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INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairman, Public Accounts Committee, having been
authorised by the Committee, do present on their behali this Two
Hundred and Twenty-second Report on Regularisation of Contin-
gency Fund Advances.

In their 180th Report (1975-76), presented to the House on the
7th August, 1975, the Committee had recommended regularisation of
an aggregate excess expenditure of Rs. 10.06 crores (excluding
(Rs. 0.80 crore which did not require regularisation) reflected under
23 voted Grants and 4 charged Appropriations in the Appropriation
Accounts (Civil), (Defence Services) and (Posts and Telegraphs)
for the year 1973-74. Subsequently, in January 1976, a case was re-
ported to the Committee by the Government where an advance drawn
from the Contingency Fund of India during 1973-74 remained out-
standing at the end of the said financial year and required regularisa-
tion by way of Excess Demand for Grant in terms of a ruling given
by the Speaker in the House on the 2nd September 1974. This case
has necessitated the presentation of this Report in continuation of
the above mentioned 180th Report of the Committee presented on
thz 7th Augu-t, 1975.

3. The Committee considered and finalised the Report at their sit-
ting held on the 28th April, 1976. Minutes of the said sitting form
Part I1I* of the Report.

4. A statement showing the conclusions recommendations of the
Committee is appended to the Report (Appendix 1I). For facility of

reference, these have been printed in thick tvpe in the body of the
Report.

5. The Committee place on recond their appreciation of the assist-
ance rendered to them in the examination of the subject by the Comp-
troller and Auditor General of India.

New DELHI; H. N. MUKERJEE,
April 28, 1976 Chairman,
Vaisakha 8, 18§8(S) Public Accounts Commiitee.

‘Noi Printe_c;.”One CyclOstyl'cd—:Opy laid on the Table of the Heuse end five copics r_l;:cu’
in Parliament Library.

(V)



REPORT

1.1. Under Article 115(1) (b) of the Constitution, if any money
had been spent on any services during a financial year in excess of
the amount granted for that service and for that year, the President
should cause to be presented to the House of the People a demand
for such excess.

1.2. According to the procedure prescribed in this regard, after
the Appropriation Accounts disclosing excess expenditure over voted
Grants and Charged Appropriations are laid on the Table of the
House, explanatory notes indicating the reasons for or circumstances
leading to the excesses under each grant or appropriation are furnish-
ed by the concerned administrative Ministries of Government to the
Public Accounts Committee. The Committee examine, in the light
of the explanatory notes furnished by the Ministries, the circumstanc-
es leading to the excess expenditure and present a separate report
to Parliament, recommending regularisation of the excesses, subject
to such observations recommendations as they may choose to make.
Thereafter, Government initiates necessary action to have the excess-
es regularised by Parliament, under Article 115 of the Constitution,
either in the same session in which the Committee present their
Report or in the following session.

1.3. The Appropriation Accounts (Civil). (Defence Services),
(Railways) and (Posts and Telegraphs) for the year 1973-74 were
laid on the Table of the House respectively on 30 April 1975, 30th
April, 1975, 8th May. 1975 and 28th April, 1975. The excess over
authorised expenditure during 1973-74 aggregated, according to the
Appropitation Accounts, Rs. 10.06 crores (excluding Rs. (.80 crores
which did not require regularisation) in respect of 23 Voted Grants
and 4 Charged Appropriations. The Public Accounts Committee
(1975-76) examined these excesses, in the light of the explanatory
notes furnished by the concerned Ministries, at their sitting held on
6th August. 1975 and presented their 180th Report (Fifth Lok Sabha),
reccmmending regularisation of these excesses, subject to certain
observations contained in the Report, to the House on Tth August,

1975,

1.4. According to the printed Appropriation Accounts (Civil) for
the year 1973-74, while there was no excess expenditure either in the
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Revenue Section or the Capital Section of Grant No. 49—'Police’, ad-
ministered by the Ministry of Home Affalirs, there were considerable
savings as under: '

GRANT NO. 49 POLICE
REVENUE SECTION

() Voted Expenditure

Original Grant’
Supplementary Grant/Appropriaticn
Total

Actuilexpzanditure

1,22,78,96,c00

4.65,37.cCC
1,27,44,33,(C0O
1,23,68,57.563

Savings . . . . .

Savings § 3.75.75.437
(&) Charged Expenditure
Original Grant Nl
Supplem :ntary Grant/AppropriatiCn 26.cCC
Total . 26.00C
Acturl expenditure Nif
Savings 26,000
CAPITAL SECTION,
Rs.
(1) Voted Expenditure ¢
Original Grant . . 2.52.5C.CCO
Supplem ntary Grant/Appropriaticn Nil.
Total . 2,52,50.c0C
Actuil Expenditure 1,80.25,693
Savings } 63.24.307
(&) Charged Expenditure :

Original Grant 10,50.00,000
Supplementary Grant/Apprcpriaticn® Ni}-
Total 10,50,00,000
Actual Expenditure . . . 7,57,18,350

2,92,81,650
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1.5. Normally, the Public Accounts Committee examine cases of
excess expenditure reported by the Comptroller and Auditor General
of India, unless any misclassification of expenditure is brought to
their notice at the time of examination of excesses. In a note dated

2nd January, 1976 (vide Appendix I), the Ministry of Home Affairs,
inter- alia stated as follows:

“The Appropriation Accounts for 1973-74 in respect of Grant
No. 49-Police did not show any excess either in the Revenue
Section or in the Capital Section of the Grant. However,
after the last batch of Supplementary Demands for 1973-74
had been presented to Parliament, an amount of Rs. 1,304.20
was sanctioned on 13-3-1974, as an Advance trom the Con-
tingency Fund to satisfy a decree against Government
passed by the Court of the Senior Sub-Judge, Hoshiarpur,
towards cost of a suit filed by an ex-Subedar of the Central
Reserve Police. This amount was, however, wrongly
booked by the Central Reserve Police as ‘Voted’ expendi-
ture in the Revenue Section of the Grant No. 49-Police in-
stead of to ‘Contingency Fund’. Had this amount been
correctly booked in accounts, the amount would hawe 1e-
mained outstanding in ‘Contingency Fund’ at the end of
1973-74.

Following the normal practice, and in accordance with the
rules relating to the Fund, the advance from the Contin-
gency Fund was sought to be recouped through a Supple-
mentary Demand for Grant in the next session of Parlia-
ment. Accordingly in the first batch of Supplementary
Demands for Grants for 1974-75 presented to Parliament in
August, 1974, a charged amount of Rs. 2,000 was included
in Demand No. ‘49-Police’ for 1974-75 towards recoupment
of the preceding vear's advance from the Contingency
Fund.

During the course of discussions on that first batch of Supple-
mentary Demands for Grants for 1974-75 in the Lok Sabha
on 2-9-1974, the Chair ruled that the item was subject
matter for excess grant and sh»uld be brought before Par-
liament for regularisation in the form of Excess Demand
for Grant. Accordingly. the Appropriation Act (No. 3) of
1974 (assented to on 12th September 1974) in relation to
that first batch of Supplementary Demands for 1974-75,
did not provide for the appropriation of this amount of
Rs. 2,000 out of Consolidated Fungd of India.
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In pursuance of the Chair’s ruling referred to above, recom-
mendation of the Public Accounts Commiittee, Supple-
mentary to the recommendation made in paragraph 2.66
of the Committee’s Hundred and Eightieth Report of
August 1975, is solicited to the presentation of a Demand
for Excess Grant for this item relating to 1973-74.”

1.6. As stated in the Ministry’s note, the advance of Rs. 1304.20
sanctioned from the Contingency Fund, in March 1974, and a de-
mand for the recoupment of which had been included in ‘Demand
No. 48—Police’ of the first batch of Supplementary Demands for
‘Grants for 1974-75 presented to Parliament in August 1974, had form-
-ed the subject matter of a discussion in the House. The Speaker had
‘then ruled, on 2 September 1974, as follows:

“The other day I saw the objections raised by honourable
members about certain expenditure of the previous year.
1 think that is a subject matter for excess grants. I hope
the honourable Minister will come forward wiith Excess
Demands for Grants.”

1.7. Under Rule 8 of the Contingency Fund of India Rules, a
‘Supplementary Demand for expenditure met from the Contingency
Fund is to be presented to Parliament at its first session immediately
after the advance is sanctioned. Prior to the ruling of the Hon'ble
Speaker referred to in the preceding paragraph, advance from the
Contingency Fund to be regularised either during the same year in
which the advance was sanctioned and drawn in a subsequent year
by placing Supplementary Demands placed before Parliament. The
implication of the ruling now g.ven is that if any advance drawn
from the Contingency Fund remains unrecouped and outstanding
at the end of the financial vear, such advances may not be regulari-
sed and recouped by placing Supplementary Demands in a subse-
quent year but will have to be regularised through an Excess
Demand.

1.8. The Committce note that an advance of Rs. 1304.20 sanctioned
as an advance from the Contingency Fund of India, on 13 March
1974, for the payment of a decretal amount was wrongly booked in
the accounts for the year 1973-74 by the Central Reserve Police, as
an item of Voted expenditure in the Revenue Section of ‘Grant No.
49— Police’ instead of to the Contingency Fund. Had this amount
been correctly booked in the accounts, it would have remained out-
standing at the end of 1973-74. Following the normal practice and
in accordance with Rule 8 of the Contingency Fund of India Rules,
the advance drawn from the Contingency Fund was sought to be
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recouped through a Supplementary Demand for Grant in the next
session of Parliament. During the course of discussions in the House
on the first batch of Supplementary Demands for Grants for 1874-75,
in which this item stood included, the Speaker gave the following
ruling on 2 September 1974:

“The other day I saw the objections raised by honourable
members about certain expenditure of the previous year.
I think that is a subject matter for excess grants. 1 hope
the honourable Minister would come forward with Excess
Demands for Grants.”

The Speaker’s ruling implies that if any advance from the Contin-
gency Fund remained outstanding at the end of the year in which
the advance was drawn, such advances might not be regularised by
placing Suppiementary Demands in a subsequent year but would
have to be regularised through an excess demand. Accordingly, this
item was withdrawn from the Supplementary Demands and now the
Ministry of Home Affairs have approached the Committee for the
regularisation of this expenditure through an Excess Demand.

1.9. The Committee are unable to understand how an advance
drawn from the Contingency Fund came to be booked wrongly by
the department in the accounts for the year 1973-74 as an expendi-
ture from the Consolidated Fund. What is worse, though expendi-
ture incurred in satisfaction of court decrees, awards of arbitral
tribunals, etc. is correctly debitable as a ‘charged’ item of expendi-
ture, the department committed further mistake in booking the
expenditure as a Voted item. This clearly indicates a gross lack of
knowledge of the basic principles of accounting and classification.
The Committee would like the Ministry to examine this lapse and
ensure that the supervision exercised over the accounting of ex-
penditure is adequate and that responsibility for the lapse is located.

1.10. Since the Speaker's ruling implies that the relevant rules
for the recoupment of advance drawn from the Contingency Fund
of India roguire suitable amendment, the Committee trust that
Government have taken adequate steps in this regard and will send
an intimation accordingly.

1.11. Instances where advances drawn from the Contingency Fund
remain outstanding at the end of the financial vear may occur every
year. Hitherto such amounts had been reguiarised and recouped by
means of Supplementary Demands for Grants presented in the
subsequent financial year. However, in view of the Speaker’s
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specific ruling, such outstanding amounts will henceforth have to be
regularised by means of Excess Demands. To enable the Committee
to present a consolidated Report on Excesses over Voted Grants and
Charged Appropriations, it is necessary that in future, along with
the explanatory notes on Excesses over Voted Grants and Charged
Appropriations reflected in the Appropriation Accounts, the con-
cerned Ministries/Departments should also furnish, in accordance
wikh the time schedule already prescribed in this regard, explanatory
notes on cases of advances drawn from the Contingency Fund but
remaining outstanding at the end of the Financial Year. The Budget

Division of the Ministry of Finance may issue necessary instructions
in this regard.

1.12. Normaliy, the Public Accounts Committee go by the cases
reported by the Comptroller and Auditor General of India, unless
any instance of misclassification is brought before them at the time
when they examine the excesses. Since, however, this item was
specifically discussed in Parliament and the ruling of the Speaker
also had its genesis in this particular item of misclassification, the
Committee have considered it fit to recommend regularisation of the
misclassification item as a special case.

1.13. Subject to their observations contained in the preceding
paragraphs and in continuation of their recommendation contained
in paragraph 2.66 of their 180th Report (Fifth Lok Sabha). the
Committee recommend that the amount of Rs. 1304.20 which had
been drawn from the Contingency Fund of India, in March 1974
and which would have remained outstanding at the end of 1973-74
but for its erroneous booking as an expenditure from the Consoii-
dated Fund of India, be regularised in the manner prescribed in
Article 115 of the Constitution of India.

New DELHI: H. N. MUKERJEE,
April 28, 1976. Chairman,

Vaisakha 8, 1898(S). Public Accounts Committee.



APPENDIX 1
(Vide Para 1.5)
GOVERNMENT OF INDIA
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS
Note for the Public Accounts Committee for regularisation of ex-

penditure incurred by obtaining Advance from the Contingency
Fund of India in 1973-74 under Grant No. 49—Police—1973-74.

The printed appropriation accounts 1973-74 show the position of
Grant No. 49—Police as under: —

Original Supplementary Total Actual Savings
Grant Grant/ Expenditure (—)
Appropriaticn (Rs.)

Grant No. «¢g9—Police" for 1973-74

A. REVENUE
i.Voted 1,22,78,96,000  4,65,37,000 1,27,44,33,000 1,23,68,57,563 (—)3,75,75,437

ti. Charged 26,000 26,000 . (—) 26,000

B.CAPITAL

1. Voted 2,52,50,000 2,52,50,000 1,89.25,693 (—) 63,24,307
ti. Charged 10,50,00,000 10,50,00,000 7,57,18,350  (—)2,92,81,650

2. As shown above, the Appropriation Accounts for 1973-74 in
respect of Grant No. ‘49—Police’ did not show any excess either in
the Revenue Section or in the Capital Section of the Grant. However,
after the last batch of Supplementary Demands for 1373-74 had been
presented to Parliament, an amount of Rs, 1,304.20 was sanctioned
on 13-3-74 as an advance from the Contingency Fund to satisfy a
decree against Government passed by the Court of the Senior Sub-
Judge, Hosiarpur, towards cost of a suit filed by an ex-Subedar of
the Central Reserve Police. This amount was, however, wrongly
booked by the Central Reserve Police as ‘Voted’ expenditure in the
Revenue Section of the Grant No. ‘49—Police’ instead of to ‘Contin-
gency Fund'. Had this amount been correctly booked in account

would have remained outstanding in ‘Contingency Fund’ at the end
of 1973-74.

Following the normal practice and in accordance with the rules
relating to the Fund, the advance from the Contingency Fund was
sought to be recouped through a Supplementary Demand for
Grant in the next session of Parliament. Accordingly in the First

1
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batch of Supplementary Demands for Grants for 1974-75, presented
to Parliament in August 1974, a charged amount of Rs. 2000}- was
included in Demand No. “48—Police” for 1974-75 towards recoupment
of preceding year’s advance from the Contingency Fund.

3. During the course of discussions on that First batch of Supple-
mentary Demands for Grants for 1974-75 in the Lok Sabha, on 2-9-74,
the Chair ruled (copy enclosed) that the item was subject matter
for excess grant and should be brought before Parliament for regu-
larisation in the form of Excess Demand for Grant. Accordingly the
Appropriation Act (No. 3) of 1974 (assented to on 12th September
1974) in relation to that First Batch of Supplementary Demands
for 1974-75, did not provide for the appropriation of this amount of
Rs. 2,000 out of Consolidated Fund of India.

4. In pursuance of the Chair's ruling referred to above, recom-
mendation of the Public Accounts Committee, Supplementary to the
recommendations made in Paragraph 2.66 of the Committee's
Hundred and Eightieth Report of August 1975, is solicited to the
presentation of a Demand for Excess Grant for this item relating to
1973-74.

5. Audit has seen.
Sd/-
(C. G. SOMIAH),

Joint Secretary to the Government of India.
New DEeLHI;
Dated, the 2nd January, 1976.

To
The Chairman and Members,
Public Accounts Committee,
Parliament House, New Delhi, M.H.A.No.3|9!74-AC.I
Enclosure to Appendix I
Extracts from the Lok Sabha Proceedings dated 2-9-74.
Mr. Deputy Speaker: * * * *

I will read out what the Speaker has ruled before leaving the
Chair:

“The other day I saw the objections raised by hon. members
about certain expenditure of the previous year. I think,
that is a subject matter for excess grants. I hope the
hon. Minister will come forward with Excess Demands
for Grants.”



APPENDIX 11

Summary of Conclusions|Recommendations

S. No. Para No. Ministry/Department Conclusion/Recommendation

(1) (2) (3)

I. 1.8&1.9 Ministry of Finance
(Deptt. of EA)&
Ministry of Home
Affairs

(4)

The Committee note that an alvance of Rs. 1304.20 sanctioned
as an advance from the Contingency Fund of India, on 13th March
1974, for the payment of a decretal amount was wrongly booked in
the accounts for the year 1973-74 by the Central Reserve Police, as
an item of Voted expenditure in the Revenue Section of ‘Grant No.
49-Police’ instead of to the Contingency Fund. Had this amount been
correctly booked in the accounts, it would have remained outstand-
ing at the end of 1973-74. Following the normal practice and in
accordance with Rule 8 of the Contingency Fund of India Rules, the
advance drawn from the Contingency Fund was sought to be recouped
through a Supplementary Demand for Grant in the next session of
Parliament. During the course of discussions in the House on the
first batch of Supplementary Demands for Grants for 1974-75, in

\O



which this item stood included, the Speaker gave the following
ruling on 2 September 1974:

“The other day I saw the wbjections raised by honourable
members about certain expenditure of the previous year.
I think that is a subject matter for excess grants. I hope
the honourable Minister would come forward with Excess
Demands for Grants.”

The Speaker’s ruling implies that if any advance from the Contin-
gency Fund remained outstanding at the end of the year in which
the advance was drawn, such advances might not be regularised
by placing Supplementary Demands in a subsequent year but would
have to be regularised through an excess demand. Accordingly, this
item was withdrawn from the Supplementary Demands and now the
Ministry of Home Affairs have approached the Committee for the
regularisation of this expenditure through an Excess Demand.

The Committee are unable to understand how an advance drawn
from the Contingency Fund came to be booked wrongly by the
department in the accounts for the year 1973-74 as an expenditure
from the Consolidated Fund. What is worse, though expenditure
incurred in satisfaction of court decrees, awards of arbitral tribun-
als, etc. is correctly debitable as a ‘charged’ item of expenditure,
the department committed a further mistake in booking the ex-

o1
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Ministry of Finance
(Deptt. of E.A)

..__d”._

penditure as a Voted item. This clearly indicates a gross lack of
knowledge of the basic principles of accounting and classification.
The Committee would like the Ministry to examine this lapse and
ensure that the supervision exercised over the accounting of ex-
penditure is adequate and that responsibility for the lapse is located.

Since the Speaker’s ruling of 2 September, 1974 implies that the
relevant rules for the recoupment of advances drawn from the
Contingency Fund of India require suitable amendment, the
Committee trust that Government have taken adequate steps in
this regard and will send an intimation accordingly.

Instances where advances drawn from the Contingency Fund
remain outstanding at the end of the financial year may occur
every year. Hitherto such amounts had been regularised and re-
couped by means of Suppiementary Demands for Grants presented
in the subsequent financial vear. However, in view of the Speaker’s
specific ruling of 2 September. 1974, <uch outstanding amounts will
henceforth have to be regularised by means of Excess Demands. To
enable the Commitiee to present a Consolidated Report on Excesses
over Voted Grants and Chargel Appropriations, it is necessary that
in future, along with the explanatory notes on Excesses over Voted
Grants and Charged Appropriations reflected in the Appropriation
Accounts, the concerned Ministries/Departments should also furnish
in accordance with the time schedule already prescribed in this
regard, explanatory notes on cases of advances drawn from the
Contingency Fund but remaining outstanding at the end of the

11
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(4)

H (2)

4 I.12 Minjstry of Finance
(De~tr:of ELANK&
Ministry of Home
Affairs

5 1.13 —Do—

Financial Year. The Budget Division
may issue necessary instructions in this regard.

of the Ministry of Finance

Normally, the Public Accounts Committee go by the cases re-
ported by the Comptroller & Auditor General of India, unless any
instance of misclassification is brought before them at the time when
they examine the excesses. Since, however, this item of misclassifi-
cation in 1973-74 under Grant No. ‘49—Police’ was specifically dis-
cussed in Parliament and the ruling of the Speaker of 2 September
1974 also had its genesis in this particular item of misclassification,
the Committee have considered it fit to recommend regularisation

of the misclassified item as a special case.

Subject to their observations contained in the preceding para-
graphs and in continuation of their recommendation contained in
paragraph 2.66 of their 12Gth Report (Fifth Lok Sabha), the
Committee recommend that the amount of Rs. 1304.20 which had been
drawn from the Contingency Fund of India, in March 1974 and
which would have remained outstanding at the end of 1973-74 but
for its erroneous booking as an expenditure from the Consolidated
Fund of India under Grant No. ‘49—Police’, be regularised in the
manner prescribed in Article 115 of the Constitution of India.

GMGIPMRND—LS IT—542 LS—16-6-76—1150
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