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INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committce, as authoriscd by the
Committee do present on their behalf this Ninety-fifth Rcport on Para-
graph 6.1 of the Report of Comptroller and Auditor General of India for
the year cnded 31 March, 1993, (No. 2 of 1994), Union Govcrnment
(Civil) relating to “Integrated Rural Development Programme.”

2. Thec Report of the Comptroller and Auditor Gencral of India for the
ycar cnded 31 March, 1993, (No. 2 of 1994), Union Government (Civil)
was laid on thc Table of the House on 13 May, 1994.

3. In this Report, the Committee havc identificd ccrtain major arcas of
concern under {RDP requiring immediatc governmental attention. Bricfly
these are low per capita investment, non-preparation of five ycar perspec-
tive and annual plans, failure to conduct household surveys for identifica-
tion of beneficiaries, coverage of incligible familics. non-provision of
assistancc for sccond milch animal, failure to conduct propcr physical
verification of asscts and misutilisation of assistancc. short comings in
infrastructural devclopment, shortcomings in thc administration of subsidy,
diversion of funds mcant for IRDP to other programmes, lack of proper
monitoring and cvaluation of IRDP and overlapping of programmcs etc.
The Committec have observed that despite thc general acceptance of the
objcctives and the cxtensive organisational apparatus built to translatc
them into reality, the IRDP has not achicved the desired results. In their
opinion the fact that only 14.81% of the beneficiarics of IRDP had becn
ablc 1o cross the existing poverty-linc of Rs. 11,000 per annum as per the
findings of the Fourth round of Concurrent Evaluation is a glanng
indicator of the failure of the programme in achieving thc objectives.
Expressing their serious concern over the failurc of IRDP to act as a major
instrument in the alleviation of rura) poverty, the Committce have desired
that the Ministry of Rural Development in the light of the facts contained
in this report and the findings of the Fourth Round of Concurrent
Evaluation. the intcrim report of the Mehta Committce and other similar
documents should take adequate steps and revamp the programmc for the
alleviation of India's rural poverty.

4. The assistance to bencficiaries under IRDP comprised of loan and
o subsidy. The major part of the investment in thc form of loan was to come
through institutional credit. The Committec have noted with concern that

)



(vi)

the flow of credit and institutonal financial assistancc undcr IRDP werc
besct with certain serious shortcomings such as rejcction of loan applica-
tions, low per capita disbursement of loans inordinate delays in sanction-
ing/disbursal of loan, fixing of repayment pcriod unrcalistically, poor
rccovery of IRDP loans etc. The Committec have cmphasiscd that IRDP
has been described as a credit based self-cmployment programme with an
clement of subsidy rather than a programmc based on subsidy sup-
plemcnted by bank credit. Therefore, mobilisation and flow of credit is
vital for the successful implcmentation of the programmc. The Committcc
have desircd the authoritics concerned to cnsurc that the loan appraisals
arc madc more cffective and that thc applications arc not rejected in a
rather routinc manner or on flimsical grounds and also to chcck malprac-
ticers on this scorc, if any. Emphasising thc nced for avoiding under
financing of IRDP projccts and for prompt sanction and disbursal of IRDP
loans, the Committcc havc also recommended that the question of
cnhancing thc minimum repaymecnt pcriod from the cxisting stipulated
pcriod of thrce ycars should be considecred. They have further suggested
that for improving the rccovery performance of IRDP loans, a strategy
involving a suitable blend of firm linc of action against wiltul defaulters
and provision of suitablc inccntives for prompt repayment/recovery may
bc drawn up.

5. The Committce have regretted to note that the implementation of
IRDP was also considcrably hampcred duc to widespread financial
deficiencics. Thesc included non-reconciliation of expenditure with banks.
incurrence of administrative cxpenditurc beyond the prescribed  limits,
wastcful/cxcess cxpenditurc on construction of training centres. infrastruc-
turc. cash awards ctc. “The Committcc have cmphasised the nced for
proper maintenance, periodical reconciliation and rcgular auditing of
accounts of DRDAs.

6. The Audit para was cxamincd by the Public Accounts Commitice at
their sittings held on 27 October. 10 November (FN & AN) and
24 November, 1994. The Committec considered and finalised the Report at
their sittings held on 18 April. 1995. Minutes of the sitting form Purt 1® of
the Report.

7. For facility of rcference and convenicnee the observations and
rccommendations of thc Committce have been printed in thick type in the
body of thc Report and have also reproduced in a consolidated form in
Appcndix-III of the Rgport.

& The Committee express their thanks to the officers of the Ministries
of Rural Dcvclopment and Finance (Dcpartment of Econonuc Atfains-
—Banking Division) for thc cooperation cxtended by them in lurmishing
information and tendering cvidence before the Commitice.

9. The Committce also placc on record thew apprecation ol the
assistance rendered to them in the matter by ther office ol the Compuioller
and Auditor General of India.

New Deciu: BHAGWAN SHANKAR RAWAT

21 _April, 1995 Chairman,
| Vasakha, 1917 (Saka) Public Accounts Commitiee.

“ Not pninted (one cvclostyled copy) lad on the Table of the ousw and five
copies placed in Parhament Library




REPORT
INTEGRATED RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME

I. Introductory

Rccognising lack of productivc assets as a major causc of povcrty and
uncmployment, the Integratcd Rural Development Programmc (IRDP)
was introduccd in 1978 as an important anti-povcrty programme aimed at
providing incomc gencrating asscts and sclf-cmployment opportunitics for
the rural poor. The programmc was initially introduccd on a pilot basis in
20 sclected districts. Subscquently, it has been cxtended to cover all the
5092 blocks of country. It has takcn under its umbrclla other related
programmcs for Small/Marginal Farmers (SFDA/MFAL). National
Scheme of Training of Rural Youth for Sclf Employment (TRYSEM),
Dcvclopment of Womens and Children in Rural Arcas (DWCRA) ctc.

2. The objcctive of IRDP is to cnablc identificd rural poor tamilics 10
takc-up productive activitics to augment the family income on a sustained
basis and to ultimatcly comce out of the poverty syndrome. This objective is
sought to bc achicved by providing productive usscts and inputs to a
specific target group of bencficiarics which would gencrate  additional
income and cmplovment. The target group of IRDP consists of fumilics of
small and marginal farmers. agricultural labourcrs and rural artisans whose
family income is below the pre-dctermined poverty line. which at present is
sct at Rs. 1100~ per annum. '

3. A widcsprcad of activitics arc chgible under the programme. These
range from traditional land bascd activitics such as_dairy and lhvestock
farming, individual and community minor irrigation projects. cte. to the
not so traditional projccts such as pisciculturc. scriculture. floniculture.
beckecping ctc.

4. From 1979-80 IRDP has bcen a centrally sponsored scheme and
expenditure 1s shared cqually by the Centre and the States. Allocation o
funds to the States is made according to the inadence of poverty. The
funds in trum arc rcleascd to the District Rural Dervelopnient Agencices
(DRDAs) by thc concerned States. The programimce is mmplementud
through thc DRDAs. The cconomic activitics under [RDP are tinanced
through a package of subsidy and credit. Funds for the expenditure on
subsidy and other items relating to admunistnative  and infrastructural
expenditure are provided by the Government and credit by the bankimg
instutitions. Normally, subsidy is provided at the rate of 25 pev cent at the
projcct cost for small farmers; 33.3 per cent tor agricultural labourcrs;
marginal farmers and rural artisans; and 50 per cent to SC/ST beneficianies
and the physically handicapped. Since the inception of IRDP bunk credit

l
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of Rs. 13330 crores and Government subsidy amounting to Rs. 8202 crores
aggregating Rs. 21432 crores had been provided to 447 lakh families below
the proverty line, till the end of financial year 1994.

Earlier Repert of PAC

S. The implementation of IRDP covering the period 1978-79 to 1983-84
was examined by the Public Accounts Committee (Eighth Lok Sabha) and
their findings reported in the 91st Report (1986-87) which was presented to
Parliament on 27 April, 1987. The action taken by Government on the
recommendations was reviewed by the Committee in their 37th Report
(10th Lok Sabha) which was presented to Parliament on 21 Dccember,
1992.

Audit Paragraph

6. The present Report is based on Audit Paragraph 6.1 of the Report of
C&AG of India for the year ended 31 March, 1993 (No. 2 of 1994) Central
Government (Civil) relating to Integrated Rural Development Programme
which seeks a review of the implementation of the programme on the basis
of test checks conducted by C&AG in 21 States and four Union Territories
with particular reference to the transactions during 1985—93. The Audit
paragraph has been reproduced as Appendix-I. The various aspects arising
out of the examination of the Audit paragraph by the Committce arc dealt
with in the succeeding sections.

II. Financial Outlay and Progress

7. The details of total allocation, utilisation, central share of releases,
total credit mobilised, number of beneficiaries targetted and actually
assisted during 1985-86 to 1992-93 were as under:—

(Rupees in crores)

Central Credit  Number of beneficiaries

‘ mobilised
Year Total Total Share  Releases Targeted  Actually

allocation utilisation to be assisted

assisted
(Number in lakhs)

1985-86 407.36 441.10 205.93 207.10 730.15 24.71 36.60
1986-87 543.83 613.38 mn.an 1.6 1014.88 35.00 nNea
198788 613.38 727.44 310.60 299.712 1175.38 39.64 2.47
1968-89 687.95 768.47 345.00 330.84 1231.62 31.9¢ nn
1989-90  747.78 765.43 375.00 347.92 1220.53 29.09 1.5

VII Plan 3000.27 331582 1513.84 1465.25 S372.53 160.38 181.77




(Rupees in crores)

Year Total Total Central Credit Number of beneficiaries
allocation utilisation mobilised
Share Releases Targeted Actually
to be assisted
assisted
(Number inlakhs)
1990-91 741.31 809.49 374.56 346.59 1190.03 231 28.98
1991-92 703.61 T773.08 352.66 321.31 1147.33 2.5 25.37
1992-93 662.22 693.68 331.65 336.69 1036.80 18.75 20.68
Total: 2113.14  2276.25 1058.87 1004.59  3374.16 64.98 75.03

8. The Committee desired to know the reasons for reduction in allocation
of funds in 1991-92 and 1992-98. The Ministry of Rural Development in a
note stated that the Indian economy in the ecarly phase of economic
reforms enforced several economic measures to correct fiscal imbalance.
These included substantial cuts in public expenditure. However, in order to
prevent any undue hardships to the poor on account of structural reforms,
the declining trend in allocations was reversed subsequently. According to
the Ministry, allocations on IRDP were steppéd up substantially to
Rs. 1093 crores in 1993-94 and Rs. 1098 crores in 1994-95 to further
strengthen the programme and ensure increased flow of benefits to the

rural poor.

III. Low per capita investment

9. One of the main objectives of IRDP was to take up a package of
schemes which would generate enough additional income to enable the
beneficiaries to go above the poverty-line once and for all. In 1986-87 the
Planning Commission assumed 2.7 as the incremental capital output ratio
and on this basis, the Ministry assumed that an investment of about
Rs. 13,000—14,000 per beneficiary would be required to achieve this.

10. The Public Accounts Committee in their 91st Report (1986-87) (8th
Lok Sabha) had recommended “the level of assistance and manner of
implementation should be such that a household progresses beyond
poverty-line in onec-go and nat resort to second dose of assistance as at
present contemplated by the Government which in truth is impracticable.
A programme which does not help poor houscholds to cross the poverty-
line in one-go, cannot carry any credibility as to its validity. Hence credible
outlays are the clementary need of IRDP.”

11. It has been pointed out by Audit in the present review that as against
the per capita investment of Rs. 13,000—14.000 per beneficiary as assessed
in 1986-87 which was required to generate additional income to a family to
enable it to cross the poverty-line in one-go, the actual annual All-India
average per capita investment (both credit and subsidy) was
Rs. 4569 during the Seventh Plan and Rs. 7151 during 1990—93 despite the



4

inflationary trends. In none of the years did the investment touch the level
assumed in 1986. Thus. according to Audit the Ministry did not make any
cfforts to raise the per capita investment level cither by allocating more
funds or by reducing the numerical targets. It had laid more stress on a
wider coverage in terms of numbers of beneficiaries and, in fact, they had
all along over achicved the targets. The test check of records by Audit in
the States of Andhra Pradesh, Arunachal Pradesh, Bihar, Gujarat,
Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh. Maharashtra, Punjab, Rajasthan, Sikkim,
Tamil Nadu, Tripura, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal rcvealed that the
State Governments also continued to assist thc bencficiaries with inadequ-
atc funds.with the result that a largc number of IRDP bencficiaries could
not cross the povcrty-linc.

12. Commenting on the points raised by Audit thc Ministry of Rural
Development in a note stated that according to thc monitoring of the
programme¢ done by them. a total disburscment of Rs. 13360.29 crores
(subsidy Rs. 4613.59 crorcs; loan Rs. 8746.70 crorcs) was madc to 256.81
lakh bencficiarics under IRDP during the period 1985-86 to 1992-93. The
actual annual All-India average pecr capita investment (both credit and
subsidy) was Rs. 4569 during thc Scventh Plan and Rs. 7151 during
1990-93. Thc Ministry statcd that thcy had madc scveral cfforts to raise the
level of investment per family. According to thecm soon after the Public
Accounts Committcc gave their rccommcendations, thce physical targets
were reduced from a pcak level of 39.64 lakh familics in 1987-88 to 18.75
families in 1992-93. As a rcsult, level of investment per family rosc from
Rs. 4470 to Rs. 7889. Howcver. the Ministry felt that investment per
family could bc raiscd still further in accordance with thc rccommendations
of the Public Accounts Commitice. Conscqucntly during the current
financial ycar 1994-95 not only have the physical targets been reduced from
the previous yecars level: but also instructions have been issucd by the
Ministry to all Statc Governments to raisc the average level of investment
to Rs. 12,000 per family. Additional mcasurcs have been taken to ensure
that this sharp incrcase in investment levels actually fructifics at the ficld
level. The Ministry further stated that these mcasures include:-

(a) cxtcntion of the family credit plan to 213 districts of the country
where NABARD has DDM Offices. The objective is to achieve
higher lcvel of investment by assisting morc than one member of a
family through provision of multiple asscts. The level of investment
under this scheme is to be of the order of Rs. 15000 to 25000 on an
average.

(b) at the instancc of thc Ministry the RBI has raiscd the limit of
sccurity frec loan from Rs. 10000 to Rs. 15000 in case of multiple
asscts and Rs. 2000 to Rs. 5000 in the casc of non-multiple assets.

13. The Committcc asked as to why the Ministry continucd to lay more
stress on achicving the numbcrical fiscal targets through thin distribution of
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funds with the result that in most of the States the majority of assisted
families could not cross the poverty line. The Ministry of Rural Develop-
ment in a note stated that the physical target was reduccd from 39.6 in
1987-88 to 21.1 lakhs families during the current financial year. According
to them greater emphasis was now being given to qualitative aspects of the
programmc and not mere achicvement of physical targets.

14. The Committec wanted to know the reasons for the delay in
implementing their recommendations referred to above. In a note the
Ministry stated inter alia:-

te it should be recogniscd that the target group for IRDP are
poor families with meagrc asscts basc and fragile conditions of
cxistence. Some times exogenous factors such as droughts, floods,
crop failures ctc. imposc severe hardship on this group and erode
further their already meagre asset base. Such families do require a
sccond dose of assistancc. In somec cases, however, the
beneficiarics have not been ablc to cross the poverty line because
of inadcquate credit mobilisation Icading to under financing of
projects. This aproblcm was specially aggravated after the loan
waiver schemc in 1989 following which the credit atmosphere in
scveral parts of the country was vitiated. The Ministry has taken
up thc matter with Reserve Bank of India and NABARD to
cnsurc adequate mobilisation of credit for the programme. A high-
powered committcc has bcen set up under the chairmanship of
Dcputy Governor. RBI Shri D.R. Mchta to review IRDP in
general and also give its recommecndations on supplementary
assistance to thosc IRDP bencficiarics who need a second dose of
assistance to risc abovc the poverty line.”

15. When asked about the cfforts made by the Ministry to ensure that
credible outlays were being made. the Ministry in a notc stated that they
had constantly been emphasising during Annual Plan discussions with the
Planning Commission to increase the outlays on IRDP. According to them,
though there was a sharp reduction in allocations during the first two years
of cconomic reforms i.c. 1991-92 and 1992-93. at the instance of the
ministry, allocations for 1993-94 wcre cnhanced considerably by almost 65%.

16. The Committce were informed that poverty-line was estimated by
the task force on Projections of Minimum Needs and Effective Consumer
Demand sct up by the Planning Commission. The task force defined
poverty-linc as that per capita cxpenditure level at which the average per
capita outlay calory intakc was 2.400 calories in rural areas and 2,100
calorics in urban areas. The poverty-line is constantly updated on the basis
of consumer price index to drive poverty-linc at currcnt prices. Thus at
1984-85 prices the poverty-line was estimated at Rs. 6,400 per annum per
family. The poverty-line at 1991-92 prices has been estimated at Rs. 11,000
per annum per family of five.



17. The Committec desired to know thc amount of loan and subsidy
required to cnable a family to cross the poverty-lime. The Ministry of Rural
Dcvclopment stated that it depends on (a) Prc assistance level of inodme
of the family, (b) Quantum of investment and (c) Return on iavestment
(ICOR). Estimates of income gencration capacity of assets and the
quantum of investment needed to cnable a family to cross the poverty linc
arc cxpected to bc made at the time of project formation for individual
bencficiarics. The desired subsidy credit is 1 : 2. For instance, if the size of
investment is Rs. 12000 subsidy should be around Rs. 4000 and loan about
Rs. 8000. Assuming this sizc of investment and a rcturn of about 30% on
this (corrcsponding to ICOR of 2.7 cstimated during the Scventh Five
Ycar Plan), a family having pre-assistancc incomc of Rs. 6500 and abovc
will be able to cross the poverty linc. The Concurrent Evaluation in their
findings havc observed that thc¢ ICOR varicd in different activitics,
somctimes cven as low as onc.

18. Askcd whcether thec Ministry had Statc-wisc figurcs of the assisted
bencficiarics crossing - the poverty linc and if not the rcasons for not
obtaining and monitoring this vital information. thc Ministry stated that it
was availablc in the Concurrcent Evaluation Survcy of thc Ministry. When
askcd furthcr whcther the Ministry had periodical information on the
incrcasc in the incomc level of the IRDP bencficiary. the Ministry stated
that such data was availablc among thc information collccted during the
coursc of Concurrcnt Evaluation Surveys. To a specific question about the
number of people who had crosscd thc poverty linc and were still
continuing abovc thc poverty linc the Sccrctary. Ministry of Rural
Dcvclopment in cvidence statcd that “'such dctails were not generated in
the Concurrcnt Evaluation Rounds.™

19. The Committec wanted to know the rcasons for IRDP not having
been able to make any, significant improvement in bringing the poor above
thc poverty-linc. In a notc furnished to the Committcc. thc Ministry of
Rural Dcvelopment stated that the performance of the programme should
be judged in the context of cnabling assistcd familics to cnhancc their
incomc levels and improve their living standards and not nccessarily by
their ability to cross the poverty-linc. According to them. following the
Antoyadaya approach. during thc Scventh Five Ycar Plan only those
familics having incomc bclow the cut off linc of Rs. 4,800 could be
assistcd. Somc of thesc families did not possess nccessary skills for sclf-
cmployment and could thercfore not rctain asscts acquired by them on a
long-term basis. Fuithcrmorc. in order to sustain the activitics sponsored
undcr [IRDP and cnable adcquate gencration of incomc. infrastructurc
dcvclopment in villages was very csscntial for the programme. Though the
Government of India had allowed 10% of allocations to bc spent on
infrastructural devclopment. actual lcvel of expenditure under this head
was mcrcly 3-4% during the Scventh Five Ycar Plan. The Ministry stated
that both thesc factors contributed to reducing the cfficacy of the



7

programme as a result of which fewer people could cross the poverty-line.
In this connection, it is seen from the Government of India, Ministry of
Agriculture, Dcpartment of Rural Development, New Delhi publication
*Sclf Employment Programmes IRDP, TRYSEM & DWCRA" that in
August, 1985 the Prime Minister stated in Parliament that the IRDP had
been modified so that the benceficiaries can cross the poverty line with onc
dose of assistancc.

IV. Non-Preparation of Five Year Perspective and Annual Plans

20. For the success of IRDP. proper planning, project identification and
bencficiary sclection prior to its implcmcntation were considered very
csscntial. The IRDP guidclines cnvisaged preparation of a comprehensive.
Five Ycar Perspective Plan containing an inventory of local resource after
identifying the dcvclopment potential and major potential thrust areas
which could be tapped and evolving of suitablc programmes for assisting
the rural poor.

21. In addition to thc prcparation of Five Ycar Pcrspective plans,
Annual Plans werc also to be preparcd and werce to follow the Five Ycar
Plans and the identification of bencficiarics becausc these plans were to
match the resource profile and nceds of the bencficiaries to provide them
income gcnerating activitics.

22. According to thc Audit Paragraph. thc planning cvaluation
organisation has pointcd out in May. 1985 that the Five Ycar Perspective
Plans and thc Annual Plans werc not being preparcd in time and had been
dclaycd considerably. The Audit has also pointed out that in the States of
Assam. Arunachal Pradcsh. Bihar. Himachal Pradesh. Karnataka, Kcrala.
Madhya Pradesh. Mcghalaya. Orissa. Rajasthan. Tamil Nadu. Tripura,
Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal the Five Ycar Perspective/Annual plans
were cither not preparced or prepared with inadequate data. While agrecing
that prcparation of Five Ycar Perspective Plans and Annual Plans in a
dctailed and mcaningful manner is csscntial to thc success of the
programmc. thc Ministry of Rural Dcvclopment stated that they have been
cmphasising from time to timc for the preparation of the samc. The
Ministry statcd that the issuc was timc and again discusscd at the Project
Dircctors Workshops. The Ministry further statcd that the feed-back from
thc DRDAs in these ycars Project Dircctors Workshops was that advance
notification of the target during the current financial ycars contributed to
timcly prcparation of annual action plans at the district Icvel. According to
thc Ministry they had not relcased the sccond instalment unless they arc
satisficd that thc Annual Plan had been preparcd. Since the Five Ycar
potcntial link credit plans arc now prcparcd by NABARD. DRDAS, usc
thosc as long tcrm plans and prcparcd annual plans within thesc
perspective plans.

23. In this cotext. it was however scen that onc of the major conclusions
of thc National Workshop of Project Dircctors in Junc-July, 1993 was that
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the PDs, DRDAs, and their APOs and BDOs are not trained and
equipped to formulate meaningful plans with technically feasible and
economical viable projects for IRDP beneficiaries. Although the
documents called Annual Action Plans were being prepared each year by
the DRDAs, this was nothing more than putting together of the plans
prepared by the blocks. Moreover, these were not consistent with the
District Credit Plans prepared by the lead bank officers.

V. Household Survey for Identiification of Beneficiaries

24. For ascertaining the economic status and income of the. selected
target groups, the IRDP guidelines envisaged a comprehensive household
survey. The survey was to cover every family seemingly poor in the village.
Though the household survey was a pre-requisite for the proper
implementation of Integrated Rural Development Programme (IRDP) and
identification of the poorest amongest the poor, the Audit para has
revealed that the same was not conducted in Arunachal Pradesh, Haryana,
Karnataka, Maharashtra, Sikkim and’ Tripura. In Andhra Pradesh,
Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu and West Bengal it was partly done, However, the
Ministry continued to release financial assistance without ensuring such
household surveys. In many States like Assam, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala,
Madhya Pradesh, Punjab, Sikkim, Pondicherry and Uttar Pradesh where
the household survey was conducted the Antyodaya aproach for covering
the poorest among the poor first was generally not followed.

25. The Committee enquired about the circumstances under which the
Ministry continued to release funds to States without ensuring the
completion of household surveys. The Ministry of Rural Development in a
note stated that the Below Poverty Linc Survey (BPL) initiated at the
beginning of Eighth Plan was completed by all States excepting
Maharashtra and Uttar Pradesh by 1993-94. The surveys in Maharashtra
and Uttar Pradesh were expected to be completed before the close of the
current financial year.

26. As regards Antyodaya approach, the Ministry stated that with the
considerable step up in allocation for wage employment programmes such
as Jawahar Rozgar Yojana (JRY). Employment Assurance Scheme (EAS)
etc., the employment needs of the poorest of the poor could perhaps be
better met through these schemes rather than self-employment projects
requiring a-minimum c* skills, entreprenurial drive and risk taking ability.
consequently, a decision was taken by the Ministry of Rural Development
to abolish the “cut-oii”" line under IRDP and to make assistance available
to any family having income below the poverty line of Rs. 11,000 and not
necessarily to the poorest of the poor as under the “Antyodaya” approach.
Explaining further, the Ministry in a note furnished after evidence stated
that the Antyodaya approach was followed under IRDP since the
beginning of the programme. Under this approach the poorest of the poor
families had to be assisted first. Only when such families had been covered
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could assistance be given to the next income category. Furthermore, a cut-
off linc was defined which was much below the poverty line. Only those
families could be assisted who had income below the cut-off line. Hence, a
large number of poor who had income below the cut-off line were
excluded from the purview of the programme. One of the important
reasons why fewer people were ahle to cross the poverty line during the”
Seventh Five Year Plan was becausc a number of those below the poverty
linc (but above the cut-off line) possessing necessary skills and capability to
manage credit based assets were excluded from the programme. In order
to correct this aberration which had crept into the programme, the cut-off
“linc was abolished in May 1994 enabling all thosc below poverty line to be
assistcd under IRDP.

V1. Coverage of Ineligible Families

27. A test check made by Audit revealed that in the States of Andhra
Pradesh, Arunachal Pradesh, Haryana, Karnataka, Kcrala, Maharashtra,
Punjab, Rajasthan and Tripura assistance of Rs. 3.38 crorcs was given to
11082 incligible families having cither annual income in excess of
prescribed limits or whose namcs were not appearing in the approved list
of identificd bencficiarics. The Audit paragraph also rcvealed misuse of
thc scheme by middle-man society acting as agents of the bencficiaries and
having misapropriatcd subsidy portion of the assistance.

28. Thc Committce wanted to know whether the State Governments had
been asked to comment on the audit obscrvation that ineligible families
had been granted loan/subsidy. The Ministry of Rural Development stated
that the rclevant paras of C & AG Rcport on coverage of ineligible
familics had bcen circulated to the State Governments for comments.

29. Sincc a merc test audit had revealed coverage of as many as 11082
incligible familics having cxtended IRDP assistance worth Rs. 3.38 crores
thec Committce asked whether the Ministry did not consider it to be a
significant  distortion of the programmc. Thc Ministry of Rural
Dcvclopment agreced that coverage of incligible families introduces a
distortion in thc programme and should bc carnestly avoided.

30. Asked whether Government had initiatcd any action to ascertain if
the incidence of inclcgiblc familics assistcd was larger than what was
rcvealed in a limited test check by Audit. the Ministry of Rural
Dcvclopment stated that the Ministry carried out the Concurrent
Evaluation Survey at rcgular intervals to ascertain various aspects of
implementation including whcther benefits of the programme were
accruing to clegiblc familics and according to Concurent Evaluation Survey
(1989) incligiblc familics werc assisted in 16 percent cases at the national
level Ministry have also stated that they had initiated several steps to
cnsurc that incidence of cncligible familics assistcd was reduced. During
evidence the Secretary, Rural Development stated that ineligibility arises
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on account of very rigid norms. He, however, stated that the percentage of
inelegible persons assisted had come down.

31. The Committee enquired whether there was any administrative
mechanism to check coverage of ineligible families and the concrete steps
initiated by the Ministry to reduce the incidence of eneligible families
having been given IRDP assitance, the Ministry of Rural Development
have stated as follows:—

“The Ministry is of the view that increased public participation and
democratisation of the process of selection of beneficiaries would
help in checking coverage of ineligible families. As a step in this
direction, detailed instructions are being issued to  the state
governments spelling out the procedure of selection of beneficiaries
through Gram Panchayats and Gram Sabhas. Simultaneously,
enhanced publicity drive has been undertaken by the Ministry to
generate greater awareness about the programme among the rural
population. This is expected to increase the accountability of the
administrative machinery to the people and correct distortions such
as assistance to ineligible families under the programme.”

VII. Non-provision of Assistance for Second Milch Animal

32. The guidelines issued by the Ministry envisaged grant of subsidy to
purchase of milch animals by the bencficiaries. It further stressed that two
milch animals should be supplied in succession to the same beneficiary the
second as soon as the lactation period of one animal was over, as
otherwise the beneficiary would cxpericncc a fall in his income and slip
back into poverty. This was also expected to ensure uninterrupted income
from the sale of milk and consequently enable the beneficiary to repay the
loan regularly.

33. In response to the observation of the Public Accounts Committee in
their 91 Report (8th Lok Sabha) that the provision for second milch animal
was not followed, the Ministry of Rural Dcvelopment had assured that this
item was a check point for concurrent evaluation. The Audit test check,
however, revealed that despite the above, assistance for the second milch
animal was not given to 1,66,727 beneficiaries in several states including
Bihar, Haryana, Gujarat, Himachal Pradesh, Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh,
Pubjab, Tamil Nadu, Wttar Pradesh and West Bengal etc.

34. When asked to indicate the circumstances under which the Ministry
did not ensue compliance of the assurance given to the Committee, the
Ministry of Rural Development stated infer-alia that since repayment was
not done in a large number of cases the second milch animal was not
given. Under such circumstapces it was felt that emphasis should be given
more on supply of quality breed of animals and constant follow-up with the
beneficiary. According to the Ministry instructions have been given to the
DRDAs to procure good breeds of milch animals and also to make
available to the beneficiaries other facilities such as cattle insurance,
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veterinary care and marketability of product. They also stated that
enhancement of security free norms and increased development
investment per animal would facilitate purchase of two animals in
future. The Ministry further stated that NABARD has also since issued
inStructions to banks for providing assistance for three animals, two of
which were provided initially.

35. When asked why such steps were not initiated earlier when the
assurance was given to PAC, the Ministry of Rural Development stated
as follows:—

“In fulfilment of the assurance given to earlier PAC the
Ministry of Rural Development stressed very clearly in the
IRDP Manual in 1991 that assistance should be given to at
least two animals. This point was further emphasised in
subsequent meetings of Central Level Coordination Committee,
High Level Credit Committee and National Workshop of
Project Directors. On getting a feed back from the field that
non repayment of dues and low limit for security free norms
were the major constraints in financing of the second animal,
prompt steps were taken by the Ministry to ease these
difficulties.”

36. The Committee desired to know the present position regarding
the provision of second milch animal, the Ministry of Rural
Development in a note stated that at present micro level details such
as the number of cases in which the second milch animal has not been
provided was not being monitored at the central level. When asked as
to how in the absence of such details the Ministry was able to ensure
that the scheme becomes meaningful in the real sense, the Ministry of
Rural Development stated that monitoring of provisions of the second
milch animal was being done by the Ministry through iis concurrent
evaluation survey from the fourth round onwards and that was to
ensure better implementation of the scheme.

37. On the question of the quality of the animals supplied, the
Secretary, Ministry of Rural Development stated in evidence:—

“I am of the personal view that supply of local animals of
traditional breeds should be discontinued in the IRDP. This is
breeding corruption, leakage etc. The same buffalo moves from
family to family and eats the subsidy. We should not supply
indigenous animals. I was insisting on that and they diluted a
little bit. Only upgraded animals should be supplied. In some
districts this has been effectively implemented. If you go to
Kolar you will not be able to sec a single local animal being
supplied under this programme. They are all upgraded.”

38. In reply to a question of the Committee, the Ministry of Rural
Development in a note stated that the proprotion of farm related and
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animal husbandry activities under IRDP has gone up from 41.16 per ccnt
ia 1987-88 to 53.27 per cent in 1993-94.

VIII. Failure to conduct proper Physical Verification of Assets and
Misutilisation of Assistance

39. According to Audit DRDAs/Financial Institutions had not
conducted physical verification of assets in many states and in somc statcs
only partial verification of assets was done. 1,44,266 cases involving
misutilisation of assistance amounting to Rs. 14.33 crorcs were noticed in
test-audit. (States involved Arunachal Pradesh, Bihar, Assam, Gujarat,
Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Karnataka, Kerala, Madhya Pradesh,
Maharastra, Punjab, Tamil Nadu, Tripura, Uttar Pradcsh and West
Bengal).

40. Commenting on the Audit objections, the Ministry of Rural
Development stated that “the assets created under IRDP arc not found

intact in some cases.” During evidence, the Secretary, Rural Dcvclopment
added:

C e We are conscious of the fact that assets are not opcrating
in a large number of cases.”

41. When the Committee asked about the percentage of familics whosc
assets have been physically verified, the Ministry of Rural Dcvclopment
stated that this was not being monitorcd by the ccntre.

42. In reply to a question about the availability of mechanism with the
Ministry and in the States to verify whether the assistancc was properly
utilised, the Ministry of Rural Development statcd that DRDAs and Block
level machinery is to ensure that funds were utiliscd for the purposc they
were sanctioned. A bond/pronote is filled up for subsidy portion by the
beneficiary to guard against misutilisation of subsidy or misappropriation of
the asset. The bond/pronote is enforceable under the provisions of local
law such as Land Revenue Recovery Act/Public Demand Recovery Act
etc.

43. When asked as to how many cases of misutilisatfon of subsidy or
misappropriation of assets were detected in the past and in how many
cases bond/pronotes were enforced, the Ministry of Rural Devclopment
stated that information reégarding signing/cnforcing of bonds/pronotcs by
beneficiaries was available at block and district lcvel and they reccived
from time to time cases regarding misutilisation/misappropriation of fund
by officers.

44. On being a_t_ked about misutilisation, the Sccrctary, Rural
Development stated in evidence:—

“I must submit that it is true that the sickness or misutilisation of
assets is more than the tolerable limit in IRDP..... I would like to
go to the extent of saying that it is alarming™.

45. According to the Ministry the quarterly report of action takcn on
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misutilisation, malpractices and corruption under IRDP was being sent by
the State to the Ministry for monitoring purposes. It was also stated that
the Officers of the Ministry have also been instructed to visit beneficiaries
under the Area Officers Scheme and inspect the status of their asset, cases
of misutilisation etc. When asked about the assessment of the Ministry on
the extent of misutilisation, malpractices and corruption under IRDP on
the basis of the facts emerging from the quarterly reports submitted during
last five years and the action taken by the Ministry on such cases so as to
minimise misutilisation and malpractices, the Ministry of Rural
Development stated as follows:—

“Cases of misutilisation of IRDP assistance is viewed with great
seriousness by the Ministry of Rural Development. Instructions are
issued from time to time regarding proper maintenance of
accounts. Observations of Chartered Accountants on utilisation of
subsidy is carefully scrutinised at the time of release of second
instalment of funds and in case of irregularities the explanation of
DRDA is called for. In those cases where irregularities are of a
serious rature funds are not released until the DRDA takes
necessary action to rectify these.”

IX. Infrastructural Development

46. A pre-requisite of the planning process visualised for IRDP was the
assessment of the exjsting infrastructure available in the district for the
effective implementation of the programme. While. the major investments
on infrastructure was expected to be made by the State Governments as
part of their normal plans,-crucial gaps in infrastructure were to be met out
of IRDP funds without which the programme could not be implemented
successfully. Some of the items of infrastructure identified for more
effective implementation were artificial insemination centres, chilling/
collection centres, transport vehicles etc. The funds under IRDP are
required to be utilised for filling up the ¢ritical gaps in the infrastructure
which were directly related to the projects of IRDP beneficiaries. The
Audit para revels various shortcomings in the states of Andhra Pradesh,
Assam, Bihar, Gujarat, Karnataka, Maharashtra, Madhya Pradesh, Orissa,
Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal etc. on this score.

47. A proportion of funds earmarked for infrastructure was irregularly
spent on projects which were either-to be met from the State budget of the
concerned department or for augmenting resources of the State
Government. Delay in creation of infrastructural support, non-functioning
of created assets, non existence of infrastructure, non-obtaining of
utilisation certificates for the amount advanced to various executing
agencies etc. were the other shortcomings noticed.

48. Replying to related questions the Ministry of Rural Development
stated that not all the funds earmarked for infrastructural development are
necessarily spent according to the prescribed guidelines. The actual



14

expenditure incurred on development of infrastructure was four percent as
against 10 per cent of the allocations carmarked for the purpose. They alsp
stated that in May, 1993 powers were delegated to DRDAs to spend upto
Rs. 10 lakhs Yor creation of infrastructural facilities without waiting for the
approval of State Level Coordination Committee (SLCC). Divisional
Commissioner is empowered to approve scheme upto Rs. 25 lakhs. The
limit has been raised from 10% of allocation to 25% in deserving cases.
According to the Ministry, the enhancement in limits for infrastructural
investment and decentralisation of powers at the district level for making
these investments will result in minimising delays, introducing greater
responsibility and gccountability and establishing a direct line of control
over effective implementation of infrastructural projects.

49. The Committee asked whether the increased delegation of
ecarmarking of funds not generate wage employment rather than self-
employment in the first instance and whether it would not be desirable to
shift 25% of allocations to JRY rather than IRDP. The Ministry of Rural
Development in a note stated that several projects like setting up of
chilling plants, food processing plants, oil extraction plants etc. are
technology oriented and may not generate any substantial wage
employment. According to the Ministry, infrasturctual projects required for
IRDP were capital intensive and therefore, different from the
infrastructure erected under JRY which was labour intensive and hence, it
was not desirable to shift allocation from IRDP to JRY for infrastructural
development.

50. On perusal of a list of infrastructural projects undertaken by various
States under IRDP furnished by the Ministry after evidence it was however
seen that the expenditure incurred was mainly on construction activities.

X. Shortcoming in the Administration of Subsidy

51. The payment of subsidy under IRDP was linked to credit/loan
obtained from financial institutions upto 1990-91 and DRDAs were
required to keep their amounts in savings bank account in the principal
branches of the participating banks so as to avoid idling of funds without
carning interest. Since disbursement of money, in cash to a bencficiary
improves his bargaining power and has the added advantage of reducing
delays and malpractices prevalent in the existing disbursement system, the
Ministry permitted from 1991-92 disbursement of loan and subsidy in cash
to IRDP beneficiaries. At least half the blocks in a district were to be
identified for cash disbursement by the district level by the Coordination
Committee keeping in mind the location of the block, availability of the
infrastructure etc. A test check of records by Audit in various states
revealed cases of excess payment of subsidy, incorrect application of
prescribed percentage of subsidy and non application of maximum
monetary ceiling, payment of money to voluntary agency and not directly
to the beneficiary for purchase and distribution of raw material/assets,
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release of subsidy without obtaining bonds, large amount of unutilised
subsidy lying with banks, sanction of money without project proposals etc.
The States involved were Andhra Pradesh, Assam, Haryana, Himachal
Pradesh, Karanataka, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Punjab, Uttar
Pradesh and West Bengal.

52. The Committee enquired about the extent of irregularities in the
administration of subsidies emerging from the reports received from
various states. The note received from the Ministry of Rural Development
revealed that the comments from the states concerned were yet to be
received fully by the Ministry.

53. Commenting on the shortcomings pointed out by Audit, the Ministry
of Rural Development in a note stated that the problem of leakages in
subsidy in the present system of administration has been of great concern
to them. According to the Ministry in order to check such leakages in
subsidy payment they have adopted the following approach:—

(i) Additional funds are to be carmarked for publicity and
awareness creation so that the beneficiaries are aware of their
rights and are not duped at the time of sanction of assistance.

(ii) With the passing of the Panchayati Raj Act and holding of
elections to Panchayati Raj Institutions it is hoped that greater
accountability could be introduced into' the system.

(iii) A schemc of Back and Subsidy is being actively considered to
minimise leakages of front and capital subsidy.

54. Under the proposal the subsidy amount will be adjusted in the loan
in the final instalments of payments. No subsidy would be disbursed
directly to the bceneficiary as this would be deposited in the bank and
adjusted against the loan portion in the final instalment of the payment.
With the introduction of back and subsidy the extcnt of leakages are
expected to be rcduced. The Ministry added that they have taken a strong
view on non-rcconciliation of DRDA accounts with banks, un-adjusted
subsidy and intercst amounts, advances given for non-IRDP activities,
under financing of subsidy ctc. Strict action is to be taken against erring
officials in the casc of mis-utilisation of funds. In case of those DRDAs
which have yet to reconcile the accounts the Ministry have instructed that
releasc of further funds would be made only when these stipulations have
becen met. Further more instructions have been issued to State
Governments to appoint an Accounts Officer wherever they are not
currently posted in the DRDAs. The Accounts are also to be regularly
audited by Chartcred Accountants and the position is reviewed carefully at
the time of rcleasing second instalment of funds. In this connection, the
Sccrctary, Rural Devclopment deposed in evidence :—

“Subsidy has given rise to all sorts of tools; middlemen and also
populism. There is lot of political pressure on the DRDA.”
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§5. The Secretary, Ministry of Rural Development in reply to a related
question further deposed that several instances had come to the notice of
the Ministry where middlemen had exploited the assistance sought to be
given to the beneficiaries under IRDP. When enquired as to what steps the
Ministry proposed to take to check exploitation by middlemen of the
IRDP assistance extended to the beneficiaries, the Ministry of Rural
Development stated as follows:—

“With a view to minimising the role of middlemen, the Ministry
initiated a scheme of direct Cash Disbursement to beneficiaries.
Under this scheme instead of a Purchase Committee being
involved in acquisition of an asset, the beneficiary is given the
entire assistance in cash to purchase the asset of his choice. The
scheme of Direct Cash Disbursement is in operation in almost
50 per cent of the blocks in the country which will be extended to
all the blocks of the country by 1995-96.”

XI. Diversion of Funds

56. The Audit Report pointed out several instances in the states of
Bihar, Gujarat, Himachal Pradesh, Haryana, Karnataka, Kerala, Madhya
Pradesh, Mizoram, Orissa, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh and
West Bengal where funds involving Rs. 66.21 crores earmarked for IRDP
had been spent on other schemes, kept as civil deposits, treasury deposit
accounts, deposit in Post Offices Savings Accounts or used for purchase of
household luxury items and construction of office buildings etc. It has also
been pointed out by Audit that in contravention to the guidelines issued by
the Ministry in the states of Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh
and Orissa, funds amounting to Rs. 15.42 lakhs were irregularly spent to
wards rccurring expenditure as against the stipulation that only the fixed
cost of the infrastructure was to be met out of IRDP funds.

57. Enquired whether the individual cases reported by Audit had been
investigated and about the action taken thereon, the Ministry of Rural
Development stated that the observations of C&AG have been circulated
to the State Governments for investigation, fixation of responsibility and
necessary action. Offering his comments on the issue of diversion of funds,
the Secretary, Rural Development stated in evidence :—

“This diversion of funds for other purposes, that is, to meet the
ways and means balance, is not tolerated by us. We will strictly
monitor it. We will get the report.”

58. On being further enquired whether the Ministry have obtained
reports from the Sta:z= Governments on the instructions referred to above
and the action taken thereon the Ministry of Rural Development stated ih
a subsequent note that the Action Taken Reports from the States are still
awaited.

~ 89. As regards the remedial steps taken, the Ministry in a note stated
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that the instructions had been issued emphasising the need to reconcile the
accounts with the banks, bring the unadjusted balance upto date,
appointment of Accounts Officers, regular audit by Chartered
Accountants, internal income from subsidies not to be utilised by DRDA/
Staff but only for programme purposes etc. According to the Ministry,
wherever irregularities aré reflected in the audit reports of DRDAs, the
second instalment of funds was with held until regularisation of accounts.

Xll. Flow of Credit/Institutional Finance

60. The assistance to beneficiaries under IRDP comprised of loan and
subsidy. The major part of the investment in the form of loan was to come
through institutional credit. The size of loan to the bencficiaries was to be
determined by the requirements of the project. The loan amount granted
to the beneficiary was equal to the total project cost minus the amount of
subsidy admissible to the beneficiary. The unit cost of some major
activities was to be prepared by a small group comprising of
representatives of NABARD, Lead Banks, DRDA and District Industries
Centre. Timely repayment of IRDP loans was important for recycling bank
funds. The repayment period of the loan was at least three years.
Commercial Banks (including Regional Rural Banks and Co-operative
Banks) were eligible to get refinance from NABARD for the loans
disbursed under IRDP upto 90% of the quantum of loans. Risk fund
assistance was also provided to the banks to the extent of 10% of the
consumption loans disbursed to weaker sections of the society.

61. The test check of records in DRDAs/Financial Institutions by Audit
revealed that there was heavy rejection of loan application, per capita
disbursement of loan was low and that there were delays in disbursement
of loans. It was revealed that in a number of cases, applications were
rejected without assigning reasons or for wrongly recommended cases or
on the grounds that the beneficiary already had a loan liability or the
scheme was not viable or target of banks had already been achieved or the
applicant was ineligible on grounds of having income higher than povert
line etc.

62. Reacting to the Audit objections the Ministry of Rural Development
in a note stated that they were aware and concerned that there was a gap
between the number of cases forwarded by DRDAs and the number of
cases actually accepted by bank for sanction of assistance. The main reason
for rejection of loan applications was the difference in perception/opinion
of bankers and DRDAs staff regarding choice of bank, selection of activity
to be sponsored and paucity of funds in certain banks.

63. When enquired about the precise steps taken to ensure that rejection
of applications by banks is reduced to a minimum, the Ministry of Rural
Development in a note stated that the issue was discussed in the meetings
of High Level Credit Committee of which banks and representatives of
State Governments are Members. As a result of these deliberations
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according to the Ministry it has now been decided to plan IRDP activities
on credit based targets from 1995-96 onwards arid this should not leave any
scope for mismatch between targets given to bankers and those available
with DRDAs. Furthermore in view of the resource crunch faced by some
banks, RBI at the behest of Ministry of Rural Development has allowed
other banks to fullfil the target of the Lead Banks which are not able to do
so bccause of paucity of funds.

64. Offering their comments on the issue the Ministry of Finance
(Department of Economic Affairs - Banking Division) in a note stated that
while the sponsoring agencies normally do a preliminary scrutiny the Bank
branches to whom applications are secnt have to necessarily do proper
appraisal of the loan applications as they are ultimately responsible for
sanction and recovery of loan. As per the guidelines issued by the RBI to
banks on advances to priority sector, Branch Managers may reject
applications (except in respect of SC/ST) provided the case of rcjection are
verified subsequently by the Divisional/Regional Managers. In the case of
proposals from SC/ST rejection should be at high level higher than Branch
Managers. According to the Banking Division although it is true that per
capita investment has been low the quantum of loan granted to a
bencficiary would depend mainly on the level of activity, project cost, unit
cost and repaying capacity of the borrowers. The Ministry further stated
that RBI have recently advised all the banks to provide timely and
adequate finance to the IRDP bencficiarics. Similarly, the banks have also
been advised to fix the repayment period in a realistic manner.

65. The Audit had pointed out that therc had been delays in
sanctioning/disbursal of loan, in ccrtain cases the delay had gone up to 36
months. There had also been cases where loan sanctioned were not
disbursed actually or when such sanctioned loans were pending for more
than five years. When cnquired as to how the Ministry of Finance
explained these inordinate dclays the Spccial Sccretary (Banking Division)
deposed in a note:-

“I accept, I submit that therc can be no explanation for a delay of
36 months™.

66. In a note furnished to the Committec the Banking Division further
stated that in order to ensurc that applications arc not rejected on flimsy
grounds RBI have emphasiscd upon banks to ensure that the rejection of
the applications by the branches is done on valid grounds and the same is
invariably examined by the Regional/Divisional Managers during their
branch visits. It has further been envisaged that thec Regional Manager may
furnish a certificate to the Zonal/Head Offices to the effect that the
rejected applications have been looked into by him and he is satisfied
about the reasons for rejection. In case the Regional Manager is not
satisfied in a particular case hc may advise the Branch Manager to
reconsider the application in question.
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67. Enumerating the steps taken to prevent inordinatc delays in
sanctioning/disbursal of the loan the Ministry of Finance stated that RBI
has in the directions issued on 21.12.1994 directed all thc Rcgional
Officers to undertake a sample study in a few blocks to find out total
number of applications reccived by banks for loan in IRDP and the
number of applications out of this disposcd of within the prescribed
period of fortnight. The Ministry also stated that the samplc study will
also examine the cases where the pcriod of rcpayment of IRDP loans
was fixed less than three years by the banks.

XIIl. Non-Recovery of Loan under IRDP

68. The Audit para revcaled that thcrc had been large scalc overdue/
non recovery of loan in respect of somc of thc States like Haryana,
Karnataka, Meghalaya, Orissa, Punjab, Tamil Nadu and West Bcengal.
According to Audit, the main reasons for shortfall’/non rccovery of
loans were waiver of loans which had becomc duc upto October, 1989
under loan waiver schemes etc. and a general tempo being crcated in
the mind of the borrowers that loan given would bc waived off by the
Government, misutilistion of assistance, poor incomc gencration. fixation
of low unit cost, sale of assets, weak financial position of thc borrowers
etc. The Audit paragraph inter alia revealed that IRDP loan granted to
certain beneficiaries in a Statc (West Bengal) amounting to Rs. 3.34
lakhs in respect of 92 projects were stated to have been repaid on the
same day. Similarly, in another State (Orissa) thc loans wcrce repaid
after just four days. According to Audit, the intention bchind the carly
rcpaymcnt appeared to be tap thc subsidics instcad.

69. Onc of factors attributcd by the Ministry of Rural Dcvclopment
to thc non-reccovery of loans was the implementation of loan waiver
Scheme in 1989. From the data made available to th¢ Committce. it is,
however, secn that the percentage of rccoverics of IRDP loans in cach
of the years from 1986 to 1993 werc 1986 (42.8). 1987(45.3). 1988(40.9),
1989(39.11), 1990(30.8), 1991(41.3), 1992(31.8). 1993(30.87).

70. The Committec pointed out that although thc loan waivers were
effcetcd in 1989-90, the lcvel of rccoveries in 1992 and 1993 were also
of thc samc order. Offcring their comments, thc Ministry of Finance
stated that thc announccment and implementation of the Agricultural
Rural Dcbt Rclicf (ARDR) Scheme, 1990 had affected the recovery
climate. In almost all thc banks, thc recovery had comc to a grinding
halt. The farmers and others whosc loans were writtcn off rcfrained
from paying ducs in rcspect of loans obtaincd subscquently of cven
those not covered under the schemc. This followed the cxpectation that
the Government may ultimatcly cover such loans also under the purview
of the schcme. Among other rcasons, this could be a prime causc for
the fall in rccoveries during the ycars immediatcly following the ARDR
Scheme. According to the Ministry, Government have, however,
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conveyed the message through mcdia that there would not be any more
waiver scheme.

71. In reply to a question about what was the assessment of the Ministry
on the poor recovery performance of IRDP loans and the steps proposed
to be taken to improve the recoveries, the Ministry of Finance stated that
the recovery performance under IRDP has been far from satisfactory. The
question of recovery has also been examined by the Expert Committee on
IRDP. In its Interim Report, the Committee have recommended the
following steps for improving the recovery position of the banks.

(i) Rebate may be given for timely repayment of the loan by the
borrower.

(ii) Defaulters may not be allowed to hold public offices.

(iii) Group loans may be encouraged.

(iv) Special recovery tribunals may be set up.

(v) Rescheduling of loans may be considered where necessary.
(vi) Provisions of R.R. Act may be more stringently enforced.
(vii) Loan waivers may not be declared by Governments.

(viii) Wilful defaulters should not be given assistance under any other
scheme.

(ix) More attention may be devoted to appraisal of loans.

(x) Wherever required, adequate gestation period or moratorium
should be allowed in such a way that the commencement of
recovery coincided with accrual of incremental income from the
project.

(xi) In case of projects where accrual of income is low in the
beginning but goes up over a period of time, size of the loan
instalments in the initial peripd should be suitably reduced.

(xii) With a view to enabling the borrower. to utilise. a higher
percentage of incremental income for his own consumption,
wherever possible, longer repayment period may be allowed
subject to the economic life of the asset.

(xiii) With a view to monitoring the recovery position under IRDP on
a quarterly basis, a separate Committee under the Chairmanship
of Chief Officer Rural Planning and Credit Department,
consisting of representatives or banks/Government/Voluntary
Organisations’SHGs may be constituted.

The above recommendations of the Expert Committee are under
examination of RBIL.”
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XIV. Financial Deficiencies and Shortcomings

72. The Audit para has pointed out several financial deficiencies such as
non reconciliation of expenditure with banks, wasteful/excess expediture
on construction of training ccntres, infrastructure, cash awards etc. in the
States of Andhra Pradesh, Assam, Arunachal Pradesh, Kerala,
Maharashtra, Meghalaya, Mizoram, Orissa, Punjab and Pondichery.

73. The Committee desired to know whether the Ministry were aware
that most of the States were not reconciling the IRDP expenditure. The
Ministry of Rural Development in a note stated that they were aware that
several DRDASs did not reconcile their accounts with banks in the post and
that DRDAs have been instructed to reconcilc their accounts with banks
for all previous years.

74. When enquired about the status position in respect of reconciliation
of expenditure by DRDAs, the Ministry of Rural Development stated that
out of 455 DRDAs 371 DRDAs had reconciled their accounts with banks.
For the remaining 84 DRDAs which have not reconciled their accounts,
the Ministry has told them to do so at the carliest. The available
rcconciliation certificats according to the Ministry revcaled misutilisation of
funds in respect of DRDA Junagarh.

75. 10 to 15% of IRDP allocation was to be utiliscd for meeting
expenditure on administrative infrastructurc at DRDA lcvel as per State
norms. Administrative infrastructurc was to include ecxpenditure on
establishment and officers in DRDAs and blocks. The States norms of
officc cxpenscs, equipment, vehicles, hiring of accommodation of office
building ctc. was to be made applicable to DRDAs/blocks. The State
Level Co-ordination Committee was to regulate this expenditure within the
overall permissible limits. The test check of records by Audit revealed that
the prescribed administrative cxpenditure had cxceded the limit in several
States like Arunachal Pradcsh, Assam. Gujarat, Haryana, Himachal
Pradesh, Karnataka, Kcrala, Maharashtra. Madhya Pradesh, Mizoram,
Meghalaya, Punjab. Rajasthan, Sikkim and Uttar Pradesh by Rs. 7.90
crores.

76. Replying to rclated questions, the Ministry of Rural Devclopment
stated that thcy were awarc of somec DRDA: :acurring expenditure in
excess of the norms for administrative infrastructure. Presently there was a
cciling on administrative expenditure ranging bctween 10-15% of
allocation to the DRDA. In some cascs if the allocation is small i.e. less
than Rs. 1 core, the DRDA cxperiences genuine difficultics in meeting
fixed overheads such as salaries of minimum stati requircd for running the
programme. The Ministry added that they were considering to revise the
ceiling limit on administrative expenditure to take into account all the
problems encountered by smaller DRDAs which normally incur
administrative expenditure in exccss of the norms.

77. As regards wasteful expenditure, the Ministry stated thai such cases
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are thoroughly investigated when they are brought to the notice of the
Government and that concerned States have been asked to investigate
them and submit an action taken report. :

XV. Overlapping of Programmes

78. Apart from IRDP a number of other allied programmes aimed at
improving the lot of rural masses such as Minimum Needs Programme,
Jawahar Rozgar Yojana, Integrated Tribal Development Programme,
Special Component Programme, DWCRA, Drought Prone Area
Programme etc. are also being implemented in the country. All these
programmes are aimed at overlapping target groups. The Public Accounts
Comnmittee in paragraph 1.24 and 1.25 of their 91st Report (8th Lok
Sabha) had observed that effective implementation of IRDP could best be
achieved only if there was integrated planning and coordinated
implementation; it was imperative that all allied programmes and activities
and the economic infrastructure required for effective implementation of
these programmes were integrated and brought under the Ministry to avoid
overlapping and to enable the Government to have an effective control
over these programmes and these must be an integral part of a single
development authority and for whose effective implementation a single
authority was responsible and accountable. The Ministry had while
tendering evidence before the Committee at that time had admitted that all
the rural development programmes had fairly large extent of duplicate
activities and components and were being implemented by different
Ministries.

79. It has been pointed out by Audit that despite the recommendations
of PAC, Government were yet to act on them and all the programmes
continued to be implemented in parallel. The Audit paragraph had also
referred to a report of a high-level] Committee set up by the Planning
Commission which had recommended the concept of integrated district
planning and creation of a post. of District Development Commissioner to
look after and co-ordinate all the developmental activities in the district.

80. Reacting to the Audit observations the Ministry of Rural
Development in a note stated that the programmes of the Ministry of
Rural Development aimed at improving the lot of rural masses can broadly
be classified as under:—

(a) Employment Generation Programmes (both wage and self-
employment) namely JRY, EAS, IRDP and DWCRA

(b) Area Development Programmes namely DPAP, DDP and Waste
Land Development

(c) Minimum Needs Programmes namely ARWSP, CRSP and Rural
Housing

81. The Ministry furhter stat.d that they fully agreed that Rural
Development Programmes should not be implemented in an isolated



23

manner and there should be proper integration and co-ordination at all
levels among allied departments and among the programme activity and
infrastructure available. According to them, attempts were being
continuously made to integrate programmes and to bring them under a
single umbrella for implementation. However, the Ministry were of the
view that the ultimate responsibility of dove-tailing schemes can best be
fulfilled only at the district level. This was also suggested by the G.V.K.
Rao Committee of the Planning Commission which stated that effective
horizontal co-ordination between different agencics would be possible only
under singlc umbrella body at the district lcvel. The Ministry added that
with the election of responsible and responsive Zila Parishads,
strengthening of district/block/village level Planning Committces and
greater participation of the peoplc in implemcntation of Rural
Development Schemes, it could be further possible to integrate and co-
ordinate all Rural Development Schemes in a better way.

82. When enquired about the relationship envisaged between DRDAS
and Zila Parishads the Ministry in a note statced that the Zila Parishads and
thc DRDAs arc to work in close co-ordination so that they complement
cach other on the cfforts being made for rural devclopment. The actual
administrative arrangements between the two organisations howcver, have
to bc evolved by the State Governments themsclves bascd on the
provisions of the lcgislation on Panchayati Raj.

83. The Committee enquired whether the Ministry agrced that a
Collector/Dcputy Commissioner hcading the DRDAs who is himself pre-
occupied with law and order, revenue collection and protocol functions can
run the agency single handed and on a whole timc basis. The Ministry of
Rural Devclopment in a note inrer alia stated:—

M though the Collector is the Chairman of the DRDAs, in scveral
States such as U.P., in Maharashtra, Karnataka ectc. thc Chief
Devclopment Officer/Chief Executive Officer is incharge of all
dcvclopment functions at the district level. He in turn is assisted by
the staff of the DRDA.....however, the Ministry thus agrcc that
there is need to further strengthen the staff support at the district, the
block and the village level. Instructions have been issucd to Statc
Governments to fill up vacancies, recruit professional staff, and
augment the overall strength of implementing staff of dcvclopmental
agencies."”

XVI. Development of Women and Children in Rural Areas (DWCRA)

84. DWCRA, a sub-scheme of IRDP, was started in 1982-83 with thc
Primarly objective of focussing attention on the women members of rural
families below the poverty line with a view to providing thcm with
opportunities of self employment on a sustained basis. A distinguishing
figure of DWCRA was group strategy as against family as a unit of
assistance under IRDP. Under DWCRA, women formed groups of 10-15
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womcen each for taking up economic activities suitcd to their skills, aptitute
and local conditions. The groups strategy under DWCRA was adopted to
motivate the rural women to come togehter and to brecak social bonds
which had denicd them income generating and sclf-fulfilling oppurtunmcs
Audit Para has revealed that a large number of womcen groups formed in
scvcral States viz, Arunachal Pradesh, Assam, Bihar, Gujarat, Himachal
Pradesh, Karnataka, Kcrala, Madhya Pradcsh, Maharashtra, Punjab,
Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, Tripura, Uttar Pradesh and Wcst Bengal under
DWCRA werc cither defunct/dormant or had not takcn up any income
gnerating commercial activities..

85. On bcing askecd whcether they were aware that in most of the Statcs
Women groups formed had become dcfunct. the Ministry of Rural
Devclopment replied in affirmative and stated that remedial action has
since been taken to revive the defunct groups. According to the Ministry,
the remedial mcasures taken for reviving the defunct groups included:

(a) If ccrtain members have left the group on valid grounds, the group
was free to induct fresh members into the group.

(b) In casc furhter training was required by the members of group they
were permitted to be retrained under TRYSEM.

(c) In casc the carlicr cconomic activity taken up by the group was not
very viable the group was permitted to change the activity or even
taken up multiplc activitics in the group.

(d) In casc of a part rclcasc of revolving fund having been made and for
genuine rcasons the group could not makc a profit from their
activity, the group could utilise the balance part of revolving fund
for fresh cconomic activity.

86. When asked as to how the defunct women groups have been
revitalised as a result of remedial action taken the Ministry of Rural
Development stated that all States have been instructed through various
circulars and letters of the importance of reviving DWCRA groups and
maintaining cohesiveness and homogenity among group members.,

87. The Eighth Plan document mentioned that results under DWCRA
had not becen satisfactory on account of inadequate investment and
sclection of unvialbe activitics. When asked whether the Ministry werce
awarce of this and why no concrete action had been taken for increasing the
investment level, the Ministry of Rural Development stated that they were
awarc of thc fact that in ccrtain cases there has been inadequate
investment in the DWCRA groups and also sclection of unviable activitics.
Thev have also stated that in order to remedy the situation from the ycar
1994-95 onwards. the revolving fund for the groups has been enhanced
from Rs. 15.000/- to Rs. 25,0000~ in all cascs of groups which have taken
an active interest in their activity. According to the Ministry, this permits
the groups to go in for non-traditional activitics with higher level of
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investment and also invest the requirement of additional working Capital.
Similarly, arrangement has been worked out with Reserve Bank of India to
enable DWCRA groups to get bank loans. Consequently, the Ministry
stated that, DWCRA groups are now availing bank loan facility etc.

XVII. Training of Rural Youth for Self-Employment (TRYSEM)

88. TRYSEM has launched by the Government in 1979 as a centrally
sponsored scheme to provide technical and entreprencur skills to rural
youth from families below poverty line to enable them to take up seclf-
employment in the fields of Agriculture and allied activities, industries,
services and business activities. The objective was enlarged to include wage
employment. Financial assistance during training under TRYSEM was
given as stipends, suitable tool kits to the trainees, honorarium to training
institutions/master craftsmen and payment towards purchase of raw
materials rcquired for training. Assistance was also provided to training
institutions for augmenting the training infrastructure. The coverage of
youth from Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe communites, women and
handicapped persons capable for taking up self/wage employment was to
be at least 50 per cent, 40 per cent and 3 per cent respectively. DRDA was
responsible for the implementation of TRYSEM and a sub-committee of
the State Lével Coordination Committee was constituted exclusively for
TRYSEM. It is seen from Audit Paragraph that a large number of trained
persons under TRYSEM could not secure gainful employment in almost all
the States where test audit was conducted.

89. The Committee enquried the reasons for the trainees not getting
employment. The Ministry of Rural Development admitted that a large
number of trainces under TRYSEM have not succeeded in getting self
employment or wage employment. The reasons for this were poor quality
of training infrastructure available in districts, non-linkage of training
programme with the market potentials in the district over saturation of
certain trades, difficulties in getting bank loans for TRYSEM trainees for
self employment ventures. They also stated that instructions have been
issued on 25 March, 1994 to the States to improve the quality of training
and increase the involvement of ITIs, Community Polytechniques,
Engineering Colleges and Krishi Vigyan Kendras, Agricultural Colleges
etc. in TRYSEM training.

90. When asked about the precise steps taken to revitalise the training
infrastructure, the Ministry of Rural Development in a note stated that
they have been emphasising that loan application to TRYSEM trainer for
assistance under IRDP must be completed and processed while training
was still in progress so that loan is disbursed immediately on completion of
the course. The Ministry also stated that the most guidelines formulated to
inform TRYSEM inter-alia included, DRDA required to prepare resource
inventory of training facilities and to assess the training potential of these
institutions, setting up of sub-committee under SLCC exclusively for



26

" TRYSEM, the marketability of trades to be kept in view which imparting
training, revision of norms relating to stipend, honorarium, rcward,
allowance -for raw material, tool Kkits etc.

XVIII. Monitoring

91. The Committee enquired about the organisational set up available
for effective monitoring of IRDP at the Centre, State and District levels.
The Ministry of Rural Development in a note stated that the overall
responsibility of monitoring the programme at the Central, the State, the
District and the Block levels was given to the Central Level Coordination
Committee (CLCC), the State Level Coordination Committee (SLCC), the
District Level Coordination Committee (DLCC) and the Block Level
Coordination Committee (BLCC) respectively.

92. It has been pointed out by Audit that the monitoring of IRDP was
inadequate/ineffective at different levels.

93. At the Central level, despite being awarc of the fact that the per
capita investment was too low and the Public Accounts Committee had
made a recommendations for increasing the per capita investment so as to
help the beneficiary to cross the poverty-line in one-go, thc Ministry
continued to act as before, to distributc funds thinly and was neither able
to increasc the investment nor reduce the numerical covcrage of the
bencficiaries under thc programme. .

94. The State Level Coordination Committec (SLCC) was to review the
findings emerging out of qualitative monitoring of thc programmc as
standing agenda for quarterly or half yearly meeting. Thec Audit Para
however, rcvcaled that thc SLCC in the States of Andhra Pradesh,
Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Tamil Nadu, West Bengal.
Dadra & Nagar Haveli and Pondichery had not met regularly as
prescribed. When asked about the reasons, the Ministry in a notc statcd
that in the last one year the State Level Coordination Committce in most
States had been meeting regularly every quarter or once in a six months.

95. An annual physical verification of assets is required to bc undertaken
at the end of every year at Block/DRDA levels. The Audit Para has
however, revealed that the envisaged physical verification of assets created
by the beneficiaries was not carried out in Himachal Pradesh, Rajasthan,
Dadra & Nagar Haveli, Maharashtra and West Bengal. It has also been
pointcd out by Audit that monitoring of IRDP was inadequate in Andhra
Pradesh, Arunachal Pradesh, Assam, Gujarat, Haryana, Himachal
Pradesh, Kerala, Maharashtra, Madhya Pradesh. Meghalaya, Mizoram,
Orissa, Punjab, Ra]asthan. Tamil Nadu, Tripura, Uttar Pradcsh, Dadra &
Nagar Haveli, Lakshadweep and Pondichery. In West Bengal monitoring
of the programme at the Statc level was reportedly not carricd out during
1985-93.

96. The IRDP scheme envisaged distribution of ‘Vikas Patrikas' (idcntity



27

cum monitoring cards) to all beneficiaries to enable the implementing
agency to watch the progress of thne beneficiaries assisted under the
programme. Test check of records by Audit in various States, however,
revealed that the State Governments of Gujarat, Maharashtra, Tripura and
Union Territory Administration of Andaman & Nicobar Islands did not
monitor or assess the progress of IRDP beneficiaries who had crossed the
poverty-line. The State Governments had also not ensured distribution of
Vikas Patrikas. Further, in many States, “Vikas Patrikas” were ncither
issued nor updated. '

97. Commenting on the inadequacies pointed out by Audit in relation to
monitoring of IRDP, the Ministry of Rural Development in a note stated
that a scheme of Area Officers has recently been started in the Ministry
under which senior officials of the Ministry are required to visit States/
District/Villages and report points on which action needs to be taken to
improve the implementation of rural development schemes. Collectors/
CEOS/DDOS have been urged to take greater interest in implementation
and monitoring of these schemes and their achievements and involvement
is to be assessed/recorded in the confidential report. Meetings of
governing body of DRDAs and CLCC are to be regularly held and to be
attended by the Area Officer deputed for the State. The Ministry added
that initiatives have also been taken recently to reduce physical targets and
increase investment per family. The Ministry added that monitoring of the
programme through Concurrent Evaluation is a regular feature since 1985
and will continue to be so in the years to come.

XIX. Evaluation

98. The audit paragraph has revealed certain inadequacies in the
evaluation of the Integrated Rural Development Programmc. From the
information made available to the Committee it is seen that the cvaluation
of IRDP is undertaken by the Ministry through the Concurrent Evaluation
Survey. The Survey is conducted by Indepcndent Rescarch Institutions in
all States/Union Territory of the country. Concurrent Evaluation Surveys
had been completed in four rounds in 1985-86, 1987, 1989 and 1992. The
findings of the fourth survey is yet to be formally published. According to
the Ministry the fifth survey of the evaluation is to be takcn up during
1995. The Committee were also informed that follow-up action on the
evaluation survey was donc through reviewing meetings with State
Secrctaries.

99. The State Governments were also stated to be required to take
cvaluation studies from time to time to ascertain impact of the programme
and to measurc the extent to which beneficiaries had derived additional
income and employment directly attributable to the investment made
undcr IRDP. However, according to Audit, despite instructions from the
Ministry, no evaluation study was got conducted in Arunachal Pradesh,
Assam, Bihar, Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Karnataka, Kcrala, Orissa,
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Punjab, Rajasthan, Sikkim and Andeman & Nicobar Islands. The Audit
Paragraph further srevealed that follow-up action taken to thc surveys
undertaken in certain other States were either inadequate or dcficient.

100. Considering the act that no evaluation of IRDP had been
completed. since 1989 till 1994, the Committee asked whether the Ministry
agree that the present system for evaluation for assessing the overall
performance and impact of the programme left a lot to be desired
particularly in view of the sizeable expenditure incurred on it. Thc Ministry
of Rural Development in a note inter alia stated that evaluation of IRDP
which was being implemented in all the blocks of the country is a time
consuming exercise. Selection of Institutes which would undertake the
study, compliation of a schedule for canvassing to beneficiarics, drawing of
a representative sample, compilation and processing of data and finally
analysis of results takes a minimum of two ycars if not morc.

101. Durin-g the course of examination, the Ministry of Rural
Development had contradicted the findings of the Concurrent Evaluation
on certain aspects.

XX. Highlights of findings from Concurrent Evaluation Fourth Round

102. The Committee were informed that thc Fourth Round of
Concurrent Evaluation of IRDP was carricd out in all States and Union
Territories during September 1992 to August 1993 by associating 44
independent and reputed research institutions. A notc on highlights of
findings of the same made available to the Commitice is shown as
Appendix-II. The survey inter alia revealed that only 14.81% of the IRDP
beneficiary families could cross the revised poverty-linc of Rs. 11,000, the
beneficiary families for giving assistance under IRDP were sclected by the
Gram Sabha in 51.48% cases, the extent of annual income from the assets
created under IRDP was more than Rs. 2,000 in about 56.58% cascs. that
29% of the families did not report any income from these asscts, 58% of
the beneficiary families were not-aware of the insurance cover provided
under the scheme, repayment of IRDP loans was not all that good,
overdues were reported in about 42% cases, only in about 15% cascs aftcr-
care support was found to have been given to the bencficiarics and in 52%
cases the beneficiaries did not receive the support though they nceded i,
average per family investment including subsidy and bank credit was found
to be maximum Rs. 7613 in tertiary sector, followed by primary sector
Rs. 7268 and Rs. 6307 in secondary sector, the extent of training given to
IRDP beneficiariecs under TRYSEM and DWCRA was not found quitc
encouraging. Only about 4% beneficiaries reported to have reccived any
training under TRYSEM and about 2.13% only in DWCRA whcre women
were assisted to take up programmes under the schemc ecic.
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XXI. Irregularities in Implementation

103. The Audit paragraph under examination reveals several
irregularitie/shortcomings in various States/Union Territorics in the
implementations of IRDP. The Committee desired to be furnished with the
comments in respect of each of the individual irregularitics contained
therein. In reply, the Ministry of Rural Development stated that the
relevant extracts were circulated to the State Governments on 16 and 18
August, 1994. Since then several reminders had been sent to expedite their
comments. Only the State of Andhra Pradesh, Kerala, Haryana,
Karnataka and Himachal Pradesh had forwarded their comments. During
evidence when the need for pursuing and obtaining the comments of the
states concerped were brought to his attcntion, the Secretary, Rural
Development had stated “I will do that”. In a subsequent note furnished,
the Ministry while intimating non-receipt of the requisite information
stated:—

“Last reminder to states was issued on 21.12.1994. A status report on
replics rcceived from States will be furnished within six months.”

XXII. Report of the Expert Commitiee on IRDP

104. During thc course of examination the Committcc were informed
that following thc consultation betwecn the Ministry of Rural
Decvelopment, Government of India and the Rescrve Bank of India, an
Expert Committce under the Chairmanship of Shri D.R. Mchta. Dcputy
Governor was constituted by RBI on 29.9.1993 to review the Intcgrated
Rural Development Programme and to recommend suitable mcasurcs for
strengthening it with a view to making it marc cffective for allcviation of
poverty. Later, the Committee were provided with a copy of thc interim
Report of the aforesaid Expert Committee. Bricfly, the Mchta Comnmittee
in their Report had inter alia recommended:

1. The poor without skills and experience in handling asscts should be
segregatcd into a separatc category by a Committcc comprising the
representatives of blocks, Panchayats, Icad banks. school mastcrs,
postmastcrs, promincnt villagers and grass-root NGOs; such poor
pcoplc should be initially provided wage cmployment under various
schemes of State Governments and Jawahar Rozgar Yojana. They
should also be supported by providing for greater social
consumption expenditure. They would be provided with assistance
under IRDP subject to their acquiring of upgrading their skills. The
other segment of the poor i.e. families abovc thc poorest of the
poor which has reasonable measure of skills and expcricnce may be
provided assistance under IRDP straight away. The relatively new
entrants to job market may be provided training under TRYSEM
or other programmes followed by assistance under IRDP (vide 3.4
and 3.5).

2. For doing away with leakages and malpractices. thc Committee
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recommends switch over from front-end to back-cnd system of
subsidy. The benefit of subsidy should also be available to
borrowers who prefer to avail themselves of working capital
finance (vide 7.3 and 7.4).

3. For improving recovery, Government of India may consider
linking of certain percentage of subsidy allocation of rccovery
performance. Special recovery officers may be appointed by
Governments. Enactment of Model Bill as recommcndcd by
Talwar Committee by remaining State Governmcnts may be
expedited. Loan waivers may not be dcclarcd. DRDAs, VOs and
SHGs may help banks in recovery. Utilisation-Rcporter-cum-
Recovery Facilitators may be appointed on commission basis (vide
8.2, 8.4 and 8.7).

4. The working relating to identification of investment opportunities
and preparation of project profiles may be undcrtakcn by district
level Technical Group to be set up by DRDAs (vide para 4.4).

5. DRDAs must prepare a perspective plan of infrastructure in
consultation with DCC and BLBC. The limit of expenditurc for
setting up of infrastructure may be raised to 20% of budgctary
allocation. Atleast one mini ITI or Rural Polytechnic may bec set
up in each block for imparting training to poor rural youth.
Private sector may be associated with thc task of sctting up such
institutions. Additional shifts for TRYSEM should bc opcned in
all ITIs and other training institutions (vide para 5.7 and 5.9 and
5.13).

6. Democratic character of IRDP should be resorted and
strengthened by ensuring greater involvement of Panchayats and
village population as also by imparting to thc process of
identification of beneficiaries a greater degrec of transparency
(vide para 3.3).

7. Banks may be authorised to finalise targets in respcct of IRDP
under service area plans on the basis of previous years' actual
figures after adding 10% for cushioning, without waiting for
targets from Government of India (vide para 4.5).

8. Banks should fix realistic repayment schedules and provide for
gestation period where required. Working capital assistancc in the
form of cash credit limits may also be provided where necessary.
The repayment period for IRDP loans should not be less than
S years. Banks may encourage group loans for various activities
under IRDP. The limit for non-obtention of mortgage may be
fixed at Rs. 25,000~ for all activities under IRDP. Collateral
security way not be insisted for loans up to Rs.50,000~. Banks
may be given freedom to select the beneficiaries from BPL list on
a pilot basis (vide para 6.2, 6.3,"6.4 and 6.5).

9. The level of per family/enterprise investment under IRDP should
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be enlarged by providing larger credit as also higher amount of
subsidy (vide para 4.8 and 4.9).

10. Non-firm, tiny/small enterprises and services sector may be
further promoted under IRDP (vide para 4. 12)

11. DRDAs must be reorganised into compact teans of professional
and technical experts (vide para 6.8).

12. Voluntary organisations and Self-help Groups may be associated
with the implementation of IRDP. In the case of projects
approved by CAPART a few V.O.S. can bc on pilot basis
given list of BPL families for identification of borrowers
ensuring availability of backward/forward linkages, as also
verifying end use of credit (vide para 6.12 and 6.13).

13. Banks should provide loans under IRDP for acquisition of land
(vide para 4.6).

14. Cash disbursement under IRDP may be extended throughout
the country. Family credit Plan Scheme should be further
encouraged (vide para 4.13).

15. Supplementary doses of assistance under IRDP ;nay be provide
to beneficiaries who have not crosscd the poverty line with
initial assistance (vide para 4.14).

16. Panchayati Raj Institutions at ‘grass-root or middle lcvels should
be involved in the implementation of IRDP (vide para 6.11).

17. A new dimension should be added to IRDP through
Information Education and Communication for which a separate
budget should be provided (vide para 9.2).

105. When enquired about the action taken on the report of the
Mechta Committce the Ministry of Rural Development in a subsequent
note stated that same were being discussed and final action was
expccted to be completed soon.

XXIII. Need for revamping of IRDP

106. Under IRDP assistance was given to individual bencficiaries for
acquisition of assets while one-third was in the form of subsidy two-
thirds was in the form of bank loans. Hence the banks nccded to
assess the economic viability of the assets proposed for crcation before
giving assistance. According to Audit bccausc of the cntire focus on
wide coverage with scarce resources made such an excrcise futile.
There was need for the matter to be viewed from the supply side
identifying activities which are appropriate to the skills of the
bencficiaries, the infrastructure and the linkages available whercver
skills are not of the required standards his upgradation could be
facilitated under TRYSEM. In short IRDP needed to be viewed as a
credit based self-employment programme with an element of one time
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subsidy rather than as a programme based on subsidy supplemented by
bank credit.

107. Reacting to the Audit observations the Minsitry of Rural
Development in a note stated that they agreed with the viewpoint that
IRDP was mainly a credit based programme where subsidy is given only to
reduce the project cost to the beneficiary. The Ministry also stated that
they were in full agreement that wide coverage of beneficiaries without
regard to quality of assets created has been a major shortcoming of the
programme.

108. The Committee desired to know the perception of the Ministry
about the area of shortcomings/weaknesses in the implementation of IRDP
in the light of the facts contained in the Audit paragraph under
examination, the interim report of Mehta Committee and the Fourth
Round of Concurrent Evaluation and also the steps proposed to improve
the implementation of the programme. In reply, the Ministry stated that
according to their perception the major areas of concern under IRDP
could be listed as follows:—

(i) Shortcomings, in proper selection of beneficiaries;
(ii)) Lack of proper planning of IRDP activities;
(iii) Inadequate and poor technical staff in DRDAS;
(iv) Over emphasis on physical targets;
(v) Low level of per capita investment;
(vi) Leakages in administration of subsidy;
(vii) Gaps infrastructural development;
(viii) Poor recovery and inadequate credit.

109. The Ministry in their note further recounted the various steps taken
or proposed to be taken by them on each of the above mentioned
limitations as, the identification and selection process of beneficiaries to be
made more vigorous, a technical committee to be set up to decide the
investment profile of blocks/district after taking into account the resource
endowments, the skills and capabilities of the selected families,
infrastructural requirements, raw material and marketing types etc., re-
structuring of DRDAs and improving the staff, de-emphasis on
achievement of physical targets and rising level of investment, introduction
of back-end subsidy, more emphasis on infrastructural development,
enhanced flow of credit and improvement in re-payment etc.

110. Integrated Rural Development Programme (IRDP) is a countrywide
programme for the upliftment of the rural poor. The programme was
initially launched in 20 selected districts of the country in 1978.
Subsequently, it has been extended to the whole of rural India and taken
under its umbrella other related programmes for Small’/Marginal Farmers,
Training of Rural Youth for Self Employment Development of Women and
Children in Rural Arcas ctc. The objective of IRDP is to progressively ralse
rural families above the poverty line by creating assets which can generate
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recurring income. The target group of IRDP consists of families of small
and marginal farmers, agricultural labourers and rural artisans whose
income is below the pre-determined poverty line, which at present, inset at
Rs. 11,000 per annum. Under the Programme, acquisition of assets by the
poor in the primary, secondary and tertiary sectors is enabled through
financial assistance in the form of credit advanced by banks and subsidy
provided by the Government. From 1979-80 IRDP has been a centrally
sponsored schemes and expenditure is shared equally by the Centre and the
State. The Programme is being implemented through the District Rural
Development Agency (DRDA).

111. The implementation of IRDP covering the period 1978-79 to 1983-84
ws examied by the Public Accounts Committee (Eighth Lok Sabha) and
their findings reported in the 91st Report (1986-87) which was presented to
Parliament on 27th April. 1987. The Audit paragraph under examination
seeks a review of the implementation of the programme on the basis of test
checks conducted by C&AG in 21 States and four Union Territories with
particulars of reference to the transactions during 1985-93. A total
disbursement of Rs. 13360.29 crores (subsidy Rs. 4,613. 59 crores; loan
Rs. 8746.70 crores) was made to 256.81 lakh beneficiaries under IRDP
during the period 1985-86 to 1992-93. The Ministry of Rural Development
were unable to furnish the comments of the States’Union Territories on the
specific points raised by Audit relating to them. However, the Committee’s
examination of the Audit paragraph has revealed that the design and
implementation of IRDP continues to be afflicted by serious shortcomings
which are summed up in the succeeding paragraphs.

112. The level of income generation from any economic activity inter alia
depends of the quantum of investment made. Emphasising the need for
enabling the beneficiaries to go above the poverty line once and for all, the
Committee in 1986-87 in their 91st Report had recommended for credible
outlays under IRDP. The Ministry of Rural Development had on the basis
of the incremental capital output ratio assumed during the Seventh Plan, in
the year 1986-87 assessed that a per capira investment of Rs. 13,000-14,000
was required to generate additional income for a family to enable it to cross
the poverty line at one go. The Committee note that as against this, the
actual 'annual all India average per capita investment was Rs. 4569 during
the Seventh Plan and Rs. 7151 during 1990-93. In fact, in none of the year,
did the investment touch the level assumed in 1986. The Ministry of Rural
Development, on the contrary laid more stress on wider coverage in terms
of number of beneficiaries and had all along over achieved the targets.
Besides, the allocation of IRDP came down since 1990-91 and was sharply
reduced during 1991-93. The credit mobilised under IRDP also behaved in a
similar pattern showing a downward trend during the said period. Various
State Governments are also stated to have continued to assist beneficiaries
with inadequate funds with the result that a large number of IRDP
beneficiaries could not cross the poverty line. The Committee are extremely
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unhappy to note that, yet, no efforts were made by the Ministry to readjust
the targets so as to make them compatible with the level of investment for
achieving better results. Clearly, this made IRDP an expenditure oriented
programme rather than result:oriented through thin distribution of funds.

113. While admitting over-emphasis on physical targets as a major area
of concern, the Ministry of Rural Development stated that the physical
targets were reduced from a peak level of 39.64 lakh families in 1987-88 to
18.75 lakh families in 1992-93. This has resulted in the level of investment
rising from Rs. 4,470 to Rs. 7889. Further, according to the Ministry
during the current financial year, not only the physical targets have further
been reduced but instructions have also been issued by the Ministry of all
State Governments to raise the average level of investment to Rs. 12,000 per
family. Also, additional measures like extension of the family credit plan to
213 districts, upward revision of norms for security, raising the limit of
security free loan etc. were stated to have been taken by the Ministry to
ensure that the sharp increase in investment levels actually fructifies at the
fleld level. The Ministry also stated that while there was a sharp reduction
in allocation during the first two years of economic reform, i.c. 1991-92 and
1992-93, it was stepped up substantially to Rs. 1093 crores in 1993-94 and
Rs. 1098 crores in 1994-95 in order to further strengthen the programme
and ensure Increased flow of benefits to the rural poor. The Committee
welcome the steps taken to Increase the level of investment and would await
their impact on the effectiveness of the Programme. They are, however,
constrained to point out that the Ministry had delayed considerably in
acting upon the earlier recommendations of the Committee and thereby
allowed serious distortions to be crept into this vital poverty alleviation
programme. The Committee would like the Ministry to remain in constant
consultation with the Reserve Bank of India and the Ministry of Finance in
order to monitor and ensure proper synchronisation of investment to be
made and fixation of targets for better.achievement of the objectives. They
would also like to be informed of the latest position in respect of the level of
per capita investment made.

114. In this connection, the Committee would also like to point out that
the basis for arriving at the present per capita investment requirement of
Rs. 12000 also does not seem to be reasonable. On the basis of an
incremental capital out put ratio of 2.7 assumed during the seventh plan the
Ministry had earlier stated that the per capita investment required was
Rs. 13000-14000. Obviously, the level of present assumption is less than
those figure despite the inflationary trends and also the findings of the
Concurrent Evaluation on incremental capital out put ratio in different
sctivities, sometimes even as low as one. The Committee therefore, have
their own doubts whether the assumption of present level of per capita
investment requirement has been made after taking into aceount those
factors as also the experience gained by the Ministry over the years.

11S. The one yardstick for evaluating the efficacy of IRDP in alleviation
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of rural poverty is to assess it in terms of the number of beneficiaries who
are able to cross the poverty line. The poverty line is constantly updated on
the basls of consumer price index to derive it at current prices. The poverty
line at 1991-92 prices has been estimated at Rs. 11,000 per annum per
family of five. One sorry fall out of the inadequate per capita investment
and ineffective implemeitation of IRDP was that the number of families
crossing the poverty line actually declined from 28% in 1989 to 14.81% in
1992-93. The Committee are, however, astonished at the contention of the
Ministry that the performance of the programme should be judged in the
context of enabling assisted families to enhance their income levels and
improve their living standards and not necessarily by their ability to cross
the poverty line. Since the IRDP contemplated enbaling the families below
the povery line with loans and subsidies to cross the line at one go, the
Commiittee consider the above views of the Ministry of Rural Development
as not acceptable.

116. The Committee are also surprised to note that, presently, there is
not mechanism available with the Ministry to concurrently monitor the
figures of the assisted beneficiaries crossing the poverty line. During
evidence, the Secretary, Rural Development stated that even the Concurrent
Evaluation rounds do not generate data pertaining to the number of
beneficiaries who are able to sustain after crossing the poverty line. This is
not a satisfactory situation and requires suitable rectification.

117. For the success of IRDP, proper planning, project identification and
selection of beneficiaries are considered very essential. The IRDP guidelines
envisaged preparation of a comprehensive five year perspective plan
containing an inventory of local resource after identifying the development
potential and major potential thrust areas which could be tapped and
evolving of suitable programmes for assisting the rural poor. Further,
Annual Plans were also to be prepared and were to follow the Five Year
Plans and the identification of beneficiaries, as these Plans were to match
the resource profiles and needs of the beneficiaries to provide them income
generating activities. The Committee are concerned to note that in serveral
States the Five Year Perspective/Annual Plans were either not prepared or
prepared with inadequate data. They are surprised as to how funds were
released to the DRDAs without ensuring that the plans were drawn in time.
Considering the crucial importance of planning and project formulation in
the implementation of IRDP, the Committee desire that the Ministry should
look into this vital area and take effective steps for ensuring that the
prescribed perspective/annual plans are prepared in time and any
aberration on thils score should be viewed seriously.

118. In this connection the Committee find that one of the major
conclusions of the National Workshop of Project Directors in June-July,
1993 was that the Project Directors, DRDAs and their APOs and BDOs
were not trained and equipped to formulate meaningful plans with
technically feasible and economically viable projects for IRDP beneficiaries.
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Although the documents called Annual Action Plah were being prepared
each year by the DRDAs this was nothing more than putting together of the
plans prepared by the blocks. Mereover, these were not consistent with the
District Credit Plans prepared by the lead bank officers. The Committee
would, therefore, recommend that the Ministry should consider the
feasibility of making use of the services of renowned professional agencies
like Indian Institute for Management, Institute of Rural Management etc. to
drawn up a single Action Credit Plan for Five Year periods for each
district.

119. The Committee note that the guidelines issued for the
implementation of IRDP envisaged a comprehensive houschold survey for
ascertaining the economic status and income of the selected target groups.
The survey was'to cover every family seemingly poor in the village. Though
the household survey was a pre-requisite for the proper implementation of
Integrated Rural Development Programme and identification of the poorest
amongst the poor, in most of the States the same was not conducted and the
Ministry continued to release financial assistance without ensuring such
household surveys. Further in many States, the Antyodaya approach for
covering the poorest among the poor first was also not followed. The
Ministry of Rural Development stated that the below poverty line (BPL)
surveys initiated at the beginning of the Eighth Plan was completed by all
States (excepting Maharashtra and U.P.) by 1993-94 and the surveys were
expected to have been completed by Maharashtra and U.P. before the close
of the financial year 1994-95. The Committee cannot help expressing their
serious concern over the manner in which the Ministry released financial
assistance without satisfying themselves that the eligible beneficiaries have
been correctly identified on the basis of the prescribed income criteria. The
Committee are of the considered view that appropriate identification on
beneficiaries is the foundation of the IRDP and any flaw in this process will
gravely vitiate its very objective. They, therefore, desire the Ministry of
Rural Development to approach the issue with more seriousness and take
appropriate corrective action. The Ministry should also consider
withholding of assistance to the defaulters pending completion of the
requisite surveys.

120. As regards the failure of the different States to follow the Antyodaya
approach, the Ministry have stated that with the considerable step up in
allocation for wage employment programmes like Jawahar Rozgar Yojana
(JRY), Employment Assurance Scheme (EAS) etc., the employment necds of
the poorest of the poor could perhaps be better met through these schemes
rather than self-employment projects like IRDP requiring a minimum of
skills, enterprenurial drive and risk taking ability. Consequently, a decision
was taken by the Ministry of Rural Development in May, 1994 to abolish
the “cut-off’ line under IRDP and to make assistance available to any
family having income below the poverty line of Rs. 11,000 and not
necessarily to the poorest of the poor as under the Antyodaya approuch.
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Since the Antyodaya approach was followed under IRDP right from the
very beginning of the programme, in the opinion of the Committee, this
significant shift in approach of the Ministry would tantamount to a self
admission of the fact that the poorest of the poor have not hitherto been
benefited from IRDP. They desire that this, however, should not exclude the
poorest of the poor from the purview of IRDP. The Committee also do not
view this change in policy as promising since the employment generated
under JRY as per the Annual Report of the Ministry of Rural Development
for the year 1993-94 has been just 13.31 days per year per person during
the preceding three years. They would, however, await the impact of this
change in the focus of IRDP.

121. The Committee are concerned to note from a limited test check by
Audit that in certain States assistance of Rs. 3.38 crore was given to 11082
ineligible families having either annual income in excess of prescribed limits
or whose names were not appearing in the approved list of identified
beneficiaries. While the Ministry of Rural development were unable to
apprise the Committee of the precise position in respect of those cases, they
admitted that coverage of ineligible families introduced a distortion in the
programme and should be earnestly avoided. According to the Ministry the
increased public participation and democratisation of the process of
selection of beneficiaries would help in checking coverage of ineligible
families and, therefore, detailed instructions are being issued to the State
Governments spelling out the procedure of selection of beneficiarics through
Gram Panchayats and Gram Sabhas. The Committee are of the view that
the democratic character of the IRDP should not only be put into practice
in reality but also strengthened by ensuring greater involvement of village
population and by imparting to the process of identification a greater degree
of transparency. They would also recommend that the Ministry should
evolve a suitable administrative mechanism to check coverage-of incligible
families.

122. The guidelines issued by the Ministry of Rural Development
envisaged grant of subsidy to purchase milch animals by the beneficiaries. It
further stresses that two milch animals should be supplied in succession to
the same beneficiary. In response to the observation of Public Accounts
Committee in their earlier report that the provision for second milch animal
was not followed, the Mijnistry of Rural Duvelopment had assured that this
item was a check point for concurrent evaluation. The Committee are
however, concerned to note that despite the above, assistance for the second
milch animal was not given to 1,66,727 beneficiaries. Offering their
explanation for the non-compliance of the assurance to the Committee, the
Ministry stated that the second milch animal was not given as rcpayment
was not done in a large number of cases. They also stated that steps have
been taken recently to provide two milch animals initially itself. The
Committee cannot accept the explanation of non-repayment since it
contradicted with the findings of the third round of concurrent evaluation
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that the proportion of repayment of loan in general was very high. While
expressing their displeasure over the lack of promptitude on the part of the
Ministry in acting upon their recommendations, the Committee desire that
the steps taken recently in this direction should be properly monitored
considering the importance of the matter to the IRDP bencl'dnries who
have opted for animal husbandry activities.

123. In this context the Ministry of Rural Development also stated that
emphasis should be given more on supply of high quality animals instead of
local and traditional breeds. Since such better breeds also require higher
fodder and other provisions, the Committee wonder whether the Ministry’s
approach on the issue is realistic keeping in view the fact that the IRDP
beneficiaries are those who are below the poverty line.

124. The Committee are also surprised to note that details regarding
provision of second milch animal etc. are presently not monitored by the
Ministry at their level. According to the information made available to the
Committee, the proportion of farm related and animal husbandry activities
under IRDP has gone up from 41.16 per cent in 1987-88 to 53.27 per cent
in 1993-94. This clearly indicates that in the perception of the beneficiaries,
the importance of animal husbandry activities has gone up. The Committee
would, therefore, like the Ministry to evolve suitable proc¢dures for
effectively monitoring the matter.

125. The Committee are concerned to note that DRDAs/Financial
Institutions had not conducted physical verification of assets in many States
and in some States only partial verification of assets was done. 1,44,266
cases involving misutilisation of assistance amounting to Rs. 14.53
crores were noticed in test audit. While admitting this dcficiency, the
Secretary, Rural Developmerit described the sickness or misutilisation of
assets as ‘‘alarming’’ and stated that ‘it is more than the tolerable limit in
IRDP’’. Surprisingly, no mechanism exists in the Ministry and the States
for verifying proper utilisation of the assistance. Although the Ministry were
stated to have been getting quarterly reports from the States and that the
officers of the Ministry were visiting the beneficiaries under the Area
Officers Scheme and inspecting the status of their assets, the Committee are
yet to be apprised of the Ministry’s assessment of the extent of misutilisation
of the assistance emerging from those reports. While taking a scrious view
of these shortcomings/deficiencies, the Committee desire that the situation
has to be remedied forthwith.’

126. Availability of adequate infrastructural support is a sine qua non
for the successful implementation of projects under IRDP. The Committee
however, note with concern several shortcomings on this score. The
deficiencies included, delay in creation of infrastructural support, non-
functioning of created assets, non-existence of infrastructure, non-ebtaining
of utilisation certificates for the amounts advanced to various executing
agencies etc. What has further concerned thém is that in several States, u
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portion of funds earmarked for infrastructure was irregularly spent on
projects which were either to be met from the State budget or for
augmenting resources of the State Government. The Ministry of Rural
Development admitted that not all the funds earmarked for infrastructural
development are necessarily spent according to the prescribed guidelines.
The Committee deplore the failure on the part of the Ministry in ensuring
that the IRDP funds are spent judiciously as per the stipulated pattern.
They are convinced that the shortcomings in developing the infrastructure
for projects of IRDP beneficiaries should be looked into further with a view
to minimising delays, introducing greater responsibility and accountability
and also ensuring effective implementation.

127. The Ministry of Rural Development have, in this connection stated
that they have recently enhanced the limits for infrastructural investment
and delegated powers at the district level for making these investments. It
was stated that the ceiling limit has been raised from 10 per cent of
allocation to 25 per cent in deserving cases. Similarly, powers have been
delegated to DRDAs to spend upto Rs. 10 lakhs for creation of
infrastructural facilities without waiting for the approval of the State Level
Co-ordination Committee and the Divisional Commissioner has becn
empowered to approve schemes upto Rs. 25 lakhs. It was however, seen
that most of the activities related to the infrastructure development are by
way of civil construction. If construction is undertaken in a labour intensive
manner it is likely to generate wage employment rather than self-
employment and, therefore, the Committee would like the Ministry of Rural
Development to consider shifting of 25 per cent of allocation from IRDP to
JRY.

128. Another major area which has caused considerable concern to the
Committee related to the administration of subsidy. A test check of records
by Audit in various States revealed several cases of excess payment of
subsidy, incorrect application of prescribed percentage of subsidy and non-
application of maximum monetary ceiling, payment of money to voluntary
agency and not directly to the beneficlary for purchase and distribution of
raw material/assets, release of subsidy without obtaining bonds, large
amount of unutilised subsidy lying with banks, sanction of money without
project proposals etc. During evidence, the Secretary, Ministry of Rural
Development admitted that subsidy had ‘‘given rise to all sorts of touts
middlemen and also populism”. He also conceded that several instances had
come to the notice of the Ministry where middlemen had exploited the
assistance sought to be given to the beneficiaries under IRDP. The
Committee take a serious view of the aberrarion in the administration of
subsidy under IRDP and desire that all the cases of irregularities should he
thoroughly investigated and responsibility of the erring officials fixed for the
lapses.

129. Presently, subsidy is dishursed alongwith the loan to enable the
IRDP beneficiary to meet the full project cost. Thus, the present system of
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subsidy disbursement is front-end based. In the perception of the Ministry
of Rural Development based on their experience and as per the findings of
certain expert committees, the present front-end subsidy system has caused
leakages and malpractices besides encouraging beneficiaries to clandestinely
dispose of assets. The Ministry, therefor, propose to shift to a system of
back-end subsidy whereby the subsidy would not be disbursed directly to
the beneficiary but would remain deposited in the bank and adjusted
against the loan portion in the final instalment of the payment. According to
the Ministry, after the introduction of the back-end subsidy, the extent of
leakages are expected to be reduced. Any move that seek to check
malpractices In the subsidy disbursement would be welcome from the
Conmimittee’s point of view. However they would like to be assured that with
the introduction of the proposed system of back-end system, the
beneficiaries would in no manner be subjected to avoidable burcaucratic
and or other harassments.

130. The Ministry of Rural Development further stated that with a view
to minimising the role of middlemen they had initiated a scheme of direct
cash disbursement to beneficiaries. Under that scheme, instead of a
purchase Committee being involved in the acquisition of an asset, the
beneficiary is given the entire assistance in cash to purchase the asset of his
choice. According to the Ministry, the scheme which is in operation in
almost S0 per cent of the blocks in the country will be extended to all the
blocks of the country by 1995-96. The Committee would like to be informed

of the progress made.

131. The Committee in this context, also feel that there is a pronounced
need to create an awareness among the beneficiaries of their rights and
reponsibilities through an effective communication strategy with a view to
ensuring that they are not exploited by unscrupulous middlemen and
facilitating better implementation of the programme.

132. The Committee are deeply distressed to note that funds involving Rs.
66.21 crores earmarked for IRDP had been spent on other schemes, kept as
civil deposits, treasury deposit accounts, deposit in Post Offices savings
account, or used for purchase of household luxury items and construction of
office buildings etc. The fact that a mere test audit has unearthed such large
scale diversion would seem to indicate that the actual dimension of this
malady is manifold. During evidence, the Secretary, Rural Development
stated “this diversion of funds” will not be “tolerated”. To their dismay, the
Committee, however, find that the Ministry of Rural Development are yct
to obtain explanation from the States concerned. The Committee strongly
deprecate the failure of the Ministry to act sternly against such gross
financial irregularities. They desire that the matter should be vigorously
pursued for investigation, fixation of responsibility and nccessury follow-up
action. The Ministry should also ensure that the accounts of DRDAs are
maintained properly, reconciled periodically with banks and got audited

regularly.
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133. The assistance to beneficiaries under IRDP comprised of loan and
subsidy. The major part of the investment in the form of loan was to come
through institutional credit. The Committee note with concern from the
Audit paragraph that the flow of credit and institutional financial assistance
under IRDP were beset with certain serious shortcomings. It was revealed
that in a number of cases applications were rejected without assigning
reasons or for wrongly recommended cases or on the grounds that the
beneficiary already had a loan liability or the scheme was not viable or
target of banks had already been achieved or the applicant was ineligible on
the grounds of having income higher than poverty line etc. While
responding to these shortcomings the Ministry of Rural Development stated
that they were aware and concerned that there was a gap bctween the
number of cases forwarded by DRDAs and the number of cases actually
accepted by bank for sanction of assistance. According to them the main
reason for rejection of loan applications was, difference in perception/
opinion of bankers and DRDA staff regarding choice of bank, selection of
activity to bhe sponsored and paucity of funds in certain banks. Enumerating
the remedial steps taken, the Ministry stated that it has now been decided to
plan IRDP activities on credit based targets from 1995-96 onwards and this
should not leave any scope for mis-match betwecn targets given to bankers
and those available with DRDAs. Furthermore in view of the resource
crunch faced by some banks, RBI has allowed other banks to fulfil the
target of the lead bapks which are not able to do so because of paucity of
funds. The Committee cannot remain contented merely with this. They
would like to emphasise that IRDP has been described as a credit based self-
employment programme with an element of subsidy rather than a
programme based on subsidy supplemented by bank credit. Therefore,
mobilisation and flow of credit is vital for the successful implementation of
the programme. The Committee, therefore, desire the authorities concerned
to ensure that the loan appraisals are made more effective and that the
applications are not rejected in a rather routine manner or on flimsicai
grounds and also to check malpractices on this score, if any.

134. The Reserve Bank has enjoined upon all the banks that the
applications for IRDP loans must be disposed of within a fortnight.
However, it has been reported by Audit that there had been inordinate
delays in sanctioning/disbursal of loans (in certain cases the delay had gone
upto 36 months). There had been several cases where IRDP loans
sanctioned were not dishursed at all actually or where such sanctioned loans
were pending disbursement for more than five years. During evidence the
representative of the Ministry of Finance (Banking Division) admitted the
delays. The Committee desire that the specific cases reported in the Audit
Paragraph should be enquired into further and concrete steps taken to
ensure that IRDP loans are sanctioned and disbursed in time.

135. Loans under IRDP are treated as mid-term loans. The repayment
period of loan should atleast be three years. According to RBI instructions
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the repayment period of loans should be fixed in a realistic manner having
regard to all relevant factors such as the type of activity, quantum of loan,
income generating capacity of the assets, life of assets, repaying capacity of
the borrowers and also taking into account NABARD norms regarding
dishursal/repayment period for similar activities. However, it has been
observed that in actual practice some banks do not adhere to these
guidelines and instances where the period of repayment prescribed by banks
was less than three years had been noticed. The tight repayment schedule
was stated as one of the main reasons for non-viabii:ity of the projects.
Further, some of the banks have been found to have fixed number of
instalments of repayment of loans in relation to the total amount including
the subsidy receivable from government which resulted in the instalment
being high and disproportionate to the income generated. The Committee
recommend that these dediciencies in the credit delivery system needs to be
remedied. In this connection, the Committee note the recommendation of
the Expert committee on IRDP appointed by RBI that the repayment period
for the IRDP loans may be fixed at five years as against the present
stipulated period of three years. Similarly, in their findings, the Fourth
Round of Concurrent Evaluation has found that 11% of loan are repaid
after five years. The Ministry should, therefore, consider the question of
enhancing the minimum re-payment period from the existing stipulated
period of three years.

136. Enumerating the steps taken to prevent delays in sanction/
disbursement of loan and also tc ensure that the period of re-payment of
IRDP loans was not fixed unrealisiically, the Ministry of Finance stated that
RBI as on 21.12.1994 directed ail the Regional Offices to undertake a
sample study in a few blocks to find out the total number of applications
received by the banks for loan in IRDP and number of applications out of
this disposed of within the prescribed period of time. The sample study will
also examines the cases of fixation of re-payment period less than the
prescribed three vears. The Committee would like to be apprised of the
results of the sample study.

137. The size of the IRDP loan to the beneficiary should be determined by
the requirements of the Project. To avoid under-financing of the IRDP
Project and purchase of sub-standard asset and consequent low incremental
income, unit cost Committees for the farm sector have been constituted in
- the various Regional Offices of NABARD. The project profiles so compiled
are to be adopted by all the Financing Baks in each district. The Committee
however, found that there had been wide variations in the unit cost
approved by the Technical Committee of NABARD and the amount actually
sanctioned by the Banks. The Committee desire that these cases should be
looked into with a view to finding out whether they had exceeded the
prescribed flexibility limits and taking necessary corrective steps.

138. Another disquieting feature observed by the Committee related to
the recovery performance of the advances granted towards IRDP by the
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public sector banks. The recovery performance in respect of IRDP loans
granted by public sector banks as a percentage to demand declined from
41.34% as at the end of June, 1991 to 30.87% as at the end of June, 1993.
The main reasons for shortfall/non-recovery of loans were waiver of loans
which had become due upto October, 1989 under loan waiver schemes etc.,
mis-utilisation of assistance, poor income generation, fixation of low unit
cost, sale of assets and weak financial position of the borrowers etc. The
Ministries of Rural Development and Finance attributed the non-recovery
primarily to the loan waiver scheme. The Committee are not inclined to
agree fully with the said contention as the loan recovery effected during the
years 1992 and 1993 were almost of the same level as that of 1990. They
however, recognise that poor recovery of loans hinders effective re-cycling
of funds by banks and consequently they would remain unenthused about
enhancing their rural lending. The Committee would, therefore, suggest
that for improving the recovery performance a strategy involving a suitable
blend of firm line of action against wilful defaulters and provision of
suitable incentives for prompt re-payment/recovery may be drawn up. In
this connection, they note that the expert committee appointed by the RBI
has in their recently submitted report recommended several steps for the
consideration of Government for improving the recovery position 8Y bahks.
The Committee trust that those r::ommendations will be examined
expeditiously and suitable action taken to improve the recovery
performance.

139. The Committee were astonished from the Audit Paragraph that
IRDP loans granted to certain beneficiaries in a State (West Bengal)
amounting to Rs. 3.34 lakhs in respect of 92 projects were stated to have
been repaid on the same day. Similarly, in another State (Orissa) the loans
were repaid after just four days. The intention behind the early repayment
appeared to be to take the subsidies instead. The Committce desire that
these specific cases should be enquire into with a view to checking such
undesirable practices. '

140. The Committee regret to note that the implementation of IRDP was
also considerably hampered due to widespread financial deficiencies. These
included non-reconciliation of expenditure with banks, incurrence of
administrative expenditure beyond the prescribed limits wasteful/excess
expenditure on construction of training centres, infrastructure, cash awards
etc. The Ministry of Rural Development admitted that they were aware of
these shortcomings. The Committee were informed that several DRDAs
were yet to reconcile their accounts. The Committee would emphasise that
the Ministry should take a strong action against those DRDAs who are yet
to do the reconciliation and ensure that the task is completed within a
specified time frame. They would like to be informed of the number of
DRDAs whose accounts are yet to be reconciled and also the assessment of
the Ministry over the position emerging from reconciliation.

141. The Committee desire that the Ministry of Rural Development
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should tighten their control and take effective steps to check incurrence of
wasteful expenditure. They further recommend that all cases of wasteful
expenditure reported in the Awdit Paragraph should be thoroughly
investigated and action taken against those found guilty. The Committee
would like to be informed of the action taken in the matter.

142. As regards excess incurrence of administrative expenditure, the
Ministry stated that presently there is a ceiling on administrative
expenditure ranging between 10-15 per cent of allocation to the DRDA. The
Ministry were however, considering to revise the ceiling limit to take
account of the problem encountered by smaller DRDAs which normally
incur administrative expenditure in excess of the norms. The Committee
desire that the cases of excess expenditure reported by Audit should be
probed and action taken reported to them. Since disproportionate
administrative expenditure will further reduce the actual availability of the
scarce funds for IRDP projects and distorts the entire programme, the
Committee recommend that the cases pointed out by Audit should be
analysed further and ways and means found out for restricting the
administrative expenditure within reasonable limits.

143. The Committee note that apart from IRDP a number of other allied
programmes such as Minimum Needs Programme, Jawahar Rozgar Yojana,
Integrated Tribal Development Programme, Special Component
Programme, DWCRA Drought Prone Area Programme etc. almed at
improving the lot of rural masses were also being implemented in the
country. All these programmes were aimed at overlapping target groups.
Emphasising the need for integrating effective implementation of these
programmes and avoiding overlapping, the Committee in their 91st Report
(Eighth Lok Sabha) had recommended that there must be an integrated post
of a single development authority and for whose effective implementation, a
single authority was responsible and accountable. The Committee regret to
observe that adequate steps have not been taken so far on the line desired
by them and that the different programmes continued to be implemented in
parallel. The Ministry of Rural Development stated that they fully agreed
that rural development programmes should not be implemented in an
isolated manner and there should be proper integration and co-ordination at
all levels among allied departments and among the programme activity and
infrastructure available. According to them attempts were being made to
integrate programmes and to bring them under a single umbrella for
implementation. However, they were of the view that the ultimate
reponsibility of dovetailing schmes can best be fulfilled only at the district
level. They added that with the election of responsible and responsive Zila
Parishad, strengthening of district/block/village level planning Committees
and greater participation of the people in implementation of rural
development schemes it could further be possible to integrate and co-
ordinate all rural development schemes in a better way. While the
Committee would welcome and await the implementation of these measures,
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they are constrained to point out that the Ministry have not put forth any
concrete proposal for implementation so far. The Committee therefore,
desire that the Ministry should address this issue with more promptitude
and seriousness in order to ensure that the different poverty alleviation
programmes are dealt with in an effective and co-ordinated manner.

144. In this connectiopn, the Committee find that a high level Committee
set up by the Planning Commission had recommended the concept of
integrated district planning and creation of a post of District Development
Commissioner to look after and co-ordinate all the development activities in
the district. Considering the fact that a Collector/Deputy Commissioner
who Is presently heading DRDA is himself pre-occupied with law and order,
revenue collection and protocol functions, the Committee feel that the above
mentioned concept needs detailed examinaticn for suitable implementation.

145. The Committee note that Development of Women and Children in
Rural Areas (DWCRA) was started in 1982-83 as a sub-scheme of IRDP
with the primary objective of focussing attgption on the women members of
rural families below the poverty line wgth a view to providing them with
opportunities of self employment on a sustained basis. A distinguishing
feature of DWCRA was group strategy as against family as a unit of
assistance under IRDP. Under DWCRA, women formed groups of 10-15
womens each for taking up economic activities suited to their skills, aptitude
and local conditions. The groups strategy under DWCRA was adopted to
motivate the rural women to come together and to break social bonds which
had denied them income generating and self fulfilling opportunities. The
Committee are deeply concerned to note that a large number of women
groups formed in several states under DWCRA were either defunct/
dormant or had not taken up any income generating commercial activites.
Significantly. the Eighth Plan document mentioned that results under
DWCRA ha': not been satisfactory on account of inadequate investment and
selecting of nviable activities. Clearly, the Ministry had not adequately
monitored the scheme so as to ensure timely action before the groups getting
defunct. The Ministry stated that they were aware that in some of the
states, the women groups formed under DWCRA had become defunct.
Accrdingly in 1994-95 the revolving for the groups had been enhanced from
Rs. 15000~ to Rs. 25000~ in all cases of groups which have taken an active
interest in their activity which would permit the groups to go in for non-
traditional activities with higher level of investment and also provides
additional working capital. The Committee cannot remain satisfied with
this. Concrete steps should be taken to revitalise the defunct groups. There
is also an imperative need to constantly monitor the functioning of DWCRA
groups so that corrective steps are taken at the very initial signals of groups
getting defunct.

146. The Committee note that Training of Rural Youth for Self
Employment (TRYSEM) was launched by the Government in 1979 as a
centrally sponsored scheme to provide technical and entrepreneur skills to
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rural youth from families below poverty line to enable them to take up self
employment in the fields of Agriculture and allied activities, industries,
services and business activities. The objective was enlarged to include wage
employment. Financial assistance during training under TRYSEM was given
as stipend, suitable tool kits to trainers, honorarium to training institutions,
payment towards purchase of raw materials required for training etc. The
Committee regret to note that a large number of trained persons under
TRYSEM could not secure gainful employment. The Ministry of Rural
Development while admitting that a large number of trainess under
TRYSEM had not succeeded in getting self employment on wage
employment have stated that instructions have been issued on 26 March,
1994 to the States to improve the quality of training and increase the
involvement of ITIs, Polytechniques and Krishi Vigyan Kendras etc. In view
of the failure of the programme to secure gainful employment to the
trainees, the Committee desire that the Minsitry should thoroughly look into
the reasons therefor and revamp TRYSEM with a view to making it more
intergrated with the job opportunities available in the area. The need for
revitalising the training infrastructure has also to be looked into in greater
depth. The Ministry should also consider the feasibility of involving Non
Governmental Organisations (NGOs) in certain selected training activities.

147. Another deficiency in the implementation of IRDP observed related
to the quality of monitoring done at Central/State/District/Block levels. At
the Central Level, despite being aware that the per capita investment was
too low and the recommendation of the Public Accounts Committee for
increasing the per capita investment so as to help the beneficiary to cross
the poverty line in one go, the Ministry continued to act as before, to
distribute funds thinly and was neither able to increase the investment nor
reduce the numerical coverage of the beneficiaries under the programme
The State Level Co-ordination Committee which was to review the findings
emerging out of qualitative monitoring of the programme as standing
agenda for quarterly or half yearly meeting, had not met regularly at the
prescribed intervals in many states. An annual physical verification of assets
required to be undertaken at Block/DRDA levels, was not carried out in
several states. Distribution of “Vikas Patrika” to the beneficiaries envisaged
under IRDP to enable the implementing agencies to watch the progress of
assistance was neither done nor properly administered in several states.
Establishment of farward and backward linkages also required much more
attention. Evidently, the system of monitoring under IRDP was inadequate
and leaves a lot to be desired. The Committee, therefore, desire that the
Ministry of Rural Development should ensure regular and effective
monitoring of the Programme at all levels. Steps should also be taken to
improve the quality of monitoring.

148. Yet another area of IRDP implementation which required
improvement is the system of evaluation and its follow up action. Presently,
evaluation of IRDP is undertaken by the Ministry through the Concurrent
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Evaluation Surveys got conducted through independent research
institutions. Concurrent Evaluation Surveys conducted in 1985-86,
1987 and 1989 have been officially published so far. The findings of
the fourth survey conducted in 1992 are yet to be formally made
publicc. The State Government were also required to take
evaluation studies from time to time to ascertain the impact of the
programme and to measure the extent to which beneficiaries had
derived additional income and employment directly attributably to
the investment made under IRDF. The Committee, however, regret
to note that while the evuluation studies were not conducted in
many states in several others, the follow-up action taken were
either Inadequate or deficient. Considering the long time consumed
in collecting data and in the ultimate publication of the findings in
the present survey process and also its resultant delay in taking
follow-up action, the Committee would like the Ministry to
examine the questicr of evolving a more reliable and effective
system of evaluation in the form of a permanent mechanism for
assessing the overall performance and impact of the IRDP. This is
also necessary in view of the contradictions subsequently made by
the Ministry on certain findings of the Concurrent Evaluation.

149. The Audit Paragraph under examination revealed several
frregularities/shortcomings in various States/Union Territorles in
the implementation of IRDP. The Committee regret to note that
the relevant extracts were however, circulated to the States/
Union Territorles concerned for their comments in August, 1994
only, i.e. after the Committee had decicded to take up the subject
for detailed examination. Even after that, the Ministry have not
been able to obtain the requisite comments from most of the states.
The Committee deplore the failure of the Ministry on this score
and would like to be furnished with a detailed status report in
respect of the remedial/corrective action teken by the States/
Union  Territories concerned on each of the Individusal
irregularities mentioned therein and also the action taken against
officers concerned for the various omissions and commissions.

150. During the course of examination the Committee were
informed that the Reserve Bank of India had on 29.9.1993
constituted an expert committee under the chairmanship of Shri
D.R. Mehta the then Deputy Governor to review the Integrated
Rural Development Programme and to recommend suitable measures
for strengthening it with a view to making it more effective for
alleviation of poverty. Later, the Committee were provided with a
copy of the interim report of that expert committee. The
highlights of the recommendations of the expert committee have
been given elsewhere in the report. The Committee have been
informed that the recommendations were being processed and also
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that the final report will be submitted by the expert committee shortly. The
Committee desire that the recommendations of the expert committee should
be examined and appropriate follow up action taken expeditiously. They
would also like to be apprised of the action taken in the matter as also the
fate of the final report of the expert committee.

151. The facts stated in the foregoing paragraphs clearly identify certain
major areas of concern under IRDP requiring immediate governmental
attention. Evidently, despite the general acceptance of the objectives and the
extensive organisational apparatus bullt to translate them into reality, the
IRDP has, not achieved the desired results. Significantly, the Fourth Round
of the Concurrent Evaluation of IRDP conducted by the Government has
revealed that only 14.81% of the beneficiaries had been able to cross the
existing poverty-line of Rs. 11,000 per annum. This glaring indicator clearly
be speaks of the failure of the programme in achieving the objectives. The
Ministry of Rural Development while admitting the deficiencies identified
that major areas of concern as; shortcomings in proper selection of
beneficlaries, lack of proper planning of IRDP activities, inadequate and
poor technical staff in DRDAs, over-emphasis on physical targets, low level
of per capita investment, leakages in administration of subsidy, gaps in
infrastructural development, poor recovery and inadequate credit etc. The
Committee express their serious concern over the failure of IRDP to act us a
major instrument in the alleviation of rural poverty. They desire that the
Ministry of Rural Development in the light of the facts contained In this
report and the findings of the Fourth Round of Concurrent Evaluation, the
interim report of the Mehta Committee and other similar documents should
take adequate steps and revamp the programme with a view to making it an
effective instrument in the alleviation of India’s rural poverty.

New DEerHi; BHAGWAN SHANKAR RAWAT,
21 April, 1995 Chairman,

1 Vaisakha, 1917 (Saka) Public Accounts Commitree,




APPENDIX I
MINISTRY OF KURAL DEVELOPMENT
6.1 Integrated Rural Development Programme
6.1.1 Introduction

6.1.1.1 The concept of an integrated programme of rural development
with the avowed objective of alleviation of rural poverty and based on
local needs, resource endowments and potentials alongwith wage
employment and special arca development programmes was first
introduced in 1976. It is now known as the Integrated Rural Development
Programme (IRDP). IRDP was initially launched in 20 selected districts.
The nodal authority is the Ministry of Rural Development. IRDP was
reviewed in 1978-79 to integrate the methodology and approach of three
major ongoing special programmes: Small Farmers Development Agency
(SFDA), Command Area Development Programme and Drought Prone
Areas Programme (DPAP) and was extended to 2300 blocks all over the
country. From October, 1980 IRDP was extended to cover all the
5092 blocks of the country and the ongoing SFDA programme was merged
with it. Simultaneously the National Scheme of Training of Rural Youth
for Self Employment (TRYSEM), launched in August, 1979, was also
made a part of IRDP. In 1982, the programme of Development of Women
and Children in Rural Areas (DWCRA) was also included in IRDP in
selected districts.

6.1.1.2 The main objective of IRDP was to raise families in identified
target groups above the poverty line and to create substantial additional
opportunities of employment in the rural sector. The target groups
comprised of families with annual income level below Rs. 6400 (till 1991-
92) and Rs. 11000 (from 1992-93) with the ‘Antyodaya’ approach of
covering those below the cut-off line of Rs. 4800 in the first instance. The
coverage emphasis among the identified target groups was on scheduled
castes, scheduled tribes, women, liberated bonded labourers and physically
handicapped persons. At least 50 per cent of those assisted were to be
from scheduled caste and scheduled tribe families while liberated bonded
labourers were to be given overriding priority and at least 3 per cent of the
assisted families were to be those of physically handicapped persons. To
promote women's participation in rural development at least 40 per cent of
the beneficiaries were to be women.

Typical schemes to be undertaken under IRDP were minor irrigation
works (individual and community), supply of milch animals, poultry,
sheep, piggery, goats and ducks units, ctc. Assistance was also admissible
for taking up activities under secondary and tertiary sectors like pottery,
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carpentry, machinery repair and maintenance, shoe repair, tailoring,
rickshaw pulling, etc.

6.1.1.3 From 1979-80, IRDP has been a Centrally Sponsored Scheme
and the expenditure is shared equally by the Centre and the States.
Allocation of funds to the States is made according to the incidence of
poverty. The funds in turn are released to the District Rural Development
Agencies (DRDAs) by the concerned States. The economic activities
under IRDP are financed through a package of subsidy and credit. Funds
for the expenditure on subsidy and other items relating to administrative
and infrastructural expenditure are provided by the Government and credit
by the banking institutions.

TRYSEM is a Centrally Sponsored Scheme since its inception (August,
1979). The expenditure under DWCRA was funded slightly differently.
Subsidy and loan were provided as in IRDP to the DRDA. DWCRA work
centres were also permitted for funding under the Jawahar Rozgar Yojana
(JRY). UNICEF provided special assistance of 33 per cent for group
revolving funds, some implements for the work centre, one vehicle and
reimbursement of expenditure on DWCRA staff and on their training.

6.1.2 Organisational set up

The Ministry was responsibly for overall policy formulation, monitoring
and evaluation of the programme and for release of central share of funds.
A Central Level Coordination Committee on IRDP, TRYSEM and
DWCRA was also constituted with Secretary of the Ministry as Chairman
and 15 members drawn from other Ministries and State Secretaries of
Rural Development Departments and other organisations like CAPART,
KVIC, NABARD and RBI for framing and revising guidelines, ensuring
effective implementation of the programme and to provide a forum for
continuous dialogue with the State Governments.

At the State level the Department of Rural Development or any other
department to which the subject of rural development had been allocated
was responsible for planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation
of the programme. A Statc Level Coordination Committee (SLCC) was to
assist this Department and to provide leadership and guidance to the
DRDAs in the planning, implementation and monitoring of the
programme. At the district level, IRDP, TRYSEM and DWCRA were
implemented by the DRDA hkeaded by the District Collector/Deputy
Commissioner and its governing body included the local MP, MLA and
other concerned representatives.

6.1.3 Scope of audit

The implementation of the programme covering the period 1978-79 to
1983-84 was reviewed in the report of the Comptroller and Auditor
General: Union Government (civil) for the year 1983-84. The review was
considered by the Public Accounts Committee (Eighth Lok Sabha) (PAC)
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and its findings included in the Ninety First report prescnted to Parliament
in 1987. In the present review, the implementation of the programme, was
test-checked by Audit in the Ministry and a few blocks and DRDAs in
21 States and 4 Union Territories with particular reference to the
transactions during 1985-93. Important findings are discussed in the
succeeding paragraphs.

6.1.4 Highlights

A total disbursement of Rs. 14338.76 crores (subsidy: Rs. 5592.07
crores; loan : Rs. 8746.69 crores) was made to 256.80 lakh
beneficiaries under the Integrated Rural Development Programme
during the period 1985-86 to 1992-93. The Ministry asscssed in
1986-87 that per capita’ investment of Rs. 13000-14000 was
required to generate such additional income to a family to enable
it to cross the poverty line in one go. The actual annual All India
average per capita investment (both credit and subsidy) under
IRDP was only Rs. 4780 during Seventh Plan and Rs. 7531 during
1990-93.

The Ministry did not make any effective efforts cither to raisc the
investment level or to reduce the coverage of families, and laid
more stress on achieving the numerical targets through thin
distribution of funds with the result that in most of the States a
majority of the assisted families could not cross or stay above the
poverty line.

Though proper planning, project identification and beneficiary
selection were essential prerequisites to implementation of IRDP,
comprehensive Five Year Perspective and Annual Action Plans
containing an inventory of local resources after identifving the
development potential and major thrust arcas which could be
tapped for assisting the rural poor were either not formulated or
were delayed.

Audit test-checks of records at a few selected districts and blocks
all over the country showed some typical shortcomings. In what
follows, the figures cited are the totals of the results of audit from
these selected samples. :

In most of the States household survey for identification of
families below poverty line was not conducted but the Ministry
continued to release financial assistance without cnsuring such
household surveys. In many States the *Antyodaya’ approach for
covering the poorest amongst the poor first was generally not
followed.

In a number of States assistance of Rs. 3.38 crores was

* In this audit review the expression “per family” and “per capita™ are used as having
equivalent connotation except for DWCRA and TRYSEM.
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given to 11082 ineligible families having ecither annual income in
excess of prescribed limits or whose names were not appearing in
the approved list of identified beneficiaries.

Though under the programme two milch animals were to be
supplied in succession to the same beneficiary to continue the
lactation income and avoid sliding back into poverty, assistance for
the second milch animal was not given to 166727 bencficiarics.

DRDASs/Financial Institutions did not conduct physical vcrification
of assets created in various States, 144266 cascs involving
misutilisation of assistance amounting to Rs. 14.53 crorcs were also
noticed.

Funds under the programme were to be utilised for filling up critical
gaps in the infrastructure directly refated fo the projccts of IRDP
beneficiaries but an amount of Rs. 19.95 crores was irregularly
spent on projects which were either to be met from the State
Budget of the concerned department or to augment resourccs of the
State Government. Delay in creation of infrastructural support, non-
functioning of created assets, non-existencc of infrastructure, non-
obtaining of utilisation certificates for thc amoonts advanced to
various executing agencies, etc. were the other shortcomings
noticed.

Rs. 66.21 crores were diverted to other schcmes/activitics not
connected with IRDP or kept in dcposit accounts.

There was widespread rejection by the banksAfinancing institutions
of loan applications sponsored by DRDAs, besides dclayed and low
per capita disbursement of loans.

The position of reeovery of loans and overducs from IRDP
bencficiaries was far from satisfactory bccause of misutilisation of
assistance, poor income generation out of loan funds utilised,
fixation of low unit cost, sale of asscts by thc loances, weak
financial position of the borrowers etc.

The reduction in unit costs and quantum of loans bclow viability
levels coupled with the facts of widespread rcjection of - loun
applications and poor repayment revealed that IRDP credit scheme:
failed to generate enough income for the assisted. In cffcct IRDP
had become largely a relief programme instead of achicving the
objective of poverty alleviation.

Some of the State Governments’'DRDAs did not adhcrc to the

norms for incurring expenditure on administrative infrastructure and
had incurred Rs. 7.90 crores in excess of the prescribed limits.

Government was yet to take any concrete action to cffectivcly
merge the various programmes so that similar ongoing programmcs
could be integrated and brought under the Ministry as
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recommended by the Public Accounts Committee in 1987. This was
essential to avoid overlapping and for exercising effcctive control and
to ensure that all programmes were executed by a single development
authority.

Under DWCRA, a large number of women groups formed in
Arunacial Pradesh, Assam, Bihar, Gujarat, Kerala, Maharashtra,
Punjab, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, Tripura, Uttar Pradesh and West
Bengal were cither defunct/dormant or had not taken up any income
generating commercial activities. No action was takcn either to
revitalise the groups or to recover the huge investment in rcvolving
funds of defunct/non-functional groups. In many Statcs adequate
staff for manning the programme were not positioned, suggcsting
half-hearted implementation of the programme.

A large number of youth trained under TRYSEM could neither get
self employment nor wage employment in many States. In Andhra
Pradesh. Assam, Maharashtra and Punjab, utilisation ccrtificates for
the funds (Rs. 2.34 crores) provided to various institutions for
creating training infrastructure/imparting training werc yct to be
obtained.

Monitoring of the implementation of IRDP was inadequate/
ineffective both at the Central and Statc levels. In many Statcs
‘Vikas Patrikas’ to the beneficiaries were ncither issued nor their
maintenance and updating ensured.

The impact of the programme had not becn cvaluated in most of the
States after 1989 to ascertain the extent to which bencficiaries had
dcrived additional income and employmcnt directly attributable to
the invcstments made. This was despitc strident criticism by
parliamentary committecs and an established mcchanism for
concurrent evaluation.

6.1.5 Financial Outlay and Progress

The details of total allocation, utilisation, Central share and releascs,

total credit mobilised. number of beneficiaries targeted and actually
assistcd during 1985-86 to 1992-93 were as undcr:

Table 6.1.5.1
(Rupees in crores)
Year Total Tot;l Central Credit Number of
allocation utilisation mobilised beneficiaries
Share Releases Targeted  Actually
to be assisted
assisted
(Number of lakhs)
| 2 3 4 s 6 7 8
1985-86 407.36 441].10 205.93 207.10 730.15 24.71 .60

1986-87 543.83 613.38 27M.31 219.67  1014.88 35.00 e
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1 2 3 4 [; 6 7 8
1987-88 613.38 72744 31060 299.72  1175.35 39.04 42.47
1988-89 687.95 76847 34500  330.84  1231.62 31.94 kY R 7]
1989-90 747.75 765.43  375.00 34792  1220.53 29.(9 33.51

VII Plan 3000.27  3315.82 1513.84 1465.25  $372.53 46038 181.77

1990-91 747.31 - 809.49 374.56 346.59 1190.03 23.71 28.98
1991-92 703-61 773.08 352.66 321.31 1147.33 22.52 25.37
1992-93 662.22 - 693.68 331.65 336.69  1036.80 18.75 20.68
Total:— 2113.14 227625  1058.87 1004.59  3374.16 64 98 75.03

The coverage of scheduled castes, scheduled tribes and women under
IRDP during 1985-93 was as follow:

Table 6.1.5.2 ¢

Year Ne. of SC families No. of ST families Nn. of women

beneficiaries
1985-86 977955 345168 303440
1986-87 1199811 480259 567050
1987.8% 1341090 557637 820855
1988-89 1205723 544284 873564
1989-90 1101409 443866 85K744
1990-91 1022492 423544 895125
19%1-92 915098 3R0VSK 811084
1992-93 759794 303816 690856
Total:— 8523372 3479529 58594 1K

6.1.6 Low Per Capita Invesiment

6.1.6.1 One of the main_ objectives of IRDP was to takc up a package
of schemes which would. generate enough additional income to cnable
the beneficiaries to go above the poverty line once and for all. In 1986-
87 the Planning Commission assumed 2.7 as the incremcntal capital
output ratio and on this basis, the Ministry assumed that an investment
of about Rs. 13000-14000 per beneficiary would bc required to achicve
this. It was, however, seen that while the cciling of subsidy ranged
betwcen Rs. 3000 and Rs. 5000 per bencficiary during Scventh Plan
pcriod, the targeted allocation of funds made while formulating the
Scventh Plan by the Ministry was Rs. 2358.81 crorcs for IRDP with
which insufficient subsidy of only Rs. 1179 per family could be provided
to the targeted 200 iakh families (100 lakh new familics and another 100
lakh families which had been assisted carlier with insufficient funds).
Taking the total investment of Rs. 8688.34 crores (subsidy: Rs. 3315.81
crores and credit: Rs. 5372.53 crores) and 181.77 lakh familics assisted
during Seventh Plan period, the actual all India avcrage per capita
investment worked out to only Rs. 4780 despite inflationary trends.
During the period 1990-93 the funds allocated (Rs. 2113.14 crorcs) for
assisting 64.98 lakhs families (target) were also inadequate (Rs. 3252 per
family) to serve the purpose of raising ‘the poorest amongst the poor
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abovc the poverty line (annual incomc levcl net at Rs. 6400 till
1991-92 and Rs. 11000 from 1992-93).

In 1986-87 the Public Accounts Committee in their 91st Report on
paragraph 4 (IRDP) of the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor
General of India: Union Government (Civil) for the year 1983-84
recommended. *“‘The level of assistance and manner of implementation
should be such that a houschold progresses beyond poverty line in one
go and not resort to a second dose of assistance, etc. as at present
comtemplated by Government, which in truth is impracticable. A
programme which does not help poor households to cross the poverty
line in one go, cannot carry any credibility as to its validity. Hence
credible outlays are the elementary need of IRDP”’.

6.1.6.2 Despite the inflationary trends, increase in the cost indcx,
the annual al§ India average per family investment during 1985-86 to
1992-93 ranged betwcen Rs. 3345 and Rs. 7889 in respect of new
familics and between Rs. 3590 and Rs. 5888 in respect of old familics
during 1986-93 as indicated below:

Table 6.1.6.2

Year Per family investment in respect of

New families Oid tamilies
(Rs. per fanuly)

1985-86 3545 Not available
1986-87 4511 3590
1987-8R 4470 I7R4
1988-8Y 5068 4348
1989-9) 5507 4348
1990-9 6422 4674
1991-92 7141 4962
1992-93 7889 5888

In Assam and Orissa, the per family investment made to 4.45 lakh
beneficiaries and 6.74 lakh beneficianes during 1985-93 and 1988-92,
ranged only bectween Rs. 2345—Rs. 4002 and Rs. 1161—Rs. 2891
respectively.

6.1.6.3 IRDP had, thus, built in constraints of funds as thc outlay
and «ci0w) investment during 1985-93 was far below the assumed (in
1986) nvestment of Rs. 13000-14000 per family requircd to raisc and
sustain the beneficiaries above the poverty line and tll 1992-93, in
nonc of (he ycars did the investment touch the level assumcd in 1986.
The Ministry also did not make any cfforts to raisc the per capita
investment lcvel either by allocating more funds or by rcducing the
numerical targets (families). It had laid more stress on a  wider
covcrage in terms of numbers of beneficiarics and in fact it had all
along over-achieved thc targets as could be secn from Table 6.1.5.1:
numcrical targets and achicvements (last two columns). This madc
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IRDP an cxpenditure oriented programme rather than result oriented,
through thin distribution of funds.

In reply to a question by the Public Accounts Committee in 1986-87 as
to why targets should not be reduced keeping in view the limited resources
at disposal, the Ministry deposed that ‘‘the moment the target is reduced
ipso facto the allocation gets reduced then the whole thing gets reduced’’.

6.1.6.4 The test-check of records in various States revealed that the State
Governments also continued to assist the bencficiaries with inadequate
funds with the result a large number of IRDP bencficiaries could not cross
the poverty line as detailed below:

Table 6.1.6.4

(Numbecrs in lakhs)

State Period Families Families crossed
assisted poverty line of
Rs. 6400
1 2 3 4
Andhra Pradesh Till 29.56 5.23
1991-92
Arunachal Pradesh 1985-90 0.36 0.03
Bihar 1985-91 29.48 1.10
Gujarat 199092 1.45 0.1
Karnataka 1988-92 5.24* *
Madhya Pradesh 1985-92 24.07 1.60

Maharashtra

Punjab

Rajasthan
(5 districts)

Sikkim

Tamil Nadu
Tripura

Uttar Pradesh

West Bengal
(3 DRDAs)

1985-91

1985-90

1980-90
1985-92
198592
1988-92
1986-93

No information regarding the number of families who had
crossed the poverty line was available.

3.92 0.36
1.58 0.49
0.23 0.06
15.67 1.10
1.20 Not available
22.89 ) 2.93
0.66 No specific

survey wis done

* There was reduction in the income level in respect of 0.41 lakh beneficiaries while there
was no change in income level in respect of 1.19 lakh beneficiaries.
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6.1.6.5 The poverty line was determined on the basis of minimum
standards of living compatible with the maintenance of physical well-being.
A task force on ‘Minimum Needs and Effective Consumption Demand’,
constituted by the Planning Commission determined (1979) the poverty
line on the basis of per capita daily calorie requirement of 2400 in rural
areas and 2100 in urban areas. At 1984-85 prices, the poverty line was
estimated at Rs. 6400 per annum per fanfily. This poverty line was adopted
in the Seventh Plan as well as the subsequent Annual Plans. The poverty
line of rural areas was revised to Rs. 11000 at 1991-92 prices during the
Eighth Plan.

6.1.6.6 According to various experts and the Planning Commission and
the quinquennial surveys of consumption expenditure by the National
Sample Survey, the number of people living below the poverty line since
1977-78 was as under:

Table 6.1.6.6(a)

Year Population below poverty line
Rural Total Rural Total
(number in millions) (Percentage)
1977-78 253.1 306.8 51.2 483
1983-84 221.5 271.0 40.4 374
1987-88 195.9 237.7 334 299

Based on the 43rd round of National Sample Survey (1987-88), the
States had been grouped according to the incidence of poverty as indicated
below:

Table 6.1.6.6 (b)

Incidence of rural poverty ) States/UTs

Below 20 per cent Arunachal Pradesh, Goa. Haryana, Himachal
Pradesh, Jammu & Kashmir, Kerala, Punjab,
Manipur, Meghalaya, Mizoram, Nagaland,
Sikkim, Tripura and all UTs.

20 per cent to 30 per cent Assam, Gujarat, and Rajasthan..

30 per cent to 40 per cent Andhra Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, West Bengal,
Karnataka, Maharashtra and Uttar Pradesh.

40 per cent to 50 per cent Bihar, Orissa and Madhya Pradesh.

From the above details of rural population below poverty line. it would
be evident that in terms of absolute numbers of people, the dcclinc had
been insignificant. After 40 years of planned development about 20
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crores were still ,poor in rural India (as in 1987) having per capita
monthly expenditure of only Rs. 131.80.

6.1.7 Non-preparation of Five Year Perspective and Annual Plans

6.1.7.1 For the success of IRDP, proper planning, project
identification and beneficiary selection prior to its implementation were
considered very essential. The guidelines envisaged preparation of a
comprehensive Five Year Perspective plan containing an inventory of
local resources after identifying the development potential and major
potential thrust areas which could be tapped and evolving of suitablc
programmes for assisting the rural poor. The inventory of local
resources was to include analytical notes on demographic trcnds and
human resources, area and location specific data, economic activities
with details of institutions engaged in these activities and social and
institutional infrastructure including the status of voluntary action
groups. The perspective plans were also to contain information about
the ongoing programmes both under Plan and non-Plan schemes
together with their potential in offering opportunities for cconomically
viable activities either through creation of dircct employment
opportunities or through provision of backward-forward linkages and”
infrastructural support, assessment of the likely activities under the
programmes of the development departments in the next few years and
impact of the previous IRDP activities on the economic environment
and the quality of the life of the poor people.

6.1.7.2 In addition to the preparation of Five Year Perspcctive Plans,
Annual Plans were also to be prepared and were to follow the Five
Year Plans and the identification of beneficiaries because thcse plans
were to match the resource profile and needs of thc beneficiaries to
provide them income generating activities. Annual Plans were to contain
details of the economic profile of the block/district spelling out thrust
areas, profiles of the beneficiary families categorising thcm according to
their aptitudes and choice of the remunerative projects, sources and
mechanism for procurement of raw materials and disposal of finished
goods, linkages with ,other ongoing programmcs like DPAP, DP, JRY,
ctc. and the infrastructure support drawn from thesc programmes. The
Annual Plan for a financial year was to be ready by thc month of
February of the preceding year.

6.1.7.3 The Planning Evaluation Organisation stated (May 1985) that
the Five Year Perspectiveé Plans and the Annual Plans werc not being
prepared in time and had been delayed considerably. In the following
States Five Year Perspective/Annual Plans were either not prepared ot
prepared with inadequate data as shown below:
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Table 6.1.7.3
State Position of preparation of Five Position of prepa“rition of Annual
Year Perspective Plans Plans.
1 2 3
Assam Not prepared in 4 test-checked Not prepared in time and did not
DRDAs (Darang, Goalpara, include a review of the previous
Jorhat and Sonitpur) year's performance.

Arunachal Not prepared Not prepared in respect of many of

Pradesh the blocks in Lower and Upper
Subansiri, East and West Siang
districts. In DRDA Pasighat the
Annual Plans were prepared
between the months of May and
July, and in Khonsa in April instead
of February each year.

Bihar Not prepared in districts test-

checked

Himachal Not drawn up in Hamirpur,

Pradesh Shimla, Solan and Una districts

test-checked

Karnataka Not prepared ecither at block Annual Action Plans prepared were

level or at the district level. defective.

Kerala Not prepared in any of the 7

DRDAs and 21 blocks test-
checked.
Madhya Not prepared in 6 test-checked In Mandsaur and Shahdol districts
Pradesh districts (Bilaspur, Jhabua, Annual Block Plans were not
Mandsaur, Morena, Sagar and prepared except during 1991-92.
Shahdol).

Meghalaya Not prepared Preparation of Annual Action Plan
delayed.

Mizoram Not prepared Annual District'Block Plans
prepared but were not got approved
by the concerned departmerit Plans
prepared were defective.

Orissa Not prepared

Rajasthan Not prepared Annual Plans were not prepared in
any of the blocks test-checked.

Tamil Nadu Not prepared by blocks and Annual Blocks/District Plans

DRDAs prepared were not got approved for
certain years due to non-convening
of meeting of the Governing Bodies
in Coimbatore, Madurai,
Nagapattanam, Quaid-E  Milleth,
Salem, South Arcot, Thanjavur and
Tirunelveli Kattabomman districts.

Tripura Prepared with inadequate data. Prepared with inadequate data.

Uttar Pradesh

West Bengal

Not prepared in 9 districts test-
checked
Not Prepared

Prepared with inadequate data.

Prepared with inadequate data.
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6.1.8 Household survey for identification of beneficiaries

6.1.8.1 For ascertaining the economic status and income of the selected
target groups, the guidelines envisaged a comprehensive household survey.
The survey was to cover every family seemingly poor in the village. The
surveyed families were to be categorized into three income groups: upto
Rs. 2250, Rs. 2251-Rs. 2501 and Rs. 3501-Rs. 4800. With the raising of
poverty line from Rs. 6400 per annum to Rs. 11000 per annum from 1992-
93, the household survey was to be conducted afresh by the end of June
1992 and the revised cut-off line was Rs. 8500 (instead of Rs. 4800) and
families whose income is below Rs. 6000 were to be assisted first.

6.1.8.2 Though the household survey was a pre-requisite for the proper
- implementation of IRDP and identification of the poorest amongst the
poor, it was, however, not conducted in Arunachal Pradesh, Haryana,
Karnataka, Maharasthtra, Sikkim, and Tripura. In Andhra Pradesh,
Orissa, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu and West Bengal it was partially done
while in Meghalaya and Uttar Pradesh, survey conducted was defective
and in Mizoram the survey was conducted without following the norms. As
such these States deviated from the ‘Antyodaya’ approach of covering the
poorest amongst the poor first. In Assam, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala,
Madhya Pradesh, Punjab, Sikkim, Pondicherry and Uttar Pradesh where
household survey was conducted. the ‘Antyodaya’ approach was not
followed. In Assam, the coverage of poorest families was only 1.97 per
cent of the beneficiaries under IRDP. In Orissa, Tamil Nadu and West
Bengal families belonging to higher income-groups were covered ignoring
the poorest amongst the poor.

6.1.8.3 The Ministry, however, continued to release financial assistance
without ascertaining whether the State Governments had taken these
preliminary steps. In the absence of income data of the families it was not
clear as to how the Ministry or the State Governments satisfied themselves
that the benefits were passed on to the eligible beneficiaries and whether
the ‘Antyodaya’ approach was actually followed in the implementation of
IRDP.
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In seven districts of Maharashtra, 185 families were assisted with a total
sum of Rs. 37.61 lakhs (loan: Rs. 27.64 lakhs, subsidy : Rs. 9.97 lakhs) for
Individual irrigation projects though in the master list these families had no
land holdings and were shown as landless labourers. According to DRDAs
the information given in the master list was not found to be correct and
the beneficiarics were wrongly classified as landless labourcrs and that in
many cases land was acquired by the beneficiaries aftcr survey of the
below poverty line families in 1982-83. Contention of DRDAs was not
tenable as acquisition of land by labourers would be indicative of their
crossing the poverty line and hence not eligible for assistancc under the
programme.

Though families having more than 2 hectares of land in areas not
covered under Drought Prone Areas Programme (DPAP) did not form the
target group of IRDP, assistance of Rs. 5.03 lakhs (loan : Rs. 3.93 lakhs,
subsidy : Rs. 1.10 lakhs) was extended to 42 families with land holdings
exceeding 2 hectares in four districts.

Onc person of Mahad (Raigad district) acting as an agent for the
beneficiaries and a fisherman cooperative socicty collectcd an amount of
Rs. 8.14 lakhs from the Sangli Bank, Mahad bctwcen the ycars 1982 and
1984 on the basis of applications from 122 beneficiaries. The amount was,’
however, not passed on to thc bencficiarics and the loan portion of
Rs. 6.10 lakhs was repaid by the agent to the bank without refunding the
subsidy portion of Rs. 2.02 lakhs. The DRDA rcported thc matter
(September 1988) to the police. Again, 12 coopcrative socictics in Raigad
district obtaincd assistance for 319 beneficiaries which was not passcd on to
them. While the loan portion of the assistancc was rcfunded by these
cooperative socicties, the subsidy portion of Rs. 4.66 lakhs was not
refunded.

6.1.10 Non-provision of assistance for second milch animal

The guidclines issued by the Ministry envisaged grant of subsidy for
purchase of milch animals by the bencficiaries. It further stressed that two
milch animals should be supplicd in succession to the samc bencficiary. the
second as soon as the lactation period of onc animal was over. as
otherwise the bencficiary would expericnce a fall in his income and slip
back into poverty. This would also cnsurc unintcrrupted income from the
sale of milk and consequently cnable the bencficiary to repay the loan
rcgularly. The PAC had observed that the provision for a sccond milch
animal was not being followed. Despite the obscrvations of the PAC and
the Ministry’s assurance to the PAC that this item was a check point for
concurrent cvaluation, the State Governments did not adhcre to the
instructions. The Ministry too could not prevent the breach of instructions.
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6.1.12 Infrastructural Development

A pre-requisitc of the planning process visualised for IRDP was the
assessment of the existing infrastructurc available in the district for the
effective implementation of the programmec. While the major investments
on infrastructurc was expected to be made by the State Governments as
part of their normal plans, crucial gaps in infrastructure were to be mct out
of IRDP funds without which the programme could not be implecmented
successfully. Somec of the items of infrastructure identificd for more
effective implementation were artificial insemination centres, chilling/
collection ccntres, transport vchicles, etc.

Test-check of records in the following States revealed various
shortcomings as detailed below:—

(A) Irregular expenditure: Though the funds under the programme werc
to be utilised for filling up the critical gaps in the infrastructurc which were
directly related to the projects of IRDP bencficiarics, in thc following
States IRDP funds were uscd to augment the resources of the State
Governments for creating general infrastructurc as discusscd bclow:—

Siate Period Amout Remirks
spent
(Rs. in Lakhs)
1. Madhya (i) 1986-92 298.05 Funds spent on establishment
Pradesh of frozen semen centres in 35

districts for which specific
provisions were made in the
State Budget of Veterinary
Department for this purpose.
(ii) 1985-89 1476.86 Funds spent on establishment
of 246 sericulture centres
though it was to be met out of
regular bundget of Sericulture
Department. Of the 246 centres
envisaged for construction only
79 was completed and the
remaining were either
incomplete or not established.
Against 71485  beneficiaries
targetted to be benefited
through such centres only 2757
(4 per cent) could be henefited.
In 47 completed centres the
number of beneficiaries was nil.

2. Maharashtra  1989-93 129.01 Funds spent to augment
upto Sept. resources of the  State
1992 Government for construction of

builgings for veterinary aid
centres run by Zila Parishad.

3. West Bengal  1985-93 91.50 Creation of general infra-
structure.

Total: 1995.42
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(B) Other Shortcomings

Andhra Pradesh: Rs. 82.86 lakhs advanced during 1981-82 to 1991-92 by
DRDAs in Ranga Reddy, Vizianagaram, Anantapur and Mcdak districts
to various line departments for filling up the critical gaps in the
infrastrcture. directly related to the projects of IRDP beneficiaries were
lying unadjusted for want of utilisation certificates in the absence of which
it was not possible to ascertain even in a general way whether the amounts
had been spent for the purposes for which they were given.

For construction of work-sheds/houses for silk weavers in one mandal of
Anantapur district, Rs. 30 lakhs were deposited with three commercial
banks during June 1989. As per information available on the progress of
works (as on April 1991), 731 work-sheds’houses were not started, 210
works were reported to have been completed and 163 works were at
various stages of completion. Two banks refunded Rs. 20.49 lakhs
(inclusive of interest) in March 1993. DRDA, Anantapur did not maintain
vital information regarding the amount of subsidy utilised, the number of
units complcted and whether the completed sheds had been put to use for
the purpose for which they were constructed.

Assam: Four industrial sheds constructed in 1991-92 at a cost of Rs. 14.19
lakhs were not functioning (May 1993). As the sheds were not as per the
requirements of the block, the entire expenditure was infructuous.

Bihar: Rs. 22.54 lakhs were spent on construction of a liquid nitrogen
plant by DRDA, Purnia during 1987-88. The plant, however, ceased to
function from February 1991 for want of running expenses.

Gujarat: Rs. 4.33 lakhs were provided to 20 cooperatives for construction
of milk collection centres in Kuchchh and Junagadh districts bectween
1985-86 and 1991-92. None of the centres had been completed (April
1993). Further, subsidy of Rs. 3.88 lakhs was paid to five milk production
cooperative societies in March 1987 for setting up of fodder farms. Of
these, 4 societies had not set up the farm.

Karnataka: The work of construction of a lift irrigation scheme sanctioned
at a cost of Rs. 7.56 lakhs in 1983-84 wvas actually entrusted to Karnataka
Land Army Corporation in March 1988. The scheme, on complction, was
to irrigate 300 acres of land and develop pastures for 1000 to 2000 IRDP
beneficiaries for rearing Bandur sheep and crossbrced ram. The cost of the
works had been. revised in February 1993 to Rs. 22.08 lakhs but the work
was yet to be eompleted though Rs. 15.98 lakhs had been spent (August
1993).
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Maharashtra: In Jalna district, assistance of Rs. 303.95 lakhs was disbursed
to the beneficiaries during 1987-93 for milch animal  projects. In
September, 1987 the Governing Body of the DRDA, Jalna observed that
forward linkages for dairy development activities were practically non-
existent as only 58 out of 174 milk collection co-operative socicties in the
district were functional. Consequently, the beneficiaries were unable to sell
the milk and there was no income from the assets given to the
beneficiaries.

Orissa: DRDAs, Balasore, Ganjam and Dhenkanal had released Rs. 13.62
lakhs in excess of the prescribed norms to the Orissa Lift Irrigation
Corporation. The amount was yet to be recovered (June 1993).

Tamil Nadu: Subsidy totalling Rs. 8.16 lakhs was released in instalments to
Periyar District Co-operative Milk Producers’ Union (Rs. 7.41 lakhs) and
to the Kolli Hills Bee Keepers Industrial Co-operative Socicty (Rs 0.75
lakh) between September, 1985 and July, 1992 for strengthcning thc
infrastructure. It was observed from the records of the Union and the
Socicty that the number of IRDP beneficiaries was less than 8 and 5 per
cent respectively against the prescribed norm of 50 per cent.

Subsidy aggregating Rs. 71.27 lakhs was released to a voluntary
organisation ‘Land for Tillers Freedom’ for providing subsidy to 1894
IRDP beneficiaries against the purchase of surplus land between
November, 1990 and March, 1993. But, no information regarding number
and names of beneficiaries assisted, dates of crcation of assets, subsidy
actually utilised, etc. was available.

Uttar Pradesh: During 1986-92, a sum of Rs. 1377.15 lakhs was advanced
to different bodies/departments for development of general infrastructure
by DRDAS; of this, utilisation certificates for Rs. 510.91 lakhs were still
awaited (June, 1993).

The SLCC approved (October, 1986) opening of artificial inscmination
centres in villages by Bhartiya Agro Industries Foundation (BAIF), Punc
with a view to improve the breed of milch cattle from the funds allocatcd
for IRDP infrastructurc. It was specifically provided that BAIF centres
would only be in those places where centres of cither Animal Husbandry
or Operation Flood Il of Dairy Development were not existing so that
duplication of services might be avoided. It was, however, noticed that
BAIF opcned six centres in places where centres of Animal Husbandry
were functioning in Azamgarh and Gorakhpur districts thercby incurring
avoidable expenditure of Rs. 21.23 lakhs.

West Bengal: In Jalpaiguri district, the Project Officer, DRDA observed
(1986-87) that the irrigation sources (pump sets, tubewells, etc.) created in
the- district were not viable due to porous and sandy soil. Nevcrtheless,
1222 irrigation projects were implemented in the district at a cost of
Rs 57.85 lakhs during 1985-93. The DRDA had neither maintained any
inventory of the assets procured nor assessed the irrigation potential
actually created and increase in productivity of the agricultural crops. ectc.
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An amount of Rs 91.50 lakhs was spent for creation of general
infrastructure not contemplated under the programme. In Medinipur
district, a sum of Rs. 39.19 lakhs was advanced to 4 implementing agencies
including 2 co-operative societies (Rs 9.71 lakhs) for building 4
infrastructure projects between 1986 and 1991. The DRDA neither

monitored the utilisation of the funds by the implementing agencies, nor
the progress made in the construction of projects.

6.1.13 Administration of Subsidy

The payment of subsidy was linked to credit/loan obtained from
financial institutions upto 1990-91 and DRDAs were required to keep their
amounts in savings bank accounts in the principal branches of the
participating banks so as to avoid idling of funds without earning intcrest.

Since disburstment of money in cash to a bencficiary ‘improves his
bargaining power and has the added advantagc of rcducing dclays and
other malpractices ptevalent in the existing disburscment system, the
Ministry permitted from 1991-92 disbursement of loan and subsidy in cash
to IRDP beneficiaries. At least half the blocks in a district were to be
identified for cash disbursement by the District Level Coordination
Committee keeping in mind the location of the block, availability of the
infrastructure, etc.



73

‘(€661 3unf) HO7IS 3y Ay pasosdde
08 j0u osj® sem AGpno pasiadl AY]
IPAY 03 Paysiuinj sem eyyes tweln
oy Aq sauedyauaq Jeuoippe A jo
VONEIGIUIP! Y] 03 $8 UCIINULIOJUE OU
‘JAMMOH ‘SUBIDYIUIQ 9ZT Ui PIPUAIXI

sem ways Ay ey padas vqua-

YL "PITEI31 SUM S| LL'H ¥y PLItsu}

Apisqns sem syxe| p sy YoMM Jo sy 1661
8 ‘s jo Aepno paaoxdde ay isutedy Ly 06 ke yedeppn) (1)
‘Bumpad Lejouow wnwixew jo 26-0661
vonediidde-uou pus Apisqns jo aBwjuad (]
-13d paquasaid jo uonestidde 1a1100u] £5°0 9 88-,861 indayueuy (1)
‘ssouw wswuRyy
-1} peuiiew 10} spwy pagpsaid oy pus YepIN
J0 5330x2 w Auadoxd papue) pey Aoy andeyusuy
q@noy uaAd si1auue) [euiSanu s pasy yedeppn) ysapeid
3082180 A[Bucum azam saueLYIUN Y| R6'C 892 - wesSeuezip (1) eypuy
9 S 14 € [4 1
Apisqns
jo judwkud
$S)X2  sauejauaq svyaqud
syleway Jo wnowy Jo "ON pouad Aunsa aes

‘e W Ry)

-

(V) €1°T°9 21qelL

Apisqng Jo juawilvg ssaoxg (V)

—iMO[3q pOsSnIsIp se sTuIWO01I0YS PI[EIADI SIJBIS SNOLIBA Ul SPIOOAI JO YOAYd-159) YL



74

il 1 )
6861 neURIEA
141232(] pus nep
ol indyyei0n ysapeyd
) pAauasaxd Y Jo ssana ur pieg VI - pquadag ‘yedwezy BN
*332 ‘Quiad paqudsaid saies auasiad
paquasaxd ays Jo ss30xa wr pred Apisgng S0 oy €6°L861 o (L1 syniswTy
‘sinduy pue s
dun feamynoude jews jo  aseyund
Joj yunl paquasasd y) Jo 532 %3 uf pred e T - £6-s861  wun pue widusy (1)
suUslp
S su pus uso§
pagquxsaxd Ay sqwiys ‘indsruuey wpey
JO ssaxd e preg . I, ot Jo spo1q 91 (1) eyoeungy
tueo] pue
Apisqns Jo
AYY Ul way) M
Buikud jo peas
S TR T URITELT]
-3q I€T O speu
-3leW mes/sIasse
Jo uoynqusip
puse aseyanxl soj
vonnuswy - Kaey uonNIINN
-unjoa s 0} pied A1munop v
Stm JuUnOING 24| oL 28-9861 ssdyeop wemy
S 4 € 4 1




75

(B) Other points of interest

Andhra Pradesh: In Vizianagaram, Medak, Khammam. Cuddapah and
Anantapur districts therc was variation of Rs 955.04 lakhs in payment of
subsidy as reported by DRDAs and as actually ytilised during 1989-93.
These DRDAs could not furnish specific reasons for the variations.

The DRDAs rcported the sanctioned projects during the years as
complcted without ensuring their actual completion. 30744 schemes were,
thus rcported in excess to the Government of India during 1989-93.

Haryana: In Gurgaon district, subsidy amounting to Rs 10.83 lakhs was
rclcased during 1991-93 without obtaining bonds or deeds to safeguard
against misutilisation of subsidy or misappropriation of asscts.

Karnataka: In 3 blocks of Gulbarga district, assistancc was provided to
199 beneficiarics during 1990-93 involving an investment of Rs 8.03 lakhs
(loan: Rs 4.81 lakhs and subsidy: Rs 3.22 lakhs) for purchasc of only
bullocks though assistance was to be provided to bencficiaries for
procurcment of bullocks and carts simultancously to enablc them to
generate income to cross the poverty line. Thus the investment made had
bccome cconomically unviable.

Madhya Pradesh: Information regarding total unspcnt balance amount
lying with the banks out of subsidy amount depositcd prior to November
1984 was not available with thc Development Commissioner. In one unit
(Shahdol) Rs 19.84 lakhs wcrc lying with the bank for a period prior to
November 1984 and further reconciliation work was stated to be in
progress.

Maharashrra: The reconciliation of the expenditurc figurcs on subsidy with
those bookcd by the banks was not done in Aurangabad. Bhandara and
Raigad districts for the past 8 ycars.

Punjab: DRDAs. Fcrozepur, Jalandhar and Patiala rclcascd ‘subsidy of
Rs. 1208.4% Likhs to the banks in advance during 1986-91 for disbursement
to 80074 benchiciarics without cnsuring simultancous sanction of loans to
the bencficiarics by the banks.

It was nouiced that as of Scptember 1992, subsidy aggregating Rs. 273.37
lakhs relcascd during 1988-92 by all DRDAs in the Statc was lying
undisbursed with the various branches of banks in current accounts instcad
of in savings bank accounts as cnvisagc under IRDP. The amount lying
undisburscd with banks also resulted in loss of intcrest of Rs. 9.30 lakhs.

Unar Pradesh: Rs. 231.53 lakhs advanccd by DRDAs, Ballia. Banda and
Ghazipur to various credit institutions bctween the ycar 1989-90 and
1991-92 were lying uradjusted together with intcrest by the ond of March
1992. '

Wesr Bengal: Though 0.40 lakh beneficiarics were identificd for grant of a
supplcmentary dose of assistance in Jalpaiguri. Mcdmipur and Purulia
districts. the assistance was given to 0.66 lakh bencficiarics during 1986-93.
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Thus, supplementary assistance amounting to Rs. 1065.14 lakhs (based on
per family investment) was given to 0.26 lakh families in excess; reasons
for this were not stated (March 1993).

DRDA, Medinipur provided financial assistance of Rs. 42.39 lakhs
during 1992-93 to 471 beneficiaries without consideration of any project
proposals and disbursement of assistance to the identified familics in these
cases was made on an ad hoc rate of Rs. 9000 per family.

6.1.14 Diversion of Funds

A: In the following States Rs. 6620.57 lakhs were diverted to other
schemes / activities not connected with IRDP or kept in deposit accounts/
Post Office time deposit accounts, etc:
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6.1.15 Flow of Credit/ Institutional Finance

The assistance to beneficiaries under IRDP comprised of loan and
subsidy. The major part of the investment in the form of loan was to come
through institutional credit, The size of loan to the beneficiaries was to. be
determined by the requriements of the project. The loan amount granted
to the beneficiary was equal to the total project cost minus the amount of
subsidy admissible to the benecficiary. The unit cost of some major
activitics was to be prepared by a small group comprising of representative
of NABARD, lead banks, DRDA and District Industries Centre. Timely
repayment of IRDP loan was important for recycling bank funds. The
repayment period of the loan was at least 3 years. Commercial banks
(including Regional Rural Banks and Cooperative Banks) were eligible to
get refinance from NABARD for the loans disbursed under IRDP upto
90 per cent of the quantum of loans. Risk fund assistance was also
provided to the banks to the extent of 10 per cent of the consumption
loans disbursed to weaker sections of the socicty.

The test-check of records in DRDAs/Financial. Institutions revealed
that there was heavy rejection of loan applications, per capita disbursement
of loan was low, there were delays in disbursement of loans and at the
same time the recovery of loans was also not satisfactory when it was
sanctioned as discussed below:
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The shortfall/ non-recovery of loans were mainly due to:—

— Waiver of loans which had become due upto October 1989 under
loan waiver schemes, etc. and a general tempo being created in the
minds of the Borrowers that loan given would be waived off by the
Government.

— misutilisation of the assistance.

— poor income generation.

— fixation of low unit cost.

— sale of assets.

— weak financial position of the borrowers.

(C) Other Points of Interest

Assam: Per capita credit disbursed during 1985-93 ranged between
Rs. 2529.74 (1986-87) and Rs. 1451.70 (1985-86) and during 1992-93 it was
only Rs. 1681.31. About 87 per cent of families assisted under IRDP had
to rcpay a portion of the loan. In respect of 25.91 per cent houscholds,
overdues ranged from Rs. 1001-2000 and 41.97 per cent houschold assisted
had to rcpay over Rs. 2000 cach

Kerala: There wcre wide variations in the unit costs approved by the
Technical Committecc of NABARD and the amount sanctioned by the
banks. In Thiruvananthapuram the unit cost was reduced arbitrarily in 30
cases; the reduction was upto Rs. 9000.

In six block under DRDAs. Thiruvananthapuram and Kollam, out of
2067 cases of sanction of loans during 1991-92, there were inordinate
delays of onec month to over six months in sanctioning/disbursing of the
loans in respect of 1594 cases: rcasons for which were not furnished.

Meghalaya: 6455 applications on which loans werc santioned during
1987-88 to 1992-93, were pending disbursement. Of which, 5994
applications pertained to the period 1987-92.

Orissa: In Cuttack and Dhenkanal districts 60 bencficiarics were granted
loan assistance of Rs. 1.36 lakhs and Rs. 0.97 lakh rcspectively which were
repaid by them betwecn 4 days and onc year. The intention behind the
carly repayment appcared to be to take the subsidics instcad.

Rajasthan: Loans totalling Rs. 18.96 lakhs were writien off in Banswara,
Jodhpur, Nagaur in respcct of 632 loances. In Bhilwara and
Sawaimadhopur out of 40269 and 60509 loan applications sanctioned by the
banks, loans were not disbursced to 5011 and 3821 bencficiarics respectively
between 1988-93 and 1985-93.

Tamil Nadu: In order to encourage co-popcrative institutions to lend
moncy to the target group under IRDP, the Government of India provided
a risk fund at uniform rate of 6 per gent on all loans given. It was,
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howcver, scen that the risk fund provided was in excess of 6 per cent of
the total loans granted by the co-opcrative institutions as shown below:—
Table 6.1.15 (C)

(Rs. in lakhs)

Years Amount of loan Risk fund
disbursed provided
1986-87 769.61 84.42
1987-88 1477.88 92.47
1988-89 1476.14 100.86
1989-90 1236.81 114.60

Risk funds amounting to Rs. 105.42 lakhs were paid in cxcess to the
Salem District Central Co-opcrative Bank duc to rclating it to the
sanctioncd amount of loans instcad of corrclating it to actual disburscment.

Unar Pradesh: In six districts, out of 12059 bencficiarics to whom loans
wcre sanctioncd during 1991-92 only 4523 bencficiaries (38 per cent) were
given loan within onc month and the remaining 7536 (62 per cent) after 2
months and upto 12 months.

West Bengal: Scrutiny of rccords of 149 rural disbursing banks in 4
districts revcaled that 71 disbursing banks rclcascd Rs. 28.68 lakhs against
thc projcct cost amounting to Rs. 45.83 lakhs in respect of 703 projects
resulting in undcr financing/part iinancing to the extent of Rs. 17.15 lakhs
rcasons for which were not on rccord.

Though the programme cnvisaged disburscment of assistance by the
banks within a fortnight from the sanction of loan application; 41 banks
disburscd Rs. 148.16 lakhs for financing 2915 projccts aficr a time-lag of 1
to 36 months. Thc loans amounting to Rs. 3.34 lakhs in rcspect of 92
projects were repaid on the samc day.

According to the Eighth Plan document, the very fact that about half the
number of benceficiarics under IRDP have overduces raises doubts about
their ability to come out of the debt syndrome. This, it was argued, was
duc to the low level of assistance which docs not gencrate enough income
to repay the loan coupled with subsistcnce. However, banks werce recluctant
to raisc the credit limit becausc they were skeptical about the repayment
capacity of the target groups. Thus, it was cstimated that about onc-third
of the beuchiciarics did not cven have the original asscts given to them and
there was also the possibility that cven those who had crossed the poverty
linc may have rclapsed into poverty because of additions to the family, loss
of asscts and non-viability of the activity chosen for/by them: The Public
Accounts Committcc had observed (April 1987) that the main reasons for
the non-payment of loan instalments by the beneficiaries were: scaling
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down of unit cost and project cost rcsulting in adverse impact on the
viability of thc schemc. projects gencrating too Small an income to carry a
family abovc thc poverty linc. inadcquate financing, late financing. ctc.

6.1.16 Financial Deficiencies and Shoricomings

The following financial dcficicncics and shortcomings wcrc noticed
during test-check of rccords in various States:—
(A) Non-reconciliation of Expenditure with the Banks

DRDASs in the States of Andhra Pradesh (DRDAs Vizianagram and
Cuddapah). Arunachal Pradesh (S DRDAs). Kcrala, Maharashtra
(DRDAs. Aurangabad. Bhandra and Raigad) and Orissa did not rcconcilc
the figurc of IRDP expenditure as per certificd accounts and as per the
administrative statcments’bank rcconciliation statcments.
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(C) Excessive Expenditure on Administrative Infrastructure

Ten to fifteen per cent of [IRDP allocation was to be utiliscd for meeting
cxpenditurc on administrative infrastructurc at DRDA lcvel as per State
norms. Administrativc infrastructurc was to include cxpcnditure on cstabl-
ishment and offices in DRDAs and blocks.

The State norms of officc expenscs. cquipment, vchicles, hiring of
accommodation of officc building. ctc. was to bc madc applicable to
DRDA/blocks. The Statc Level Coordination Committee was to rcgulate
this cxpcnditure within the overall permissible limits.

The test-check of records, however. revealed that the following State
Governments had not adhcred to the norms/permissible limits and had
incurrcd Rs. 790.26 lakhs in cxccss of the prescribed limits as detailed
bclow . —

Table 6.1.16 (C)
(Rs. in lukhs)

State DRDAs  Period Amount  Range of excess Remarks
of excess expenditure
expendi-  (Percentage)

ture
1 2 k) 4 S 6
1. Arunachal State as  1985-93 339 .42 * Block level
Pradesh a whale adnunistration
(Rs. 177.85
lakhs).
Monitoring Cell
(Rs. 7.86 lakhs)
and DRDA level
(Rs. 153.71
lakhs).
2. Assam 4 1985-93 11 (Sonitpur)
and
29 (Darrang)
3. Gujarat S 1985-93 . 10.39
(Saharkantha)
and 22.10
{Kuchchh)

° Percentage of excess not accurately computable.
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| 2 3 4 S 6
4. Haryana Ambala, 1985-93 9 (Rohtak in
Gurgaon 1989-90)
and and 22
Rohtak (Gurgaon)
5. Himachal Pradeshl2 1990-93  96.20 .
6. Karnataka Bangalore 1987-92 1o 60
Urban
7. Kerala 4 1989-92 10.63 t
8. Maharashtra 5 Between 158.38 *
1985-86
and
1992-93
9. Madhya Pradesh Bilaspur  Between 12 and 73 Total allocation
and 1985-86 was Rs. 2329.03
Mandsaur and lakhs.
1992-93
10. Mizoram Arzawl & 1985-93 Rl IRX)
Lunglei
11. Meghalaya State as  1985-93 I3 i excess of
a whole 100 per cent
12. Punjab S 198R-92 57.07 30 The excess expen-
diture of
Rs  57.07 lakhs
was  not  regular-
ised (Julv 1993).
13. Rajasthan Bikaner  1990-91 13.4 14
14. Sikkim State as  1988-92 181K y
a whole
15. Uttar Pradesh  Balha &  1986-93 ded
Gorakhpur
Total 790.26

* Percentage of excess not accurately computable.

t Neglgible
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(D) Other shortcomings

Andhra Pradesh: The expenditure reported to the Government of India
was inflated by Rs. 73.55 lakhs, Rs. 477 lakhs, Rs. 29.23 lakhs in 1989-90,
1990-91 and 1991-92 respectively. The figures of expenditure reported were
incorrect duc to showing the sanctioncd amount as final cxpenditure.

Bihar: Rs. 305.21 lakhs advanced by 8 DRDAs (test-checked) to
diffcrent agencies were shown as final expenditurc without obtaining the
utilisation certificates.

Gujarar: The accountant of DRDA, Junagadh fraudulently drew 7
chcques aggregating to Rs. 29.01 lakhs during November 1992 by forging
the signature of the Director, DRDA, Junagadh. All the cheques were for
amounts cxcecding Rs. 25000. From the records produced to Audit it was
scen that the cheque books were kept in the custody of the accountant and
not with the Project Officer. The Governing Body of the DRDA had also
amcnded (September 1989) the rules #and empowcred the Project Officer-
cum-Dircctor to sign cheques cxcecding Rs. 25000 without any limit which
resulted in climination of a sccond check to be cxcercised by the Chairman.
The matter was reported to the police in December 1992.

Karnataka: Dctails of paymcnts of Rs. 42.33 lakhs incurred during
1986-90 and purpose for which the payments were made were not available
in the records of the Zila Parishad, Bijapur.

Kerala: DRDA, Kollam had written off Rs. 1.92 lakhs during 1990-91
on the ground that these advances were very old items and the agency was
not able to locate and adjust the advances. Sanction from the Ministry had
not been obtained for this writc-off.

Madhya Pradesh: Investment of Rs. 1942.06 lakhs (loan: Rs. 1009.66
lakhs, subsidy: Rs. 932.40 lakhs) was madec for construction of 16511
irrigation wells during 1989-92 of which 12039 wells were still incomplete
resulting in a substantial part of the investment becoming infructuous.

Maharashrra: Expenditurc on subsidy was booked cven though the
subsidy amount was not actually disbursed to the becnceficiaries and
undisbursed amount when refunded by the banks werc taken as rcceipts in
the books of DRDAs. The total of such refunds for the years 1989-92
amounted to Rs. 921.84 lakhs.

Mizoram: Rs. 57.46 lakhs relcased by DRDA., Aizawl to different
BDOs during 1985-93*were not cntered in the cash book maintained by
BDQO, Aibawk {Rs. 4.48 lakhs) and Khawzawl (Rs. 23.34 lakhs) and
Serchips (Rs. 29.64 lakhs). The BDOs, Scrchip and Khawzawl could not
furnish cash books relating to IRDP (Serchip: 1985-88) TRYSEM
(Serchjp: 1985-91 and Khawzawl: 1988-93) and DWCRA (Serchip: 1986-87
and Khawzawl: 1986-93).

Orissa: In Cuttack and Dhenkanal districts test-check of bank records of
100 benecficiarics (to whom subsidy was given in cash) rcvealed that no
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bencficiary had submitted any utilisation certificatc in support of the assets
purchased. Bank officials had also not conducted physical verification of
the assets except in respect of 16 beneficiaries where asscts were not

found.

Rajasthan: In DRDA, Jaipur, suspected embezzlement of Rs. 1.05
crores out of funds of TRYSEM and a State scheme was detccted in 1990.
The money was released to various societies for imparting training to
unemployed youths. The police had recovered about Rs. 38 lakhs in cash/
kind from the accused persons upto June 1990. Eight persons including six
Government officials were arrested. Six Government officials wcre also
placed under suspension. The preliminary enquiry report of the Spccial
Secretary, Agriculture Department, Rajasthan, likcly to be completed by
the end of June 1990, was yet to be submitted.

Tripura: Subsidy of Rs. 26.24 lakhs was shown: as expenditurc in the
receipt and payment account for 1991-92 whereas the expenditure was not
actually incurred by the Project Director, DRDA North which remained
un-reconcilcd (July 1993).

Uttar Pradesh: While computing financial progress of IRDP, the State
Rural Developemnt department did not work out the unspent (closing)
balance of the year. When it was worked out by Audit, it showed a
discrepancy and did not tally with the opening balance indicated in the
progress reports. There were discrepancies totalling Rs. 509.06 lakhs in
DRDAs, Azamgarh, Banda and Varanasi districts.

West Bengal: In Jalpaiguri district intcreast aggregating Rs. 17.42 lakhs
upto March 1993 on the decposits of DRDA were not credited to the
accounts of the programme, the rcasons for which were not cxplained
(March 1993). Further, DRDAs, Birbhum, Purulia and Medinipur did not
open savings bank accounts and moncy paid to the banks for disburscment
of subsidies to the beneficiaries were kept in non-interest bearing
‘Suspense Accounts’. Scrutiny of records of 511 such banks rcvcaled that
DRDAs suffered loss of intercst aggregating to at least Rs. 61.67 lakhs
owing to retention of Rs. 844.93 lakhs in the "Suspcnse Accounts’ for
periods ranging from 3 months to upto 80 months.

6.1.17 Overlapping programmes

Apart from IRDP a number of other allied programmes aimed at
improving the lot of rural masses such as Minimum Necds Programme,
Jawahar Rozgar Yojana (earlier National Rural Employment Programme
and Rural Landless Employment Guarantee Programme). Integratcd
Tribal Developmens- Programme, Special Componcnt Programme,
DPevelopment of Women and Childern in Rural Arcas, Drought Prone
Areas Programme, Assistance to Small and Marginal Farmers for
increasing agricultural production, Desert Development Programme,
Command Area Development Programme, etc. were also being
implemented in the country. All these programmes were aiming at
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overlapping target groups. The Ministry admitted during evidence before
the Public Accounts Committee that all these rural .development
programmes had fairly large extent of duplicate activities and components
and were being implemented by different Ministries. An expert of the
Indian Institute of Public Administration, had observed, “IRDP is not a
sufficiently comprehensive and well integrated programme”. A High-level
Committee set up by the Planning Commission had recommended the
concept of integrated district planning and creation of a post of District
Development Commissioner to look after and coordinate all the
developmental activities in the district. During study tours of the PAC to
various States/UTs it was also suggested that all programmes aimed at
poverty alleviation should be merged.

The PAC stated that effective implementation of IRDP could best be
achieved only if there was integrated planning and coordinated
implementation; it was imperative that all allied programmes and activities
and the economic infrastructure required for effective implcmentation of
these programmes were integrated and brought under one Ministry to
avoid overlapping and to enable the Government to have an effective
control over these programmes and these must be an integral part of a
single development authority and for whose effective implementation a
single authority was responsible and accountable. The Estimates
Committee for the Ministry of Rural Development also lent (April 1993)
full support to the above recommendation of the PAC. But, despite these
rccommendations of the PAC and the Estimates Committee, the
Government was yet to act on them and all the programmes continued to
be implemented in parallel.

6.1.18 Need for change in the focus of the programme

Under IRDP, assistance was given to individual bencficiaries for
acquisition of assets while one-third was in the form of subsidy, two-thirds
was in the form of bank loans. Hence, the banks needed to assess the
cconomic viability of the assets proposed for creation before giving
assistance. However, the entire focus on wide coverage with scarce
resources made such an exercise futile. There was need for the matter to
be viewed from the supply side, e.g., identifying activities which are
appropriate to the skills of the beneficiaries, the infrastructure and the
linkages available. Wherever skills are not of the required standard this
upgradation could be facilitated under TRYSEM. In short, IRDP needed
to be viewed as a credit based self employment programme with an
clement of one-time subsidy rather than as a programme based on subsidy
supplemented by bank credit.

6.1.19 Development of Women and Children in Rural Areas

The Development of Women and Children in Rural Arcas (DWCRA). a
sub-scheme of IRDP, was started in 1982-83 with the primary objective of
focussing attention on the women members of rural families below poverty
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line with a view to provide them with opportunitics of sclf cmployment
on a sustained basis. The target group for DWCRA was thc samc as for
IRDP. Women belonging to identified rural familics could bccomc
members of the DWCRA and also avail of subsidy and credit under
IRDP subject to overall subsidy ccilings for various catcgorics of
beneficiaries laid down in IRDP guidclines.

A distinguishing feature of DWCRA was group stratcgy as against
family as a unit of assistance undcr IRDP. Under .DWCRA. women
formed groups of 10-15 women cach for taking up ccomonic activitics
suited to their skills, aptitude and local conditions. The group stratcgy
was adopted to motivate the rural women to come togcther and to break
social bonds which had denied them incomc gencrating and sclf-fulfilling
opportunities. Thc group approach was cxtended to all districts from
January 1990.for greater coverage of womcn under IRDP.

DWCRA was initially startcd with UNICEF assistancc as a pilot
project in 15 selected districts. In March 1992, DWCRA was bcing
implemented in 241 districts spread over the country.

The selection of activity under DWCRA was lcft to group members.
However, the activity selected was to bc a viable onc for which forward
and backward linkages (skill, training, raw matcrials and markcting) were
available locally.

In addition to the benefits of loan and subsidy of IRDP to individual
members each group of women under DWCRA was given a lump sum
grant of Rs. 15000 as revolving fund. This amount was contributed in
equal shares by the Central and State Governments and UNICEF. The
revolving fund amount was meant for usc by thc group for purchasc of
raw materials, marketing, creation of infrastructural support for income
gencrating  activities, onc timc cxpenditure on child carc activitics,
meeting one time expenditurec not cxceeding Rs. 500 towards travclling
allowance of group members, etc. The cxpenditure on travelling
allowance of Rs. 200 (lump sum) to group organiscrs was also sharcd
equally by thc Central and Statc Governments.

In addition, UNICEF funds werc availablc for salarics of approved
staff for a period of 5 ycars from the date of filling up of the post and
supplies and equipment for multi-purposc centres (upto Rs. 50000 per
centre).

For financing informal groups, a pilot project was introduced in May
1990 in 16 selected districts. The salient fcature of this schcmc was as
under:

— The minimum number of women of informal group was 5 and cach
group was cntitled to a revolving fund amount on pro rata basis at
the rate of Rs. 1000 pcr mcmber, subject to a maximum of
Rs. 15000 per group.
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— Thc group was also cntitled to subsidy at the rate of 50 per cent,
subject to the monctary ceilings under IRDP.

DRDAs were responsible for the implementation of DWCRA. For
successful implementation of DWCRA, in cvery block a ‘Gram Sevika’
was provided in addition to the existing Community Dcvelopment Block
staff of onc *‘Mukhya Scvika’ and ‘Gram Sevika’. At district lcvel, one post
of Assistant Projcct Officer was provided to monitor the progress of the
programmc and scnd periodical rcturns. At the State level a Deputy
Sccretary/Dircctor was made sole incharge of DWCRA.

Financial outlay: The Government of India and the UNICEF rcleascs of
funds were made through demand drafts in favour of Chairman, DRDA.
The funds relcased, cxpenditure and physical progress during 1985-93 were
as- under:

Tablc 6.1.19 (a)
(Rs. in lakhs)

Year Releases Expenditure
1985-R6 51030 114.83
1986-87 638.23 7558 2
1987-8K8 506.24 465.57
JUNS-8Y 037.24 699.05
1989-90 637.24 78885
1990-91 773.79 T42.08
1991.92 962.72 1072.49
1992-93 1173.23 1284.77

Phvsical achicvement under DWCRA:—
Table 6.1.19 (b) — Women’s Groups

Year Target of Groups Membership
aroups ‘to formed
be formed

(In numbers)

1985-86 5000 o8 o106
1986-87 7500 5545 90132
1987-88 7500 1959 82265
1988-8Y 7500 3968 986306
1989-90 7500 5551 90294
1990-9] 7500 7139 357
1991.92 10000 9327 208492
1992.93 7500 9029 128744
Total: 60000 53526 915176

Test-check of records relating to DWCRA revealed the following
shortcomings:

Arunachal Pradesh: Out of 35970 familics assistcd under DWCRA
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during 1985-90, only 14967 and 2947 families were brought above the
poverty line of Rs. 3500 and Rs. 6400 respectively. Out of 391 groups
formed till 1992-93 for taking up cconomic activities, 144 groups were
defunct.

No efforts were made to arouse awareness amongst thc womcn below
poverty line about the bencfits of the scheme. Though 4 groups (formed in
August 1993) had not started income gencrating activitics, Rs. 3.21 lakhs
was shown March 1989) as spent on income gcncrating activitics.

No post of ‘Mukhya Sevika’' was created in any block. The Schemc was
being executed without posting of ‘Gram Sevikas’ in the blocks cxccpting
for 13 blocks in West Siang, East Kamcng and Tirap districts. No Advisory
Committec for DWCRA was set up in any of the S DRDAs as cnvisaged
under the programme.

Assam: Out of 713 groups formed in the Statc by providing the revolving
funds during 1985-91, only 77 groups had takcn up incomc gencrating
activitics. An amount of Rs. 108.37 lakhs was spcnt under the programmec.
Groups formed werc not carrying out activities as a group. Test-check of 8
bank pass books of groups rcvcaled that ncither werc there any deposits
nor were there any balances bearing their namcs.

Bihar: In 8 districts, 2313 groups werc formed during 1985-93, of which
458 groups had beccome dcfunct. No action was taken cither to revive the
groups or to rccover thc investment in revolving fund (Rs. 64.75 lakhs)
from the dcfunct groups.

Gujarar: Out of 2211 groups formed after incurring expenditure of
Rs. 312.29 lakhs during 1985-93, only 1490 groups started income
generating asscts and 721 groups (cxpenditure incurred: Rs. 108.15 lakhs)
had becomc dcfunct. The staff provided for implementation of DWCRA
was inadequate in Ahcmdabad, Bhuj and Junagadh districts The post of
"Gram Sevika' at block lcvel was vacant in all the 15 test-checked blocks.

Himacha! Pradesh: Out of 61 posts of *Gram Scvikas' sanctioned for
manning block level administration, only 39 were in position.

Karnaraka: 3084 groups were formed till cnd of March 1993. Though the
scheme envisaged proper staffing “at block/district levels for successtul
implementation of the programme. as against 14 posts of Assistant Project
Officers (APO) and 129 additional ‘Gram Scvikas' the total post filled up
were 9 posts of APOs and 22 posts of *Gram Scvikas' till March 1993. At
the block lcvel, the posts of DWCRA staff were kept vacant for pcriods
ranging from 2 to 8 ycars in Bijapur, Mysorc and Dharwad districts. In 15
blocks test-checked it was noticed that revolving funds of Rs. 55.40 lakhs
had been placed at thc disposal of 390 groups during 1983-93, of which
Rs. 30.52 lakhs had not becen utilised by 217 groups for a period ranging
from 2 to 8 years.

Though salary of thc approved staff of DWCRA was rcimbursiblc by
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UNICEF for the first 5 years from the date of filling up of posts, Rs. 26.51
lakhs spent on salaries of staff due from UNICEF had not becn claimed.

A community workshed constructed at a cost of Rs. 2.57 lakhs for
DWCRA activities in a block of Bijapur during 1989-90 had not becn
taken posscssion of (March 1993).

Kerala: Out of 1094 groups formed upto 31 March 1992, 156 groups
were defunct.

Madhya Pradesh: Out of 19 and 233 posts of Projects Officer and *Gram
Scvikas’ respectively sanctioned by the Government, only 2 Projcct Officer
and 80 ‘Gram Scvikas’ were in position at thc end of March 1993
suggesting the casual manner in which DWCRA was being implemented.
Out of 4638 groups formed during 1982-93, only 2252 groups werc cngaged
in incomc generating activities. In Shahdol district the bank accounts wecre
not opencd in the combined names of groups organiser and ‘Gram Scvika’
and instead thesc were opened in the name of Project Officcr (DWCRA)
and group organiser. The Projcct Officer fraudulently withdrew Rs. 145866
from these accounts during 1985-87.

Maharashtra: Out of 2291 groups formed in the Statc during 1985-93
(Fcbruary 1993), only 1518 started income gcnerating activities. In 3
districts out of 686 groups assistcd (Rs. 103.43 lakhs), 119 groups wcre
dcfunct. Revolving funds of Rs. 16.20 lakhs from 108 dcfunct groups had
not been recovered (July 1993).

Punjab: Out of 1662 groups formed during 1985-92. only 1215 had
started income gencrating  activities. The staff positioned for the
implementation of DWCRA was inadcquate.

Rajasthan:  Staff dcploycd for implementation, of DWCRA was
inadequate as large number of ‘Mukhya Scvikas' and *Gram Scvikas' were
not positioncd and the sanctined posts were lying unfilled. 2238 DWCRA
groups wcrc reported to have been formed during the 1985-92 by incurring
Rs. 178.66 lakhs. The average investment worked out to Rs. 7994 against
Rs. 15000 as cnvisaged under the programme. Out of 691 groups formed in
3 DRDAs. 225 groups became dcfunct in Banswara (49). Bhilwara (55)
and Jodhpur (121). The revolving fund of Rs. 7.72 lakhs madc over to
these groups was not recovered.

Tamil Nadu: During 1983-93, 4073 DWCRA groups were formed. The
staff provided for implementation of thc programmc was inadequate. It
was obscrved that 449 out of 2473 groups formed in 4 districts during
1983-92 bccame defunct in 1985-92. The subsidy of Rs. 89.27 lakhs paid to
these groups failed to serve the purposc.

Tripura: Expenditurc of Rs. 52.73 lakhs was incurrcd on DWCRA

during 1983-92. Against 405 groups formed, 363 groups in DRDAs North
and West Districts were lying defunct.
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Uttar Pradesh: Against 8974 groups formed between 1983-84 and 1992-93
in the Statc, 3676 groups bccamc defunct/dormant (March 1993). as such.
revolving funds amounting to Rs. 551.40 lakhs given to these defunct
groups were locked up. In DRDAs, Azamgarh, Ballia and Mau districts,
no APO (womcn) or ‘Grdm Scvikas' were posted.

West Bengal: The DRDAs, Birbhum, Jalpaiguri, Mcdinipur and Purulia
provided revolving funds of Rs. 77.37 lakhs to 493 groups. Thc DRDAs
did not asccrtain the dctails of activitics, cxtent of income gencrated. cte.
against such assistancc. In Mcdinipur and Purulia. 132 groups did not
undcrtakc any commecrcial activitics against assistancc of Rs. 20.64 lakhs
reccived during 1986—93.

The Eighth Plan documcnt mentioned that results under DWCRA had
not been quite satisfactory as the idca of organising women in groups to
takc up incomc gencrating activitics had suffered on account of inadequate
investment and sclection of unviable activitics.

6.1.20 Training of Rural Youth for Self Employment

(A) The Training of Rural Youth for Sclf-cmplovment (TRYSEM) was
launched by the Central Government on 1S August. 1979 as a Centrally
sponsorcd scheme to provide technical and centreprencurial skills to rural
youth from familics bclow poverty line to cnable them to take up self
cmployment in the broad ficlds of agriculture and allicd activities,
industrics. scrvices and business activitics. The objective was enlarged to
include wage cmployment.

Financial assistance during training under TRYSEM was given as
stipcnds, suitable tool kits to the trainces. honorarium 1o training
institutions/master  craftsmen and payment towards  purchase of raw
matcrials required for training. Assistance was also provided to training
institutions for augmenting the training infrastructurc.

The coverage of youth from Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe
communitics, women and handicapped persons capable for taking up sclf?
wage cmployment was to be at least S0 per cent. 40 per cent and 3 o1
cent respectively.

DRDA was responsible for the implementation of TRYSEM and a sub-
committcc of the State Lcvel Coordination Committce was constituted
cxclusively for TRYSEM.

The Central allocation for implecmentation of TRYSEM was matched by
thc Statc Government. The Statc Governmgnts distributed funds to the
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DRDAs. The ycar-wisc cxpenditurc incurred during 1985—93 was as
undecr:

Table 6.1.20 (A) (D)
(Rs. in lakhs)

Year Expenditure

Recurring Infrastructure
1985-86 1996.81 62.04
1986-87 2245.61 493 .20
1987-88 2367 .84 457.89
1988-89 MM7.36 768.29
1989-90 3M27.9 653.94
1990-91 226093 +41.00
1991-92 4879 .31 400.00
199293 475007 60000

Test-check of records relating 1o TRYSEM in various States revealed
following shortcomings including the fact that in a number of States the
numbcr of trainces who sccured sclf cmployment was low.

Table 6.1.20 (A) (i)

State Peniod No. of Expendiure  No  of tramed vouth
vouth (R«
trained lakhe) Self Wage

emploved  employved

| 2 3 4 N [
Andhra Pradesh 1985-93 104034 NA 17597 9213
Arunachal Pradesh 1985-93 2360 NA 1769 R
Assam 1985-93 SO4RN 923 03 16742 020
Bihar 1985-93 181432 2206 20 62295 i
Gujarat 1985-93 119823 NA 907 14012
Haryana 198593 27108 31478 05 RIFN]
Himachal Pradesh 1985-93 15231 22782 8397 _
Karnataka 1985-93 67298 6R1.97 14632 339]
tduring
1991-93)

Kerala 1985-92 39288 1002 07 10396 16285
Madhya Pradesh 1985-93 153641 1542.57 78611

Maharashtra 1985-93 1134438 16Y8 63 65033 15370

(upto Feb.)

Mizoram 1985-93 13 NA 1750

Onissa 1985-92 9s712 NA 3046 RRR PR
Punjab 1985-93 [TTrEtS NA 42820 KR
Rajasthan 1985-93 CASER] NA 4307 23328
Sikkim 1985-93 1720 NA S 297

Tamil Nadu 1985-93 116330 2H6 12 RINR KL ENG
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1 2 3 4 5 6

Tripura 1985-93 12127 141.77 29.04 467
Uttar Pradesh 1985-93 377000 4054.97 221000 1.56 lakh
trained
youth could
not be
exployed
(expenditure:
6684.37
lakhs)
West Bengal 1985-93 92000 1216.87 11 to 25 per cent of
the trainees could not
secure gainful
employment.

According to thc Eighth Plan documcnt, upgradation of skills and
technology nceded to be given a special thrust with the aim of gencrating
cmployment in ncw arcas wherc demand was cxpanding. The Plan
document suggested that training nccds required to be asscssed in terms of
activitics which can bc cither startcd under IRDP or in such ficlds where
there was likcly to be an incrcasc in wage cmployment opportunitics, the
facility of training should be such as to bring about improvcments in the
skill cndowments of the trainces and for groups of persons to be organiscd
in a particular tradc or productive venturc so that they can be brought
together for training.

(B) Other shoricomings

Andhra Pradesh: Out of Rs. 5.70 lakhs rclcascd to a socicty bctween
1981-82 and 1982-83 for cxccution of civil works likc hostcl building, work
shops and houscs for instructors at thc training ccntre for artisans at
Osmansagar, Rs. 4.78 lakhs were spent on thc works. The works were
rcportedly carricd out by August 1984 through Government Agencies. The
craft training ccntrc was closcd without conducting any training in 1984
itsclf rendcering the cntirc cxpenditurc infructuous. The balance amount of
Rs. 0.92 lakh was also lcft unrccovered. -

DRDAs, East Godavari and Chittoor rclcascd Rs. 21.84 lakhs to
6 training institution, ccntres, poultry farms. ctc. during 1982-92 for
imparting training to trainces under TRYSEM. It was, howcver, noticed
that no traincc was sponsorcd by thc DRDAs to the institution for training
under TRYSEM rendering the outlay of Rs. 21.84 lakhs infructuous.

Rs. 173.82 lakhs were rcleascd to 152 institutions for strengthening of
training infrastructurc during 1986—92 for which the utilisation ccrtificates
were awaited.

Assam: Though traditional wcaving tradc had rcachcd saturation point
and it was difficult to dcrive incrcmcntal benefit, DRDAs, Darrang,
Goalpara and Jorhat sponsored 512 trainces for training in wcaving tradc
during 1985—93.
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10 DRDAs remitted Rs. 6.42 lakhs bctween April 1991 and October
1991 to Irrigation Department for training of 40 rural youth per DRDA.
No information about the number of persons trained wus, howcver,
available with any of the DRDAs. DRDAs, Darrang, Goalpara, Jorhat
and Sonitpur paid Rs. 74.41 lakhs in excess towards stipends allowcd under
State Schemes as envisaged under the programmc during 1985—93.
Rs. 32.95 lakhs was paid by thec four DRDAs to the training institution
during the abovc period for purchasc of raw material for training. But,
there was no record available with DRDAs to indicatc whether the
training institutions had furnished any account or if thc DRDAS initiated
any movc to ascertain the sale proceed of finished articles though 50 per
ccnt of the sale procceds was to be given to thc trainces.

DRDA, Somtpur irregularly purchased and distributed 1362 scwing
machines valued at Rs. 19.11 lakhs to trainces traincd under TRYSEM out
of funds earmarked for provision of tool kits rcquircd for training purposcs
though the schemce did not provide for distribution of scwing machincs frec
of cost.

Gujarar: DRDA, Surat rclcascd Rs.94.71 lakhs during March 1988, to
October 1989 to the Indian Diamond Institutc, Surat for crcation of
infrastructural facilities such as buildings. machinerics and cquipment.
tcaching aids, etc. The institutc was to impart training in diamond cutting
and polishing to 6020 rural youths and thcen provide employment to them.
The Institute could train only 1065 youths during March 1988 to Scptember
1990, and was closed thercafter. The training was unable to provide
cmployment to any of the trainces. The entire cxpenditure of Rs. 94.71
lakhs. thus, proved unfruitful.

Madhya Pradesh: An amount of Rs. 289.19 lakhs was provided to
various training institutions during 1982—93 for imparting training to
TRYSEM bencficiarics. As against 43229 traincces cxpected to be trained
till 1992-93. only 4329 trainces (10 per cent) were trained by these
institutions.

Maharashira: An amount of Rs. 31.84 lakhs for purchasc of cquipment
and payment of honorarium to trainers and for misccllancous cxpenditure
was paid to Mahila Arthik Vikas Mahamandal (MAVIM) during
December 1989 to January 1990. MAVIM. howcver, had not furnished the
utilisation certificatc as of June 1993.

Punjab: DRDA, Patiala rclcascd Rs. 18.06 lakhs to various Industrial
Training Institutions during 1989 but thc utilisation certificatcs had not
been received from the Institutions.

Rajasthan: Rs. 37.12 lakhs were spent on construction of workshed (Rs.
26.78 lakhs) and hostels (Rs. 10.34 lakhs). The Director ordercd (October
1991) that training programme under TRYSEM bc suspended. No trainces
were sponsorcd by DRDA threrafter rendering the cxpenditure unfruitful.

Tamil Nadu: Assistance of Rs. 27.67 lakhs was rclcased to Panchyat
Unions and Voluntary Organisations for strengthcning their infrastructure
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facilitics for imparting training bctween the years 1986-87 and 1991-92. The
strengthened infrastructure facilities were cither not utilised for imparting
training (cxcepting 39 youths in 2 institutions) or workshcdsAvorkshops
werc not constructed.

Uttar Pradesh: DRDA, Gorakhpur relcased Rs. 20.78 lakhs between
Octoter 1986 and March 1990 to Regional Khadi Gramodyog Centre,
Khajni, Gorakhpur for construction of a training centre. No details
regarding complction of construction of the centre and imparting training
was available with DRDA, Gorakhpur which stated that a sub-committce
has been constituted to review the progress of work and proper utilisation
of funds.

DRDA. Sultanpur rclcased Rs. 7.35 lakhs between April 1986 and
Scptember 1986 to a Public Charitable Trust for construction of worksheds
in four training ccntres to impart training to 140 uncmployment youth.
DRDA did not rclecase the second instalment as a result the construction
work remcined incomplcte rendering the cntire cxpenditurc infrustuous
and wastcful.

Wesr Bengal: Residential accomodation for 40 trainces was constructed
by a voluntary organisation in Jalpaiguri district in 1987-88 at a cost of
Rs. 3.95 lakhs. During 1988-89 only 25 trainces were accommodated. The
voluntary organisation became non-functional from 1989-90 after the
declaration of a lock out by the management.

6.1.21 Monitoring

6.1.21.1 The monitoring of performance of IRDP was donc through
rcports and physical verification of thce asscts at the block and district
levels. An annual progress report indicating physical and financial progress
and incomec generation rcport were also being sent by the State
GovernmentsUT Administrations. At the Central Government level the
programmc was monitored on the basis of tclexAclegraphic reports,
monthly key indicator reports, annual progress and annual income
generation reports.

6.1.21.2 In order to dcvelop a consistent system of monitoring the
implemcntation of IRDP at blockkDRDA level through ficld visits and
physical vcrification of assets, the formulation of schedule of inspection of
familics by the various lcvels of officials was cnvisaged. On the basis of
these inspection reports DRDA was to prepare a consolidated report and
place it for discussion and for taking corrective action by the Governing
Body of DRDA. Despite the procedures. test-check of records in various
States rcvealed that monitoring of TIRDP was inadcquate in Andhra
Pradesh, Arunachal Pradesh, Assam, Gujarat, Haryana. Himachal
Pradesh, Kerala, Maharashtra, Madhya Pradesh. Mecghalaya, Mizoram,
Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, Tripura, Uttar Pradesh. Dadra
and Nagar Haveli, Lakshadwcep and Pondicherry. In West Bengal
monitoring of thc programme at the State lcvel was not carricd out during
1985—93. :
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6.1.21.3 The Statc Lcvel Coordination Committec (SLCC) was to review
the finding cmerging out of qualitative monitoring of the programmc as a
standing agcenda for quarterly or half ycarly mecting. The SLCC. however,
did not mct rcgularly as dctailed bclow:
Table 6.1.21.3

State Period Remarks

1 2 3

Andhra Pradesh  1985—93 Met only once each vear.

Karnataka 1985—93 Only 1S meetings were held and the last meeting

was held in November [99].

Between 198S-
86 and 1992-93

Madhya Pradesh Met only once a year except in 199192 and n
1987-88 and in 1990-91 onward two or three

metings were held

Mabharashtra 1985—93 Met only once a vear during 1983—% twice in
1991-92 and did not meet in 19N
Tamil Nadu 1985—93 Only 9 meetings were held

West Bengal August 1985 to

December 1991

Only 4 meetings were held

Dadra & Nagar 198593 19 meetings were held
Haveli
Pondicherry 1985—93 Only 9 meetings were held.

6.1.21.4 Envisaged physical verification of asscts crcated by the
bencficiarics was not carricd out in Himachal Pradesh. Rajasthan (in 1est-
chccked  districts,) Dadra & Nagar Havcli (upto 1990-91) and in
Maharashtra and West Bengal it was inadcquate.

6.1.21.5 At the Central level, despite being awarce that the per capita
investment was too low and the recommendation of PAC for incrcasing the
per capita investment so as to help the bencficiary to cross the poverty line
in onc go. the Ministry continucd to act as before. to distribute funds
thinly and was ncither able to incrcasc the investment nor reduce the
numcrical covcrage of thce bencficiarics under the programme.

6.1.21.¢: ac scheme cnvisaged distribution of "Vikas Patrikas® (Identity-
cum-mo  ring Cards) to all bencficiarics to cnable the implementing
agency tc  vatch thce progress of the bencficiarics assistcd under the

programmc. Test-check of records by Audit in various States. howcever,
revealed that the State Governments of Gujarat, Maharashtra. Tripura and
Union Territory adminstration of A&A Islands did not monitor or asscss
the progress of IRDP bencficiarics who had crossed the poverty line. The
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Statc Governments had also not ensured distribution of 'Vikas Patrikas’.
Further in many States ‘Vikas Patrikas’ were ncither issued nor updated
suggesting that the difficultics and peculiar problems so vital for alleviation
of poverty were nof appreciated and catered for by the implementing
agencies. In the absence of proper maintenance of ‘Vikas Patrikas’, it was
not understood as to how the fruition of the assistance rendered to the
benceficiarics was monitored.

6.1.22 Evaluation

Subsequent to the presentation of audit findings of 1983-84, Government
commissioncd concurrent cvaluation by independent rescarch institutions
throughout the country which were completed in threc rounds in 1985-86,
1987-and 1989. In the last cvaluation done in 1989, 16568 bencficiary
houscholds werc covered and 27 research institutions werce involved.
According to thc cvaluation, houschold survcys were not conducted in
7 per cent of villages; only 61 percent of the villages and 50 per cent of the
identificd poor were covered by the IRDP. Incligible familics werce assisted
in 16 per cent cascs; 80 per cent felt that asscts provided to them were of
good quality. Adequate infrastructual facilitics were not available to the
bencficiarics in most of the cases. No insurance was taken out for 25 per
cent of the asscts requiring insurance. Replacement of perishable asscts
was not arranged in 6 per ccnt of the cases and "Vikas Patrikas’ were kept
only in 39 per cent cases of which in only 24 per cent cuses was updating
donc. No cvaluation has bcen done since 1989.

The Statc Governments were also to undertake cvaluation studics from
time to time to ascertain the impact of the programme and to mcasurc the
extent to which beneficiaries had derived additional incomc and
cmployment dircctly attributable to the investment made under IRDP. The
cvaluation work was to bc undertaken on a rcgular basis. Despitc
instructions from the Ministry, no cvaluation study was got conducted in
Arunachal Pradesh, Assam, Bihar, Haryana, Himachal Pradcsh,
Karnataka.Kcrala, Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan (S districts), Sikkim, A&N
Islands (excepting partial cvaluation in cash disbursement scheme only;
rcport of which was awaited). In Andhra Pradesh. thc concurrent
cvaluation revealed that therc was a steep declinc in after care support by
the Government. Action taken on the findings was not furnished by the
Commissioncr. Panchayati Raj and Rural Devclopment. Information
regarding conducting of evaluation studics was not madc availablc to Audit
by the Statc Governments of Mcghalaya and Uttar Pradesh. In Tamil
Nadu most of the dcficiencics pointed out in various concurrent cvaluation
reports continued to persist. No remedial mcasurcsfollow up action had
bcen taken by the implementing agencies on shortcomingsidctects in
concurrent cvaluation studies got conducted by the Government of India in
Haryana, Mizoram and Tamil Nadu.



APPENDIX II

Sussect: A Note on highlights of findings from Concurrent Evaluation of
IRDP (4th Rd-Sept. 92—Aug., 93) during first six months period
September 92 to Feb., 1993.

Introduction:—

The 4th round of Concurrent Evaluation of IRDP was carried out in all
States and UTs during September. 1992 to August, 1993 by associating
44 independed and reputed Research Institutions. According to the sample
design, all districits were covered in the survey. Further, two sample blocks
werc covered from each district and 4 villages per block. At houschold
level from the sclected sample village, 5 sample beneficiary families were
selected for detailed survey.

The data collected druing the first six months pcriod of the survey have
been processed in the Ministry. Some of the highlights from the findings
arc discussed bclow:—

1. Selection of bencficiary fumilies.—

It is scen that the beneficiary familes for giving assistance under IRDP
were sclected by the Gram Sabha in 51.48% cases. The remaining familics
were sclected by officials (42.97%) public representatives (4.83%) and
other (0.72%).

As regards the annual family income of the assisted familes. as per
record, it was seen that 77% of the families had annual income of less than
Rs. 4,000/-. Further, about 21.11% of the families were reported to have
annual family income bctween Rs. 4.000:- to Rs. 6.000/-.and familics
reporting annual income higher than Rs. 6.000, - were negligible. However,
the investigators engaged in the concurrent evaluation had independently
asked the details of annual family income of the sclected families and
according to this, it was secn that the percentage of families with annual
income less than Rs. 4,000/- was much iess at 38.52% as against 77% as
per records maintained by the block level/village level officials at the time
of providing assistance. It is also scen that in about 3.69% cases, the
annual income of the beneficiary families had exceeded Rs. 11,000/~ which
is the poverty line currently. Thus, this would indicate that there has been
somc under-cstimation of the annual family income of the bencficiary
familics during the time of providing assistance, as per rccords maintained
by the block level staff.

2. Classification of families assisted:—

Classification of bencficiary familics was as follows:—
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Scheduled  Castes = 27.42%
Scheduled Tribes = 18.66%
Others = 53.92%

Further, women beneficiaries constituted 27.43% which is close to the
30% norm fixed for women. Freed bonded labourers accounted for
22.73% assigness of surplus land 43.18% and physically handicapped had a
share of 34.09%.

The kind of assistance provided, the survey has revealed, wcre largely in
primary sector (63%) followed by tertiary sector (28.41%) and sccondary
sector (8.59%). Within the primary sector, milch animal group were the
most popular enterprise (22%).

3. Extent of families crossing poverty line:—

Survey has revealed that 50.4% of the families had crossed poverty line
of Rs. 6,400~ per annum. However, only 14.81% of thc bencficiary
families could cross the revised poverty line of Rs. 11,000-.

4. Income from assets:—

The assets were purchased mostly as per the choice of the bencficiarics
(95.58%). It was scen that the extent of annual income from the asscts
created under IRDP was more than Rs. 2,000/- in about 56.58% cases.
Another 9.35% had per annum income ranging from Rs. 1.000~ to Rs.
2,000-. However, it is also revealed that 29% of the familics did not
report any income from these assets.

One reason for not having any income in morc that 14th of the cascs
couid be that the assets were not found to be intact in about 21% cascs:
only in the rest 79% cases, the assets were found to be intact. The main
reason for the assets being nox intact could be possibie disposal uf the assct
due to inadequate income.

-5. Insurance of the asset:—

The survey revealed that 58% of the beneficiary families werc not aware
of the insurance cover provided under the scheme. However, in 52.56%
cascs, the assets had actually becn insured, this could be with the
persuation of the block officials.

6. Repayment of loans:—

More than 23rd of Bank Credit was fri:n “.:umercial Banks and 27%
Trom Regional Rural Banks. Repayment wi.. ..t ali that good. Overducs
were reporied in about 42% cases and thc rcsi reporting no ovcrducs.
Further, the extent of overdues was morc than Rs. 2,000~ in about 21%
cases and between Rs. 1.0004 to Rs. 2,000~ in another 8%: the rest had
only negligible amount of overdues. The main reasons for ovcrducs were
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inadequacy of income (17.4%), unforeseen calamity (9.5%) and
surprisingly willful default in 41% cases. The repayment period of the loan
was found to be more than S years in about 41% cases but less than
3 years in 11% cascs.

Banks were located in a distance upto 2 Kms in about 13rd of the cases
and another 13rd within the distance of 2 to 5 Kms. However, in about
15% cases, the location of the banks were beyond 10 Kms. from the
village.

It was encouraging to note from the survey that wherever repayment of
the loans was made, it was iargely from income from the asset itself
(63.7% cases). The role of the nmioney lender by giving loan to the
bencficiaries was almost negligibie as scen from the survey; only in 0.08%
cascs, the beneficiaries had borrowed money from money lenders to repay
tne loan. However, it was seen that at least 3.8% of beneficiaries had
repaid the loan after disposal of the assct.

7. After-care support:—

Only in about 15% cases, afver-caic support was found to have been
given to the bcmeficiaries and in 52% cases, the beneficiaries did not
rcceive tng support though tney needed it; in 33% cases, the beneficiaries
reporied they did not necd such support because of the kind of self-
cmployment activity they had taken up.

Avaiiapility of input facilities and marketing facilities were reported to
be somcwhat satisfactory in the seif-employment activities taken up in
prifary Secior.

& Quuilly of assers:—

Oualliy of assets was repuned o ve guod in 70% cases, and average
quainy it 27% and the remaiinng 3% were reported to be of poor quality.
The survey also revealed fhav there was nio difference in the actual cost of
W davact and as per bencficianes ‘opnaen n asout 86% cases. This would
mdicare thai the beneficiaries hiad largely no complaints against the actual
cost of the asseis. However, in apout 7% cases, the difference in the cost
of tne asser aad ws por beieliciaties “eptmion’ was more than Rs. 1,0004.

G sidequuly of assisiice—

Avour §3% o1 beneficiaries nad souno tne assistance received adequate
10 take up ine econoinic acuvnies. Thwse who found the assistance
inatcguae, ananged adational fisanczs toin their own sources (11%)
aud bontowiig from other (avow 4%).

16. Per jurniiy Invesimeri -

Aveiuge per tamily invesunent inciuaiug subsidy and bank credit was
found to be maximum Rs. 7613~ in tertiary sector, followed by primary
sector Rs. 7268- and Rs. 6307~ in sccondary sector.
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11. Training under TRYSEM

The survey attempted to have a fecdback on the .extent of training given
to IRDP beneficiaries under TRYSEM and also DWCRA. This was found
to be not quite encouraging. Only about 4% bencficiaries reported to have
received any training under TRYSEM. As regards DWCRA also in about
2.13% of beneficiary families, only, women were assisted to take up
programmes under DWCRA.

The survey also revealed that in majority of the cases (56%) IRDP

assistance was given for the same activity for which training was given
under TRYSEM.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Sl.  Page
No. No.
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Develop-
ment

Integrated Rural Devleopment Programmec
(IRDP) is a countrywide programme for the
upliftment of the rural poor. The programme
was initially launched in 20 selccted districts of
the country in 1978. Subscquently it has bcen
cxtended to the hole of rural India and taken
under its umbrella other related programmes for
Small’Marginal Farmers, Training of Rural
Youth for Sclf Employment Development of
Women and Children in rural Arcas etc. The
objective of IRDP is to progressively raise rural
familics above the poverty line by creating
asscts which can gencrate recurring income. The
target group of IRDP consists of families of
small and marginal farmers, agricultural
labourers and rural artisans whose income is
below the pre-determined poverty line, which at
present, is set at Rs. 11,000 per annum. Under
the Programme. acquisition of asscts by the
poor in the primary, sccondary and tertiary
scctors is cnabled through financial assistance in
the form of crcdit advanced by banks and
subsidy provided by the Government. From
1979-80 IRDP has becn a centrally sponsored
scheme and expenditure is sharcd cqually by the
Centrc and the States. The Programme is being
implemented  through  the  District  Rural
Development Agency (DRDA).

The implemcntation of IRDP covering the
period 1978-79 to 1983-94 was examined by the
Public Accounts Committces (Eighth Lok
Sabha) and their findings reported in the 9lst
Rcport (1986-87) which was presented to
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Parliament on 27 April, 1987. The Audit
paragraph under examination seeks a review of
the implementation of the programme on the
basis of test checks conducted by C&AG in 21
States and four Union Territories with
particulars of reference to the transactions
during 1985-93. A total disbursement of
Rs. 13360.29 crores (subsidy Rs. 4.613.59
crores; loan Rs. 8,746 crorcs) was made to
256.81 lakh beneficiaries under IRDP during
the period 1985-86 to 1992-93. The Ministry of
Rural Development were unable to furnish the
comments of the States/Union Territories on
the specific points raised by Audit relating to
them. However, the Committee’s examination
of the Audit paragraph has revealed that the
design and implementation of IRDF continues
to be afflicted by serious shortcomings which
are summed up in the succeeding paragraphs.

The level of income generation from any
economic activity inter alia depends on the
quantum of investment made. Empbhasising the
need for enabling the beneficiaries io go above
the poverty line once and for 2ll, the
Committee in 1986-87, in their 91st Report had
recommended for Credible outlays under IRDP.
The Ministry of Rural Development had on the
basis of the incremental capital output ratio
assumed during the Seventh Plan, in the year
1986-87 assessed that a per capita investment of
Rs. 13,000-14.000 was required to generate
additional income for a family to enable it to
cross the poverty line at one go. The
Committee note that as against this, the actual
annual all India average per capna investment
was Rs. 4569 during the Seventh Plan and
Rs. 7151 during 1990-93. In fact, in none of the
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years, did the investment touch the level
assumed in 1986. The Ministry of Rural
Development, on the contrary laid more stress
on wider coverage in terms of number of
beneficiaries and had all along over-achieved
the targets. Besides, the allocation of IRDP
came down since 1990-91 and was sharply
reduced during 1991-1993. The credit mobilised
under IRDP also behaved in a similar pattern
showing a downward trend during the said
period. Various State Governments are also
stated to have continued to assist beneficiaries
with inadequate funds with the result that =
large number of IRDP beneficiaries could not
cross the poverty line. The Committee are
extremely unhappy to note that, yet, no efforts
were made by the Ministry to readjust the
targets so as to make them compatible with the
level of investment for achieving better results.
Clearly, this made IRDP an expenditure
oriented programme rather than result oriented
through thin distribution of funds.

While admitting over-emphasis on Physical
targets as a major area of concern, the Ministry
of Rural Development stated that the physical
targets were reduced from a peak level of 39.64
lakh families in 1987-88 to 18.75 lakh families in
1992-93. This has resulted in the level of
investment rising from Rs. 4,470 to Rs. 7889.
Further, according to the Ministry durigg the
current financial year, not only the physical
targets have further been reduced but
instructions have also been issued by the
Ministry to all State Governments to raise the
average level of investment to Rs. 12,000 per
family. Also, additional measures like extension
of the family credit plan to 213 districts, upward
revision of norms for security, raising the limit
of security free loan etc: were stated to have
been taken by the Ministry to ensure that the
sharp increase in investment levels actually
fructifies at the field level. The Ministry also
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stated that while there was a sharp reduction in
allocation during the first two years of economic
reform, i.e. 1991-92 and 1992-93, it was stepped
up substantially to Rs. 1093 crores in 1993-94
and Rs. 1098 crores in 1994-95 in order to
further strength on the programme and ensure
increased flow of benefits to the rural poor. The
Committee welcome the steps taken to increase
the level of investment and would await their
impact on the effectiveness of the Programme.
They are, however, constrained to point out
that the Ministry had delayed considerably in
acting upon the earlier reccommendations of the
Committee and thereby allowed serious
distortions to be crept into this vital poverty
alleviation programme. The Committee would
like the Ministry to remain in constant
consultation with the Reserve Bank of India
and the Ministry of Finance in order to monitor
and ensure proper synchronisation of
investment to be made and fixation of targets
for better achievement of the objectives. They
would also like to be informed of the latest
position in respect of the level of per capita
investment made.

In this connection, the Committee would also
like to point out that the basis for arriving at
the present per capita investment requirment of
Rs. 12,000 also does not seem to be reasonable.
On the basis of an incremental capital out put
ratio of 2.7 assumed during the seventh plan the
Ministry had earlier stated that the per capita
investment required was Rs. 13000-14000.
Obviously, the level of present assumption is
less than those figure despite the inflationary
trends and also the findings of the Concurrent
Evaluation on incremental capital out put ratio
in different activities, sometimes even as low as
one. The Committee therefore, have their own
doubts whether the assumption of present level
of per capita investment requirement has been
made after taking into account those factors as
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also the experience gained by the Ministry over
the years.

The one yardstick for evaluating the efficacy

of IRDP in alleviation of rural poverty is to

assess it in terms of the number of beneficiarics
who are ablc to cross the poverty line. The
poverty line is constantly updated on the basis
of consumer pricc index to derive it a current
prices. The poverty line at 1991-92 priccs has
been estimated at Rs. 11,000 per annum pecr
family of five. One sorry fall out of the
inadequate per capita investment and incffcctive
implementation of IRDP was that thc number
of families crossing the poverty line actually
declined from 28% in 1989 to 14.81% in 1992-
93. The Committee arc, howevcr, astonished at
the contention of the Ministry that the
performance of the programme should be
judged in the contcxt of cnabling assistcd
familics to cnhance their incomc lcvels and
improve their living standards and not
neccessasily by their ability to cross the poverty
line. Since the IRDP contemplated enabling the
families below the poverty-line with loans and
subsidies to cross the line at one go, the
committee consider the above views of the
Ministry of Rural Development as not
acceptable.

The Committee arc also surprised to note
that, presently, there is no mechanism available
with the Ministry to concurrently monitor the
figures of the assisted beneficiaries crossing the
poverty-line. During evidence, thc Secretary,
Rural Development stated that even the
concurrent Evaluation rounds do not generate
data pertaining to the number of bencficiaries
who are able to sustain after crossing the -
poverty line. This is not a satisfactory situation
and requires suitable rectification.

For the success of IRDP, proper planning,
project identification and sclection of
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beneficiaries are considered very essential. The
IRDP guidelines envisaged preparation of a
comprehensive Five Year Perspective Plan
containing an inventory of local rcsource after
identifying the development potential and major
potential thrust areas which could be tapped
and evolving of suitable programmes for
assisting the rural poor. Further, Annual Plans
were also to be prepared and were to follow the
Five-Year Plans and the identification of
beneficiaries, as these plans were to match the
resource profiles and needs of the bencficiaries
to provide them income gencrating activities.
The Committee are concerned to notc that in
several States the Five Year Perspcctive/Annual
Plans were either not prepared or prepared with
inadequate data. They are surprised as to how
funds were released to the DRDAs without
ensuring that the plans were drawn in time.
Considering the crucial importance of planning
and project formulation in the implementation
of IRDP, the Committee desirc that the
Ministry should look into this vital area and
take effective steps for ensuring that the
prescribed  Perspective/Annual  Plans  are
prepared in time and any abecrration on this
score should be viewed seriously.

In this connection the Committce find that
one of the major conclusions of the National
Workshop of Project Directors in June-July,
1993 was that the Project Directors, DRDAs
and their APOs and BDOs were not trained
and equipped to formulate meaningful plans
with technically feasible and economically viable
projects for IRDP beneficiarics. Although the
documents called Annual Action Plan were
being prepared each year by the DRDAs this
was nothing more than putting together of the
plans prepared by the blocks. Moreover, these
were not consistent with the District Credit
Plans prepared by the lead bank officcys. The
Committee would, therefore, recommcnd that
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the Ministry should consider the feasibility of
making use of the services of renowned
professional agencies like Indian Institute for
Management, Institute of Rural Management
etc. to draw up a single Action Credit Plan for
Five Year periods for each district.

The Committee note that the guidelines
issued for the implementation of IRDP
envisaged a comprehensive - household survey
for ascertaining the economic status and income
of the selected target groups. The survey was to
cover every family seemingly poor in the
village. Though the household survey was a pre-
prequisite for the proper implementation of
Integrated Rural Development Programme and
identification of the poorest amongst the poor,
in most of the States the same was not
conducted and the Ministry continued to release
financial assistance without ensuring such
household surveys. Further in many States, the
Antyodaya approach for covering the poorest
among the poor first was also not followed. The
Ministry of Rural Development stated that the
Below Poverty Line (BPL) surveys initiated at
the begining of the Eighth Plan was completed
by all States (excepting Maharashtra and U.P.)
by 1993-94 and the surveys were cxpected to
have been completed by Maharashtra and U.P.
before the close of the financial ycar 1994-95.
The Committee cannot help expressing their
serious concern over the manner in which the
Ministry released financial assistance without
satisfying  themselves that the eligible
beneficiaries have been correctly identified on
the basis of the prescribed income criteria. The
Committee are of the considered vicw that
appropriate identification of beneficiarics is the
foundation of the IRDP and any flaw in this
process will gravely vitiate its very objective.
They, therefore, desire the Ministry of Rural
Development to approach the issue with more
seriousness and take appropriate corrective
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action. The Ministry should also consider
withholding of assistance to the defaulters
pending completion of the requisite serveys.

As regards the failure of the different States
to follow the Antyodaya approach, the Ministry
have stated that with the considerable step up in
allocation for wage employment programmes
like Jawahar Rozgar Yojana (JRY),
Employment Assurance Scheme (EAS) etc., the
employment nceds of the poorest of the poor
could prehaps--be better met through these
schemes rather than sclf-employment projects
like IRDP requiring a minimum of skills,
entrcprencvrial drive and risk taking ability.
Conscquently, a decision was taken by the
Ministry of Rural Dcvelopment in-May, 1994 to
abolish the “cut-off” line under IRDP and to
make assistancc availablc to any family having

‘income¢  bclow thc poverty line of

Rs. 11,000 and not nccessarily to the poorest of
the poor as under thc Antyodaya approach.
Sincc the Antyodaya approach was followed
under IRDP right from the very beginning of
the programme. in the opinion of the
Committce, this significant shift in approach of
the ‘Ministry would tantamout to a self
admission of the fact that the poorest of the
poor have nof' hitherto been bencfited from
IRDP.-- They desire that this, however, should
not exclude the poorest of the poor from the
purview of IRDP. The Committee also do not
view this changc in policy as promising since the
cmployment generated under JRY as per the
Annual Report of the ‘Ministry of Rural
Development for the year 1993-94 has been just
13.31 days per year per person during the
preceding three years. They would, however,
await the impact of this change in the focus of
IRDP.

The Committee arc concerned to note from a
limited test chcck by Audit that in certain States
assistance of Rs. 3.38 crores was given to 11082
ineligible families having cither annual income in




117

4

13.

122

Rural
Decvelop-
ment

excess of prescribed limits or whose names were
not appcaring in the approved list of identified
bencficiaries. while the Ministry of Rural
Dcvelopment were unable to apprise the
Committee of the precisc position in respect of
those cases, they admitted that coverage of
incligible families introduced a distortion in the
programme and should be carnestly avoided.
According to the Ministry the increascd public
participation and democratisation of the proccss
of selection of bencficiarics would help in
checking coverage of incligible families and,
therefore, detailed instructions arc bcing issucd
to the State Governments spelling out the
procedure of sclection of bencficiarics through
Gram Panchayats and Gram Sabhas. The
Committee are of the view that the democratic
character of the IRDP should not only be put
into practice in rcality but also strengthened by
ensuring greater involvement  of  village
population and by imparting to the process of
identification a greater degree of transparency.
They would also recommend that the Ministry
should evolve a suitable administrative
mechanism to chcck coverage of ineligible
familics.

The guidclines issucd by the Ministry of
Rural Dcvelopment envisaged grant of subsidy
to purchase milch animals by the bencficiarics.
It further stresses that two milch animals should
be supplied in succession to the samc
beneficiary. In responsc to the obscrvation of
Public Accounts Committec in thcir carlicr
report that the provision for second milgh
animal was not followed, the Ministry of Rural
Deveclopment had assured that this itcm was a
chcck point for concurrent cvaluation. The
Committec are however, concerncd to note that
despitc the above, assistance for the second
milch animal was not given to 1.66,727
beneficiaries. Offcring their explanation for the
non-compliance of the assurancc to the
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Committee, the Ministry stated that the second
milch animal was not given as repayment was
not done in a large number of cases. They also
stated that steps have been taken recently to
provide two milch animals initially itself. The
Committee cannot accept the explanation of
non-repayment since it contradicted with the
findings of the third round of concurrent
evaluation that the proportion of repayment of
loan in general was very high. While expressing
their displeasure over the lack of promptitude
on the part of the Ministry in acting upon their
recommendations, the Committce desire tnat
the steps taken recently in this direction shouid
be properly monitored considering tac
importance of the matter to thc IRDP
beneficiaries who have opted for animnal
husbandry activities.

In this context the Ministry of Rurai
Development also stated that emphasis shouid
be given more on supply of high quality animals
instead of local and traditional brecds. Since
such better breeds also required higner fodder
and other provisions. the Commitiec weader
whether the Ministry's approach vu uie wesut s
realistic kecping in view the fact that tiuc DLC?
beneficiaries are those who .i¢ pewow ine
poverty line.

The Commitiee are also suiprised to rncie
that details regarding provision of second miich
animal etc. are presently noF moaioitu by e
Ministry at their level. Acwotgmg W the
information made available to the Comiuiaee,
the proportion of farm related zuu snuna
husbandry activities under IRDP iius gune up
from 41.16 per cent in 1987-88 10 53.27 ver cuint
in 1993-94. This cieally indicates wnat in nw
perception of the bencticiaries. the nnporisuce
of animal husbandry activitics has goae up. The
Committee would, therefore, like the Ministry
to evolve suitable procedure for -effectively
monitoring the ‘matter.
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The Committee are concerned to note that
DRDAs/Financial Institutions had not con-
ducted physical verification of assets in many
States anc in some States only partial
verification of assets was done. 1,44,266 cases
involving misutilisation of assistance amounting
to Rs. 14.53 crores were roticed in test audit.
While admitting this deficiency, the Secretary,
Rural Development described the sickness or
misutilisation of assets as “‘alarming’ had stated
that “it is more than the tolerable limit in
IRDP.” Surprisingly, no mechanism exists in
the Ministry and the States for verifying proper
utilisation of the assistance. Although the
Ministry were stated to have been getting
quarterly reports from the States and that the
officers of the Ministry were visiting the
beneficiaries under the Area Officers Scheme
and inspecting the status of their assets, the
Committee are yet to be apprised of the
Ministry’s assessment of the extent of
misutilisation of the assistance emerging from
those reports. While taking a serious view of
these shortcomings/deficiencies, the Committee
desire that the situation has to be remedied
forthwith.

Availability of adequate infrastructural
support is a sine qua non for the.successful
implementation of projects under IRDP. The
Committee however, note with concern several
shortcomings this score. The deficiencies
included. delay in creation of infrastuctural
support, non-functioning of created assets, non-
existence of infrastructure, non-obtaining of
utilisation certificates for the amounts advanced
to various executing dgencies etc. what has
further concerned them is that in several States,
a portion of funds earmarked for infrastructure
was irregularly spent on projects which were
either to be met from the state budget or
for augmenting resources of the State
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Government. The Ministry of Rural
Development admitted that not all the funds
earmarked for infrastructural development are
necessarily spent according to the prescribed
guidelines. The Committee deplore the failure
on the part of the Ministry in ensuring that the
IRDP funds are spent judiciously as per the
stipulated pattern. They are convinced that the
shortcomings in developing the infrastructure
for projects of IRDP beneficiarics should be
looked into further with a view to minimising
delays, introducing greater responsibility and
accountability and also ensuring cffective
implementation.

The Ministry of Rural Devclopment have, in
this connection stated that thcy have rccently
enhanced the limits for infrastructural
investment and dclcgated powers at the district
level for making these investments. It was
statcd that the ceiling limit has becn raiscd from
10 per cent of allocation to 25 per cent in
deserving cases. Similarly, powers have becn
delegated to DRDAs to spend upto Rs. 10
lakhs for crcation of infrastructural facilitics
without waiting for the approval of the State
Level Co-ordination Committcc and the
Divisional Commissioncr has becn cmpowered
to approve schemes upto Rs. 25 lakhs. It was
however, seen that most of the activities related
to the infrastructure development are by way of
civil construction. If construction is undcrtaken
in a labour intensive manner it is likcly to
gencrate wage employment rather than sclf-
employment and, thercfore, thc Committce
would like the Ministry of Rural Dcvclopment
to consider shifting of 25 per cent of allocation
from IRDP to JRY.

Another major arca which has caused
considerable concern to the Committicc rclated
to the administration of subsidy. A test check of
rccords by Audit in various States rcvcaled
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‘several cases of excess payment of subsidy,

incorrect application of prescribed percentage of
subsidy and non application of maximum
monetary ceiling, payment of money to
voluntary agency and not directly to the
beneficiary for purchase and distribution of raw
material/assets, release of subsidy without
obtaining bonds, large amount of unutilised
subsidy lying with banks, sanction of money
without project proposals etc. During evidence,
the Secretary, Ministry of Rural Development
admitted that subsidy had ‘“‘given rise to all sorts
of touts middlemen and also populism™. He also
conceded that several instances had come to the
notice of the Ministry where middlemen had
exploited the assistance sought to be given to
the beneficiaries under IRDP. The Committee
take a serious view of the aberration in the
administration of subsidy under IRDP and
desire that all the cases of irregularities should
be thoroghly investigated and responsibility of
the erring officials fixed for the lapses.

Presently, subsidy is disbursed alongwith the
loan to enable the IRDP beneficiary to meet
the full project cost. Thus, the present system of
subsidy disbursement is front-end based. In the
perception of the Ministry of ‘Rural
Development based on their experience and as
per the findings of certain expert committees,
the present front-end subsidy system has caused
leakages and ‘malpractices besides cncouraging
beneficiaries to clandestinely dispose of assets.
the Ministry, therefore, propose to shift to a
system of back-end subsidy whercby the subsidy
would not be disbursed directly to the
beneficiary but would remain deposited in the
bank and adjusted against the loan portion in
the final instalment of the payment. According
to the Ministry, after the introduction of the
back-end subsidy, the extent of leakages are
expected to be reduced. Any move that seek to
check malpractices in the subsidy disbursement
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would be welcome from the Committee’s point
of view. However they would like to be assured
that with the introduction of the proposed
system of back-end system, the beneficiaries
would in no manner be subjected to avoidable
bureaucratic and or other harassments.

The Ministry of Rural Development further
stated rhat with a view to minimising the role of
middicsnen they had initiated a scheme of dircct
cash c.sbursement to beneficiaries. Under that
schemc. nstead of a Purchase Committce being
involve:: in the acquisition of an asset, the
beneficiary is given the entire assistance in cash
to purchase the asset of his choicc. According
to the Ministry, thc scheme which is in
operation in almost 50 per cent of the blocks in
the country will be extended to all the blocks of
the country by 1995-96. The Committee would
like to be informed of the progress made.

The Committee in this contcxt, also feel that
there is a pronounced need to create an aware-
ness among the beneficiaries of their rights and
responsibilities through an effective
communication strategy with a view to cnsuring
that they are not exploited by unscrupulous
middlemen and facilitating better
implementation of the programmec.

The Committee are deeply distressed to note
that funds involving Rs. 66.21 crores carmarked
for IRDP had been spent on other schemes.
kept as civil deposits, treasury deposit accounts,
deposit in Post Offices savings account. or uscd
for purchase of houschold luxury itcms and
construction of officc buildings ctc. The fact
that a mere test audit has uncarthed such large
scale diversion would sccm to indicate that the
actual dimension of this malady is manifold.
During evidence, the Sccretary. Rural
Development stated “‘this diversion of funds”
will not be ‘*‘tolerated”. To thcir dismay, the
Committee, however, find that the Ministry of
Rural Development are yet to obtain
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explanation from “the States concerned. The
Committee strongly deprecate the failure of the
Ministry to act sternly against such gross
financial irregularities. They desire that the
matter should be vigorously pursued for
investigation, fixation of responsibility and
necessary follow-up action. The Ministry should
also ensure that the accounts of DRDAs are
maintained properly, reconciled periodically
with banks and got audited regularly.

The assistance to beneficiaries under IRDP
comprised of loan and subsidy. The major part
of the investment in the form of loan was to
come through institutional credit. The Commit-
tce note with concern from the Audit paragraph
that the flow of crcdit and institutional financial
assistance under IRDP were beset with certain
serious shortcomings. It was revealed that in a
number of cases applications were rejected
without assigning reasons or for wrongly
recommecnded cases or on the grounds that the
beneficiary already had a loan liability or the
scheme was not viable or target of banks had
alrcady been achieved or the applicant was
ineligiblc on the grounds of having income
higher than poverty-line ctc. While responding
to these shortcomings the Ministry of Rural
Development statcd that they were aware and
concerned that there was a gap between the
number of cases forwarded by DRDAs and the
number of cases actually acceptced by bank for
sanction of assistancc. According to them the
main rcason for rejection of loan applications
was, diffcrencc in  perccption/opinion of
bankers and DRDA staff rcgarding choice of
bank. selection of activity to be sponsored and
paucity of funds in certain banks. Enumerating
the rcmcdial stcps taken. the Ministry stated
that it has now beecn decided to plan
activitics on crcdit based targets from 1995:96
onwards and this should not leavc any scopg for
mis-match between targets given to bankers and
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those available with DRDAs. Furthermore in
view of the resource crunch faced by some
banks, RBI has allowed other banks to fulfil the
target of the lead banks which are not able to
do so because of paucity of funds. The
Committee cannot remain contented merely
with this. They would like to emphasise that
IRDP has been described as a credit based self-
employment programme with an element of
subsidy rather than a programme based on
subsidy supplemented by bank credit.
Therefore, mobilisation and flow of credit is
vital for the successful implementation of the
programme. The Committee, therefore, desire
the authorities concerned to ensure that the
loan appraisals are made more effective and
that the applications are not rejected in a rather
routine manncr or on flimsical grounds and also
to check malpracticers on this score, if any.

The Reserve Bank has enjoincd upon all the
banks that the applications for IRDP loans must
be disposed of within a fortnight. However, it
has bcen reported by Audit that there had becn
inordinate dclays in sanctioning/disbursal of
loans (in ccrtain cascs the declay had gone upto
36 months). Thcre had been several cases where
IRDP loans sanctioned were not disbursed at all
actually or wherc such sanctioned loans werc
pending disbursement for more than five ycars.
During cvidence the representative of the
Ministry of Finance (Banking Division)
admitted the delays. The Committce desire that
the spccific cases rcported in the Audit
Paragraph should be cnquired into further and
concrctc stcps taken to cnsure that IRDP loans
arc sanctioned and disbursed in time.

Loans under IRDP arc treated as mid-tcrm
loans. The repayment period of loan should atleast
be three ycars. According to RBI instructions
thc rcpayment period of loans should be fixed
in a realistic manncr having regard to
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all relevant factors such as the type of activity,
quantum of loan, income generating capacity of |
the assets, life of assets, repaying capacity of
the borrowers- and also taking into account
NABARD norms  regarding  disbursal/
repayment period for similar activities.
However, it has been observed that in actual
practice some banks do not adhere to these
guidelines and instances where the period of
repayment prescribed by banks was less than
three years has been noticed. The tight
rcpayment schedule was stated as one of the
main reasons for non-viability of the projects.
Further, some of the banks have been found to
have fixed number of instalments of repayment
of loans in relation to thc total amount
including the subsidy receivable from
government which resulted in the instalment
being high and disproportionate to thc income
generated. The Committee recommend that
these deficiencies in the credit delivery systcm
needs to be remedied. In this connection, the
Committee note the recommendation of the
Expert committee of IRDP appointed by RBI
that the repayment period for the IRDP Joans
may be fixed at five years as against the present
stipulated period of thrce years. Similarly, in
their findings, the Fourth Round of Concurrent
Evaluation has found that 41% of loan are
repaid after five years. The Ministry should,
therefore, consider the question of enhancing
thc minimum re-payment period from the
existing stipulated period of three years.

Enumerating the steps taken to prevent
delays in sanction/disbursement of loan and
also to ensure that the period of re-payment of
IRDP loans was not fixed unrealistically,
the Ministry of Finance stated that RBI as on
21.12.1994 directed all the Regional Offices to
undertake a sample study in a few blocks to
find out the total number of applications
received by the banks for loan in IRDP and
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number of applications out of this disposed of
within the prescribed period of time. The
sample study will also examine the cases of
fixation of re-payment period less than 'the
prescribed three years. The Committee would
like to be apprised of the results of the sample
study.

The size of the IRDP loan to the beneficiary
should be determined by the requirements of
the Projects. To avoid under-financing of the
IRDP Project and purchase of sub-standard
asset and consequent low incremental income,
unit cost Committees for the farm scctor have
been constituted in the various Regional Offices
of NABARD. The project profiles so compiled
are to be adopted by all the Financing Banks in
each district. The Committee, however, found
that there had been wide variations in the unit
cost approved by the Technical Committee of
NABARD and the amount actually sanctioned
by the Banks. The Committee desire that these
cases should be looked into with a view to
finding out whether they had exceeded the
prescribed flexibility limits and taking necessary
corrective steps.

Another disquieting fcature obscrved by the
Committee related to the recovery performance
of the advances grantcd towards IRDP by the
public sector banks. The recovery performance
in respect of IRDP loans granted by public
sector banks as a percentage to demand
declined from 41.34% as at the cnd of June,
1991 to 30.87% as at the end of June, 1993.
The main reasons for shortfall-non-rccovery of
loans were waiver of loans which had bccome
due upto October, 1989 under loan waiver
scheme etc., mis-utilisation of assistancc. poor
income generation, fixation of low unit cost,
sale of assets and weak financial position of the
borrowers etc. The Ministries of Rural
Development of Finance attributed the non-
recovery primarily to the loan waiver scheme.
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The Committee are not inclined to agree fully
with the said contention as the loan recovery
effected during the years 1992 and 1993 were
almost of the same level as that of 1990. They
however, recognise that poor recovery of loans
hinders effective re-cycling of funds by banks
and consequently they would remain
unenthused about enhancing their rural lending.
The Committee would, therefore, suggest that
for improving the recovery performance a
strategy involving a suitable blend of firm line
of action against wilful defaulters and provision
of suitable incentives for prompt re-payment/
recovery may be drawn up. In this connection,
they note that the expert committee appointed
by the RBI has in their recently submitted
report recommended several steps for the
consideration of Government for improving the
recovery position of banks. The Committee
trust that those recommendations will be
examined expeditiously and suitable action
taken to improve the recovery performance.

The Committee were astonished from the Audit
Paragraph that IRDP loans granted to certain
beneficiaries in a State (West Bengal) amount-
ing to Rs. 3.34 lakhs in respect of 92 projects
were stated to have been repaid on the same
day. Similarly, in another State (Orissa) the
loans were repaid after just four days. The
intention behind the early repayment appeared
to be to take the subsidies instead. The
Committee desire that these specific cases
should be enquired into with a view to checking
such undesirable practices.

The Committee regret to note that the
implementation of IRDP was also consider ably
hampered due to widespread financial
deficiencies. These included non-reconci-
liation of expenditure with banks, in-
currence of administrative expenditurc beyond
the prescribed limits, wasteful/excess
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expenditure on construction of training centres,
infrastructure, cash awards etc. The Ministry of
Rural Development admitted that they were
aware of these shortcomings. The Committee
were informed that several DRDAs were yet to
reconcile their accounts. The Committee would
emphasise that the Ministry should take a
strong action against those DRDAs who are yet
to do the reconciliation and ensure that the task
is completed within a specified time frame.
They would like to be informed of the number
of DRDAs whose accounts are yet to be
reconciled and also the assessment of the
Ministry over the position emerging from
reconciliation.

The Committee desire that the Ministry of
Rural Development should tighten their control
and take effective steps to check incurrence of
wasteful expenditure. They further recommend
that all cases of wasteful expenditure reported
in the Audit paragraph should be thoroughly
investigated and action takcn against thosc
found guilty. The Committee would like to be
informed of the action taken in thc matter.

As regards excess incurrence of administrative
expenditure, the Ministry statcd that presently
there is a ceiling on administrative cxpenditure
ranging between 10-15 per ccnt of allocation to
the DRDA. The Ministry were, however,
considering to revisc the ceiling limit to take
account of the problem cncountered by smaller
DRDAs which normally incur administrative
expenditure in excess of thec norms. The
Committce desire that thc cascs of cxccss
expenditure reported by Audit should be
probed and action taken reportcd to them.
Since disproportionate administrative
expenditure will further reduce thc actual
availability of the scarce funds for IRDP
projects and distorts the cntirc programme, the
Committee recommend that the cases pointed
out by Audit should be analysed further and
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ways and means found out for restricting the
administrative expenditurc  within rcasonable
limits.

The Committee notc that apart from IRDP a
number of other allied programmes such as
Minimum Nceds Programme, Jawahar Rozgar
Yojana, Integrated Tribal Devclopment
Programmc, Spccial Componcnt Programmc,
DWCRA, Drought Pronc Arca Programme ctc.
aimed at improving the lot of rural masses were
also being implemented in the country. All
thcse programmces werc aimed at ovcrlapping
target groups. Emphasising thc nced for
integrating effcctive implementation of thesc
programmes and avoiding ovcrlapping. the
Committce in their 91st Rcport (Eighth
Lok Sabha) had rccommendced that thcre must
be an intcgrated post of a singlc devclopment
authority and for whose cffective imple-
mentation, a single authority was responsible
and accountablc. Thc Committce regret to
obscrve that adcquatc steps havc not been
taken so far on the lincs desired by them and
that the different programmes continucd to be
implemented in parallcl. The Ministry of Rural
Devclopment stated that they fully agreed that
rural development programmes should not be
implemented in an isolatcd manner and there
should be proper intcgration and co-ordination
at all levels among dllicd dcpartments and
among the  programmc  activity  and
infrastructurc availablc. According to them
attempts were being made to intcgrate
programmes and to bring them under a single
umbrella for implementation. However, they
were of the view that the ultimate responsibility
of dovctailing schemces can best be fulfilled only
at the district level. They added that with the
clection of responsible and responsive Zila
Parishad, strengthening of district/block/village
level planning Committces and  grecater
participation of the pcoplc in implemcntation of
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rural development schemes it could further be
possible to integrate and co-ordinate all rural
development schemes in a better way. While
the Committee would welcome and await the
implementation of these measures, they are
constrained to point out that the Ministry have
not put forth any concretc proposal for
implementation so far. The Committee
therefore, desire that the Ministry should
address this issue with more promptitude and
seriousness in order to ensure that the different
poverty alleviation programmes are dealt with
in an effective and co-ordinated manner.

35. 144.  Rural Deve- In this connection, the Committee find that a

lopment high level Committee set up by the Planning

Commission had recommended the concept of

integrated district planning and creation of a

post of District Development Commissioner to

look after and co-ordinate all the developmental

activities in the district. Considering the fact

that a Collector/Deputy Commissioner who is

presently heading DRDA is himsclf pre-

occupied with law and order, revenue collection

and protocol functions, the Committee feel that

the above mentioned concept nceds detailed
examination for suitable implementation.

36. 145. -do- The Committee note that Development of
Women and Children in Rural Areas
(DWCRA) was started in 1982-83 as a sub-
scheme of IRDP with the primary objective of
focussing attention on the women members of
rural families below the poverty line with a view
to providing them with opportunities of self
employment on a sustained basis. A
distinguishing feature of DWCRA was group
strategy as against family as a unit of assistance
under IRDP. Under DWCRA, Women formed
groups of 10-15 women ecach for taking up
economic activities suited to their skills,
aptitude and local conditions. The groups
strategy under DWCRA was adopted to
motivate the rural women to come together and
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to break social bonds which had denied them
income gencrating and  sclf fulfilling
opportunities. The Committcc are deeply
concerned to note that a large number of
women groups formed in scveral Statcs under
DWCRA were cither dcfunct/dormant or had
not taken up any income generating commercial
activities.  Significantly, the Eighth Plan
document  mentioned that  results  under
DWCRA had not becn satisfactory on account
of inadequate investment and sclecting of
unviable activities. Clecarly. the Ministry had not
adequately monitored the schecmc so as to
ensure timely action before the groups getting
defunct. The Ministry stated that thcy were
aware that in some of thc States. thc women
groups formed under DWCRA had become
defunct. Accordingly in 1994-95 the revolving
fund for the groups had becn cnhanced from
Rs. 15000~ to Rs. 25000/ in all cases of groups
which have taken an active intcrest in their
activity which would permit thc groups to go in
for non-traditional activitics with higher level of
investment and also provides additional working
capital. Thc Committce cannot rcmain satisficd
with this. Concretc steps should be taken to
revitalise the defunct groups. There is also an
imperative nced to constantly” monitor the
functioning of DWCRA groups so that
corrective stcps arc taken at the very initial
signals of groups getting dcfunct.

The Committec note that Training of Rural
Youth for Self Employment (TRYSEM) was
launched by the Government in 1979 as a
centrally sponsored scheme to provide technical
and entreprencur skills to rural youth from
families below poverty line to cnable them to
take up self employment in the ficlds of
Agriculturc and allicd activitics. industries,
services and business activitics. The objcctive
was enlarged to include wage cmploy-
ment. Financial assistance during training
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under TRYSEM was given as stipend, suitable
tool Kkits to traincrs, honorarium to training
institutions, paymcnt towards purchasc of raw
matcrials rcquircd for training ctc. The
Committce rcgret to notc that a large number
of traincd pecrsons under TRYSEM could not
sccurc gainful employment. The Ministry of
Rural Dcvelopment while admitting that a large
number of trainces under TRYSEM had not
succceded in getting sclf ecmployment or wage
cmployment have stated that instructions have
been issucd on 26th March. 1994 to the State to
improvc the quality of training and incrcasc the
involvement of ITIs. Polytechniques and Krishi
Vigyan Kcndras ctc. In view of the failurc of
the programmc to sccurc gainful cmployment to
thc trainccs. thc Committcc dcsirc that the
Ministry should thoroughly look into the
rcasons thercfor and rcvamp TRYSEM with a
vicw to making it morc intcgrated with the job
opportunitics availablc in thc arca. The nced
for rcvitalising thc training infrastructurc has
also to bc lookcd into in grcater depth. The
Ministry should also consider the feasibility of
involving  Non Governmental  Organisations
(NGOs) in ccrtain sclected training activitics.

Another dcficiency in the implementation of
IRDP obscrved rclated to the quality of
monitoring donc at  Central/State/District/
Block Icvcls. At the Central Level, despite
bcing awarc that the per capita investment was
too low and thc reccommcndation of the Public
Accounts Committec for incrcasing thc per
capita investment so as to help the beneficiary
to cross the poverty linc in onc go. the Ministry
continued to act as beforc. to distributc funds
thinly and was ncither ablc to incrcasc the
investment nor reducc the numcrcial covcrage
of the bencficiarics under the programme. The
Statc Level Co-ordination Committce which was
to rcview the findings cmerging out of
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qualitative monitoring of thc Programmc as
standing agenda for quarterly or half yecarly
mccting, had not met regularly at the prescribed
intervals in many Statcs. An annual physical
verification of asscts rcquired to be undertaken
at Block/DRDA levcls, was not carricd out in
several States. Distribution of *“Vikas Patrika"
to the beneficiaries envisaged under [RDP to
enable the implcmenting agencics to watch the
progress of assistancc was necithcr done nor
properly administercd in scveral States.
Establishment of forward and backward
linkages also rcquired much more attention.
Evidcently, the system of monitoring under
IRDP was inadcquatc and Icaves a lot to be
desired. The Committce, thercforc, desirc that
the Ministry of Rural Dcvclopment should
ensurc regular and effcctive monitoring of the
Programmc at all lcvels. Steps should also be
taken to improve the quality of monitoring.

Yet anothcr area of IRDP implementation
which required improvement in the systcm of
evaluation and its follow up action. Prescntly,
evaluation of IRDP is undertaken by the
Ministry through the Concurrcnt Evaluation
Surveys got conducted through “indcpendcent
research institutions. Concurrent  Evaluation
Surveys conductcd in 1985-86. 1987 and 1989
have been officially published so far. The
findings of the fourth survey conducted in 1992
arc yct to bc formally made public. The Statc
Governments were  also required to take
evaluation studics from time to timc to ascertain
the impact of the programmec and to measure
thc extent to which bencficiarics had derived
additional incomec and employment dircctly
attributable to the investment madc under
IRDP. The Committcc, howcever, regret to notc
that while the ecvaluation studics werc not
conducted in many States in scvcral others, the
follow-up action taken werc cither inadcquate
or dcficient. Considering the long time
consumed in collecting data and in thc ultimate
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publication of the findings in the present survey
proccss and also its rcsultant dclay in taking
follow-up action, thc Committcc would like the
Ministry to cxaminc thc question of cvolving a
morc rcliablc and cffective systcm of cvaluation
in the form of a pcrmanent mcchanism for
asscssing thc overall performance and impact of
the IRDP. This is also nccessary in view of the
contradictions subscquently made by the
Ministry on ccrtain findings of thc Concurrent
Evaluation.

The Audit paragraph under cxamination
revcaled scveral irrcgularitics/shortcomings in
various Statcs’Union  Tecrritorics in  the
implecmentation of IRDP. The Committee
regret to notc that the rclevant extracts were
however. circulated to thc Statcs/Union
Territorics concerncd for their comments in
August, 1994 only. i.c. aftcr thc Committee had
decided to take up the subject for detailed
cxamination. Even after that, the Ministry have
not been able to obtain the requisitc comments
from most of thc Statcs.. The Committcc
deplorc the failurc of the Ministry on this score
and would likc to be furnishcd with a dctailed
status rcport in respect of the remedial/
corrective action taken by the States/Union
Territorics concerned on cach of the individual
irrcgularitics mcntioncd thercin and also the
action takcn against officcrs concerned for the
various omissions and commissions.

During thc coursc of cxamination the
Committcc werc informed that thc Reserve
Bank of India had on 29.9.1993 constitutcd an
expert committcc under the chairmanship of
Shri D.R. Mchta thc thecn Deputy Governor to
rcvicw the Intcgrated Rural Decvelopment
programmc and to rccommend suitable
mcasurcs for strengthening it with a view to
making it morc cffcctive for alleviation of
poverty. Later, the Committce were provided
with a copy of thc intcrim rcport of
that cxpert committcc. Thc  highlights
of thc rccommendations of the cxpert’
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committcc have bcen given clsewhere in the
report. The Committcc have been informed that
thc recommendations were being processed and
also that thc final rcport will bc submitted by
the expert committcc shortly. The Committee
desirc that thc rccommcndations of thce cxpert
committce should be cxamined and appropriatc
follow up action taken cxpeditiously. They
would also likc to bc apprised of thc action
taken in thc matter as also the fatc of the final
report of thc cxpcrt committee.

The facts stated in the forcgoing paragraphs
clcarly identify ccrtain major arcas of concern
undcr IRDP rcquiring immediatc governmental
attention.  Evidently, despitc  thc  gencral
acceptance of the objectives and the cxtensive
organisational apparatus built to translatc them
into rcality, thc IRDP has, not achicved the
desire rcsults. Significantly, thc Fourth Round
of thc Concurrent Evaluation of IRDP
conducted by thc Government has revealed that
only 14.81% of the bencficiarics had becn able
to cross the cxisting poverty-linc of Rs. 11,000
per annum. This glaring indicator clcarly
bespecaks of the failure of thc¢ programmce in
achicving the objcctives. The Ministry of Rural
Devclopment while admitting the dcficicncies
identificd thc major arcas of concern as;
shortcomings in  proper  sclection  of
bencficiarics. lack of proper planning of IRDP
activitics, inadcquatc and poor tcchnical staff in
DRDAs. over-cmphasis on physical targets, low
level of per capita investment, lcakages in
administration of subsidy. gaps in infrastructural
devclopment, poor rccovery and inadcquate
credit etc. The Committce express their serious
concern over the failure of IRDP to act as a
major instrumcnt in thc allcviation of rural
poverty. They dcsirc that thc Ministry of Rural
Dcvclopment in the light of the facts containcd
in this rcport and thc findings of thc Fourth
Round of Concurrent Evaluation, the interim
rcport of thc Mchta Committcc and other
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simjlar documents should take adequate steps
and revamp the programme with a view to
making it an effective instrument in the
alleviation of India’s rural poverty.







