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Class, Ahmedabad, on the arrest and 
detention of a Member at the  Lok 
Sabha:

“In accordance with High Court 
Criminal  Circular  No. 103 at 
page  57 of the Criminal manu
al, 1947, I have the honour to in
form you that Shri A. K. Gopalan, 
a member of the Lok Sabha, had 
been arrested by the Ahmedabad 
ix>lice  yesterday  at  about
7-30 P.M ., and had  been  pro
duced before me within an hour 
or so thereafter.  He has  been 
arrested on the allegation that he 
committed  offences  punishable 
under sections 143 I.P.C. and 188 
I.P.C.

On being produced before me I 
informed Shri A. K, Gai>alan that 
he had been accused with  the 
commission of bailable  offences 
and that I was prepared to release 
him on his executing a personal 
bond for due appearance in Court 
to stand the triaL  He  declined 
to execute any bond.

Shri A. K. Gopalan was accord
ingly  tak«i  into  custody  at 
8-30 p.m.  on the  17th August, 
1956 and is at present lodged in 
the Ahmedabad Central Prison, 
Sabarmati, Ahmedabad.”

This is the latest information that 
I have received.  The hon. Minister 
may just report to the  House  his 
condition tomorrow if it is possible or 
get the information as early as possibla 
and  report  it.  Regarding  other 
matters, I do not know what supervi
sory  jurisdiction  the  Minister  has 
over the affairs there, and regarding 
the bail itself.  It entirely seems to 
be in their hands.  I am not  giving 
any opinion.  Whatever is  possible, 
the hon. Minister will place  before 
the House.

Shri Kamath:  His friends should
be allowed to interview him.  He is 
an under-trial after all.

Mr. Speaker:  I do not know what 
jurisdiction the Minister has to allow

an interview there.  A copy of 
proceedings will be sent to th.e Min
ister who will take all such actioii 
as is necessary.

DEMANDS FOR EXCESS GRANTS*. 
1951-52

Mr. Speaker: The House will now 
take up discussion and voting on the 
Demands for Excess Grants in res
pect of the Budget (General)  for 
1951-52.

D e m a n d No. 3—C o m m e r c ia l 
In t e l l ig e n c e a n d  St a t is t ic s

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved:

“That a sum of Rs. 4,54,715  be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the  grant in 
respect of ‘Commercial  Intelli
gence and Statistics’ for the year 
ended the 31st day  of  March, 
1952”.

D e m a n d No. 9— ^Min is t r y or 
D e f e n c e

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved:

“That a sum of Rs. 28,805 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant in 
respect of ^Ministry of  Defence* 
for the year ended the 31st day 
of March, 1952”.

D e m a n d No. 15— Âr c h a e o l o g y 

Blr. Speaker: Motion moved:

“That a sum of Rs.  8,130 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant in 
respect of ‘Archaeology’ for the 
year ended the 31st day of Mar̂ 
1952”.

D e m a n d No.  30—M is c e l l a n e q t o 

D e p a r t m e n t s

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved:

“That a sum of Rs. 10,41,867 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant In 
respect of ^Miscellaneous Depart
ments’ for the year ended  the 
31st day of March, 1952”.

•Moved with  the  recommendation of the Presideit
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Demand  No.  33— Superannuation 

Allowances and  Pensions 

Itr. Speaker: Motion moved:

'That a sum of Rs. 1,18,311 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant in res
pect of 'Superannuation  Allow
ances and Pensions* for the year 
ended the 31st  day  of  March, 
1952*'.

D e m a n d No. 34—M is c e l l a n b o u s 

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved:

T̂hat a sum of Rs. 1,25,43,893 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant in 
respect of Tifiscellaneous’ for the 
year  ended  the  31st  day  of 
March, 1952”.

D e m a n d No. 36— M iscellaneous  Ad

j u s t m e n t s’ b e t w e e n t h e  Un io n  

AND  St a t e  Go v e r n m e n t s.

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved:

‘That a sum of Rs. 56,852 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant in 
respect of ‘Miscellaneous Adjust
ments between the  Union and 
State Governments* for the year 
ended the 31st  day of March, 
1952”.

D e m a n d No.  42— S u r v e y o f  In d ia 

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved;

“That a sum of Rs. 34,581 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant in 
respect of ‘Survey of India’ for 
the year eided the 31st day of 
March, 1952*’.

D e m a n d No.  55—C iv il  De f e n c e 

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved:

‘That a sum of Rs. 13,878  be 
granted to the Prudent to make 
good an excess on the grant in 
respect of ‘Civil Defence* for the 
year ended the 31st day of March, 
1952”. '

Demand No. 58—Andamans and 

Nicobar  Islands

Bir. Speaker: Motion moved:

‘That a sum of Rs. 3,24,216 be 
granted to the President to make

good an excess on the grant in 
respect of ‘Andamans and Nico
bar Islands’ for the year  ended 
the 31st day of March, 1952-.

D e m a n d Na 64—̂ Mi n is t r y o f 

N a t u r a l  Re s o u r c e s a n d  Sc ie n t i

f ic  Re s e a r c h

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved:

“lliat a sum of Rs.  88,289 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant  in 
respect of ‘Ministry  of  Natural 
Resources and Scientific Research* 
for the year ended the 31st day 
of March, 1952”.

Shri U. M.  Trivedi (Chittor): I
want to  rise on  a point  of order 
about these Excess Grants.

Shri K. K. Basa (Diamord Har
bour) :  Excess  committed  by  the
otherside.

Mr. Speaker: Let him say; I will 
hear.

Tht Minister of Revenue and Civil 
Expendttnre (Shri M. C. Shah): As
the House is well aware, there  are 
articles 115(1) and 115(2)  in  our 
Constitution  about  Excess  grants. 
Wherever there is excess expenditure 
after the Appropriation accounts are 
finalised by  the  Comptroller  and 
Auditor-General, he points out  the 
excess expenditure incurred  beyond 
the grants  voted.  The  matter  is 
taken to the Public Accounts Com
mittee.  The Public Accounts Com
mittee scrutinises all the excess  ex
penditure and recommends regulari- 
sation of the excess items of expen
diture.  Therefore, under article 115 
(1) these demands are brought before 
the House for a regularisation.

The House is also aware that we 
have not got exchequer control as is 
exercised in the  U.K.  and  other 
places.  We have got accounts  and 
audit together under the Comptroller 
and Auditor-General.  We have al
ready accepted the principles  that 
ftecount̂ and audit ôuld be  sepa
rated and steps are being taken. To
day, the position is we have to make
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Payments  against  biUs  presented. 
There are  sometimes  remittances. 
There  are  sometimes  remittances, 
accounts  and therefore, the person 
who makes payment is not in a posi- . 
tion to exactly  know  as to  how 
much has been spent out  of  the 
grants voted by the  House. There
fore, these excesses have  happened. 
We propose to have  the  accounts 
separated from audit as early as pos
sible and also adopt a  system  of 
payment by cheques against bills so 
that the person making pa3rment may 
have before him the entire sum vot
ed by Parliament, and before giving 
a cheque he may be in a position to 
say how much has been spent and 
debited so far out of the sum  that 
was voted by the House.  Therefore, 
we have to come before Parliament 
under article 115(1) for a vote on 
these Excess demands after they have 
be«i scrutinised by the  Public Ac
counts Committee and after they have 
been recommended to be regularised.

At the same time, this is  a  very 
small sum.  There are 129 Demands 
and only in 17 Demands,  there  has 
been excess and that too is to the ex
tent of 3*29 crores against the total 
vote of Rs. 2194*30 crores. It comes 
to 0-15 ped cent.  If we take an over 
all picture, out of a voted sum of Rs. 
2194*30 crores, the expenditure incur
red was  Rs. 2094*82 crores.  There
fore,  there  was  a  net  saving  of 
Rs. 99:48 crores, but because of certain 
circumstances, this  happened.  For 
example,  there is the  big case  of 
Rs. 125 lakhs and odd so far as the 
Food and Agriculture Ministry is con
cerned. There, subsidy was to be given 
and it was not possible to know the 
exact amount that would be spent, and 
in the latter part of the  year more 
and more was to be given either by 
way of subsidy or by writing up the 
loss.  Another example is the  Mica 
Mines Labour Welfare Fund.  There 
the system is that there is a cess for 
the miners’ welfare and that is collec
ted on the export of mica to other 
countries out of India.  That cess is 
collected by the Customs Department,

but at the end of the year ̂ ^̂latever is 
collected is to be given to the Fund. 
We had estimated a certain  amount 
to be collected, but the exports wend 
up and there was a better realisation. 
So, we had to give that credit to the 
Fund.  Therefore, there is an Excess 
Demand.

Those are the main items.  There 
are other small items. So, there are
17 items on which there has  been 
some excess here and there, and there
fore, we have to come before  the 
House for voting of these Excess De
mands.  That is the long and short 
of the whole story.

Shri U. M. Trivedi: My point of 
order is rather more or less a point 
of propriety.

Shri K. K. Baso: Tliey are so ir
regular in their actions.

Shri U. ML Trivedi: Not so irregular. 
This shows they do not care for Par
liamentary control over expenditure 
and then they go on  talking  some
thing which does not carry conviction 
to anybody.

The hon. Minister just  now  said 
that it was the Auditor-General who 
raised certain objections and on  ac
count of that these adjustments had to 
be made  at a subsequent date,  the 
Public  Accounts  Committee having 
made certain suggestions.  This  ap
plies only to a small item of Rs. ' 7 
lakhs, but the big amounts are  there 
where this explanation does not  fit 
in. ■

One  is  the  expenditure  of 
Rs. 1,25,43,893. In this case, the last 
sentence of the Explanatory Note says 
that the debits in the closing months 
of the year  exceeded  anticipations. 
That is to say, in the year of Grace 
1952 in the month of March the Grov- 
emment knew that this  expenditure 
had exceeded the anticipations. Then, 
how was it titiat the Government was 
sitting silent over the whole  affairs 
from 1952 to 1956?  What explanation 
is being offered for  having  carried 
this for a period  four years?
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Shri M. C. Shah: I will  just ex- 
plaia.

Mr. Speaker: No, no. That  is  not 
necessary.  The hon. Minister  wîl 
kindly note down any objections that 
are raised.  He will have an oppor
tunity to reply.

Shri M. C. Shah: He has raised a 
point of order.

Mr. Speaker: It is not a point  of 
order. It is only about propriety. This 
kind of intervention or interference 
does not conduct tc <:«/e any impres
sion regarding this ̂..utter.  After all, 
the House has to vote.  It may vote 
in favoxir of the hon.  Minister, but 
the other side also >as to be  heard.

Shri U. M. Trivedi:  The  second
item to which I will refer is this big 
item of Rs. 1,67,34,160.  Even a school 
boy knows how to calculate interest. 
The rate of interest is already fixed. 
The Government know what is the 
rate of interest to be charged, what 
is the rate of interest to be paid on 
all these items, that is interest  on 
permanent loans etc. I am very sorry 
to say that it speaks ill of you nr ill 
of your efficiency that you are not 
able to calculate the interest on per
manent  loans  to  the  extent  of 
Rs. 39,27,265.  Even when the Rail
way Revenue Reserve Fund was dis
closed to you in the very next year, 
how is it that you sat for four years 
to find out that was the excess  of 
interest  that  was  there  to  be 
paid  and  which  amoimted  to 
about Rs. 15,29,000?

Then there is the question of inter
est on deposits of Excess Profits Tax. 
These were also of the current year 
of 1951-52.  Your own  Explanatory 
Note says that you were able to find 
out in that very year that this amount 
of Rs. 1,60,62,925 was to be charged. 
I am very sorry to say that this is a 
very sorry state of affairs that for 
four years Governments has been sit
ting tight over the expediture incur
red and is trymg to take shelter under 
a provision of law which could not 
be made use of unless and tmtil some 
smb. ezigencles have  whicb

will indicate that for years together 
you were not able to make the parti
cular adjustments.  Otherwise, as the 
law stands, if you read the provisions 
of articles 113 to 117 you will be sur
prised to find that you cannot incur 
expenditure without an Appropriati<M» 
Bill.  The Demands are passed,  the 
Appropriation Bill immediately  fol
lows. It is only when the Appropria
tion Bill is made a law that the allot
ments are made and that the expendi
ture is incurred.  Mere voting of the 
Grants does not allow the  Govern
ment to spend any money.  The Ap
propriation Bill must-be passed. The 
Appropriation Bill must be made into 
law and then only you spend money.

I do not know whether the inter
pretation put by you is correct,  but 
taking the  interpretation  in  ycur 
favour, you will be surprised to  find 
that article 115 (1)  (a) says:

“if the amount  authorised  by 
any law made in accordance with 
the provisions of article 114 to be 
expended for a particular service 
for the current financial year  is 
found to be insufficient for  the 
purposes of that year___”

That is to say, you must  wake up, 
you must be vigilant.

Shri Algu Rai Shastri  (Azamgarli 
Distt—East cum Ballia Distt.—West): 
*You’ is the Chair.

Shri U  M. Trivedi: I am sorry. I 
am addressing the  Government. The 
Government should be careful enough 
to see that this law is followed with 
a greater amount of vigilance.  The 
object of the provision in the article 
is that the control  of  Parliament 
must be  there  and  Parliamentary 
control is only possible  by  making 
the law and by voting the Demands. 
The Demands are  voted  and  the 
Appropriation Bill is passed.  There
fore, even when the current financial 
year is going on if the Government 
finds that it cannot meet the expendi
ture which it has to incur on accomnt 
on certain contemplated  expenditure 
en any particular service, then In that



3927 Demands for 22 AUGUST 1956 Excess Grants 3928

financial year the Government will 
have to come before Parliament and 
say; “Here we have made a mistake, 
and  Supplementary  Demands  are 
necessary ” And  the  Appropriation 
Bill of a particular nature will have 
then to be followed.

Even when you have got an exĉ  
expenditure,  the  Gk)verimient  will 
have  to  come  before the  House. 
Article 115 (1) (b) says:

“if any money has been spent 
on any service during a finaacinl 
year in excess  of  the  amoimt 
granted for that service and for 

that year,”

That is only for that year and then 
only you can come under article 115
(l)(b).  Now,  this  expenditure  in 
both these cases goes from year to 
year.  I suggest that the Government 
instead of tacking it on to 1951-52 or 
keeping it pending for such a num
ber of years ought to have allowed 
it to be presented as Supplementar> 
Demand in the same  financial year 
and made the necessary adjustments.

Under the circumstances.. I request 
tha\ the House  should  look  into 
this affair and see that the Govern
ment is not allowed to over-ride the 
provisions of  the  Constitution  of 
India and that the expenditure  is 
not incurred like this.  That is, their 
eyes  must be open, and open, suffi
ciently in advance during tlie finan
cial year itself.  When the  Govern
ment has said in unequivocal language 
that the debits in the closing months 
of the year exceeded estirrated anti
cipations, I cannot see  any  reason 
whatsoever why the  Supplementary 
Demands were not presented during 

that year.

Shrl Ramachandra Reddi (Nellore)! 
I want to elicit a few details from 
the hon. Minister, and I would  be 
very brief.

In the introductory remiirks it  is 
pointed out that the excess have been 
scrutruised and recommended by the

Public Accounts Conmiittee for regn- 
larisation.  I would like  to  ascer
tain from the hon.  Minister wheth4:r 
they have to wait for the recommen
dation of the Public Accounts Com
mittee to make  these  adjustments.
The accounts of 1951-52 and the audit 
report were in their hands in  19S3 
and 1954.  Soon after that. Govern
ment must have seen their way to 
ensure that these adjustments were 
made, probably, through the Supple
mentary Demands for Grants.

Under Demand No. 3, we find:

“The excess was  mainly due 
to the adjustment of debits per
taining to previous years  under 
‘Charges in England*  in  respect 
of some of the Government  of 
India Trade Missions abroad.’*.

I would like to enquire  whether 
these amounts drawn by the  mem
bers of the trade missions—most ol 
Itiem probably  were  officers—,have 
been exempted from income-tax m 
later years, and if so, whether there 
is any rule by which such  exempt 
tions are granted.

Under Demand No. 30 relating to 
Miscellaneous Departments, we 
that a transfer from the Consolidated 
Fund  of  India  of  a  sum  of 
Rs. 10,41,867 had to be made to  the 
Mica Mines Labour  Welfare  Fund 
under the Act of 1946.  I would like 
to  ask the Minister' what the cost 
of collections was, and how this sum 
of Rs. 10 lakhs odd has been  distri
buted among the various States 
were exporting mica, namely Bihar, 
Andhra and Rajasthan.

There are certain  miscalculatiodK 
with regard to these figures of  col
lection.  For instance, a Rajasthani 
exporter can export to  Bihar,
Bihar may export it to foreign counik- 
ries. In that case, Rajasthan loses the 
benefit of the Mica  Mines  Labour 
Welfare Fund collection, while 
gets it.  Similarly, some exports  are 
sent over from Bihar to Andhra, from 
where they are e3q>orted  to  other 
countries; in that case, Bihar
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benefit of the Mica Mines Labour 
Welfare Fund collections which are 
to the extent of 2k per cent on the 
exports.  I would like to know whe- 
êr this could not be regularised by 
constant consultation with the  rail
way authorities, and whether proper 
adjustments could not be made here- 
âer.  I would  also  request  the 
Minister to tell us the  amount  of 
money that has been adjusted out of 
this sum of Rs. 10 lakhs odd to these 
three exporting States respectively.

Then, with regard to the interest on 
deposits of excess profits tax, about 
which my hon.  friend Shri U. M. 
Trivedi  has  spoken  something 
already, I wish to know why in a case 
like this involving a sum of nearly 
Rs. 1*60 crores odd which was the 
interest  calculated  on the excess 
profits tax deposits, the  transaction 
had to be postponed for such a long 
time.  The interest must have been 
calculated then and there, and cre
dited to the accounts of the excess 
profits tax depositors.

Surely, what is being done is an 
extraordinary method of dealing with 
things.  Especially, when  we  find 
that interest calculations to the tune 
of Rs. 1*60 crores odd have  been 
delayed, it causes a good deal of loss 
to Government. ^

In this connection, I would like the 
Minister to tell us  certain  details 
about the amoimt of excess  profits 
tax  deposits  still  available  with 
Ĝ Dvemment, and  whether  all  the 
refundable deposits under section 10 
of the Finance Act of 1942 have been 
refunded, or whether there are still 
some refundable balances.  I would 
request that a  statement  showing 
these details may be made available 
to the House.

I feel that Gk)vemment would have 
been well advised to bring  forward 
these Demands in time, and not delay 
if. in the way in which they have 
done, for, the amoimt that is going 
to be regularised now is more than 
Rs. 3 crores, nearly one per cent of

the total income or revenue of Goy- 
emment,

I wish that at least hereafter, Gov
ernment would take  the  necessary 
cau*e to see that these things are pro
perly attended to and in  time,  so 
that these discrepancies and  delays 
are avoided.

Shri K. K. Basu;  A good deal has 
been said already about the method 
by which these Demands for.
Grants are being brought forward be
fore the House to regularise an excess 
expenditure, which had been incurred 
nearly four years ago.  I would  not, 
therefore, like to go into the details 
of it, but we all want that  parlia
mentary control should be kept over 
the moneys that have been expended, 
by Government,  and  Government 
should not try to get  parliamentary 
sanction for whatever  irregularities 
they had committed in the course of 
their administration.  So far as these 
excesses are concerned, there was no 
point in having waited for about four 
years to regularise them.

Of course, the Minister has already 
pointed out that there had not ,.so 
long been the separation  of  audit 
from accounts.  I understand that in 
certain Ministries, this separation has 
been done, and it is expected that in 
the course of a year or so, this would 
apply to most other Ministries as well.

I would now like to draw the atten
tion of the Minister to Demand No. 9. 
The amount of excess involved here
in is only Rs. 28,805. But in the foot
note under the Demand, I find  the 
phrase:

“unanticipated drawal of arrears
of pay and allowances by an Offi
cer at the close of the year,”.

I am not able to imderstand exact
ly the import of this particular ex
pression.  I do not know how these 
arrears were allowed to accumxalate, 
because if the officers were on leave, 
they would have drawn their average 
pay or half-pay or whatever it may
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be, and if they were in service, they 
would have drawn their fuU pay and 
allowances.  But, here, we are being 
told that an officer had accumulated 
the arrears, and Government had not 
anticipated in that particular  jrear 
that the  officer  would  draw  the 
aîount; later on, when Government 
found that the officer had to draw the 
arrears, they noticed that the amount 
was likely to be in excess of  the 
amount voted upon by Parliament.

Since it is the Defence  Ministry 
ttnder which this sort of thing  has 
happened, I am rather worried.  For, 
we have seen in the course of  our 
work in some of the Parliamentary 
Committees, that certain officers  of 
the Defence Services, who are  not 
Indian nationals commit some irregu
larities, and by the time the irregu
larities are  discovered, the officers 
retire and they get whatever amounts 
are due to them from Government; 
sometimes,  Hhey  surrender  their 
pension and take lump sum gratuity 
etc., and thus, they  get out of the 
clutches of the legal system or the 
disciplinary jurisdiction  of Govern
ment.  The result is that  when we 
want to take action against the offi
cer responsible for the irregularities, 
we find it impossible to do so.

I would request that the  Minister 
may give us some more details about 
this unanticipated drawal of arrears 
of pay and allowances, because it is 
rather unusual that any officer would 
have allowed such arrears to accumu
late.  In fact, we have been told by 
officers themselves and also by Gov
ernment that the officers do not earn 
so much in excess that  they  can 
afford to keep the arrears mounting 
xip for months and years.  That being 
the position, I would like to know how 
these arrears had been allowed to go 
on mounting up, and how Govern
ment also did not anticipate it.  Of 
course, I could understand that, possi
bly, the officer had gone on special 
duty to some foreign country, and it 
might have been difficult for Govern
ment to pay him in the currency of 
that particular country owing to ex- 
•change difficultieŝ or  there  might

have been no dependents here to ̂ 
the money could have been paid, m 
is usually done in many cases, and 
thus, there might have been  goma 
backlog of arrears for a very small 
period.  But normally the arrears are 
paid  month by  month.  Therefore, 
I would like the Minister to  clarify 
the position, because on the experi
ence We have had in tiie work  of 
some of the Parliamentary Commit
tees, we find that officer slip out of 
the clutches of both disciplinary and 
legal jurisdiction, when we want  to 
take steps agadnst them.

Then I have some grouse  against 
Demand No. 73, which also says that 
the excess was due to unanticipated 
pajrment of arrears of Privy  purses 
to certain Rulers late in the year.  I 
do not imderstand what is the reason 
for this.  Of course, the grant  of 
Privy purses is guaranteed by  the 
Constitution.  We are told that even 
the Prime Minister’s appeal  to  the 
Princes to surrender a certain portion 
of the Privy purses was not of much 
avail  At the same time, we find that 
some of the Princes do not care  to 
draw the money that is their due. Of 
course, it may be said that they did 
not need it because they had  other 
sources of income.  At the same time, 
the Government also did not antkd- 
pate  that  all  these  accumulated 
arrears would have to be paid in a 
particular year.

I agree that under the Constitution, 
the Pl*ivy purses of the Princes are 
not subject to tax.  But I think if they 
are added to the other  sources  of 
income, which is taxable, possibly the 
slab might go up.  I do not know how 
far that is possible.  I would like the 
Minister to clarify this.  I would also 
like him to explain why these arrears 
accrued so far as the Privy purses 
were concerned, which  Government 
did not anticipate.  Therefore, instead 
of a one-line explanatory note. Gov
ernment should have given us much 
more facts to understand what made 
Government to come after four years 
to regularise irregular payments,  or 
excess paymaats—if I may use softer 
language.  I hope the MLoister  will
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convince the House as to the condi
tions under which they have  come 
forward to regularise it so that before 
we vote, we know the real circum
stances in these cases.

Shri T. N.  (Banaras Dfett—
East): Mr. Speaker, Sir, it is a matter 
for satisfaction that probably for the 
first time in this House so far as the 
civil expenditure is  concerned, we 
are discussing  these  excess  grants. 
One important point that these grants 
should bring to the fore is the neces
sity for the administrative Ministries 
themselves  to  keep  their <ywn 
accoimts.  Many of the items men* 
tioned here for which excess grants 
have been asked are due to failure to 
make adjustments in accounts in pro
per time or anticipate adjustments in 
proper time.  If the Ministries them
selves were keeping  accoimts  and 
watching the progress of expenditure, 
probably these excess grants  would 
not have occurred, and supplementary 
grsmts would have been asked for in 
good time.

One of the things that this august 
House has done, through its recom
mendations in the past, is to stress 
that accounts should be the responsi
bility of the administrative Ministries 
themselves.  It is indeed regrettable 
that most of these excess  demands 
relate to the Ministry  of Finance, 
which should  have  been  the  last 
Ministry not to have kept a vigilant 
watch over progress of its expendi
ture.

An H<m. Member: *niey  were
watching other Ministries’  expendi
ture.

Shri T. N. Sin̂h: Yes, it  would
have been better  if  they  had  not 
applied their minds too much to other 
Ministries, if that resulted in not con
centrating on their own accounts.

I think if they were actually aware 
of the progress of expenditure through 
their own accounts department,  all 
these things could have been thought 
of in advance and these excess granti 
would not have been asked far now.

I want to draw the attention of the 
House especially to one thing.  One 
of the items of excess grants is due to 
‘Interest on Debt and other obligations 
and reduction or avoidance of  debt 
under the Ministry of Finance’.  AH 
of a sudden, it was thought, ‘let  us 
bring all these things up to date: in
come-tax, excess profits tax and in
terest charges’ on them.  The result 
is that a greater liability was created 
in that particular year, more  thaT̂ 
what they had ever  anticipated, f 
ask: why this sudden  anxiety  for 
clearing up arrears of accounts  in 
these particular sections only?  There 
are other cases where arrears and ad
justment of accounts  are  pending 
not for one or two years but  more 
than that.  And who are the parties 
concerned  in  these  cases?  Petty 
persons who made  deposits  with 
Government for this  or  that  small 
thing.  The deposits are not returned 
for one or two years.  Why was  no 
drive made to clear up such arrears? 
I wish something were done in that 
regard.

When our Public Accounts  Com
mittee goes into these cases, it has got 
a  natural interest to see as to why 
certain particular adjustments  only 
were exi>edited and why other cases 
—more deserving  cases—were  not 
taken up.  The unfortunate part of it 
is that for devoting attention to such 
aspects of the  problem,  we  have 
been recipients of imjust  criticism 
from outside; I am referring to Mr. 
Appleby who has, in his report just 
published,  critised the  Public Ac- 
courts  Committee,  the  Estimates 
Committee and, over and above all* 
this House, for trying to keep a watch 
on the finances ef the country.

Shii Yelayudhaii (Quilon cum Ma- 
velikkara-Reserved-Sch. Castes): Not 
because of that.

Sbii T. N. SkDgh:  Because we tried 
to criticise the administration.  After 
all, what for are we  here if we do
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not perform this function,  and see 
that the Administration  keep  well 
within the budget limits and that ihe 
sanctions  of Parliament  are  duly 
observed or carried out? That is one 
of our duties, and if we do it, then 
somebody comes from outside, makes 
an ex parte decision, and his report 
is circulated  to  all Members.  We 
must have all seen it.  I  say  that 
that is very very unfair.  I want to 
know whether, when writing  such a 
report which has been sponsored by 
our Government that person  ever 
thought of trying to consult the mem
bers of  the Public Accoimts  Com
mittee and the Estimates  Committee 
or the Chairmen of those Ccnnmittees 
or any Member of Parliament  for 
that matter, as to why they did  all 
these things.

I personally feel that these Com
mittees. perform very useful function. 
In fact, these excess demands that have 
been made are one of the results of 
what they have done.  I am sure the 
general result will be good because 
the Ministries will realise their own 
responsibility for watching  expendi
ture.  That is one of the lessons which 
must be leamt from  these  excess 
grants that we are making today—and 
that is a good  thing.  A  Ministry 
which does no know what it is spend
ing, which only knows what it  has 
been sanctioned by Parliament,  and 
does not know how much money  is 
spent at every stage every month of 
the year, cannot, I submit, function 
efficiently.  It is  rather  surprising 
that for all these years there  has 
been such a great resistance from the 
Ministries concerned to  maintaining 
their own accounts and to being res
ponsible for them.  Why is this state 
of affairs?  It may be said that we 
may have been wittingly or  unwit
tingly responsible, as somebody  has 
reported,  for  creating  a  sense or 
irrrejsponsibility or  for  preventing 
inculcation of a sense of responsibility 
among the Ministry officials.  But may 
I ask: when we wanted them to take 
certain responsibilities, why were they 
shirked?  AH these years this  has 
not been done.  I am sosrry to  say

that one of  the  Ministries  whidi 
should have very strongly,  continu
ously and persistently sû wrted us, 
that is, the Finance Ministry,  eyen 
that Ministry has failed us.  That is 
regrettable.

I want to take this opportunity to 
raise the question as to  who  can 
judge the actions of this House. It is 
rather a  serious  thing.  Somebody 
from outside country comes and makes 
an ex parte judgment and his report 
is publicised and circulated.  We do 
not even know as to why, on  what 
basis and on what grounds have all 
these remarks been  made  ag£unst 
Parliament, against two of its Com
mittees which I believe—and I hope 
the House will agree with me—̂have 
been doing their  work  conscienti
ously.

After having referred to this aspect 
of  the  problem,  I  want  to  draw 
the attention of the House to  one 
special Demand with which I have 
rather been connected one way  or 
another, namely Demand No. 64. This 
reminds me, of, what I may probably 
say was, an infructuous  committee, 
whose report hardly saw the light of 
day; its report was probably not pub
lished or circulated.  This Committee 
continued for much longer time than 
was anticipated.  This was the Hira- 
kud Dam Enquiry Committee  whi(di 
consisted of only  officials.  Probably 
two separate reports were  written. 
They did not see the light of day till 
our Public Accounts Committee went 
into the question and pressed for its 
publication. This Committee was con
tinued much beyond the time  nnr̂ 
cost much beyond the anticipated ex
penditure.  I want to draw the atten
tion of the House to this aspect. Most 
committees are appointed for a parti
cular time.  They have to report by 
that time.  The anticipations of Gov
ernment in regard to the work  of 
these committees are generally wrong. 
In 80 per cent of the cases, I can say 
without hesitation, their terms have 
been extended, not once but twice or 
even tljricc.  We should have a waae 
of proportion in such matters.  I  do
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not grudge a few thousands of rupees 
that might have been spent over this 
committee.  Neither do I want to say 
much about it because I have my own 
views about the manner in which this 
Committee was appointed and func
tioned and made its report.  That is 
another matter.  But what I say  is, 
we should learn from some of  our 
past mistakes.  I would strongly urge 
upon Government that this  common 
feature, of appointing committees for 
a  stated  time,  knowing  well  in 
advance that these committes cannot 
finish their work in a particular time, 
yet insisting on that time and  then 
granting extensions Ss not  .proper. 
People who take to it as a labour of 
love find that in spite of all  efforts 
they cannot finish in time and then 
they have to come supplicating  to 
Government to grant extension  of 
time.  That is not proper; we should 
know well in advance what is  the 
proper time which a committee would 
take or should take.  No  committee 
can get memoranda or replies to ques
tionnaire  within  less  than  three 
months; it takes at least one month to 
prepare the memoranda or question
naire; it takes sometimes 2 or 3 months 
to examine the witnesses and again 
some  time  more  to  prepare the 
report. Most committees are appointed 
only for 6 months.  I do not know 
how it is possible for them to com- 
Jete !the work that is required  of 
them within such a short space  of 
time.  I only draw the attention of 
the House—not that I want to put 
any obstruction nor is it my desire 
not to grant this excess money—to 
certain facts from which  we  can 
leam and profitably leam a  good 
lesson.

For these reasons I have  drawn 
the attentiop of the House to these 
points.

Shri Velayndhan:  When  I  went
through  these  Excess  Demands,  it 
surprised me very much to see that 
such  insignificant  but  detailed 
accounts were not submitted* to Gov

ernment or the Finance Ministry in 
time for scrutiny or calculation.  Only 
the other  day,  we  passed a huge 
amount as Supplementary Demands— 
1  think, amoimting to about Rs. 89 
crores.  It has, of course,  become a 
feature in this House to bring in Sup
plementary Demands off and on, get 
them sanctioned by the House whens 
there is a huge majority for the ruling 
Party.  But  I would  submit  that 
an this procedure or the process by 
which our financial transactions are 
effected by this Government shows 
the havoc created dn the economy of 
India.  I  need not state that when 
excess grants are. brought before the 
Houses of Parliament, it is not a usual 
thing.  Such excess grants come  at 
times when there is some emergency 
or other difficulties for the Govern
ment to carry on normal functions. 
If you go through the records of the 
House of Commons, you will ‘see that 
excess grants are rarely brought in. 
Even during the war time they never 
used to bring in excess grants except 
on  one  occasion.  I  do  not  know 
what the Government of India or the 
Finance Ministry was doing all these 
years to bring  in  now  an  excess 
Demand for an amount which was 
already expended in the year 1951-52. 
Who  is  responsible  for this grave 
mistake?  I am only saying about the 
technicalities of it; the grave error 
that  Govejmment has committed in 
bringing this at this late hour.

This is an example of the waste of 
the  Government  of  India  in  the 
various  Ministries.  Even now the 
whole thing has not come up.  Only 
for the year 1951-52, it has come out.
I know the Finance' Ministry  will 
justify it.  But what are the details 
given?  What happened to the pay
ment or submission even of the tele
phone bills to the proper authorities? 
Why was there so much delay?  Who 
was responsible for these petty things 
in  the  Finance  Ministry  or other 
Ministries?

An example was mentioned about 
the  Trade  Mission  that  w t̂  to
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Inland and some Eurpean coimtriec 
and the charges levied on behalf ol 
the High Commissioner’s Oflfice.  Our 
High Commissioner’s office is an old 
body; it had very good or notorious 
record in the past  And, I think, this 
ii only a part of it that has been dug 
out and further things will have to 
be dug out  I should like to
know why this delay has tak̂ place 
and why this excess expenditure was 
taade.  Was not the High  Commis
sioner functioning there; had we not 
our Trade Missions or our  financial 
sections there in the Hî  Commis
sioner’s Office?

At this time I remember a small 
volume that we read 2 months ago, 
the first part of our Auditor-General’s 
Audit Report.  I think anybody will 
hang  down his head in  shame—̂not 
only a Member of Parliament̂-̂iny- 
body who is a decent gentleman or 
lady will hang his or her head down 
in  shame  after reading that small 
volume.

Another point was also mentioned 
in that about how an officer purchas
ed a car through the High Commis
sioner in an illegal way.  He passed 
it on to some of his relatives.  Here 
is an I.C.S. Officer who does that and 
he has now been promoted and  is 
functioning in on© of our Embassies. 
This is what is happening.  How is 
this kind of waste of expenditure to 
be checked?  This is not my view 
only.  It is the point of view of any
body  who  has  got  any  sense  of 
responsibility.  It is the feeling of the 
millions of people who are suffering 
in the country.  It is high time that 
Government  looked into the matter 
as to how the finances of India are 
being  recklessly  wasted  by  high 
officers, by their subordinates  over 
whom the Ministers have no control. 
T̂ t is the pity of this Government, 
of this so-called responsible Govern
ment, of this independent  Govern
ment, that is now functioning.

1 P.M.

Sardar A. S. Saigal (Bilaspur); You 
are supporting the demands?

Shri Veiayndbaii: You can under
stand if you have a  little  commoo 

sense.

My hon. friend Shri T. N. Sin̂ 
was accusing in a way the Applfeby 
Report.  That report accused Parlia
ment.  My own feeling is that even 
though  we  have  got  a  Public 
Accounts Committee, or the Estimatas 
Committee  jointly  functioning,  or 
separately functioning, Parliament has 
not exercised complete control over 
the finances of the  Government of 
India.  We  have no power?  Why? 
Because the Government of India is 
functioning in such a way that th© 
Members of Parliament come to know 
of things only after years, perhaps 
after the officers are dead, or have 
retired, or have gone  abroad with 
their money.  It is only then that we 
come to know about the expenditures 
incurred by the Government of India.

Incidentally  I  may say that this 
audit report which I mentioned a little 
while ago  was  shown to a foreign 
friend of mine.  I read out certain 
portions to him, which did not take 
more than a couple of minutes.  He 
asked me whether it is a Government 
audit  report or a swindler’s  audit 
report.  I am not attacking anybody;
I do not want to accuse anybody per
sonally.  This is what a foreigner, 
who has no interest in India said.

Is it not our responsibility to see 
that these things do not happen year 
after year, not only with one Ministry, 
but with the Government of India as 
a whole? I ask: why should this ex
cess grant be asked for.  In every 
session of Parliament we get demands 
for supplementary grants.  The Gov
ernment of India’s expenditure has 
gMi© up in an unlimited manner, be
cause there is no proper check on it 
by anybody.  It is being recklessly 
wasted.  If a proper scrutiny were 
to be made of the expenditure which 
the Government of  India has made 
during the last five years—of whose 
achievements, it  boasts so much—̂it 
will be seen that not even one third 
of it has gone  to  the  people  or 
parties.



3941 Demands for 22 AUGUST 1956 Excess Grants 3942

Sordar A. S. Saisral: Question.

Shrl K. K. Basa; It has gone to the 
parties all right.

Shri  Velayodhan:  I  mean  the
people,  I am not accusing anybody.
I ask Government to properly scruti
nise the bills  or  the  vouchers for 
expenditure incurred on telephone, on 
peons  or  chaprasis. (Interruption) 
This is a very grave matter.  You are 
simply smî g about the expenditure 
that has b̂ n made.  I am surprised 
why Members of Parliament are not 
serious about it.  It is  not a party 
matter.  I  ask  in  all  seri
ousness;  vptoat  is  the  necessity  of 
coming up for this excess grant, even 
though it is only for Rs. 3 crores? Are 
you prepared to see that these officers 
who are responsible for this thing are 
brought to book?  Have you got the 
power to do it?  You are under the 
control of a bureaucracy, under the 
control  of  a  very  huge,  strong 
bureaucracy.  You  cannot do any
thing.  I know sometimes the Prime 
Minister himself was helpless against 
the opinions or views of the bureau
cracy,  That is the  position  today. 
Of course, it requires a radical change. 
I know this kind of waste will conti
nue; the people of this country know 
that this Government is wasting their 
money.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.  Hon. 
Members ought not take advantage of 
this occasion and sĵart a general dis
cussion on the General Budget.

Shri Velayadhan:  It  must  be  a
general discussion.

Mr. Speaker: Absolutely not

There  are  certain  demands  for 
excess grants placed before the House. 
The hon. Member is quite in order if 
he says that the excess grants ought 
not to be paid, so much of the expen
diture should be curtailed;  or that 
there is no need for this excess grant, 
referring to particular cases.  Making 
general remarks like reckless wastage, 
it is for next year, if he comes back 
to this House.  He can reserve his 
remarks for the next year's General 
Discussion  on  the  Budget, or the 
Finance Bill. -

The hon. Member has spoken suffi
ciently long.

Shri  Velayodhan:  I  have  not
concluded  my speech.  I was  just 
coming to the end of my speech.

Government should examine as to 
why these demands for excess expen
diture have been brought and people 
who are responsible for this should 
be certainly punished or brought to 
book.  That  is  the only request I 
have to make about this matter.

Shri M. C. Shah: Sir, I am thankful 
to you for not  allowing  the  hon. 
Member to go on in this way.  I do 
not know whether he is an expert in 
finance.

Sardar A. S. Saigal: He is becoming 
an expert.

Shri M. C. Shah: But he will appre
ciate that his own accounts—he get* 
Rs. 4,800 per year and a daily allow
ance of Rs. 21 per day—when made 
up at the end of the year will need 
some  adjustment  Now here is a 
budget of the magnitude of Rs. 2,194 
crores; the sums spent, as I have al
ready explained were Rs. 2,094 croret, 
or so.  In fact, there was a saving of 
about Rs. 99 crores or so. But because 
of the system prevailing today there 
has  been  some  excess expenditure 
incurred.

The  hon.  Member  must be well 
aware of tl̂e fact that we hiave not 
got a complete system of exchequer 
control as it obtains in the United 
Kingdom.  Here the accounting and 
the audit are  done  by  the  same 
agency, that is the Comptroller and 
the  Auditor-General.  We have so 
often  said here that the accounting 
and auditing should be separate, and 
those who keep accounts should only 
make payments.  Today the payments 
are however not made by the same 
officer,  who  keeps  the  accounts. 
Therefore the person making the pay
ments  may  make  some  paŝents 
while he may not be well aware that 
he has already exceeded the demand 
for it.
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Here, as I have already stated the 
excess payment for 1951-52 comes to 
Ks. 3.29 crores against the voted sum 
of Rs. 2,194 crores and odd.  If the 
hoa. Member who spoke last were to 
examine the demand he will find that 
there are two items, one for one crores 
and 67 lakhs and another for one crore 
and 25 lakhs. These two demands alone 
account for about Rs. 2 crores and 92 
lakhs or so.  The second demand of 
Rs. 1 crore and 25 lakhs is on account 
of the subsidised grain that was sup
plied for  the whole coimtry in the 
year 1951-52.  One cannot anticipate 
correctly as to what amoimt of sub
sidy will have to be given  on  the 
amount  of  grain  supplied  to the 
people who wanted that.  Travancore- 
Coctoi State is the most important 
State in that respect.

Shri Velayndhan:  Why  was  this 
not brought earlier heare?

8hri M. C. Shah: The amount of Rs. 
1̂5 lakhs and odd is on account of 
the subsidy.  The loss incurred had 
to be given.  When presenting our 
revised estimates we were not in a 
position to know exactly as to how 
much amout  was  necessary.  The 
subsidy could not be  avoided;  the 
loss could not be avoided; it had to 
be paid few.

Another item is for a sum of about 
Rs. 1,67 lakhs and odd.  If the hon. 
Member goes through the explanation 
here very carefully, he will find that 
Rs. 1,60,00,000 or so is for inte<rest on 
deposits of excess profits tax etc., paid 
to  assessees.  In the year 1951-52, 
there was a drive for clearance of all 
such cases.  Most of the cases were 
cleared and adjusted and, therefore, 
we had to pay this amount.  If we 
had taken advance payments, we had 
to pay interest, as provided for in the 
Finance Bill and the Income-tax Act. 
As we cleared up all these cases, we 
had to adjust the deposits against the 
assessment demands, and we had also 
to pay interest on the advance pay
ments that the Government had al
ready taken.  What is wrong there? 
Does the hon. Member object to the 
clearance drive?  Or does he object

to interest being paid to those 
sees who have already given advance 
payments  to  the  Government  in 
pursuance of a certain section osf tb* 

Act?

Shri T. N. Singh:  The  point  wa* 
only in regard to the special drive tor 
this very section of the excess profit* 
tax and not for clearance in respect 
of so many other Departments.

Shri M. C. Shah: If the hon. Mem
ber goes through the Demands very 
carefully, he will find that Rs. 1,00 
Iftkhs and odd was paid as interest 
to these people who had made depo
sits to Government earlier according 
to a certain section of the Act.  Do 
you mean to say  that  Government 
should not pay  interest  when the 
matters were finally adjusted?  That 
was not exi>ected or anticipated in tiie 
year  1951-52.  It was not expected 
tiiat all these income-tax cases will 
be  disposed  of  according  to  the 
instructions given by the Ministry.  In 
most of the cases the interest was to 
be paid and, therefore, it was paid.

There is another  item  of Rs. 10 
lakhs and odd which, as I already ex
plained, is in connection with  the 
Mica Mines Labour Welfare  Fund. 
Now these excess have arisen because 
there was a great deal of export of 
mica.  When the year ended, we had 
to give this amount. If you see these 
figures, you will find that all these 
things cannot be anticipated.  There
fore, those obligations had to be met 
and payments wer̂, made, and  these 
excess pajrments wete made as against 
the Demands voted.

Now there is a questi<m about the 
delay in coming before the Parliament. 
Hon,  Members very  well know
that appropriation accounts are pre
pared  by  the  Comptroller  and
Auditor-General after the year has
ended.  He has to go through all the 
vouchers and see against each item 
that was voted by the Parliament A 
big volume is always presented. Hon. 
Members  know about the
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and the details thereof.  The Comi)- 
trolletr and Auditor-General has to go 
tiirough  all  those  details and the 
accounts are prepared by  him.  It 
takes about two to three years, per
haps more, to complete the accounts 
o( the year.  In this  case, that is, 
1951-52 accounts, the  final  accoimts 
were completed on the 5th March 1955. 
Only when the final accounts are made 
up, they can just draw our attention 
that here was an excess amoimt paid, 
which was not yoted in the Demands 
to that extent.

Bhri Velayadhaji: Because you have 
not submitted it in time.

Shri M. C. Shah: As provided under 
article 115(1) of the Constitution, we 

to bring these demands for excess 
grants before the Parliament.  Before 
ttiat, we had already made the rule, 
which hon. Members m\ist know very 
well, that is. rule 241(4) of the Rules 
of Procedure and Conduct of Busi
ness, under which excesses are to be 
regularised only after the Public Ac
counts Committee examines the ap- 
pmopiiation accounts  makes its
recommendations.  This was done by 
the Public Accounts Committee in the 
year 1956 in the month of May in the 
Sixteenth Report of the  Committee, 
and it recommended that all these ex
cesses should be  regularised  under 
article  115(1).  After  that,  in 
this  session,  we  have  come 
forwslfd  wit̂  these  demands 
for excess  grants.  I do not under
stand where the delay is.  There is 
no delay whatsoeiver on the part of 
the Finance Ministry as has been sug
gested by some Members.  There is 
no delay on the part of the Govern
ment as has been suggested by some 
Members.  That is due to the system, 
and as long as that system  is  not 
rfianged and as long as there is no 
complete  exchequer  control,  these 
things ar© bound to happen in small 
ways  and  the  demands for excess 
grants will have to be voted by the 
Parliament.

Shri T. N. Singh;
Minister.......

The  hon.

Mr. Speaker: Let him finish first. I 
requested the hon. Minister  not  to 
intervene as and when some doubt 
has been raised by Members.  I told 
him that he  need  not  reply  to it 
immediately, but may go on noting 
down the points and deal with them 
in his reply.  If hon. Members have 
got  any  doubts  arising out of the 
statement of the hon. Minister, they 
will kindly note them down, and as 
soon as the hon. Minister concludes,
I will allow an opportunity for them 
to put their questions.  Let there be 
no interruptions either way.

What is the  rule  that  the  hon. 
Minister referred to?

Shri M. C. Shah: Rule 241(4) of the 
Rules of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business.  Under this, the  excesses 
can be regularised only aftei the Pub
lic Accounts Committee eixamines the 
appropriation accounts  and  recom
mends their regularisation.

As I just informed the House, the 
Conmiittee’s recommendations  were 
made  in  May  1956,  and  there
after in this  session we have come 
before the House with these demands * 
for excess grants. I do not think there 
has been any delay which could have 
been avoided by the Government in 
bringing the matter before the House. 
Some time is taken by the Comptrol
ler and Auditor-General to complete 
the final appropriation accounts and 
there are so many other difficulties as 
well.  We have already accepted the 
principle of separating the accounts 
from the audit.  We have started it 
in some of the Ministries, and we want 
to have it introduced in all the Minis
tries and also in the States, but there 
is the difficulty about the question of 
personnel, and there are also other 
difficulties.  The  Comptroller  and 
Auditor-General is very keen to see 
that the entire schema is expedited 
and there is separation of accounts 
from  audit.  Thereafter,  payment 
will  be  made  by  cheques. 
When  pasnment  is  made  by 
csheques, the officer who will  mafe 
payments ahd also keep accounts, will 
always have before him the sums that
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are voted by the Parliament, and if 
there is any excess  payment  to be 
made, he will immediately stop it and 
bring it to the notice of the Govern
ment, and  Gk>vernment will  imme
diately come to the  Parliament  for 
supplementary demands.  Why should 
they wait for the demands for excess 
grants?  It is no pleasure to the Gov
ernment or to the Comptroller  and 
Auditor-General  or  to anybody to 
bring  forward  these  demands  for 
excess grants before the House. They 
are equally interested in the matter. 
We have to explain all those things 
to the  House and  the  House, as a 
sovereign body, is entitled to  know 
how these excesses occurred.  If hem. 
Members will look into these things, 
they will find that these could not be 
anticipated at that time.

I hope, with the information now 
supplied to the  House  the  hon. 
House will be  satisfied that there 
has been no delay and there is  no 
demand for  excess  grants which 
could even have been anticipated.  I, 
therefore, hope that the House will 
agree to these excess Demands.

Shri T. N. Singh: Sir, I wish one 
impression, which the hon. Minister 
has created, to be corrected.  It  is 
this. I do not think that the system 
of audit of appropriation  accounts 
is such as to delay  things  in  the 
manner indicated. What has happen
ed is, during the past several years 
we were suffering under the effects 
of partition and post-war years, the 
result being that our accounts were 
in arrears.  That is why there  has 
been this delay.  The system does 
not entail 3 to 4 years delay  ̂ the 
Minister has put it.  He has blam̂ 
the system for this delay.  That is, 
very wrong.  It gives the impression 
as if the audit and accounts system 
is to be blamed for the delay.  That 
should be corrected.  I hope I am 
correct in what I am saying and the 
Minister will Wndly  take  off  the 
blame which  he  has  put on  the 

accounts system.

gtirl M. C. Sbah: I am not putting 
the blame on anybody.  I only said 
that because of these difficulties the

accounts of 1951-52  were prepared 
finally in March, 1955.  That is the 
only thing I said, when  there was 
a charge of delay on the part of the 
Government.  I only said that it was 
only on the 5th March 1955 that the 
accounts were finally settled, there
after the Public Accounts Committee 
looked into  these excess  Demands 
and passed a resolution rcommend- 
ing the regularisation only in  May 
1956.  I do not want to put the blame 
on anybody.  I  rather stated  that 
this system of separation of accoimts 
from  audit is absolutely  necessary 
and it should be expedited as early 
as possible.  The moment  that is 
expedited, there will hardly . be  any 
case, or there will only be rare cases 
of excess Demands.

Shri Ramachandra Beddi:  Sir, I
want some clarification. Rule 241(4) 
has been referred  to by the hon. 
Minister.  Rule  241(4)̂  reads like 

tijis:

“If any money has been spent 
on any service during a financial 
year in excess  of the  amount 
granted  by the House for that 
purpose,  the Committee  shall 
examine  with reference to  the 
facts of each  case  the circum
stances leading to such an excess 
and make such recommendation 

as it may deem fit.”

Does it mean that the Government 
suo moto  cannot  make  appropria
tions when they have spent in exĉ  
and that they  should  compulson̂ 
postpone the adjustments  until it is 
recommended by the Public Accounts 

Committee?  ■

Mr. Speakeri  We had a discussion 
on this matter.  I also want to make 
a few observations  regarding  the 
accounts.  The budget ought to con
tain all the  provisions  which  can 
possibly be anticipated for expendi
ture during the course of the year, 
and if they are voted and the Appro
priation Bill is also passed in  this 
House, under article-  114 no money 
shall be spent which has not  been 
granted by the House and is not pr̂ 
vided for in the Appropriation Bill.
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But an exception has been created in 
article 115—an exception  is always 
an exception and ought to be resort
ed to in as few instances as iwssible 
—in favour of certain new services 
and certain excess items which might 
not have been reasonably anticipated. 
But they must have the prior sanc
tion of the House in the same year. 
As soon as the Government comes to 
know that it is likely to spend much 
more than what the House has grant
ed, it must  take  the sanction.  If 
under  some  unavoidable  circum
stances some money had to be paid 
just at the end of the year and there 
is no time to place the estimate be
fore the House in advance by way at 
Supplementary Demands  for Grants 
and obtain its permission,  in those 
cases money can be spent for which 
the Consolidated Contingency  Fund 
makes provision under article H6.

Under those circumstances,  I feel 
that the Government ought not  to 
remain satisfied  or wait  until  the 
Audit Report comes and the  Public 
Accoimts Committee looks  into  it. 
Demand No. 75 in this case was due 
to the adjustment of interest on the 
capital invested  in the  Himachal 
Pradesh Government  Transport  for 
the years 1949-50 to 1951-52.  The 
request for making the provision  of 
funds was received from the  State 
Government in March, 1952, when it 
was too latfe to ask for Supplement
ary  Appropriation.  By  the  31st 
March, 1952 that year  will be over. 
The budget  would  naturally  have 
been presented earlier, sometime oh 
the 28th of  February,  or 29th of 
February if it had been a leap year. 
Therefore, after the presentation of 
the budget there might not have been 
sufficient  time to include that item 
by way of a Supplementary Demand. 
But the Finance Ministry was aware 
of this.  They  have  said  in  +his 
note, that it was too late to ask for 
Supplementary  Appropriation. Why 
was it put off till today? As soon as 
they came to know of it, they ough< 
to have come before this  House.  I 
feel that in regard to this expen

diture  everyday  of delay has to be 
accountetj for to the House.  As soon 
as it comes to the notice of the Gov
ernment they ought to bring it before 
the  House  for  regularising  it. 
If  it  is  a  Supplementary Demand 
or an Excess  Demand,  it must be 
brought before the House.  In each 
year that passes, in each session /of 
Parliament that passes, the Govern
ment must come to this House  and 
say why they did not bring it before 
the House during that particular ses
sion,  why  that  session  was  not 
thought of.  Of course, in particular 
cases it might  have  escaped  ihe 
notice of the Government.

Now, Rule 241 (4) waŝ referred to. 
I am afraid there is misunderstand
ing regarding the  interpretation of 
this Rule.  The Rule says;

“If any money has been soent 
on any service during a fin3nc53l 
year  in excess  of the  amount 
granted by the House  for that 
purpose,  the  Committee  shall 
examine with the reference to the 
fact of each  case  the circum
stances leading to such an excess 
and make such recommendation 
as it may deem fit,”

Nowhere is it stated that the Ex
cess Demand ought not to be placed 
before the House until  the  Public 
Accounts Committee looks into it.

Shri M. C. Shâ:  That  was oia 
interpretation,

Mr. Speaker: That is wrong.

Shri M. C. Shah:  If your ruling is 
that way, we will follow that.

Mr. Speaker:  It is  not my own
ruling for the first time. That’ inter
pretation does not seem to be war
ranted by the language of the Rule. 
Therefore, the Government ought not 
to wait so long.  As soon as it comes 
to the notice of the Government, they 
must ask for regularising it.  There 
may be cases where,  with all dili
gence, they might not have done so 
and the Public Accounts Committee 
may just lo<A into this matter.  No
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doubt, there is some  force in this.
If the Public  Accounts  Committee 
looks into  this immediately and pla
ces the facts before the House, the 
House will have material for the piu- 
pose of discussing this matter, whe
ther it ought to allow the Excess De
mand or not.  That would be an ad
vantage to the House.  There is no 
doubt about that.  But, not to place 
it before the House even in such cases 
which are definitely known  to the 
Government, saying that the  PubUc 
Accounts Committee has not sent its 
Report, is not correct. There is  no 
doubt regarding this matter.

I would urge upon the Government 
wherever it comes  to notice such 
xcess  Demands,  to  immediately 
ring them to the  notice  of  this 
House  and  ask for  Supplementary 
Grants or Excess  Gragts  in  such 

cases as are here.

Here I find a reference made  in 
the introductory remarks.  It  is said 
here that the Public Accounts Com
mittee sometimes suspects the  bona 
tides of withholding this. Here it is 

said:  ,

“In para 7 of the above Report, 
the Committee have held that any 
established  mis-classification  in 
the Appropriation Accounts which 
either  attracts  or  avoids  the 
necessity for regularisation of any 
excess by Parliament, would be 
taken into  account  by  them in 
making their recommendation to 
the Parliament.”

Therefore, no impression ought to 
be created that an attempt is made 
to make  an excess  expenditure and 
then try to avoid or screen it away 
from the Parliament  or the Public 
Accounts Committee  by  taking it 
from something else.  The  House 
must, therefore, be very carefuL The 
Finance Ministry, at the same time, 
ûst be very careful when it comes 
to know about an excess expenditure. 
The mere fact that so far the accounts 
has not been  separated  from  the 
audit branch is not an excuse and it 
ought  not to be an excuse for  not 
bringing it before the House as early as

possible.  Therefore, I  hope hereafter 
there will be  a  change in the atti
tude of the Finance  Ministry  with 
regard to this point.

Shri T,  N. Singh:  I have one sub
mission to make on what you have 
said just now.  Let us suppose  the 
procedure is that as soon as an excess 
is ' noticed  in  the  appropriation 
accounts as finalised the Government 
comes with a Demand  for  Excess 
Grant and the House sanctions it. I 
take that position for my argument. 
Then, after  six months  the  Riblic 
Accounts Committee  will  examine 
the same thing.  Now, either  that 
Committee, if it differs, or after going 
into the  details of  the  question, 
which it is not possible for the Par
liament to go into,  has something 
to say, quite something  other than 
what the House has been told or has 
to say about it, it would be  going 
against a very  superior  body,  a 
superior parent organisation.  Thê 
the only option left to  the Public 
Accounts Committee, once the Par
liament  has ssmctioned  an  excess 
grant, is to say, ‘Yes; all right’. There 
is nothing more left to  the  Public 
Accounts Committee to say about any 
grant, once it has been sanctioned by 
Parliament.

If the Chair will be pleased to read 
the rule, he will find that  the rule 

says as follows:

. .the Public Accounts Com
mittee  shall  examine  these 
accounts.”

The Public  Accounts  Committee 
has to examine, under that rule, any 
excess expenditure that has been in
curred or any excess payment that 
has been made.  So, what is the pur
pose of the Public Accounts Comimt- 
tee, if it cannot exercise this function 
and if the House suo moto goes into 
the question  and  sanctions  the 
amount?  Under the  rules, as you 
have said, it is perfectly open to the 
Government to ignore the Public Ac

*  coimts  Committee ' altogether  and 
get  the  excess payments sanctioned 
by the House, once the excess pay
ments are noticed.  But,  from  the 
point of view of proper  procedure,
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proper constitutional procedure  and 
convention, will it. not be better that a 
body of this very House, which has 
specialised in this kind of work, is 
enabled to tell this  House what  it 
thinks of it and what the House might 
do about it? If the accounts  have to 
be audited the Public Accounts Com
mittee should have an opportunity to 
express its opinion. Therefore, either 
take away the functions of the Pub
lic Accounts Committee in respect of 
examining the excels grants, calling 
for officials, questioning them as to 
why this was done and that was not 
done, or, it should be entrusted with 
the responsibility of going  in  detail 
into such  matters.  Otherwise,  the 
functioning of the  Public Accoimts 
Committee would become very one
rous and  difficult  once  the House 
has given its seal of approval.

Mr. Speaker:  I can give only one
answer to this question.  The demand 
for excess grants is made, after  the 
money is spent, not in the same year 
itself but later.  What I say is,  the 
excess  amount  may  be  anticipated 
just a few days before the amount is 
spent. Then, it could come in by way 
of  a  supplementary  grant.  Th3re- 
fore, what is the aid of the  Public 
Accounts Committee  so far as  'his 
aspect is concerned?  That is one as
pect.  That is the first step.

'The second step is this.  Instead of 
spending the money away and then 
coming to this House for sanction, if 
the -amount had been anticipated two 
or three days  earlier,  before the 
financial year came to a close, and if 
it had been brought  to this House, 
then, we need not have the benefit of 
the Public Accounts Committee. The 
hon. Member said that we might not 
be having the benefit of the Public 
Accounts Committee  and  that we 
must wait for the Public  Accounts 
Committee.  But then,  what  is  the 
use of waiting and  then  according 
ex post facto sanction?

So far as ordinary expenditure is 
ibbncemed, we do not always vote to

the last pie.  We just vote  on  the 
approximate estimate  placed  before 
the House.  But  there also, if  the 
amount is exceeded, we criticise. In 
the circumstances, I would think of 
an alternative procedure.  It will be 
this way.  Instead of waiting for  an 
indefinite number of years, as soon 
as the Finance Ministry finds that an 
excess payment has been made, with
in two or three days, I will ask the 
Public Accounts Committee to  l̂ k 
into the matter and send us an in
terim report.  Why should  we  wait 
for the general comprehensive report 
of the Public Accounts  Conmiittee? 
We shall  ask the  Public  Accounts 
Committee to make an interim report 
on the particular  items.  Let  them 
go into them.  We shall be benefited 
by their advice.  My whole object is 
not to wait till the entire process is 
finished. At the same time, my object 
is to see to it that the Public Accounts 
Committee goes  into these  matters 
and also the Auditor-General  looks 
into these matters as early as possi
ble.  There should not  be a  hiatu* 
between one and the other.

I shall now put the question to the 
vo e.  The question is:

“That the respective excess sums 
not exceeding the amounts shown 
in the third column of the Order 
paper be granted to the President 
to make good the amounts spent 
during the year ended  the 31st 
day of March, 1952, in respect- of 
corresponding heads of  demands 
entered  in the  second  column 
thereof:

Demands Nos. 3, 9, 15, 30, 33,
34, 36, 42, 55, 58, and 64.”

The motion was adopted,

[The motions for  Demand for Ex
cess Grants which were adopted by 
the Lok Sabha are reproduced below 
—Ed.]

Demand  No.  3— Com mercial  Im n -

LICENCE  AND  STATISTICS

“That a sum of Rs. 4,54,715 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant in
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respect of ‘Commercial  Intelli
gence and Statistics’ for the year 
ended the  31st day of  March, 

1952”.

D ncA M D  No. 9— M in istr y   o f D etesce

**That a sum of Rs. 28,805 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant in 
respect of ‘Ministry of Defence’ 
for the year ended the 31st day 
of March, 1952”.

D emand No.  15—Archaeology

“That a sum of  Rs. 8,130 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant  in 
respect of ‘Archaeology’ for the 
year ended the 31st day of March, 

1952”.

Demand No. 30— M iscellaneous 

Departments

“That a sum of  Rs. 10,41,867
be granted to the  President to
make good an excess on the grant
in respect of ‘Miscellaneous De
partments’ for the  year  ended
the 31st day of March, 1952.

Demand No. 33— Superannuation 
Allowances  and  Pensions 

“That a sum  of Rs. 1,18,311  be 

granted  to  the  President to make 

good  an  excess  on  the  grant  in 

respect  of  ‘Superannuation Al
lowances  and  Pensions’  for  the 

year ended the 31st day of March 

1952”. ■

Demand No. 34— M iscellaneous

“That a sum of Rs. 1,25,43,893 
be granted to  the  President to 
make good an excess on the grant 
in respect of ‘Miscellaneous’ for 
the year ended the 31st day of 
March, 1952”.

Demand No. 36—M iscellaneous 

Adjustments between the  Union 

and  State  Governments.

‘That a sum of Rs. 56,852  be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess on the grant in 
respect of ‘Miscellaneous Adjust
ments between  the Union  and

State Governments’ for the year 
ended  the  31st day of March. 

1952”.

Demand No. 42-tSurvey of India 

“That a sum of Rs, 34,581  be 
granted to the President to make 
good an ex9ess on the grant in 
respect of ‘Survey of India’ for 
the year Mided the 31st day o£ 
March, 1952”.

Demand No. 55—Civil  Defence.

“That a sum of Rs. 13,878 be 
granted to the President to make 
goô an excess on the grant  in 
respect of ‘Civil Defence’ for the 
year ended the 31st day of March, 

1952”. .

Demand  No.  58—Andam ans and 

Nicobar  Islands 

“That a sum of Rs. 3,24,216 be 
granted to the Presideit to make 
good an excess on the grant  in 
respect of Andamans  and  Nico
bar Islands’ for the year ended 
the 31st day of March, 1952”.

Demand No. 64— Ministry of Na
tural  Resources and  Scientific Re

search.

“That a sum of  Rs. 88,289 be 
granted to the President to make 
good an excess.on the grant  in 
respect of  ‘Ministry of  Natural 
Resources and Scientific Resear
ch’ for the year ended the 31st 
day of March, 1952”.

Mr. Speaker;  We have disposed of 
the excess grants relating to 1951-52, 
I hope that the excess grants in res
pect of the years 1952-53, 1953-54 and 
so on will all be brought forward, all 
together, as early as possible.

The Minister of Trade (Shri Kar- 
markar): Let us hope there will not 
be many such cases for those years.

Shri.M. C. Shah: We will prepare 
a note in consultation with the comp
troller and Audit(̂-General.  If there 
is any difficulty we will bring  that 
difficulty to your notice.

Mr, Speaker:  Yes.




