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INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committcc do present on their
behalf this 57th Report of the Committce on Paragraph 5 of the Report of
thec C&AG of India for the ycar ended 31 March, 1990, No. 13 of 1991,
Union Government (Civil) rclating to Outside Production—Doordarshan.

2. The Report of the C&AG of India for the ycar cnded 31 March,
1990, No. 13 of 1991, Union Govcrnment, Civil was laid on the Tablc of
the House on 7 August, 1991.

3. In- this Rcport the Committcc have found scveral short-comings
rclating ta the production of commissioned programmes in Doordarshan by
outside produccrs. The inadequacics/short-comings were, abscnce of plan-
ning regarding programmec rcquirements, absence of proccdurc in the
sclection/cmpanclment of produccrs, defects in the costing tcchniques,
dclay in production, dclay in tclccast of programmes, incorrect proccdurc
adopted in respect of sccurity deposit and deduction of incomc-tax at
source, sharing of copyrights with thc producers, abscnce of guidclines/
instructions to rcgulatc thc administration of the scheme and above all,
lack of control of the Ministry ovcr Doordarshan in this rcgard. The
Ministry of Information and Broadcasting have admitted the shortcomings.
The Committce have rccommended that the Ministry should undertake a
comprchensive review of the scheme in the light of the shortcomings and
takc appropriate corrective/remedial measures with a view to cnsuring that
the in-housc talents arc cxploited to thec maximum and the outside
production is undcrtaken in a manncr so as to achicve the underlined
objectives behind the scheme within the laid down guidclines/policics.

4. The Rcport of the Committec has also rcvecaled scveral individual
instances of irrcgularitics in thc programmes produccd by outside produc-
crs under the commissioned programmes. The Committee have deplored
that the laxity on the part of thc authoritics resulted in dclay, cxtra
cxpenditurc, accommodation to the produccrs at the cost of the cxchequer
and scveral other irrcgularitics. They have rccommended that all thosc
cascs should be thoroughly inquircd into the responsibility fixed for the

lapscs.

5. The Committcc have been surprised to find that the proforma
accounts of Doordarshan have not been finalised since the years 1977-78
onwards. Rcjecting the rcasons advanced by the Ministry in this rcgard,
thc Committec have opincd that the officers in the Ministry and Doordar-
shan who werc responsible for the maintenance and oversecing of these
accounts were ncgligent in their dutics and that responsibilitics should

(v)



(vi)

be fixed for the lapscs. They have rccommcended that the Ministry of
I & B should in consultation with thc Comptrollcr and Auditor Genceral of |
India find out ways and mcans of maintcnance of thc proforma accounts
uptodatc.

6. Thec Committce (1992-93) cxamincd thc Audit Paragraph at thcir
sittings held on 27 January, 1993 and 15 Fcbruary, 1993.

7. The Committce (1993-94) considcred and finaliscd the Report at their
sitting hcld on 24 January, 1994. Minutcs of thc sitting form Part II* of the
Report.

8. For facility of rcfercnce and convenicnce the obscrvations and
reccommcndations of the Committcc have been printed in thick type in the
body of thc Rcport and have also been reproduccd in a consolidated form
in Appendix III of thc Rcport.

9. The Committce placc on record their appreciation of the commend-
able work donc by thc Public Accounts Committce (1992-93) in taking
evidence and obtaining information for thc Rcport.

10. The Committce cxpress their thanks to the officers of the Ministry
of Information & Broadcasting and Dircctoratc of Doordarshan for thc
coopcration cxtecnded by thcm in furnishing information and tcndering
cvidence before the Committee.

11. The Committcc also placc on rccord thcir apprcciation of the
assistancc rcndered to them in the matter by the officc of the Comptrollcr
& Auditor Genceral of India.

New Deu; BHAGWAN SHANKAR RAWAT,

February 1, 1994 Chairman,
Public Accounts Committee.
Magha 12, 1915 (Saka)

*Not printed (one cyclostyled copy laid on the Table of the House and five copies placed in
Parliament Library)



REPORT

This Report is based on-paragraph 5 of the Report of the C&AG of
India for the year ended 31 March, 1990, No. 13 of 1991, Union
Government—Civil relating to Outside Production—Doordarshan which is
appended at Appendix I to the Report.

Introductory

2. In addition to programmes produced in-house, Doordarshan also
follows a system of assigning the production of programmes to outside
producers. The programmes produced outside include those on centenaries
and anniversaries, news and current affairs, sports, national integration,
telefilms, teleplays, documentaries -and serials on youth, environment,
culture, development, science and technology etc.

3. The programmes produced by outside producers basically falls into
two categories viz. commissioned programmes and sponsored programmes.
The former is essentially a programme of Doordarshan except that after
the approval of the conceptualisation and other essential parameters by
Doordarshan, actual production is done by outside producers, known as
Executive producers. In case of the latter, the producer invests his own

Boney and Doordarshan only approves the programme offered by him.

4. Asked about the main objectives/advantages in assigning the produc-
tion of programmes to outside producers instead of entrusting the jobs to
agencies under Government or organisations controlled by Government,
the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting in a note stated:

“The rapid expansion of Doordarshar and the immense diversity of
its programme requirements make it necessary to supplement the
inhouse effort of Doordarshan with that of the outside producers. It
is also considercd necessary to provide an outlet to the talent pool of
young producers that has been built up in this country since the early
cighties. Furthermore, this system encourages the production of
programmes which may not be found attractive in the strict commer-
cial sense but for which there is a distinct need in the larger interest
of the socicty e.g. programmes which promote healthy socio-cultural
values, life history of eminent national/international personalities,
welfare of women, children and the weaker sections of the society.”

Procedure for awarding production of programmes to outside producers

5. According to the Ministry of Information & Broadcasting carlier, the
proposals for Commissioned Programmes in the Regional languages were
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received at the various Kendras and the proposals in Hindi or English, for

the National Network were received for processing at the Directorate. The

proposals received in the Kendras for programmes in the rcgional
languages were initially scrutinised by the Screening Committee of the
Kendra under the Chairmanship of the Director of the Kendra. The
proposals were, thereafter, sent to the Directorate for processing.

6. The proposals received from the Kendras in respect of Regional
programmes along with proposals received by the Directorate for the
National Network were scrutinised at various levels for their suitability to
the medium with reference to their treatment and content, the competence
of the Producer, Director, Technical crew etc. and the vaiability of ther
proposals in terms of the budget requested. Once a proposal was found to
have the necessary potential for funding by Doordarshan, it was referred
to the Costing Committee which met from time to time, under the
Chairmanship of the Director General, Doordarshan. The Costing Com-
mittee consisting of senior officers of the concerned Wing of Programme,
viz. Dy. Director General, Controller of Programmes, Deputy Controller
of Programmes, Additional Director General (Admn.), Director (Finance)
and a designated representative from the Ministry, discussed the pruposals,
accorded approval and sanctioned an appropriate budget. -

7. The concerned Producers and the respective Doordarshan Kendrain
whose Zone they resided were then apprised about the decision of the
Costing Committee. An  agreement is, thcreafter signed between the
outside producer and the Director of the Kendra spelling out the format,
duration, number of episodes, time schedule, mode of payment. There-
after, the Kendra, monitored the progress in stagcs and also recleased
further instalments of the advance as per agrcement.

» -

8. Apprising the Committee of the syste.n of processing of programmes
the DG Doordarshan stated as follows:—

“Once the producer had submitted a proposal, it would be seen by an

Assistant Controller of Programmes who knows the language, Deputy |

Controller of Programmes, Controller of Programmes, Deputy Direc- |

tor-General and finally it comes to the Director-Ggeneral for concept

approval. The first person who would go through the entire script, |

prepares a synopsis. But at all the levels, the script will be gone into ¥
before the Director-General gives the concept approval. Only after |
the concept has been cleared by the Director-General, it will go to |
the Costing Committee.”



I-‘igpcial Outlay

9. The budget allocation and actual expenditure (both Plan and non-
Plan) on programmes made by outside producers during 1985-86 to 1989-90
were as follows:

Financial Budget  Amount expended Excess of

Year allocation (in lakhs) Shortfalls

1985-86 40.00 40.00 -

1986-87 600.00 231.35 61% (Approx. shortfall

1987-88 528.95 853.44 61% (Approx.
excess)

1988-89 1023.90 2190.77 114% (Approx.
excess)

1989-90 2753.16 276.23 17% (Approx.
shortfall)

10. It will be seen from the above that as against the budget allocation
of Rs. 4946.01 lakhs, the expenditure incurred during the period 1985-86 to
1989-90 on programmes made by outside producers was Rs. 5,591.79 lakhs.

11. According to the Ministry the reasons for the excess expenditure
incurred during, 1987-89 is due to the expansion of the services, introduc-
tion of afternoon transmission based on commissioned programmes. The
closure of acceptance of new sponsored proposals in 1986, also contributed
sizeably to an increase in commissioning of programmes which added to
e expenditure. The additional reasons for excess amount were, topical
exigencies and diversification of commissioning activity.

12. The Committec wanted to know the budget allocations made for the
year 1990-92 and the expenditure incurred during that period on program-
mes made by outside producers. However the Ministry could not furnish
this information to the Committee.

Physical performance

13. According to Audit, Doordarshan did not furnish information
regarding the total number of proposals received from outside producers
and the number of contracts entered into at Delhi as well as at other
Kendras for different categories of programmes. In this context, the
Committee desired to be furnished with the details of the number of
proposals received from outside producers, the number of contracts
concluded and the number of programmes completed against those
contracts each year in respect of the period 1985-86 to 1989-90. In a note
furnished to the Committee, the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting
stated that in all 748 contracts were concluded with outside producers
during the period 1985—90 and out of that 562 programmes have been
®mpleted.



14. As regards data about the proposals received, the Ministry in a note
stated: *;

“No complete/authentic record is available with Doordarshan regard-
ing the proposals received by various Kendras and the Directorate
during last 5 years.”

-~

15. On being asked about the reasons for non-availability of this basic
information in the Ministry, the Seccretary, Ministry of Information &
Broadcasting stated during evidence:—

..... No records were kept and whatever rccords were there, they
were kept with the Doordarshan. Unfortunately, they did not keep
the records systematically. They should have entered every proposal

in a diary and gone into one by one but that was not done...."” .

16. While stating the corrective action taken for ensuring a proper
system of information, the Ministry stated that the revised guidelines
issued on 17 March 1992 on Commissioned Programmes now provide that
all proposals received by Kendras/Directorate will be rcgistered by them
and will be allotted a serial number. Further, in order to streamline the
procedure of commissioning of programmes a Central Commissioning Unit
had since been set up in 1990 headed by a Controller of Programmes in
Doordarshan which oversees the commissioning of programmes. Also
computers have now been introduced for the maintenance of records‘ )
pertaining to outside producers.

Absence of any planning regarding programme requirements

17. On an enquiry from the Committee as to what planning was dgnc
about the total number of programmes required by Doordarshan over
a period of time, the Secretary, Ministry of Information & Brozdcasting
during evidence stated:

“...In the 80s, to which Audit Para pertains, time allotment was not
consistent over a period. First it was not two hours per day, then it
was increased to three hours, and then to four, five and so on. As g -
time increased, demand also increased.”

18. Asked further whether any exercise was done to assess the
requirement of programmes by Doordarshan in a particular period, the
Secretary of the Ministry informed the Committee that “earlier there was
no such planning”.

19. Elaborating the point, the Ministry of I&B in a note statcd as
follows:

“Prior to the issuance of the comprehensive guidelines for Commis-
sioned Programmes on 01.01.1992 (revised later on 17.03.19

according to which Doordarshan is required to invite proposals on
various themes depending upon its programme requirement, proggs-
als for Commissioned Programmes were predominantly being
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received by Doordarshan suo-moto and dccisions taken thercon
depending upon the merit of the proposal. No scparate exercise to

gdecide total number of commissioned programmes to be approved
in a particular year was carried out by Doordarshan.”

20. Recounting the rectificatory steps since taken, the Ministry in a
post-evidence note stated:—

“Consequent upon assurance of rcvised guidelines for tclecast of
programmes in Commissioned Programme Schcme, Doordarshan
shall, in accordance with its programme requirements over a period
of time, consider proposals for the production of programmes on a
particular subject and format based on the concecpt, trcatment and
script fully approved by Doordarshan. The rcquircment of the
commissioned programmes to be assigned during a financial year

« shall be worked out by the Doordarshan Dircctorate in the 3rd
quarter of the preceding financial year.”

w

Selection/Empanelment of Producers

21. According to the Audit Paragraph, the producers were decided by
the Dircctor Gencral, Doordarshan on the basis of their previous experi-
ence or eminence. Doordarshan did not maintain a pancl of producers.

22. On bcing enquircd about the criteria prescribed for the sclection
of producers for the production of programmes, the Ministry of I&B
statcd that the critcria prescribed for the sclection of produccers till 1991
“was as follows:—

(i) Eminence of the producer in the ficld;
(1) Track rccord of Producers;
(i) Expcericnce in independent productions to hisher credit;

(iv) National and International awards/recognition won (by the pro-
ducer); and

(v) Qualifications in drama, music, dance, litcraturc, journalism, mass
communication etc.; Diploma/Degree in acting/dircction/cditing
etc. from Film and TV Institutc of Pune, Film Institutc of Statc
Capitals, National School of Drama, Indian Institutc of Mass
Communication (ctc.)

23. During the course of examination, the Committcc found that the
Films Division under the Ministry of Information & Broadcasting prc-
pares a panel of Producers every two years and invites tenders from
producers out of the panel of approved producers for product of films.
For the purpose of preparing a fresh pancl, a Committce constituted by
the Government revicws the existing pancl of produccrs and. considers
,altcrations in the panel on the basis of the expericnce of the producer
as wcll as other senior unit members, a preview by the Committee of

L 3
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the specimen work produced earlied and the past performance of the
producer in respect of assignment(s) given by Films Division to him.

24. On an enquiry from the Committee as to why Doordarshan didsnot

prepare a panel of producers as was done by Films Division, the Ministry r~*

of Information & Broadcasting have stated that:

“Doordarshan has not considered it necessary to prcpare such a pancl
in the past considering its requirement. However, now, according to
the revised guidelines dated 17.3.1992 on Commissioncd Program-
mes, Doordarshan is also required to maintain a pancl of emincnt
producers/Directors on the basis of good track record for producing
good quality programmes and or their potential for doing so by virtuc
of their literary and artistic talent.”

25. Replying to a related query during evidence the DG Doordarshan
informed the Committee that they, in fact, had a panel of producers. Onr
being asked to claborate, the Secretary, I&B stated:—

“I ‘believe that it was Zutshi Committee. It was sct up in 1987-88. It
said that a panel should be made. But the Pancl was not opcrative. It
started operating after March 1992. They had thc idea who were the
people who can produce. Then they chose the pcople.”

26. The Committee desired to know whether the Ministry have ever
considered the desirability of putting out public lists of cmincnt and
experienced producers in different grades e.g. A, B & C and give chance
to the lesser known upcoming producers. The Ministry of I&B have statcd
that a formal system of gradation of producers by any Committcc was not
considered desirable. The eminence and work record of diffcrcnt producars
was kept in view by Doordarshan while soliciting their scrvices. According
to the Ministry, programmes wcre also assigned to lcsscr known and
upcoming producers with good academic qualification and ficld expcricnce
so that they could prove their merit in future.

27. The Committee enquired as to how Doordarshan cvaluatcd previous
production of producers bidding for contracts and whcther any surveys/

v

v

studies had been conducted with the idea of getting fecdback on the~~

programmes. The Ministry of I&B in a written note havc statcd:

“The initial scrutiny of Doordarshan included scrutiny of the bio-data
of the entire production team. Also the Costing Committce consisted
of professionals and their evaluation was based on thcir knowlcdge
and expertise. Doordarshan has not conducted any survey/study with
the sole idea of getting the fecd back on programmes produced by
outside agencies. This, however, does not mean that Doordarshan do
not receive any feed back on programmes produccd by outside
agencies. The feed back on account of the gencral audicnce survey

conducted by Doordarshan for example of the morning transmission {

or afternoon transmission do provide a feed back in respect of the
R d
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Commissioned Programmes. Similarly, the general survey on films or
tele-films telecast by Doordarshan also give an indication of the
views/reaction in respect of the Commissioned Programmes. In

% addition to the Ictters from viewers, Press review etc. also enable
Doordarshan to assess the popularity and acceptability of their
programmes. Moreover evaluation of previous production is neces-
sary only for the prupose of awarding contracts to the Producers.
Since a dccision is taken on assignment of projccts by professionals
who have intimatc knewlcdge of the medium, no separate study is
perhaps required to obtain fced back.”

28. As regards the proccdure followed in awarding a particular prog-
ramme either to a Government agency or to an outside producer, the DG,
Doordarshan informed the Committee that it depends upon the kind of
infrastructure, technical facilities, expertise of the pcople and so on.

29. Asked further whether the Government agencics are given the
preference in case all the requisite facilities are available with them, the
witness added:—

“Our aim is to encourage in-home talent. We take into account
whether a particular programme can be done better by in-home talent
or outsiders.”

30. The Committee were informed that after the issuc of instructions in
1992, a system has now been cvolved in Doordarshan for empanclment of
producers. The Empanclment Committce in Doordarshan now prcpares

* the pancl of producers. The Director Gencral, Doordarshan is the

Chairman of thc Committce. The Deputy Dircctor General (DDG) who

ks after the commissioncd programmes and the controller of program-
mecs of that category are the other members of the Committce. The
Committee are informed that it is purcly an internal Committcc consisting
of no outsiders. '

31. Askcd about the critcria adopted by the Committce for cmpancl-
ment of Produccrs, the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting in a
writtcn note listcd the following creteria:—

(a) Past expcricnce in Film/Tclevision medium (supportcd by documen-
tary evidence).

(b) Diploma holders in film dircction of the Film and Telcvision
Institute of India, Pune and Film and Television Institutc, Madras.

(c) Graduates of Jamia Millia and Diploma holdcrs of thc National
School of Drama who have done some work in the film/tclevision
medium after their graduation.

32. The Committce enquired about the number of producers empanclicd
so far. The DG, Doordarshan informed the Committce that there are

? about 1300 approved produccrs and dircctors and about 400 arc in the

waiting list.
....



33. In a post evidence note furnished to the Committce it was further
statcd that 41 Produccrs/Directors have been cmpanclled for News and
Current Affairs etc. done in the ycar 1992. This was in addition to 1284
Producers/Directors empanclled by Zutshi Committce.

34. The Committee enquircd whether the reasons were recorded by the
empanclment Committee in the cascs of rcjected candidates. The Director-
Gceneral, Doordarshan stated in cvidence:—

“The only record which we havce is that the Committee scrutiniscd all
the applications. The Official decision whether approved or rejected
has becen recorded. No spcaking order has been recorded. This is a
lacuna which we will correct. Hercafter we will make it a spcaking
order giving the specific rcasons.”

35. On being enquired whether the producers were being intimated the
rcasons for which thcir proposals were rejected, the witness added:—

“We do not give any reasons. Thc Committce dccision is conveyed,
that they were rejected or accepted.”

36. In this context, the Committee consider it relevant to quote a casc of
a rejected candidate (M/s. United Artists Pvt. Ltd.) which among others
engaged their attention. The perusal of the relevant file revealed that the
said producers whose casc for cmpanclment was rejected had written to
the then Minister of Information and Broadcasting for justice. The file
revcaled that Minister had desired to know the rcason for denial and
appropriate action quickly. Therc was nothing morc on that filc. Replying,
to a rclated question during cvidence as to why action taken on
e Minister’s query was not recorded in the file, the DG. Doordarshan
tated as follows:—

“I have acccpted the lacuna in thc system. This is thc systcm
weakness, which I will correct.” '

37. Asked further as to how the Minister’'s query was resolved, the
Ministry in a post evidcnce notc have statcd:—

“M/s. United Artist Pvt. Ltd. had applied for cmpanclment in
diffcrent categorics. The cmpanelment Committee decided to cmpancl
M/s. United Artists Pvt. Ltd. (Smt. Usha Joshi) for documcntarics as
she was on the staff of Doordarshan and her cxpertisc was found
rclevant only for documentarics. However, she scnt a represcntation
through Private Sccretary to MIB for rcconsidcration as she wantcd
empanciment for more arcas such as current affairs, scicnce program-
mcs, children programmes, ctc. Her represcntation was placed in the
agenda for the next mecting of the Empanclment Committce which
has not yet been held.”

<



38. As regards remecdial action proposed to be taken in future, the
Ministry in a post-evidence note stated:—

#  “The decision on the file would be recorded in the form of a speaking
order.”

Costing of Programmes

39. It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that there were no standard
rates prescribed for production of different categories of programmes and
the cost of each programme was determined by the costing committee
taking into account the budget break-up projected by the producer.

40. The Committee desired to know the rates for different categories of
programmes which the costing committee kept in view while considering
the cost of production of different categories of programmes. The Ministry
informed the Committee that the average range by which the payments
were decided by the costing committee varied with the formate, contents,
crcative involvement, locations, inputs involved, eminence of the cast and
crew etc. As the rates were variable, maintaining a standard schedule of
rates for different categories of programmes was not considered feasible.

41. To a specific query as to how elements of cost of production and
their rcasonableness were judged by the members of the costing commit-
tce, the Ministry stated that the applicant was required to give a budget
brecak-up of the cost of production alongwith his application. These
clements of cost of production and their reasonableness were judged by the
members of the costing committee by mutual consultations and delibera-
tions during the meetings. The members being professionals having

g considcrable experience in the media were reasonaboy aware of the
prevalent costs of production in various categorics and formates.

42. It is seen from the Audit paragraph that decisions of the costing
committcc were essentially arrived at on collective deliberations and details
of discussions were not recorded. In this connection the Committee
specifically desired to know as to how the Ministry evaluated the decisions
of the costing committee in the absence of any written minutes of their
dcliberations. The Ministry in a note stated that the decisions of the
costing committce were based on a thorough examination of several factors
at the processing stage itself by various levels of officers. In a creative
medium like TV, the evaluation is based on professional experience and
practical knowledge of actual operations at the field level.

43. It was further seen from the Audit paragraph that no written
guidclincs were issued to regulate the working of the costing committee.
To a rclated query during evidence, the Secretary, Ministry of I&B stated
that there were so many variable involved in it. Therefore it was very
difficult to lay down a very hard and fast rule about the functioning of the
costing committee.

N 44. Howcver, according to the revised guidelines issued by the
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Ministry on 17 March, 1992, the costing committce is rcquircd to clearly
specify in the Minutes the rationale for the total budget approved for a
programme. During the course of evidence, the Committce pointed out
whether the concerned producers could not be associated at the time
of fixing of prices in order to avoid dclays arising out of subscquent
revicw petitions by them. In a note furnished after evidence, the Ministry
have stated as follows:—

“Suitable amendments in the guidclines of commissioned programmcs
have been made to provide for the applicant producer making a
presentation before the costing committee before it took a decision in
the matter.”

Delay in production

4S. In accordance with the agreement with the producers, programmes
framed out to outside producers were required to be gencrally completed
within three to four months. It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that 73
programmes for which agreements were entered into between February
1986 and March 1990 were pending complction till October 1990. The
advance payments in all thesc cases amounted to Rs. 203.97 lakhs.

46. Deposing before the Committce the Sccretary, Ministry of Informa-
tion and Broadcasting stated that out of 72 (figurc corrccted by the
Ministry) pending completion programmes mentioncd in thc Audit 42
programmes have bcen completed and telecast and onc programme has
been dropped. Six programmes have becn completcd and are to be
telecast. 17 programmes are yet to be completed. Five programmes have
been dropped and funds adjusted. The Committee'’s scrutiny of thc 72
cases revealed that there had becn considerable dclay in the production
of programmes and that most of the programmes wecre not complcted
within the stipulated timc.

47. Under the agrcement with the producer, in the cvent of the failure
to complete the production work of the TV Film within the stipulated
period, the sccurity deposit of the producer was liable to be forfcited and
he was also liable to make good any loss or damages which might be
sustained by the Government by reason of such failurc. It was also lawful
for the Government to terminate the agrcement on that account and take
any other action which might be deemed necessary.

48. In this connection the Committee enquircd to know as to how
many of these cases involving delays in production the sccurity dcposits
of the producers were forfeited or amount demanded from thc surcty. In
response, the Ministry have stated that Doordarshan have not cnforced
forfeiture of security in respect of any produccr so far. In onc casc thc
amount of advance paid was demandcd from the surctics but with no
avail and therefore, the next step of filing an FIR with thc policc has
already bcen initiated. (This case has been decalt clscwhere in the
Report).
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49. The Committee have also been informed that no FIR has been filed
in the past against any defaulting producers.

50% In a note furnished after evidence, the Ministry of Information and

“Broadcasting stated:—

“In retrospect the system of advancing money to producers awarded
contracts and other commissioned programmes scheme on furnishing a
surety of Rs. 500+ was not a satisfactory procedure.”

51. According to the instructions issued by Doordarshan in October
1984, in cases of inordinate delays the Kendras were required to consider
sending their recommendations for black-listing the defaulting producers.
Therefore, the Committee desired to know whether afly producer have so
far been black-listed on the basis of the information furnished by the
Kendras. It has been stated by the Ministry that no Kendra had
recommended any case of defaulting producers for black-listing.

52. Deposing before the Committece, the Secrctary of thc Ministry
stated:—

“Uptil now there is no black-listing. We have now recommended for
that.”

53. To a query whether any other action was contcmplated against the
defaulting producers, the Secretary of the Ministry during evidcnce
stated:—

v e We should have taken action. But unfortunatcly we have not
taken action. We have now said that any producer who dcfaults
should be blacklisted and should not be given thc programmes.”

54 According to the Audit Paragraph, monitoring of the progress of the
production of programmes commissioned by Doordarshan was done by the
respective Kendras, who signed contracts with the producers and that there
was no systematic monitoring in case of certain Kendras. On being asked
by the Committee to indicate as to why no action was initiated against the
officials of Kendras and at Directorate level who had failed to enforce.
the terms and conditions of the agrecments entercd into with defaulting
Yproducers, the Ministry in a note inter alia stated :

“It is also admitted that Doordarshan exhibited laxity in initiating
timely action for effecting the recoveries from the dcfaulting produc-
ers through the available modes such as filing of FIR with the police/
court case etc.”

55. When asked to indicate the stcps taken to prevent slippage in
production schedule in future, the Ministry in a notc stated:

“Slippages in the production schedule will be monitored very closcly
in future after full computerisation of rclevant data. The reviscd
™ guidelines provide for furnishing of a Bank guarantee in respect of

. the money advanced to producers. If it is found that any of thc tecrms
&
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and conditions of the agreement is violatcd at any point of time by
the Executive Producer, the agrcement shall be tcrminated. In the
event of termination of the agrecment, Doordarshan, besides_gavok-
ing the bank guarantce would also initiate procccdings for rccovcn’q&.‘*
the amount advanced to the Exccutive Produccr with intcrest @ 12%
from the date of advance.” i

56. Enquired as to what steps had bcen taken to rccover the amount
from the defaulting producers in a post-cvidence note the Ministry stated :

“Under the Commissioning Schemcs, producers are advanced moncy
to make programmes on bchalf of Doordarshan and a contract is
entered into between the Government and the producer. Unless and
until it is decided to cancel the contract, no amount is duc from the
producer. As on date out of the 72 programmcs, two contracts have
been cancelled and in one case number of cpisodes have bcgn,
reduced from 6 to 2. The amount recoverable in respect of following
programmes are as under:

(a) Rites of Passage : Rs. 8 lakhs with intcrest @ 18% p.a.
(b) Tripti : Rs. 2 lakhs with intcrest @ 18% p.a.
(c) Crossing the Indian abroad : Rs. 8.17 lakhs.

While in the first case, mattcr has been taken up with the producer
and the surctics for rccovery and in sccond casc matter has been
takcn up with policc by lodging an FIR. In thc third casc, the |
produccr has rcpresented against the amount to be recovered.™

» Absence of ceiling in awarding programmes to outside produceri

57. The Audit Paragraph has rcvcaled ccrtain cascs whercin some
producers even after having failed to produce the programmes within the
stipulated period were being awarded contracts for further programme(s).
Some of thc cascs arc dcalt with in the succceding paragraphs.

58. A firm viz. Cinc India Intcrnational was awarded production of a
programme ‘Morning Moods’ in Junc 1988 for Rs. 7 lakhs and advance
payment of Rs. 2.80 lakhs was madc to it in Junc 1988. The production ®f
the programme was requircd to bc complcted by Scptember 1988.
Although the firm failed to complete the programme within the stipulated
period, yct, he was awarded contracts for three more programmes costing
Rs. 7.45 lakhs in Dccember 1988, February and March 1989 and advance
payments were also made. In two of the three cascs, the duc dates of the
complction of these programmes were not found rccorded in the contracts
and these programmcs were completed in a period of nine and nincteen
months respectively against the normal completion period of three to four
months. '

59. The Committce cnquircd to know the rcasons for awarding thre® ™

more programmes to the same producer inspite of the fact that he failed to
*
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complgte the carlicr assignment. In rcply, the Ministry statcd that there

.-¥as at present no ceiling on the number of programmes that can be
awarded to a particular producer. Depending upon Doordarshan’s need
and the expertise and infrastructure available with outside producers, a few
have becn assigned more than one programme at a time. According to the
Ministry M/s Cine India International had the neccssary track record,
infrastructure, expertise and wherewithal to handle more than one assign-
ment at the same time.

60. Asked whcether the costing committee was aware of the fact that the
firm Cine India International had not complcted the carlicr assignment
before taking the decision to award three more programmes to the same
firm, the Ministry have stated that it was difficult to state categorically at
’ this point of time, whether members dwelt on this aspect during their
discussion in the meeting before deciding the issue.

61. In a note submitted aftcr evidence, "the Ministry further stated:

“In the absence of a centraliscd monitoring unit in Doordarshan, thc
necessary input regarding the status of the other proposals of this
concern approved for commissioned programmecs was not made
available to the Costing Committce when each of its thrce proposals
were approved.”

* *62. On being asked as to why the date of complction was not spccificd
in two of the three contracts and whether responsibility had been fixed for
the Japses, the Ministry in their post cvidence note stated:

“The absence of the date of complction of the programme in the
contract is perhaps an oversight. No action was, thercfore, initiated
for fixing of responsibility for the omission. In order to -avoid
rccurrence of similar mistakes, a Central Commissioning Unit of
Doordarshan has now been designated as the nodal section for
processing all cases under the commissioned schcme. The introduc-

v » tion of computerisation would also assist the cross-checking of such
facts in the future.”

63. In another case a firm was entrustcd with the production of a
programme ‘Golden Hawks’ at a cost of Rs. 7.5 lakhs and paid Rs. 2 lakhs
as advance in March 1988. The programme which was rcquired to be
completed by July 1988 was complctcd only in July 1990. However, the
same firm was awarded another programme costing Rs. 17.50 lakhs and
given advance payment of Rs. 7.00 lakhs in July 1988. This programme
which was requircd to be complcted by Deccmber 1988 was actually
completcd and delivered in October 1989.

" 64. On being enquired about the spccial reasons for awarding, additional
programmc to the same producer whcn he had failed to dcliver the
programme already entrusted to him, thc Ministry have stated that thcre
were no special rcasons for awarding additional programmes to the samc



14

producer except that the script submittcd by the party was found uptq the
mark and programmes on Punjab were being taken up on a priority Dasi
then. The team associated with the project was also considcred to be
competent and qualified.

65. Replying to a related query during evidence, the Secretary, Ministry
of Information & Broadcasting stated that “normally such a dccision
should not have been taken.”

66. When asked whether all the information pertaining to the producer
was made available to the Costing Committce/Dircctor General before
taking such a decision, the Ministry were unable to give a catcgorical
reply.

67. To a specific question enquiring about the rcasons for awarding=
the additional programmes to producers despite the dclay/dcfault in

completion of programmes already awarded to them the Ministry in a note
inter alia stated:

“Respective programme units monitor the programmec assignments
individually. However, there could have bcen a fcw cascs of dclay or
default in the completion of certain programmcs alrcady awarded. In
the absence of centrally computcriscd facility to compilc and present
all this information to the Costing Committce in thcir various sittings,
there were possibilitics of lapscs. The revised guidclines dated 17.3.92
provide that the time limit for submitting the programmecs once laid
down cannot be extended. In exccptional cascs, where the request for
extension is reccived well within the time limit, the Dirgctor General
can give such an extension, for r¢asons to be recorded in writing. The
application form which has becen prescribed in the revised guidclines
also includes columns whercin information rclating to programme
already done by the Producer for Doordarshan other mcdia units is
required to be given in addition to the dctails of advancc alrcady
received by the applicants from Doordarshan, NFDC Films Division.
The availability of these details will cnable the Costing Committce to »
have the complete picture before taking any decision on assigning a
programme to the producer.”

68. As regards monitoring mcchanism available to avoid rccurrence of
such cases, the Ministry in a note havc stated as follows:

“The Kendras have been adviscd to follow-up and monitor the
progress of the projects with the producers regularly. The CP, CCU
in the Doordarshan Dircctorate would also monitor thc progress of
all commissioned programmes.”

69. On being enquired about the desirability of fixing of a cciling on the
number of programmes assigned to onc producer, thc Sccrctary of the
Ministry deposed: .

“So far there is no cciling, I think such a cciling is nccessary.”
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¢ 70. During the course of their examination, the Committee found that
the details of pending programmec(s) with the produccer was not becing
submitted to the Costing Committee. Nor was this information included in
the proforma in which proposals were being put up to the Committee. In
this connection, the Committee specifically enquired to know as to why the
information regarding -previous programmes was not put up to or insisted
upon by the Costing Committee. Further, in the absence of this informa-
tion, the Committee also desired to know the rationality by which the
Costing Committee satisficd itself regarding the capability/capacity of
the producer to take up additional programme. In a note furnished to thc
Committee the Ministry have stated as follows:

“The Costing Committee hold scparatc mectings with different
programme units of the Directoratc for approving and sanctioning the
budget for the various cases proccsscd by them. Except the DG who
was common for all Costing Committces, the rest of the programme
officers belong to the differcnt programme units. There was no nodal
person in the Committee who was in posscssion of all information
rcgarding the assignments awardcd possible only aftcr computcrisa-
tion of information pertaining to all scctions.”

Programmes pending telecast

71. It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that fifty programmes rcccived

by Doordarshan gencrally bctween Junc 1987 and March 1990 had not
abcen telecast upto October 1990. An cxpenditure of Rs. 121.39 lakhs had
®bcen incurred on the production of these programmecs upto March 1990.

72. From thc dctails of the programmes furnished by the Ministry at the
instance of thc Committee, it was seen that of the 49 (figurc corrected by
the Ministry) programmes, 26 have sincc been complcted and tclecast, the
rcmaining 23 programmes have been completed and awaiting tclecast.
However, production of 40 programmes could not be complcted within the
stipulated time-frame as entered into in the agrecment with the producers.
In casc of one programme ‘Rishta’, the scheduled date of complction is
found to be missing. In cxplaining thc position, the Ministry have statcd
that the scheduled date was not given in the agrcement duc to oversight.
(The casc has been dcalt with clscwhere in the Rcport).

73. As regards some of the cascs pcnding tclecast, it is statcd that with
the change in political sccnario and scnsitivitics of thc subjccts, thesc
programmes could not, be tclccast. In a couple of cascs programmcs arc
stated to have lacked balance.”

74. In this connection, a spccific casc rclating to “President’s rulc in
Nagaland” merits special mention. This programme was awardcd to the
producer on 27.3.1989 at a cost of Rs. 1,50,000-. The programme was
complctcd on 30.3.1989. However, the programme has not bcen tclecast
sincc then.
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75. During evidence, the Committee were informcd that a policy
dccision was taken not to show the programme. Askcd when was such a”
decision taken and at what level it was approved, it is statcd in a notc that
the decision to drop its telecast was apparcntly takcn after discussions
between the then Director General and Sccretary, Information and
Broadcasting.

76. On being enquired about the underlying reasons which nccessitated
such a decision, in a post evidence note it is stated as follows:

“Since the topic lost its relevance and there was a change in the
poltical scenario, the programme was not telecast.”

Security Deposit

77. It is seen from Audit Paragraph that the amount of sccurity dcposit
of Rs. 500~ obtained from the producers was not bcing deposited in the
Government account by Doordarshan as a matter of practicc. After it was
pointcd out by Audit, Doordarshan issucd instructions in March, 1990 to
all Kendras that the amount of security deposit should bc credited soon
after receipt.

78. On being enquired by the Committec as to how thc transaction
relating to security deposits was being accounted for by Doordarshan
authorities prior to March, 1990, in a note the Ministry have statcd:

“In most of the cases these Security deposits ‘dcmand draft’ werc
being kept separately to be returned to the producer once the
programme was completed and submitted to Doordarshan. The
sccurity depisits had not been credited into Govt. account but the
instruments weré retained on files of the Programmc Exccuting
authorities, till their return to the Producers.”

79. The Ministry have also admitted that in this casc Doordarshan have
failed in following established financial practices.

80. On being asked whether the instructions issued in March, 1990 being
scrupulously followed now, the Ministry have stated that sccurity dcposits
obtained since March, 1990 were being credited to Government with a
time-lag. With the introduction of Bank Guarantee clause since March,
1992 security deposits are no longer required.

Recovery of Income Tax

81. As per the Income Tax Act, 1961, income tax at 2 pcr cent was
deducted at source in respect of contracts exceeding Rs. 10,000. According
to Audit, no provision for deduction of income tax at source was found to
be made in the agreements made with the producers. Consequently,
income tax amounting to Rs. 71.93 lakhs has not been dcducted at source.
from the payments made to the producers during the period 1985-86 to
1989-90 (till May, 1989).
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4 82. To a query from the Committce as to why Doordarshah’ did not
rccover income tax at 2% at source in respcect of contracts excceding
Rs. 10,000~ the Ministry in a note have statcd as follows:

“Instructions to deduct 2% income tax in advance on payment above
Rs. 10,000~ made to outside producers were issucd by Doordarshan
Directorate in June, 1989. Such dcductions werc made by the
Kendras in respect of all payments made subsequent to the receipt of
these orders, it was not possible to deduct income tax in respect of
payments which had already becen made by Kcndras. The standing
proccdure of deducting income tax at sourcc and intimation thercof
to the Income Tax authoritics had been reiterated to the Kendras for
compliance. The Kendras are scrupulously following the provisions of
the Income Tax Laws to deduct 2% advance tax.”A scparate clause
(clause 3(iii) has becn added in the raised guidelines dated 17.3.1992
for deduction of Income Tax at source so that such lapscs do not
recur.

83. Considcring the fact that deductions of tax at source was the

responsibility of Doordarshan authoritics, the Committce cnquired to
know as to what action was contemplatcd against the official who failed
to comply with the obligatory provisions of Income Tax Act. In rcsponsc
the Ministry have stated:

-

“Responsibility cannot be fixed on any individual officer since the
implications of the Income Tax Rcgulations werc not clcarly under-
stood at the initial stage. Subscquently, howcver, all Kcndras of
Doordarshan were instructed to cffect incomc. tax dcductions at
sources, which is not bcing madc rcgularly.”

84. Enquircd about the action taken on the past cascs where deductions

of income tax at source could not be made, thc Ministry in a post-cvidence
note statcd:

“Instructions have been issucd to all Doordarshan Kcndras to cffcct
rccovery from producers of post dues in case thcy have not made
payments to the Income Tax authoritics. At thc instancc of the
Ministry, thcy have also bcen adviscd not to cnter into any ncw
agreement for fresh programmes with producers who had been
commissioned in the past unless they provide account of deduction of
Income Tax in respect of earlicr assignments.”

Copyright

85. Normaly, when Doordarshan Commissions a programme to be

produced by an outside production agency, the funding is done by
Doordarshan. All rights of the product ie. programme film should
ordinarily vest in Doordarshan. The Audit Paragraph rcvealcd that thcre
“Awas no system in Doordarshan to regulate the sharing of copyright with the
producers.



18

86. To a question of the Committce, the Ministry of Information and
Broadcasting stated that Doordarshan had full copy rights of its commis- T
sioned programme insofar as the question of tclecast rights in India was
concerned. However, in respect of certain programmes, Doordarshan had
shared its other rights.

87. Asked whether Doordarshan had worked out a proccdure for the
sharing of copyrights with the producers, the Ministry of Information and
Broadcasting have stated that sharing of rights was decided by the costing
Committee depending on the merits of individual cases.

88. According to the Audit Paragraph, Doordarshan had shared copy-
rights with producers in 19 cases out of which 4 cases pertained to Delhi
Kendra. Some of such cases examined by the Committec rcvealcd certain
irregularities which are dealt with in the succeeding paragraphs.

89. In the case of one programme, ‘Portrait of the Dircctor’ the budgcet
of Rs. 2 lakhs per episode as proposcd by the producer was agrced to in
full by Doordarshan. However, 30 per cent of the forcign tclccast rights
were to be shared with the producer. Askcd the reasons for sharing 30 per
cent of the foreign telecast rights with the producer of the programme cven
though Doordarshan had born the entire cost of production of this
particular programme, the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting in a
note furnished to the Committee have stated that it was donc with a vicw
to giving incentive for better production and to make all out cfforts for
sales in the international market. However, the Ministry added:

“This does nof justify giving 30% forcign tclccast rights.”

90. In the case of another programme, ‘crossing—Thc Indian Abroad’
against the estimated cost of Rs. 65.27 lakhs, including Rs. 4.75 lakhs
towards profit Doordarshan agreed to a total payment of Rs. 70 lakhs with
40 per cent foreign telecast rights shared with the producer as an
alternative to the producer’s offer of total payment of Rs. 75 lakhs with all
rights, national and international, vesting in Doordarshan. Thus Doordar-
shan surrendered 40 per cent foreign tclecast rights for a saving of Rs. §
lakhs. Asked to justify sharing of foreign telecast rights in this casc, the
Ministry have adduced the following reasons in support of thcir taking such
a decision:— (a) Sale Promotional materials were to bc produced by
M/s. Octave Communications; (b) It was also an incentive to the Produccr
to make all out efforts for sales in the International market; (c)
Doordarshan felt that the offcring of 40% foreign rights to the Producer
will induce him to ensure excellent quality of production of the programme
which was proposed to be filmed in Mauritius, West Indics, Fiji, East
Africa, Malaysia, Hong Kong, California, British Columbia, Singapore, &
East Coast of America and Great Britain.
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91. When asked to justify as to how intcrests of Governent werc
protkected in this case, the Ministry in a post-evidence note stated:

“Doordarshan has been sharing the rights with the producers in the
past primarily on the grounds that it does not have a very strong in
house marketing set up. The matter has already been reviewed in the
Ministry and it has_been decided that Doordarshan should share its
rights with the producers for commissioned programmes in future.
Suitable amendments have been made in the guidelines issued in
May, 1993.

Poor viewership

92. The Audit Paragraph has revealed that Doordarshan has 18
«Audience Research Units attached to various programme centres all over
India. The Audience Research Unit at Headquarters coordinates and
supervises the entire activities. Two types of researches were being
undertaken — formative and summative. Under the former, preproduction
research is carried out. Summative type of research is post-tclecast and
undertaken to find out viewership, comprehension, utility and reactions on
the programmes telecast.

93. According to the Audit Paragraph a study of the surveys conducted

by the Audience Research Unit during 1988-89 showed that these included

~23 programmes of morning transmission, 19 programes of current affairs

and one telefilm produced by outside producers. The maximum vicwership

of these programmes was 13 per cent in the case of morning transmission

and 28 per cent in the case of telefilm. The maximum viewership in respect
of current affairs which related to Dclhi only-was 7 per cent.

94. It is also seen from Audit Paragraph that the viewership survey for
1989-90 related only to Delhi in respect of morning transmission and
current affairs. Whereas out of 90 programmes of morning transmission,
25 had average maximum viewership ranging from 10 to 28 per cent and
05 upto 9 per cent; percentage of viewership in respect of 27 current affairs
programmes covered in the survey was nil in 4 cases, upto 9 in 16 cases
and between 12 and 32 in 7 cases. The three telefilms had better ratings,
with all Indian viewership ranging between 26 and 45 per cent.

95. In this connection the Committee enquired to know the reasons for
poor viewership of the programmes produced by outside producer. In a
note furnished to the Committee, it is stated inat:

“It is not true to say that all the programmes produced by outside
producers have poor viewership. Some Commissioned programmes

. like ‘Flop Show’, ‘Mulla Nasruddin’ and ‘Mamaji’ have recorded high
viewing while others had medium to low viewing. Some programmes

4. are produced keeping in mind the gencral audience whereas others
are meant for a specific segment of television viewership population.”
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96. On being asked whether the Ministry have analysed the reasons for
medium to low veiwing of the programmes produced by outside producérs,
the Ministry in their post-evidence note have clarified the position further:

“Viewership of various programes telecast by Doordarshan is not
constant through out the day. Traditionally, programmes telecast
during the prime time attract the largest viewership. The programmes
telecast in the non-prime time being target specific viz women/
children/agriculture, have a lower viewership. Given the limitations
of telecast time and the need to maximise Doordarshan’s commercial
revenue, programmes which are likely to attract commercial revenue
through sponsorship/advertisements are telecast during the prime
time.”

97. As regards the corrective steps taken to improve the viewership of
the programmes. The Ministry have stated as follows:

“To improve the viewership of the programmes, Doordarshan has
consistently ensured high standards of production without any com-
promise and also given good publicity both through the official media
and the Press. The clippings of some of the ensuring programmes are
included in the weekly programme like ‘Saptahiki’ to ensure adequate
publicity. In addition, occasional publicity is given in between
different programmes. Some programmes of Doordarshan which are
sponsored are also given publicity by sponsorers through advertise-
ments in the newspapers.

Since it is Doordarshan’s charter to inform, educate and entertain igs
viewers, it can not adopt a purely commercial attitude while deciding
the programmes to be telecast in the various time chunks. Neverthe-
less, it is Doordarshan’s contant endeavour to produce non-entertain-
ment programmes in a more attractive manncr so as to mcet its
charter and also sustain the interest of its viewers e.g. Doordarshan is
presently telecasting a science magazine programme ‘Turning Point’
during the prime time.”

98. Replying to a query regarding the possibility of utilising the services
of any independent agency for assessing the general viewership of the
programmes like that of STAR TV, the Secretary, Ministry of Information
and Broadcasting during the course of evidnece stated:

“We are on that job. Uptill now basically there is no com-
petition......... We will look into it.”

99. However, in a post evidence note furnished to the Committee the
Ministry stated that the Audience Research Unit of Doordarshan is
considered adeqaute for the time being and there is no proposal to
associate any independent agency for carrying out a general audiengg
review at present.
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Irregularities in programmes produced by outside producers

The Audit have pointed out serveral individual instances of
arities in the programmes produccd by outside producers resulting

in delay, extra expenditure and accommodation to the producers at the
cost of the exchequer. Broadly, such cases have becn categoriscd as
follows:

o)

(2

3)

4

*(5)

(6)

Lack of co-ordination between two branches of Doordarshan
resulted in payment of an additional amount of Rs. 3.90 lakhs on a
programme (on National Integration) earlier contracted with the
producer at a lower rate.

One programme (Lotus Temple on Bahais) alrcady produced in
house and telecast thrice was awarded further to an outside agency
resulting in avoidable expenditure of Rs. 1.25 lakhs.

A tclefilm approved earliecr (Angootha Chap) as a sponsorcd
programme and subscqucntly proposed for cxhibition on payment
of royalty at Rs. 0.32 lakhs per tclecast was purchased for Rs. 4
lakhs. The tclefilm had been tclecast only twice.

Advance payment of Rs. 10.5 lakhs was madc in Fcbruary, 1989 for
a six part documentary scrial (Crossing—Thc Indian Abroad) for a
total budget of Rs. 70 lakhs in contravention of the prescribed
schcdule of payment. The contract with the producer did not
prescribe the scheduled date of complction; the scrial had not been
completed.

An amount of Rs. § lakhs sanctioned for the production of a film
(Khamoshi Kay Daircy) was enhanced to Rs. 8.5 lakhs without
justification. The production of the film was also dclaycd by 14
months. The film was tclccast aftcr 31 months of its receipt
although Doordarshan was awarc that thc print quality was not
worthy of tclccat.

Doordarshan agrecd to anhancc thc cost of a documentary (Spirit
Posscssion) from Rs. 6.3 lakhs to Rs. 8 lakhs and gave 30 per ccnt
forcign sale rights in favour of the producer after the contract was
signed. The produccr was also allowed more favourable schedule of
payment.

(7) The cost of a serial of scven episodes (Ekas K¢ Hum Barik)

accepted by Doordarshan in November, 1988 was cnhanced from
Rs. 12.6 lakhs to Rs. 14 lakhs. The scrial was yct to be complcted
though advance payment of Rs. 5.60 lakhs was madc in Dccember,
1988 and December, 1990.

(8) An incrcasc of 10 minutes in the total duration of a scrial with

10 cpisodes (Rishta) lcd Doordarshan to bear an additional
cxpediture of  Rs. 3.5 lakhs when the contracted ratec was
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Rs. 1.75 lakhs per episode of 30 minutes duration. Although all the
episodes were stated to have been dclivered in January, 1990, their
telecast was yet to be decided. -

(9) A telefilm contracted in February, 1987 (Tripti) for which Doordar-
shan made advance payment of Rs. 2 lakhs had not been produced
so far.

(10) Two programmes (News Magazine in Hindi) for which advance
payment of Rs. 9.6 lakhs was made in March, 1990, were cancelled,
the producers refunded the amount of advance excluding Rs. 0.19
lakh on account of income tax dcducted at source in July, 1990
after deducting as 2.03 lakhs on account of cxpenditure alrcady
incurred.

Some of the above mentioned cases are discussed in more dctail in the’
succeding paragraphs.

National Integration

101. A programme on National Intcgration was approved by thc ncws
and current affairs cell of Doordarshan, in Dccember, 1987, at the rate of
Rs. 0.40 lakh per episode of 10 episodes. Against the admissiblc amount of
advance of Rs. 0.80 lakh payable on approval of the script as per the
normal schedule of payment, an amount of Rs. 1.60 lakhs was paid to thc
producer as advance in December, 1987. Subscquently, in August, 1988
the Morning Cell approved the same programmec but at an enhanccd ratc”
of Rs. 0.70 lakh per episode for 13 episodcs. Thus Doordarshan paid an
additional amount of Rs. 3.90 lakhs for a programme which had alrg. y
been contracted with the same produccr at a lower ratc.

102. Asked about the reasons for revising the cost of thc programme
from Rs. 0.40 lakh per episode in Deccmber, 1987 to Rs. 0.70 lakh per
episode in August, 1988, the Ministry stated that it was donc in vicw of the
fact that the scope of the programme on national unity was enlarged
involving extensive travel all over the country.

103. It is also seen from the Audit Paragraph that Doordarshan did not*
recover any amount towards interest on the advance of Rs. 1.60 lakhs paid
to the producer in December, 1987 which was rcfunded in Junc, 1989. The
programme was delivered by the producer in March 1989.

104. Asked why did Doordarshan not immecdiatcly obtain rcfund of
advance of Rs. 1.60 lakhs paid to the producer in Dccember, 1987, the
Ministry stated that the programme which was approved in Dccember,
1987 was under Current Affairs. The proposal which was approved in
August, 1988 was for Morning Transmission. The first ‘instalment of the
budget sanctioned for the Morning Transmission programmc was rclcascd,
in September, 1988. Since the Producer had alrcady commenced produc-
tion of the programme from the amount advanced to him, for Currcnt
Affairs programme, refund of the advance was not immcdiatcly obtaii®d.
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However, subsequently, the entire amount of Rs. 1.60 lakhs was returned
~ by the Producer to Doordarshan Kendra, Declhi.

105. To a query from the Committee as to why no interest was
recovered on the amount of advance which was refunded in June, 1989 the
Ministry in a note stated that as the production was in progress and the
amount advanced was being spent by the producer on the production, levy
of interest was not considered appropriate. In fact the refund of the
amount advanced earlier become necessary because the expenditure on
Current Affairs and Morning Transmission were being mct from different
budget heads.

106. Doordarshan however admitted that there was lack of co-ordination
between the two branches—Current Affairs Wing and Morning Transmis-
sion Section and stated that with the formation of Central Commissioning
Unit (CCU) it was hoped to plug all such loopholes.

Lotus Temple of Bahais

107. According to the Audit Paragrah in January, 1988, Doordarshan
accepted the proposal of a producer for production of film “Lotus temple
of Bahais” of 22 minutes duration for Rs. 1.25 lakhs. Subscquently, in
Fcbruary, 1988, Dclhi Kendra informed the DG that a programme on
“Lotus temple of Bahais” had already been produced by Dclhi Doordar-
shan itsclf and had been telecast thrice in the preceeding year. Accor-
dingly, Doordarshan advised the producer, in February, 1988, to stop work
on the film till further orders. However, the production of film was
revived, in May, 1988, on the representation of the producer. The absence
of proper scrutiny of proposals at directorate level before submission to the
Costing Committee rcsulted in avoidable expenditure of Rs. 1.25 lakhs.

108. The Committec desircd to know whether Doordarshan was aware
that the programme had alrcady bcen produced in housc and tclecast
thrice before it awarded the production of the samc programme in
January, 1988. The Ministry in a notc inter alia statcd:—

“In retrospect there would seem to have becn a systcms failure in this
case.”

109. Asked further what rcmedial action has bcen taken to obviate such
recurrence in future, the Ministry in a written notc have stated:

“It needs to be statcd that considcring that ccrtain subjccts would
lend themselves to varicd interpretations and treatments, it may not
be possible or desirable to prescribc any specific restriction that not
more than one programme could be produced on the same subject.
Hence no remcdial action was considered necessary.”

110. According to Audit paragraph the all-India vicwership of the
programme, as conductcd by an outside agency was only onc per cent and
the vicwership was nil in Delhi. On being enquired about the specific
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rclative merit of the outside production which playcd a dccisive rolc in
commissioning this programme the Ministry have statcd as follows:

“This was a non-fictional programme. It is difficult to arrive at any’”
conclusion about its quality based on quantum of viewcrship.
Moreover, it is not possible to acccpt the premisc that the viewership
of any programme of Doordarshan at a given point of timc is zcro.”

Tripti

111. In July, 1986, Doordarshan accepted the proposal of a producer for
the production of a telefilm titled “Tripti” of 90 minutcs’ duration in 16mm
in colour for Rs. S lakhs. The agrccment was cntered into with the
producer and an advance payment of Rs. 2 lakhs (bcing 40 per cent of the
sanctioned amount) made in February, 1987. The 'stﬁ‘pulatcd datc of
completion was not found recorded in thc agrccment.

112. It is seen from Audit Para that even the rough out of the film had
not been submitted by the producer till April, 1990. Doordarshan wrote to
the producer in March and August, 1987 but the lctters were rcturned
undclivered Doordarshan thercafter wrote to two surctics in Fcbruary,
1988; there was no response from one of the surctics while the other surcty
furnished the new address of the producer. The Ictter sent to the producer
at the new address was also reccived back undclivered. Instructions were
issucd to Delhi Kendra in May, 1989 to initiate action against the producer
for withdrawal/canccllation of the offcr and seck refund of the advance
with intcrest and the final letter was issucd in December, 1989. It was also
secn that there was slackness in pursuing the matter with the producer.

113. Asked how was the competence/antccedents of the producer
verified before entrusting the programmec to the produccr, the Ministry
have statcd that the produccr of the film, was a qualificd Srcenplay Writer
and Director from FTII Pune and has carlicr produced programmecs for
Doordarshan and for Family Planning.

114. According to the Ministry, the scheduled date of complction of the
tclefilm was April, 1987. To a query from thec Committcc as to why the
matter was not pursucd with the produccr for withdrawal and canccllation
of the offer and refund of advance payment of Rs. 2 lakhs, thc Ministry in
a note have ‘stated:

“The matter has becen vigorously pursucd with the producer for

withdrawal/canccllation of thc offcr and dcmanding rcfund of the

advance of Rs. 2 lakhs alrcady paid to her. It is now proposcd to
“wwigitiate legal proceedings against her.”

115. Asked specifically as to what action has been taken against the
surety, the Ministry statcd:— .

“The surety was addressed to help us to trace the whercabouts of the
producer and also help us to get the programme complcted. In spite
of vigorously pursuing the matter with the surcty, no tangible results
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have been achieved so far. Doordarshan has now initiated action
to file an FIR against the producer and also to issue notices to
the producer and Sureties as advised by Ministry of Law.”

116. To a question of the Committee Ministry of Information and
Broadcasting stated that they had received Law Ministry’s advice on
10.9.92. In reply to another question, the Ministry further stated that
FIR has not been registered by Delhi Police so far as the producer
was not traceable.

117. When enquired about the officers responsible and the action
taken with a view to fixing responsibility for the lapses, the Ministry
in a post-evidence note stated:—

“The matter was adequately pursued at different levels of officers
of Doordarshan over a period of time. The responsibility has not
been fixed.”

Rites Passage

118. This is a programme relating to rites performed by Tribals in
Nagaland. The programme was awarded to the producer on 23.2.1989
and shé was to complete it in May, 1989. The budget allocation for
this programme was Rs. 20 lakhs and the producer was given an
advance of Rs. 8 lakhs. The producer was granted an extension of
one ycar on her plea that due to general unstable condition in the
rcgion, she was not able to complete the programme in time. After
the cxpiry of extended date she was requested to refund the amount
with interest @ 18 per cent. According to the Ministry after many
rcminders to her and sureties, the producer wrote a letter to Ministry
in August, 1992 indicating willingness to rcturn the advance without
interest since the non-completion of the programme was beyond her
control.

119. During the course of evidence the Committee enquired to
know the basis on which the Department granted cxtension for a
year. In response, DG, Doordarshan stated:

“We felt that the reasons given by her were genuine on the face
of it because it involved going to inaccessible areas.”

120. Asked why these factors were not taken into consideration at
the time of awarding the programme, the witness informed the Com-
mitice that this particular issue was never raised by the producer at
the time of conclusion of contract.

121. As. regards realisation of the amount, in a post evidence note
the Ministry have stated:

“The producer has been requested to pay the principal amount
immediatcly and the interest by 15th May, 1993. The producer
has made further representation that the recovery may not be



26

effected. This representation has since been rejected and the producer
has been informed to refund the' amount with interest.”

Crossing — The Indians Abroad

122. The Audit Paragraph has revealed that Doordarshan awarded the
production of six part documentary serial of S0 minutes’ duration each in
16 mm colour, in February, 1989, for a total budget of Rs. 70 lakhs plus 40
per cent foreign sale rights in favour of a producer.

123. The first instalment of Rs. 10.50 lakhs (15 per cent of the
sanctioned amount) was released in February, 1989 on signing of the
contract. The second instalment of Rs. 21 lakhs (30 per cent of the
sanctioned amount) was released in March, 1990 on approval of the script.
The scheduled dates of completion of various stages of work for regulating
payments were not found mentioned in the contract with the producer. In
terms of general schedule of payments applicable, no payment was
admissible to the producer on signing of the contract. The payment of
Rs. 10.50 lakhs on signing of the contract resulted in unauthorised aid to
the producer with an interest benefit of Rs. 1.26 lakhs computed at 12 per
cent per annum. The payment of the second instalment of Rs. 21 lakhs on
approval of the script was so irregular and resulted in further unauthorised
aid. The basis on which the cost of Rs. 70 lakhs was considered reasonable
was also not available. ’

14

124. The Committee enquired to know the special rcasons for making
advance payment of Rs. 31.5 lakhs contrary to the prescribed schedule of
payments. In response the Ministry have stated:

“Different mode of payment was accepted considering the fact that
the producer in the first phase of production was to undertake an
exclusive trip for research to all countrics before submission of the
basic script. It was also considered necessary to ensure nccessary cash
flow for such a major long term project.”

125. The Committee have been informed that the time limit originally
proposed by the producer was three years from the date of signing of the
agreement. The delay in .execution has been partially due to dclay in
release of foreign exchange.

126. Justifying the reasonability of the cost of Rs. 70 lakhs agreed to by
Doordarshan, the Ministry have stated that each of the documentary was
for a duration of one hour each and hence the amount of Rs. 70 lakhs for
six documentaries was considered reasonable by the Costing Committec.
Production of documentaries involved extensive travel abroad.

127. Regarding the present position of the documentary 'the Committee
have been informed that out of six documentaries assigned under the title
“Crossing — the Indians Abroad”, the first one on the Indians in the
United Kingdom and the second one on the Indians in South Africa have
been completed and rough cuts submitted for preview by Doordarsha.i’
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According to the information furnished by the producer, research for the
other 4 episodes has also been complcted.

128. On being enquired about the sharing of rights in this case, the
Ministry in a note have stated as follows:

“The original contract did not contain any provision regarding sharing
of rights in respect of foreign sale of the programme. Doordarshan
proposes to sign a specific contract with the producer in this regard
after the programme is completed and delivered to them.”

129. The Committee enquire to know whether it is the normal policy of
Doordarshan to fund programme involving such huge outlays. The
Ministry informed that the other programmes which involved a hrgc
financial outlay were Shri Shyam Bencgal's ‘Bharat Ek Khoj’, an anima-
tion serial by Shri Bhim Sain and Shri Navin Nischal’s ‘Srikant II'.

Rishta/Ekas Kay Hum Barik

130. The Audit Para has revealed that the production of the serial
‘Rishta’ comprising eight episodes of 30 minutes duration each at Rs. 1.75
lakhs per episode (total Rs. 14.00 lakhs) was accepted by Doordarshan in
August 1988. In March and April 1989, the producer approached Doordar-
shan for enhancement in the rate per episode to Rs. 2 lakhs per episode.
Although no increase in the rate was agreed to by Doordarshan,
Doordarshan allowed the producer to produce ten episodes, each of 25
minutes duration at Rs. 1.75 lakhs per episode. Thus because of an
increase of 10 minutes in the total duration of all the cplsodes, Doordar-
shan agreed to an additional expenditure of Rs. 3.5 lakhs in the production
of the serial. An amount of Rs. 7 lakhs was paid to the producer in
December 1988 and June 1989. According to Audit, the scheduled date of
completion was not found recorded in the contract.

131. Since the total duration of the programme remained unchanged, the
Committee enquired to know the justification for payment of additional
amount of Rs. 3.5 lakhs on the product on of the programme. In a note
furnished to the Committee the Ministry have explained the position as
follows:

“The producer had been allotted 8 episodes initially at Rs. 1.75 lakhs
per episode. The producer made a request for enhancement of the
budget coupled with grant of an additional two episodes. The budget
enhancement was not granted but two additional episodes were given.
The budget per episode, however, remained the same i.e. Rs. 1.75
lakhs per episode. This does not amount to an extra payment of
Rs. 3.5 lakhs.”

132. Asked why was the date of completion not prescribed in the
agrecment, it is stated that the date-of completion is to be prescribed by
the Director of the Kendra after mutual discussion with the producer.
According to the Ministry, “This was not done perhaps due to oversight.”
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133. In respect of another programme, “Ekas Kay Hum Barik” also, the
Committee found that the scheduled date of completion was not men-
tioned in the contract which according to the Ministry was also not done
“perhaps due to oversight”.

Corruption and the Common Man

134. Doordarshan accepted the proposal of a producer for the produc-
tion of a programme titled “Corruption and the Common Man” in
February 1990 for an amount of Rs. 1.25 lakhs. An amount of Rs. 0.50
lakh being 40 per cent of the sanctioned amount was paid to the producer
in March, 1990. However, Doordarshan felt in November / December 1990
that the programme was not done very professionally and that it might not
be able to telecast it even on Channel II.

135. Asked whether the professional competence of the producer was
not considered before awarding the programme, the Ministry stated that
the producers did have a good cultural programme to their credit which
had been telecast earlier and hence the sanction of this assignment to
them.

136. As regards the present stage of production of the programme the
Ministry in a note have stated as follows:

“The producer was given 40% advance in March, 1990. He submitted
the rough-cuts which were previewed and not approved by Doordar-
shan since it was not handled with the sensitivity that the theme
needed. Doordarshan did not find it suitable for telecast.” The fate of
the programme is still unknown. ’

Guidelines issued by the Ministry

137. The system of assigning programmes to outside producers had been
prevalent in Doordarshan at least since the 80’s. The Committee, there-
fore, desired to know the instructions/guidelines issued by the Ministry
from time to time to regulate the scheme of outside production. According
to the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting guidelines for the
consideration, processing and approval of proposals received from outside
producers for tclecast of TV Programme under Doordarshan’s commis-
sioned programme schcme were issued for the first time on 1.1.1992.
These guidelines were subsequently revised on 17.3.1992 by the Govern-
ment. The only other instructions issued by the Ministry on the subject
prior to the above period were on Constitution of the Costing Committee.

138. When asked to comment on the state of affairs in Doordarshan with
regard to outside production and the role of the Ministry, thc Secretary,
1&B deposed in evidence:—

“It appears that Doordarshan had its own system but no proper
system was really laid down. Basically, this was a programme which
started slowly and as it kept on increasing and outside commissioning
was going on, they continued to evolve certain rules and guidelines tv
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function. There was nothing which was laid down as such undcr which
they were functioning.” But every now and then, whcn some work

& came, some guidelines were laid down. The Ministry, as such, did not
lay down any system. Obviously, till the Government orders were
issued, guidelines were issued in January and later revised in 17th
March, 1992. There was no broad system in Doordarshan. They
continued to function in a certain system of their own and the primary
problem in that system was that there was no well-defincd people who
participated in these kinds of project programmes. There were not
well-defined subjects cither. In the earlier stages, when these program-
mes started, they were not sure whcther they should go in for
sponsored programme or commissioning programme."”

139. On an enquiry from the Committee as to why no guidelines were
issued by the Ministry when the system of assigning the production of
programmes to outside producers was initially launched in Doordarshan,
the witness stated:—

“The argument is that it is a creative medium and people who produce
programmes are to create. It is not something which can be put in a
G.O. It depcnds upon the individual as to how he would tackle a
particular theme. To make one film, one individual may travel all over
the world, whereas another may just simply sit in the library and
finalise it.”

140. On being asked categorically about the role of the Ministry in this
regard, he further added:

“I have nothing on record to show that any orders were issued on the
subject by the Ministry.”

141. Dealing with the inadequacies which continued even after the issuc
of the instructions on 17.3.1993, the Secretary, I&B_ further stated:—

“I have already had a look at the March, 1992 circular which was sent
out. I think there is a lacunac. We had a meeting. Certain amcnd-
ments were proposed. As soon as the Ministry comes back from tour,
it will be put up to him.”

142. In a note furnished to the Committee subsequently, it js statcd that
a revised guidelines has since been issued on 7.5.1993 (Appendix II).

CBI Inquiry into New Sponsorship Scheme

143. During evidence, the Committec draw attention of the represen-
tatives of the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting/Doordarshan to
the reported complaints against the officials of the Doordarshan pertaining
to the Sponsored Programmes. In a detailed note on the aforesaid CBI
Inquiry furnished to the Committee subsequently, the Ministry have stated:

“Doordarshan invited proposals from outside producers under the
New Sponsorship Scheme in October, 1990. A total of 3544 proposals
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in 11 different categories were reccived against the invitation. The
proposals were evaluated by duly constituted Sclection Committees *
which included non-official members approved by the Government.
On 28.2.1992, Doordarshan released a list of provisionally short-listed
serials numbering 432 through a Press Note.

After the list of provisionally approved serials was made public,
certain discrepancies in the list were reported. A preliminary inquiry
was conducted by ADG(A), Doordarshan in the matter. Based on the
preliminary inquiry, it was decided to entrust the matter to the Central
Burcau of Investigation. One of the officers, who was handling the
matter was placed under suspension. Later on the suspended official
filed an application before the Principal Bench of the C.A.T., Delhi
challenging her suspension order. The Hon'ble Tribunal dismisscd the
application.

Towards the end of 1992, CBI had submitted an interim report
indicating that their discreet verifications had disclosed the possibility
of irregularities with regard to 62 scrials only. They proposed to
register preliminary inquiry against some officials of Doordarshan and
conduct an open probe to ascertain whether the officials have
committed any criminal misconduct. No furthcr communication has so
far been received from the CBI in the matter.”

Delay in furnishing information to the Committee

144. The Audit Paragraph relating to Outside Production Doordarshan
was selected for detailed examination by the Public Accounts Committee
(1991-92) and .a list of questions eliciting advance information on the
subject sent to the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting on
20 November, 1991 requesting them to furnish the requisite information by
6 December, 1991. Although the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting
sought extension for submission of rcplics from time to time, the final
replies were received only on 22 January, 1993 i.e. aftcr a lapsc of more
than fourteenth months.

145. On a specific query by the Committee regarding the reasons for
inordinate delay in submission of information, the Secretary, Ministry of
Information and ‘Broadcasting, during evidence statcd as follows:

“No records were kept and whatever records were there, they were
kept with the Doordarshan. Unfortunately, they did not keep the
records systematically. They should have entered every proposal in a
diary and gone into it one by one but that was not done. Even today,
I am getting letters enquiring about proposals submltted two years
back and their position as of now.’

146. Further, even these replies were incomplete in certain respects and
during the evidence held on 15.2.1993 that the Committce directed the
Ministry to furnish complete replies within a period of two wecks.
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However, the Ministry furnished the information to the Committee after a
delay of more than four months and even then some of the points
remained unanswered.

Delay in finalisation of Proforma Accounts in Doordarshan

147. When the operations of a department include undertaking of a
commercial or quasi-commercial character and the nature and scope of the
activities of the undertaking are such as cannot suitably be brought within
the normal system of Government account, the head of the undertaking
shall be required to maintain such subsidiary and proforma accounts in
commercial form as may be agreed between Government and the
Comptroller and Auditor General. During the course of evidence the
Committec were informed that the Proforma Accounts of Doordarshan
have not been maintained since 1984-85. However in a post-evidence note
furnished to the Committee the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting
stated that Proforma Accounts of Doordarshan pertaining to the years
1977-78 onwards have not been finalised. Explaining the position in
this regard, the Dy. Director General (Finance), Doordarshan stated in
evidence:

“that the current accounts of Doordarshan which are appropriation
accounts were being finalised every year. But the proforma accounts
have not been finalised.”

The representatives of the Ministry added:—

“Proforma accounts are basically to show commercial transactions of
the undertaking, commercial nature of the undertaking. One of the
basic inputs for maintenance of the proforma accounts is the evalua-
tion of the assets of the Doordarshan. The proforma accounts are
basically to be maintained by each Kendra/Ficld Unit, the aggregate
of it is built up by the D.D.G. (Finance). There arc 466 transmitters
and 24 studios and all of them have to maintain thcir own accounts.
The basic accounting input has to be provided by thc -administration.
That is where, there is a certain amount of weakncss.””"

148. The following reasons have bcen citcd as responsible for non-
maintenance of proforma accounts in Doordarshan:—

(a) Doordarshan was separated from AIR with cffcct from 1.4.1976.
Preparation of Proforma Accounts for Kendras/ Offices got dclayed
at the first stage as the bifurcation of assets and liabilitics between
AIR and Doordarshan was finaliscd only in 1984. In so far as the
capital assets between AIR and Doordarshan wcre concerned, the
bifurcation figures were received only on 27.5.1987. The first sct of
accounts which pertain to the year 1976-77 only, was complctcd and
audited.

(b) Finalisation of the Proforma Accounts for 1977-78 could not be
possible as the accounts for the year 1977-78 of Doordarshan
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Kcndra, Hyderabad has not been certificd by the AG, AP,
Hyderabad on the- grounds that certain basic rccords are nos:
available. The records were dcstroycd in a mob attack in 1988. The
AG has referred the case to thc C&AG. Consolidation of accounts
for the year 1977-78 can, thercfore, be complctcd only after the
position regarding accounts of DDK, Hydcrabad is finaliscd.

(c) Prcparation of Proforma Accounts is a continuous proccss and
unless accounts for the previous ycars are complcted and certificd
by the audit, the accounts for thc subscquent ycars cannot be takcn
up.

Non-availability of complete documcntation in subordinatc ficld
offices functioning as self-accounting units. Many Kcndras/Offices
of Doordarshan are presently not having the requircd expertisc for
the preparation of thc Proforma Accounts. There were constraints
in availability of ministerial staff (clcrical/accounts) also. As a
result complete documents have not bcen maintained in many ficld
offices.

Furthcrmore, because of non-availability of adcquatc inspcction
machinery for the purposc at thc Doordarshan hcadquarters (one
Inspector of Accounts only was available) periodic monitoring of
the state of accounts/suggesting corrcctive action as rcquircd, was
not possible in an organised way.

'(d) The growth of Doordarshan was very rapid and it appcars that the
requirement of supportive establishment (Particularly accounts and
admn. staff) was not considercd to the requircd extent while
sanctioning the establishments.

>

149. In reply to a question of the Committec, it was stated that the
Proforma Accounts furnished by thc Hcads of the ficld units arc
consolidated at the Headquarters and submitted to thc C&AG. In this
connection, the Committee desired to know the spccific roles of the
Ministry’s Financial Adviser, Chief Controller of Accounts and the
Dcputy Director General (Finance) for ensuring proper maintenance and
timely finalisation of these accounts. In a post-evidence notc the Ministry
have statcd as follows:

“The Deputy Director General (Finance) who is the Intcrnal
Finance Adviser (IFA) to the DG, Doordarshan is responsible for
rendition of the Proforma Accounts to the Dircctor General of
Audit (Gentral Revenue) based on Proforma Accounts submitted by
the field offices. The IFA has an inherent responsibility on bchalf of
the DG towards oversceing and cnsuring that thc Hcads of Ficld
Offices maintain the requisite local accounts/ledgers corrcctly as
per authorised procedure. Unless the local accounts arc maintaincd
properly, preparation of the Proforma Accounts is not feasible. With
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a vicw to cnabling a proper discharge of the above-stated role, the
% mcans available with the IFA are the inspection machinery (Inspec-

tion Unit) at the Hcadquarters (Directorate General) and periodical

reports and returns for Ficld Office as may be prescribed.”

150. The Committee enquired about the steps proposed to be taken to
certify the position. The representative of Doordarshan stated in evi-
dence:— -

Ko We are thinking on whether we should go to C&AG requesting
for waiver for the past period because we do not have, the complete
record of previous years and from the current period onwards, we
would like to finalise it with trained staff apnd help of Chartered
Accountants. We also require suitable manpower. It is very difficult
for us to start reconstructing from the past.”

151. In this regard the Secretary, Ministry of 1&B stated, “....... to the
best of our knowledge, we will make our efforts”. In a note-furnished
subscquent to evidence, the Ministry of I&B stated:—

Activities in the Ficld offices i.e. High Power Transmitters, TV
Maintcnance Centres and Doordarshan Kendras etc., would be supervised
and suitably monitored to ensure that the basic documentation required to
be maintained for preparation of Proforma Accounts are updated in a
time-bound manner. A watch will be kept on the flow of requisite details
to above-referred offices, required for preparing of the accounts. Periodic
inspection from headquarters would be carried out as well as a reporting

~$System introduced to monitor the updating activity as well as the progress
in preparation of the accounts.

The expertise of the staff available ‘in ficld officcs would be developed
by imparting training both at theorctical and practical levels. Limited in-
house resources available i.e., services of knowledgeable staff would be
utilised to the maximum extent. Training at some selected stations would
be imparted by the Inspector of Accounts from the Hecadquarters and Sr.
AOs, AOs and Accountants alrcady available in the ficld offices, by
deploying them in suitable teams. Knowledgeable officers from both AIR
and Doordarshan would be involved in the endeavour. Feasibility of
obtaining assistance from external organisations for example, Institute of
Chartcred Accountants etc. would also be considered. The teams of expert
personnel would visit the field offices to make the training interactive and
also offer guidance to the ministerial staff engaged in the work of
preparation of the Proforma Accounts. The training will perforce have to
be spread over a year or two at the least.

Proposals would be initiated and processed with appropriate -authorities
viz., Ministry of Information and Broadcasting, for augmentation of
establishments of the Inspection Unit at the Doordarshan Headquarters

“and also provisioning of ministerial staff in field offices to ensure that
the
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accounting, work can be performed and sustained adequately as required
under departmental procedure.

152. In addition to the programmes produced in-house, Doordarshan also
assigns production of programmes to outside producers. The programmes
produced outside include those on centenaries and anniversaries, news and
current affairs, sports, national integration, telefilms, teleplays, documen-
taries and serial on youth, environment, culture, development, science and
technology etc. The programmes farmed out to outside producers are
basically of two types namely, commissioned programmes and sponsored
programmes. The former is essentially a programme of Doordarshan except
that after the approval of the conceptualisation and other essential parame-
ters by Doordarshan. Actual production is done by outside producers
known as Executive Producers. In the case of the later, the producer invests
his own money and Doordarshan only approves the programme offered by
him.

153. The Committee note that the basic objective behind the launching
the system of outside production was to keep track with the rapid expansion
of Doordarshan, and the immense diversity of its programme requirements
in recent years for which the in-house effort was found inadequate. The
system was also contemplated with a view to providing an outlet to the
talent pool of young producers that has been built up in this country since
the early eighties. Further, this system is also stated to encourage the
production of programmes which may not be found attractive in the strict
commercial sense but for which there is a distinct need in the larger interest
of the society. The Audit Paragraph based on a test check of records of
Director General, Doordarshan and Delhi Doordarshan Kendra relating to
the production of commissioned programmes by outside producers for the
years 1986—90 and further examination of the subject by the Commi-
ttee have revealed several inadequacies and disquieting aspects relating to
the production of programmes by outside producers which are dealt with in
the succeeding paragraphs.

¢

154, The Committee have been informed that 748 contracts were
concluded by Doordarshan with outside producers during the period 198S to
1990 and out of that 562 programmes have been completed so far. However,
the Ministry were unable to furnish the details about the number of
proposals received, and the programmes accepted thereagainst yearwise.
Expressing his inability to furnish the same, the Secretary, Ministry of
Information and Broadcasting admitted during evidence that Doordarshan
had not maintained records systematically and that there was no diarisation
of the proposals received. He also stated that even now he had been
receiving enquiries from producers on the fate of their proposals submitted
two years back. The Committee are surprised that proper procedure wag,.
neither evolved by Doordarshan nor prescribed by the Ministry when the
scheme of outside production was launched to systematically record the
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position in respect of receipt of proposals and completion of programmes
which were the essential inputs required for evaluating and monitoring the
progress of outside production of programmes.

155. As regards the corrective action taken for ensuring proper system of
data and records, the Ministry have stated that the revised guidelines issued
on 17 March, 1992 on commissioned programmes now provide that all
proposals received by Kendras/ Directorate will be registered by them and
allotted a serial number. Further, according to the Ministry with the setting
up of the Central Commissioning Unit and computerisation, the data base
will be streamlined. The Committee desire that the Ministry should keep a
close watch and ensure that all records relating to outside production are
systematically maintained by Doordarshan so that they are able to develop a
solid data base and effectively monitor the production of programmes.

156. The Committee are surprised to note that there had been no
planning in Doordarshan to assess the requirements of programmes over a
period of time and no separate exercise had been undertaken to decide the
total number of commissioned programmes to be approved in a particular
year. The proposals were predominantly received from the producers suo
moto and decisions taken thereon. During evidence the Secretary, I & B
admitted that “earlier there was no such planning”. In fact, even the
guidelines issued in 1992 after the audit paragraph appeared and the
selection of the subject by the Public Accounts Committee, did not clearly
specify in details about the requisite programme requirements. It was only

~dafter the Committee pointed it out during evidence that the Ministry issued
revised guidelines on 7 May, 1993 stating that the commissioned program-
mes to be assigned during a financial year should be worked out by the
Doordarshan Directorate in the third quarter of the preceding financial
year. This is clearly indicative of the lack of planning and also of the casaal
manner in which the whole issue of outside production was dealt with by
Doordarshan.

157. What is further surprising is that Doordarshan had neither any
prescribed system of selection of producers for production of outside
programmes nor any panel of such producers. Proposals submitted by
producers suo moto were selected on the basis of the eminence of the
producers, track record, qualifications etc. Pertinently, the Films Division
working under the administrative control of the same Ministry viz.
Information and Broadcasting, prepares a panel of producers every two
years and invites tenders from producers out of the approved panel for
production of films. Also, Doordarshan neither followed a system of making
public lists of eminent and experienced producers in different grades nor
had any surveys/studies conducted by outside agencies for evaluation of the
competence of the producers/programmes. The Ministry were also unable
40 convince the Committee about the prevalance of any definite system in
Doordarshan of evaluating the relative merit of inhouse talent vis-a-vis



36

outside production. From the foregoing the Committee can only conclude
that there was no proper system in vogue in Doordarshan for the rational
selection of producers. '

158. Curiously enough, the Committee during the course of the examina-
tion found that as far back as in 1987-88 a Committee known as Zutshi
Committee had recommended a panel of producers for outside production
of programmes. However, it was not make operational. During evidence,
the representatives of the Ministry and Doordarshan admitted this omission.
But they were unable to adduce any convincing explanation for not acting
upon the recommmendations of the Zutshi Committee. It was only after the
selection of the subject by the Public Accounts Committee that the Ministry
in a circular issued in January, 1992 and amended subsequently drew
attention to the Zutshi Committee panel and sought to streamline the
procedure of selection of producers. This is unfortunate to say the least. The
Committee desire that the reasons for not acting upon the recommendations
of the Zutshi Committee should be thoroughly looked into and the
responsibility fixed for the omissions.

159. The Committee have been informed that after the issue of instruc-
tions in 1992 a system has now been evolved in Doordarshan for
empanelment of outside producers. A Committee known as Empanelment
Committee under the chairmanship of the Director General, Doordarshan,
now prepares a panel of producers. A scrutiny of certain relevant
documents by the Committee, in this connection, however revealed that the
system of empanelment continues to suffer from certain inadequacies. For_
instance, the reasons for rejection of applications for empanclment are
neither recorded nor communicated to the applicants concerned. In one case
it was observed that a producer whose case for empanelment was rejected
had represented to the then Minister of Information & Broadcasting seeking
justice. However, even after the Minister had desired to know the reasons
for rejection, no further action was taken in the matter. When this was
brought to the notice of the Director General, Doordarshan in evidence, he
admitted the lacunae. The Committee are of the view that the functioning of
the Empanelment Committee leaves a lot to be desired so that the process
becomes much more transparent.

160. The Committee also desire that the Ministry of Information &
Broadcasting should in future ensure that the revised guidelines are
scrupulously followed, the programme requirements over a period of time
are methodically planned and the selection of producers is made on a
rational basis.

161. The Committee note that after the concept of a programme has been
cleared, it is submitted to a costing Committee who are required to assess
the cost of each programme. The costing Committee is headed by the
Director General and consists of five oher memebrs. After the programme
approved by the costing Committee, other agreement is signed between the
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outside producers and Director of the Kendra spelling out the format,

uration, number of episodes, time schedule, mode of payment.etc. The
Commiittee are concerned to note that till March 1992 no specific guidelines/
norms were issued either by the Ministry or by Doordarshan for the
functioning of the costing Committee. There were no standard rates
prescribed for production of different categories of programmes and the
cost of each programme was determined by the costing Committee taking
into account the budget break-up projected by the producers and after
mutual consultation and deliberations in the Committee. However, no
written minutes of the deliberations were maintained. Evidently, no steps
had been taken either by the Ministry or by Doordarshan to regulate the
working of the Costing Committee. The Committee are not convinced with
the arguments advanced that such guidelines could have curbed the creative
functioning of the Costing Committee and that the reasonableness of the
cost could have been entirely left to the knowledge, judgement and
awareness of the members of the Costing Committee without any standard
norms being laid down. The Ministry of Information and Broadcasting have
assured the Committee that as per the revised guidelines issued on 17
March, 1992 the Costing Committee is required to clearly specify in the
minutes the rationale in the total budget approved for a programme. The
Committee would like the Ministry to ensure that the cost of each
programme is assessed corretly on a rational basis and the basis of costing
properly recorded so that it does not give rise to any dispute with the
producer subsequently.

162. The Committee note that as per the agreements executed, the
programmes framed out to outside producers were required to be generally
completed within three to four months. The producers were granted
advances, normally 40 percent of the total cost initially and the remaining
amount at different stages. Audit had reported that 72 programmes
involving advance payment of more than Rs. 2 crores for which agreements
were entered into between February, 1986 and March 1990 were pending
completion till October, 1990. As regards the latest position in this regard,
the Ministry of Information & Broadcasting informed the Committee that
out of the 72 programmes, 42 have been completed and telecast, six have
been completed and awaiting telecast, six were being dropped and 18
programmes were yet to be completed. Thus, there had been inordinate
delays in the production of programmes. The scrutiny of information
furnished in this regard, in fact revealed that there had been considerable
delays in the completion of most of the programmes. Significantly,
Doordarshan had several options before them to deal with the defaulting
producers. Under the agreement with the producers, in the even of failure
to complete the production work within the stipulated period, the security
deposit of the producer was liable to be forefeited. It was also open for
Doordarshan to terminate the agreement and take any other action which
might have been deemed necessary. Further, according to the instructions
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issued by Doordarshan in October, 1984, in cases of inordinate delays, the
kendras were required to send the recommendations for black-listing of
defaulting producers. The Committee are, however, distressed to note that
Doordarshan did not invoke any of these provisions. The Ministry of
Information & Broadcasting admitted that Doordarshan exhibited laxity in
initiating timely action for effecting the recoveries from the defaulting
producers through available modes. It was also admitted that many cases of
delay were due to the weak monitoring by the kendras. While conceding the
lapses, the Secretary, Information & Broadcasting during evidence “We
have now said that any producer who defaults should be black-listed and
should not be given the programmes”. It was also stated that the
computerisation and the newly introduced system of obtaining bank
guarantees would further enable Doordarshan to monitor slippages in
production schedule. All these indicate serious lapses, if not nepotism. The
Committee recommend that the laxity shown by Doordarshan in initiating
timely action against defaulting producers should be thoroughly enquired
into and responsibilities fixed for the lapses. The Ministry should also
ensure that in future effective steps are taken to monitor the progress in the
production schedule in terms of the contracts executed and that timely
action is taken against defaulters. The Committee would also like to be
apprised of the latest position in respect of completion of programme by
outside producers.

163. The Committee regret to observe that no meaningful exercise seems
to have been undertaken even now to estimate the amount recoverable from
the defaulting producers. While the Ministry were unable to inform the
Committee of the precise amount recoverable, it was stated during evidence *
that the said figure could be about rupees one crore. The absence of any
monitoring of the production agreement executed by the p:ioducers has
resulted in certain cases even in non-tracing of producers/sureties etc.
(discussed elsewhere). The Committee recommend that all the pending
contracts should be reviewed and prompt action taken to effect recoveries
from the defauiting producers. The Committee would like to be informed of
the further action taken in the matter.

164. The Committee find that In several instances certain producers who
had failed to produce the programmes within the stipulated period were
awarded contracts for further programmes. To quote a few examples, the
producer of a programme ‘‘Morning Moods’’ was required to complete the
programme by September 1988. Although the firm failed to complete the
programme within the stipulated period, yet he was awarded contracts for
three more programmes costing Rs. 7.45 lakhs in December 1988, February
~and March 1989 and advance payments of Rs. 2.98 lakhs were also made.
Surprisingly, in two of the three cases even the due dates of the completion
of these programmes were not recorded in the contracts. These programmes
were completed in a period of nine and 19 months respectively against the ,
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normal completion period of 3 to 4 months. The argument that the omission
to record the due dates of completion of the programmes in the contracts
&was due to oversight Is not acceptable to the Committee at all. The
Committee desire that proper explanation be called from the officers
concerned for the lapses and punishment metedout.

Similarly, in another case, a firm was entrusted with the production of
the programme “‘Golden Hawks’’ at a cost of Rs. 7.5 lakhs in March 1988.
The programme which was required to be completed by July 1988 was
completed only in July 1990. Yet the same firm was awarded another
programme costing Rs. 17.50 lakhs and given advance payment of Rs. 7
lakhs in July, 1988. This programme which was required to be completed
by December 1988 was actually completed in October, 1989 only. The
Ministry of Information & Broadcasting while admitting the mistakes stated
that in the absence of a Centralised monitoring unit in Doordarshan, the
necessary inputs regarding the status of other proposals of a producer for
commissioned programmes were not made available to the Costing Commit-
tee and no one in the Committee was in possession of all information
regarding the assignments awarded to the various producers. The Ministry
assured that with the introduction of computerisation and setting up of a
Central Commission Unit, such mistakes will not recur. The Committee
desire that the circumstances in which contracts were awarded to the
producers in the above mentioned cases before completion of the program-
mes assigned to them earlier should be inquired into and responsibility fixed
for the lapses. Steps should also be taken to streamline the procedure so
that such cases do not recur. The Committee also desire that the Ministry

> should examine the desirability of fixing of a ceiling on the number of
programmes to be assigned to one producer.

165. The Committee note that apart‘from the defaults in production,
there has also been inordinate delays in the telecast of programmes which
had already been completed. The Audit had pointed out that 49 program-
mes received by Doordarshan between June 1987 and March 1990 involving
an expenditure of Rs. 1.21 crores could not be telecast upto October 1990.
A scrutiny of the information furnished to the Committee in this regard in
January 1993 has revealed that of the 49 programmes, 26 have since been
completed and telecast, but the remaining 23 programmes were still
awaiting telecast. The reasons attributed for the non-telecast of certain
programmes were, change in political situation, sensitiveness of the subject,
programmes lacking balance, etc. In the opinion of the Committee, this is
clearly indicative of the inadequacies in the conceptualisation and planning
of the programme requirements and the acceptance of the programmes by
Doordarshan. The Committee are convinced that this area requires further
attention so that infructuous expenditure on such programmes are avoided
in future. The Committee would also like the Ministry to apprise them of
the latest position in respect of the programmes produced till end of 1993
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pending telecast together with reasons therefore and its financial implica-
tions. \

166. Another disquieting practice observed by the Committee was that the
amounts collected from the producers earlier as security were not being
deposited in the Government account, as a matter of practice. In most of
the cases these security deposits in the form of demand drafts were kept
separately on files and returned to the producers after the completion of the
programmes. However, after the mistake was pointed out by Audit,
Doordarshan issued instructions in March 1990 to all kendras that the
amount of deposit should be credited to Government account soon after its
receipt. The Ministry of Information & Broadcasting admitted that in this
case Doordarshan had violated the established financial practices. The
Committee wish to point out that this is indicative of a serious lack of
control exercise by Doordarshan/Ministry in the administration of the
scheme of outside production of programmes.

167. As per the Income Tax Act 1961, income tax was required to be
deducted at source at the rate of 2% in respect of payments for contracts
exceeding Rs. 10,000 which was applicable in the case of contracts for
programmes commissioned to outside producers. The Committee regret to
note that no provision for deduction of tax at source was made in the
agreements executed by Doordarshan with the producers and income tax
amounting to Rs. 71.93 lakhs had not been deducted at source from the
payments made to the producers during the period 1985-86 to 1989-90. The
Ministry of Information & Broadcasting while admitting the lapse stated
that the implications of the income tax regulations were not clearly
understood at the initial stage and that instructions were subsequently
issued in June 1989 to effect income tax deductions at source which is now
being made regularly. The Committee can not accept ignorance as a valid
explanation for the failure to comply with the statutory requirements in this
case. They desire that the Ministry of Information & Broadcasting in
consultation with income tax authorities should take effective steps to ensure
recovery of income tax from producers in cases where deductions had not
been made in the past.

168. Another area where the Committee found lack of adequate attention
was the manner in which copyright of such programme were being shared
with the producers. While it was maintained that Doordarshan had full
copyrights of its commissioned programmes in sofar as the question of
telecast rights in India was concerned, it was observed by the Committee
that there was neither any laid down criteria nor any consistant practice in
regard to foreign telecast. In one case it was observed that Doordarshan had
set 30 per cent of the foreign telecast rights with the producef even though
the entire cost of programme was borne by Doordarshan. In another case
Doordarshan had surrendered 40 per cent of foreign telecast right with the
producer of a programme costing about Rs. 75 lakhs for a saving of just
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. § lakhs. Evidently, there was no system in Doordarshan to regulate

e share of copyrights with the producers. Pertinently, during the period
1985—90, Doordarshan had shared copyrights with 19 producers for
foreign telecast. The Ministry of Information & Broadcasting while
admitting that the basis for sharing copyrights in the form case men-
tioned above was not justifiable stated that as per the revised guidelines
issued on 7 May, 1993 it has been decided that Doordarshan will not
share its rights with the producers. The Committee desire that the
Ministry of Information & Broadcasting should review all the cases where
Doordarshan had shared copyrights in the past with a view to ensuring
that the financial interests of Governments are protected.

169. Audlence racing Is an Important input for deciding production
and telecast of programmes. The Committee note that based on surveys
carried out by Doordarshan itself, viewership of various programmes
produced by outside producers had not been very encouraging over the
years. While the Committee are conscious of the fact that Doordarshan
cannot adopt a purely commercial attitude in deciding the programmes to
be telecast, in order to achieve success in winning over viewership in the
highly competitive environment prevailing in the present conditions, it is
imperative that a high standard is maintained in the quality of the
programmes produced and telecast. The Committee, therefore, desire that
the Ministry should make sustained efforts in this direction so that the
viewership of programme gets widened. Steps should also be taken to
obtain a correct assessment of the viewership so that it acts as an

-@flective feedback.

170. During the course of examination, the Committee came across
several individual instances of irregularities in the programmes produced
by outside producers under the commissioned programmes. Briefly, some
of those cases involved the following irregularities:—

() Lack of co-ordination between two branches of Doordarshan
resulted in payment of an additional amount of Rs. 3.90 lakhs
on a programme (“National Integration”) earlicr contracted with
the producer at a lower rate.

(i) One programme (“Lotus Temple on Bahais’) already produced
in-house and telecast third was awarded further to an outside
agency resulting in avoidable expenditure of Rs. 1.25 lakhs.

(1ii) A telefilm approved earlier (“Angoothe Chap”) as a sponsored
programme and subsequently proposed for exhibition on pay-
ment of royalty at Rs. 0.32 lakhs per telecast was purchased for
Rs. 4.01 lakhs as the producer could not find a sponsor for the

film.
(iv) Advance payment of Rs. 10.5 lakhs was made in February 1989
4 for a six part documentary serial (“Crossing—The Indians

Abroad”) for a total budget of Rs. 70 lakhs in contravention of
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the prescribed schedule of payment. The contract with the
producer did not prescribe the scheduled date of completion; the
serial had not been completed.

(v) An amount of Rs. S lakhs sanctioned for the production of a film
(“Khamoshi Kay Dairey”) was enhanced to Rs. 8.5 lakhs without
Justification. The production of the film was also delayed by 14
months. The film was telecast after 31 months of its receipt
although Doordarshan was aware that the print quality was not
worthy of telecast.

(vi) Doordarshan agreed to enhance the cost of a documentary (“Spirit
Possession”) from Rs. 6.3 lakhs to Rs. 8 lakhs and gave 30 per
cent foreign sale rights in favour of the producer after the contract
was signed. The producer was also allowed more favourable
schedule of payment.

(vil) The cost of a serial of seven episodes (“Ekas Ke Hum Barik”)
accepted by Doordarshan in November 1988 was enhanced from
Rs. 12.6 lakhs to Rs. 14 lakhs. The serial was yet to be completed
though advance payment of Rs. 5.60 lakhs was made in December
1988 and December 1990.

(vili) An increase of 10 minutes in the total duration of a serial with 10
episodes (“Rishta”) led Doordarshan to bear an additional expen-
diture of Rs. 3.5 lakhs when the contracted rate was Rs. 1.75
lakhs per episode of 30 minutes duration. Although all the
episodes were stated to have been delivered in January 1990, their
telecast was yet to be decided. )

(ix) A telefilm contracted in February 1987 (“Tript”) for which
Doordarshan made advance payment of Rs. 2 lakhs had not bcen
produced so far.

(x) Two programmes (“News Magazine in Hindi”) for which advance
payment of Rs. 9.6 lakhs was made in March 1990 were cancelled;
the producers refunded the amount of advance in July 1990 after
deducting Rs. 2.03 lakhs on account of expenditure already
incurred.

Some of the above mentioned cases have been dealt with in more detail
elsewhere in the report. The Committee deplore that the laxity on the part
of the authorities resulted in delay, extra expenditure, accommodation to
the producers at the cost of the exchequer and several other irregularities.
They recommend that all the above mentioned cases as well as those
mentioned in the Audit paragraph should be thoroughly inquired into and
responsibility fixed for the lapses. The Committee would like to be informed
of the action taken in the matter.

171. The system of assigning programmes to outside producers had been
prevalent in Doordarshan at least since the eighties. Significantly, during
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the period 1985-86 to 1989-90, an amount of Rs. 56 crores was spent against

_the budget allocation of Rs. 49 crores on programmes made by outside
producers. Surprisingly, no guidelines were issued by the Ministry to
regulate the scheme of production till January 1992. It was only after the
selection of subject by the Public Accounts Committee for detailed examina-
tion that the Ministry chose to issue guidelines initially in January 1992,
followed by March 1992 and later in May 1993 in the light of the
discussions- during evidence before the Committee. The Secretary of the
Ministry of Information & Broadcasting stated during evidence “I have
nothing on record to show that any orders were issued on the subject by the
Ministry.” The Committee need hardly comment further on this self-
admitted deriliction of duty on the part of the Ministry. They hope that the
Ministry would atleast now keep a close watch on the guidelines issued with
a view to ensuring that the production of commissioned programmes by
outside producers is done methodically and within the laid down procedures*
and policies.

172. During the course of their examination, the Committee’s attention
has also been drawn to certain reported irregularities in the selection of
sponsored serials from outside producers. The Committee find that on 28
February 1992, Doordarshan released a list of 432 provisionally shortlisted
serials from outside producers under the new sponsorship scheme. After the
provisionally approved serials was made public, certaln discrepencies In the
list were reported and a preliminary enquiry was conducted by Doordar-
shan in the matter. Based on the preliminary enquiry, the matter was
entrusted to the Central Bureau of Investigation. The Committee have been
informed that CBI submitted an interim report towards the end of 1992
intimating that their discrete verifications had disclosed the possibility of
irregularities with regard to 62 serials and that the CBI were proposing to
register preliminary enquiry against some officials of Doordarshan and
conduct an open probe to ascertain whether the officials had committed any
criminal misconduct. According to the Ministry, no further communication
had been received from the CBI. The Committee desire that the CBI
enquiry and the action against the officers found guilty of having indulged
in corrupt/irregular practices should be expedited. The Committee would
like to be informed of the progress made in the matter within three months.

173. The instant audit paragraph was selected for detailed examination
by the Public Accounts Committee (1991-92) and a list of points eliciting
advance information on the subject was sent to the Ministry of Information
& Broadcasting on 20 November 1991. However, the Ministry were able to
furnish replies only on 22 January 1993, that is after a lapse of more than
14 months. The Secretary, I&B during evidence attributed the delay to the
non-maintenance of proper records by Doordarshan. Although the Commit-
tee had completed recording of oral evidence on the subject in February
1993 there was a further delay of more than 4 months on the part of the
Ministry in furnishing replies to the points arising out of evidence. Even the
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replies furnished belatedly had falled to make available several important
data having a direct bearing on the examination of the subject. The
Committee cannot but express their strong displeasure over this and desire
that the Ministry should thoroughly inquire into the reasons for the
inordinate delay in furnishing information to the Committee.

174. To sum up, the facts stated in the foregoing paragraphs have
revealed several shortcomings in the Doordarshan’s Commissioned Prog-
ramme Scheme. Briefly the inadequacies/shortcomings were, absence of
planning regarding programme requirements, absence of procedure in the
selection/empanelment of producers, defects in the costing techniques, delay
in production, delay In telecast of programmes, incorrect procedure adopted
in respect of security deposit and deduction of income-tax at source, sharing
of copyrights with the producers, a sence of guidelines/Instructions to
regulate the administration of the scheme and above all, lack of control of
the Ministry over Doordarshan in this regard. The Ministry of Information
& Broadcasting have admitted the shortcomings and irregularities. They
have assured the Committee that with the laying down of guidelines in 1992
and 1993, computerisation and setting up of the Central Commissioning
Unit in Doordarshan, the administration of the scheme of commissioned
programme will be streamlined. The Committee are, however, not inclined
to share this optimism. They recommend that the Ministry should under-
take a comprehensive review of the scheme in the light of the facts stated in
this report and take appropriate corrective/remedial measures with a view
to ensuring that the in-house talents are exploited to the maximum and the
outside production is undertaken in a2 manner so as to achieve the
underlined objectives behind the scheme within the laid down guidelines/
policies.

175. The Committee in the course of their examination of the subject, also
came across certain disturbing facts relating to the maintenance of accounts
in Doordarshan. When the operations of a department include undertaking
of activitles of a commercial or quasi<commercial character and the nature
and scope of the activities of the undertaking are such as cannot suitably be
brought within the normal system of Government account, the department
was required to maintain such subsidiary and proforma accounts in
commercial form as may be agreed to between Government and the
Comptroller and Auditor General. Astonishingly, the proforma accounts of
Doordarshan have not been finalised since the years 1977-78 onwards. This
delay has been attributed by the Ministry inter alia to the delay in
bifurcation of assets and liabilities between Doordarshan and All India
Radio, destruction of records at Doordarshan Kendra, Hyderabad in a mob
attack, non-availability of complete documentation at subordinate fleld
offices, non-availability of adequate inspection machinery, the rapid expan-
sion of Doordarshan etc. The Committee cannot accept these as valid
explanations for the inordinate delay of more than 15 years. They are of the
firm view that the officers in the Ministry and Doordarshan who were
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responsible for the maintenance and overseeing of these accounts were
megligent In their duties and responsibilities should be fixed for the lapses.
They recommend that the Ministry of 1&B should in consultation with the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India find out ways and means of
maintenance of the proforma accounts uptodate. The Committee would like
to be informed of the precise action taken in the matter.

176. From the foregoing it is evident that an atmosphere of non-
accountability was prevalent in the Ministry of I&B and Doordarshan. The
Committee desire that this should be rectified without any loss of time.

New DeLui; BHAGWAN SHANKAR RAWAT,
February 1, 1994 Chairman,
Magha 12, 1915 (Saka) Public Accounts Committee.




APPENDIX 1

Paragraph 5 of the Report of C & AG of India for the year ended
31 March, 1990 (No. 13 of 1991) Union Government (Civil)
relating 1o Outside Production—Doordarshan

§. Outside Production Doordarshan
8.1 Iniroduction

Doordarshan follows a systcm of assigning thc production of program-
mes to outside producers. These include programmes on centcnarics and
anniversarics, ncws and current affairs, sports, national intcgration, tclc-
films, tclcplays, documcntarics and scrials on youth, cnvironment, culturc,
devclopment, science and technology ctc. Programmes arc also produccd
in-housc by Doordarshan.

5.2 Scope of Audit

A test-check of rccords of Dircctor General, Doordarshan, and Dclhi
Doordarshan Kcndra, rclating to the production of programmecs by outside
producers for the ycars 1986-89 was conductcd by Audit during Junc to
October 1989. The results of test-check were communicated to Doordar-
shan in January 1990.

Doordarshan stated, in March 1990, that thc framework of rules,
regulations and procedures rclating to outside programmcs had bceen,
stcadily strcamlincd ycar aftcr ycar, with the expericnee gained. It added
that Audit had ‘thrown considcrablc light on scveral aspects which nced
furthcr attention’ and ‘thesc will be followed up’ so that the scheme
beccomes morc cffective and fruitful.

The review has been updated for 1989-90 to the cxtent possible and
takes into account thc Ministry's rcply furnished in Fcbruary 1991.

5.3 Organisational set up

Normally all individual proposals arc rcccived at various Doordarshan
Kcendras whereas film scrials arc handled by the Director General (DG),
Doordarshan, Dclhi. After scrutiny by thc Kendra's screening committee,
the proposals arc scnt to the DG for final approval. The proposals arc
put up beforc the Costing Committcc sct up in thc DG's officc which,
besides the DG, comprises the following members:—

(i) Additional Dircctor General — Doordarshan;

(ii) Dcputy Dircctor General (concerned);

(iii) Dircctor (Finance) Doordarshan;

(iv) Controller of Programmes (conccrned); and \.
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(v) Dcputy Controller of Programmes (concerncd)

. The Committee’s dccision is communicated to the producer. After the
conscquent of the producer with regard to price offcrcd by Doordarshan
and other terms is reccived, the Dircctor issucs nccessary sanction for
payment to the producer. The contracts arc cxccutcd by the Doordar-
shan Kendra concerned. The type of film to bc produccd, time
schedule, mode of payment and other terms and conditions arc specified
in the contract.

The thecmes of programmes are dccided by DG and the officers
designated by him on the basis of programmes requircments. Scheduling
of programmes for telccast is donc on the basis of rcquircment of
particular programme at appropriate timc.

5.4 Highlights

— Doordarshan did not have information rcgarding total numbcr of
proposals reccived, contracts cntered into and programmces com-
plcted cach year.

— Producers were statcd to be dccided by the Dircctor General on
the basis of their expericnce or cmincnce. There is no pancl of
producers. The critcria for sclection of produccrs should be laid
down clcarly for the benefit of producers themsclves.

— Thc Costing Committcc should cxaminc the diffcrent clements of
cost and rccord thcir vicws on thc rcasonablcness of the rate
structure.

— Scventy three programmes contracted with the producers between
Fcbruary 1986 and March 1990 involving advance paymecnts of
Rs. 203.97 lakhs were pending for complction till October 1990.
There was no systcmatic monitoring at Kcendras. No cffective
action was takcn against dcfaulters or their surctics.

— Though a particular producer failed to produce thc programmc
within the stipulated pcriod, the producer was awarded contract
for further programmes.

— Sccurity dcposit obtaincd from thc produccrs was not deposited in
Government account.

— Incomc tax amounting to Rs. 71.93 lakhs had not bcen deducted
at source from the payments made to thce producers.

— Fifty programmes rcccived gencrally between Junc 1987 and
March 1990 at Rs. 121.39 lakhs had not bcen tclecast upto
October 1990, some of them duc to the change in the political
scenario.

— Doordarshan did not have a proper procedurc for sharing of
copyrights of programmecs produccd by outside producers.
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Lack of co-ordination bctwcen two branches of Doordarshan
rcsulted in payment of an additional amount of Rs. 3.90 lakhs on a

programme carlicr contracted with thc produccr at a lower ratc. -

One programme alrcady produccd in-housc and tclccast thrice was
awardcd further to an outside agency resulting in avoidable expendi-
turc of Rs. 1.25 lakhs.

A telcfilm approved carlicr as a sponsored programme and subsc-
quently proposcd for cxhibition on payment of royalty at Rs. 0.32
lakh per telecast was purchascd for Rs. 4 lakhs. The telefilm had
been telecast only twice.

Advancc payment of Rs. 10.5 lakhs was madc in Fcbruary 1989 for
a six part documcntary scrial for a total budget of Rs. 70 lakhs in
contravention of the prescribed schedule of payment. The contract
with the produccr did not prescribe the scheduled date of comple-
tion; the scrial had not been completed.

An amount of Rs. 5 lakhs sanctioned for the production ‘of a film
was cnhanced to Rs. 8.5 lakhs without justification. The production
of the film was also dclaycd by 14 months. The film was tclccast
aftcr 31 months of its rcccipt although Doordarshan was awarc that
thc print quality was not worthy of tclccast.

Doordarshan agrced to cnhance the cost of a documentary from
Rs. 6.3 lakhs to Rs. 8 lakhs and gave 30 per cent forcign sale rights
in favour of thc produccr after the contract was signed. The

producer was also allowcd morc favourable schedule of payment.™

The cost of a scrial of scven cpisodes accepted by Doordarshan in
November 1988 was cnhanced from Rs. 12.6 lakhs to Rs. 14 lakhs.
The scrial was yct to bc complcted though advance payment of
Rs. 5.60 lakhs was madc in Dccember 1988 and Dcegmber 1990,

An incrcasc of 10 minutcs in the total duration of a scrial (10
cpisodes) led Doordarshan to bcar an additional cxpenditure of
Rs. 3.5 lakhs when the contracted ratc was Rs. 1.75 hakhs per
cpisode of 30 minutes duration. Although all the cpisodes were
stated to have been delivered in January 1990, their teftcast was yet
to be dcecided.

A tclefilm contracted in Fcbruary 1987 for which Doordarshan
madc advance paymcnt of Rs. 2 lakhs had not been produced so
far.

Two programmes for which advance payment of Rst 9.6 lakhs was
madc in March 1990, were cancclled; the producers refunded the
amount of advancc in July 1990 aftcr deducting Rs. 2.03 lakhs on
account of cxpenditure alrcady incurred.

’

o~
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-3 Financial outlay

The budget allocation and actual expenditure (both Plan and non-Plan)
on programmes made by outside producers during 1985-86 to 1989-90 were
as under:i—

N (In lakhs of rupees)
Year Budget allocation Expenditure
1985-86 40.00 40.00
1986-87 600.00 231.35
1987-88 528.95 853.4
1988-89 1023.90 2190.77
1989-90 2753.16 2276.23
Total 4946.01 5591.79

The expenditure on programmes made by outside producers rose from
Rs. 40 lakhs in 1985-86 to Rs. 2276.23 lakhs in 1989-90. Doordarshan
stated, in November 1990, that in view of the encouraging results of the
scheme, and the necessity of producing need based programmes engaging
outsiders, a sizeable increase was made in the budget allocation for 1989-
90. While the expenditure fell short of budget provision during 1986-87 and
1989-90 by 61 and 17 per cent, the expenditure exceeded the budget
provision by 61 per cent and 114 per ccnt during 1987-88 and 1988-89
respectively. While explaining the reasons for excess/savings Doordarshan
stated, in June 1990, that depending upon the directives of Government as
per the requirements from time to time, fresh programmes were consi-
dered on varicty of thcmes, and many factors had a bearing on the
completion of topical/current affairs programmes.

The Ministry added, in February 1991, that the actual expenditure
incurred year-wise, from 1986-87 to 1989-90 depended on a variety of
factors like programme requirements of Doordarshan, programmes which
were completed during a particular financial year and the liability
committcd during a particular financial year which rolled on to the next
financial year and the fluctuations, in time schedule in respect of the
programmes received from outside producers.

5.6 Physical performance

Doordarshan did not furnish information regarding the total number of
proposals received from outside producers and the number of contracts
entered into at Delhi as well as at other Kendras for different categories of
programmes. Doordarshan Kendra Delhi, intimated (October 1990) that in
all 799 contracts were entered into with the outside producers during
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the period 1985-90 as per details given below. Information regarding the
number of programmes completed in cach year was not furnished.

1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90  Total

Current affairs Nil Nil 35 st 84 170
Telefilm/documentary 5 7 29 96 66 203
Morning transmission Nil P} 106 183 112 426

S 2 170 33 262 799

According to Doordarshan, by and large Delhi Kendra had a larger
share of commissioned programmes than other Kendras.

The Ministry stated, in February 1991, that with the tremendous
expansion of the network and the requirement of programmes, it was
difficult at the initial years to lay down a solid data base. In order to
strcamline the procedure of commissioning of programmes, a Central
Commissioning Unit had since been set up headed by a Controller of
Programmes in Doordarshan which oversees the commissioning of prog-
rammes. It was proposed to introduce computers in the maintenance of
records pertaining to outside proucers in a phased manner.

5.7 Selection of producers

The producers were decided by the DG on the basis of their previous
expericnce or eminence. Doordarshan did not maintain a panel of
producers. Doordarshan also admitted, in Ferbruary 1990, that survey .
studies has not been conducted with the sole idea of getting feedback
on programmes produced by outside agencies.

The Ministry stated, in February 1991, that inviting tenders on the
lines of Films Division would not be operationally feasible in Doordar-
shan and that the maintenance of selected panel of producers would
debar entry of fresh talent.

It is felt in Audit that the criteria for slection of producers should be
laid down clearly for the benefit of producers themseclves.

5.8 Costing

The cost of each programme was assessed by the Costing Committee.
Doordarshan stated, in July and September 1989, that there were no
standard rates prescribed for production of different categories of prog-
rammes and the cost of each programme was determined by the Costing
Committee taking into account the budget break-down projected by the
producer. Also the cost/budget was decided keeping in view the
requirement of programmes/script, for example, kind of sets/props,
costumes, cast, format used (16mm/35mm, u-matic) and number of
shifts required for shooting (outdoor-indoor), transportation, boarding
and lodging, qualitiy of creative crew deployed etc. Doordarshan further
stated, in March 1990, that though each case was ecxamined on merits
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Ay the Costing committee, the average rates for some categories were
invariably kept in view.
It was observed in Audit that no specific guidelineshorms were issued

cither by the Ministry or by Doordarshan for the functioning of the
Costing Commiittee.

Doordarshan stated, in March 1990, that decisions were essentially
arrived at on collectie deliberations and details of discussions were not
recorded.

While arriving at the cost of a particular production, Doordarshan did
not offer its comments on individual items or different elements of cost.
Instead, a total amount recommended was mentioned in the agenda papers
submitted to the Costing Committee. Doordarshan stated, in March 1990,
that details available in each proposal were being examined on file, before
these were presented to the Costing Committee. Test-check of the files
made available to Audit, however, revealed that no examination of
different elements of cost in regard to their reasonableness of otherwise
was done.

The Minstry admitted, in February 1991, that no written quidelines had
been issued to requlate the working of the Costing Committee because it
was apprehended that such guidelines could curb the creative functioning
of the Costing Committee. Fixing of uniform rates was also not considered
feasible as it could result in unintended benefits to some producers. It is
felt in Audit that the Costing Committee should examine the different
elements of cost and record their views on the reasonableness of the rate
structure.

5.9 Delay in production

5.9.1 In accordance with the agreements with the producers, program-
mes farmed out to outside producers were required to be generally
completed within three to four months. Seventy three programmes for
which agreements were entered into between February 1986 and March
1990 were pending completion till October 1990. Rupees 203.97 lakhs
had been paid as advance to the producers of these programmes. Year
wise position of the pending programmes and advance payments is given
below:

Year Number of Amount

programmes (Rupees in lakhs)
1985-86 1 0.63
1986-87 1 2.00
1987-88 4 5.84
1988-89 | 38 143.92
1989-90 2 51.58

Y Total 73 203.97
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Under the agrecment with the produccr, in the cvent of the failure to
complcte the production work of the TV film within the supulatcd period,
the sccurity deposit of the producer was liablc to be forfeited and he was
also liable to make good any loss or damages which might be sustaincd by
thc Government by rcason of such failurc. It was also lawful for the
Govcrnment to tcrminate the agrecment on that account and take any
othcr action which might be deemed nccessary.

Apart from a few reminders, no other action was taken by the Delhi
Doordarshan Kendra in respect of the produccrs who failed to producc the
programmcs within the stipulated timc. Monitoring of the progress of the
production of programmes commissioncd by Doordarshan was donc by the
respective Kendras, who signed contracts with the prdouccrs. Doordarshan
admitted in Scptember 1989 that there was no systemctic monitoring in
case of certain Kcndras; it was now trying to introducc a spccific clausc in
the contract itsclf, which might dcter the produccr from making avoidable
dclays. Doordarshan furthcr stated, in December 1990, that action was
bcing initiated to amend the contract form and a clausc for penal interest
would be provided in thc reviscd contract.

The Ministry also admitted, in Fcbruary 1991, that many cascs of dclay
were duc to wcak monitoring by thc Kcndras; Doordarshan had been
asked to initiate action against thosc producers who failed to be persuaded
to complctc the assignments cven after the cxtended time limits and that
Doordarshan proposcd to incorporatc a stringent timc framc in the
contract linkcd with thc stages of payments vis-g-vis production. Thc
Ministry also statcd that timcly follow-up action and monitoring had been”™
stcpped up to prevent slipages in production schedule.

5.9.2. In the following cascs noticed in test check though a prarticular
producer failcd to produce thc programme within the stipulated period, he
was awardcd contracts for furthcr programmec(s).

(a) A firm was awarded production of a programmc ‘*‘Morning Moods™
in Junc 1988 for Rs. 7 lakhs and advancc payment of Rs. 2.80 lakhs was
made to it in Junc 1988. Thc production of the programme was rcquircd to
be completed by Scptember 1988. Although the firm had not complcted
any cpisode, the production of thrcc morc programmecs (cost Rs. 7.45
lakhs) was entrustcd to the firm-in Dccember 1988, February and March
1989 and advancc payments totalling Rs. 2.98 lakhs wcre madc in
Dccember 1988, March 1989 and May 1989. In two of these cascs, the duc
datcs of complction of thc programmes were not found rccorded in the
contracts; these programmes were completed in November, 1989 and July
1990 i.e. in a period of ninc and ninctccn months respectively against the
normal period of thrce to four months. In the third casc, the programme
which was requircd to be complcted by the cnd of Augusl 1989 was
actually dclivered only in Fcbruary 1990. The final copics of the scrial |
“Morning Moods” were dclivercd in January 1990, and thc scrial was
tclccast between July and Scptember 1990.



53

(b) A firm was entrusted with thc production of programmc *‘Golden

awks” at a cost of Rs. 7.5 lakhs and paid Rs. 2 lakhs as advance in
March 1988. The programme, which was rcquired to be complcted by July
1988, had not been completed so far (December 1990). Nclhi Kendra
informed, in May 1990, that the producer was paid the advance of Rs. 2
lakhs in respect of four episodes only, for which the agrcement was signed
in March 1988 and that four (out of six) cpisodes were rcccived in March
1990. The firm was awarded production of another programmc costing
Rs. 17.50 lakhs and given advance payment of Rs. 7.00 lakhs in July 1988.
This programme which was required to be completed by December 1988
was actually completed and delivered in Novembcr 1989 i.e. aftcr a dclay
of 11 months.

The Ministry stated, in February 1991, that Doordarshan was convinccd
that the producers had the necessary infrastructurc and cxpertise to
produce programmes without compromising on quality and that thc
programmes wcre being scheduled for tclecast in chain from diffcrent
Kendras. The fact however, remains that the complction of programmes
was considcrably dclayed and Doordarshan had assigncd additional prog-
rammces to the producers despite the dclays.

5.9.3. In the instructions issucd to Kcndras in October 1984, Doordar-
shan had cmphasiscd that in cascs of inordinate dclays, the Kendras should
consider sending their recommendations for black listing the producer
concerncd. Information regarding previous pending programme(s) with the
produccr was not being submitted to the costing committce. Nor was this

¢included in the proforma in which proposals were bcing put up to the

Committee. Doordarshan stated, in March 1990, that the same was now
being included in the agenda for the Costing Committce so as to cut down
dclays and to ensure better quality with ‘onc-at-a-time’ policy.

5.9.4. There was no system for obtaining bank guarantccs from the
producers for the advancc payments madc to them in conncction with
assignment of programmes. Doordarshan stated, in July 1989, that the
agreement with the producers already provided neccessary safcguards in
respect of advance payment. Ncvertheless the agreement did not contain
any provision for safeguard in respect of advance payment, it only dcalt
with provision of surety. In the 73 cascs mentioned abovc no recovery had
been made from the persons who stood surety for the produccers as per the
agreement. Doordarshan stated, in March 1990, that atlcast in onc casc
action had been initiated to recover thc amount from this pcrsons who
stood surcty. This case has been discussed elsewherc in this rcview.

5.10 Security deposit

The amount of security deposit of Rs. 500 obtained from the producers
was not being dcposited in the Govcrnment account as a matter of
ractice. In some cases, it was noticed that the amount of security deposit
ﬁas accepted even in the form of chcques which were not credited to
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Government account. On being pointed out by Audit, Doordarshan issued
instructions, in March 1990, to all Kendras that the amount of security-
deposit should be credited soon after receipt.

5.11 Recovery of income tax

As per the Income Tax Act, 1961, income tax at 2 per cent was to be
deducted at source in respect of contracts exceeding Rs. 10,000. No
provison for deduction of income tax at source was found made in the
agreements with theé producers. Doordarshan issued instructions, in June
1989, to all Kendras to deduct 2 per cent income tax at source while
making payments exceeding Rs. 10,000 to outside producers.

An amount of Rs. 3596.56 lakhs has been incurred during the period
1985-86 to 1989-90 (till May 1989) on programmes made by outside
producers. As such Rs. 71.93 lakhs which should have been deducted
towards income tax at source from the payments made to the producers
had not been recovered and credited to Government account.

5.12 Programmes pending telecast

Fifty programmes reccived by Doordarshan generally between June 1987
and March 1990 had not been telecast upto october 1990. Expenditure of
Rs. 121.39 lakhs had been incurred on the production of these programmes
(upto March 1990). Out of 50 programmes, there was no likelihood of
telecast in five cases (amount Rs. 7.20 lakhs), the likelihood of telecast
existed in two cases (amount Rs. 9.35 lakhs) while no indication for
telecast was forthcoming in the remaining 43 cases (amount Rs. 104.84
lakhs).

Doordarshan stated, in July 1989 and in February 1991, that with the
change in the political scenario and sensitivities of the subjects, some of
the programmes could not be telecast. But some part of the programmes
may be used whenever an opportunity arises some programmes were stated
to be sensitive or having lost their topicality. It was further stated, in
March 1990 and in February 1991, that some of these production constitute
useful documentation and archival material.

5.13 Copyright

Normally, when Doordarshan commissions a programme to be produced
by an outside production agency the funding is done by Doordarshan. All
rights of the product i.e. programme/film should ordinarily vest in
Doordarshan. Doordarshan stated, in September 1989, that there were
cases, such as when it was felt that the actual production expenses to be
incurred by the production agency were likely to go beyond the price paid
by the Doordarshan, the sharing of rights was negotiated with the
producer. Rights, such as theatrical exhibition, marketing abroad etc. were
shared by Doordarshan with the production agency as per mutual
agreement on case to case. With regard to the system and necessity of
sharing of rights with some producers on a selective basis, Doordarshan
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;tged. in November 1989 and in December 1990, that a procedure was
ing worked out to evolve a pattern for the sharing of rights which would
be annexed to the agreement signed, wherever necessary, and that a fool
proof methodology was being worked out in detail.

According to the information furnished by the Ministry in February
1991, Doordarshan had shared copy rights with the producers in 19 cases,
out of which 4 cases pertained to the Delhi Kendra. A scrutiny of three
out of the four cases relating to the Delhi Kendra, for which files were
made available to Audit showed as under:

(i) In one case—Portrait of the Director—the budget of Rs. 2 lakhs per
episode as proposed by the producer was agreed to in full;
nevertheless 30 per cent of the foreign telecast rights were to be
shared with the producer.

(ii) In another case—Crossing—The Indians Abroad-against the esti-
mated cost of Rs. 6527 lakhs, including Rs. 4.75 lakhs towards
profit, Doordarshan agreed to a total payment of Rs. 70 lakhs with
40 per cent foreign telecast rights shared with the producer as an
alternative to the producer’s offer of total payment of Rs. 75 lakhs
with all rights, national and international, vesting in Doordarshan-
.Thus, Doordarshan surrendered 40 per cent foreign telecast rights
for a saving of Rs. S lakhs.

Thus, there was no system to regulate the sharing of copyrights with the
producers. The Ministry stated, in February 1991, that it had now been
decided to work out a broad formula which would be appended to the

~ontracts for consolidated assignments on a uniform basis.
5.14 Audience research

Doordarshan had 18 Audience Research Units attached to various
programme centres all over India. The Audience: Research Unit at
Headquarters coordinates and supervises the entire activities. Two types of
rescarches were being undertaken—formative and summative. Under the
former, preproduction research is carried out. Summative type of research
is post-telecast and undertaken to find out viewership, comprehension,
utility and reactions on the programmes telecast.

A study of the surveys conducted by the Audience Research Unit during
1988-89 showed that these included 23 programmes of morning transmis-
sion, 19 programmes of current affairs and one telefilm produced by
outside producers. The maximum viewership of these programmes was
13 per cent in the case of morning transmission, and 28 per cent in the
case of telefilm. The maximum viewership in respect of current affairs
which related to Delhi only was 7 per cent.

The viewership survey for 1989-90 related only to Dethi in respect of
morning transmission and current affairs. Whereas out of 90 programmes
of morning transmission, 25 had average maximum viewership ranging
Jom 10 to 28 per cent and 65 upto 9 per cent; percentage of viewership in
respect of 27 current affairs programmes covered in the survey was nil in
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4 cases, upto 9 in 16 cascs and bectween 12 and 32 in 7 cascs. The. thrce
tclefilms had better ratings, with all India vicwership ranging between 25
and 45 per cent.

The Ministry stated, in February 1991, that audicncc rescarch figurcs
alone nced not be decmed to be the only critcria for judging the merit of
the outside productions and that Doordarshan, becing a public service
medium, did not necessarily assign programmes kecping only audience
rating in view which was expected to fluctuate in respect of current affairs
programmes containing social mcssages, etc.

But, audience rating is a necessary and an important input for dcciding
the programmes.

5.15 Programmes produced by outside producers

5.15.1 National Integration: A programme on National Intcgration was
approved by the ncws and current affairs cell of Doordarshan, in
Dccember 1987, at the rate of Rs. 0.40 lakh per episodc of 10 cpisodcs.
Against the admissible amount of advance of Rs. 0.80 lakh payablc on
approval of the script as per the normal schedule of payment, an amount
of Rs. 1.60 lakhs was paid to the producer as advance in Deccmber 1987.
Subscquently, in August 1988, the Morning Cell approved the samc
programme but at an enhanced rate of Rs. 0.70 lakh pcr episode for
13 cpisodes. Doordarshan thus paid an additional amount of Rs. 3.90 lakhs
for a programme which had already becn contracted with the producer at a
lower rate. Doordarshan also did not rccover any amount towards intercst
on the advance of Rs. 1.60 lakhs paid to the producer in December 1987
which was refunded in June 1989. The proramme was dclivercd by #hic
producer in March 1989.

It was statcd, in Scptcmber 1989, that the produccr rcaliscd that the
project was costlicr one and also the duration was rcquircd to be more.
The Ministry also contended in February 1991 that the sccond programme
had an enlarged scope, justifying the increase. However, in both the cascs,
the episodes were of ten minutes duration each. Doordarshan admittcd
that there was lack of co-ordination between the two branches—Current
Affairs Wing and Morning Transmission Section; and stated that with the
formation of the Central Commissioning Unit, it was hoped to plug all
such loopholes (March 1990).

A survey conducted by the Audience Research Unit to know the
viewership of the programme indicated that it was limited to five to ten per
cent (Delhi and Madras).

Pending complction of the programme on National Intcgration, the
producer was awarded another programme costing KRs. 19.50 lakhs in
October 1988 for which advance payment of Rs. 7.80 lakhs was given in
November 1988. The payment of advance in this case also was not strictly
according to the standard schedule of payment which cnvisaged ad\g{’fce
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payment of only 20 pcr cent of thc cost on approval of script. This

ogramme was required to be complctecd by Dccember 1988 but all the
13 cpisodes were stated to have bcen reccived and telccast between
Scptcmber 1989 and December 1990.

The Ministry stated, in Fcbruary 1991, that the producer was cntrusted
with the responsibility of producing two programmcs simultancously as he
had the expertise and infrastructure to undcrtake morc than onc prog-
ramme at a time. '

The Ministry also statcd that to avoid any possible inadvertent lack of
coordination bctwcen the various programmes units which commission
programmcs under diffcrent hcads of budget, the commissioning activity
had sincc bcen centralised.

5.15.2 Lotus Temple of Bahais: In January 1988, Doordarshan acccpted
the proposal of a producer for production of film “Lotus Tcmple of
Bahais” of 20 minutes duration for Rs. 1.25 lakhs.: Subscquently, in
Fcbruary, 1988, Dclhi Kendra informed the DG that a programme on
“Lotus Templc of Bahais™ had alrcady been produced by Dclhi Doordar-
shan itsclf and had bcen tclccast thrice in the procccding ycar. Accord-
ingly, Doordarshan adviscd the produccr, in Fcbruary 1988, to stop work
on the film till further orders. Howcver, the production of film was
rcvived, in May 1988, on the represcntation of the producer. The absence
of proper scrutiny of proposals at dircctoratc level before submission to the
Costing Committcc resulted in avoidable cxpenditure of Rs. 1.25 lakhs.

& Thc Ministry stated, in Fcbruary 1991 that since thc programmc was
duly approved by Doordarshan, thc cxpenditure incurred thercon could
not have becen avoided and that it was the relative merit of the outside
production which had a dccisive 1ole to play in commissioning the
programmec.

The all-India viewership of the programme, as conducted by an outside
agency was only onc percent; the viewership was nil in Dclhi.

5.15.3 Angootha Chhap: The tclefilm “Angootha Chhap™ was submitted
by thc produccr, in May 1987, for possible telecast on Doordarshan and
was approved by Doordarshan in Scptember 1987, as a sponsorcd
programmec. The producer could not find a sponsor for the film and
suggested, in October 1987, that Doordarshan could dircctly show the film
without a sponsor. As pcr thc ratc card, thc royalty pcrmissible was
Rs. 0.32 lakh for a film of 55 minutcs duration, and thc produccr was
informed accordingly in Novembcer 1987. Since this was not acceptable to
the producer, Doordarshan agrced to the proposal of the produccr to
purchasc the film, with world-widc copyrights for Rs. 4 lakhs. Although
approval of thc Costing Committcc was obtaincd, therc was no indication
to show that the rcasonablcncss of cost was cxamined. The film was
‘fclccast twicc in April 1988 and Scptcmber 1989.

Doordarshan statcd, in May 1990, that thc ratc of Rs. 0.32 lakh on
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account of royalty payment for documentary films and children’s:films was
for a mere one time telecast and the film was purchased for any number= %,
telecasts. The Ministry also stated, in February 1991, that the deusnowu'
purchase the film was taken by Doordarshan after considering the high *
repeat potential of the film, its educative theme on adult literacy and the
subtle message it brought home effectively.

It was observed that the viewership of the film, which was telecast only
twice, was not undertaken under the panel survey of the Audience
Research Unit of Doordarshan. However, all India viewership of the April
1988 telecast as conducted by an outside agency was reported at 38 per
cent. The mestry stated, in February 1991, that the viewership was likely
to increase in future telecast because it propagated adult education.

5.15.4 Crossing—The Indians Abroad: Doordarshan awarded the produc-
tion of six part documentary serial of 50 minutes’ duration each in 16 mm '
colour, in February 1989, for a total budget of Rs. 70 lakhs plus 40 per
cent foreign sale rights in favour of a producer.

The first instalment of Rs. 10.50 lakhs (15 per cent of the sanctioned
amount) was released in February 1989 on signing of the contract. The sec-
ond instalment of Rs. 21 lakhs (30 per cent of the sanctioned amount) was
released in March 1990 on approval of the script. The scheduled dates of
completion of various stages of work for regulating payments were not
found mentioned in the contract with the producer. In terms of general
schedule of payments applicable, no payment was admissible to the ~
produccr on signing of the contract. The payment of Rs. 10.5 lakhs on
signing of the contract resulted in unauthorised aid to the producer with an
interest benefit of Rs. 1.26 lakhs computed at 12 per cent per annum. The
payment of the second instalment of Rs. 21 lakhs on approval of the script
was also irregular and resulted in further unauthorised aid. The basis on
which the cost of Rs. 70 lakhs was considered reasonable was also not
available. The serial had not been completed.

Doordarshan stated, in March 1990, that the total cost was considered
quite reasonable by the Costing Committee. Doordarshan also informed,x
in February 1991, that shooting schedule of the serial had been completed
in-London in September 1990.

5.15.5 Khamoshi Kay Dairey: The production of a film titled “Khamoshi
Kay Dairey” was assigned to a producer in the category of sponsored tele-
film in October 1985. As the producer could not get sponsers for the film,
Doordarshan agreed, in July 1986, to a proposal of May 1986 of the
producer to the production of the film at a cost of \Rs. S lakhs. The
agreement was entered into in January 1987. In February and April 1988,
the producer approached Doordarshan for enhancemeat of cost to
Rs. 9 lakhs on the ground that the actual cost of production was more”
because it involved producing the film in 16 mm in colour. The producer
also agreed to forego the video rights of the film in favour of Doordarshan
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for a consideration of Rs. 3.5 lakhs. This was agreed to by Doordarshan
»and an’additional amount of Rs. 3.5 lakhs was sanctioned in May 1988. It
was observed in Audit that the original sanction was for production of film
in 16 mm in colour and as per the agreement between producer and
Doordarshan, telecasting rights of telefilms in India and abroad would vest
with Doordarshan in perpetuity and all other rights would remain with the
producer. There was, therefore, no justification for enhancement of the
cost of film from Rs. S lakhs to Rs. 8.5 lakhs and additional expenditure of
Rs. 3.5 lakhs was avoidable. The film which was required to be completed
by March 1987 was also delayed and was completed in May 1988.
Although Doordarshan stated, in June 1990, that the print quality of the
film was not worthy of telecast, the film was telecast in December 1990 in
the late night transmission. The Ministry stated, in February 1991, that by
agreeing to increase in cost from Rs. 5 lakhs to Rs. 8.5 lakhs, Doordarshan
obtained full marketing rights including the overseas rights of the film.
This was not correct. In any case, acquisition of copyrights of a film,
whose print quality was not worthy of telecast, was of no use.

5.15.6 Spirit Possession: In March 1988, Doordarshan agreed to a
proposal of a producer for production of documentary titled “Spirit
Possession” of 60 minutes duration at a cost of Rs. 6.3 lakhs. The
copyright of the documentary was to vest in Doordarshan. Although the
producer signed the agreement in March 1988, she did not furnish the
necessary prescribed sureties. In November 1988, the producer approached
Doordarshan for enhancement of cost to Rs. 12.98 lakhs due to delay.
Doordarshan agreed to an enhancement of Rs. 1.7 lakhs plus transfer of
30 per cent foreign sale rights in favour of the producer in December 1988.
The producer was also allowed revised schedule of payment in departure
from the normal schedule and Rs. 4.80 lakhs were paid in December 1988
as on account payment (Rs. 3.20 lakhs) and payment on commencement of
shooting (Rs. 1.60 lakhs). Doordarshan granted, in January 1990, a further
enhancement of Rs. 0.77 lakh for sub-titles and. extended duration.

The full contractual formalities were completed only in December 1988.
However, it was observed in Audit that the producer had already signed
the contract, in March 1988, which had also been countersigned by the
Director, Doordarshan Kendra, New Delhi. The grant of further conces-
sions to the producer by way of enhancement of total cost, transfer of
30 percent foreign sale rights and more favourable schedule of payments
was therefore, irregular. The programme which was completed in July 1990
had not been telecast so far in India.

The Ministry stated, in February 1991, that while enhancing the budget,
Doordarshan had taken into account the potentiality of this documentary
in marketing abroad.

«' 5.15.7 Ekas he Hum Barik: In November 1988, Doordarshan accepted
the proposal of a producer for the production of a seven episode serial
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each of 25 minutes duration at the rate of Rs. 1.8 lakhs per episode (total
Rs. 12.6 lakhs). In April 1989, the producer represented for enhancemept
in the cost per episode in view of the higher cost of production involved.
Doordarshan agreed, in September 1989, to pay at the rate of Rs. 2 lakhs
per episode on the ground that a similar rate had been agreed to in the
cases of two other producers. It was stated, in September 1989, that the
increase in the budget was justified in the interest of quality and
requirement of the production. No scheduled date of completion had been
prescribed, although advance payment of Rs. 5.60 lakhs was made in
December 1988 and in December 1990. Delhi Kendra intimated, in May
1990, that in response to a reminder, the producer had informed that two
cpisodes had been submitted to the DG and that the producer had
represented for enhancement of cost to Rs. 4 lakhs per episode and
incrcase in the total number of episodes to 25. The programme was yet to
be completed (January 1991).

5.15.8 Portrait of the Director: In May 1988, Doordarshan accepted the
proposal of a producer for production of a 13 part serial of 30 minutes
duration each in English at Rs. 2 lakhs per episode (total Rs. 26 lakhs)
with all rights excepting 30 percent of foreign telecast rights. The approval
was subject to the condition that the producer would discuss the project
with Doordarshan regarding inclusion of persons in the series. In January
1989, the rate per episode was revised to Rs. 2.30 lakhs of 40 minutes
duration each and two additional episodes were also to be included in the
serial. The personalities to be included in the additional episodes were
strictly not Dircctors. However, in May 1989, the producer expressed his
inability to produce all the episodes and requested Doordarshan to clos¢
the agreemcnt after production of six episodcs. A part payment of
Rs. 12.24 lakhs had already becn made upto February 1989 to the
producer for all the 15 episodes. The producer delivered in all six episodes
in Junc 1989. Doordarshan intimated in January 1991 that the six episodes
were telecast between August and September 1990 and that the producer
had been paid Rs. 13.80 lakhs in final settlement for all the six episodes by
October 1990.

5.15.9 Rishta: The production of the serial ‘Rishta’ comprising eight
cpisodes of 30 minutes’ duration each at Rs. 1.75 lakhs per episode (total
Rs. 14.00 lakhs) was accepted by Doordarshan in August 1988. In March
and April 1989, the producer approached Doordarshan for enhancement in
the rate per episode to Rs. 2 lakhs per episode. Although no increase in
the rate was agreed to by Doordarshan, Doordarshan allowed the producer
to produce ten episodes, each of 25 minutes duration at Rs. 1.75 lakhs per
episode. Thus because of an increase of 10 minutes in the total duration of
all the episodes, Doordarshan agreed to an additional expenditure of Rs.
3.5 lakhs in the production of the serial. An amount of Rs. 7 lakhs was
paid to the producer in December 1988 and June 1989. The scheduled date
of completion was not found recorded in the agrcement. It was intimateli
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that all the episodes were delivered in January 1990 and its tclccast was
yet to be decided (December 1990).

5oordarshan statcd, in March 1990, that duc to problecms of slotting

the scrial for tclecast, it was decided to cut down the duration to 25
minutes each, and incrcase the number of cpisodes by two, in order to
cnsurc the continuity of the story and its propcr trcatment. The addi-
tional expenditure thus sanctioncd had thercfore gone into making of two
additional programmcs as well as to partially mcct the demand of the
producer for enhanced budget. The demand of the produccr for incrcase
in the budget had, howcver, becen rejected carlicr by the Costing
Committec in November 1988.

Doordarshan had withheld the balance payment of the producer (10
per cent of the sanctioncd amount) pcnding formalitics as per agreement.

The Ministry was of the opinion that the likely gains'from commercial
advertiscments would far outwcigh the cxpenditure that had been incur-
rcd on the scrial (Fcbruary 1991).

5.15.10 Tripti: In July 1986, Doordarshan acccptcd thc proposal of a
producer for the production of a tclcfilm titled “Tripti” of 90 minutcs’
duration in 16mm in colour for Rs. S lakhs. The agrccment was cntered
into with thc producer and ani advancc payment of Rs. 2 lakhs (being 40
per cent of the sanctioned amount) made in Fcbruary 1987. The stipu-
lated datc of complction was not found recorded in the agrecment.

It was obscrved in Audit that cven the rough cut of the film had not
been submitted by the producer till April 1990. Doordarshan wrote to the
pfeducer in March and August 1987 but the letters were returncd
undclivered. Doordarshan thercafter wrote to two surctics in Fcburary
1988; there was no responsc from onc of the surctics, while the other
surcty furnished the ncw address of the producer. The letter sent to the
producer at the ncw address was also reccived back undclivered. Instruc-
tions were issucd to Dclhi Kendra in May 1989 to initiatc action against
the producer for withdrawal/cancciiation of the offer and scck rcfund of
sthe advance with intcrest; final lctter was issucd in December 1989. Thus
there was slackness in pursuing the matter with the producer.

The Ministry informed in February 1991, that Doordarshan had sought
advicc from the Ministry of Law in January 1991 and that furthcr action,
as per the terms of contract, would bc taken on reccipt of the legal
advice.

5.15.11 News Magazine in Hindi: In March 1990, Doordarshan awarded
the work of production of a programmc titled “"News Magazine in Hindi”
to two produccrs at the ratc of Rs. 2 lakhs per cpisode for six cpisodcs
.cach (total Rs. 24 lakhs),

An amount of Rs. 9.6 lakhs bcing 40 per cent of the sanctioned
nm{ﬁunt was paid to the produccrs in March 1990. Income tax amounting
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to Rs. 0.19 lakhs was deducted at source from the advance payment to the
two producers.

Subsequently, in April 1990, Doordarshan dccided to cancel the two
programmes. The producers refunded an amount of Rs. 7.39 lakhs in July
1990 after deducting Rs. 2.03 lakhs on account of cxpenditurc alrcady
incurred by them on the production of these programmes. Doordarshan
stated, in November 1990 and January 1991 that thc programmes wcre
cancclled as ‘it was decided to produce the programmes as in-house
production’ and that there was possibility of the usage of the matcrial for
production of in-house programme.

5.15.12 Corruption and the Common Man: Doordarshan acccpted the
proposal of a producer for the production of a programmec titled
“Corruption and the Common Man” in Fcbruary 1990 for an amount of
Rs. 1.25 lakhs.

An amount of Rs. 0.50 lakh bcing 40 pcr cent of the sanctioncd amount
was paid to the producer in March 1990.

Doordarshan statcd, in November/Dccember 1990, that the programmc
was not done very professionally and that it might not be ablc to tclecast it
cven on Channcl II. However, Doordarshan proposcd to impress upon the
producer to modify and make it profcssionally worth tclccast.



APPENDIX 1I

MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND BROADCASTING

Supiect: Guidelines for the consideration, processing and approval of

proposals received from ourtside producers for telecast of TV

Programmes under Doordarshan's Commissioned Programme
Scheme.

With a view to strcamlining the proccdurcs for the consideration,
processing and approval of proposals by outsidc produccrsAdircctors for
telccast, the Government have decided in superscssion of all previous
instructions and/or guidclines on the subject to lay down the following
guidclincs, namely:—

1. (i) These guidclines may be called the ‘Guidclines for the considcra-

tion, processing and Approval of the proposals for tclccast of TV
programmes under the Commissioncd Programmec Scheme of
Doordarshan’.

(ii)) These shall come into force with immediate effect and shall

remain valid until further orders or till such timc as ‘Prasar
Bharati’ issucs frcsh guidclines on the subject, whichever is
carlicr.

2. Director mecans Director of Doordarshan Kcndra.

3.

(i) Doordarshan shall, in accordancc with its programmec rcquirc-

ments over a period of time, consider proposals for the
production of programmecs on a particular subject and format
bascd on the concept, trcatment and script fully approved by
Doordarshan. The rcquircment of thc commissioned program-
mes to be assigned during a financial ycar shall bc worked out
by the Doordarshan Dircctoratc in the 3rd quartcr of the
preccding financial ycar. This would csscntially be a programme
of Doordarshan exccpt that after thc conccptualisation and
other essential paramctcrs arc clcarcd by Doordarshan, the
actual production work would bc. cxccuted by an outside
producer on the basis of thc cost, quality and schedulc laid
down in the agrccment to be cntered into for this purposc.

(ii)) The proposals rcccived on a particular theme and subject shall

be considered by the Evaluation Committcc of Doordarshan
and it shall sclect such proposals as arc considercd most suitable

63
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and in such numbcrs as arc considcred necessary to mect their
programme rcquircments over a period of time. The remaining
proposals not found suitablc will be trcatcd as having been ©
rejected and the applicants informed suitably about such rcjcc-
tion.

(iii) Currcnt Affairs programmcs or programmcs which arc in the
nature of single episode programmecs whose duration will
gencerally not excced 30 minutes in cach case would, however,
not be examincd by thc Evaluation Committcc but will be
processed on file and dircctly placed before the Costing Com-
mittee for its approval.

(i) A proposal rcccived under this schemes from outside producer
who will be known as ‘Exccutive Produccr’ shall invariably
contain all the rclcvant particulars about thc story, synopsis,
biodata, cxpcricnce, ctc. as specificd in the application.

(ii) The proposal in the prescribed form as per Annexurc "A’ shall
be -accompanicd by a Crosscd Bank Draft/Postal Order of the
valuc of Rs.2,000.00 payablc in favour of ‘Drawing and Disburs-
ing Officer, Dircctoratc Genceral, Doordarshan, New Declhi.
This amount shall bc the processing fcc and shall not be
rcfundced irrespective of the fact whether the proposal is finally
accepted or rejected.

(iti) Doordarshan will for the purposc of this scheme maintain a
pancl of cmincnt Producers/Dircctors on the basis of the good
track rccord for producing good quality programme and/or their ¢
potcntial for doing so by virtuc of their litcrary and artistic
talents. A similar pancl will be maintaincd at cach Doordarshan
Kcndra, for programmcs in rcgional languages to bc commis-
sioncd for tclecast by the respective kendras.

(iv) To start with, Doordarshan will utilisc thc pancl drawn up by
thc Zutshi Committee in 1988. Further additions to this pancl
shall bc madc with the approval of thc competent awthority on
the basis of the following critcria:

(a) Past cxpericnce in film/tclevision mcdium (Supported by
documcntary cvidence).

(b) Diploma holdcrs in film dircction of the Film & Television
Institute of India, Punc and Film & Teclcvision Institute,
Madrast_

(c) Graduates of Jamia Millia and Diploma holders of the
National School of Drama who have donc some work in thc
film/tclevision medium after their graduation.

(v) The pancl will be reviewed cvery 4 (four) ycars. Ncw names will
be addcd once a ycar in Fcbruary/March only. Q.\'

T
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S. (i) All proposals received by Doordarshan shall bc appro-
priately entercd into a rcgister in the order in which they
have becn reccived and allottcd a serial number. The reccipt
of the application shall be duly acknowlcdged and the applic-
ant informed about the scrial number allottcd to his/her
application.

>

(ii) An application shall be considcred complcte only if it has
been made strictly in accordance with the manner indicated in
Clause 4 above, failing which it shall be summarily rcjected.

6. (i) It shall be the endeavour of Doordarshan while sclecting such
programmes to strike a proper balancc bctween cntertain-
ment, education and information. Thus, Doordarshan may
decide to get programmes produccd in various formats such as
documentary, telefilm, scrial, scrics, fcaturcs, songs musical
programmcs, varicty programmes, ctc., on subjccts such as:

(a) Currcent Affairs.
(b) Sports.
(c) Children’s Programmes.

(d) Promotion of good sociocultural valucs, national intcgra-
tion and upholding the valucs cnshrined in the Constitu-
tion of India.

(c) Imaginative treatment of outstanding litecrary works.

(f) Life histories of outstanding world and national lcadcrs,
average citizens making valuablc contribution to socicty.

(g) Thecmes promoting thc Wclfare of womecen, children,
weaker sections of socicty (urban/rural).

The above is only an indicative list and Doordarshan is frce to
consider proposals on other subjccts and formats also.

(ii) The applications complete in all respects, shall be placed
before the Evaluation Committcc who would cxaminc the
proposals and dccide upon thcir acceptdbility bascd on the
following broad criteria:

(a) Rclevance of the story, theme or the subject to the nceds
of Doordarshan.

(b) Treatment of the subjcct/storyline.
(c) Conformity to the Telccast code.

(d) Track records of the Dircctor, Executive Producer, Wri-
ter, Crew etc.
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(iii) The Evaluation Committee shall consist of:

(a) Deputy Director General concerned with the particular
theme/subject in Doordarshan (Chair-person). .

(b) Deputy Director General (CCU), Doordarshan.

(c) Three non-official experts to be co-opted from a panel
of experts on the concerned subject. The panel of
experts would be drawn up by Doordarshan with the
approval of the Ministry of Information and Broad-

~ casting.

(d) CP/DCP/(CCU) will act as convenor/member Secretary.

7. Doordarshan would circulate the scripts of the proposals to be
considered in the meeting of the Evaluation Committee by giving a
notice of atleast seven days. The decision arrived at by the Evalua-
tion Committee in respect of individual proposals will be entered in a
register and signed by all members present. The detailed minutes
would be prepared and circulated later.

8. The Evaluation Committee will indicate in case of serialised TV
Programme, the number of episodes for which it has been recom-
mended as also the duration of each such episode. Once the number
of episodes and their duration have been determined, no requests for
sanction of additional episodes or increase in the duration of indi-
vidual episodes comprising the serial shall be entertained.

9. (i) Proposals recommended by the Evaluation Committee shall

be placed before the Costing Committee of the Directorate
for its decision. The Costing Committee shall consist of:

1. DDG(s) (Progs.) Doordarshan.
2. DDG (F), Doordarshan.

3. Representative of the Government (Ministry/other media
unit.

4. Concerned CP.
5. CP (CCU), Doordarshan.

The meeting of the Costing Committee will be chaired by the
seniormost DDG (Progs.)

(ii) While taking a decision on the proposal, Costing Committee
shall follow the following broad criteria.

(a) Recomendation of the Evaluation Committee.

(b) Track records of the Director, Executive Producer, Wri-
ter, Crew, etc. ,

(c) Reasonables of budget vis-a-vis production needs taking
into account the prevailing costs for rental of equip,\



11

R

(iii)

(iv)

)

(i)
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ment, travel, fees of professionals, costumecs, locations,
research, etc.

(d) That the proposed programme falls within the guidclines
prescribed by Government for certification of films for
public exhibition by the Central Board of Film Cecrtification.

(e) Presentation made by the applicant producer.

The Costing Committee shall, in the event of according its
approval to a proposal, clcarly specify in thc minutes of the
meeting the format and duration of the programmes/documcn-
tary/film etc. the number of cpisodes with the duration of each
episode in the case of serials along with the rationalc for the
total budget approved and thc time allowed for complcting the
programme. Similarly, the rcasons for rejecting a proposal
would also be clearly spelt out in the minutcs.

Doordarshan will not sharc the rights of any commissioned
programme with the exccutive producer.

There will be no bar on Doordarshan assigning more than onc
programme on the same theme or subject as warrantcd by the
nceds of programming. An exccutive producer may also be
assigned more than one programme at a time, taking into
account his credentials and capability. Depending upon the
expertise and specialisation of an outside produccr, another
programmc(s) may also be assigncd to the same producer, while
the first is still under production. The decision of the Costing
Committee, will be final and binding in all aspccts.

Doordarshan shall advise thc applicant whosc proposal has been
approved by the Costing Committee about the tcrms of
approval and forward to him the draft agreement required to be
signed by him with the Dircctor of the concerncd Dopordarshan
Kendra along with a copy of the Telccast Code and salient
features of the Cinematograph Act prescribed by the Govern-
ment for public exhibition.

Doordarshan shall also advisc the applicant to producc rough
cut(s) of the programme and submit thc same to Doordarshan
within the period specified in thc agrcement, which would also
specify the period within which Doordarshan would convey its
decision on the rough cut(s) submitted by thc Exccutive
Producers.

The schedule of payment by Doordarshan would be as follows:

—After signing of the agreement 40%
—Commencement of shooting 20%
—On approval of rough cuts 20%
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—On approval of final print 20%
Amendment dated 1.9.92

The Exccutive Producer will, howcver, have to furnish an
irrevocable Bank Gurantce along with Agrcement in relation to
50% of the amount of advance payable to him at that stage and
thercafter 50% of any othcr amount payablc to him as per the
terms of Agrecment. He will provide collatcral sccurity for the
remaining 50% of the amount from time to timc from pcrsons
whose suritics arc acceptable to Doordarshan. Failure to furnish
Bank Gurantce will have to be renewed in duc course until
agrccment has becn fully exccuted to the satisfaction of Door-
darshan. The Bank Gurantce as wcll as collatcral sccurity will
be rclcased within thrce months from the datc of submission of
final programme by the Exccutive produccr to the entire
satisfaction of Doordarshan.

Doordarshan will deduct Income Tax at source in linc with the
rclevant instructions prevalent at that timc.

The Bank gurantee will not be required for Current Affairs
Programmes or Programmes which arc in the naturc of single
episode programmes whose duration will generally not exceed
30 mts. in each case.

The rough-cuts of the programme submittcd by the Exccutive
Producer shall be previewed by a Preview Committce as may bg
formed by the DG and the Dircctor of the Kendra, for national
and local tclccasts respectively within two wecks of their receipt.
A Director (enginecring)/Station Enginecr will also be co-opted
as a mcmber of the Committce.

In the cvent, the Committec is of the vicw that same modifica-
tions are requircd to be carricd out in the programme, the
Exccutive Producer shall be adviscd accordingly within thc time
spccified in the agrecment. The revised versions incorporating
the modifications so suggested will be submittcd for a fresh
preview, within the period specificd by Doordarshan.

No extra payment ovcer and above what was initially agrced to
shall bc paid for carrying out thcse modifications, considerced
neccssary to exccutc the programmes, to mcct the cntire
satisfaction of the Doordarshan authoritics, as rcquircd for
telecast purposes.

13. Recquests for cxtension of time in respect of the time schedule
specificd in the agrccment shall not be agreced to. However, in cxccptional
cases, cxtension may be granted by the Costing Committce for rcasons to
be recorded in writing, provided such requests are reccived well before the

cxpiry of

the particular time limit spccificd in the agrcecment. Such an
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extension will entail the cxccutive producer forcgoing an amount cqui-
val®nt to intcrest @18% on the full amount sanctioncd, for thc pcriod
of thc extension.

14. Doordarshan shall tclccast thesc programmc within two months
of thcir being reccived complete in all respects failing which rcasons
for dcfcrring the tclecast would be rccorded in writing through a
spcaking order and intimated to thc Govcrnment through a monthly
rcport.

15. (i) The agrcement shall be tcrminated if any of the terms or
conditions of the agrcement is violatcd at any point of timc
by the Exccutive Producer. In thc cvent of tcrmination of
the agrccment, Doordarshan, besides invoking the bank
guarantce, would also initiatc proccedings for rccovering the
amount advanced to the Exccutive Producer with intcrest
@18% from the date of advancc onwards.

(i) Producers who fail to complcte the programmc within the
timc stipulatcd in the agrcement or violatc any othcr provi-
sions of thc agrccment shall be blacklisted by Doordarshan
for a pcriod of threc ycars.

16. In case of any disagrccment or disputc in the cxccution of the
agreccment by the Executive Produccr, the matter shall be referred for
sole arbitration to the Sccrctary, Ministry of Information and Broad-
casping, Government of India or to any person appointed by him. The
award of such arbitrator shall be final and binding on all partics. The
venue of the arbitration shall bc Ncew Dclhi and the Court in Dclhi
shall have jurisdiction in any mattcr arising out of this agrccment.

17. The guidclines prescribed for the considcration processing and
approval of the proposals for tclecast of TV programmes on Doordar-
shan’s Natjonal Nctwork shall apply, muratis mutandis, to thc proposals
for tclecast of TV Programmes by Rcgional Kendras, subject to the
following modification:

(a) The Evaluation Committce shall consist of:
(i) Director
(ii) Threce Officials of which one will bc an cngincer.

«(iii) Two non-official experts drawn from thc pancl of cxperts
approved from time to time by Doordarshan with the
approval of the Ministry of Information & Broadcasting.

All proposals recommended by the Evaluation Committee in
{ the Doordarshan Kendra, will be placed bcfore the Costing
Committce for approval.
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(b) Each Regional Kendra shall invite proposals for meeting their
programme requirements over a period of time as decided by
the Directorate General, Doordarshan.

18. Notwithstanding anything contained in these guidelines Doordarshan
may, with the prior approval of the Costing Committee for reasons to be
recorded in writing, assign to a particular producer any programme under
this scheme after complcting all formalitics. The amount of processing fee
in such cases would be adjusted at the time of making the final payment to
the said Executive Producer.

19. Doordarshan would also commission programmes in various formats
on themes/subjects specified by the Government of India from time to
time.

F.No. 9012991TV (P1)
Dated: 07.05.1993
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1. 152

2. 153

Ministry of
I1&B

-do-

In addition to the programmes produced in-
house, Doordarshan also assigns production of
programmes to outside producers. The pro-
grammes produced outside include those on
centenarics and anniversaries, news and current
affairs, sports, national integration, telefilms,
teleplays, documentaries and serial on youth,
environment, culture, development, scicnce and
technology etc. The programmes farmed out to
outside producers are basically of two types
namely, commissioned programmes and spon-
sored programmes. The former is essentially a
programme of Doordarshan except that after
the approval of the conceptualisation and other
esscntial paramcters by Doordarshan, actual
production is done by outside producers known
as Executive Producers. In the case of the
latter, the producer invests his own moncy and
Doordarhsan only approves the programme
offcred by him.

The Committee note that the basic objective
behind the launching the system of outside
production was to keep track with the rapid
expansion of Doordarshan and the immense
diversity of its programme requirements in re-
cent years for which the inhouse effort was
found inadequate. The system was also contem-
plated with a view to providing an outlct to the
talent pool of young producers that has been
built up in this country since the carly cightics.
Further, this system is also stated to cncourage
the production of programmes which may not
be found attractive in the strict commercial
sense but for which there is a distinct need in
the larger intcrest of the socicty. The Audit
paragraph bascd on a test check of records of

n
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Director General, Doordarshan and Delhi
Doordarshan Kendra relating to the production
of commissioned programmes by outside pro-
ducers for the years 1986-90 and further exami-
nation of the subject by the Committec have
revealed several inadequacies and disquieting
aspects relating to the production of program-
mes by outside producers which are dealt with
in the succeeding paragraphs.

The Committee have been informed that
748 contracts were concluded by Doordarshan
with outside producers during the period 1985
to 1990 and out of that 562 programmes have ,
been completed so far. However, the Ministry
were unable to furnish the details about the
number of proposals received, and the program-
mes accepted there against yearwise. Expressing
his inability to furnish the same, the Secretary,
Ministry of Information and Broadcasting ad-
mitted during evidence that Doordarshan had
not maintained records systematically and that
there was no diarisation of the proposals re-
ceived. He also stated that even now he had
been receiving enquiries from producers on the
fate of their proposals submitted two years
back. The Committee are surprised that proper
procedure was neither evolved by Doordarshan
nor prescribed by the Ministry when the scheme
of outside production was launched to systema-
tically record the position in respect of receipt
of proposals and completion of programmes
which were the essential inputs required for
evaluating and monitoring the progress of out-
side production of programmes.

As regards the corrective action taken for
ensuring proper system of data and records, the
Ministry have stated that the revised guidelines
issued on 17 March, 1992 on commissioned
programmes now provide that all proposals
received by Kendras/Directorate will be regis-
tered by them and allotted a serial number.
Further, according to the Ministry with the
setting up of the Central Commissioning Unit




73

4

156

157

Ministry of
I1&B

-do-

and computerisation, tha data base will be
streamlined. The Committee dcsire that the
Ministry should keep a closc watch and ensure
that all records relating to outside production
are systematically maintained by Doordarshan
so that thcy are able to devclop a solid data
base and cffcctively monitor the production of
programmes.

The Committce are surprised to note that
there had been no planning in Doordarshan to
assess the rcquirements of programmes over a
period of time and no scparate exercise had
been undcertaken to decide the total number of
commissioncd programmcs to be approved in a
particular years. The proposals were predomi-
natcly recceived from the producers suo moto
and dccisions taken thercon. During cvidence
the Sccretary, I & B admitted that “carlicr
there was no such planning”. In fact, cven the
guidclines issucd in 1992 after the audit para-
graph appcarcd and the sclection of the subject
by the Public Accounts Committcc, did not
clearly specify in dctail about the requisite
programme rcquircments. It was only after the
Committce pointed it out during cvidence that
the Ministry issucd rcviscd guidelincs on 7 May,
1993 stating that the commissioned programmecs
to be assigned during a financial ycar should be
worked out by the Doordarshan Dircctorate in
the third quartcr of the preceding financial year.
This is clcarly indicative of the lack of planning
and also of thc casual manncr in which the
wholc issue of outside production was dcalt with
by Doordarshan.

What is further surprising is that Doordarshan
had ncither any prescribed system of sclection
of produccrs for production of outsidc program-
mcs nor any pancl of such produccrs. Proposals
submitted by producers suo moto wcre sclected
on the basis of the eminence of the producers,
track record, qualifications ctc. Pertinently, the
Films Division working under the administrative
control of thc samc Ministry viz. Information
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and Broadcasting, prepares a panel of producers .
every two years and invites tenders from pro-
ducers out of the approved panel for production
of films. Also, Doordarshan neither followed a
system of making public lists of eminent and
experienced producers in different grades nor
had any surveys/studies conducted by outside
agencies for evaluation of the competence of
the producers/programmes. The Ministry were
also unable to convince the Committee about
the prevalance of any definite system in Door-
darshan of evaluating the relative merit of
inhouse talent vis-a-vis outside production.
From the foregoing the Committee can only
conclude that there was no proper system in
vogue in Doordarshan for the rational selection
of producers.

Curiously enough, the Committee during the
coursc of the examination found that as
far back as in 1987-88 a Committee know as
Zutshi Committee had recommended a panel of
producers for outside production of program-
mes. However, it was not made operational.
During evidence the representatives of the
Ministry and Doordarshan admitted this omis-
sion. But they were unable to adduce any
convincing explanation for not acting upon the
recommendations of the Zutshi Committee. It
was only after the slection of the subject by the
Public Accounts Committee that the Ministry in
a circular issued in January, 1992 and amended
subsequently drew attention to the Zutshi Com-
mittee panel and sought to streamline the pro-
cedure of selection of producers. This is unfor-
tunate to say the least. The Committee desire
that the reasons for not acting upon the recom-
mendations of the Zutshi Committee should be
thoroughly looked into and the responsibility
fixed for the omissions.

The Committee have been informed that after
the issue of instructions in 1992 a system
has now been evolved in Doordarshan® for
empanelment of outside producers. A Commit
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tee known as Empanelment Committee under
the chairmanship of the Director General,
Doordarshan, now prepares a panel of produc-
ers. A scrutiny of certain relevant documents by
the Committee, in this connection, however
revealed that the system of empanelment con-
tinues to suffer from certain inadequacies. For
instance, the reasons for rejection of applica-
tions for empanelment are neither recorded nor
communicated to the applicants concerned. In
one case it was observed that a producer whose
case for empanelment was rejected had rep-
resented to the then Minister of Information &
Broadcasting seeking justice. However, even
after the Minister had desired to know the
reasons for rejection, no further action was
taken in the matter. When this was brought to
the notice of the Director General, Doordar-
shan in evidence, he admitted the lacunae. The
Committee are of the view that the functioning
of the Empanelment Committee leaves a lot to
be desired so that the process becomes much
more transparent.

The Committee also desire that the Ministry of
Information & Broadcasting should in future
ensure that the revised guidelines are scrupul-
ously followed, the programme requirements
over a period of time are methodically planned
and the selection of producers is made on a
rational basis.

The Committee note that after the concept of a
programme has been cleared, it is submitted
to a coasting committee who are required to
assess the cost of each programme. The Costing
committee is headed by the Director General
and consists of five other members. After the
programme is approved by the costing commit-
tee, the agreement is signed between the out-
side producers and Director of the Kendra
spelling out the format, duration, number of
episodes, time schedule, mode of payment etc.
The Committee are concerned to note that till
March, 1992 no specific guidelines/norms were
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issued either by the Ministry or by Doordarshan
for the functioning of the costing committee.
There were no standard rates prescribed for
production of different catcgories of program-
mes and the cost of each programme was
determined by the costing committee taking into
account the budget brcak-up-prejected by the
producers and after mutual consultation and
deliberations in the committee. However, no
written minutes of the deleberations were main-
taincd. Evidently, no stcps had been taken
either by the Ministry or by Doordarshan to
regulate the working of the Costing Committee.
The Committcc are not convinced with the
argumcnts advanced that such guidelines could
have curbed the crcative functioning of the
Costing Committce and that the rcasonableness
of the cost could have been cntirely left to the
knowlcdge, judgement and awarcncss of the
members of the Costing Committee without any
standard norms bcing laid down. The Ministry
of Information and Broadcasting have assured
the Committce that as per the revised guidelines
issucd on 17 March, 1992 the Costing Commit-
tee is required to clearly specify in the minufes
the rationale in the total budget approved for a
programmc. The Committce would like the
Ministry to ensure that the cost of each prog-
ramme is asscssed correctly on a rational basis
and thc basis of costing properly recorded so
that it docs not give risc to any dispute with the
producer subscquently.

The Committce note that as per the argcement
cxccuted, the programmes farmed out to
outside produccrs were required to be gencrally
complcted within thrce to four months. The
producers were granted advances, normally
40 pcrcent of the total cost initially and the
remaining amount at diffcrent stages. Audit had
reported that 72 programme involving advance
payment of morc than Rs. 2 crores for which
agrccments were cntered into between Febru-
ary, 1986 and March, 1990 were pending com-
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pletion till October, 1990. As regards the latest
position in this regard, the Ministry of Informa-
tion & Broadcasting informed the Committee
that out of the 72 programmes, 42 have been
completed and telecast, six have been com-
pleted and awaiting telecast, six were being
dropped and 18 programmes were yet to be
completed. Thus, there had been inordinate
delays in the production of programmes. the
scrutiny of information furnished in this regard,
in fact revealed that there had been consider-
able delays in the completion of most of the
programmes. Significantly, Doordarshan had
several options before them to deal with the
defaulting producers. Under the agreement with
the producers, in the event of failure to com-
plete the production work within the stipulated
period, the security deposit of the producers
was liable to be forefeited. It was also open for
Doordarshan to terminate the agreement and
take any other action which might have been
deemed necessary. Further, according to the
instructions issued by Doordarshan in October,
1984, in cases of inordinate delays, the Kendras -
were required to send the recommendations for
black-listing of defaulting producers. The Com-
mittee are, however, distressed to note that
Doordarshan did not invoke any of these provi-
sions. The Ministry of Information & Broad-
casting admitted that Doordarshan exhibited
laxity in initiating timely action for effecting the
recoveries from the defaulting producers
through available modes. It was also admitted
that many cases of delay were due to the weak
monitoring by the Kendras. While conceding
the lapses. the Secretary, Information & Broad-
casting stated during evidence “We have now
said that any producer who defaults should be
black-listed and should not be given the prog-
rammes”. It was also stated that the computer-
isation and the newly introduced system of
obtaining bank guarantees would further enable
Doordarshan to monitor slippages in production
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schedule. All these indicate serious lapses, if
not hepotism. The Committee rcommend that
the laxity shown by Doordarshan in initiating
timely action against defaulting producers
should be thoroughly enquired into and respon-
sibilities fixed for the lapses. The Ministry
should also ensure that in future effective steps
are taken to monitor the progress in the produc-
tion schedule in terms of the contracts executed
and that timely action is taken against defaul-
ters. The Committee would also like to be
apprised of the latest position in respect of
completion of programme by ouiside producers.

The Committee regret tc observe that no mean-
ingful exercise seems to have becen
undertaken even now to estimate the amount
recoverable from the defaulting producers.
While the Ministry were unable to inform the
Committee of the precise amount recovzrable,
it was stated during evidence that the said figure
could be about rupees onc crore. The absence
of any monitoring of the production agreement
executed by the producers has resulted in cer-
tain cases even in non-tracing of producers/
sureties etc. (Discussed elsewhere). The Comi-.
mittee recommend that all the pending contracts
should be reviewed and prompt action taken to
effect recoveries from the defaulting producers.
The Committee would like to be informed of
the further action taken in the matter.

The Committee find that in several instances
certain producers who had failed to produce
the programmes within the stipulated period
were awarded contracts for further programmes.
To quote a few examples, the producer of
programme “Morning Moods” was required to
complete the programme by September, 1988.
Although the firm failed to complete the prog-
ramme within the stipulated period, yet he was
awarded contracts for three more programmes
costing Rs. 7.45 lakhs in December, 1988,
February and March, 1989 and advance pay-
ments of Rs. 2.98 lakhs were also made. Sur-

»
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prisingly, in two of the three cases even the due
dates of the completion of these programmes
were not recorded in the contracts. These prog-
rammes were completed in a period of nine and
19 months respectively against the normal com-
pletion period of 3 to 4 months. The argument
that the omission to record the due dates of
completion of the programmes in the contracts
was due to oversight is not acceptable to the
Committee at all. The Committee desire that
proper cxplanation be called from the officers
concerned for the lapses and punishment meted
out. Similarly, in another cases, a firm was
entrusted with the production of a programme
“Golden Hawks” at a cost of Rs. 7.5 lakhs in
March, 1988. The programme which was re-
quired to be completed by July, 1988 was
completed only in July, 1990. Yet the same firm
was awarded another programme costing
Rs. 17.50 lakhs and given advance payment of
Rs. 7 lakhs in July, 1988. This programme
which was required to be completed by De-
cember, 1988 was actually completed in Octob-
er, 1989 only. The Ministry .of Information &
Broadcasting while admitting the mistakes
stated that in the absence of a centralised
monitoring unit in Doordarshan, the necessary
inputs regarding the status of other proposals of
a producer for commissioned programmes were
not made available to the Costing Committee
and no one in the Committee was in possession
of all information regarding the assignments
awarded to the various producers. The Ministry
assured that with the introduction of computer-
isation and setting up of a Central Commission-
ing Unit, such mistakes will not recur. The
Committee desire that the circumstances in
which contracts were awarded to the producers
in the above mentioned cases before, comple-
tion of the programmes assigned to them carlier
should be inquired into and responsibility fixed
for the lapses. Steps should also be taken to
strcamline the procedure so that such cases do
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not recur. The Committee also desire that the.
Ministry should examine the desirability of fix-
ing of a ceiling on the number of programmes
to be assigned to one producer.

The Committee note that apart from the de-
faults in production, there had also been
inordinate delays in the telecast of programmes

‘which had already been completed. The Audit

had pointed out that 49 programmes received

- by Doordarshan between June, 1987 and

March, 1990 involving an expenditure of
Rs. 1.21 crores could not be telecast to Octo-
ber, 1991, scrutiny of the information furnished
to the Committee in this rcgard in January,
1993 has revealed that of the 49 programmes,
26 have since been completed and telecast, but
the remaining 23 programmes were still awaiting
telecast. The reasons attributed for the non-
telecast of certain programmes were, change in
political situation, sansitivencss of the subject,
programmes lacking balance, etc. In the opinion
of the Committee, this clcarly indicative of the
inadequacies in the conceptualisation and plan-
ning of the programme requirements and the
acceptance of the programmes by Doordarshan.
The Committee are convinced that this area
requires further attention so that infructuous
expenditure on such programmes are avoided in
the future. The Committee would also like the
Ministry to apprise them of the latest position in
respect of the programmes produced till end of
1993 pending telecast together with reasons
therefore and its financial implications.

Another dis-quieting practice observed by the
Committee was that the amounts collected from
the producers earlier as security were not being
deposited in the Government account, as a
matter of practice. In most of the cases these
security deposits in the form of demand drafts
were kept separately on files and returned to
the producers after the completion ‘of the. prog-
rammes. However, after the mistake was
pointed but by Audit, Doordarshan issued in-)'
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structions in March, 1990 to all Kendras that
the amount of deposit should be credited to
Government account soon after its receipt. The
Ministry of Information & Broadcasting admit-
ted that in this case Doordarshan had violated
the established financial practices. The Commit-
tee wish to point out that this is indicative of a
serious lack of control exercised by Doordar-
shan/Ministry in the administration of the
scheme of outside production of programmes.

As per the Income Tax Act, 1961, income tax
was required to be deducted at source at the
rate of 2% in respect-of payments for contracts
excceding Rs. 10,000 which was applicable in
the case of contracts for programmes commis-
sioned to outside producers. The Committee
regret to note that no provision for deduction of
tax at source was made in the agrecments
exccuted by Doordarshan with the producers
and income tax amounting to Rs. 71.93 lakhs
had not been deducted at source from the
payments made to the producers during the
period 1985-86 to 1989-90. The Ministry of
Information & Broadcasting while admitting the
lapse stated that the implications of thc income
tax rcgulations were not clearly understood at
the initial stage and that instructions were
subscquently issued in June 1989 to effect in-
come tax deductions at source which is now
being made regularly. The Committee can not
accept ignorance as a valid explanation for the
failure to comply with the statutory require-
ments in this case. They desire that the Ministry
of Information & Broadcasting in consultation
with income tax authorities should take effective
steps to ensure recovery of income tax from
producers in cascs where deductions had not
been made in the past.

Another area where the Committee found
lack of adequate attention was the manner in
which copyright of such programmes were being
shared with the producers. While it was main-
tained that Doordarshan had full copyrights of
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its commissioned programmes insofar as the
question of telecast rights in India was con-
cerned, it was observed by the Committee that
there was neither any laid down criteria nor any
consistent practice in regard to foreign telecast.
In one case it was observed that Doordarshan
had set 30 per cent of the foreign telecast rights
with the producer even though the entire cost of
programme was borne by Doordarshan. In
another case Doordarshan had surrendered
40 per cent of foreign telecast right with the
producer of a programme costing about Rs. 75
lakhs for a saving of just Rs. § lakhs. Evidently,
there was no system in Doordarshan to regulate
the share of copyrights with the producers.
Pertinantly, during the period 1985-90, Door-
darshan had shared copyrights with 19 produc-
ers for foreign telecast. The Ministry of Infor-
mation & Broadcasting while admitting that the
basis for sharing copyrights in the former case
mentioned above was not justifiable stated that
as per the revised guidelines issued on 7 May,
1993 it has been decided that Doordarshan will
not share its rights with the producers. The
Committee desire that the Ministry of Informa-
tion & Broadcasting should review all the cases
where Doordarshan had shared copyrights in
the past with a view to ensuring that the
financial interests of Government are protected.

Audience rating is an important input for
deciding production and telecast of pro-
grammes. The Committee note that based on
surveys carried out by Doordarshan itself, vie-
wership of various programmes produced by
outside producers had not been very encourag-
ing over the years. While the Committee are
conscious of the fact that Doordarshan cannot
adept a purely commercial attitude in deciding
the programmes to be telecast, in order to
achieve success in winning over viewership in
the highly competitive environment_prevailing in
the present conditions, it is imperative that g
high standard is maintained in the quality of the
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programmes produced and telecast. The Com-
mittee, therefore, desire that the Ministry
should make sustained efforts in this direction
so that the viewership of programmes gets
widened. Steps should also be taken to obtain a
correct assessment of the viewership so that it
acts as an cffective feedback.

During the course of examination the Com-
mittee came across several individual instances
of irregularities in the programmes produced by
outside producers under the commissioned
programmes. Briefly, some of those cases in-
volved, the following irregularities:—

(i) Lack of co-ordination between
two branches of Doordarshan re-
sulted in payment of an additional
amount of Rs. 3.90 lakhs on a
programme (National Integration)
earlier contracted with the produc-
er at a lower rate.

(ii) One programme (Lotus Temple
on Bahais) already produced in-
house and telecast thrice was
awarded further to an outside
agency resulting in avoidable ex-
penditure of Rs. 1.25 lakhs.

(iii) A telefilm approved earlier (An-
gootha Chep) as a sponsored
programme and  subsequently
proposed for exhibition on pay-
ment of royalty at Rs. 0.32 lakh
per telecast was purchased for Rs.
4 lakhs as the producer could not
find a sponser for the film.

(iv) Advance payment of Rs. 10.5
lakhs was made in February 1989
for a six part documentary serial
(Crossing—The Indians Abroad)
for a total budget of Rs. 70 lakhs
in contravention of the prescribed
schedule of payment. The contract

.~
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V)

(vi)

(vii)

(vii)

with the producer did not
prescribe scheduled date of
completion; the serial had
not been completed.

An amount of Rs. 5 lakhs sanc-
tioned for the production of a film
(Khamoshi Kay Dairey) was en-
hanced to Rs. 8.5 lakhs without
justification. The production of
the film was also delayed by 14
months. The film was telecast af-
ter 31 months of its receipt al-
though Doordarshan was aware
that the print quality was not
worthy of telecast.

Doordarshan agreed to enhance
the cost of a documentary (Spirit
Possession) from Rs. 6.3 lakhs to
Rs. 8 lakhs and gave 30 per cent
foreign sale rights in favour of the
producer after the contract was
signed. The producer was also al-
lowed more favourable sched <
of payment.

The cost of a serial of seven
episodes (Ekas Ke Hum Barik)
accepted by Doordarshan in
November 1988 was enhanced
from Rs. 12.6 lakhs to Rs. 14
lakhs. The serial was yet to be
completed though advance pay-
ment of Rs. 5.60 lakhs was made
in December 1988 and December
1990.

An increase of 10 minutes in the
total duration of a serial with 10
episodes (Rishta) led Doordar-
shan to bear an additional expen-
diture of Rs. 3.5 lakhs when the
contracted rate was Rs. 1.75 lakhs
per episode of 30 minutes durg;
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- tion. Although all the episodes
were stated to have been deli-
vered in January 1990, their tele-
cast was yct to be decided.
(ix) A tclefilm contracted in February
1987 (Tripti) for which Doordar-
shan made advance paymcnt of
Rs. 2 lakhs had not beecn pro-
duced so far.

(x) Two programmecs (Ncws Magazine
in Hindi) for which advance pay-
ment of Rs. 9.6 lakhs was made in
March 1990 were concelled; the
producers refunded the amount of
advance in July 1990 aftcr deduct-
ing Rs. 2.03 lakhs on account of
expenditure already incurred.

Some of the above mentioned cases have been
dealt with in more detail elsewhere in the
. rcport. The Committce deplore that the laxity
on the part of the authorities resulted in delay,
extra cxpenditure, accommodation to the pro-
- ducers at the cost of the exchequer and several
other irregularities. They recommend that all
the above mentioned cases as well as those
mentioned in the audit paragraph should be
thoroughly inquired into and responsibility fixed
for the lapses. The Committee would like to be
informed of the action taken in the matter.
20. 171 Ministry of The system of assigning programmes to outside

producers had been prevalent in Doordarshan
at least since the eighties. Significantly, during
the period 1985-86 to 1989-90 an amount of Rs.
56 crores was spent against the budgct alloca-
tion of Rs. 49 crores on programmes made by
outside producers. Surprisingly, to guidelines
were issued by the Ministry to regulate the
scheme of production till January, 1992. It was
only after the selection of subject by the Public
Accounts Committee for detailed examination
that the Ministry chose to issue guidelines
initially in January 1992, followed by
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March 1992 and later in May 1993 in the’ light
of the discussions during evidence before the”
Committce. The Sccrctary of the Ministry of
Information & Broadcasting stated during evi-
dence “I have nothing on record to show that
any ordcrs were issucd on the subjcct by the
Ministry.” The Committce nced hardly com-
ment further on this sclf-admitted deriliction of
duty on the part of thc Ministry. They hope
that the Ministry would atleast now kecp a closc
watch on the guidclines issucd with view to
ensuring that the production of commissioned
programmes by outside producers is donc
mcthodically and within the laid down pro-
ccdurcs and policics.

During the course of their examination, the
Committcc’s attcntion has also been drawn to
ccrtain reported irrcgularitics in the sclection of
sponsorcd scrials from -outside producers. The
Committcc find that on 28 Fcbruary, 1992,
Doordarshan relcascd a list of 432 provisionally
short listcd serials from outside produccrs under
thc acw sponsarship scheme. After the provi-
sionally approved scrials was made public, cer-
tain discrepencics in the list were reported and
a prcliminary enquiry was conducted by Door-
darshan in the matter. Bascd on the prcliminary
¢nquiry, the matter was cntrusted to the Central
Burcau of Investigation. The Committcc have
been informed that CBI submitted an interipn
report towards the cnd of 1992 intimating that
their discrete verifications had disclosed the
possibility of irrcgularitics with regard to
62 scrials and that thc CBI were proposing to
registcr preliminary enquiry against some offi-
cials of Doordarshan and conduct an open
probe to ascertain whether the officials had
committcd any criminal misconduct. According
to the Ministry, no furthcr communication had
been reccived from the CBI. The Committee
desirc that the CBI cnquiry and thc actioh
against thc officers found guilty of having in-
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dulged in corrupVirrcgular practices should be
cxpcdited. The Committce would like to be
informed of the progress made in the matter
within thrce months.

The instant audit paragraph was sclected for
dctailed cxamination by the Public Accounts
Committee (1991-92) and a list of points clicit-
ing advance information on the subjcct was scnt
to the Ministry of Information & Broadcasting
on 20 November, 1991. Howcver, the Ministry
were able to furnish replics only on 22 January,
1993, that is after a lapsc of more than
14 months. The Sccrctary, I&B during cvidence
attributed the dclay to the non-maintcnance of
proper rccords by Doordarshan. Although the
Committecc had complcted rccording of oral
cvidence on the subject in Fébruary, 1993 there
was a further delay of more than 4 months on
the part of the Ministry in funishing replics to
thc points arising out of cyidence. Even the
replics furnished belatedly had failed to make
available scvcral important data having a dircct
bearing on the cxamination of the subject. The
Committee cannot but cxpress their strong dis-
plcasurc over this and dcsirc that the Ministry
should thoroughly inquirc into the rcasons for
the inordinatc dclay in furnishing information to
thc Committcc.

To sum up, the facts stated in the forcgoing
paragraphs have rcvcaled scveral shortcomings
in the Doordarshan’s Commissioncd Programme
Scheme. Bricfly, the inadcquacics/shortcomings
were, absence of planning rcgarding programme
requircments, abscence of procedure in the sclec-
tion/cmpanciment of produccrs, defects in the
costing tcchniques, delay in production, delay in
tclccast of programmes, incorrect procedurc
adopted in respect of sccurity deposit and de-
duction of income-tax at source, sharing of
copyrights with the producers, abscnce of
guidclincs/instructions to rcgulatc thc administ-
ration of the schcme and above all, lack of
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control of the Ministry over Doordarshan in this
rcgard. The Ministry of Information & Broad-
casting have admitted the shortcomings and
irrcgularitics. They have assured the Committce
that with the laying down of guidelincs in 1992
and 1993, computcrisation and sctting up of the
Central Commissioning Unit in Doordarshan,
the administration of the schcme of commis-
sioned programme will be streamlincd. The
Committce are, howevcr, not inclined to share
this optimism. They recommend that the Minis-
try should undertake a comprchensive review of *
the scheme in the light of the facts stated in this
rcport and take appropriate corrective/remedial
mcasurcs with a view tc ensuring that the in-
house talents are exploited to thc maximum and
the outside production is undertaken in a man-
ner so as to achicve the underlined objectives
bchind the scheme within the laid down guide-
lines / policies.

24. 175 Ministry of = The Committee in the coursc of their exami-
I1&B nation of the subject, also come across certain
disturbing- facts rclating to the maintcnance of
accounts in Doordarshan. When the operations
of a department include undertaking of ac-
tivities of a commercial or quasi-commercial
character and the nature and scope of the
activities of the undertaking are such as cannot
suitably be brought within the normal system of
Government account, the department was re-
quired to maintain such subsidiary and pro-
forma accounts in commercial form as may be
agreed to. between Government and the Com-
ptroller and Auditor General. Astonishingly,
the proforma accounts of Doordarshan have not
been finalised since the years 1977-78 onwards.
This delay has been attributed by the Ministry
inter alia to the delay in bifurcation of assets
and liabilities between DoordarShan and All
India Radio, destruction of records at Doordar- "
shan kendra, Hyderabad in a mob attack, non
availability of complcte documentation at subor-
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Ministry of
1&B

dinate ficld officcs, non availability of adcquatc
inspcction machincry, the rapid expansion of
Doordarshan ctc. The Committce cannot accept
these as valid cxplanations for the inordinatc
dclay of morc than 1S ycars. They arc of the
firm vicw that the officers in the Ministry and
Doordarshan who wcre respsonsible for the
maintcnance and ovcrsecing of these accounts
were ncgligent in  their dutics and respon-
sibilitics should bec fixed for the lapses. They
rccommend that thec Ministry of 1&B should in
consultation with thc Comptroller and Auditor
Genceral of India find out ways and mcans of
maintcnance of the proforma accounts up-to-
date. The Committce would like to be informed
of the precisc action taken in thc matter.

From the forcgoing it is cvident that an
atmosphcre of non accountability was prevalent
in the Ministry of I&B and Doordarshan. The
Committce dcsire that this should be rectified
without any loss of timc.
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