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INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairman of the Fublic Accounts Committee, having been 
authorised by the Committee, do present on their behalf this Eighty- 
Second Report on the Review of Guidelines for 1972-73-Crash 
Scheme for Rural Employment. 

2. The Public Accounts Committee in their 170th Report (Fifth 
Lok Sabha) on Crash Scheme for Rural Employment had, interaliu 
dealt with the guidelines issued by the  G,overnment of India in March 
1972 for the implementation of the Crash Scheme for Rural Employ- 
ment which prohibited talung up of projects posting less than 
Rs. 5,000:-. In their 228th Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) which was an 
Action Taken Report on the 170th Report, the Committee had re* 
commended that, in principle, Government ~ h o u l d  identify all works 
so undertaken and debit the expenditure incurred in that respect 
to the States concerned. A representation was received from the 
State Minister of Community Development and Panchayats, 
Government of Rajasthan that in view of the peculiar conditions 
obtaining in t!w State under which these works were esecuted. GOV- 
ernment should not insist on the Stntc Government to reimburse 
the espendi~ure  incurred on them. The Committee considered the  
representation from the Minister of Community Development and 
Panchayats, Government of Rajnsthan a t  their sitting held on 31 
March, 1978 and decided that since a question involving public policy 
was raised by the Government of Rajasthan, the representative of 
the Ministry of Agriculture (Department of Rural Development) 
should be hca1.d the points raised by the State Government. 
Accordingly, the Committee took evidence of the representative of 
the Ministry of Agriculture on 17 A p ~ i l ,  1978. The Report was 
considered and finalised by the Committee at, their sitting held on  
27 April, 1!6'8. The Minutes of the sittings form Part ~ i *  of the  
Report. 

3. A stntcment contain~np conclusions/rrcommendations of the 
Committee is appended to this Report (Appendis 111). For facility 
of refcrcnce these have been printed in thick type in the body of 
the Report. 

4. The Committee place on record their appreciation of the 
assistance rendered to them in the examination of these paragraphs 
by the Comptroller and Auditor General of India. 

'Not I'rintctl. One cvclo.itylvJ ci~pylsit!  on tht, Tablc of the Ilowc and fi\.u. copics placrd 
in Parliame~rt Library. 
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5. The Committee would also like to express their thanks to the 
Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation (Department of Rural M e -  
lopment) for t& cooperation extended by them in giving informa- 
%ion to the Committee. 

NEW D m ;  C. M. STEPHEN, 
April 27, 1978. Chairman, 
Vaisakhu 7, 1900 (S). . ' Public ~ccounts Committee. 



1.1. The Public Accounts Committee in paragraphs 1.78 to 1.82 
~f their 170th Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) on paragraph 10 of C h a p  
ter I1 to the Supplementary Report of the Comptroller and Auditor 
G e n s  J of India for the year 1972-73, Union Government (Civil) 
relating 'to size of works to be taken up under the Crash Scheme 
for Rural Employment, had inter alia dealt with the guidelines 
issued b? the G o v e ~ n t  of India in March 1972 for the imple- 
mentdtion of the &heme which inter alia prohibited taking up 
projects (by the executing agencies--in this case the State Govern- 
ments) costing less than Rs. 5,000 each as follows: 

"Audit Paragraph 

Size of the works 

1.78. The Central Government had q u e s t e d  the State Gov- 
ernments to ensure that the projects were not too small 
because, if small their number would be very large and 
would pose problems of legistics and supervision. If a 
project was to be redly worthwhile its size was ordina- 
rily to be such that it would employ a minimum of 50 
persons continuously for 15 weeks. (In that event each 
work would cost about Rs. 22,500 to Rs. 25,000). If owing 
to special local circumstances, smaller projects were to 
be undertaken in some regions, the cost of the smdler 

. projects was not in any case to be less than Rs. 5,000 each 
and their number was to be such that not more than 20 
per cent of the funds allotted to a district were spent on 
them. However, in some States including Assam, Orissa 
and Tamil Nadu many petty works were undertaken. Of 
the 2112 works sanctioned in Assam during the two years, 
621 works (amount Rs. 21 lakhs) cost less than Rs. 5,000 
each while 1254 works (amount Rs. 124 lakhs) cost bet- 
ween Rs. 5,000 and Rs. 22,500. Further, many of the 237 
works each costing more than Rs. 22,500, individually com- 
prised a number of smaill works executed in different 
locations. Of 2C2 works estimated to cost Rs. 34 lakhs in 
Kalahandi district in Orissa, the average individual cost 
of 132 works was only Rs. 6.315. Of 451 works in 46 Blocks, 
test-checked in that State, the cost of only 35 w ~ k ~  was 
more than Rs. 25,250 each. In the first phase of implemen- 
tation of the programme in 123 Blocks in Tamil Nadu 2513 
works were approved of which as many as 1212 cost less 



than Rs. 5,000 each, 1204 works cost between Rs. 5,000 and 
Rs. 23,500 each, while only 97 works cost more than 
Rs. 23.500. The same pattern was followed in 107 blocks 
taken up for implementation in the second phase (October, 
1971). Of 1262 works taken up for execution in '1972-73 a t  
an estimated cost of Rs. 84.35 lakhs in 48 blocks selected for 
review, 1240 works (91 per cent; cost Rs. 76.93 lakhs) were 
small works costing less than Rs 23,500 thus exceeding the 
prescribed ceiling of 20 per cent for small works. Further, 
as in 1971-72, 431 small works (14 per cent; total cost 
Rs. 11.72 lakhs) the estimated cost of each of which was 
less than Rs. 5,000, were taken up In two blocks all the 
78 works mere estimated to cost less than Rs. 5,000 each. 

[Paragraph 10 of Chapter I1 to the Supplementary Report of 
the  Comptroller & Auditor General of Tndia for the year 

1972-73. Union Government (Civil)]" 

1.79. According to the guidelines the cost of each work should 
not be less than Rs. 22.500. However. in special local circumstances 
smaller projects could be undertaken but their cost was in no case 
to be less than Rs. 5.000 each and their number would be such that 
not more than 20 per cent of the funds allotted to a district were 
spent on them. Accordicg to the Audit test check in Assam, Orissa 
and Tamil Nadu 2264 works costing less than Rs 5,COO each were 
undertaken and 3658 works out of a total of  6338 works cost between 
RT. 5,000 and Rs. 22,500 each The Committee asked for  detailed 
inp~rmation in respect of I~porks costin? less than Rs. 5.OGO and bet- 
ween Rs 5.000 and Rs. 22.500 taken up in each StateiUnion Terri- 
tory and cases where the expenditure on work5 co.;tjnq less than 
Rs. 5,000 which was recoverable from States was recovered. The 
L'epartment of Rural Development in a written note have st:itcd. 

"~nformation in regard tr: execution of works costing less than 
Rs. 5,000 each is not readily available in the Department 
of Communjty Development. Nor has the Ministry infor- 
mation regarding the number of works costing between 
Rs. 5,000 and Rs. 22,500. The Government of J&K had 
approached the Minjstry to execute works costing less 
than Rs. 5,000 each in excess of 20 per cent of the outlay 
in view of the  special conditions obtaining in the State. 
The Ministry acceded to the request of the State as a spe- 
cial case. No other State made any request in this re- 
gard. It was presumed that  the guidelines issued in this 
behalf in March, 1972 would be kept in view by the State 



Governments while taking u p  wanks under CSRE. The 
Ministry, in its part, had been insisting on the desirabi- 
lity of taking u p  large works, and pointed out to indivi- 
dual States whenever undertaking of small works came 
to its notice. Instructions to avoid taking up small works 
were issued to the States because i t  was considered that 
small works would not be durable. Matter partaining to 
implementation of programmes under CSRE in the resgec- 
tive States have been included in the Audit Reports being 
submitted to the Governors of the States. I t  is, therefore, 
expected that the State Governments will be seized of any 
deviations from the aforesaid guidelines brought to their 
notice in the Audit Reports for appropriate action. Besides, 
letters have been addressed to A.G's of all States and 
U.Ts. to effect recoveries of amounts spent on works or 
itenls in contravention of the provisions of the CSRE 
schemes." 

1.80. Asked whethe] the State Governments have been inform- 
ed that expenditure on ~vorks  costing less than Rs. 5,007 each and 
on works costing between Rs. 5.000 and Rs 28,500 exceeding 20 per 
cent of the outlay in a district was recoverable. the Depariment of 
Rural Development in a written reply have stated: 

"Thc State Governments have been requested to have a list 
prepared of works costing less than Rs .5,OOr) each in ex- 
cess of the 20 per cent of the funds allotted to a district. 
The espendlturc Incurred on such works was to be debit- 
ed to the  State Governments It may. howe.i-er, be noted 
that during thc first year of the imp1ementa:ion of the 
scheme instructions regarding; size of works were only of 
a general n2ture Specific provision were made in the 
guidelines in March 1972 These were based on the ex- 
perience gathered in the first vear. The questlon of re- 
covery w.ould therefore arise only in respect of works 
taken up for implementation after the instructions were 
issued. There was no limlt on the works costing between 
Rs. 5,000 and Rs. 22,500." 

1.81. In  reply to a question as to the special local circumstances 
under which smaller projects could be undertaken up for execution 
and how far  such small works would be durable and of public utility, 
the  Committee have been informed that "areas having sparse 
population, difficult terrain, under long spells of rains/snow etc. 
have a comparatively short period during which work projects envi- 
saged under CSRE could be executed. Where the works have been 



properly chosen with reference to felt needs of the people and tak- 
ing into consideration the permanency of the assets, these have de- 
finitely served useful purpose and are of permanent use. 

"1.82. The Committee note that according to the guidelines issued 
by the Central Govenunent, the cost of each work taken up under 
the Crash Scheme was ordinarily not to be less than Rs. 22,500. 
However, in  special circumstances smaller projects could be under- 
taken but cost was in no case to be less than Rs. 5,000 each and 
their number was to be such that not more than 20 per cent of the 
funds allotted to a district were spent on them. In clear viola- 
tion of the guidelines in Assarn, Orissa and Tamil Nadu 2264 works 
costing less than Rs. 5,000 were undertaken and the cost of 3,638, 
22,5OQ, according to a test check by Audit. The Committee  egret 
to note that information is not available readily with the Department 
in regard to list of works costing less than Rs. 5,000 and between 
Rs. 5,000 and Rs. 22,500 taken up in the States." 

1.2. Subsequently information with regard to the works costing 
less than Rs. 5,000 each and between Rs. 5,000 and 22,500 taken up  
in the States as received from 12 State Governments was furnished 
by the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation (Department of 
Rural Development) in their Action Taken Note dated the 20 April 
1976 as under: 

"The guidelines for Crash Scheme for Rural Employment 
were issued during the year 1972-73 while the Crash 
Scheme for Rural Employment was in operation with 
effect from 1971-72. There was no bar for the State 
Governments to take up works costing less than 
Rs. 5,000/- during the year 1971-72. The restriction on 
taking up smaller works costing less than Rs. 5,0001- was 
applicable only with effect from 1972-73. The observa- 
tions of Audit in these cases seem to be based on the 
works executed during both the years of 1971-72 and 

- - -- - -- - 
*Thr rrlrvant extract from the of March 1972 is reproduced below : 
"Care should be taken to see that the projects formulated for execution are not so small, 

for in that  c l r e  their numb-r will becomc very large. Multiplicity of small pro.jectr 
is attended by the danqer that supervision over their execution is like1 to be lax and 
also by the rink that the money invested in them may prove wastdu[ for ormall pro- 
jects cannot produce useful and durable results. If a roject is to prove really worth- 
whilr and produce d u l  resula itn size should ordinarib be such that it will rmplny a 
minimum of 50 pelmons continuously for a period of 1 5  weeka. In some regions, how- 
ever, owing to special Iwal circumstances smaller projrcts may have to be undertaken. 
But the c a t  of such smaller projects shall not in any case be less than Rs. 5000 and their 
number dm11 be sup that not more than zo per cent of the fund0 allotted to a diatrict 
are spent on them. 
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l ! ,  
1972-73. As there were no specific instructions against 
taking up small works costing less than Rs. 5,(XIO/- during 
1971-72, i t  is Wesurned that most of the 2,264 works were 
taken up  during the first year in the States of Assam, 
W s s a  and Tamil Nadu. The State Governments were 
requested to supply information regarding the number of 
works costing less than Rs. 5,000/- from the year 197273 
onwards. The information, so far, received from the 
State Governments is enclosed (given below). The States 
which have not yet furnished information have been 
reminded to do so: 

SI. No. Stat~/Union Territory No. of works 
(lms than Rs. 

5 9 ~ )  

I .  Gujarat , . , . . .  12 

2.  Ilaryana . . . . . . .  , . 14 

. . . . . . .  3. Karnataka 1 2 1  

5 .  Maharashtra . . . .  . . . Lrss than 
5,m0/- not 

taken up at 
all. 

6 .  Meghalaya . . Kil 

7.  Nagaland . . . Nil 

8. Chandigarh . . . . . . .  Xil 

3. Dadra & Nagar Havrli . . . .  Nil 

ro. Delhi . . . .  Nil 

I I .  Soa,  Darnan & Diu . . . . . .  . . 2 

Total 25: " 

1.3. Commenting on the above mentioned Action Taken Note, 
the Public Accounts Committee in para 1.38 of their 228th Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabha) had observed as under: 

"It is surprising that instead of furnishing specific infoma- 
tion, Government have merely "presumed that most of 
the 2264 works, costing l e s ~  %an Rs. 5,000 had been 
taken up during the first y e a  of implementation of the 
Scheme in the States of Assam, Orissa and Tamil Nadu 

. #  ., where there was no bar for the State Governments to 



take up such works. The Committee, however, find from 
the information now furnished in respect of 12 States/ 
Territories that even from 1972-73 onwards, some S ta ted  
Territories, like Guarat, Haryana, Karnataka, Goa, 

Daman and Diu and Mizoram had taken up work's costing 
less than Rs. 54000 in violation of the guidelines. The 
Committee deplore the apparently irresponsible manner 
in which replies are sent to their specific recommenda- 
tions, There seems to have been no proper monitoring 
and scrutiny of the expenditure in relaion to thc nature 
of schemes. Perhaps the State Governments found 
themselves entirely free to use t!:ci- discretian and take 
up any works even in disregard of the instructions 
issued by the Centre. The Committee would l i le ,  on 
principle, that Government should identify all work so 
undertaken and debit the espenditure incurred in that 
respect to the States concerned. The final position in 
this regard should be communicated to the Coinmiflee." 

1.4. The State Government of Rajasthan was one of the States 
which had not then furnished information on the number of petty 
works costing less than Rs. 5,000 each taken up under the Crash 
Scheme focr Rural Employment which was in  violation of the guide- 
lines issued for the impkmentation of the Scheme. On being re- 
minded by the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigttion (Department 
of Rural Development) to prepare the list of works costing less 
than Rs. 5,000 each executed during the years 1972-73 and 1973-74 
and to refund the amount so sp'ent to the Government of India, in 
pursuance of the above recommendat:ons of the Committee, the 
State Minister, Community Development and Pmchayats, Rajas- 
than, in his letter D.O. Yo. F(88) Acctts/Crash/Vol. 11175,46528 
dated 26 November, 1977 (Appendix I) made a request for exempt- 
ing the State Government of Rajasthnn from reimbursement of 
expenditure incurred on such works in view of the fact 'the State 
has a special feature as compared to other States of India.' I t  has 
i t s  own pecularities and problems. I t  is a scarcely ~ p u l a t e d  
State and density of population varies from one region to another 
to a g r e a k x t e n t  and a t  the same time its villages are streched a t  
great distances. 

1.5 The Min is tv  of Agriculture and Irrigation (Department of 
Rural Development) who had also been addressed in  the matter 
separately by the State Government of Rajasthan have in their 
O.M. No. M.20011/7/74-BME., Vol. 111 dated 6 January 1978 (Appen- 



dix 11) requested that the views of the State Government might be 
placed before Chairman, PAC to seek the Committee's approval to 
the relaxation of the guidelines in the case of RajastKan. 

1.6. The Public Accounts Committee considered the representa- 
tion from the Rajasthan State Government as also that from the 
Deptt. of Agriculture a t  their sitting held on 31 March, 1978. In 
view o f  the fact that a question involving public policy was raised 
by the Government of Rajasthan, it was decided to hear the repre- 
sentatives of the Xlinistqr of Agriculture (Department of Rural De- 
vel~pment)  on the po:nts raised by the State Government. Ac- 
cordingly, the Committee took evidence of the representatives of the 
Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation on 17 A p d ,  1978. 

1.7, The Committee wanted a list. State-wise, of works costing 
less than Rs, 5,000 showing their total number and the total amount 
involved in such works executed under the scheme separately dur- 
ing each of the years 1971-72 and 1972-73. The Department of Rural 
Development in a note have stated: 

"A statement showing State-wise details of works costing less 
than Rs, 5,0001- is enclosed. The works included in this 
statement primarily related to  the year 1972-73 and some 
works taken up during 1973-74 but such works taken UP 
during 1971-73 are not included in the statement since 
State Governments could take them in that year under 
the guidelines." 

11 
IInlprn\.rtnrnt/r.rrln~1::1- 4 1 ,('31' D n 

tion of village p ~ ~ n d ~  
Tor fisl~ C ~ I ~ I I I I Y )  

4 
Sil 

6.866 Do. 
Ni l  



----------_-___-_____d____________--- 

8. Meghalaya Nil Nil 

g. Nagaland Nil Nil 

10. Rajasthan 31 7,379 State Goveril-- 
ment has been 
requested t n  

regfund. 

I I. Tamil Nadu 429@ 837,617 Do. 
(Roads. Minor Irrigation, 

Culverts) 

12. Tripura 

13. West Bengal 

UNION TERRITORIES 

14. Arunachal Pradesh . 
15. Chandigarh 

16. Dadra and Nagar Haveli 

17. Delhi 

18. Goa, Daman and Diu . 
19. Lahhadwcep 

20. Mizoram 

2 I. Pondicharw 

Nil 

Nil 

Nil 

Nil 

Nil 

Nil 
2 

(Roads) 

Nil 
8 

(Play Grounds) 

Ni l  

Nil 

Nil 1 Union Trrri-  
tories yet their 

Nil funds from 
I Government of 

Yil I India. Hencr 
thc qurstion of 

Nil 1 refund docs not 

I arisr 4.506 1 
Nil i 

I 
32,000 J 

28 8 I ,625 
(Minor Irrigation) 

N. A. Not available. 
@Incomplete informat ion. 

- .  --- 

1.8. I t  will be seen from the above table that out of 13 States a 2  
8 Union Temitories in respect of which information has been fur- 
nished only 6 States and 3 Union Territories had incurred expendi- 
ture on schemes carrying less than Rs. 5,0001-. The total amount 
spent on such works was Rs. 13,43,671. As regards Rajasthan State, 
there were in all 131 works below Rs. 5,000 each which were execut- 
ed there at  a total cost of Rs. 3.17 lakhs, after the issue oT the guide- 
lines. The break-up of these works Districtwise as furnished by 
the Ministry is given below: 



SI. Name of District 
No. 

No. of Sanctioned Expenditure 
works amount incurrrd 

Bharatpur . 2 

Pal i . . . . .  3 
S. Madhupur . . . . .  5 
Bhilwara . I 

Alwar I 

Barrncr . . . . .  13 

Churu I 

Jhunjhunu . 8 

Bikaner 2 

Jhalawar . 13 

Bundi . . 4 

12. Ajmtr . . . . .  I 3,864.00 3864.00 

13. Nagour I 3450' 00 2,281. 17 

14. Tonk . . .  I n.ogo. 00 2,089' 92 

15. Dunsarpur . - 3 8,200. 00 10,602.24 

16. Jaipur . . . . 5 9  2,08475.00 1,40,122' 24 

I 7. Ganganagar , . 13 45,146.00 20,408.79 

To a question as to what public utility was involved in each case 
and whether their number was to be such that not more than 20 
per cent of the funds allotted to a district were spent on them, 
The Ministry of Agriculture, in a note, have stated: 

"It is not possible to collect public utility duly certified by 
the Collectors concerned within the short-time as requir- 
ed. However, without public utility the collectors would 
not have undertaken these works. A cupy of the letter 
from district authorities, Jaipur, is enclosed herewith 
(not reproduced in the Report) to show that the ambunt 
was utilised by them for digging village tanks for provi- 
sion of drinking water. 



No expenditure in excess of 20 per cent of district allocation 
was incurred in any district of the State on works costing 
less than Rs. 5,000." 

1.9. The Committee enquired whether it would be correct to 
assume that if the Committee had not recommended in their 228th 
Report, Government would not have asked the State Government 
of Rajasthan (along with others) to refund the expenditure incur- 
red on works costing less than Rs. 5000. The Secretary of the De- 
partment in his evidence stated: 

"It is difficult to say that. Obviously, the expenditure by the 
Government of Rajasthan has been incurrred on certain 
types of projects which were not approved by the Gov- 
ernment of India. So, basically it is improper expendi- 
ture." 

1.10. On further enquiring as to what was the consideration be- 
fore the  Government in specifying that expenditure on a project 
should not be less than Rs. 5,0W, the Secretay , Ministry of Agricul- 
ture has clarified: 

'The  main principle of the whole scheme which was started 
in April, 1971 was to ensure that some people get employ- 
ment on public works of some kind. There was a fear 
that  if the large number of small projects would be taken 
up. they would not be easily identifiable and also on which 
the number of people employed would be extremely small 
which would actually mean that we would be spending on 
projects which are not identifiable and sometimes on non- 
existent projects. We had i n s t r u ~ ~ i o n s  that care should 
be taken that projects for execution were not too small. 
I n  that  case, the multiplicity of small projects is attended 
by the  danger that supervision over their execution is 
likely to be lax and also that small investment on small 
projects cannot produce useful durable results. I t  says 
that projects which will employ minimum of 50 persons 
continuously for a period of 15 weeks should be taken up. 
The minimum cost of the project would be Rs. 22,500." 

1.11. When pointed out that  according to an  earlier statement 
made by ;he Ministry of Ag~iculture, three States, viz., Tamil Nadu, 
Orissa and Assam had been given exemption from this rule, the 
representative of the Ministry has clarified: 



"The rule about Rs. 5,000 came from 1972-73 onwards. Be- 
fore that, the States had undertaken some works which 
were less than Rs. 5,000. The exemption was given from 
197273 onwards in  a legal manner. From 197273 on- 
wards, the rule was that under no circumstances it should 
be less than Rs. 5,000. The Scheme was started in  1971- 
72. Before that, there was no such scheme.. . .R.s. 5,000 
exemption we gave to nobody in the second year." 

1.12. In the same context, the Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture, 
has added: 

"In 1971-72 we had not issued such strict guidelines about the 
size of works and the amount of money spent under the 
crash scheme of rural employment. There were a number 
of complaints that the money was misused. Therefore, we 
issued detailed guidelines in 1972-73. Again, a sum of 
Rs. 50 crores was earmarked. This expenditure relates to 
the year 1972-73. The PAC Report pertains to these par- 
ticular items of expenditure. I t  is not unlikely that in 
1971-72, some States did take up work costing less than 
Rs. 5,000. That was in order, a t  least not against any 
specific instructions issued by the Government of India.. . . 
The PAC took note of the guidelines and made an obser- 
vation that this was an improper expenditure." 

1.13. The Committee pointed out that according to the direc- 
tions issued by the Central Government for the implementation of 
the Scheme, it would imply that any project which employed 10 or 
15 people and which ran for a few days was acceptable to Gov- 
ernment provided the cost was above Rs. 5,000 and 80 per cent of 
that was paid towards wages; in exceptional cases it being sixty- 
forty. However, in cases where the expenditure was below Rs. 5,000 
it was not permissible e.g. in the case of Rajasthan where they want- 
ed water which had precedence over all other items in some of the 
districts there and for that purpose the entire expenditure could 
conceivably be for wages only as no other material was needed. 
There in a district a large number of wells were dug, human labour 
was employed and as a result 100 per cent of the expenditure was 
ma& towards human labour. 

1.14. Asked about Government's views regarding relaxation of 
the guidelines where the money involved was a small fraction of 
the total amount spent in a State and the State Government h e  
943 L.S.--2. 



with a full sense o-f responsibility, spent the money on projects which 
were of substantial utility to the people and a large number of per- 
sons were given employment as a result thereof, the Secretary, 
Ministry of Agriculture, stated in evidence: 

"Obviously the State Governments have spent the money with 
the bona fide belief that this particular type of expendi- 
ture was necessary, and it is also not unlikely that in 
their desire to take up a large number of works which 
would provide employment. they have taken them up." 

1.15. To a specific question whether Government disputed the 
bonafides of the State Government of Rajasthan where a major 
part of the money was spent in accordance with ,the guidelines and 
the State Government had assured that this was spent in a very 
responsible manner and that there was no wasteful expenditure, the 
witness replied: 

"We don't want to dispute, but the only thing is that there 
are other works also. All the works are not of water 
supply; there are various other schemes also like soil 
conservation, minor irrigation and things like that. And I 
am sure that the minor irrigation works are so minor 
that they will not do any irrigation. But obviously they 
were used to provide employment. But, with this kind of 
criticism that it was a scheme which was taken up outside 
the Plan, the Government of India were finally forced 
to drop this scheme altogether." 

1.16. The Committee wanted to know that if the emphasis was 
on employment and for a fairly long period employment which 
meant that the project was an employment-oriented one, what was 
the necessity of issuing the guidelines for 1972-73. The witness 
clarified: 

"The guidelines are very detailed. It  was a crash scheme for 
rural employment. The intention was to see that there 
would be a wage-earner in every family getting about 
Rs. 100 per month. The idea was that this scheme would 
benefit the general con~munity." 

1.17. The Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture, spelt out the basic 
objectives of the scheme in the following words: 

"(i) The direct generation of employment in all the districts 
of the country through the execution of projects which 
are  essentially labour-intensive; and 



(ii) The projection of assets of a durable nature i n  consonance 
with local developed plans so that all round development 
of the district is assisted. The scheme intends to gene- 
rate emplloyment for 1000 persons on an average per year 
in every district. If a year is taken as consisting of 10 
working months and a month as consisting of 25 working 
days, i t  follows that  on an average 2.50 lakhs mandays 
of employment should be generated in every district. 

I t  was for providing employment together with creating assets 
which are of du,rable importance." 

1.18. On being asked whether it was subject to the situation 
varying from district to district, the witness replied that "we left i t  
to the State Governments." As regards supervision by the Centre 
over the implementation of the Scheme, the Committee were in- 
formed by the witness that i t  was done by the respective State/ 
Union Territory Governments. The Ministry of Agriculture used 
to get reports periodically from the State Governments. 

1.19. When the Committee posed the proposition whether i t  was 
not conceivable that the terrain or conditi3an in a district might be 
such where employment of a few persons for a few days might 
not produce assets of a durable nature, the witness has stated: 

"The idea at that time was to ploduce employment for 1000 
people in a district. It is not that everybody should get 
employment in every village. 4-5 people in a village 
move over to a work site." 

1.20. The Committee were also given to understand by a repre- 
sentative of the Ministry during evidence that if a particular State 
Government pleaded that the amount had been spent properly, 
there was no point in disputing that statement except that  the Audit 
might look into the  fact whether the expenditure had been incurred 
properly. When pointed out that generally Audit would go by 
the  guidelines and for the bona fides of the expenditure made, the 
Centre was entirely dependent on the reports of the State Govern- 
ment, the Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture has stated "Natural- 
ly" and added: 

"Even within the guidelines they can go into the bona jides of 
the  expenditure." 

1.21. The Committee in tbeir 170th:&port (1974-75Mth Lek 
W h a )  on Crash Saherne for Ru~al  Employment had Inter-alia 



commented on the fact that information was not readily available 
with the Ministry of Agriculture on the list of works costing less 
than Rs. 5,000 each which were executed in violation of the Guide- 
lines issued in March 1972. Subsequently information with regard 
to such wwks, as received from 12 States, was forwarded to the 
Committee. This information comprised the number of works which 
were undertaken both in 1971-72 and 1972-73. Finding from this in- 
formation that in respect of 12 StatesITerritories works costing less 
t h m  Rs. 5,080 each had been taken up during 1972-73 onwards in 
violation of the Guidelines, the Committee in their 228th Action 
Taken Report had recommended that, on principle, Government 
should identify all works so undertaken and debit the expenditure 
incurred in that respect to the States concerned. 

1.22. The State Government of Rajasthan, which was one of the 
States which had undertaken 131 small projects costing less than 
Rs. SOW/- each in violation of the Guidelines, have represented Ito 
the Committee that in view of the peculiar conditions obtaining in 
the State under which these works were executed, Government 
should not insist on the State Government to reimburse the ex- 
penditure incurred on them. 

1.23. +The Commirttee note f r m  the information furnished to 
them that besides Rajasthan, Gujmat had undertaken 12 works, 
Haryana 14 works, Karnataka 121 works, Kerala 4 works and ~ a m i l  
Nadu 429 works during the years 1972-73 and $973-74, all costing 
less than Rs. 5,000/& each. 

1.24. The Committee do appreciate that for enforcing financial 
discipline in the matter of execution of projects some guidelines 
were necessary. However, all such guidelines have to serve public 
purpose and cannot be imposed as a cast iron rule defeating the 
very purpose of the project.;' The object of the mash scheme is 
admittedly the provision of employment for a short duration and 
the creation of correspunding assets in that The &pula- 
tian with respect to the number of workers to be employed, the 
period of their employment and the amrmnt to be spent are all 
meant to ensme that this objective is attained. The relevant ques- 
tion t d  consider, therefore, is whether the projects undertaken were 
genuinely undertaken and whether thep served the p w o s e  of the 
scheme. Since local conditions differ from State to State, i t  is quite 
conceivable that on account of higher pate of wages or conditions 
of terrain necessitating employment of larger number of persons 
the same work may in one State cost more than Rs. 5,0001- and in 
another less than Rs. 5,@00/. The State Government has s t r o n g l ~  
maintained that the amount spent had generated productive em- 



ployment and that it has resulted in the development efforts of the 
State. The Minishy of Agriculture does not want to dispute this 
assertion by the State Government. The Committee has, therefare, 
no reason to ,doubt that the State Governments had undertaken 
these works and spent money on them with a full sense of respon- 
sibility in view of their substantial utility to the people. Judging 
froml the total number of works that were executed in these States 
and the amount spent on them, the Committee are inclined to feel 
that these works were executed/und&aken for genuine public 
welfare purposes. In the light of the facts now brought out, the 
Committee, therefore, feel that it would be causing hardships to 
the State Governments of Rajasthan etc. if they are asked to re- 
fund the amount of expenditure incurred by them on projects cost- 
ine less than Rs. 5,0001- each. 

1.25. The earlier recommendation of this Committee was also 
based on the fact that the Department had (vide para 1.79 of 170th 
Report) on their own addressed to the Accountants General of all 
States/Union Territories to effect recoveries of ?amounts spent on 
works or items in contravention of the provisions of the Scheme. 
The Committee would, therefore, urge the Government to review 
the question of 'recoveries on all cases of deviations from the guide- 
lines in the light of the observation made above. 

NEW DELHI; 

April 27. 1978. 
~aisakha 7, 1900 (S). 

C. M. STEPHEN, 
Chairman, 

Public 4ccounts Committee. 
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APPENDIX I 
(Vide Para 1.4) 

Copy of letter D.O. No. F. (88) Acctts/Crash/Vol. 11/75, 46523, dated 
26 November, 1977 from the State Minister, Community Deve- 
lopment and Panchuyats, Rajasthun to the Chairman, P.A.C. 

Crash Scheme for Rural Employment was implemented in  the 
State for three years from 1st April 1971 to 31st March 19'74 with 
cent per cent Central Assistance. The amount was paid to the State 
Government as advance for implementation of the Scheme. The 
Comptroller and Auditor General of India has included a draft para 
in the Audit Report of the Union for 1972-73 on the Scheme which 
besides other items provide that the expenditure on smaller projects 
costing less than Rs. 5,000 incurred by the State Government will 
not be admitted by the Union Government and the State Govern- 
ment had been asked to reimburse it to the Union Government. 

In this connection I would like to inform you that Rajasthan State 
has a special feature as compared to other States of India. It has its 
own peculiarities and problems. As you know, Rajasthan is a scar- 
cely populated State and density of population varies from one re- 
gion to another to a great extent and at the same time its villages 
are stretched at great distances. According to guidelines sent by 
Union Government, efforts are to be made to take up only those 
works which cost more than Rs. 5,000 but there were certain places 
in western Rajasthan where in spite of our best efforts we had to 
undertake the works costing less than Rs. 5,000 due bo the special 
features of those places. The expenditure on such works comes 
only .O4 per cent and this had to be done due to the abnormal 
situation prevailing in those regions. 

Such works costing less than Rs. 5,000 were undertaken only 
where there was acute shortage of drinking water for cattle and as 
well as for human beings. Works regarding digging of water tanks 
for supply of water to the said villages had to be undertaken a= 
drinking water is a top priority work which the State Government 
is expected to perform as a welfare State. 

Keeping in view all these factors the State Government had 
undertaken works costing less than Rs. 5,000 and as this was only 
.04 per cent of the total expenditure on works undertaken in the 
State, I think the Government of India should not insist on the State 
Government to reimburse it to the Central Government. 



APPENDIX I1 

(Vide Para 1.5.) 

Copy of Office Memorandum No. M. 20011/7/74-RME Vol. IIJ, dated 
6 January, 1978 fm the Ministry of Agriculture & Irrigation, 
Department of Rural Development, addressed to the Lok Sabha 
Secretariat. 

SUB: Supplementary Report of the Comptroller and Auditor Gene- 
ral of India for the Union Government (Civil) for the year 1972- 
73 regarding Crash Scheme for Rural Employment-Size of 
works costing less than Rs. 5000-refund of Central Assistance. 

The undersigned is directed to say that the Public Accounts Com- 
mittee in their Hundred and Seventieth Report had observed that 
the States had taken up petty works costing less than Rs. 5,000 which 
was a violation of the guidelines issued by the Department of Rural 
Development. The State Governments were accordingly requested 
to prepare the list of works costing less than Rs. 5000 executed dur- 
ing the years 1972-73 and 1973-74 and to refund the amount so spent 
to the Government of India. Government of Rajasthan have stated 
that the State is sparsely populated and its villages are stretched 
at great distances. And there is acute shortage of drinking water. 
Projects casting less than Rs. 5000 were undertaken only where there 
wes acute shortage of drinking water for cattle as well as for human 
beings. Works regarding digging of water tanks had to be under- 
taken on top priority basis and the expenditure on such works was 
to the extent of only 0.04 per cent of total expenditure incurred on 
CSRE. In view of the special local conditions prevailing in their area, 
the State Government have requested that the facts may be placed 
before the Chairman and Members of the Public Accounts Com- 
mittee and the conditions laid down in the guidelines may be re- 
laxed for them. 

Lok Sabha Secretariat are requested to bring the above facts to 
the notice of the Chairman of the Public Accounk Committee and 
to seek his approval to the relaxations of the guidelines in the case 
of Rajasthan. 



APPENDIX III 

Statement showing the Cmlusians/Recomm~ndations 

- - . - _ - _ _ _  ______-___---___I-- - 
Para No. Ministry/ 

S. No. of Department Conclusion~Recommendation 
Report concerned 

I 1-21 Ministry of Agriculture The Committee in their 170th Report (1974-75-Fifth Lok Sabha) 
and Irrigation on Crash Scheme for Rural Employment had, interslia, comX~enM 

@eparment Of on the fact that information was not readily available with the Development) 
Ministry of Agriculture on the list of works costing less thvl 
Rs. 5,000 each which were executed in violation of the Guidelines 
issued in March 1972. Subsequently information with regard Q such 
works, as received from 12 States, was forwarded to the Committee. 
This information comprised the number of works which were under- 
taken both in 1971-72 and 1972-73. Finding from this information that 
in respect of 12 StateslTerritories works costing less than Rs. 5000 
each had been taken up during 19'72-73 onwards in violation of the 
Guidelines, the C o m m i t ~ e  in their 228th Action Taken Report had 
reco&mended that, on principle, Government should identify dl 
works so undertaken and debit the expenditure incurred in that re&- 
pect to the States concerned. 

The State Government of Rajasthan, which was one of the State6 
which had undertaken 131 small projects costing lcss than Rs. 5000 
each in violation of the Guidelines, have represented to the Conk 



mittee that in view of the peculiar conditions obtaining in the State 
under which these works were executed, Government should nolt 
insist on the State Government to reimburse the expenditure incur- 
red on them. 

The Committee note from the information furnished to them that 
besides Rajasthan, Gujarat had undertaken 12 works, Haryana 14 
works, Karnataka 121 works, Kerala 4 works and Tamil Nadu 429 
works during the years 19'72-73 and 1973-74, all costing less than 
Rs. 5,000 each. 

The Committee do appreciate that for enforcing financial disci- 
pline in the matter of execution of projects some guidelines were 
necessary. However, all such guidelines have to serve public purpose 
and cannot be imposed as a cast iron rule defeating the very purpose 
of the projects. The object of the crash scheme is admittedly the pro- 
vision of employment for a short duration and the creation of cor- 
responding assets in that process. The stipulation with respect to the 
number of workers to be employed, the period of their employment 
and the amount to be spent are all meant to ensure that this objective 
is attained. The relevant question to consider, therefore, is whether 
the projects undertaken were genuinely undertaken and whether 
they served the purpose of the scheme. Since local condihons Mer 
from State to State, it is quite conceivable that on account of higher 
rate of wages or conditions of terrain necessitating employment of 
larger number of persons the same work may in one State cost more 

- - . . - - . 
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-- - - - - - -- -- 
than Rs. 5,000 and in another less than Rs. 5,000. The State Govern- 
ment has strongly maintained that the amount spent had generated 
productive employment and that it has resulted in the development 
efforts of the State. The Ministry of Agriculture does not want to 
dispute :his asseltion by the State Government. The Committee has, 
therefore, no reason to doubt that the State Governments had under- 
taken these works and spent money on them with a full sense of res- 
ponsibility in view of their substantial utility to the people. Judging 
from the total number of works that were executed in these States 
and the amount spent on them, the Committee are inclined to feel 
that these wo~ks  were executedlundertaken for genuine public wel- 
fare purposes. In the light of the facts now brought out, the Com- 
mittee, therefore, feel that i t  would be causing hardships to the State 
Governments of Rajasthan etc. if they are asked to refund the 
amount of expenditure incurred by them on projects costing less 
than Rs. 5,000 each. 

5 I .25 h l i n i w ~  of Agriculture 1.25. The earlier recommendation of this Committee was a190 
Irrigation based on the fact that the Department had (vide para 1.79 of 170th (Depa tmcnt of Rural 

Dl elnpmenr) Report) on their own addres~ed to the Accountants General of all 
States/Union Territories to effect recoveries cf amounts spent on 
wwks or items i 1 contra~rention of the provisions of the Scheme. 

' The Committee would, therefore, urge the Government to review the 
question of recoveries on all cases of deviations from the guidelines 
in the light of the observation made above. - - -- - - - - - -- -------- 
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