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INTRODUCTION 

I. the Chairman of the Publtc Accounts Committee do present on their 
behalf this 57th Report of the Committee 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. 

2. The Report of the C&AG of India for the year ended 31 March. 
1990, No. 13 of 1991. Union Government, Ciyil was laid on the Table of 
the House on 7 August. 1991. 

3. In' this Report the Committee have found several short-comings 
relating ta the production of commissioned programmes in Doordarshan by 
outside producers. The inadequacieS/short-comings were. absenee of plan-
ning regarding programme requirements. absenee of procedure in the 
seleetion/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, absence of guidelines! 
instructions to regulate the administration of the scheme and above all. 
lack of control of the Ministry over Doordarshan in this regard. Thc 
Ministry of Information and Broadcasting have admitted the shortcomings. 
The Committee have recommended that the Ministry should undertake a 
comprehensive review of the scheme in the light of the shortcomings and 
take appropriate correctivclremedial measures with a view to ensuring that 
the in-house talents arc exploited to the maximum and the outside 
production is undertaken in a manner so as to achieve the underlined 
objectives behind the scheme within the'laid down guidelines/policies. 

4. The Report of the Committee has also revealed several individual 
instances of irregularities in the programmes produccd by outsidc produc-
ers under the commissioned programmcs. The Committee have deplorcd 
that the laxity on the part of the authorities resultcd in dclay. extra 
expenditurc, accommodation to the producers at thc cost of the exchequer 
and several other irregularities. They have recommended that all those 
cases should be thoroughly inquired into the responsibility fixed for the 
lapses. 

5. The Committee have been surprised to find that the proforma 
aceounts of Doordarshan have not been finalised since the years 1977-78 
onwards. Rejecting the reasons advanced by the Ministry in this regard. 
the Committee have opined that the officers in the Ministry and Doordar-
shan who were responsible for the maintenance and overseeing of these 
accounts were negligent in their duties and that responsibilities should 

(v) 



(vi) 

be fixed for the lapses. They have recommended that the Ministry of 
I & B should in consultation with the Co~ptroller and Auditor General of. 
India find out ways and means of maintenance of the proforma accounts 
uptodate. 

6. The Committee (1992-93) examined the Audit Paragraph at their 
sittings held on 27 January. 1993 and 15 February. 1993. 

7. The Committee (1993-94) considered and finalised the Report at their 
sitting held on 24 January. 1994. Minutes of the sitting form Part II· of the 
Report. 

8. For facility of reference and convenience the observations and 
recommendations of the Committee have been printed in thick type in the 
body of the Report and have also been reproduced in a consolidated form 
in Appendix III of the Report. 

9. The Committee place on record their appreciation of the commend-
able work done by the Public Accounts Committee (1992·93) in taking 
evidence and obtaining information for the Report. 

10. The Committee express their thanks to the officers of the Ministry 
of Information & Broadcasting and Directorate of Doordarshan for the 
cooperation extended by them in furnishing information and tendering 
evidence before the Committee. 

11. The Committee also place on record their appreciation of the 
assistance rendered to them in the matter by the office of the Comptroller 
& Auditor General of India. 

NEW DELIU; 

February I, 1994 

Alagha 12, 1915 (Saka) 

BHAGWAN SHANKAR RAWAT, 
Chairman, 

PubliC' Accounts Committee. 

-Not printed (one cyc:lmtyled copy laid on tbe Tahle or tbe 1i0UR and five copies placed in 
Parliament Uhrary) 



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 tbat after 
the approval of the conceptualisation and other essential parametors by 
Doordarsban, actual production is done by outside producers, known as 
Executive producers. In case of tbe latter, the producer invests his own 

'iloney and Doordarshan only approves the programme offered by him. 

4. Asked about the main objectives/advantages in assigmng tbe 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 Doordarshan 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 considered necessary to provide an outlet to the talent pool of 
young prQducers that has been built up in this country since the early 
eighties. 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 tbe larger interest 
of the society e.g. programmes which promote healthy socio-c:ultural 
values, life history of eminent nationallinternational personalities, 
welfare of women, children and the weaker sections of the society." 

Procedure for awarding production of programmes to outside producnl 

~S. According to the Ministry of Information & Broadcasting earlier, 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 T 

proposals received in the Kendras f,?r programmes in the regional 
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 the~ 
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 pwposals, 
accorded approval and sanctioned an appropriate budget. 

7. The concerned Producers and the respective Doordarshan KendraNn 
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, m~nitored the progress in stages and also released 
further instalments of the advance as per agreement. 

8. Apprising the Committee of the syste.n of processing of pr~rammes 
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, n,puty 
Controller of Programmes, Controller of Programmes, Deputy Direc-
tor-General and finally it comes to the Director-G,cneral for concept I 
approval. The first person who would go through the entire SCriPt'J 
prepares a synopsis. But at all the levels, the script will be gone into,,] 
before the Director-General gives the concept approval. Only aft,cr I 
the concept has been cleared by the Director-General, it will go"'to I 
the Costing Committee." ] 
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Fi'!.#ncial 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 fonows: 

Finaadal BuctPt Amount expeDded EscaI of 
Year llIocatioD (In 1akJu) Sbortfalla 

1985·86 40.00 <40.00 
1~87 600.00 231.35 61 % (Approa. lIIortfa1l 
1987·88 528.95 853.44 61 % (Appl'OJ:. 

eueu) 
1988-89 1023.90 2190.77 114% (Apprm. 

cue") 
1989-90 2753.16 2276.23 17% (Approa. 

mortfaU) 

10. It will be seen from the above that as against the budget allocation 
ofRs. 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 luhs. 

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 
tie expenditure. The additional reasons 'for excess amount were, topical 
exigencies and diversification of commissioning' activity. 

12. The Committee wanted to know t,he budget aUocations 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 wen 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 peri..x1 1985-86 to 1989-90. In a note 
furnished to the Committee, the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting 
stated that in aU 748 contracts were concluded with outside producers 
during the period 198~90 and out of that 562 programmes have been 
&mpleted. 
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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 Secretary. Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting stated during evidence:-

" ..... 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 one by one but that was not done .... " r-( 

16. While stating the corrective action taken for ensuring a proper 
system of information, 1he Ministry stated that the revised guidelines 
issued"on 17 March 1992 on Commissioned Programmes now prQvide that 
all proposals received by KendraslDirectorate will be registered 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 dtne 
about the total number of programmes required by Doordarshan over 
a period of time, the Secretary, Ministry of Information &" Brooocasting 
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 ~I$-* 
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 stated as 
follows: 

"Prior to the issuance of the comprehensive guidelines for Commis-
sioned Programmes on 01.01.1992 (revised later on 17.03.1992.\p 
according to which Doordarshan is required to invite proposals on 
various themes depending upon its programme requirement, pro~s
als for Commissioned Programmes were predominantly being 
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received by Doordarshan suo-moto and decisions taken thereon 
depending upon the merit of the proposal. No separate exercise to 

~.ecide lotal 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 revised guidelines for telecast of 
programmes in Commissioned Programme Scheme, 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 concept, treatment and 
script fully approved by Doordarshan. The requirement of the 
commissioned programmes to be assigned during a financial year 
shall be worked out by the Doordarshan Directorate in the 3rd 
quarter of the preceding financial year." 

Selection/Empanelment of Producers 

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

22. On being enquired about the criteria prescribed for the selection 
of producers for the production of programmes. the Ministry of 1&8 
stated that the criteria prescribed for the selection of producers till 1991 

"was as follows:-

• 

(i) Eminence of the producer in the ficJd; 
~(ii) Track record of Producers; 
(iii) Experience in independent productions to hislher credit; 
(iv) National and International awards/recognition won (by the pro-

ducer); and 
(v) Qualifications in drama. music. dance. litcrature. journalism, mass 

communication etc.; DiplomaIDegrec in acting/direction/editing 
etc. from Film and TV Institute of Pune. Film Institute of State 
Capitals. National School of Drama, Indian Institute of Mass 
Communication (etc.) 

23. During the course of examination. the Committee found that the 
Films Division under the Ministry of Information & Broadcasting pre-
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 pane), a Committee constituted by 
the Government reviews the existing panel of producers and· considers 

I alterations in the panel on the basis of the experience of the producer 
as well as other senior unit members. a preview by the Committee of 

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

24. On lUI enquiry from the Committee as to why Doordarshan didlllot 
prepare a panel of producers as was done by Films Division, the Ministryr-A 

of Information & Broadcasting have stated that: 
"Doordarsban bas not considered it necessary to prepare such a panel 
in the past considering its requirement. However, now, according to 
the revised guidelines dated 17.3.1992 on Commissioned Program-
mes, Doordarshan is also required to maintain a panel of eminent 
producer&IDirectors on the basis of good track record for producing 
good quality programmes and or their potential for doing so by virtue 
of their literary and artistic talent." 

25. Replying to a related Query during evidence the DG Doordarshan I 

informed the Committee that they, in fact, had a panel of producers. On r..,Y I 

being asked to elaborate, the SeCretary, I&B stated:- I 

, I 

"I 'believe that it was Zutshi Committee. It was set up in 1987-88. It I 

said that a panel sbould be made. But the Panel was not operative, It I 

started operating after March 1992. They had the idea who were the I 

people who CUI produce. Then they chose the people." I 

26. The Committee desired to know whether" the Ministry have ever 
considered tbe desirability of putting out public lists of eminent 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 stated 
that a fQrmal system of Ifadation of producers by any Committee was not 
considered desirable. The ~minence and work record of different producqlS 
was kept in view by Doordarshan while soliciting their services, According I 

to the Ministry, proJfammes were also assigned to lesser known and I 

upcoming producers with good academic qualification and field experience I 

so that they could prove their merit in future. I 

27. The Committee enquired as to how Doordarshan evaluated previous I 
production of producers bidding for contracts and whether any surveys! I 

studies bad been conducted with the idea of getting feedback on the-, 
programmcs. The Ministry of I&B in a written note have stated: I 

"The initial scrutiny of Doordarshan included serutiny of the bie-data 
of the entire production team. Also the Costing Committee consisted 
of professionals and their evaluation was based on their knowledge 
and expertise. Doordarshan has not conducted any survey/study with 
the sole idea of getting the feed back on programmes produced by 
outside a,encies. This, however, docs not mean that Doordarshan do 
not receive any feed back on programmes prod.uccd by outside 
agencies. The feed back on account of the ,eneral audience survey 
conducted by Doordarshan for example of the morning transmission 
or afternoon transmission do provide a feed back in, respect of the ... 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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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 th~ letters 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 decision is taken on assignment of projects by professionals 
who have intimate knowledge of the medium, no separate study is 
perhaps required to obtain feed back." 

28. As regards the procedure 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 people and so on . 

29. Asked further whether the Government agencies are given the 
preference in case all the requisite facilities are available with tbem, the 
witness addcd:-

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

30. The Committee were informed that after the issue of instructions in 
1992, a system has now been evolved in Doordarshan for empanelment of 
producers. The Empanelment Committee in Doordarshan now prepares 
the panel of producers. The Director General, Doordarshan is the 
Chairman of the Committee. The Deputy Director General (DDG) who 
lirks after the commissioned programmes and the controller of program-
mes of that category are the other members of the Committee. The 
Committee are informed that it is purely an internal Committee consisting 
of no outsiders. -

31. Asked about the criteria adopted by the Committee for empanel-
ment of Producers. the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting in a 
written note listed the following ereteria:-

(a) Past experience in Filrrv'felevision medium (supported by documen-
tary evidence). 

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

(c) Graduates of Jamia Millia and Piploma holders of the National 
School of Drama who have done some work in the film/television 
medium after their graduation. 

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

~ about 1300 approved producers and directors and about 400 arc in the 
waiting list . . -
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33. In a post evidence note furnished to the Committee it was further 
stated that 41 ProducerslDirectors have been empanellcd for News and 
Current Affairs etc. done in the year 1992. This' was in addition to 1~ 
ProducerrlDirectors empanelled by Zutshi Committee. 

34. The Committee enquired whether the reasons were recorded by the 
empanelment Committee in the cases of rejected candidates. The Director-
General, Doordarshan stated in evidence:-

"The only record which we have is that the Committee scrutinised all 
the applications. The Official decision whether approved or rejected 
bas been recorded. No speaking order has been recorded. This is a 
lacuna which we ~ilI correct. Hereafter we will make it a speaking 
order giving the specific reasons." 

35. On being enquired whether thc producers were being intimated the 
reasons for which their proposals were rejected, the witness added:-

"We do not give any reasons. The Committee decision is conveyed, 
that they were rejected or accepted." 

36. In this context, the Committee consider it relevant to quotc a case of 
a rejected candidate (Ws. United Artists Pvt. Ltd.) which among othcrs 
engaged their attention. The perusal of the rclevant file revealed that the 
said producers whose case for empanelment was rejected had written to 
thc thcn Minister of Information and Broadcasting for justicc. Thc file 
revealed that Minister had desired to know the reason for denial and 
appropriate action quickly. There was nothing more on that file. Rcplyi~ 
to a related qucstion during cvidcnce as to why action takcn on 
lIe Ministcr's query was not recordcd in the file, the DG. Doordarshan 
lated as follows:-

"I have accepted the lacuna in the system. This is thc system 
weakness, which I will correct." 

37. Asked furthcr as to how the Minister's query was rcsolvcd, the 
Ministry in a post evidence note have stated:-

"Ws. United Artist Pvt. Ltd. had applied for empanelment in 
different categories. The empanelment Committee decided to empanel 
Ws. United Artists Pvt. Ltd. (Smt. Usha Joshi) for documentaries as 
she was on the staff of Doordarshan and her expertise was found 
relevant only for documentaries. However, she sent a representation 
through Private Secretary to MIB for reconsideration as she wanted 
empanelment for more areas such as current affairs. science program-
mes, children programmes, etc. Her representation was placed in the 
agenda for the next meeting of the Empanelment Committee which 
has not yet been beld." 
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38. As regards remedial 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 fonn of a speaking 

order." 
Cosling of Programmes 

39. It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that there were DO standard 
rates prescribed for production of different categories of programmes and 
the cost of each programme was detennined 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 fonnate, contents, 
creative 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 reasonableness were judged by the members of the costing commit-
tee, the Ministry stated that the applicant was required to give a budget 
break-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 

• considerable experience in the media were reasonaboy aware of the 
prevalent costs of production in various categories and fonnates. 

42. It is seen from the Audit paragraph that decisions of the costing 
committee 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 
deliberations. The Ministry in a note stated that the decisions of the 
costing committee 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 
guidelines were issued to regulate the working of the costing committee. 
To a related 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. 

,.. 44. However, according to the revised guidelines issued by the 
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Ministry on 17 March, 1992, the costing committee is required to clearly 
specify in the Minutes the rationale for the total budget approved for a 
programme. During the course of evidence, the Committee pointed out 
whether the concerned producers could not be associated at the tinn: 
of fixing of prices in order to avoid delays arising out of subsequent 
review petitions by them. In a note furnished after evidence. the Ministry 
have stated as follows:-

"Suitable amendments in the guidelines of commissioned programmes 
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 

45. In accordance with the agreement with the producers, programmes 
framed out to outside producers were required to be generally 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 completion till October 1990. The 
advance payment. in all these cases amounted to Rs. 203.97 lakhs. 

46. Deposing before the Committee the Secretary, Ministry of Informa-
tion and Broadcasting stated that out of 72 (figure corrected by the 
Ministry) pending completion programmes mentioned in the Audit 42 
programmes have been completed and telecast and onc programme has 
been dropped. Six programmes have been completed 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 the 72 
cases revealed that there had been considerable delay in the production (. 
of programmes and that most of the programmes were not completed 
within the stipulated time. 

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

48. In this connection the Committee enquired to know as to how 
many of these cases involving delays in production the security deposits 
of the producers were forfeited or amount demanded from the surety. In 
response, the Ministry have stated that Doordarshan have not enforced 
forfeiture of security in respect of any producer so far. In one case the 
amount of advance paid was demanded from the sureties but with no 
avail and therefore, the next step of filing an FIR with the police has 
already been initiated. (This case has been dealt elsewhere 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. 

sot 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 RI. 50(}1. w~s 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 any 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 prod\lcers for black-listing. 
52. Deposing before the Committee, the Secretary of the Ministry 

stated:-
"Uptil now there is no black-listing. We have now recommended for 
that. " 

53. To a query whether any other action was contemplated against the 
defaulting producers, the Secretary of the Ministry during evidence 
stated:-
.. " ........ We should have taken action. But unfortunately we have not 

taken action. We have now said that any producer who defaults 
. should be blacklisted and should not be given the 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 agreements entered into with defaulting 

'producers, 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 defaulting produc-

I ers through the available modes such as filing of FIR with the police/ 

I 
court case etc." 

55. When asked to indicate the steps taken to prevent slippage in 
! production schedule in future, the Ministry in a note stated: 

l "Slippages in the production schedule will be monitored very closely 
in future after full computerisation of relevant data. The revised 

r
'" guidelines provide for furnishing of a Bank guarantee in respect of 

. the money advanced to producers. If it is found that any of the terms 
~ . 
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and conditions of the agreement is violated at any point of time by 
the Executive Producer. the agreement shall be terminated. In the 
event of termination of the agreement. Doordarshan. besides.flVok-
ing the bank guarantee would also initiate proceedings for recove"*--; 
the amount advanced to the Executive Producer with interest @ 12% 
from the date of advance." 

56. Enquired as to what steps had been taken to recover the amount 
from the defaulting producers in a post-evidence note the Ministry stated: 

"Under the Commissioning Schemes. producers arc advanced money 
to make programmes on behalf 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 due from the 
producer. As on date out of the 72 programmes. two contracts have 
been cancelled and in one case number of episodes have beG,llt 
reduced from 6 to 2. The amount recoverable in respect of following ~ 
programmes are as under: 

(a) Rites of Passage : Rs. 8 lakhs with interest @ 18% p.a. 

(b) Tripti : Rs. 2 lakhs with interest @ 18% p.a. 

(c) Crossing the Indian abroad: Rs. 8.17 lakhs. 
, 

While in the first case. matter has been taken up with the producer 
and the sureties for reeovery and in second case mailer has been 
taken up with police by lodging an FIR. In the th.ird case, t~ • I 
producer has represented against the amount to be recovered." . 

~ Absence of ceilin& in awardin& programmes to outside producer\ 

57. The Audit Paragraph has revealed eertain cases wherein some 
producers even after having failed to produce the programmes within the 
stipulated period were being awarded contracts for further programmc(s). 
Some of the cases arc dealt with in the succeeding paragraphs . 

.58. A firm viz. Cine India International was awarded production of a 
programme 'Morning Moods' in June 1988 for Rs. 7 lakhs and advance 
payment of Rs. 2.80 lakhs was made to it in June 1988. The production ~r) 
the programme was required to be completed 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 1(81) and advance 
pAyments were also made. In two of the three cases, the due dates of the 
completion of these programmes were not found recorded in the contracts 
and these programmes were completed in a period of nine and nineteen 
months respectively against the normal completion period of three to four 
months. 

59. The Committee enquired to know the reasons for awarding tlm:'f"', 
more programmes to the same producer inspite of the fact that he failed to 

+ 
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comp,t!: the earlier assignment. In reply. the Ministry stated that there 
~·.5 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 been assigned more than one programme at a time. According to the 
Ministry Mis Cine India Jnternational had the necessary track record, 
infrastructure. expertise and wherewithal to handle more than one assign-
ment at the same time. 

60. Asked whether the costing committee was aware of the fact that the 
firm Cine India International had not completed the earlier assignment 
before taking the decision to award three more programmes to the same 
firm, the Ministry have stated that it was difficult to $'tate categorically at 

• tfiis point of time, whether members dwelt on this aspect during their 
discussion in the meeting before deciding the issue. 

61. In a note submitted after evidence.' the Ministry further slated: 
"In the absence of a centralised monitoring unit in Doordarshan, the 
necessary input regarding the status of the other proposals of this 
concern approved for commissioned programmes was not made 
available to the Costing Committee when each of its three proposals 
were approved." 

• .. 62. On being asked as to why the date of completion was not specified 
in two of the three contracts and whether responsibility had been fixed for 
thc.~apses. the Ministry in their post ~vidence note stated: 

"The absence of the date of completion' of the programme in the 
contract is perhaps an oversight. No action was; therefore. initiated 
for fixing of responsibility for the omission. In order to avoid 
recurrence of similar mistakes, a Central Commissioning Unit of 
Doordarshan has now been designated as the nodal section for 
processing all cases under the commissioned Si:heme. The introduc-

•• tion of computerisation would also assist the cross-checking of such 
facts in the future." 

63. In another case a firm was entrusted 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 required to be 
completed by July 1988 was completed 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 required to be completed by December 1988 was actually 
completed and delivered in October 1989. .. .. 

64. On being enquired about the special reasons for awarding, additional 
proiramme to the same producer when he had failed to deliver the 
programme already entrusted to him. the Ministry have stated that there 
were no speeial reasons for awarding additional programmes to the same 
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producer except that the script submitted by the party was found upt~the 
mark and programmes on Punjab were being taken up on a priority l>as~ 
then. The team associated with the project was also considered to be 
competent and qualified. 

65. Replying to a related query during evidence, the Secretary, Ministry 
of Information " Broadcasting stated that "normally such a decision 
should not bave been taken." 

66. When uked whether all the information pertaining to the producer 
was made available to the Costing CommitteelDirector General before 
taking such a decision, the Ministry were unable to give a categorical 
reply. 

67. To a specific question enquiring about the reasons for awarding-
the additional programmes to producers despite the delay/default in 
completion of programmes already awarded to them the Ministry in a note 
inter alill stated: 

"Respective programme units monitor the programme assignments 
individually. However, there could have been a few cases of delay or 
default in the completion of certain programmes already awarded. In 
the absence of centrally computerised facility to compile and present 
all this information to the Costing Committee in their various sittings. 
there were possibilities of lapses. The revised guidelines dated 17.3.92 ... 
provide that the time limit for submitting the programmes once laid 
down cannot be extended. In exceptional eascs. where the request for 
extension is received well within the time limit. the Director GencJ*al 
can give such an extension, for reasons to be recorded in writing. The 
application .form which has been prescribed in the revised guidelines 
also includes columns wherein information relating to programme 
already done by the Producer for Doordarshan other media units is 
required to be given in addition to the details of advance already 
received by the applicants from Doordarshan. NFDC Films Division. 
The availability of these details will enable the Costing Committee to,. 
have the complete picture before taking any decision on assigning a 
programme to the producer." 

68. As regards monitoring mechanism available to avoid recurrence of 
such cases, th~ Ministry in a note have 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 Directorate would also monitor thc progress of 
all commissioned programmes." 

69. On being enquired about the desirability of fixing of a ceiling on the , 
number of programmes assigned to one producer, the Secretary of the 
Ministry deposed: • 

"So far there is no ceiling, I think such a ceiling is necessary. ,. 
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.70. During the course of their examination. the Committee found thuf 
the details of pending programme(s) with the producer was not being 
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 satisfied itself regarding the capability/capacity of 
the producer to take up additional programme. In a note furnished to the 
Committee the Ministry have stated as follows: 

"The Costing Committee hold separate meetings with different 
programme units of the Directorate for approving and sanctioning the 
budget for the various cases processed by them. Except the DO who 
was common for all Costing Committees. the rest of the programme 
officers belong to the different programmc units. There was no nodal 
person in the Committee who was in possession of all information 
regarding the assignments awarded possible only after computerisa-
tion of information pertaining to all sections." 

Programmes pending telecast 

71. It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that fifty programmes received 
by Doordarshan generally between June 1987 and March 1990 had not 

• been telecast upto October 1990. An expenditure of Rs. 121.39 lakhs had 
becn incurred on the production of these programmes upto March 1990. 

72. From the details of the programmes furnished by the Ministry at the 
instance of the Committee. it was seen that of the 49 (figure corrected by 
the Ministry) programmes, 26 have since been completed and telecast, the 
remaining 23 programmes have been completed and awaiting telecast. 
However, production of 40 programmes could not be completed within the 
stipulated time-frame as entered into in the agreement with the producers. 
In case of one programme 'Rishta', the scheduled date of completion is 
found to be missing. In explaining the position, the Ministry have stated 
that the scheduled date was not given in the agreement due to oversight. 
(Thc case has been dealt with elsewhere in the Report). 

73. As regards some of the cases pending telecast, it is stated that with 
the change in political scenario and scnsitivities of the subjects, these 
programmes could not. be telecast. In a couple of cases programmes arc 
stated to have lacked balance." 

74. In this connection. a speCific cas.c relating to "President's rule in 
Nagaland" merits special mention. This programme was awarded to the 
producer on 27.3.1989 at a cost of Rs. 1,50,00<Y-. The programme was 

"completed on 30.3.1989. However. the programme has not been telecast 
since then. 
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75. During evidence, the Committee were informed that a policy 
decision was taken not to show the programme. Asked when was such a" 
decision taken and at what level it was approved. it is stated in a note that 
the decision to drop its telecast was apparently taken after discussions 
between the then Director General and Secretary, Information and 
Broadcasting. 

76. On beine enquired about the underlying reasons which necessitated 
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 security deposit 
of Rs. 5O<Y- obtained from the producers was not being dcpositcd in the 
Government account by Doordarshan as a matter of practice. After it was 
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. 

78. On being enquired by the Committee as to how the 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 'demand draft' were 
being kept separately to be returned to the producer once the 
programme was completed and submitted to Doordarshan. The 
security depisits had not been credited into Govt. account but the 
instruments were retained on files of the Programme Executing 
authorities, till their return to the Producers." 

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

SO. On being asked whether the instructions issued in March, 1~90 being 
scrupulously followed now, the Ministry have stated that security deposits 
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 or Income Tax 
81. As per the Income Tax Act, 1961. income tax at 2 per 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 deducted at source. 
from the payments made to the producers during the period 1985-86 to 
1989-90 (till May, 1989). 
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.. 82. To a query from the Committee as to why Doordarshaii' did not 
recover income tax at 2% at source in respect of contracts exceeding 
Rs. 10 ,()()()I- the Ministry in a note have stated as follows: 

"Instructions to deduct 2% income tax in advance on payment above 
Rs. 10,O<XV- made to outside producers were issued by Doordarshan 
Directorate in lune, 1989. Such deductions were 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 been made by Kendras. The standing 
procedure of deducting income tax at source and intimation thereof 
to the Income Tax authorities 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 separate clause 
(clause 3(iii) has been added in the raised guidelines dated 17.3.1992 
for deduction of Income Tax at source so that such lapses do not 
recur. 

83. Considering the fact that deductions of tax at source was the 
responsibility of Doordarshan authorities. the Committee enquired to 
know as to what action was contemplated against the official who failed 
to comply with the obligatory provisions of Income Tax Act. In response 
the Ministry have stated: 

"Responsibility cannot be fixed on any individual officer since the 
implications of the Income Tax Regulations were not clearly under-

.. stood at the initial stage. Subsequently, however. all Kendras of 
Doordarshan were instructed to effect income tax deductions at 
sources, which is not being made regularly," 

84. Enquired about the action taken on. the past cases where deductions 
of income tax at source could not be made. the Ministry in a post-evidence 
note stated: 

"Instructions have been issued to all Doordarshan Kendras to effect 
recovery from producers of post dues in case they have not made 
payments to the Income Tax authorities. At the instance of the 
Ministry, they have also been advised not to enter into any new 
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 earlier 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 i.e. programme film should 
ordinarily vest in Doordarshan. The Audit Paragraph revealed that there 
~as no system in Doordarshan to regulate the sharing of copyright" with the 

producers. 
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86. To a question of the Committee, the Ministry of Information and 
Broadcasting stated that Doordarshan had full copy rights of its commis- i 
sioned programme insofar as the question of tclccast 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 dccidcd by the costing 
Committee depending on the merits of individual cascs. 

88. According to the Audit Paragraph, Doordarshan had shared copy-
rights with pr~ucen in 19 cases out of which 4 cases pertaincd to Delhi 
Kendra. Some of such cases examined by the Committec rcvea~cd certain 
irregularities which are dealt with in the succeeding paragraphs. 

89. In the case of one programme, 'Portrait of the Director' thc budget 
of Rs. 2 lakhs .per episode as proposed by the producc.r was agrced to in 
full by Doordarshan. However. 30 per cent of the forcign telccast 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 evcn 
though Doordanhan 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 makc all out efforts for 
sales in the international market. Howevcr, thc Ministry added: of 

"This does nof justify giving 30% forcign tclccast rights." 

90. In the case of another programme. 'crossing-The Indian Abroad' 
against the estimated- cost of Rs. 65.27 lakhs, including Rs. 4.75 lakhs 
towards profit Doordarshan agreed to a total paymcnt 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. 5 
lakhs. Asked to justify sbaring of foreign telecast rights in this case, the 
Ministry have adduced the following reasons in support of thcir taking such 
a decision:- (a) Sale Promotional materials were to bc produced by 
Mis. Octave Communications; (b) It was also an incentive to the Produccr 
to make all out efforts for sales in the International markct; (c) 
Doordarshan felt that the offcring of 40% foreign rights to thc Produccr 
wiu induce him to ensure excellent quality of production of the programme 
which was proposed to be filmed in Mauritius, West Indies. Fiji, East 
Africa, Malaysia, Hong Kong, California. British Columbia, .Singaporc. "-
East Coast of America and Great Britain. 
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91. When asked to justify as to how interests of Governent were 
protected 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 vlewenhlp 

92. The Audit Paragraph has revealed that Doordarshan hu 18 
.. Audience Research Units attached to various programme centres allover 
India. The Audience Research Unit at Headquarters coordinates and 
supervises the entire activities. Two' types of researches were being 
undertaken - formative and summative. Under !he former, preprQduction 
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. 

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

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 

_65 upto 9 per cent; percentage of viewership iii respect of 27 current affairs 
programmes covered in tbe 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 ';oat: 

"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 

-+ are produced keeping in mind ,the general audience whereas othen 
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 produeirs, 
the Ministry in their post-evidence note h,ave 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 its 
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 manner so as to meet 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 audienCill 
review at present. 
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Irre&ularities In programmes produced by outside producen 
"100. The Audit have pointed out serveral individual instances of 

irregularities in the programmes produced by outside producers resulting 
in delay. extra expenditure and accommodation to the producers at the 
cost of the exchequer. Broadly. such cases have been categorised as 
follows: 

-..,' 

(1) 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. 

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

(3) A telefilm approved earlier (Angootha Chap) as a sponsored 
programme and subsequently proposed for exhibition on payment 
of royalty at Rs. 0.32 lakhs per telecast was purchased for Rs. 4 
lakhs. The telefilm had been telecast only twice. 

(4) Advance payment of Rs. 10.5 lakhs was made in February. 1989 for 
a six part documentary serial (Crossing-The Indian Abroad) for a 
total budget of Rs. 70 lakhs in contravention of the prescribed 
schedule of payment. The contract with the producer did not 
prescribe the scheduled date of completion; the serial had not been 
completed. 

(5) An amount of Rs. 5 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 tclecat. 

(6) Doordarshan agreed to anhance the cost of a documentary (Spirit 
Possession) from Rs. 6.3 lakhs to Rs. 8 lakhs and gave 30 per cent 
foreign sale rig~ts in favour of the producer after the contract was 
signed. The producer was also allowed more favourable schedule of 
payment. 

(7) 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 andpecembcr. 1990. 

(8) An increase of 10 minutes in the total duration of a serial with 
10 episodes (Rishta) led Doordarshan to bear an additional 
expediture of' Rs. 3.5 lakhs when the contracted rate was 
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Rs. 1.7S lakhs per episode of 30 minutes duration. Although all the 
episodes were stated to have been delivered in January, 1990, their 
telccut was yet to be decided. 

(9) A telefilm contracted in February, 1987 (Tripti) for which Doordar-
sban 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 RI. 9.61akhs was made in March, 1990, were cancelled, 
tbe producers refunded the amount of advance excluding Rs. 0.19 
lakh on account of income tax deducted at source in July, 1990 
after deducting as 2.03 lakhs on aceount of expenditure already 
incurred. 

Some of tbe above mentioned cases are discussed in more detail in the' 
succeding paragraphs. 

National Inteuatlon 
101. A programme on National Integration was approved by the news 

and current affairs cell of Doordarshan. in December. 1987. at the rate of 
Rs. 0.40 lakh per episode of 10 episodes. Against the admissible amount of 
advance of RI. 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 the 
producer as advance in December., 1987. Subsequently. in August. 1988 
the Morning Cell approved the same programme but at an enhanced ratc-
of Rs. 0.70 lakh per episode for 13 episodes. Thus Doordarshan paid an 
additional amount of Rs. 3.90 lakhs for a programme which had alrcJdy 
been contracted with the ·same producer at a lower rate.' • 

102. Asked about the reasons for revising the cost of the programme 
from RI. 0.40 lakh per episode in December, 1987 to Rs. 0.70 lakh per 
episode in August, 1988, the Ministry stated that it was done in view 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 refunded in June, 1989. The 
programme was delivered by the producer in March 1989. 

104. Asked why did Doordarshan not immediately obtain refund of 
advance of Rs. 1.60 lakhs paid to the producer in December. 1987. the 
Ministry stated that the programme which was approved in December. 
1987 wu 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 programme was released ... 
in September, 1988. Since the Producer had already commenced produc-
tion of the programme from the amount advanced to him. for Current 
Affairs programme, refund of the advance was not immediately obtah:td. 
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However, subsequently, the entire amount of Rs. 1.60 lakhs was returned 
by the Producer to Doordarshan Kendra, Delhi. 

.. 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 n<?t considered appropriate. In fact the refund of the 
amount advanced earlier become necessary because the expenditure on 
Current Affairs and Morning Transmission were being met 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 or 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. Subsequently, in 
February, 1988, Delhi Kendra informed the DG that a programme on 
"Lotus temple of Bahais" had already been produced by Delhi Doordar-
shan itself 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 resulted in avoidable expenditure of Rs. 1.25 lakhs. 

108. The Committee desired to know whether Doordarshan was aware 
that the programme had already been produced in house and telecast 
thrice before it awarded the production of the same programme in 
January, 1988. The Ministry in a note inter alia stated:-

"In retrospect there wo~ld seem to have been a systems failure in this 
case." 

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

"It needs to be stated that considering that certain subjects would 
lend themselves to varied interpretations and treatments, it may not 
be possible or desirable to prescribe any specific restriction that not 
more ,than one programme could be produced on the same subject. 
Hence no remedial action was considered necessary." 

110. According to Audit paragraph the all-India viewership of the 
programme, as conducted by an outside agency was only one per cent and 
the viewership was nil in Delhi. On being enquired about the specific 
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relative merit of the outside production which played a decisive role in 
commissioning this programme the Ministry have stated as follows: 

"This was a non-fictional programme. It is difficult to arrive at any'-
conclusion about its quality based on quantum of viewership. 
Moreover. it is not possible to accept the premise that the viewership 
of any proJUamme of Doordarshan at a given point of time is lero." 

TripU 
111. In July. 1986. Doordarshan accepted the proposal of a producer for 

the production of a telefilm titled "Tripti" of 90 minutes' duration in 16mm 
in colour for Rs. 5 lakhs. The agreement was entered into with the 
producer and an advance payment of Rs. 2 lakhs (being 40 per cent of the 
sanctioned amount) made in February. 1987. The sti'pulated date of 
completion was not found Fecorded in the agreement. 

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 letters were returned 
undelivered Doordarshan thereafter wrote to two sureties in February. 
1988; there was no response from one of the sureties while the other surety 
furnished the new address of the producer. The letter sent to the producer 
at the new address was also received back undelivered. Instructions were 
issued to Delhi Kendra in May. 1989 to initiate action against the producer 
for withdrawaVeancellation of the offer and seck refund of the advance 
with interest and the final letter was issued in December. 19'89. It was also 
seen 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 programme to the producer. the Ministry 
have stated that the producer of the film. was a qualified Sreenplay Writer 
and Director from FTII Pune and has earlier produced programmes for 
Doordarshan and for Family Planning. 

114. According to the Ministry. the scheduled date of completion of the 
telcfilm was April. 1987. To a query from the Committee as to why the 
matter was not pursued with the producer fOT withdrawal and cancellation 
of the offer and refund of advance payment of Rs. 2 lakhs. the Ministry in 
a note have 'stated: 

"The matter has been vigorously pursued with the producer for 
withdrawaVcancellation of the offer and demanding refund of the 
advance of Rs. 2 lakhs already paid to her. It is now proposed to 

''''',, __ tiate legal proceedings against her." 
115. Asked specifically as to what action has been taken against the 

surety. the Ministry stated:-
"The surety was addressed to help us to trace the whereabouts of the 
producer and also help us to get the programme completed. In spite 
of vigorously pursuing the matter with the surety. 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 futing responsibility for the lapses, the Ministry 
10 a post-evidence note stated:-

"The matter was adequately pursued at different revels of officers 
of Doordarshan over a period of time. The responsibility has not 
been futed." 

Rites Pass ale 
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 she 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 year on her plea that due to general unstable condition in the 
region, she was not able to complete the programme in time. After 
the expiry of extended date she was requested to refund the amount 
with interest @ 18 per cent. According to the Ministry after many 
reminders to her and sureties, the producer wrote a letter to Ministry 
in August, 1992 indicating willingness to return 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 extension for a 
year. In response, DO, Doordarshan stated: 

~'\Ve felt that the reasons given by her were genuine on the face 
of it because it ipvolved 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-
mittee 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 
immediately and the interest by 15th May, 1993. The producer 
has made further representation that the recovery may not be 
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effected. This representation bas since been rejected and the producer 
has been informed to refund the' amount with interest." 

CI"OSSIq - The indians Abroad 
122. The Audit Paragrapb bas revealed that Doordarshan awarded the 

production of six part documentary serial of SO 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 RI. 10.50 lakhs (15 per cent of the 
sanctioned amount) was released in February, 1989 on signing of the 
contract. The sec:ond instillment of RI. 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 tbe producer on signing of the contract. The payment of 
Rs. 10.50 lakhs on signing of the contract I:esulted 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. 

124. The Committee enquired to know the special reasons 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 countries before submission of the 
basic script. It was also considered necessary to ensure necessary cash 
flow for such a major long term project." 

125. The Committee bave 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 delay in 
release of foreign exchange. 

126. Justifying the reasonability of the. cost of Rs. 70 lakhs agreed to by 
Doordarshan, tbe 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 Committee. 
Production of documentaries involved extensive travel abrQad. 

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 rouah cuts submitted for preview by Doordarsha.r: 
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According to the info~ation furnished by the producer, reseucb for the 
other 4 episodes has also been completed . 

128. On beiDl enquired about the sharing of ripu in this cue, the 
Ministry in a note have stated as follows: 

"The oriJinal contract did not contain any provision reludinl marin, 
of rights in respect of foreign ,sale of the programme. Doorclaraban 
proposes to sip a specifIC contract with the producer in this relud 
after the programme is completed and delivered to them." 

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

Rishta / EIw Kay Biua Bulk 
130. The Audit Pua 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 2S 
minutes duration at Rs. 1.75 lakhs per episode; Thus because of an 
increase of 10 minutes in the total durfltion of Jill the episodes, Doordar-
shan agreed to an additional expenditure of Rs. '3.5 lakhs in the production 
of the serial. An amount of RI. 7.1akhs was paid to the producer in 
December 1988 and June 1989: Accordinl to Audit, the scheduled date of 
completion was not found recorded in the contract. 

131. Since the total duration of the pro~me remained unchanged, the 
Committee enquired to know the justificatiop for payment of additional 
amount of RI. 3.5 lakhs on the product· on of the prolramme. In a note 
furnished to the Committee the Ministry have explained the position as 
follows: 

"The producer had been allotted 8 episodes initially at RI. 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 episode. were Jiven. 
The budlet per episode, however, remained the same I.e. RI. 1.15 
laths per episode. This does Qot amount to an extra payment of 
Rs. 3.5 lakbs." 

132. Asked why was the date of completion not prescribed in the 
agreement, it is stated that the date'of completion· is to be prescribed by 
the Director of the Kendra after mutual discussion with the producer. 
Ac:cordinl to the Ministry, "This was not done p:rbaps 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 nol 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. O.SO 
lakh being 40 per cent of the sanctioned amount was paid to the producer 
in March, 1990. However, Doordarshan felt in November I 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 
.DOt considered before awarding the programme, the Ministry stated that 
the producers did have a good cultural programme to their credit which 
had been telC?cast earlier and lience 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. 

GuideUnes 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 telecast of TV Programme under Doordarshan's commis-
sioned programme scheme 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, the Secretary, 
I&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 nothinl which was laid down as such under which 
they were functioning.· But every now and then, when some work 

... came, some guidelines were laid down. The Ministry, as sucb, 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-defined people who 
participated in these kinds of project programmes. There were not 
weD-dermed subjects either. In the earlier stages, when these program-
mes started, they were not sure whether they should 10 in for 
sponsored programme or commissioning program~." 

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 issue 
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 lacunae. We had a· meetinl. Certain amend-
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 is stated that 
a revised guidelines has since been issued on 7.5.1993 (Appendix II). 

CBI inquiry Into New Sponsorship Scheme 
143. During evidence, the Committee draw attention of the represen-

tatives of the Ministry of Information and BroadcutinaIDoordarshan 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 received against the invitation. The 
propoaala were evaluated by duly constituted Selection Committees ~ 
which included non-official members approved by the Government. 
On 28.2.1992, Doordarshan released a list of provisionally short-listed 
serials numbering .32 through a Press Note. 
After the list of provisionaUy 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 
Bureau 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 ber luspension order. The Hon'ble Tribunal dismissed the 
application. 
Towuds the end of 1992, CBI had submitted an interim report 
indicating tbat tbeir discreet verifications had disclosed the possibility 
of irregularities witb regard to 62 serials only. They proposed to 
regilter preliminary inquiry against some officials of Doordarshan and 
conduct an open probe to ascertain whether the officials have 
committed any criminal misconduct. No further communication has so 
far been received from the CBI in the matter." 

Delay In furnlsblna information to the Committee 
144. The Audit Paragraph relating to Outside PrOduction poordarshan 

was selected for detailed examination by the Public Accounts Committee 
(1991-92) and .a lilt of questions eliciting advance information on the 
subject ient to tbe 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 
lOught extension for submission of replies from time to time, the final 
replies were received only on 22 January, 1993 i.e. after a lapse 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 stated as follows: 

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

146. Further, even these replies were incomplete in certain respects and 
during the evidenee held on 15.2.1993 that the Committee directed the 
Ministry to furnisb complete replies within a period of two weeks. 
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However, the Ministry furnished the information to the Committee after a 
c¥lay of more than four months and even then some of the points 
remained unanswered. 

Delay ID ftaalIsation of Proforma Accounts In Doordarsban 
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 un~rtaking 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 
ComptroUer and Auditor General. During the course of evidence the 
Committee 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 KendralField Unit, the aggregate 
of it is built up by the D.D.G. (Finance). There are 466 transmitters 
and 24 studios and all of them have to maintain their own accounts. 
The basic accounting input has to be provided by the -administration. 
That is where, there is a certain amount of weakness.'''-

148. The following reasons have been cited as responsible for non-
maintenance of proforma accounts in Doordarshan:-

(a) Doordarshan was separated from AIR with effect from 1.4.1976. 
Preparation of Proforma Accounts for Kendras / Offices got delayed 
at the first stage as the bifurcation of assets and liabilities between 
AIR and Doordarshan was finalised only in 1984. In so far as the 
capital assets between AIR and Doordarshan were concerned, the 
bifurcation figures were received only on 27.5.1987. The first set of 
accounts which pertain to the year 1976-77 only, was completed 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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Kendra. Hyderabad has not been certified by the AG. AP. 
Hyderabad on the· grounds that certain basic records are nO$ 
available. The records were destroyed in a mob attack in 1988. The 
AG has referred the case to the C&AG. Consolidation of accounts 
for the year 1977-78 can. therefore. be completed only after the 
position regarding accounts of DDK. Hyderabad is finalised. 

(c) Preparation of Proforma Accounts is a continuous process and 
unless accounts for the previous years are completed and certified 
by the audit, the accounts for the subsequent years cannot be taken 
up. 

Non-availability of complete documentation in subordinate field 
offices functioning as self-accounting units. Many Kendras/Offices 
of Doordarshan are presently not having the required expertise for 
the preparation of the Proforma Accounts. There were constraints 
in availability of ministerial staff (clerical I accounts) also. As a 
result complete documents have not been maintained in many field 
offices. 

Furthermore, because of non-availability of adequate inspection 
machinery for the purpose at the Doordarshan headquarters (one 
Inspector of Accounts only was available) periodic monitoring of 
the state of accounts I suggesting corrective action as required, was 
not possible in an organised way. 

(d) The growth of Doordarshan was very rapid and it appears that the 
requirement of supportive establishment (Particularly accounts and ~, 

admn. staff) was not considered to the required extent while 
sanctioning the establishments. 

149. In reply to a question of the Committee. it was stated that the 
Proforma Accounts furnished by the Heads of the field units arc 
consolidated at the Headquarters and submitted to the C&AG. In this 
connection, the Committee desired to know the specific roles of the 
Ministry's Finan~ial Adviser, Chief Controller of Accounts and the 
Deputy Director General (Finance) for ensuring proper maintenance and 
timely finalisation of these accounts. In a post-evidence note the Ministry 
have stated as follows: 

"The Deputy Director General (Finance) who is the Internal 
Finance Adviser (IFA) to the DG, Doordarshan is responsible for 
rendition of the Proforma Accounts to the Director General of 
Audit (Gentral Revenue) based on Proforma Accounts submitted by 
the field offices. The IF A has an inherent responsibilit)' on behalf of 
the DG towards overseeing and ensuring that the Heads of Field 
Offices maintain the requisite local accounts I lodgers correctly as 
per authorised procedure. Unless the local accounts arc maintained ... 
properly. preparation of the Proforma Accounts is not feasible. With 
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a view to enabling a proper discharge of the above-stated role, ·the 
means available with the IF A are the inspection machinery (Inspec-
tion Unit) at the Headquarters (Directorate General) and periodical 
reports and returns for Field 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:-

......... 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 a.J1d 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 I&B stated, ......... to the 
bcst of our knowledge, we will make our efforts". In a note . furnished 
subsequent to evidence, the Ministry of I&B stated:-

Activities in the Field offices i.e. High Power Transmitters, TV 
Maintenance 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 

.... systcm introduccd to monitor the updating activity as well as the progress 
in preparation of the accounts. 

The expertise of the staff available in ficld offices would be developed 
by imparting training both at theoretical 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 Headquarters and Sr. 
AOs, AOs and Accountants already available in the field 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 
Chartered 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 

-4..and also provisioning of ministerial staff in field offices to ensure that 
~ . 
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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 
assla;ns production or pro&l'ammes to outside producers. The proa;rammes 
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 proa;rammes farmed out to outside producers are 
basically or two types namely, commissioned prop'ammes and sponsored 
programmes. The rormer Is essentially a proa;ramme or Doordarshan except 
that after the approval or the conceptualisation and other essential parame-
ters by Doordarshan. Actual production Is done by outside producers 
known as Executive Producers. In the case or the later, the producer Invests 
his own money and Doordarshan only approves the programme ofTered 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 ror which the In-house efTort was found inadequate. The 
system was also contemplated with a view to providing an outlet to the 
talent pool or young producers that has been buDt 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 ~veral inadequacies and disquieting aspects relating to 
the production of programmes by outside producers which are dealt with in 
the succeeding paraarapbs. 

154. 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 programmes accepted thereagainst yearwlse. 
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 dlarisatlon 
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 W8c~ 
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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f)osltlon In respect of receipt of proposals and completion of proarammes 
whlcb were the essential Inputs required for evaluatlnl and monitorlnl tbe 
proeress of outside production of prolrammes. 

ISS. As relards the corrective action taken for ensurlnl proper system of 
data and records, the Ministry bave stated that the revised pldeUnes Issued 
on 17 March, 1991 on commissioned prolf8JDmes now provide that all 
proposals received by Kendras I Directorate will be reJlstered by them and 
allotted a serial number. Further, accord Ina to the Ministry witb tbe settina 
up of tbe Central Commlssloninl Unit and computerlsation, the data base 
wiD be streamlined. The Committee desire that the Ministry should keep a 
close watch and ensure that all records relatina to outside production are 
systematicaDy maintained by Doordanhan so that they are able to develop a 
solid data base and efTectively monitor the production of prOlrammes. 

IS6. The Committee are surprised lo note that there bad been no 
planninl In Doordarshan to assess thl! requirements of programmes over a 
period or time and no separate exercise had been undertaken to decide the 
total number of commissioned programmes to &e approved In a particular 
year. The proposals were predominantly received rrom 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 tbe 
luldellnes Issued In 1991 after the audit parauapb appeared and the 
selection or the subject by the PubUc Accounts Committee, did not clearly 
speclry In details about the requisite programme requirements. It was only 

"fier the Committee pointed It out during evidence that the Ministry Issued 
revised guidelines on 7 May, 1993 stating that the 'commissioned prouam-
mes to be assigned during a financial year should be worked out by the 
Doordarshan Directorate In the third quarter or the preceding rmancial 
year. This Is clearly Indicative or the ,lack of planninl and also of the casual 
manner in which tbe whole Issue of outside production was dealt with by 
Doordarshan. 

IS7. 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. 
Inrormation and Broadcasting, prepares a panel or 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 uades nor 
had any surveys/studies conducted by outside aeencies for evaluation of the 
competence of the producers/programmes. The Ministry were also unable 
~o convince the Committee about the prevalance of any defin~te system in 
Doordarshan of evaluating the relative merit of inhouse talent vis-a-vis 
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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 Commlttt..'e known as Zutshl 
Committee had recommended a panel of producers for outside production 
of programmes. However, It was not make operational. During evidence, 
tbe 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 tbe Zutshl Committee. It was only after the 
selection of the subject by the Public Accounts Committee thut the Ministry 
in a circular Issued In January, 1992 and amended subsequently drew 
attention to the Zutshl 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 Zutshl 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 Doordurshan 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 sufTer from certain Inadequacies. For ... 
instance, the reasons for rejection of applications 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 represented to the then Minister of Information & Broadcasting seeking 
justice. However, ev~n 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 notlce of the Director General, Doordarshun 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 Informatlon& 
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 progtamme 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, 
turatlon, number of episodes, time schedule, mode of payment etc. The 
Committee 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 Costlne 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 bl'Cn inordinate 
delays in the production of programmes. The scrutiny of information 
furnished in this regard, in fact revealed that there had bl'Cn 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 forefelted. 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 



38 

Issued by DoordarsbaD In October, 1984, In cases of inordinate delaYI, tbe 
kendras were required to send the recommendatlonl for black-llstlnl of 
defaultlnl producers. The Committee are, however, distressed to note that 
DoordarshaD did not Invoke any of these provlslonl. The Ministry of 
information & Broadcastlnl admitted that DoordarshaD exhibited laxity In 
InItlatlnl timely action for efTectinl the recoveries from the defaultlnl 
producers throup avaDable modes. It wa also admitted that many cases of 
delay were due to the weak monltorinl by the kendra. Whlle concedlq the 
lapses, the Secretary, Infol1lUltion & Broadcastlq durlnl evidence "We 
have now said that aDy producer who defaultl should be black-llsted and 
should not be liven the prOlrammes". It wal also stated that the 
computerlsatlon aDd the newly Introduced system of obtalnlnl bank 
parantees would further enable Doordarshan to monitor .. Ippales In 
production schedule. AU these IIidlcate serious lapses, If not nepotism. The 
Committee recommend that the laxity Ihown by Doordarshan In ln1tlatlnl 
timely action alalnst defaultlnl producers should be thoroulhly enquired 
Into aDd respoaslbWtles fixed for the lapses. The Ministry should also 
ensure that In future eft'ectlve steps are taken to monitor the prOirell In the 
production schedule In terms of the contracts executed aDd that timely 
action Is taken alainst defaulten. The Committee would also Uke to be 
apprised of the latelt position In respect of completion of proll'amme by 
outside producen. 

163. The Committee reeret to observe that no meanlnlful exercise seems 
to have been undertaken even now to eitlmate tbe amount recoverable from 
the defaultlnl producerl. WhUe the Ministry were unable to Inform the! 
Committee of tbe precise amount recoverable, It wal stated durlaa evidence ~. 
that the laid npre could be about rupees one crore. Tbe absence of any 
monltorinl of the production alreement executed by the p' oducers ha 
resulted In certaiD cases eveD In DOD-traclni of producers/sureties etc. 
(discussed elsewhere). The Committee recommend that aU the pendlnl 
contracts should be reviewed aDd prompt action taken to eft'ect recoveries 
from the defauUIDI producers. The Committee would Uke to be Informed of 
the furtber actlolJ taken In tbe matter. 

164. The Committee nnd that In several Instances certain producers wbo 
had faUed to produce the proll'ammes within tbe stipulated period were 
aWdrded contracts for further proll'ammes. To quote a few examples, the 
producer of a prolramme "Mornlna Moods" was required to complete tbe 
prOiramme by September 1988. AllboUlh the firm faUed to complete the 
prOiramme within the stipulated period, yet be wa awarded contracts for 
three more proll'ammes costlna Rs. 7.45 lakbs In December 1988, February 

. aDd March 1989 aDd advance payments of Rs. 2.98 lakbs wu-e also made. 
Surprisingly, In two of the three casel even the due dates of the completion 
of these proll'ammes were not recorded In the contracts. These proarammes 
were completed In a period of nine and 19 months respectively alalnst tbe ~. 
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normal completion period of 3 to 4 months. The a!'&ument tbat the omlsalon 
~o record the due date. of completion or theproaramme. In the coatnctl 

_as due to ovenlpt Is not acceptable to the Committee at aU. 11M 
Committee desire that proper explanation be caUed rrom the omcen 
concerned ror the lapses and punishment _tedout. 

Similarly. In another case. a firm was entrusted with the production or 
the procrammc: "Golden Hawks" at a cost or Rs. 7.5 Iakbs In March 1988. 
The procramme which was required to be completed by July 1988 was 
completed only In July 1990. Yet the same firm was awarded another 
proeramme cos tine Rs. 17.50 Iakhs and &lven advance payment or Rs. 7 
lakbs In July. 1988. Tbls programme wbl~h was required to be completed 
by December 1988 was actuaUy completed In October. 1989 only. The 
Ministry or Inrormatlon " Broadcastlne wbUe admlttlnl tbe mistakes Itated 
that In the absence or a Centralised monltorlne unit In Doordarsban. the 
necessary Inputs recardlnl tbe status of other proposals or a producer ror 
commissioned prolrammes were not made avallable to the Costlnl Commit-
tee and no one In tbe Committee was In ~sstsslon or aU Inrormatlon 
reeardln& the asslenments awarded to the various p!'oducen. Tbe Ministry 
assured tbat with the introduction or computerisatioD and setting up or a 
Central Commission Unit. luch mistakes will Dot recur. Tbe Committee 
desire tbat tbe circumstances In wblcb contracts were awarded to tbe 
producers In the above mentioned cases berore completion or tbe program-
mes asslened to tbem earlier sbould be Inquired Into and responsibility fixed 
for the lapses. Steps should also be taken to streamline the procedure so 
that sucb cases do not recur. The Committee also desire that the Ministry 

~ should examine the desirability or fixlne or a ceUlnc on the number or 
proerammes to be assllned to one producer. 

165. The Committee note that apart"'from tbe deraults In production. 
there has also been inordinate delays In tbe telecast or proCrammes 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 or Rs. 1.21 crore~ could not be telecast upto October 1990. 
A scrutiny or tbe Information rurnlshed to tbe Committee In this regard In 
January 1993 has revealed that or the 49 programmes. 26 have since been 
completed and telecast. but the remaining 23 programmes were still 
awaiting telecast. The reasons attributed ror the non-telecast of certain 
programmes were. cbance In political situation. sensitiveness or the subject. 
programmes lacklnc balance. etc. In the opinion or tbe Committee, this 15 
clearly indicative of the inadequacies In the conceptualisation and planning 
or the programme requirements and tbe acceptance of the programmes by 
Doordarshan. The Committee are convinced that this area requires rurther 
attention 50 that Infructuous expenditure on such programmes are avoided 
in ruture. The Committee would also like tbe Ministry to apprise tbem of 
the latest position In respect or the programmes produced till end or 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 nol beinl 
deposited in the Government account, as a matter of practice. In most of 
the cases these security deposits in tbe form or 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, 
Doordarsban Issued Instructions In March 1990 to aU kendras that the 
amount of deposit shouid be credited to Government accouot soon after its 
receipt. The Ministry of Information & Broadcastinl admitted that in this 
case Doordarshan bad violated the estabUshed financial practices. The 
Committee wish to point out that this is indIcative of a serious lack of 
control exercise by DoordarshaalMinistry in the administration of the 
scheme or outside production or programmes. 

167. As per the ,Income Tax Act 1961, income tax was required to be 
deducted al source at the rate of 1% 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 or Information & Broadcasting while admitting the bipse stated 
that the implications of the Income tax regulations were not clearly 
understood at tbe initial stage and that Instructions were subsequently 
Issued in June 1989 to effect income tax deductions at source whlcb Is now 
being made regularly. The Committee can not accept Ignorance as a valid 
explanation for the rallure to comply with the statutory requirements in this 
case. Tbey desire that the Ministry or Information & Broadcasting in 
consultation with income tax authorities should take effective steps to ensure 
recovery of Income tax rrom producers In cases where deductions had not 
been made In the past. 

168. Another arei where the Committee found lack or adequate attention 
was the manner in whicb copyright of luch prOiramme were being shared 
with the producers. WhUe It was malntalned that Doordarshan had fuD 
copyrights of Its commissioned programmes In sofar as the questlon of 
telecast rights in india was concerned, It was Gbserved by the Committee 
tbat there was neither any lald 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 produce#- even thoulh 
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 costinl about Rs. 75 lakhs for a savina of Just 

,,, 
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~. 5 lakbs. Evidently, there was no system 10 Doordarshan to replate 
tte share or copyrlabts wltb the producers. Pertinently, durlnl the period 
1985-90, Doordarsbao bad shared copyrlchts with 19 producen for 
forelp telecast. Tbe Ministry of Information " Broadcastlnl wblle 
admlttinl that the basis for sbarlnl coPyrllhts in the form case men-
tioned above was DOt Justmable stated that as per the revised luldelines 
issued OD 7 May, 1993 it bas beeD decided that Doordarshan wUl not 
share Its rllhts wltb the producers. Tbe Committee desire that tbe 
Ministry of information " Broadcasting sbould review. all tbe cases wberr 
Doordarsban bad sbared copyrlgbts In tbe past wltb a view to ensuring 
that the Doanclal loterests of Governments are protected. 

169. Audience racinl Is an Important Input for deciding production 
and telecast of proll'ammes. Tbe Committee note tbat based on surveys 
carried out by Doordarsban Itself, viewer,sbip of various programmes 
produced by outside producers bad not been very encouraging over the 
years. Wbile tbe Committee are conscious of tbe fact tbat Doordarshan 
cannot adopt a purely commercial attitude In decidin& the programmes to 
be telecast, In order to icbleve success In winning over viewership In the 
highly competitive environment prevailing In the present conditions, it is 
imperative tbat a higb standard is maintained in the quality of the 
programmes produced and telecast. The Committee, therefore, desire that 
the Ministry should make sustained efTorts in tbis direction so that the 
viewership of programme gets widened. Steps should also be taken to 
obtain a correct assessment of tbe vlewersblp so that It aels as an 

_.lTective feedback. 
170. During tbe course of examination, the Committee came across 

several individual Instances of Irregularities In the programmes produced 
by outsld,. producers under tbe commissioned programmes. Brleny, some 
of tbose cases Involved the following Irregularllles:-

(I) Lack of co-ordlnatlon between two brancbes of Doordarsban 
resulted In payment of an additional amount of Rs. 3.90 lakhs 
on a programme ("National Integration") earlier contracted with 
tbe producer at a lower rate. 

(II) One programme ("Lotus Temple on Bahals") Illrelldy produced 
In-bouse and telecast tblrd was awarded further to an outside 
agency resullinl In avoidable expenditure of Rs. 1.15 Ilikhs. 

(Iii) A telerum approved earlier ("Angoothe Chap") as a sponsored 
programme and subsequently proposed for exhibition on pay-
ment of royally at Rs. 0.32 lakhs per telecast was purchased for 
Rs. 4.01 lakhs as tbe producer could not find a sponsor 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 
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the prescribed schedule of payment. The contract wltb tbe 
producer did not prescribe the scbeduled date of completion; the 
serial bad Dot beeD completed. 

(v) AD amount of Rs. 5 laths sanctioned for tbe production of a rum 
("Kbamosbi Kay Dalrey") was enbanced to RI. 8.5 lakbs without 
Justmcatlon. The production of the rum was also delayed by 14 
months. Tbe rum was telecast after J1 months of Its receipt 
a1thougb Doordarshan was aware that the print quality was not 
worthy of telecast. 

(vI) Doordanban acreed 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 rigbts In favour of the producer after the contract 
was signed. Tbe producer was also allowed more favourable 
scbedule of payment. 

(vii) Tbe cost of a serial of seven episodes ("Ekas Ke Hum Barlk',) 
accepted by Doordarshan In November 1988 was enhanced from 
Rs. 12.6 lakhs to Rs. 14 lakhs. The serial was yet to be completed 
thougb advance payment of Rs. 5.60 lakbs was made in December 
1988 and December 1990. 

(vlll) An increase of 10 minutes In t~e total duration of a serial wltb 10 
episodes ("Rlsbta") led Doordarshan to bear an additional expen-
diture of Rs. 3.5 lakhs when the contracted rate was Rs. 1.75 
lakbs per episode of 30 minutes duration. Althouglt aU the 
episodes were stated to have been deUvered In January 1990, their 
telecast was yet to be decided. .' 

(Ix) A telerum contracted In February 1987 ("Tript") for whlcb 
Doordarshan made advance payment of Rs. 2 lakbs bad not b(.ocn 
produced so far. 

(x) Two programmes ("News Magazine 1n 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 Iakhs on account of expenditure already 
Incurred. 

Some of the above mentioned cases have been dealt with In more detaU 
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 tbe cost of the exchequer and ,several other irrelularities. 
They recommend that all the above mentioned cases as weU as those 
mentioned In the Audit paragraph should be thorougbly Inquired Into and 
responsibility fixed for tbe lapses. The Committee would Uke to be Informed 
of tbe action taken In the matter. 

171. The system of assigning pro&rammes to olltslde producers had been 
prevalent In Doordarsban at least since tbe elgbtles. SI&nlncantly, durin, 
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lbe period 1985-86 to 1989-90, u amount of RI. 56 crores" was spent aplalt 
. the budaet aUocation of RI. 49 crom on proanmmes made by outside 
producen. Surprls1aaly, no pldeUae.l were llsued by the MlDlstry to 
replate the scheme or production tm JanUU)' 1992. It was 0DIy after the 
selection of subject by the PubUc Accounts Committee fOl' detaUed eumlna-
tlon that the Mlalstry cbole to Issue pldeUae.l Ialtlally ID JIDUU)' 1992, 
followed by March 1992 ud later ID May 1993 ID the llabt of the 
dlscussloDl" darlaa evidence before the Committee. The Secretary of the 
Ministry of IafonaatiOD Ie BroadcutIDl stated durIDJ evidence "I bave 
nothlna on record to abow that uy orden were lIIued on the subject by the 
Ministry." The Committee need barelly comment further OD this aelf-
admitted dermctlon or duty on the part of the MlDlstry. They hope that the 
Ministry would atleat now keep a dOle watch on the pldeUae.l llsued with 
a view to ensurlna that the production of comm .... oned proJI'IIDIDei by 
outside producen Is done metbocllcaUy and wllblD tbe laid· down proceduret' 
and poUeles. 

172. Durlaa the course of their examlaatlon, the Committee's attention 
ba. also been dnwn to certain reported lrreaularltles In lbe selection of 
sponsored lerlals from outside producen. The Committee nod tbat OD 21 
February 1992, Doordarsban releaed a list Of 432 provisionally ·portHsted 
serials from outside producen under the new sponsonblp scbeme. After lbe 
provlslonaUy approved serials was made pubUc, certala dlscrepende.l ID the 
Ust were reported and a preliminary enquiry wa coaducted by Doordar-
shan In the matter. Based on tbe preliminary enquiry, the matter ".a 
entrusted to the Cenlnl Bureau of IavestlaaUon. The Committee bave been 
informed that CBI submitted an Interim report towards the end or 1,91 
intima tin, lbat their discrete verlftcatioDi bad disclosed the PossIbliity of 
IrreaularUles with reprd to 61 serials and that lbe CBI were proposlnl to 
re,lster preliminary enquiry a,alnst some omclals of Doordarsban and 
conduct an open probe to ascertain whether the omclals had committed lDy 
criminal misconduct. Accorcllna to lbe MInIstry, no furtber commUDIcatlon 
had been received from the CBI. The Committee deSIre that the CBI 
enquiry and lbe action aplnst tbe omcen found pUty of bavlnl Indulaed 
In corrupt / lrreaular practices ·sbould be expedited. Tbe Committee would 
Uke to be Informed of the proare5S made Ia the matter wlthlD three months. 

173. Tbe Instant audit paraanpb wa. selected fOl' detaUed examlnatlo. 
by the PubUc Accounts Committee (1991-92) and a Ust of points elIcltID. 
advance information on tbe subject was sent to lbe Ministry of laformallon 
& Broadcastlna on 20 November 1991. However, the MIDistry were able to 
furnlsb replies only on 22 January 1993, lbat Is after a lapse of more than 
14 months. The Secretary, I&B durin. evidence attributed tbe delay to the 
non-maintenance of proper records by Doordanhan. Althouab the C9mm1t-
tee' bad completed recordlnl of oral evidence on the subject In February 
1993 there wa a further delay of more than 4 months on the part or lbe 
Ministry In furnlsblna replies to the points arlila, out of evidence. Even the 



repUes furnished belatedlJ bad faDed to make available IeYn Important 
data bavlnl a dlrect bearIq on the eDlDlDation of the subject. The 
Committee caDnot but up ... their Rrona displeasure over this aDd desire 
that the MInIstry should tborou&hIY Inquire Into the ftUODi for the 
inordinate delay ID furDlshlDl lDf'ormatlon to the Committee. 

174. To IDID up, the facti stated In the foreaolJll p ........ pba have 
revealed several mortcomlDp ID the Doordanban'l COIIUDlsslODed Prol-
nmme Scheme. BrleDy the IDadequadeslshortcomIDp Weft, absence of 
planolnl reprdlnl proanmme requirements, absence of procedure In the 
selection/empanelment of producen, defects ID the costiq tedudques, delay 
In production, delay In teIecut of prOirammes, Incorrect procedure adopted 
In respect of security deposit and deduction of Income-to at lOurce, marlnl 
of copyrl&hts with the producen, a sence of pldellnesllDstructioDl to 
replate the administration of the scheme and above aU, lack of control of 
the Ministry over Doordanhan In this regard. The MInistry of InformatioD 
" BroadcastiDI have admitted the shortcomlDls aDd irregularities. They 
bave IWUred the Committee that with the laylnl down of pldeUnes In 1992 
and 1993, computerlsatioD and settlol up of the' CeDtral CommlssloniDI 
Unit In Doordanhan, the admlnlstratioD of the scheme of commlssioDed 
proaramme wUl be streamUDed. The Committee are, however, Dot inclined 
to share this optimism. They recommend that tbe Ministry should under-
take a comprehensive review of the scheme In the Ulht of the facts stated In 
this report and take appropriate corrective/remedial measures with a view 
to ensurlnl that the In-house talents are exploited to the maximum aDd the 

\ outside production Is un~rtakeD ID a maDDer so as to achleve the 
DDd.rllDed objectives behind the scheme wlthlD the laid dowD pldellnesl 
poUcles. 

175. The Committee In the course of their examination of the subject, also 
came across certain dlsturblnl facts relatlnl to the malDteDance of accoDDts 
In Doordarsban. Wben the operations of a department Include DDdertakln, 
of actlvlUes of a commerclal or quasi-c:ommerclal character and the nature 
and scope of tbe activities of the undertaklnl are sucb as cannot suitably be 
broupt within the normal system of Government accoDDt, the departmeDt 
was required to malntalD sucb subsidiary and proforma aCcouDts In 
commercial form as may be a&reed to betweeD GovernmeDt and the 
ComptroUer agd Auditor General. Astonlshln&ly, the proforma accoDDts of 
Doordanban have nol beeD finalised since the yean 1977-78 onwards. This 
delay bas beeD attributed by the Ministry inler alia to the delay In 
bifurcation of assets and UabWtles between Doordanban and AU India 
Radio, destruction of records at DoordanhaD KeDdra, Hyderabad ID a mob 
attack, nOD-avaUabUlly of complete documeDtation at subordinate field 
omces, non-avallablUty of adequate Inspection machinery, tbe rapid ex pan-
don of DoordarshaD etc. The Committee cannot accept these as valid 
explanations for the inordinate delay of more than IS yean. They are of the 
ftrm view that the omcen In the MInistry and Doordanhan who were 



45 

responsible for the maintenance and overseeinl of these accounts were 
.gligent in their duties and responslbUities should be fixed for the lapses. 
They recommend that the Ministry of 1&8 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 forqolnl It Is evident that an atmosphere of non-
accountability was prevalent In the Ministry of 1&8 and Doordanhan. The 
Committee desire that this should be rectified without any loss of time. 

NEW DEnu; 
February 1, 1994 

A1agha 12, 1915 (Saka) 

BHAGWAN SHANKAR RAWAT, 
Chairman, 

Public Accoun'ts Committee. 



APPENDIX I 

Paragraph 5 of tht Rtport of C de AG of India lor tilt ytar tndtd 
31 March. 1990 (No. 13 of 1991) Union Govtrnment (Civil) 

rtlating to Outsidt Production-Doordarshan 

S. Outside Production Doordanhan 
S.l Introduction 

Doordarshan follows a system of assigning the production of program-
mes to outside producers. These include programmes on centenaries and 
anniversaries, news and current affairs. sports. national integration. tele-
films. teleplays, documentaries and serials on youth, environment, culture, 
development, science and technology etc. Programmes arc also produced 
in-house by Doordarshan. 
5.2 Seopt of Audit 

A test-check of records of Director General. DoordarslulO, and Delhi 
Doordarshan Kendra, relating to the production of programmes by outside 
producers for the years 1986-89 was conducted by Audit during June to 
October 1989. The results of test-check were communicated to Doordar-
shan in January 1990. 

Doordarshan stated, in March 1990. that the framework of rules, 
regulations and procedures relating to outside programmes had been.· 
steadily streamlined year after year. with the experience gained. It addeu 
that Audit had 'thrown considerable light on several aspects which need 
further attention' and 'these will be followed up' so that the scheme 
becomes more effective and fruitful. 

The review has been updated for 1989-90 to the extent possible and 
takes into account the Ministry'S reply furnished in February 1991. 
5.3 Organisational Stt up 

Normally all individual proposals arc received at various Doordarshan 
Kendras whereas film serials arc handled by the Director General (DG), 
Doordarshan, Delhi. After scrutiny by the Kendra's screening committee, 
the proposals arc sent to the DG for final approval. The proposals arc 
put up before the Costing Committee set up in the DG's office which. 
besides the DG, comprises the following members:-

(i) Additional Director General - Doordarshan; 
(ii) Deputy Director General (concerned); 
(iii) Director (Finance) Doordarshan; 
(iv) Controller of Programmes (concerned); and 
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(v) Deputy Controller of Programmes (concerned) 
...... The Committee's decision is communicated to the producer. After the 
consequent of the producer with regard to price offered by Doordarshan 
and other terms is received, the Director issues necessary sanction for 
payment to the producer. The contracts are executed by the Doordar-
shan Kendra concerned. The type of film to be produced, time 
schedule, mode of payment and other terms and conditions are specified 
in the contract. . 

The themes of prolJ'ammes are decided by DG and the officers 
designated by him on the basis of programmes requirements. Scheduling 
of programmes for telecast is done on the basis of requirement of 
particular programme at appropriate time. 
5.4 Highlights 

Doordarshan did not have information regarding total number of 
proposals received, contracts entered into and programmes com-
pleted each year. 
Producers were stated to be decided by the Director General on 
the basis of their experience or eminence. There is no panel of 
producers. The criteria for selection of producers should be laid 
down clearly for the benefit of producers themselves. 
The Costing Committee should examine the different elements of 
cost and record their views on the reasonableness of the rate 
structure. 

. .. - Seventy three programmes contracted with the producers between 
February 1986 and March 1990 involving advance payments of 
Rs. 203.97 lakhs were pending for completion till October 1990. 
There was no systematic monitoring at Kendras. No effective 
action was taken against defaulters or their sureties. 
Though a particular produeer failed to produce the programme 
within the stipulated period, the producer was awarded contract 
for further programmes. 

Security deposit obtained from the producers was not deposited in 
Government account. 
Income tax amounting to Rs. 7\.93 lakhs had not been deducted 
at source from the payments made to the producers. 
Fifty programmes received generally betwecn Junc 1987 and 
March 1990 at Rs. 121.39 lakhs had not been telecllst upto 
October 1990, some of them due to the change in the political 
scenario. 
Doordarshan did not have a proper procedure for sharing of 
copyrights of programmes produced by outside producers. 
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Lack of co-ordination between two branches of Doordarshan 
resulted in payment of an additional amount of Rs. 3.90 lakhs on a 
programme earlier contracted with the producer at a lower rate> 

One programme already produced in-house and telecast thrice was 
awarded further to an outside agency resulting in avoidable expendi-
ture of Rs. 1.25 lakhs. 

A telefilm approved earlier as a sponsored programme and subse-
quently proposed for exhibition on payment of royalty at Rs. 0.32 
lakh per telecast was purchased for Rs. 4 lakhs. The telefilm had 
been telecast only twice. 

Advance payment of Rs. 10.5 lakhs was made in February 1989 for 
a six part documentary serial for a total budget of Rs. 70 lakhs in 
contravention of the prescribed schedule of payment. The contract 
with the producer did not prescribe the scheduled date of comple-
tion; the serial had not been completed. 

An amount of Rs. 5 lakhs sanctioned for the production 'of a film 
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 tclecast. 

Doordarshan agreed to enhance the cost of a documentary 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.~· 

The cost of a serial of seven episodes accepted by Doordurshan in 
November 1988 was enhanced from Rli. 12.6 lakhli 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 Dec<;ll1bcr 1990. 

An increase of 10 minutes in the total duration of a serial (10 
episodes) led Doordarshan to bear an additional expenditure of 
Rs. 3.5 lakhs when the contracted rate was Rli. 1. 75 Inkhs per 
episode of 30 minutes duration. Although all the epiliodes were 
stated to have been delivered in January 1990, their tc1l:cast was yet 
to be dc-cided. 

A telefilm contracted in February 1987 for which Doordarshan 
made advance payment of Rs. 2 lakhs had not been produced so 
far. 

Two programmes 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. \r 
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'J.5 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:-

(In lakhl of rupees) 

Year Budget allocation Ezpenditure 

1985·86 40.00 40.00 
1986-87 600.00 231.35 
1987·88 528.95 BSH4 
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 cent 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 variety of themes, 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 Doorda~han, programmes which 
were completed during a particular financial year and the liability 
committed during a particular financial year which rolled on to the next 
financial year and the fluctuations, in time schedule in reseect 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 each year was not fu~ished. 

1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 Tot.! 

Current affain Nil Nil 35 51 B4 170 
Telefilmldocumentary 5 7 29 96 66 203 
Mornin, transmission Nil 2S 106 183 112 426 

5 32 170 330 262 799 

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 
streamline the procedure of commissioning of programmes, a Central 
Gommissioning 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 DO on the basis of their previous 
experience 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 themselves. 
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/3Smm, 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 examined on merits 
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.t.:Y the Costing committee, the average rates for some categories were 
invariably kept in view. 

It was observed in Audit that no specific guideline~onAs were issued 
either by the Ministry or by Doordarshan for the functioning of the 
Costing Committee. 

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 w~re 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 lakhl) 

1985-86 1 0.63 
1986-87 1 2.00 
1987-88 4 5.84 
1988-89 38 143.92 
1989-90 29 5U8 1 Total 73 203.97 
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Under the agreement with the producer. in the event of ,the failure to 
complete the production work of the TV film within the stipulated perioa~ 
the security deposit of the producer was liable to be forfeited and he was 
also liable to make good any loss or damages which might be sustained by 
the Government by reason of such failure. It was also lawful for the 
Government to terminate the agreement on that account and take any 
other action which might be deemed necessary. 

Apart from a few reminders. no other action was taken by the Delhi 
Doordarsh'an Kendra in respect of the producers who failed to produce the 
programmes within the stipulated time. Monitoring of the progress of the 
production of programmes commissioned by Doordarshan was done by the 
respective Kendras. who signed contracts with the prdoucers. Doordarshan 
admitted in September 1989 that there was no systemetic monitoring in 
case of certain Kendras; it was now trying to introduce a specific clause in 
the contract itself. which might deter the producer from making avoidable 
delays. Doordarshan further stated. in December 1990. that action was 
being initiated to amend the contract form and a clause for penai interest 
would be provided in the revised contract. 

The Ministry also admitted. in February 1991. that many cases of delay 
were due to weak monitoring by the Kendras; Doordarshan had been 
asked to initiate action against those producers who failed to be persuaded 
to complete the assignments even after the extended time limits and that 
DoordaTshan proposed to incorporate a stringent time frame in the 
contract linked with the stages of payments l'is-a-l'is production. The 
Ministry also stated that timely follow-up action and monitoring had been" 
stepped up to prevent slipages 'in production schedule. 

5.9.2. In the following cases noticed in test check though a prarticular 
producer failed to produce the programme within the stipulated period. he 
was awarded contracts for further programme(s). 

(a) A firm was awarded production of a programme "Morning Moods" 
in June 1988 for Rs. 7 lakhs and advance payment of Rs. 2.80 lakhs was 
made to it in June 1988. The production of the programme was required to 
be completed by September 1988. Although the firm had not completed 
any episode. the production of three more programmes (cost Rs. 7.45 
lakhs) was entrusted to the firm -in December 1988. February and March 
1989 and advance payments totalling Rs. 2.98 lakhs were made in 
December 1988. March 1989 and May 1989. In two of these cases. the due 
dates of completion of the programmes were not found recorded in the 
contracts; these programmes were completed in November. 1989 and July 
1990 i.e. in a period of nine and nineteen months respectively against the 
normal period of three to four months. In the third case. the programme 
which was required to be completed by the end of August 1989 was ,_ 
actually delivered only in February 1990. The final copics of the serial ;, 
"Morning Moods" were delivered in January 1990. and the serial was 
telccast between July and September 1990. 
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(b) A firm was entrusted with the production of programme "Golden 
~awks" rat a cost of Rs. 7.5 lakhs and paid Rs. 2 lakhs as advance in 
March 1988. The programme, which was required to be completed 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 th~ agreement was signed 
in March. 1988 and that four (out of six) episodes were received in March 
1990. The firm was awarded production of another programme 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 November 1989 i.e. after a delay 
of 11 months. 

The Ministry stated, in February 1991. that Doordarshan was convinced 
that the producers had the necessary infrastructure and expertise to 
produce programmes without compromising on quality and that the 
programmes were being scheduled for telecast in chain from different 
Kendras. The fact however. remains that the completion of programmes 
was considerably delayed and Doordarshan had assigned additional prog-
rammes to the producers despite the delays. 

5.9.3. In the instructions issued to Kendras in October 1984, Doordar-
shan had emphasised that in cases of inordinate delays, the Kendras should 
consider sending their recommendations for black listing the producer 
concerned. Information regarding previous pending programme(s) with the 
producer was not being submitted to the costing committee. Nor was this 

... included in the proforma in which proposals were being put up to the 
Committee. Doordarshan stated, in March 1990, that the same was now 
being included in the agenda for the Costing Committee so as to cut down 
delays and to ensure better quality with 'one-at-a-time' policy. 

5.9.4. There was no system for obtaining bank guarantees from the 
producers for the advance payments made to them in connection with 
assignment of programmes. Doordarshan stated, in July 1989, that the 
agreement with the producers already provided necessary safeguards in 
respe~t of advance payment. Nevertheless the agreement did not contain 
any provision for safeguard in respect of advance payment, it only dealt 
with provision of surety. In the 73 cases mentioned above no recovery had 
been made from the persons who stood surety for the producers as p-cr the 
agreement. Doordarshan stated, in March 1990, that at least in one case 
action had been initiated to recover the amount from this persons who 
stood surety. This case has been discussed elsewhere in this review. 
5.10 Security deposit 

The amount of security deposit of Rs. 500 obtained from the producers 
was not being deposited in the Government account as a matter of 

J'Tactice. In some cases, it was noticed that the amount of security deposit 
1Was accepted even in the form of cheques which were not credited to 



Government ac:count. On beinl pointed out by Audit, Doordarshan issued 
instructions, in March 1990, to aU Kendras that the amount of security. 
deposit should be credited lOOn after receipt. 
5.11 Recovery 0/ income Ita 

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

An amount of Rs. 3596.56 lakhs has been incurred durinl the period 
1985-86 to 1989-90 (till May 1989) on programmes made by outside 
producers. AI. such Rs. 71.93 laths 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 received 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 SO programmes, there was no likelihood of 
telecast in five cases (amount Rs. 7.20 laths), 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 
laths). 

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 Copyrighl 

Nonnally, when Doordarshan commissions a programme to be produced 
by an outside production alency the funding is done by Doordarshan. AU 
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".! 
sharing of rights with some producers on a selective basis, Doordarshan 
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st!ted, in November 1989 and in December 1990, that a procedure was 
~ng worked out to evolve a pattern for the sharing of rights whicb would 
be annexed to _the agreement signed, wherever necessary, and that a fool 
proof metbodololY was being worked out in detail. 

According to the information furnished by the Ministry in February 
1991, Doordanban bad sbared 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 ~Portrait of tbe Director-the budget of Rs. 2 lakhs per 
episode as proposed by the producer waS agreed to in fuD; 
nevertheless 30 per cent of tbe foreign telecast rights were to be 
shared with tbe producer. 

(ii) In anotber case-Crossing-The Indians Abroad-against tbe 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. 5 lakhs. 

Thus, there was no system to regulate the sbaring of copyrights witb 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 

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

Doordanban had 18 Audience Research Units attacbed to various 
prolramme centres allover 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 
fonner, preproduction research is carried out. Summative type of research 
is post-telecast and undertaken to fmd out viewership, comprehension, 
utility and reactions on the programmes telecast. 

A study of the surveys conducted by the Audience Researcb Unit durillJ 
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 Delhi in respect of 
morning transmission and current affairs. Whereas out of 90 programmes 
oj morning transmission, 2S had average maximum viewership ranging 

-llom 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 cases and between 12 and 32 in 7 cases. The., three 
tclcfilms had better ratings. with all India viewership ranging between 25 
and 45 per cent. .'. 

The Ministry stated. in February 1991. that audience research figures 
alone need not be deemed to be the only critcria for judging the merit of 
the outside productions and that Doordarshan. being a public service 
medium, did not necessarily assign programmes keeping only audience 
rating in view which was expected to fluctuate in respect of current affairs 
programmes contai!1ing social messages. etc. 

But, audience rating is a necessary and an important input for deciding 
the programmes. 
5.15 Programmes produced by outside producers 

5.15.1 Nat;oTIQI Integration: A programme on National Integration was 
approved by the news and current affairs cell of Doordarshan, in 
December 1987, at the rate of Rs. 0.40 lakh per episode of 10 episodes. 
Against the admissible 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 the producer as advance in December 1987. 
Subsequently, in August 1988, the Morning Cell approved the same 
programme but at an enhanced rate of Rs. 0.70 lakh per episode for 
13 episodes. Doordarshan thus paid an additional amount of Rs. 3.90 lakhs 
for a programme which had already been contracted with the producer at a 
lower rate. Doordarshan also did not recover any amount towards interest 
on the advance of Rs. 1.60 lakhs paid to the producer in December 1987 
which was refunded in June 1989. The proramme was delivercd by tliC 
producer in March 1989. 

\ 

It was stated, in September 1989, that the producer realised that the 
project was costlier one and also the duration was required to be more. 
The Ministry also contended in February 1991 that the second programme 
had an enlarged scope, justifying the increase. However, in both the cases, 
the episodes were of ten minutes duration each. Doordarshan admitted 
that there was lack of co-ordination between the two branchcs-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 completion of the programme on National Integration, the 
producer was awarded another programme costing Rs. 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 envisaged advr,ice 
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payment of only 20 per cent of the cost on approval of script. This 
jtogramme was required to be completed by December 1988 but all the 
13 episodes were stated to have been received and telecast between 
September 1989 and December 1990. 

The Ministry stated, in February 1991. that the producer was entrusted 
with th~ responsibility of producing two programmcs simultaneously as he 
had the expertise and infrastructure to undertake more than one prog-
ramme at a time. 

The Ministry also stated that to avoid any possible inadvertent lack of 
coordination between the various programmes units which commission 
programmes under different heads of budget. the commissioning activity 
had since been centralised. 

5.15.2 Lotus Temple of Bahais: In January 1988. Doordarshan accepted 
the proposal of a produccr for production of film "Lotus Temple of 
Bahais" of 20 minutes duration for Rs. 1.25 lakhs.· Subsequently. in 
February. 1988. Delhi Kendra informed the DG that a programme on 
"Lotus Temple of Bahais" had already been produced by Delhi Doordar-
shan itself and had been telecast thrice in the proceeding year. Accord-
ingly. Doordarshan advised the produccr. 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 submis.c;ion to the 
Costing Committee resulted in avoidable expenditure of Rs. 1.25 lakhs . 

.... The Ministry stated. in February 1991 that since the programme was 
duly approved by Doordarshan. the expenditure incurred thereon could 
not have been avoided and that it was the relative merit of the outside 
production which had a decisive rok to play in commissioning the 
programme. 

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

5.15.3 Angoathu Chltup: The telcfilrn "Angootha Chhap" was submitted 
by the producer. in May 1987. for possible telecast on Doordarshan and 
was approved by Doordarshan in September 1987. as a sponsored 
programme. The producer could not find a sponsor for the film and 
suggested, in October 1987. that Doordarshan could directly show the film 
without a sponsor. As per the rate card. the royalty permis.o;ible was 
Rs. 0.32 lakh for a film of 55 minutes duration. and the producer was 
informed accordingly in November 1987. Since this was not acceptable to 
the producer. Doordarshan agreed to the proposal of the producer to 
purchase the film. with world-wide copyrights for Rs. 4 lakhs. Although 
approval of the Costing Committee was obtained. there was no indication 
to show that the reasonableness of cost was examined. The film was 

~Clecast twice in April 1988 and September 1989. 
Doordarshan stated. in May 1990. that the rate of Rs.0.32 lakh on 
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account of royalty payment for documentary films and chilch'Cn"'filrns wu 
for a mere one time telecast and the film wu purcbued for any number J- \ 
telecasts. The Ministry also stated, in February 1991, that the decisioll,t. 
purchase the fllm wu taken by Doordarsban after considering the bijh .-. 
repeat potential of the film, its educative tbeme on adult literacy and the 
subtle message it brought home effectively. 

It was observed tbat the viewersbip of tbe film, wbich was telecast only 
twice, was not 'undertaken under the panel survey of the Audience 
Research Unit of Doordarsban. However, aU India viewership of tbe April 
1988 telecast u conducted by an outside agency wu reported at 38 per 
cent. The Ministry stated, in February 1991, that the viewership wu likely 
to increase in future telecut because it propagated adult education. 

5.15.4 Crossing-1'M 1ndilu&l Abroad: Doordanhan awarded the produc-
tion of six part documentary serial of 50 minutes' duration eacb in 16 mm \ 
colour, in February 1989, for a total budget of RI. 70 lakhs plus 40 per 
cent foreign sale rigbts in favour of a producer. 

The first instalment of RI. 10.50 lakhs (15 per cent of the sanctioned 
amount) was released in February 1989 on signing of tbe contract. The sec-
ond instalment of RI. 21 lakhs (30 per cent of tbe sanctioned amount) wu 
released in Marcb 1990 on approval of tbe script. The scbeduled dates of 
completion of various stages of work for regulating payments were not 
found mentioned in tbe contract witb tbe producer. In terms of general 
schedule of payments applicable, no payment wu admissible to the-
producer on signing of tbe contract. The payment of Rs. 10.S lubs on 
signing of tile contract resulted in llnauthorised aid to the producer witb an 
interest benefit of RI. 1.26 laths computed at 12 per cent per annum. ".."'be 
payment of the second instalmeqt of Rs. 21 lakbs on approval of the script 
was also irregular and resulted in further unauthorised aid. The basis on 
which the cost of RI. 70 lakbs wu considered reasonable wu also not 
available. The serial had not ~en completed. 

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

5.15.5 'Khamoshi Kay Dairey: The production of a fllm titled "Khamosbi 
Kay Dairey" was assigned to a producer in the category of sponsored tele-
film in October 1985. As the producer could not get SpooseR 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. 5 lakhs. The 
agreement was entered into in January 1987. In Februart and April 1988, 
the producer approacbed Doordarshan for enhancemcat of cost to 
Rs. 9 laths on the ground that the actual cost of production wu more'" 
because it involved producing the film in 16 mm in colour. The prcsducer 
also agreed to forego the video rights of the film in favour of Doordanlran 
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for a consideration of RI. 3.S lakh.. This wu agreed to by Doordarshan 
.. and an 'additional amount of RI. 3.S lakhs wu sanctioned ia May 1988. It 
was observed in Audit that the original sanction wu for production of film 
in 16 mm in colour and u 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 wu, therefore, no justification for enhancement of the 
cost of film from RI. S lakhs to RI. 8.S laths and additional expenditure of 
Rs. 3.S laths was avoidable. The film which wu required to be completed 
by March 1987 wu also delayed and was completed in May 1988. 
A1tbough Doordarlhan stated, in June 1990, that the prjnt qUality of the 
film was not worth, of telecast, the film was telecast in December 1990 in 
tbe late night transmission. The Ministry stated, in February 1991, that by 
agreeing to increase in cost from Rs. S lakhs to Rs. 8.S lakhs, Doordarsban 
obtained full marketing rights including the overseas rights of the fJlm. 
This was not correct. In any case, acquisition of copyrights of a film, 
whose print quality was not wortby of telecast, was of no use. 

5.15.6 Spirit Possession: In March 1988, Doordarsban 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 Marcb 1988, she did not furnish the 
necessary prescribed sureties. In November 1988, the producer approached 
Doordarshan for enhancement of cost to Rs. 12.98 lakbs due to delay. 

~ Doordarshan agreed to an enhancement of RI. 1.7 lakhs plus tr~er 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 paymont on commencement of 
shooting (Rs. 1.60 lakhs). Doordarshan granted, in January 1990, a further 
enhancement of Rs. 0.77 takh for sub-titles and, extended duration. 

The full contractual formalities were completed C?n1y in December 1988. 
H!)wever, 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 bad taken into account the potentiality of this documentary 
in marketing abroad. 

ii' 5.15.7 Ekas he Hum Barik: In No~mber 1988, Doordarsban accepted 
l' 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 enhancemeltt 
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. 21akhs 
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 
episodes had been submitted to the DG and that the producer had 
represented for enhancement of cost to Rs. 4 lakhs per episode and 
increase 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 3.0 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 Directors. However, in May 1989, the producer expressed his 
inability to produce all the episodes and requested Doordarshan to clm.~ 
the agreement after production of six episodes. A part payment of 
Rs. 12.24 lakhs had already been made upto February 1989 to the 
producer for all the 15 episodes. The producer delivered in all six episodes 
in June 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 
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 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 tcn 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 aareement. It was intimate'h 
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that all the episodes were delivered in January 1990 and its tc\ecast was 
yc;t to be decided (December 1990). 

-toordarshan stated. in March 1990. that due to problems of slotting 
the serial for telecast. it was decided to cut down the duration tu 25 
minutes each. and increase the number of episodes by two. in order to 
ensure the continuity of the story and its proper treatment. The addi-
tional expenditure thus sanctioned had therefore gone into making of two 
additional programmes as well as to partially meet the demand of the 
producer for enhanced budget. The demand of the producer for increase 
in the budget had. however. been rejected earlier by the Costing 
Committee in November 1988. 

Doordarshan had withheld the balance payment of the producer (10 
per cent of the sanctioned amount) pending formalities as per agreement. 

The Ministry was of the opinion that the likely gains' from commercial 
advertisements would far outweigh the expenditure that had been incur-
red on the serial (February 19(1). 

5.15.10 Tripli: In July 1986. Doordarshan accepted the proposal of a 
producer for the production of a tclefilm titled "Tripti" of 90 minutes' 
duration in 16min in colour for Rs. 5 lakhs. The agreement was entered 
into with the producer and ari advance payment of Rs. 2 lakhs (being 40 
per cent of the sanctioned amount) made in February 1987. The stipu-

• I<lted date of compleiion was not found recorded in the agreement. 

It was observed in Audit that even the rough cut of the film had not 
been submitted by the produeer till April 1990. Doordarshan wrote to the 
p1Ieducer in March and August 1987 but the letters were returned 
undelivered. Doordarshan thereafter wrote to two sureties in Feburary 
1988; there was no response from one of the sureties. while the other 
surety furnished the new address of the producer. The letter sent to the 
producer <It the new address was also received back undelivered. Instruc-
tions were issued to Delhi Kendra in May 1989 to initi<lte action against 
the producer for withdrawallcaneeiiltion of the offer and seek refund of 

·the advance with interest; final letter was issued in December 1989. Thus 
there was slackn<:ss in pursuing the matter with the producer. 

The Ministry informed in February 1991. that Doordarshan had sought 
advice from the Ministry of Law in January 1991 and that further action. 
as per the terms of contract. would be t<lken on receipt of the legal 
advice. 

5.15.11 News Magazine in Hindi: In March 1990. Doordarshan awarded 
the work of production of a programme titled "News Magazine in Hindi" 
to two producers at the rate of Rs. 2 lakhs per episude for six episodes 

,each (total Rs. 24 Jakhs). 
An amount of Rs. 9.6 lakhs being 40 per cent of the sanetioned 

a~unt was paid to the producers 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 decided 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 expenditure already 
inturred by them on the production of these programmes. Doordarshan 
stated, in November 1990 and January 1991 that the programmes were 
cancelled 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 accepted the 
proposal of a producer for the production 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. 

Doordarshan stated, in November/December 1990, that the programmc 
was not done very professionally and that it might not be able to telecast it 
even on Channel II. However, Doordarshan proposed to impress upon the 
producer to modify and make it professionally worth telecast. 



APPENDIX II 

MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND BROADCASTING 

SUBJECT: Guidelines for the consideration, processing and approval of 
proposals received from outside producers for telecast of TV 
Programmes IUJder Doordarshan's Commissioned Programme 
Scheme. 

With a view to streamlining the procedures for the consideration. 
processing and approval of proposals by outside producers/directors for 
telecast, the Government have decided in supersession of all previous 
instructions and/or guidelines on the subject to lay down the following 
guidelines, namely:-

1. (i) These guidelines may be called the 'Guidelincs for the considera-
tion, proce5.'iing and Approval of the proposals for telecast of TV 
programmes under the Commissioned Programme Scheme of 
Doordarshan'. 

(ii) These shall come into force with immediate effect and shall 
remain valid until further orders or till such time as 'Prasar 
Bharati' issues fresh guidelines on the subject. whichever is 
earlier. 

2. Director means Director of Doordarshan Kendra. 

3. (i) Doordarshan shall. in accordance with its programme require-
ments over a period of time. consider proposals for the 
production of programmes on a particular subject and format 
based on the concept. treatment and script fully approved by 
Doordarshan. The requirement of the commissioned program-
mes to be assigned during a financial year shall be worked out 
by the Doordarshan Directorate in the 3rd quarter of the 
preceding financial year. This would essentially be a programme 
of Doordarshan except that after the conceptualisation and 
other essential parameters arc clearcd by Doordarshan. the 
actual production work would be". executed by an outside 
producer on the basis of the cost. quality and schedule laid 
down in the agreement to be entered into for this purpose. 

(ii) The proposals received on a particular theme and subject shall 
be considered by the Evaluation Committee of Doordarshan 
and it shall select such proposals as arc considered most suitable 
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and in such numbers as arc considered necessary to meet their 
programme requirements over a period of time. The remaining~ 
proposals not found suitable will be treated as having been 
rejected and the applicants informed suitably about such rejec-
tion. 

(iii) Current Affairs programmes or programmes which are in the 
nature of single episode programmes whose duration will 
generally not exceed 30 minutes in each case would, however, 
not be examined by the Evaluation Committee but will be 
processed on file and directly placed before the Costing Com-
mittee for its approval. 

4. (i) A proposal received under this schemes from outside producer 
who will be known as 'Executive Producer' shall invariably 
eontain all the relevant particulars about the story, synopsis, 
biodata, experience, etc. as specified in the application. 

(ii) The proposal in the prescribed form as per Annexure 'A' shall 
be accompanied by a Crossed Bank DraftIPostal Order of the 
value of Rs.2.000.00 payable in favour of 'Drawing and Disburs-
ing Officer. Directorate General. Doordarshan, New Delhi. 
This amount shall be the processing fcc and shall not be 
refunded irrespective of the fact whethcr thc proposal is finally 
acccpted or rejected. 

(iii) Doordarshan will for the purpose of this scheme maintain a 
panel of eminent ProducerslDirectors on the basis of the good 
track record for producing good quality programme and/or their ~ 
potential for doing so by virtue of their literary and artistic 
talents. A similar panel will be maintained at each Doordarshan 
Kendra. for programmes in regional languages to be commis-
sioned for telecast by the respective kendras. 

(iv) To start with, Doordarshan will utilise the panel drawn up by 
the Zutshi Committee in 1988. Further additions to this panel 
shall be made with the approval of the comp('tent authority on 
the basis of the following criteria: 

(a) Past experience in film/television medium (Supported by 
documentary evidence). 

(b) Diploma holders in film direction of the Film & Television 
Institute of India, Pune and Film & Television Institute. 
Madras-I; 

(c) Graduat'ts· of lamia Millia and Diploma holders of the 
National School of Drama who have done some. work in the 
film/television medium after their graduation. 

(v) The panel will be reviewed every 4 (four) years. New numes will '-
be added once a year in FebruarylMarch only. \ y 
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(i) All proposals received by Doordarshan shall be appro-
priately entered into a register in the order in which they 
have been received and allotted a serial number. The receipt 
of the application shall be duly acknowlcdged and 'the applic-
ant informed about the scrial number allotted to his/her 
application. 

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

(i) It shall be the endeavour of Doordarshan while selecting such 
programmes to strike a proper balance between entertain-
ment, education and information. Thus. Doordarshan may 
decide to get programmcs produced in various formats such as 
documentary, tclcfilm. serial. series. features. songs musical 
programmes, variety programmes. etc., on subjects such as: 

(a) Current Affairs. 

(b) Sports. 

(c) Children's Programmes. 

(d) Promotion of good sociocultural values. national integra-
tion and upholding the values enshrined in the Constitu-
tion of India. 

(e) Imaginative treatment of outstanding literary works. 

(f) Life histories of outstanding world and national leaders. 
average citizens making valuable contribution to society. 

(g) Themes promoting the Welfare of womcn. children. 
weaker sections of society (urban/rural). 

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

(ii) The applications complete in all respects. shall be placed 
before the Evaluation Committee who would examine the 
proposals and decide upon their acceptability based on the 
following broad criteria: 

(a) Relevance of the story. theme or the subject to the needs 
of Doordarshan. 

(b) Treatment of the subject/storyline. 

(c) Conformity to the Telecast code. 

(d) Track records of the Director. 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 witb the 
approval of the Ministry of Information and Broad-
cas~ing. 

(d) CPIDCP/(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 atIeast 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 tbe 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 shaD 
be placed before the Costing Committee of the Directorate 
for its decision. The Costing Committee shall consist of: 
1. DDG(s) (Progs.) Doordarshan. 
2. DOG (F). Doordarshan. 
3. Representative of' the Government (Ministry/other media 

unit. 
4. Concerned CP. 
S. CP (CCU) , Doordarshan. 

The meeting of tbe Costing Committee will be chaired by tbe 
seniormost DOG (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\ 
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ment, travel, fees of professionals, costumes, locations, 
research, etc. 

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

(e) Presentation made by the applicant producer. 
(iii) The Costing Committee shall, in the event of according its 

approval to a proposal, clearly specify in the minutes of the 
meeting the format and duration of the programmes/documen-
tary/film etc. the number of episodes with the duration of eac~ 
episode in the case of serials along with the rationale for the 
total budget approved and thc time allowed for completing the 
programme. Similarly, the reasons for rejecting a proposal 
would also be clearly spell out in the minutes. 

(iv) Doordarshan will not share the rights of any commissioned 
programme with the executive producer. 

(v) There will be no bar on Doordarshan assigning more than one 
programme on the same theme or subject as warranted by the 
needs of programming. An executive 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 producer, another -+- programme(s) may also be assigned 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. 

10. (i) Doordarshan shall advise the applicant whosc proposal has becn 
approved by the Costing Committee about the terms of 
approval and forward to him the draft agreement required to be 
signed by him with the Director of the concerned Dopordarshan 
Kendra along with a copy of the Telecast Code and salient 
features of the Cinematograph Act prescribed by the Govern-
ment for public exhibition. 

(ii) Doordarshan shall also advise the applicant to produce rough 
cut(s) of the programme and submit the same to Doordarshan 
within the period specified in the agreement, which ~ould also 
specify the period within which Doordarshan would convey its 
decision on the rough cut(s) submitted by the Executive 
Producers. 

11 (i) The schedule of payment by Doordarshan would be as follows: 
-After signing of the agreement 
--Commencement of shooting 
-On approval of rough cuts 

40% 
20% 
20% 
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-On approval of final print 
Amendment dated 1.9.92 

20/,0 

tii) The Executive Producer will. however. have to furnish an 
irrevocable Bank Gurantee along with Agreement in relation to 
50% of the amount of advance payable to him at that stage and 
thereafter 50% of any other amount payable to him as per the 
terms of Agreement. He will provide collateral security for the 
remaining 50% of the amount from time to time from persons 
whose surities are acceptable to Doordarshan. Failure to furnish 
Bank Ourantee will have to be renewed in due course until 
agreement has been fully executed to the satisfaction of Ooor-
darshan. The Bank Gurantee as well as collateral security will 
be released within three months from the date of submission of 
final programme by the Executive producer to the entire 
satisfaction of Doordarshan. 

(iii) Ooordarshan will deduct Income Tax at source in Ii"ne with the 
relevant instructions prevalent at that time. 

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

12. (i) The rough-cuts of the programme submitted by the Executive 
Producer shall be previewed by a Preview Committee as may bS; 
formed by the DG and the Director of the Kendra. for national 
and local telecasts respectively within two weeks of their receipt. 
A Director (engineering)/Station Engineer will also be co-opted 
as a member of the Committee. 

(ii) In the event, the Committee is of the view that some modifica-
tions are required to be carried out in the programme. the 
Executive Producer shall be advised accordingly within the time 
specified in the agreement. The revised versions incorporating 
the modifications so suggested will be submitted for a fresh 
preview, within the period specified by Doordarshan. 

(iii) No extra payment over and above what was initially agreed to 
shall be paid for carrying out these modifications, considered 
necessary to execute the programmes, to meet the entire 
satisfaction of the Doordarshan authorities, as required for 
telecast purposes. 

13. Requests for extension of time in respect of the time schedule 
specified in the agreement shall not be agreed to. However. in exceptional 
cases, extension may be granted by the Costing Committee for reasons to .. 
be recorded in writing, provided such requests are received well before the 
expiry of the particular time limit specified in the agreeinent. Such en 
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extension will entail the executive producer foregoing an amount equi-
valt-nt to interest @18% on the full amount sanctioned. for the period 

.. of the extension. 

14. Doordarshan shall telecast these programme within two months 
of their being received complete in all respects failing which reasons 
for deferring the telecast would be recorded in writing through a 
speaking order and intimated to the Government through a monthly 
report. 

15. (i) The agreement shall be terminated if any of the terms or 
conditions of the agreement is violated at any point of time 
by the Executive Producer. In the event of termination of 
the agreement. Doordarshan. besides invoking the bank 
guarantee, would also initiate proceedings for recovering the 
amount advanced to the Executive Producer with interest 
@18% from the date of advance onwards. 

(ii) Producers who fail to complete the programme within the 
time stipulated in the agreement or violate any other provi-
sions of the agreement shall be blacklisted by Doordarshan 
for a period of three years. 

16. In case of any disagreement or dispute in the execution of the 
T . 
agreement by the Executive Producer. the matter shall be referred for 
sole arbitration to the Secretary. Ministry of Information and Broad-
e.g. Government of India or to any person appointed by him. The 
award of such arbitrator shall be final and binding on all parties. The 
venue of the arbitration shall be New Delhi and the Court in Delhi 
shall have jurisdiction in any matter arising out of this agreement. 

17. The guidelines prescribed for the consideration processing and 
approval of the proposals for telecast of TV programmes on Doordar-
shan's National Network shall apply, mutatis mutandis. to the proposals 
(or telecast of TV Programmes by Regional Kendras. subject to the 
following modification: 

.. 

(a) The Evaluation Committee shall consist of: 

(i) Director 

(ii) Three Officials of which one will be an engineer . 

• (iii) Two non-official experts drawn from the panel of experts 
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 plaeed bdore the Costing 
Committee for approval. 
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(b) Each Regional Kendra shall invite proposals for meeting th~r 
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 completing all formalities. 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. 90l/291911V (PI) 
Dated: 07.05.1993 
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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 
centenaries and anniversaries, news and current 
affairs, sports. national integration, telefilms, 
teleplays, doculDCntaries 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 spon-
sored 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 the case of the 
latter, the producer invests his own money and 
Doordarhsan only approves· the programme 
offered by him. 

The Committee note that the basic objective 
behind the launching the system of outside 
production was to keep t.rack 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 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 

71 
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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 Committee 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 D)aintained 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 pro~uction 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 al~ proposals 
received by Kendra~irectorate will be regis-
tered by them and allotted a serial number. 
Further, according to the Ministry with the r 
setting up of the Central Commissioning Unit 
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and computerisation, tha 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. 

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 years. The proposals were predomi-
nately received from the producers suo molo 
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 para-
graph appeared and the selection of the subject 
by the Public Accounts Committee. did not 
clearly specify in detail about the requisite 
programme requirements. It was only after the 
Committee pointed it out during evidence that 
the Ministry issued revised guidelines on 7 May. 
1993 stating that the commissioned programmes 
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 casual manner in which the 
whole issue of outside production was dealt with 
by Doordarshan. 

What is further surprising is that Doordarshan 
had neither any prescribed system of selection 
of producers for production of outside program-
mes nor any panel of such producers. Proposals 
submitted by producers suo molo were selected 
on the basis of the eminence of Ute producers. 
track record, qualifications etc. Pertinently. the 
Films Division working under the administrative 
control of the same Ministry viz. Information 
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and Broadcasting, prepares a panel of producers 4 

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 survey~studies conducted by outside 
agencies for evaluation of the competence of 
the producewprogrammes. 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 
course 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 inf.,rmed 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, thepmgramme 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 Doordarrhan 
for the functioning of the costing committee. ,.. 
There were no standard rates prescribed for 
production of different categories of program-
mes and the cost of each programme was 
determined by the costing committee taking into 
account the budget break-up-prejected by the 
producers and after mutual consultation and 
deliberations in the committee. However, no 
written minutes of the deleberations were main-
tained. 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 l 

the Committee that as per the revised guidelines 
issued on 17 March, 1992 the Costing Commit-
tee 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 prog-
ramme is assessed correctly on a rational basis 
and the basis of costing properly recorded so 
that it docs not give rise to any dispute with the 
producer subsequently. .. 

The Committee note that as per the argeement 
executed. the programmes farmed 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 programme involving advance . \ 
payment of more than Rs. 2 crores for whIch .. 
agreements were entered into bctween Fcbru-
ary, 1986 and March. 1990 were pending eom-

t' 
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pletion till October, 1990. As regards the hltest 
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 concedin&. 
the lapses, the Secretary, Information & Broad-
casting stated during evidence "We have now 
said that any producer wbo 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 thal 
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 outside producers. 
The Committee regret to observe that no mean-
ingful exercise seems to have been 
undertaken even now to estimate the amount 
recoverable from the defaulting proaucers. 
While the Ministry were unable to inform the 
Committee of the precise amount recov~rable. 
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 producers has resulted in cer-
tain cases even in non-tracing of producers! 
sureties etc. (Discussed elsewhere). The Com~,. 
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 Marcb. 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 reC9rd 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 meted 
out. Similarly, in another cases, a firm was 
entrusted with the production of a programme 
wGolden Hawks" at a cost of Rs. 7.s 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 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 
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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-
f,ults 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 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, sansitiveness of the subject, 
programmes lacking balance, etc. In the opinion 
of the Committee, this clearly indicative of the 
inadequacies in the conceptualisation and plan-
ning of the prosramme 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 i~ '>t 
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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-
shanlMinistry 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 
exceeding Rs. 10,000 which was applicable in 
the case of contrar.ts 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 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 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 cases 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 relard to foreign telecast. 
In one case it was observed that Doordarshan 
bad 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 sHrrendcred 
40 per cent of foreign telecast right witb the 
producer of a programme costing about Rs. 75 
lakhs for a saving of just Rs. 5 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 Doordarsban wi!~ 
not share its rigbts with the producers. The 
Committee desire that the Ministry of Informa-
tion & Broadcasting should review all the cases 
where Doordarshan had shared copyrigbts in 
tbe past witb a view to ensurina 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 ptoducers bad not been very encourag-
ing over tbe years. While tbe Committee are 
conscious of tbe fact tbat 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 prescnt conditions, it is imperative that ,. 
bigh 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 effective 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 
'lChedule of payment. The contract 
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with the producer did not 
prescribe scheduled date of 
completiol1; the serial had 
not been completed. 

(v) 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- i 

ter 31 months of its receipt al-
though 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 T 

producer after the contract was 
signed. The producer was also al-
lowed more favourable sched .~! 
of payment. 

(vii) 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. 

(viii) 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 dure;. 
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tion. Although all th-e episodes 
were stated to have been deli-
vered in January 1990, their tele-
cast was yet to be decided. 

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

(x) Two programmes (News 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 after 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 
report. The Committee deplore that the laxity 
on the part of the authorities resulted in delay, 
extra expenditure, 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 
fo~ the lapses. The Committee would like to be 
informed of the action taken in the matter. 

The system of assigning pr.-ogrammes to outside 
producers had been prevalent in Doordarshan 
at least since the eighties. Significantly, during 
the period 1985-86 to 1989-90 an amoun! of Rs. 
56 crores was spent against the budget 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 
Committee. The Secretary of the Ministry of 
Information " Broadcasting stated during evi-
dence "I have nothing on record to show that 
any orders were issued on the subject by the 
Ministry." The Committee need hardly com-
ment 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 view to 
ensuring that the production of commissioncQ 
programmes by outside producers is done 
methodically and within the laid down pro-
cedures and policies. 

During the course of their cxamination, the 
Committee's attention has abo been drawn to 
certain reported irregularities in the selection of 
sponsored serials fromoutsi~ producers. The 
Committee filld that on 28 February, 1992, 
Doordarshan r"leased a list of 432 provisionall~ 
short "sted serials from outside producers under 
the RCW sponsorship scheme. After the p~ovi

sionally approved serials was made public, cer-
tain diserep:ncies in the list were reported and 
a preliminary enquiry was conducted by Ooor-
darshan 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 interi'll 
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 offi-
cials of Ooordarshan 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 acti011 
against the officers found guilty of having in-

.' 
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dulged in corruptlirregular practices should be 
expedited. The Committee would like to be 
informed of the progress made in the matter 
within three months. 

The instant audit paragraph was selected for 
detailed examination by the Public Accounts 
Committee (1991-92) and a list of points elicit-
ing 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 SecretaJ:Y, I&B during evidence 
attributed the .delay to the non-maintenance of 
proper records by Doordarshan. Although the 
Committee had completed recording of oral 
evidence on the subject in February. 1993 there 
was a further delay of morct~n 4 months on 
the part oCthe Ministry in f\IDlishing replies to 
the points arising out of ey~nce. Even the 
replies furnished belatedly .had failed to make 
available several important. data having a direct 
bearing on the examination of the subject. The 
Committee cannot bu~ express their strong dis-
pleasure over this and desire that the Ministry 
should thoroughly inquire into the reasons for 
the inordinate delay in furnishing information to 
the Committee. 

To sum up. the facts stated in the foregoing 
paragraphs have revealed several shortcomings 
in the Doordarshan's Commissioned Programme 
Scheme. Briefly. the inadequacieS/shortcomings 
were, absence of planning regarding programme 
requirements, absence of procedure in the selec-
tion/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 de-
duction of income-tax Jt source, sharing of 
copyrights with the producers, absence of 
guidelineslinstructions to regulate the administ-
ration of the scheme and above all. lack of 
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control of the Ministry ovcr Doordarshan in this 
regard. The Ministry of Information & Broad-
casting 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 commis-
sioned programme will be streamlined. The 
Committee are. however. not inclined to share 
this optimism. They recommend that the Minis-
try should undertake a comprehensive review of .I 

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 a man-
ner so as to achieve the underlined objectives 
behind the scheme within the laid down guide-
lines / policies. 

The Committee in the course of their exami-
nation of the subject, also come across certa~n 
disturbing' facts relating to the maintenance 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 19n-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 complete documentation at su~r-
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dinate field offices. non availability of adequate 
inspection machinery. the rapid expansion of 
Doordarshan etc. The Committee cannot accept 
these as valid explanations for the inordinate 
delay of more than 15 years. They arc of the 
firm view that the officers in the Ministry and 
Doordarshan who were respsonsible for the 
maintenance and overseeing of these accounts 
were negligent in their duties and respon-
sibilities should be fixed for the lapses. They 
recommend that the Ministry of I&B should in 
consultation with the Comptroller and Auditor 
General of India find out ways and means of 
maintenance of the proforma accounts up-to-
date. The Committee would like to be informed 
of the precise action taken in the matter. 

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. 
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