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INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairman of b e  Public Accounts Committee, as authorised 
by the Committee, do present on their behalf this Forty-Eighth Report on 
the Action Taken by Government on the recommendations of the Public 
Accounts Committee contained in their 120th Report (Fourth Lok Sabha) 
dating to the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting. 

2. On the 8th July, 1971, an "Action Taken" Sub-committee was 
appointed to scrutinisc the replies received from Government in pur- 
suance of the recommendations made by the Committee in their earlier 
Ikports. The Sub-Committee was constituted with the following Mem- 
bcrs: 

Shri B. S. Murthy--Convener. 

2. Shri Bhagwat Jha Azad 
3. Shri Ram Sahai Pandey 
4. Shri C. C. Desai 

1 
I hfetnbtrs 

5. Shri Thillai Villalan I 
6. Shri Shyam La1 Yadav j 

3. The Action Taken Notes furnished by the Government were 
Lons~dcred by the Action Taken SutFCornmittee of the Public Accounts 
Committee (1970-71) at their sitting held on the 9th December, 1970. 
Consequent on the dissolution of the Lok Sabha on the 27th December, 
1970, the Public Accounts Committee ceased to exist from that 
h t c .  The Action Taken Sub-Committee d the Public Accounts Com- 
m~ttce (1971-72) wnsidered and adopt& this Report at their sitting 
h l d  on the 25th April, 1972 based on suggestions of the Sub-Commit- 
~ L ' C  of P.A.C. (1970-7 1 ) and further information received from the 
h i s t r y  of information and Broadcasting. The Report was finally adopt- 
4 by the Public Accounts Committee on the 27th April, 1972. 

4. For facility of reference the main conclusionsjrecommendations of 
thc Committee have been printed in thick type in the body of the Report. 
A statement showing the summary of the main rccommendation/observa- 
lions of the Committee b appended to the Report ( A p p e a W .  



6. The Committee place on record their appreciation of the assistancis 
rendered to them in this matter by the Comptroller and Auditor Gcncrsl 
of India. 

ERA SEZHIYAN, 
Chairrnat~, 

Public A r ~ u t ~ t s  Comtnittc~ 

NEW' DELHI, 
April 27, 1972. 

Vaisakh 7 .  1894 (Suka) 



Working results of the Films Division-Puragraplt 1.68 (S. No. 6 )  

1.6. In paragraph 1.68 of their 120th Report, the Committee had made 
the following observations about the working results of the Films Divi- 
sion: 

"The Committee are not satisfied with the working results of the 
Films Division. The accounts no doubt show a sunplus every 
year, but this surplus is illusory as it has been worked out 
after taking credit for "notional revenue" every year in respect 
of films released for free exhibition. The quantum of such 
"notional revenue" which varied from about 56 per cent to 
73 per cent of the actual revenue realised during the period 
1964-65 to 1967-68, shot up in 1968-69, when it was virtual- 
ly equal to actual revenue." 

1.7. In their action taken note dated 24th November, 1970 the 
Ministry of 1nformGion and Broadcasting furnished the following reply : 

"Apart from producing fihns of theatrical release, the Films Divi- 
sion produces films for specialised audience and for showing 
exclusively on the mobile exhibition vans through D.F.P. to 
the rural masses. These films are supplied free of charge. 
Hence there is no objection if the Films Division takes credit 
for free supplies. Moreover, the 'notional =venue' are not 
bound to increase as the exhibition facilities through mobile 
vans increase and the Films Division is able to reach more 
and more of population. Besides it may be stated that:- 

(i) Films Division has to share the screening time for approval 
films with the State Governments. As more Statc 
Government films are being made available to Film 
Division for distribution, the revenue from this source 
will decrease. The Division will perhaps have to con- 
centrate more on films for rural publicity and special 
films. 

(ii) Films Division has to produce inrtructional films, record 
films etc., af which only a few copies are required. It 
means a losing propositIoa. 

(iii) Fllmr Division has to dub films in same languages even 
through the requirement are very small. A commercbl 
organisation would not undertake such dubMag. 



2. The Films Division being a publicity organisation has to measure 
its performance more in terms of publicity than by profits made. The 
cost of production of Films Division is herefore, apt to be higher than the 
private producers and rise in prices is also reflected in it. 

3. However, when the Costing system of the Films Division is over- 
hauled and expenditure is properly allocated, it is hoped that the cost 
differential will not be so much. Preliminary action in this regard has 
already been taken." 

1.8, The Committee ere not still convinced of @e reesonobleness of 
the credit taken for 'Notional Revenue' in view of its rapid multiplication 
during the period 1964-65 to 196849 ia compahn w&h tbe revenue 
actually redbed. Tbey would, theretore, suggest that a more realis& 
bi8 should be evolved in colvrnhadon witb Adk to reckon 'notional 
revelwe' in respect of film distribrded for screening free of ehnrgc. 

I't~rformance of the Films Division-Parugruph 1.69 (S. No. 7 ) . . 
1.9. The Committee made the following comments in paragraph 1.69 

of the Report a b u t  the performance of the Films Division: 

"Considering that it is obligatory for cinema houses under the 
law to screen all documentaries produced by the Films Divi- 
sion (of 2,000 f t  or less), the Committee cannot help feeling 
that the Films Division has not given a good account of itself. 
The representative of the Ministry of information and Broad- 
casting himself admitted during evidence that he could not 
claim that the state af affairs was a very happy ow." 

1.10. Thc Ministry of Information and Broadcasting in their note 
%dated 17th January 1972 replied as under: 

"The observations of the Public Accounts Committee have been 
conveyed to the Controlkr of the Films Division, Bombay 
for taking appro- faation The working of the Films 
Division has since been examined recently by the Administra- 
tive Staff College, Hydorabad. Tbeir report is under cxami- 
nation. The S.I.U. of tho Ministry of Fiance is also rxam- 
ining the working of the Film Division. n e i r  final report 
is awaited. 

' h e  Comnvitta will be aprised of the M n g s  of S.I.U. of the 
Minicty d Ptnana in dw cout(lc." 



1.11. The Committee feel that apart from the measure now taken by 
Govemmed to improve the working of the Fihs Division emphasis bas 
to be laid on improviag tbe quality of doarnrentaries. They would ac- 
cordingiy suggest that Government should h o u r  to improve the qun- 
lity of Films produc~d by the Films Division. 

Procedure for dcrcrmination of rules for production of film by outsitlc 
producers-Puragrapit 1 . 1  19 (S. No. 17). 

1.12. Dealing with the rate allowed by Gavernment for production 
of a docunlentnry iilm "India's Fast on China", by a private producer, 
the Committee made the following recommendation regarding the 
procedure for determination of rates for production of films by outside 
producers in paragraph 1.119 of the Report : 

"There is one point arising out of this case which calls for careful 
examination. An analysis of the arbitrator's award indicates 
that as against Rs. 35 per frmt allowed to the producer, his 
cost of production, excluding overheads was Rs. 16.17 per 
foot. A question, therefore, arises whet'hcr the margin allow- 
ed to the producer was not hi$. The Committee would 
like Government to examine this and a few other typical 
cases, with a view to ascertaining whether there is any rational 
basis for determination of rates contracted for with outside 
producers. The Committee recognise that producers will 
have to be paid according to their merit and standing and 
that the rates offered will have to be rcasonably attractive, 
but the impression that the Committee get is that the rates are 
fixed in an ad hoc manner. The findings in later section of 
this Report lend substance to this belie!!. The Committee 
would like Government to examine whether the procedure in 
this regard could not be systernatised." 

1.13. The Ministry furnished the following reply in their note dated 
16th November, 1970. 

"Films are assigned to producers generally on competitive tender 
basis. Tenders are invited from producers on the panel but 
in certain cases where the subjects are of a difficult and spe- 
cialised nature and require expert handling limited tenders 
are invited from a few selected producers from the panel. 
In exceptional cases, important films are assigned to producers 
on or outside the panel on negotiation basis, the rates being 
settled by mutual agreement. Efforts are made to keep the 
rate as low as possible but due allowance has to bc made for 



the producer's standing and creative ability not to speak of 
the remuneration of the producer for the time that he has to 
devote to the making of the film." 

1.14. While the Committee recognise the fad that rate for production 
of &n depends on the type of tbe fUm, they would like to suggest that 
offers for production of films should be scruthrised by a Committee con- 
sisting of experts including those from outside the Ministry of Information 
and Broadcasting. They also feel that Gwernment should, on the basis 
of their past experience in the production of films, work out predetermined 
basic rates per unit length for different types of film. which can be a 
gnide for awarding codracts either on tender bapis: or on negotiation basis 
so that patently excessive rates as in the case under consideration are not 
paid to the producers. 

Production of Film Cure on Indo-China Border No. 2-Paragmph r 1.133 
-1.136 (S. NOS. 22-25 . 
1.15. In thcir 120th RcpoI.t (Fourth Lok Sabha) the P.A.C. Inter 

d i a  haw dcnlt with production of two docurncntary films on IndiaC!~'i~a 
mrder dispute (viz, "India's Case on China" and "India-China Border 
No. 2") for which two separate contacts had been entered into with a 
private producer in January, 1963 and July 1963 respectively. In both 
these cases there was delay in production of :he films. The first film 
was delivered in November, 1964 and the second film in July, 1968. 

1.16. Tn the first case, a dispute arose in the settlement of the pro- 
ducer's claim and the matter was referral to an arbitrator who held 
Government responsible for delays and awarded the poducer Rs. 2.79 
lakhs as damages on this account, besides certain other charges. 

1.17. The Committee in their report dealt with two aspects of the 
contract for production of I n d d i n a  Border No. 2 i.e delay in produc- 
tion and higher rate paid to the producer. The Committee made the 
following observations in paras 1.133 to 1.136 of the Report: 

"This is an even more glaring instance of delay in pmduction 
of a documentary which defeated the very pttrposp for which.. 
its production was undertaken. 

"The documentary, like the one examined by the Committee in an 
earlier section of this 'Report, was intended to present Tndia's 
case in its border dispute with China. According to the 
contract which was executed on lOCh July, 1963, the rough- 
cut of the documentary with commentary was to be given by 
the producer to Government for appmal  within 90 days of- 



the agreement (is., by 7th October, 1963). The rough cut 
was, however, delivered by the producer for approval only on 
19th January, 1966. The delivery of the h a 1  film was 
further delayed by the producer till July, 1968 on the ground 
that arbitration proceedings were in progress in respect of 
claims relating to production of the ,ther blm allotted to him 
(dealt with in the previous section of this Report). 

"The Committee are at a loss to understand how Government 
acquiesced in the delay that occurred at various stages parti- 
cularly in a film the timely production of which was of great 
importance from the point of view of the country's external 
publicity. It  is also strange that after 11,wing made full pay- 
ment for the film, they should have allowed the producer 
to hold up delivery of the final film pending outcome of 
arbitration proceedings which were entirely unconnected with 
this case. The Committee would like an investigation to be 
made to ascertain why the delay occurred and whether there 
was any justification for condoning this delay." 

"The Committee would like to mention one other point. The rate 
per foot agreed for this film i.e., Rs. 50 was even higher than 
the rate agreed upon in the previous case, i.e., Rs. 35 per foot. 
Government themselves were aware that this rate was 
unconscionably high but were compelled to accept it in the 
circumstances that then obtained. In fact, the Secretary to the 
Ministry of Information and Broadcasting placed it on record 
that the producer's demand of higher rate was like that of a 
surgeon demanding a higher fee after, the patient had been 
put on the operation table and opened up." The Commit- 
tee would like Government to consider whether in view sf :his 
experience it is desirabIe for Government to have further deal- 
ings with this producer." 

1.18. In their atcion taken note dated 16th 'November, 1970 the 
Ministry of Information and Broadcasting stated as follows :- 

"The completion of the s e h d  film 'The Shadow Acrosb the East' 
was delayed by the producer, for he pleaded thet he was too 
pre-occupied with the arbitration proceedings of the first film 
'India's case against China'. In $e c i r c u m s t ~ s ,  Govern- 
ment accepted his request for extension of time for the comp- 
letion d the second film!' 



"No work has been assigned to this producer by this Ministry, 
since then. Committee's observation will be kept in view if 
any offer to make a film is received from him in future." 

1 .l9. In July 197 1 the producer concerned submitted a representation 
to the Chairman, P.A.C. stating that the facts on which the Committee 
based their conclusions were not correct and that complete facts regarding 
delay in film No. 2 were not brought to the Commitee's notice. 

1.20. The Ministry of Information and ~ r o s d c a s t i n ~  were thzeforc 
asked to furnish further information about the delay that occurred at 
the various stages in the production of the second film. 

The Ministry of Information and Broadcasting have furnished a detailed' 
note (page 1 8 )  showing in chronological order the various factors 
and circumstances leading to delay in production of the film on Indo-China 
Border No. 2. The following position emerges: 

( i)  According to the original contract, the rough-cut of Indo-China 
Border Film No. 2 was to be delivered by the Producer by 
7th October, 1963. It was later agreed to by thc Ministry 
that the rough cut of this film might be delivered within one 
month from the day on which the rough cut of Film No. 1 
would be completed. The rough cut of Film No. 1 was sub- 
mitted by the producer on 20th September, 1963 but it was 
finally approved on 1 lth November, 1964. 

( i i)  After the producer supplicd thc text of the comnlcntary on 
14th August, 1964, i t  was decidcd on 26th Au$us~, 1963 to 
drop the production of Film No. 2 at the instance of the 
Ministry of Extcrnal Affairs. But after the producer dis- 
cussed this matter in January, 1965, it was agreed to revive 
the film and hc was asked to revisc the commentary text. The 
comments on the revised commentary were sent to the producer 
on 29th July, 1965. 

(iii) in the meantime the producer was assiped another film on 
Pakistan's conflict with India. The time-limit or submission 
of rouah cut of film "Case of IndeChina Border No. 2" was 
agreed to be extended to within 30 days after deliverv of the 
film on Pakistan conflict with India. The film on Pakistan's 
conflict with India was completed in December, 1965. 

(iv) The rough cut of I n b C h i n a  Film No. 2 was submitted on 
19th January, 1966 and was returned nn 14th March, 1966. 
sup,eestine some alternations therein. The produccr failed to- 
deliver the revised rou* cut and was served with a notice on. 



20th April, 1967 after consulting the Ministry of Law, that 
the contract would be cancelled if the rough cut was not deli- 
vered within 45 days. The producer represented on 25th 
May, 1967 that since he was busy with arbitration proceedings 
in Delhi in connection with the first film on India-China Border 
Case, he may be allowed to deliver the film within 45 days 
of the finalisation of the arbitration proceedings. 

(v) The request of the producer for extension of tinie limit for 
delivery of the film was agrecd to in April, 1968. The film 
was delivered on 26th July, 1968. 

1.21 As regards the higher rate of Rs. 50 per foot paid by Govern- 
ment for Film No. 2, as against Rs. 351- per foot paid for Film No. 1, 
-the producer in his representation has justified his demand for the higher 
rate by pointing out the instances of higher rates paid in certain other 
cases. He has also drawn attention to the evidence tendered before the 
P.A.C. by the witness that "the amount of Rs. 35 per foot for the first 
film possibly seemed to be on the low side both according to the arbitrator 
.end according to the Ministry." It was also stated that "Paynient of Rs, 50 

. . . .  a foot is not unusual for outstanding producers for instance. .film 
on Lord Budha was paid that much." 

1.22. According to the information nnw furnished by thc Ministry. the 
maximum rate paid to the private producers during the year 1963-64 when 
contract for production of this film was concluded and threc yews prcced- 

.in€ was as follows:- 
Rs. 

1.23. According to the Ministry the higher ratc of Rs. 50 was paid 
in 1962-63 in respect of the film on Swami Vivckananda for thc following 
reasons: 

(1) The producer has done considerable research on the subject 
and rough outline prepared by him for this was rcally p o d ;  

(ii) The rate included cost of shooting abroad for registering differ- 
ent events on Swamiji's life in USA, UK, Epypt and other 
places all over Tndia and also procurcment of filmic materials 
from these countries. 

- --.---,- .---. 

*vide p e g  rq :'bid. 
* * d e p s g e 4 ,  ra th  Report ofPAC (4th Lok Sabhn) 



1.24. In a note furnished to the Public Accounts Committee (1969-70) 
#hich has been reproduced in para 1.124 of the 120th Report (Fourth 
 LO^ Sabha) the Ministry had stated that in the case of Indo-China Border 
Film No. 2 the produoer had done considerable research on the subject. 
However, it is not clear whether the film No. 2 on Chin2 ~t~volved any 
costly shooting abroad as in the case of the film on Swami Vivekananda. 

1.25. The producer has claimed in his representation the film  odd 
cost at least as much as a documentary on Swami Viveknnanda in the 
following words: 

"Surely, it will be agreed that a film dealing with the decisions and 
policies of the leaders of distant countries such as China, 
Ceylon, Burma, Indonesia, Africa, the U.S.S.R. and the U.A.R. 
a film dealing with Chinese claims to Nepal Sikkim, Bhutan, 
to North Vietnam and South Vietnam and claim to the Anda- 
man Island; a film dramatising the great debate between 
Krushchev and Mao Tse-Tung on question of Nuclear War 
and World Peace, would cost at least as much 'as 'a 
documentary on Swami Vivekananda." 

1.26. The following information was given'to the Committee (1969-70) 
vide para 1 .I27 of 120th Report about concessions given by Government 
tor shooting Indo-China Film No. 2:  

'The Committee enquired whether the facilities and concessions 
shown in the matter of shooting and procurcmcn! of raw film 
for the production of the earlier picture we:e extended in this 
case also. The Ministry replied that the producer did not need 
assistance of Defence authorities for this film and as such 
t h e  was no question of payment to Defence mthorities. As 
regards stock shots supplied by Films Division to the producer, 
these were supplied at non-commercial rates for both film No. 1 
and Film No. 2 subject to a total length of 1.500 ft. for hoth 
the films together." 

1.27. 'Ibe Conunittee have observed in prvngraph 1.133 of their 120th 
Report ( P d  Lok SorbhP), tbd this case is an even mom flaring instance 
of delay in proddon of a wbicb defeated the very purpnsc 
fa ih pmhdbn. The mmhct wm dgaed on 10th Jnly, 1963, bnt the 
Barl @h was dcliraed om 2- July, 1968 L., alta tb ycaS. The 
C o a a r l t Q e ~ d c s b t d C o ~ t o b w d @ t e w b y I h e d c ~ ~ d  
and wbetber there wns any justYication for condoning it. From the info* 



mation now furnished to tbe C-, they find Lat the delay in the 
p m h d o n  of Film No. 2 was due to the fobwing factom: 

Government agreed to &ow the producer to link up p w k t i o n  
of rought cut of Film No. 2 with Film No. 1, although this 
was not provided in the contract. 

(ii) There was indecismn on the part of Government whether or 
not to proceed wSth the Filar No. 2. 

(Hi) The same producer was e d m t e d  with another film on 'Pakis- 
tan conflict with I&' a d  tdre time limit for submission of 
rough cut 04 the FUm No. 2 was rrgreed to be extended to 
within 30 days after delivery of this film. 

(iv) The producer wss further &wed an extension pending tbe out- 
come d arbibrtion - in the dispute regarding Film 
No. 1, although tbese were not connected with Film No. 2. 

1.28. As regards the higher rate of Rs. 501- per foot paid for the P i m  
No. 2 rn 8gdmt Rs. 351- per toot for Fihn No. 1, the Committee had in 
paragraph 1.136 of thdr 120th Report (Fourth Lok Sabha) referred to a 
note recorded by the Secretary, M i b y  of Informution and Broadcasting 
tbat the Producer's demand of %her ra t e  wpv like tlmt of surgeon demand- 
ing - fee "after the patient had been pt on the operation table and 
loped up." The Committee had recommended tbat in view of Qfs expe- 
rieace Government should consider whether it was desimblc to have fuaher 
dePLiags witb this producer. From the idonnation now fuakhed to the 
Committee they find that rate of Rs. 501- per foot was paid earlier in the 
a s e  of film on Swami ViveLananda in 1962-63 as it involved research 
work and c o d y  shooting abroad. The Committee had been informed 
d&ng evidence that tbe rate of Rs. 35!- per foot for the Film NO. 1 
'possibly seemed to be on the low side' and &at Borne extra payment was 
made for the Fi No. 2. It is nd clear to the Committee whether the 
research work and sbootiag iovolved in this case justified the higher rale 
rs paid in tbe case d S w d  ViveLPard~. Ibe Commktee lee1 that it 
was open to Government in July, 1963 not to agrce to the higher rate 
demanded by the producer and entrust tbe work to another person. The 
(+nittee would, bowever, like to leave it to Govenunent to take such 
M m h n  as they deem necessary on tb bnsis oP the fads d the cpoe. 



CHAPTER XI 
RECOMMENDATlONS/OBSERVATIONS THAT HAVE BEEN 

ACCEPTED BY GOVERNMENT 

The Committee note that there was a substantial :.hotifall in produc- 
tion of documentaries by the Films Division during the years 1965-66 and 
1966-67. In the subsequent years, the position improved, but this was 
not due to any increase in output, but a reduction in the targets. 

[S. No. 1 of Appendix I1 (Paragrnph i.261 of 120th 
Report -4: 11 Lok Sa5hal. 

Action Taken 
The observation has been noted. 

[Ministry of Information and Broadcasting cndorscment No. 42!4/70-F(P), 
dated 16-11-1970]. 

Apart from other factors, the main reason ior thc shortfall in produc- 
tion was shortage of directorial staff. The data furnisiied to the Com- 
mittee shows that this is a persisting phenomenon and that the position in 
this regard has deteriorated. The shortage of Dircct:)rs h:ts resulted in 
other rcscwrces of Films Division by way of men and rn~terial bcing tept  
idle. The Committee would like Government to conuldtr s t e p  to bring 
abour n pcrnianent improvcmcnt in the position. 

Rccruitrnent proccdurcs should bc streanilined arci condition5 of ser- 
vice and work madc congenial enough to attract n 4  r e ~ i ~ i o  r:al titlent. 
Thcrr is n Film Institute at Poona which trains peon!.: :n :hir line. Cnm- 
petcnt staff from that Institute should be drafted. if nc? .=~~nry  an3 trt1ince.i 
who show promise should be induced to join the wvics i  of tbe W m s  
Division. 

[S. No. 2 of Appendix I1 (Parafmp:! 1.27) of 120th. 
Rep?--4th Lok Sabhal 

Action Takem 
The rccommendetions of the Committee have been nc.:ed and all efforts; 

will be made to avoid vacancies in the directorial staff, rmsininq unfilled. 
The  recruitment rules in respect of a number of i n  th: ~ i l m s  IXvi-. 



sion have alrcady been revised so as to make the diploma holders from the 
Film and Television Institute of India eligible lor appointment thereto. 

[Ministry of Information and Broadcasting O.M. No. 1.3/ 12/70, dated 
16th October, 19701. 

Recommendation 

m e  Committee consider it esgential that utmost stress shuuld bc laid 
on thc quali!y of films produced by the Filn~s Division. Govcrnment have 
clairhed that the quality has recently improved and that this is reflected 
in 01t increasing numbzr of awards wen. h u ~  an obj,:.:li\i asses.mc~I~ on 
rhis point is called for by cxpcrts in thc field. The f;l.y that ovrrse;ls ecii- 
tions of n w  srcels previouJ!. prodlicsd by tllc Filni:. 1)ivision hiid not 
proved popular and werc, tllcrcfore, discoi~ti~lu~d i'il-in 1966-67 \could 
appear 10 scggcst that thcre is nrnplc room for improvcnwnt. 

[S. No. 3 of Appendix I1 (Paragraph 1.28) of 120th 
Repc.:t-.?lh '-irk Snbha]. 

Action Taken 

Thc recommendation that utmost stress should bc laid on thc quality of 
Sl!rs produced by thc Films Divihion and an objectiir astcsslIicnt slio;lld 
be ! ude  bj  cxperts in the ficld. has becn notcd. P ~ ~ - t i ~ i i ~ t g  of s m t  of 
the Films I.?ivision producti:m has :rlrca&y bccn r~r?:i,::.r.i!:~n. 

[Ministry ai lnform:~tion and Brondcnsting cndorseqten: No.  42,1'4/70-F( P) ,  
dated 16th November. I Y?O]. 

Recommendation 
Ths Committx observe that 25 per cent of' lhth dL,:unicntarics to be 

imduccd by thc Films Division every year are e ~ r r n . ~ k c i l  for produ;tion 
b\ cutside producers. Though. fiince 1967-68. thcs? protiuccrs l?;li,c bccn 
f111fillin; thcir obligations, in earlier years they had fnllccl ~c procluc: the 
;rllottcd quota. In somc cases this was no doubt d w  ;,! dzfnlilr o n  their 
rart, but thc information furnishcct by Govcrnment s l i c w s  11i;it procedural 
Jc.::~ys in Government Departments held up prodr!cfiv nf  lilnic, on wca-  
~ i - m s .  Later in this Report. the Committee have rev~wcc! a case, whcre 
,due to delays on the part of Government in approving scripls and rough- 
,cat. and according to facilities that had been agrrcc trpcn, production of 
;\n importznt documentary was hcld up resulting ill ~r'hi!ration proceedings 
which cost Govcrnmcnt an extra expenditure of over I?:.. 2.79 lakhs. 7?lc 
.Coinmittee would like Government to take precautio~is against recurrence 
,:,f such situations in their dealings with outside prcrd~i;rs. 

IS. No. 4 of Appendix I! (P9v::~nyi- 1.29) of 120th 
Rywrt--4th Lok Sabhn]. 



Action Taken 
T ' k  ooservation of the Commitkc has k e n  noted. 

[Ministry of Information and Broadcasting cndorscmcnt No. 42/4/73-l : :- . , 
datcd 1 6th November, 19701 

Recommendation 

The Comillittee are not satisfied with the working results of thc Films 
Division, T h e  accounts n o  doubt show a surplus every year, but  this 
surplus is illusory, as it has bccn worked out after taking credit for "no- 
tional revenue" cvery year in respect of films released for  free exhibition. 
Thc quanluni of such "notional rcv2nuc", which vnricd from about 56 per 
cm1 to 73 per cent of the actual rcvcnue r~a l i sed  during the pcriod 1964-65 
:n 1967-68. shot up in IYGX-69. whcn it was virtually q u a 1  to actual 
!'-vcnuc. 

[S. Yo. 6 of Appendix I1 ( P a r a g a p h  1.68) ,)f 120th 
Report--4th Lok Sab5al 

Apart l 'ron~ prcducing film. f(lr thcntrical rclcasc, thc Films Division 
produces films for specialiscd audience and for  showing exclusively on the 
mobile cxhihition \,an$ throiyh D.F.P. to the rural masscs. Thcsc films 
arc supplied frcc of chi~rpc. l-lt:!:cl. there is n o  objection i f  the Films 
Division takcs credit for freesupplies. Moreover, the 'notional revenue' 
arc not hound to incre:lsc as thc. cvhibition fncilitics through m o b ~ l c  va1:5 
increase an(! the F i l m  Division is ::ldc t.1 rc:lch more and more of pnpu!a- 
!ion Rci;idc~ it !ii;ly s t ~ t e t !  th:~!:- 

( i )  Films Division has : , I  sh:trc the scrccnin,n time for  approved 
filnls with the S~;IIC Govcrnmcnts. As more Statc Govern- 
mcnts films are bein? 1n::dc available to F i l m  Division for  
di~trilwtion. thc rcvcrirrc from this sources will decrease. T ie  
Division will pcrhaps have to concentrate more on films for 
rw11 publicity rind special films. 

(ii) Films Division has to produce instructional films. sccnrd films 
etc . of which only :! few copies arc required. Tt mcnnq n 
1n:;iny proposition. 

, iii) Films Divicion hnz to duh films in somc Inngunges even t l ~ o ~ g h  
the scquiremcnts nre VCN small. A commercial or-:mic:ltion 
wnuld ro t  undcrt:ikc c ~ ~ c h  dufihing. 



2. The Films Division being a publicity organisation has to measure its', 
performance more in terms of publicity than by profit made. The cost of 
production of Films Division is therefore, apt to be higher than the private' 
producers and rise in prices is also reflected in it. 

3. However, when the Costing system of the Films Division i s  over: 
hauled and expenditure is properly allocated, it is hoped that the cost 
differential will not be so much. Preliminary action in this regard has 
already been taken. 

[Ministry of Information and Broadcasting U.O. No. 42/4/7O-F(P), 
dated 24th November, 19701, 

Recommendation 

The Committee cannot help feeling that Government showed no sense 
of urgency at all in dealing with matters relating to this picture i.e. 'India's 
case on China' the production of which was considered urgent from the 
point of view of the country's exte.rnal publicity. 

The production of this picture was undertaken to project the country's 
case in its border dispute with China. In an understandable anxiety to 
have the film completed very early, the contract was givcn to the produccr 
without calling for tenders. There was a rigid time-table laid down for the 
completion of each stage of the picturc. but yet Government itself hv itr, 
actions rendered its implementation difficult. 

The contract, signed on the 18th Junuar). 1963, gave thc producer 
thirteen days for the submission of n final script. It was therefore. rcason- 
able to expect that Government would nccd a much shorter pcriod for 
approving the script more so, because as pointed out by an arbitratm,who 
adjudicated on this case, it had been "scrutinised with care'' by the Minis- 
try of External Affairs before the contract was placed. Yet the script Snb: 
mitted by the producer on 22nd J a n u q .  1963, was not finally npprovcd 
till 15th April, 1963, due to time spent on niectings and discussioi:~. 4s 
pointed out by the arbitrator, Government failed to exercise "reasonable 
diligence" in the matter. 

[S. Nos. 10, 1 1 & 12 of Appendix IT (Paragraphs 1 .112, 
1 .I  13  & 1.1 14) of 120th Rcpor t -4 th  Lok Sabhal. 

Action Taken 
The observations of the P.A.C. havc bcen noted. The subject matter 

of the film was of a sensitive and complicated nature which necrsaitated 
consult'ation with different Ministries of Govcrnment. vir., Defence. Bxter- 
nnl Affairs and 1. & B.. Commerce ctc. Thc views of all thesc Ministricts 



ctc. -had to be obtained, reconciled and consolidated at every stage. Some 
delay in the circumstances, was inevitable, 

[Ministry of Jnformation and Broadcasting endorsement No. 42/4/70-.F(P), 
dated 16th November, 1970.1 

Recommendation 
The contract gave the producer YO days for the production UP ,3c 

rough-cut. The rough-cut, submitted by the producer on 20th September, 
1963, underwent revision as many as seven times, in the course of which 
the length of the fdm was increased twice and reduced as marry times. The 
arbitrator drew the inference that this was due to 'contradictory oricrs' 
passed by Government, in implementing which "Considerable' a m o u t  of 
tirlic and money must have been spent". The length of the film finally 
approved on l lth November, 1964 was about 6,300 ft. against the length 
c~t 3,500 f t .  that Government had initially considered adequate for the pro- 
per exposition and correct treatment of the theme. 

IS. No. 13 of Appendix I1 (Para I .I 15) of 120th Report 4th Lok Sabha.] 

Action Taken 

T'he observation of P.A.C. has heen noted 

[Ministry of Information and Broadcnhting endorsement No. 42,14170-F(P), 
dated I hth November. 1970.1 

Recummendation 

'I'hc overall rrsult 01 delay ai a11 thrse stagcs was that Lhe production 
:#i' : l i t  jilm took about 23 n ~ u n t h h  :ts against 10 months 25 days envisaged 
m tlic COIWIC~,  Its t0p1~3ljiy WI., i11~0 lost by thc time it was ready, The 
:,r!>jtra~or ilcld Govcrnmcnt rcqxmibli. fur thc delays and a\vnrrird the 
..!.odu~.c.r Ks. 2.79 I::lih> ;IS ~l;irn;~;~.s im thih account, besides costs, interest 
$ > I I  ci.c;:iin pcirtions of the clairn . ~ n t l  :I sun1 of  Rs. 0.95 lakh for cic:;.lel 
~ ~ ( i ~ r n ~ I l s  01 thc picture. 

15 :ind 16 of Appendix 1J (Paras 1.1 17 and 1.1 18) of 120th 
Report--4th Lok Snbhrt] 



Action Taken 
The observations of thc Public Accounts Committee have been noted. 

jh!iqisq of Information and Broadcastinp endorsement No. 42/4/70-FjP: 
dated 16th November, l97O.l 

Recommendation 

The Committee would like it to he investigated whether lhc producer 
has includcd the amount reccivcd by him iIS 3 rcsult of the Arbitrator's 
award in his Income-Tax return for the assessment ycar concerned. They 
would like to bc apprised of the rcsults of such an investigation. 

[ S .  No. 11 of Appendix I1 (Paragraph 1.23) of 120th Report- 
4th I,ok S:rbhn] 

Action Taken 

This matter was taken up with the Comlnissioner of Income Tax,  
Bombay, who has since confirmed that Shri Raibans Khanna had includ- 
ed in his income tax return the conccrned year, the amount received by 
him from the Films Division as a result of the Arbitrator's award. 
[Ministry of Information and Rroadcac;ting endorscmcnt No. 42/4/70- 

F(P) d i ~ t ~ d  16-11-19701 
Recommendatio~i 

Thiq is an even more glaring instance of dclav in Prod i~c t ic t~  of a 
documentary film which defeated the vcry purposc for which itq produc- 
tion was undertaken. 

The documentary. like the onc w,mln:d hy the Cor i?n~i t t c~  in nn 
earlier section of this Report. was intcndcd to present India's cnsc ir! its 
border disputc with China. Accordinq to the contract which was cxe- 
cuted on 10th July. 1963. thc rough-cut of the docunwntnr.;: \ ~ i t h  com- 
mentary was to  he given by the producer to Govcrnliicnt for :tpprov;il 
within 9 0  days of the date of the agrccnicnt (i..:. hy 7th Octohcr. 19631. 
The rough-cut was. however. delivered bv the producer for :\pprov:.ll only 
on 19!h January. 1966. The  dclivcn, of thc find film war further clelny- 
cd by the producer till .,nly, 1968 on the ground that nrhitnrtinn procccd- 
inps were in progress in respect of claims relatin: to  production of the 
nthcr film allotted to  him (dcalt with in thc previous scction of  thii 
Report). 

The Committee are at  a bss to  understand how Govcrnmcnt ncqoicsccd 
i n  thr  dclac th:~t occurrcd nt various rlaecc. pnrticul~rlv in 3 film the timc!v 
production of which u.35 d rrcat importance from the point of view of 
thp country's externnl p~hl ic i tv  Tt is also strange that, aftcr hnvinc mndc 
full payment for t l ~ c  film. thcy should have allowed the produccr to  hold 



up delivery of thc final film pencilng uutco,ne of arbitratio11 proceeding 
which were entirely umonnccted with this case. The Committee would 
like an investigation to be made to ascertain why the delay occurred and 
wlisther thcre was any justification for condoning this delay. 

1s. Kcrs. 22, 23, & 24 uf Apperidix I 1  (Paragraphs 1.1 33, I .I 34 & 
1 .I35 of 120th Report-4th Lok Sabha.] 

Action Taken 

The completion of thc second film 'The Shadow Across the East' was 
dclayd by the producer, for he plcaded that he was too preoccupied with 
thc arbitration proceedings of the first film "India's case agnimt China'. In 
the circumstances. Gwcrnment acceptcd his rcqucst fur extension of time 
for thc conlpletion of the second film. 

[Ministry of Information and Broadcasting endorsement NO. 
42/4/70-F( P ) datcd 16-1 1-1 970.1 

Additional Information 

.4 note indicating thc chronological sunimar of thc circr~rnstancci leading 
to thc delay that occurred at various stages in production of thc film Yo. 2 
er.t~t!ccl "Case on Indo-China Bordcr" is encloied (Annexure). 

The minimum and maximum rntec paid to privatt producers for Black 
s l t l  White films during the period from 1960-61 to 1961-63 are indicated 
bc1ow:- 

The Film on "Swami Vivekananda" was assigner1 to MI.. . . . . . .on 
18th January, 1963 and the contract was entered into with them on 20th 
February. 1963. 

The justification for higher ratc for the film nn "Swnmi Vivekananda" 
is as follows:- 

(i) that Mls . .  . . . . .had done considernble research on the subject 
and rough outline prepared by them f3r this was really god, 



14th March, 1966.  . . . Consolidated comments suggesting some alter- 
nations werc comnunicaied to the Producer aftcr previewing # 

of thc rou,gh cut by the Ministry of External Affairs, this 
Minis~r,, and Controller, Films Division. In the meantime thc 
producer requested for additional 'On Accounts' payment to 
enabli: him to continue tllc ~ o r k .  

bth Ma), 1966. . . .Or1 an nsurance in writing given by the producer 
that he would carry rcquisitc changcs In the rough cut and 
c o m n w m r y  text he ~ 3 5  gi\en Ks. 30,000. He also assured 
,ha. he would dcli\cr thC rough cut etc., with 45 days. I 

I 

11th J3nu;:ry. 1967. . . . Si~icc thc producer failed tu fulfil thc assur. 
r ; l n c ~  to d:.li\;cr the film u'i~hi:i t i l t  stipulated time. the Ministr! 
of Law's advice uus sought whether the contract \s'itli the pro- 
ducer could bc tcrn1in:ltcd :iI'tt.r issuin! a show cause noticc. 

20th April, 1967.  . . . In  accl;rd;~ncc with the Mirlistry of Law's :id- 
vicc. the Films Dii.ision uioti: calling on the produccr to deliv~v. 
the film after c:!rryins out chnngcs within 45 days of the reccip: 
nf r11c lctier fililirlg u.hich the contract would be cancelled on 
his risk without further rcferencc. 

25th M:r!., 1967 .  . . .The  produtcr madc a representntion making :: 
plsa that sinci. hc was bus: in arbitration proceedings. in Delhi 
in re@ to thc other filni. he could not dcvcltc any timc to c ! ~  
furthci work on tlw film. H c  rcqucstcd that hc nlny be :IIJc)H.c~I 
to  dclivcr this filni \+thin 45 d:n.s of th: finxliwtion of I I I L  
iirbitration procecdin.:~. 

9th Octclber. 1967.  . . .This Mirli.>tr). \ r ; i ,  inclimd tn ~ izccc l~  to tlil: 
produccr's rcqucst and so x k c d  thc Films Division to consulf 
the Law Ministry and also c~arn in~b  ~ h e t h c r  thc pr;,lon;:~ti:lr; 
of thc execution of thc contract would havc any financial impli- 
cation. 

16th March. 1968.  . . .Films Division was requested lo inform thc 
producer that as requested by him Government allowed him 
to &live: thc film within a period of 4 5  days from the date 
on which the Award is made in respect of the other film even 
though thc rcsponsihility of delay rests with him. / 



18-4-68. The producer was informed accordingly. 

21-4-68. The producer represented that the period of 45 days 
should bcgin after the proceedings connected with 
arbitration such as court proceedings, implemention or 

arbitration, etc., was completed. The producer was 
informed that thc ,pc.riod of extension commenced on 
25th May, 1968. 

2621-68. The producer. delivered the film on 26th July, 1968. 
although it was to be delivered by him on 8th July 
This delay of a few days was condoned by tho 
Controller, Films Division. 

The ;ibo\e er;pl;iinh in detail the unavoidable circunlstances at dif- 
fcrcnt stir::\ of production which compelled the Government to agree for 
c~tcnsion of tinie for the completion of the second film. 

Recommendation 
? hc i'om!uittcc would likc to mention one other point. The rate per 

i'ciol :ryccd for t l i i  filrii. i.e.. Rs. 50 was even higllc: than the rnle agreed 
urvn i n  thc !-rci inus ;:IW~. LC.. Rs. 35 per foot. Go\rrnmcrlt thcmwves 
awe aware t h a t  this rate was unconciously high, but were conlpelleu to 
:I,. :tpt i t  i t? :hc circumst:~rxxs that then obtaine'.l. I n  fact. tlic Secrttary 

I!:: h4iniq?r!. clf Ii!fortn:~ticln 2nd Broadcasting pIal:e:l i t  on rccord that 
!he. psoduxr ' .  dem;lnd f o r  higher rate was likt that of ;I s u r p n  dwwind- 
ir:. :I !?~i!hi':. f::' ' : ~ f f ~ ' r  tlic patient hntl hecn put on the opcration t;rhle and 
cv-:r:d LIP'. T h c  Cnnimittcc would like Governnlerlt to consitlcr whether . . 
11: ..!:I< of I!):. cupcrience it is cic4rahlc for Government to hav- turthcr 
5,: : , , I ; .  \\ ;!I1 t h i ~  prod~icer. 

IS. No. 1-5 of Appcridis IT (Paragraph 1.1 36) of 120th 1:tport- 
4th Lok Sabhal. 

A&OD Taken 
SO ~ i ~ l :  ha, hccn assiynecl to this producer by this Ministry sincc then. 

(.'I xrnittc.:'~ oh~crvntinn will hc kept in view if any ofle: to mnkc a film 
ic ~,cceivcd frorii him in future. 

[Vinic;:ry of lnformntioti and Broadcasting cn2orwrxnt No. 42,4/70- 
F(P), dated 16th November, 1970'. 

Recommendstloo 

The Comnli~tee note that the production of 19 films taken up by the 
Films Division on different dates, was abandoned in July, 1966. after 
incurring an cxpnditure of Rs. 1.64 lakhs, as the production progamme 
became unwieldy. The material produced in six of these cases (cost of 



RIB. 1.46 l a b s )  is stated to have been subsequently used. The .Committee 
would like steps to be taken to ensure that the material produced in the 
maiaing cases is similarly put to use. Government should also ensure 
that in future the Films ~ i v i s i o n  does not undertake production of filnls 
outside its capacity as determined by availability of men and material. 

[S. No. 26 of Appendix I1 (Paragraph 1.143) of 120th Report- 
4th Lok Szbhal. 

Actioa Taken 
The observation of the Public Accounts Commitee haw been noted for 

compliance by the Films Division. 

[Ministry of Information and Broadcasting undorscnient No. 42/4/70. 
F(P),  dated 16th November, 19701. 

Recommendation 

In the opinion d the Committee, this was a case of bad budgcthg. 
The All India Radio would have h o w n   hat th-y ha.{ to pay telcphonc 
bills for the period from 1948 onwards, if liabili~y registers had been main- 
tained by them as prescribed under the rules. So, regardlcs of bills not 
having been received from the Telephone Department beforc the budget 
-for 1967-68 was framed, they could have made a provision on this account. 
Likewise, since they had ordered car and jeeps belwecn May. 1966 and 
March 1967. a prrvision for their cmt shnul3 h:wp bet11 n?:~d: in thc 
budget estimates for 1967-68, when deliveries wzre cxpccict!.. T h i ~  t ht.y 
failed to do and when they sought to provide for these liabiliticr t111ouph 
a Supplementary Grant, the Ministry of Informntion and 13rc~1tli.;1sti~~! dis- 
allowed the provision. The result was 'that an advancc frm the 
Contingency Fund had to be sanctioned to meet these Iiabilitics. T.vc:l this 
proved redundant, as t'hc final accounts showed snvin?; unilcr !he pm:. 

. -. [S. NO. 27 of Appendix I1 (Paragraph 1.150) of 120th Report- 
4th Luk S:tbi1:i1. 

Action 'l'nkcn 

The observations/recommendation~ d the C o m n h c .  h w ~ c  been noied 
arid necessary instructions have becn issued to vnrious aficcv'urrir~ of t iw 
A.I.R., vide D.G., AIR Memo No. 312170-B&A, datcd 5th J I I P C ,  1470 
(Annexure) 

[Ministry of Infornmation and Hroadc:is[ing GM No. 5 / 2  70-R(p'l.  
daled 17th 'Noven11:cr 19701. 



GOVERNMENT OF INDLA 
DIRECTORATE GENERAL, AIL JNDIA RADIO 

NO. 3/2/70-B&A. 

New Delhi, the 5th June, 1970. 

MEMORANDUM 
SUBJEC,~:--Recommendation of the Public Accounts Committee-120th 

Report-4th Lok Sabha. 

'@An extract from the recommendation/observntion contained in 120th 
Kcport of the Public Accounti Committee (4th Lok Sabha) is forwarded 
hcrewith for information and careful guidance. It may please be ensured 
that all the known liabilities 'commitments arc provided for in the Revised 
Estimates/Budget Estimates to avoid any need for supplementary grant or 
nih;lncc fron; the Cont~ngcncy Fund of India. It may also please be en- 
wred that the prescribed Liability Register is maintined properly. 

I- 
Deputy Director of Administration, 

For Director General. 

To 
All thc Heads of All lndia Radio Stations/Offices;Auxiliary Centres 

etc. 
Cash Section/D(Cash) EI/EII/PI PIlT/S-VIT )D(B&A)/GA 'Sections. 

*Not attached. 

Recommendation 
:'The Committee would like the Ministry of Finance to issue strict hb 

structions to all the Ministries ''Departments to ensure that the Contingency 
Fund i s  not drawn upon. cxccpt for unforeseen emergencies. The fund 
is not n~eant to cover known liabilities or liabilities which a MinistryIDe- 
partment can easily anticipate and provide for, if it conformed to p r e d b -  
ed procedures in the matter of maintenance of liability registers etc." 

[S. No. 28 of Appendix 11 (Paragraph 1.151) d 120th Report--& 
Lok Sabhaj. 



Action takru 

The matter has been carefully considered in collsultation with the 
Comptfioller and Auditor General of India and the Ministry of Law and 
Justice. Government have been advised that lcgally it will be difficult to 
restrict the meaning of the word "unforeseen". rcferred to in Article 267 
of the Constitution, to  only unforeseen cmergmcies. In practice too, it is 
likely to lead to serious difficulties. !n view of thes: comidsralion, it is 
fcit that the tcrni "unforeseen cxpcnditurc" should he taken to cover the 
cl~scs wbert. inevitable payment could not be rcrisnnabl!. forcscsn or wlitrc 
at the time of making budget provisions the extent of thc cxpi.nditure could 
not be reasonably assessed and p~.ovidcd for. Ncccisnry jnstructinns on 
t h s e  lines have been issued. i n  cnnsultation ~ i t h  tlic Comptroller and 
.Auditor Gcncral of Tndia and Ministr!. r\ f  I . nu  and J ~ ~ s f i c , ~  r id:* this Minis- 
try's 0.M. No. F. 8(9\-R ,70. dntcd 19th Tnvcnlher. 1971 (.4nnc\;l:rc ) .  

[Ministry of Finance (Department of Economic Affdirsl 0 .M.  No. F. 
8(9)-B/70, dated 25th November. 1971 1 .  



KO. F. 8(9)  70 

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA (BHARAT SARKAR) 

DEPARTMENT 0 1 : '  ECONOMIC: AFFAIIIS ( AR'I'HIK KAKYA 
VIBHAG) 

Thc undcs~i:xwtl is dircc:cd 10 stal: tll:ll ilir Pu!)!i; Ai.~.oun!> Cornmitee 
'1 j7arii 1 . 15 ! ill' l k i r  1 ?Oil1 R c p ~ r !  !I:!\ : ' < , I ,  : ! / i l ,  t ->\:r t . ,~!  :i.. ii11dcr:- 

2. Undcr .Article 167 of the Co. n\tituticw ;id\..!!~c>s from !hi. Contin- 
xn:y Fund of 111di;i can iritcr c7lirr br. dr;!\r.n for nici.ting uiif,vi.scc.n cxpcn- 
:iiture. T h c  t u x  'I.'nftwsccn 12~pcnJituri" li:~.. h~lusvcr. not been 
,&fined. The n1atte.r has bccn co~l?icIcrcil in ixln\ul~a?ion with the Camp- 
lroller and Arlditor Gcrlcrnl and thc >liriistr! of L.au5. Tt h:is ~ L ' C : I  i i ~ i d ~ d  
that the term 'linforcseen cspcnditurc' should bi. I ; I ~ L ' ~  !o covtr the cases 
where an inevitable payment could not be reasonably foreseen or where 
at the time of making budget provii;ionc the extent of the e~penditure could 
not be reasonably assessed and prnvidcd for. The reiort to the :~dvance, 
however, should not he madc. where thc cxpendlture nq distinct from 
that on a 'Ne,w Service', ~ R S  alrei~dy heen incurred resulting in excess over 
:I sanctioned grant/appropriatinn. Such cxcesses should bc got recul:~rised 
tlnder Articlc 1 15 of thc Constitution. 



Ministry of Home Affairs etc. are requested to note ttiese instmotiom 
carehlly and also bring them to the notice of their attached and aubordi- 
nate offices. 

Under Secretory to the Government of I~ulia. 

7.0 
All Ministries and Departments of Government of India. 
Copy also fonvarded to the Comptroller and Auditor General of hdia 

wit11 reference to his U.O. No. 1869-Raj,/293-70 dated 30.1 0.71. 

Sd./- 
Under Secr~tury to the Government of  India 



. . .. 
CHAPTER I11 . , . . , . ,  

ICECOMMENI)A1'IONS, OBSEKVAFI IONS WtIICtI THE COMMITTEE 
DO NOT DESIRE TO PURSUE IN VIEW OF THE REPLlES 01: 

GOVERNMENT 

The Films Division is s t i ~ ~ c d  to bc rnainti1inin.g a pancl of outsidc yro- 
d u c a s  to whom produ&on is farmed out. This panel should bc pcriodi- 
d k y  mvicwcd, taking competent profcssionnl itdvicc, so that thc Division 
tloes not dcal with any-onc cxccpt rccognisctl producers. Thcr: simulri 
also bc somc systcm of gradation in the p:~ncl according to thc rncriti of 
producers and reasonably uniforni practice in thc nut tcr  of award of rates. 
provision of facilities ctc., to producers of cornparnble merit. 

[S. No. 5 of Appcndix 11 (Paragraph 1.30) of 120th Report- 

I - 4th L d  Snbha]. 
Action taken 

Thc Films 1)ivisions is maintaining a pancl of  outsidc p i ~ d u c t r ;  which 
is rcvtcwcd by ' thcm ulinuirlly \tith the assistance of n Committee ~vhich 
includcs thrcc rmincnt producers. one c : ~ h  from Bombay. Mntlras and 
(':~lcut:;~. As rcgard5 thc s p t s m  (d' grailntion. as ~ u g p t e d  by P A C .  it 
may be stated that such a system was tricd in the past but as it did not 
work satisfactorily. thc proccdurc of inviting tcndcrs from selected pro- 
tluccrs in rrspe2t of difficult and important s u h j ~ ~ t s  w s  introduced. 
I'ntl:r thc prevailing systcm of inviting tcndcrs. tllc F i ln~s  Division ensures 
 hat unecnnomic tender, arc not nccc~tcd  : u ~ d  unifornl conditions arc 
:i!ildicd as for as possihlc. 

. . 

[Ministr!. d lnforniaticrn and Brcrxlcasting I'.O. No. 42,'4 V0-Ff 
dntcd 24-1 1-i970.1 

Rccommmdation - I - 6 

Govcrnnmt  had agrccd that thc shooting of 1 1 ~  film should he consi- 
clcrcd and urgent assipmcnt  and ncccssary facilitics givcn to the producer 
for  this purposo. Yct. thry took ot.cr. 3- months to issuc pcrmits fo r  raw 
tilm and an c w n  longer ~ i m c  to providc fnci1itir.s for shooting thc film in 
forward arms. There were. ns the nrhitntor put it. " U n n e c e 5 ~ 3 ~  
mcetinps, unncccssnry discussic~n~. nnncccssary n o t u  and unnecessary and 
scpcattd cancellations of shooting dates". 6 r 

[S. No. 14 or Appendix I1 (Paragraph 1.1 10)  vr I 20th Rcpnrt- 

*I 4th Id!, Sabhqi. 



Action laken 
lssuc of raw stwk wus delayed because the producq applied late for 

i t  and approached the Films Division for it instead of C.C.I. cil E. who 
issue the pennit for raw stock. 

2. Some delay in afiording shwting facilities fcwivd areus was 
unavoidable in this case duc clcarancc: from security consideration 
of weather condition and free facilities desired by the producer. 

[Ministry of Informiltion and Rroadcnsting endorsement No. 42,'4/70- 
F(P), dated ,161 1-1970.) 

7 here IS mother aspct  of this casc arising out of the arbitrator's 
award. Whcrc the C o m m i t t ~  fccl that Gm~crnmcnt twk  a decision which 
was contrary to its interests. Thc Arhitrator had awardcd to the procluccr 
m u n t s  totalling Ks. 7.51 lakhs. Thc award included. inter alia pay- 
ment ot i1 sum of Rs. 93,048 to thc produccr on account of his prohable 
rarning and Rs. I .85 lrtkhs towards offics cxpcnscs for ;I pc.riod of 1 2  
months when, xcordjng to thc Arbitrator. thc producer was unablc tc 
undertake any other work on account of his prc-cxxupation in connection 
with this am.  This was computed on thc basis that his monthly earnings 
were of the order of Rs. 7.754. Whcn the award was cx:unLed in thc 
Ministxy oi Law it was pointed out that on thc qucstion of con~pcnsatbn 
payable to the producer thc arbitrotor 'had cbarly erred' and paid 'double 
damages'. Thc arbitrator had rcckoncd thc period of delay causcd hy 
Government as 12 months. on the basif that the films should have been 
produced in 10 months 25 days (as a~ainst  which it a~tually took 22 
months 25 days). It has. hwcver.  bccn overlooked by him that the 
pcr+od of 10 months and 25 days was related to thc length of thc film 
which had been stipulated in the contract ac 3.500 ft. As actually thc 
finaIly approved film was 6.1 74 ft. it would have taken more than the 
timc stipulated in the contract; the arbitrator should have made an 
dlowancc for this extra lcngth, which he did not do. For these reasms i r  
was s u ~ e s t e d  that thc aw:;rd should bc challcnpcd, hut this was over- 
ruled on the ground that 'nn cnor  which has to bc cstablishcd by Ion? 
drawn prwcss of reasoning on points wherc there mav conceivably bc tuv 
opinions cannot be said to bc an error npprcnt on thc face of tho rccords*. 

There is andhcr glaring fact that also suggcsts that thc nrbitrator's 
award on the question of incomc of thc producw was not correct. 
Government had obtaiicd from the Tncome-tax Commissioner, Bombay 
City-1. thc Income-Tax assessment mtrments  in rcspcct nf thc protlucrr 
for the year 1959-60 to 1964-65. ' I k w  showcd li l t  dcclnrcd and assesscd 
income of thc producer tor the venro 1962-63 m Rs '9P and 729. for thr 



wrbssqucnt two years, 1963-64 and 1964-65, tho renuns showed a minus 
inamo (lo0 d RI. 13,061 and Rs. 12,961 and Rs. 13,297 .and Rs. 12,133 
rapactidy). In viaw of this, it should have-b'een evident to anyonc that 
thc award of a sum of k. 93,048 to the producer on account ot his pro- 
hhle earning for 12 months during the period in question was not tenable 
arid the award should havc been challenged in a Court of Law. The 
Cammitteo aro at a loss to understand how this point was over-looked or 
lost sight of and Cqvernrncnt failed to go to court of law to safeguard its 
intamts. 

'The Committee note that the time limit for filing of application in the 
court for setting asido the award has lapsed. 

The Committce would, however, like Government to look into this case 
to find out' how thc fore-mentioned points were ovcrlookcd and take 
necessary steps to cnsure that such serious lapses do not recur in future. 

[S. Nos. 18, 19 and 20 of Appendix I1 (Paragraphs 1.120, 1 .I21 and 
1.22) of 120th Report-4th Lok Sabha.] 

Action Taken 

The Award was not challenged in a court of law because the Law 
Ministry's advice at the highest lcvel wiis that it  should be accepted. 
P.A.Cs observations have however. heen notcd for future guidance. 

[Ministry of Information and Rrondcasting endorscment No. 42/41 
7&F(P), dated 16-1 1-1970.1 



. . 
CHAPTER 1V . I 

RECOWNDATIO NS/OBSERVATIONS REPLIES TO WHICH 
HAVE NOT BEEN ACCEPTED BY THE COMMITTEE A'ND 

WHICH REQUIRE REITERATION 
Considering that it is obligatory for cinema houses under the law to 

screen all documentaries produced by the Films Division (of 2,000 I t .  ar 
less), the Cornnlittcc cannot hclp feeling that the Filn~s Division bas not 
given a good account of itself. The acprcsentative of the Ministry of 
Information P1: Broadcasting himelf adn~ittcd during evidence that he could 
not claim that the state of affairs was a very hap1& one. 

IS. No. 7 of Appendix I1 (Paragraph 1.69) of 120th Roport-4th 
4th Lok Sabha.] 

Action Taken 
The observations of thc Public Accounts Comrnittec have been con- 

veyed to thc Controller of thc Films Division. Bon~bay for taking appro- 
priate action. Thc working of the Films Division has sincc been examined 
recently by the Administrative Staff Collegc, Hyderabad. Their report is 
under examination. The S.i.11. of the hlinistrv of Financc is also 
cxaminhg the working of the Films 1)ivision. ~hc-ir  final report is awaited 

The committcr: will be apprised of thc tindings of S.I.U. of the Ministry 
of Finance in due course. 

[Ministry of Information nnd Rroi~dcustinp lcttcr No. 42/4 '70-FP 
dated 17-1-1972.] 

There is one point arising out of this case which calls for careful 
examination. .4n analysis of the arbitrator's award indicates that, as 
against Ks. 35 per foot allowed to the producer, his cost of production, 
excluding overheads, was Rs. 16.1 7 pcr \foot. A question. therefore, 
arises whether the margin allowed to the producer was not high. The 
Committee, would like Governmcnt to examine this and a few other typical 
cases, with a view to ascertaining whcther there is any rational basis for 
determination of rates contracted for with outside producers. The Com- 
mittee reco&se that producers will have to bc paia according to theb 
merit and standing and that the rates offered will have to be reasonably 
attractive, but the impression that the Committee get is that the rates arc 
fixed in an ad hoc manner. The findings in later section of this Repart 
land substance to this belief. The Committee would like Government to 



examine whether the producer in this regard could not be systcmatised. 

[S. No. 1' of Appendix II (Paragruph 1.1 19) of 1.20th R e r t -  
41h Lok Sabha.] 

Action Taken 

Films are assigned to producers generally on competitive tender basis. 
Tenders are invitcd from producers on the panel but in certain cases where 
the subjectv are of a difficult and specialised nature and require expert 
handling, limited tenders arc invited from a few selected producers from 
the panel. In exceptional cases. important films are assigned to pro- 
ducers on or outside the, panel m negotiation basis, the rates being settled 
by mtltual agreement. Efforts are made to keep the rate as low as possi- 
hle but due allowance has to be made for the producer's standing and 
creative ability not to speak of the remuneration of the producer for the 
time'that he has to devote to the making of the film. 

Mnistry of Information and Broadcasting e n d o m e n t  No. 42/4/ 
70-F(P) dated 16-1 1-1 970.1 



RECOMMENDATIONSlOBSERVAnoNS IN RESPECT OF WHICH 
GOVERNMENT HAVE FURNISHED INTERIM REPLIES 

Certaiu aspects of the working of the Films DiviPion call for opacific 
crvnmcnts :- 

(i) The cost of films produced by the Division is at pmmt  
exorbitant. During the three years ending 196869 the cost 
of production was 54 per cent to 76 per cent higher. than the 
cost at which films were ~roduced by private produc#r on 
behalf of the Films Division. Even making allowance for 
factors mentioned by Government like the type of film generally 
taken up for departmental production, the need to kcqp the 
Division equipped for undertaking d l  kinds of jobs, difficult 
shooting locations etc., the Committee feel that the oost 
differenw is wide. 

(ii) The system of costing followed by the Films Division is itseli 
defective. The costs as now derived are not acaaraUc 
indicators of actual costs. Overheads included in tho costs 
as now computed are determined on the basis of certain 
pmktcrmined rates, the correctness of which has not been 
verified with reference to figures of actual expenditure. 

(5) Man-power resources in the Division wodd appear to some 
extent to be idling. In the music section, for instana, thcr 
peacentage of idle hours to the total number of hours ha, 
been 35 per cent or mom during tbe period 1964-65 to 
196667. Tho Committee are aware that in the deld of 
crcative arts, accounting or arithmetical concepts have to bc 
applied with caution. Still the large disparity between the wsf 
of production of films by the films Division and by private 
producers leave the Committee with the impression that the 
optimum use is not being made d the talent recruited by the 
Department. 

[S. No. 8 of Appmdix U(Paragraph 1.70) 
of 120th Report (4th Lok Sahha) I 



Action Taken 

Tbe observations of the Committee have been noted. A proposal to 
appoint a consultant of the Administrative Staff Collegc, Hydcrabad tq 
cxaminc inter alia the costing system of thc Films Division and to suggest 
w a y  to effecting improvements in it is under consideration. A preliminary 
survey of the working of Films Division hamheady  been carried out by 
them. Recently Staff Inspection Unit has alw examined the working of 
the Films D ~ s i o n .  Thcir report is awaited. The Committee will be 
appritted of the findings of thc consultants and thc SIU in due courae. 

All the possible efforts arc being made to reduce the idle hours in the 
Films Divisbn. 

[Ministry of Information and Broadcasting 
O.M. No. 13 ! 1 S '70-F(A) &trd 28-1 1-1970.1 

Recommendation 

The Committee note that Govcrnmcnt arc themselves not satisfied with 
these and other aspects of the working of Films Division and propose to call 
in outside consultants to advise them how this unit could be made to work 
better. The Committee would like this to bc done cnrly and remedial action 
also to be quickly taken thereafter. In particular the following points would 
need detailed investigation :- 

(a) How the Films Division cciuld makc better use of its existing 
manpower and material rcsourccs. 

(h) \Nhethcr thc numbcr of prints rc1c:lsed for free exhibition could 
with ntlv;mt;igc 1 ) ~  curtailid. 

(c) Whcther thc footage of filnic produced could bc generally reduced 
without tletrinirr~t to quality nr prcwmfion. 

(d) Whether existing arrangements for inventory control cmld & 
impmvcd and therc is scqw for cconomy in tlrc purchase of 
costly stores nnd equipment. 

(t) What devices thc \,nit should ndopt to confro1 costs at several 
1 stages so as to b. nblc to produce films economically. 

(f) What sefegunrds sliould he i~dnpted to protect Government's 
interests in thcir dealings with privatc producers to whom part 
of the production is farmcci out nn'{ how hcfter rcturns could 
be ensured. . 

[S. NO. 9 of Appendix 11 (Paragraph 1.71) nf 120111 R v r t 4 t h  
I .- I.ok Sabh3.7 

b 



The recommendations of the committee have beea noted. A prcljsninary 
survey of the Films Division has already been carricd out by tbe 
Administrative Staff College, Hyderabad and a proposal for a detailed 
study of the Films Division by them is under consideration. SW 
Inspection Unit has also rgcently c d n c d  the Division. Their report 
is awaited. 

The Committee will be apprised of the findings of the consultants grid 
tbt SIU m due course. 
[Ministry of Information and Broadcasting O.M. No. 13/14/20-F(A) 

dated 28-1 1,-1970.1 

NEW DELIO; 
April 27, 1972 
---. 
Vaisakho 7, 1894--$) 
7 ERA SETHIYAN. 

Chairman. 
Public Accormts ('ormnillcc. 





.Mini.;tr While the Cornmittce rccopisc thc fact that rate for production of 
4 1.14 I n f b r [ ~ ~ r i m A  film depends on the type of the film, they w d d  like to suaest  that offers 

Bro tdc~stir?.: for productiw~ of filnis should he scrutinised by a Committee consisting 
of experts i r ~ c l ~ ~ d i n ~  tliosc f r o m  n~~ts idc  thc Ministry of Information and 
Rrmdcastin~.  I hcy :II.;:, fcrl that Gowrnment should, on the basis of 
their past eupclicficc in the prodr~ctior~ of fi!ms. work out predetermined 
basic rates per unit lcr~rth fc~r difkrcnt types of films which can be a guide 
for awarding contracts either on tender back or on negotiation basis so  
that pntenfly c.ucessivi. rates ;IS in the case under consideration are not 
paid to the producers. 

W 
n\ -. 

I>>. The Committee havc c&mr.vcd in paragraph 1.133 of their 120th 
Report (Fourtll h k  Sabha). that this case is an even more glaring 
'11.: ,r~cc , [ c l ~ ! ; ~ v  i r ~  p~-cdr~cti!~r: of' a dtlctr~?~~l ' i~r~,r  which defeated the very 
purpose for its braduction. The contract was sf&d on 10th July, 1963, 
hut !'I. .  tin.11 f i !w Lvas tlclivcrc~l on  26th JLI:?, 1968 i.c. afkr  five years. 
The Con~mittcc had &sired Government to investigate why the dday 
occrlrrcd and whether there was any justification for condoning it. From 
the information !low fllrnishcd to the Committee, they find that the delay 
in the prodnctinn of Film Yo. 2 was due to the following factors: 

(i) Government ay-ecd to allow the producer to link up 
production of rough cut of Film No. 2 with Film No. 1, 
;dthough this was not provided in the contract. 








