether the Baik has paid the amount of interest
to the Government. The Committee would like
to know whether the unutilised amount of Rs.500
has since been utilised or refunded by the Head-
master into the Treasury.

recommendation should be
Committee within three months
presentation of this Report to

reported to the
from the date of
the House,

advance of requirement and its retention either in
the shape of cash or bank draflt is not only fraught
with risk of Joss due to theft, etc., but this also
unnecessarily locks up Government money outside
the cash balance of Government. Government
intimated to Audit that the amount represented
grants sanctioncd to the jnstitutions towards the
end of Financial years and that after drawal, the
Director had {0 ensure that all formalities had
been observed to get the grants, The Committee
cannot appreciate the practice of sanctioning of
grants at the fag end of the financlal year and also
before examining the requisite formalities. Such
practice should he immediately discontinued to
avoid serious breach of financial rules. The Com-
mittee could not understand why the Director of
Public Instruction retained such heavy balances

¢ observes that drawal of money in -
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Serial Reference Recommendation

No.
when it was found that the entire amount was not

required for immediate disbursement. Such kind
of blocking up of Government money outside the
cash balance of Government leads to a misleading
picture of ways and means position.

The Committee come to know from the past Audit
reports that for the last few years In cvery ycar
the Government have had to obtain overdrafts
from the Reserve Bank of India on payment of
interest charges. Such instances are the causcs of
loss of interest.

The Committec, therefore, recommends that the
Depertment should issue iustructious in the line
suggested above to all its officers nct to issue
sanctions at the fag end of the year and any
violation of such practice should meet with disci-
plenary action. In future, retention of heavy
cash balance either in the shape of cash or bank
draft should be dealt with severely by the Depart-
ment. -Action taken on the recommendaticn
should be 1eported to the Committee.

The Finance Department should also note the
observations made by the Committee and take

action accordingly.
Educational (Technical) Department

929 Varagraph 33(a) The Committee finds that in this case it was due to

at page 41 misunderstanding and lack of Co-ordination that
of 'the Audit the same type of equipment was purchased by the
Report, 1966. Director c¢cn the one hand and the Principals on

the other hand. Another explanation given by

the Joint Director, Technical Education to Audit
in November, 1963 was that in order to avoid
lapses of funds certain purchases werc m ade. No
delegation was given to the Principals by the
Authority to purchase equipment in excess of his
limit.

Therefore,
mattcr of fixatio

the Committee recomrmoends that the

n of responsibility on the person
concerned for such heavy and haphazard purchases
should be finalised immediately and action taken
sbould be sntimated to the Committee.

The Department should make periodical verification
of stores and equipment at proper intervals to
ascertain ~whether any €xcess purchase has been

made.

Sericulture and Weaving Department

30 Paragraph 50 The Clommittee would like the Department to take
at page 49 special steps to mInumise the loss sustained by the
of the Audit farm.

Report, 1966.
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APPENDIX I
List of Officers who were examined by the Public Accounts
Commiitee
%
!
Serial Designation of Officers Date of examination
No.
(1) (2) ' : (8)
i Secretary, Health Services ve. I7th May 1967,
2 Director of Health Services Do.

3 Secretary, Animal Husbandry and Veterinary 18th May and  28th

July 1967.
4  Director of Animal Husbandry and Veterinary Do.
5  Director of Fisheries R e o Do.
6 Secretary, Agriculture (Fishery) Do.
7 Secretary, Industries (Sericulture and Weaving) 25th July 1967.
8 Director of Sericulture and Weaving Tie Do.
’ 9  Chief Secretary, Home ... ... 26th July 1967.
1 J 10 Deputy Secretary, Home ... Do.
ﬂ 11 Inspector General of Police Do.
E I 12 Inspector General of prisons Do.
31‘. 13 Secretary, Revenue ... 27th July 1967
% 14 Director of Land Records ... Do.
r:a ‘ 15  Deputy Secretary, Revenue Do.
{ 16 Secretary, Edueation ... 28th My 1967.
17  Director of Public Instruction = = Do.

18 Director of Technical Education A0 Do




Date

(1)
28th April 1967
29th April 1967

17th May 1967

18th May 1967

19th May 1967
25th July 1967
26th July 1967

27th July 1967

28th July 1967

29th July 1967
25th Sept. 1967

38

Time devoted to each days meeting

S

L e )

Time of meeting

2

From 11-30 a.m. to 1 p.m.

From i€-30 a.m. to 12-45 p.m.

From 10-30 a.m. to 1 p.m.
Trom 3 p.m. to 5-25 p.m.

From 10 am. to 1 p.m.

“From 2 p.m. to 4-25 p.m.

From 10 a.m. to 1 p.m.

From 11 a.m. to 12-35 p.m.
From 10 a.m. to 12-15 p.m.
From 10 a.m. to 1-15 p.m.

From 2-30 p.m. to 4 p.m.

From 10-30 a.m. to 12-10 p.i.

From 2 p.m, to 4-15 p.m.

"From 9 a.m. to 12 noon

From 10-30 a.m, to 11-50 a.m.

Total

AG P (L A) No 528/67—400—6-11-1967

Total time
(3)

2 hours 30 minutes.
2 hours 15 minutes.
2 hours 30 minutes.
2 hours 25 minutes.
3 hours.

2 hours 25 minutes.
3 hours.

1 hour 35 minutes.
2 hours 15 minutes.
3 hours 15 minutes.
1 hour 30 minutes.
1 hour 40 minutes.
2 hours 15 minutes.
3 hours.

1 hour 20 minutes.

35 hours 35 minutes
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