Chapter IV

Financial Domain of the Panchayati Raj Institutions

Introduction

    The 73rd Amendment to the Constitution was a watershed in the sphere of decentralisation in India. The Panchayats have been designated as institution of self-governance (ISGs) and mandated to plan and work for economic development and social justice at their respective levels. The functions relating to the 29 Subjects contained in the 11th Schedule of the Constitution have also been given to the Panchayats for this specific purpose. Although the connotation of ISGs was not defined in the Act, in the common parlance, those bodies or organisations which have clearly defined functions, adequate resources and sufficient personnel may be designated such institutions. Among these three ingredients of the ISG, finance is the life blood needed to keep other two pulsating and vibrant as well as the desideratum for the autonomy and effectuality of the ISG in formulation and implementation of plans/schemes which are more suitable to local needs as well as those that help in poverty alleviation and promotion of social justice.

 
It is in view of this that, studying the financial domain of the different tiers of the Panchayati Raj System in its various dimensions acquires imperative significance. 

Financial Resources of the Gram Panchayats 

As per the Haryana Panchayati Raj Act, each and every Gram Panchayat shall have Gram Funds and the same shall be utilised for carrying out its duties and obligations. The following constitutes the Gram Fund :

(a)
all grants from the Government or other Local Authorities;

(b)
the balances, if any, standing at the credit of the Gram panchayat at the commencement of this Act;

(c)
the balances and proceeds of all funds which, in the opinion of the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, were or are being collected for common, secular purposes of the village or the villages comprised in the sabha area;

(d) 
all donations;

(e)
all taxes, duties, cesses, fines and fees imposed and realized under this Act;

(f)
the sale proceeds of all dust, dirt, dung or refuge collected by the servants of the Gram Panchayats and dead bodies of animals not claimed by any person in accordance with any custom or usage and the trees and other produce of the land vested in the Gram Panchayat;

(g)
income derived from the fisheries which are under the management of Gram Panchayats; and

(h)
income derived from common lands vested in the Gram Panchayat under any law for the time being in force.

Power of Taxation and Fees:

The Gram Panchayat shall impose a house tax payable by the occupier or, where a house is vacant, by the owner. The tax will be imposed with the rates of Rs. 30/- on Shopkeeper or landowner, Rs. 20/- on Tenant of land or an artisan and Rs.10/- on unskilled labourer. Besides,  if so authorised by the Government, any other tax, duty or cess which the Legislatures of the State has power to impose can be imposed by the Gram Panchayat. Provided that if the Gram Panchayat fails to impose the tax duty or cess, the government may take necessary steps to impose it and the tax, duty or cess so imposed shall be deemed to have been imposed by the Gram Panchayat. However, the  Government may at any time withdraw these authorizations.

 
In addition to above, the GP  may impose/levy following fees and rates :

(i) teh-bazari from the shopkeepers in fairs other than cattle fairs;

(ii) service fee including fee on cleaning of streets and lighting of streets and sanitation;

(iii) fees for registration of animals sold in the sabha area; and

(iv) water rates where water is supplied by the Gram Panchayat.

It may also be mentioned that besides these, GP has also has non- tax  sources of resources mainly income from common land.

In view of above , let us see the extent to which these provisions have been put into practice by the GPs in the sampled districts. Table 4.1 presents the sources of own income of 8 GPs selected for the study in  Ambala and Panipat districts.  The  sources of own income given in the Table have been income from Shamlat land ( Common Land), income from enterprises/shops, income from Haddi Rora , income from taxation and income from fees, income from borrowing, etc. The status of  these resources in Khurda GP of Ambala Block is that, out of the total own income, about 93 per cent were from Common Land, about 4 per cent from trees/ponds and about three and half per cent from the House Tax  during 2001-02. As the Table reveals , there is a slight deviation in this pattern of income earning from different sources during 2002-03. The share of income from Shamlat land increased whereas the share of income from other sources decreased.  As the Table shows , there is no income accruing from trees/ponds to this GP during the year 2003-04. In the other GP of this Block , viz., Sars Heri, situation is quite different as there has been no income from the trees/ponds in any of the three years. It may also be noted that there is no income also from the House Tax during 2003-04. If we see the picture of the entire Block , we find that, out of the total resources, about 93 percent were contributed by the Common Land , about two per cent by trees/ponds and the rest by the House Tax. Situation differs in the Saha Block of this district. Here, there is no income from the ponds/trees in all the three years and there is no income from the House Tax during 2002-03. There is a negligible contribution of the House Tax during 2001-02 and 2002-03. In this district as a whole, about 95 per cent of the income has accrued from common land.

The resource picture of the  Mahimodpur  GP in Panipat Block of Panipat district shows that this GP did not have any income from the common land for the simple reason that this GP did not have any common land. And since the GP did not have such land, it did not have income from the Ponds/trees, either. This GP’s main source of own income was from Haddi Rora and a little from the House Tax.  In  other GPs of this Block, almost the entire income was accruing from the common land. The Shera GP of the Madlauda Block of this District has income from common land, income from Trees/Ponds and income from House Tax. It also has a very little income from the share of country liquor. It is interesting to note that almost the entire income of the Waisari GP of this Block has been accrued from common land.

In Pindara GP in Jind block of Jind district , if we see year-wise contribution of different sources of income , we find that common land was the main source of income. In the other GP of this Block, there was not much contribution from any source except the income the House Tax. In the Block as a whole , more than 80 per cent was contributed by the income from the common land, about 10 per cent from the House Tax and the rest by other sources. In Sacha Khera GP of this Block, the main sources of income were common land and Trees/Ponds as the Table 4.2 reveals.

 In two GPs in the Mahendergarh Block of Mahendergarh district , there were two sources of incomes : one is common land and the other is  House Tax. There is no income from the Trees/ Ponds from these GPs. This might be due not having ponds and trees in these GPs of this Block. In contrast , the other GP of the Block had income from three sources, namely, common land, income from trees/ponds and House Tax. 

If we see aggregate picture of own resources of all the 16 GPs in  8 Blocks and 4 Districts ( Table 4.3), we find that more than 90 per cent of income was derived from the Shamlat Land, about 8 per cent from Trees/Ponds, and more than 1 per cent from House Tax and not even 1 per cent from the country liquor, Haddi Rora and  enterprises/ shops.           

Subsidies and Allocation under Rural Development and Poverty Alleviation Programmes


GPs have also been getting subsidies, matching grants and funds from the Central and State sponsored Schemes. The subsidies and matching grants are: subsidy for the Scheduled Caste Choupals, subsidy for the Backward Classes Choupals, Model Village/ Local Village Scheme, PRIs Grants, Improvement in Harijan Basti, decentralised planning and discretionary grants. Under rural development and poverty alleviation programmes , there are fleets of programmes such as SGRY, SGSY, Haryali, sanitation, drinking water, HRDF/VDC and OB/ Sarvashikha Abhiyan. Let us, see the extent of funds devolved to these bodies under these programmes and schemes.

  
It may be seen from Table 4.4 that share of HRDF was about 79 percent, that SGRY of about 15 percent and that of PRI grant was about 6 per cent. If we compare it with the Block level data of the district, we find that the figures under different heads resemble those of the Block. But the GP- wise pattern does not resemble that of  the district as evident from the Table. One GP in Ambala Block did not get any fund under the HRDF. Similarly, one GP did not get funds under the Scheme during 2002-03 and the another did not get the same during 2003-04. None of the GP of any Block get the funds under the other Scheme / programme. In this district, major share of  funds was from the HRDF followed by the funds received under SGRY.

 

The situation in Panipat district is different from that in Ambala district. Here, of the total funds under these programmes, more than 12 per cent were from PRIs grant whereas it was just half that of the Ambala district; under SGRY about 30 per cent funds received, it is again about double that of the funds earmarked under this Scheme in Ambala district; under HRDF this district got less funds than the Ambala district as the Table reveals. As many as about 22 per cent of the funds have been received in the district  under head Other which denotes Haryali and EAS. These funds constitute about 22 per cent of the total funds earmarked in the district. Two GPs have also spent money earmarked under the erstwhile JGSY.  In Jind district, of the total funds received during 2001-2004, the maximum were from HRDF and the minimise were from other sources, which include money received from the Telephone Department, grant under Community Development and  cattle fair. 



 In Mahendergarh district, at the aggregate level, about 12 percent was matching grant, more than 15 percent were under SGRY and a whopping about 73 percent were under HRDF (Table 4.5). There was no income from any other source.          



From above discussion on the financial aspects of the GPs, the following conclusions emerged: 

· Income from the common land constitute the about 92 percent of the total income during 2001-02, more than 85 per cent during 2002-03 and more than 92 per cent during 2003-04 at the aggregate level. It more or less resembles the picture that emerged in all the GPs of 4 districts. It was followed by the income accrued from trees/ponds. That to relate to the common property resources of the GPs. There will not be any exaggeration to say that Common land is the life-line of the autonomy of the GPs in the State. Hence, its management is very important for enlarging the  financial domain of the GPs.

· Although there is a provision of imposing Taxes on its own or with the approval of the State Government, only House Tax was imposed by the GPs in their jurisdiction. But the reality is that the potential of this measures has not fully been exploited by the GPs. As a matter of fact, not even one-fifth of the potential of this measures has been exploited in the sampled GPs.

· The Services fees have not been imposed by any of the sample GP.

· There is a provision in the Panchayat Act that the GPs can take loan from the financial institutions to take up any type of gainful activity at their levels. But none of the Panchayats has made use of this provision in their respective areas.

· Although we shall discuss the issue of capacity building of Panchayat Functionaries later on, at the movement, it may be commented that the ignorance on the part of elected representatives about the provisions for the Panchayats has been a major stumbling block in exploiting fully the relevant provisions of the Gram Panchayat Act.

· As far as the incomes from subsidy and grant from various centrally and state sponsored schemes are concerned, the highest share was from the HRDF, followed by SGRY and PRIs grants. The Gram Panchayats have not attempted to mobilise resources under revenue earning and other similar Schemes.                

Financial Resources of the Panchayat Samitis

There is provision for forming the Panchayat Samiti Fund which is called the  Samiti Fund. What constitutes the Samiti Funds has already been detailed earlier in the Chapter-II. Let us now see as to what extent these provisions have been put into practice by the 8 sampled Panchayat Samitis.

 
 Table 4.6 presents the details of own sources, share from the tax on the sales of liquor and the share of income from common land from the GPs of the Panchayat Samiti in the sampled districts. It may be seen from the Table that main source of their income was share of income from common land from GPs and sales of country liquors, income from enterprises/shops. But the overall Samiti level picture of funds does not resemble the district-wise picture. For example, in Ambala district, there was no income from other sources except Panchayat Samiti’s share in GP income from Shamlat land. In Panipat district, the only source of income was income from the shops.  In Jind district, except one or two years, the sources of income were shamlat land, share from country liquor, income from trees/ponds, income from enterprises/shops. In Mahendragarh district, the Panchayats have income from shamlat land, share in sales of country liquor, income from trees, income from enterprises/shops.  

 
In addition to above, Panchayat Samitis have also been getting funds from the Community Development Grant, Grant in lieu of abolition of Land Holding Tax, grant in lieu of abolition of Professional Tax, conditional and unconditional grants, Cattle Fair Grants, Revenue earning Scheme, loans from the Government and Pilot Project Grants. On the basis of the information available with the Panchayat Samitis, it was found that all the PSs had got the Community Development Grant. All the PSs have received grant in lieu of abolition of land Revenue, except Ambala PS during 2001-02 and 2002-03, Saha during 2001-02, Narnaul  during 2002-03. All the PSs have got grant in lieu of abolition  of Professional Tax, except Ambala and Saha during 2001-02. Similarly, all the PSs have got conditional and unconditional grant except both the Blocks of Ambala district during 2001-02. None of the PSs received Cattle Fair Grants as the available data with these PSs show. But it is interesting to note that none of the PSs have received grant under the revenue sharing and Pilot project schemes nor had they borrowed money from the financial institutions. 

 PSs have also received grants from the Central and the  State Governments under various schemes such as Subsidy for Harijan Choupal, subsidy for BC Choupal,  PRIs grant, Decentralised Planning, SGSY and IAY grant for taking up relevant items of work in different villages,  

In nutshell, it may be said that the economies of the PSs are dependent on the grant of the Governments. Those PSs which have some land and shops did mobilise their own resources. Others did not have this option. PSs generally have not made any visible efforts for availing the provisions of the Act for mobilising the resources at their levels.   

Financial Resources of the Zila Parishads

      There is provision for forming the Zila Parishad fund which is called the Parishad Fund. What constitutes the Parishad Fund has already been detailed in Chapter-II of the Report. Let us see as to what extent these provisions have been put into practice by the sampled Zila Parishads.

 
Table 4.7 presents the Financial domain of the sampled Zila Parishads for the period of three years i.e. 2001-04.  It may be noted from the Table that in 2001-02, at the aggregate level, of the total, more than 81 percent income came from the SGRY grant, about 17 percent from subsidy and matching grant and very little (i.e. about 2 per cent) income came from own enterprises/shops, Plan/Non-Plan grant and income from cattle fair. A similar position prevailed during 2002-03 as the Table indicates. Following year, the shares were about 65 percent was from SGRY funds, 31 percent from subsidy and matching grants, and the rest from sources like income from enterprises/shops, cattle fair, etc. Putting all districts together, of the total funds, more than three-fourth were under SGRY and more than one-fifth were from the subsidy and matching grant. The aggregate pattern of the funds in similar in all the districts.

 It may be mentioned that in Panipat district all along and in Ambala and Mahendragarh, in some years, the share of the sales of the country liquor has not been received. It was gathered from the offices of the ZPs that the non-receipt of this share was due the procedural delay on the part of the Excise Department of the State Government.  

There were no income to the ZPs from Taxes and Non-Taxes. As the ZPs are not having any land , there was naturally no  income to the ZPs on this account.

The conclusions emerging from the forgoing discussion are as follows:

· The economies of the PS and the ZP are grant-diet- fed as these institutions do not have their own sources of income in contract with the GPs. There is no exaggeration to say that the PRIs means SGRY. If these institutions do not get funds from this head, they would not having any funds with them.

· Of course, as per the Panchayat Act, they can impose any tax which is being imposed by the State Government with the approval of the latter. But none of the PSs or ZPs has ever made any efforts in this regard.

·  There is provision in the Act for taking loans to venture into any gainful activity. But none of the PSs and ZPs has ever used these provisions for generating their own income sources.

 On the basis of the foregoing the hypothesis that the devolution of  financial resources under Central and the State sponsored schemes and programmes have strengthened the financial base of the Panchayat in the State stands clearly proved.  

Capacity Aspect of the PRIs in  Mobilising Financial Resources 

      As mentioned at the outset of this Chapter that, in addition to the House Tax, GPs can impose Special Tax , Tehbazari, Service Fees, Fees from registration of animals sold in the Sabha Area, water rates and any other Tax which is imposed by the State Legislature with the approval of the State Government. Let us examine the status and dynamics of these taxes and fees in terms of amount assessed, amount realized and the difference between the two and the potential lying unutilised  in the sampled GPs. This will also assess the capacity of the Panchayats in mobilising the resources at their level. 

 Table 4.8 presents the House tax assessed by the GPs, and the tax realised in the sampled GPs of 4 districts. It may be seen that, at aggregate level, of the total potential read with total assessment, only 19 percent was realized by the GPs during the years, 2001-04, and as much as 81 per cent potential could not be realized by the GPs. The district-wise picture of this phenomenon reflects inter-district differentials on this score. For example, with 61 percent utilised  as against merely 19 percent at the overall level, Ambala is far ahead. Panipat district is close to the overall average level while it is abysmally low ( i.e. 8.18 per cent) in Jind district. Mahendragarh district with 35 percent figure too occupies a commendable status on this score.

  
It is interesting to note that in Nurad GP of Saha Block  in Ambala district, as much as 98 per cent of the potential of this Tax was realized. The major factor contributed for this achievement were the good interpersonal relations in the GP and the leadership quality of the elected representatives. Another conclusion that emerges from this Table is that in the areas which are political by less sensitive, performed better in realising the potential vis-a-vis the politically more sensitive areas realized than the other areas of the State. From the Table , it may be seen that House Tax collection was comparatively higher in Ambala and Mahendragarh  than in the  other two districts which are comparatively political by sensitive. 



As far as the other Taxes and Fees/ Rates are concerned , they continue to remain the potential in entirety because provisions relating to these have not at all been put into practice. For example, as per Section 45 of the State Panchayat Act, a GP may, of course, with the approval of the Director, impose a special tax on the adult male members of the Gram Sabha area for construction of any public work of general utility for inhabitants of the said area, provided that it may exempt any member from payment of this tax in lieu of doing voluntary labour or having it done by another person on his behalf.  It has not been implemented anywhere in the sampled GPs. Tehbazari was not imposed. Fees on the registration of the sale of animals in certain GP have also not been imposed. Similarly, some GP have been providing drinking water facility to its residents, but instead of collecting service charges from the customers, electricity bills have been paid from the income accrued from the common land.



The income from the common land has been the maximum at the GP level. But it has not been properly  managed by the Panchayat. Some of the land has been encroached by the villagers and most of the barren land of the GPs laying unutilized at local level. Hence, there is a great potential of using this land in productive purpose by developing it into fertile land.      

              Among others, two important factors are responsible for this state of affair. First, ignorance about the provision ; second non-cooperation of the Panch and people of taking such initiative by the Panchayat  at village level. 

Requirement and availability of Different category of Personnel at Different Levels

The capacity aspects of the PRIs may also be seen in the context of requirement and availability of different categories of the personnel at all tiers of the Panchayati Raj System in the State. Keeping this in view, an attempt has been made to assess this situation at the all the tiers of the Panchayati Raj System. The category wise information namely sanctioned posts, person in position and the post vacant are given in the Table 4.9. It may be seen from the Table that the required Gram Sachivs were in position in every GP. But it may be mentioned here that some of them were having additional charges of the GPs. This, we will discuss in details when we shall analyse the position at PS level. Here, it is suffices to say that they are in position. As far as the other variety of personnel are concerned , the situation is very grim. In the case of Chowkidar, except one GP in  Panipat district and another in Mahendergarh district, in all the other 14 GPs, this post was not sanctioned. Almost similar was the position for Tube-well Operators and the Gram Sewak Assistant. Let us clarify it further. These post which are in some GPs have not been sanctioned by the Government of Haryana. These posts are being created and salary is also been given by the GPs themselves. Hence, creation of these posts is solely the prerogative of the GPs. That is why the situation differs from GP to GP.

 Table 4.10 presents the requirement and availability of different categories of the personnel at PS level. It may be seen from the Table that, at the aggregate level, more than one-quarter of the posts at the PS levels are lying vacant. Except the posts of BDPO, SEPO, Assistant (JRY)/ General, Accountant, other posts numbering 10 have not been filled up in the sampled Blocks.  The role of the Gram Sachivs is very important in mobilising and properly maintaining the monetary resources of the PRIs. If we see their position, we find that about one-third of the posts of the Gram Sachivs are lying vacant in the sampled PSs. As the GP cannot be left unattended, charge of additional GPs have been given to the available Gram Sachivs. This state of affairs has acquired special significance in the view of the more powers and functions assigned to the GPs under the new dispensation. The shortage of officials, particularly the Gram Sachivs, appeared to be the major reason for improper handling and keeping of the Panchayat records observed in the sampled Panchayats. 

 Table 4.11 presents the position of the personnel at the Zila Parishad level. It may be seen from the Table that, at the aggregate level, more than one-third posts of different categories of personnel are lying vacant in the sampled ZPs. ZP-wise, we find that the maximum deficiency was noticed in Ambala and the lowest  was noticed in Mahendergarh ZP. The other ZPs had in an between status in this regard, with deficiency of personnel ranging between  28 percent and 50 percent.  It is also interesting to note that the ZPs do not have their own staff as all the staff on deputation and it was also gathered from the discussion that most of the officials managing the ZPs were not adequately qualified and trained.

Let us have a look at the situation of the personnel of various categories of personnel at the ZP level in the entire State of Haryana as on May 26, 2003, as sourced from the official status report in this regard. It may be seen from the Table 4.12 that at the aggregate level, more than 37 per cent post of various categories of personnel were lying vacant. And if we see the vacancy across the categories, we find that it ranges from 74 per cent in the case of Superintendents to 15 per cent in the case of Accounts Clerk. Among others, the role of the Accounts Officers, Assistants and Accountants is very important for keeping the financial matters of the ZPs in order. But it may be seen from the Table that more than 31 per cent of the posts of the Accounts Officers and more than one-fifth of the posts of Accountants were lying vacant.

While discussing the financial issues of the ZPs, we have seen the vital role of this Body in streamlining not only its own financial matters but also those of the other two tiers of the Panchayati Raj System in the State.  But, on the basis of above picture of the personnel at different levels, one can easily infer the state of affairs as regards the maintenance and disposal of the records of the various Panchayat bodies. As pointed out earlier, this aspect has acquired special significance in view of the greater functions and powers devolved on the Panchayats and the rather low average of the educational levels of the elected representatives at different levels. Without adequate qualified personnel, it would, indeed, be very difficult for these bodies to manage their financial matters effectively. In fact, functions, finances and functionaries (Fs) are complementary and supplementary to each other and the relative deficiency of any one of these shall only add to the ineffectiveness of the PR system as a whole. The  efficiency of the Panchayati Raj System has to be seen and evaluated in totality, i.e. in conjunction with the provision for, as also the actual status of these  Fs.

Knowledge About Financial Matters Among the Panchayat Functionaries  

In order to assess the level of awareness and understanding of the elected and official functionaries at all the three tiers of the Panchayats and their need for training, some feed-back on the  Panchayati Raj Rules 1995 and  Financial Rules 1996 was elicited as a specific issue during the survey. 

About the training, all the Chairpersons of the GPs said that they have got training about the Haryana Panchayati Raj Rules 1995 and Budget Rules 1996 and all expressed satisfaction with the training. In response to another question, all said that they did not face any difficulty in performing their works. In response to another question about having read the Budget Accounts Rules, namely 44 per cent said that they had read the Rules ( Table 4.13). This, indeed, is a rather pleasing surprise in so far as the common perception on this score is that the elected representatives of PRIs are either not interested or not reported.

 At the intermediate level, (PSs) 50 percent reported not having got training. Those who did not get the training were from the Saha Block in Ambala district, both Blocks of  the Panipat district and the Jind Block in the Jind district. When asked whether the Panchayat and Budget Rules had been read by them, of the total, 50 percent responded in the affirmative, and the rest either said no or did not respond.  A quarter of the total also reported having faced difficulties in discharging their duties due to the shortage of funds and functionaries. Some of them also reported having faced difficulties in performing their routine works from the functioning/behaviour of the BDPOs and SDOs ( Table 4.14).

Significantly, however, when the same questions were addressed to the Chairpersons of the ZPs, with some exceptions all said that they were not facing any difficulty in performing their duties. This evidently seem be due to through, while the Chairpersons of the ZPs being educated, having aware of the rules. Interestingly, it may be possible that they had not faced any problems in their day-to-day working, but on being quarried in detail, they kept mum. It would not indeed be much off-the-mark to infer that they have not revealed the reality due to some sort of an inferiority complex, thinking that if they reported negatively, answer will not be appreciated by the interviewer. And in view of  the status of the interviewee, the interviewer could not argue much with him or her ( Table 4.15). But persevering and soft querring as to certain details, did clearly reveal that they were indeed, on a very weak footing as far as awareness and practice of the maintenance of Accounts and records are concerned.  

The responses of the Officials (Gram Sachivs, BDPOs and AOs) also show that they have not faced any difficulty in performing their duties with some exception at the apex level where some of the AOs have faced difficulties in performing their duties due to shortage and incompetence of the personnel at their level.               

It can thus be observed on the basis of the foregoing that while the PRIs have potential to raise financial resources at their level, it is much more at the GP tier than at the other two tiers of the Panchayati Raj System in the State, on account of this tier having more opportunities through the various provisions contained in the Panchayati Raj Act. The action-plan needed for the mobilisation of additional resources should, inter alia, include: 

· A rigorous and time-bound campaign in a decentralised manner in active association with civil society organisations for creating awareness about the various relevant provisions contained in the Panchayati Raj Act among both the elected and the official functionaries of the Panchayati Raj Institutions.

· After creating awareness among the elected representatives and officials, a time-bound capacity-building exercise, especially for the Chairpersons and members of the various subject committees, should be initiated. The major concern of this capacity-building exercise should be the mobilization and management of the resources. In other words, the Haryana Panchayati Raj Rules 1995 and the Haryana Panchayati Raj Finance, Budget , Audit and Works Rules 1996 should be apprised to the Panchayati Raj Functionaries. In fact, there is need for evolving suitably structured  training modules and reading materials for the Panchayats functionaries, both elected and officials. 

· All the functionaries at different levels have to be appropriately enabled, empowered and motivated to mobilise and utilise the PRI finances and   funds effectively. As emphasised repeatedly, this has become more relevant and important in the wake of the enhanced and expanding functional domain of the PRIs consequent upon the 73rd Constitutional Amendment, the Haryana Panchayati Raj Act, and other related notifications, instructions, provisions, etc. The hypothesis that the PRIs have the capacity to raise additional resources on their own would seem to hold when examined and evaluated in this specific perspective and context. 

Details of the Expenditure 

  
An attempt was also made in this study to enquire the expenditure details from the sampled Gram Panchayats, Panchayat Simitis and Zila Parishads  during the reference period. From the point of view of the sources of income, it may be said that the major source of incomes at the GP level was income from the common land, and assistance received from the Central and State sponsored Programmes like the SGRY and the HRDF. Our main interest of enquiring into this was to know the pattern of expenditure of both the own and self mobilised  resources and funds received by the Panchayats under the PRIs Scheme, which was in fact the award of the 11th Finance Commission to the Panchayats. 

All the GPs in all the districts have spent the money for the purposes for which these had been earmarked because most of the funds, are ordinarily tied funds except the funds moblised by the Panchayats themselves, In fact, we were significantly interested in studying the funds spent under the PRIs Scheme and the own and self mobilised resources. Now, insofar as the use of the funds earmarked by the State Government to the Panchayats under the PRIs scheme is concerned, the guidelines issued by the Department of Expenditure stipulate : “The Local Body Grants would be used to finance the maintenance of civic services in rural and urban areas which include provision of primary education, primary health care, safe drinking  water, street lighting , sanitation including drainage and scavenging facilities, maintenance of cremation and burial grounds, public conveniences and other common property resources. The projects should normally be those that are not covered under other schemes of the Government of India or the State Governments.” It would, therefore, be relevant to study the details of the works on which  these funds were used actually by the sample PRI units.

It was noted that, in  Ambala district , latrines  in the schools and shed  at the bus-stand were constructed under the PRIs Scheme. In Panipat district, Hand-Pumps , construction of streets, construction of shops , Tube-well bore , construction of pavement of the streets, construction of latrines, installation of gates have been the items undertaken. In  Jind and Mahendragarh districts also, similar types of activities have been undertaken. On the basis of the above, it may be observed that in the sample GPs, the funds have been used for the purposes for which these have been earmarked.

 In the context of own funds, we were interested in knowing whether these GPs have undertaken any innovative and income-generating activities because, under this head, they have the freedom to use the funds as they prefer insofar as these funds are not tied ones. Here, we would like to give an example, that of Faridpur GP of Panipat Block. This GP had more than Rs. 4 lakh as income from common land beside that of some income from the House Tax during 2003-04. This GP had the potential and scope  of construction of residential colonies at its common land because there was a demand for the same by the labourers working in the nearby factories. But this GP has not plan for and ventured to avail of such an income-generating potential. The reasons for the GPs not taking up such type of venture, as elicited by this researcher, were partly lack of awareness on the part of the elected representatives, partly the lack of support from the officialdom, and partly the absence of entrepreneurial inclination and vision needed for planning and implementing such ventures on the part of both bureaucracy and elected representatives.  


At the intermediate and the apex levels too, the position was effectively the same because the funds available under different schemes and programmes were construction and maintenance oriented. Our observation, however, is that that though possessed of comparatively higher education levels and capabilities , the ZP and PS functionaries remained passive participants and did not express much enthusiasm for innovative construction and asset building activities.

Opinions of the Chairpersons of the PRIs  about Mobilisation of Resources 

 In order to know the opinions of the Chairpersons of the GPs, PSs and ZPs , questions relating to the provisions contained in the Panchayati Raj Act were asked. A brief discussion about the same is given in this part of the Chapter.    

 
Table 4.16 presents the opinions of the Chairpersons of the Gram Panchayats. Responses are either in yes or no. In case the answer was no, there were four options namely, do not know, fear of unpopularity, lack of co-operation from Panches and lack of cooperation from bureaucracy. It is interesting to note that all the Chairpersons were aware about the provisions of the House Tax and all the GPs have been imposing it on the households. But, it may be mentioned in this regard that less than 20 per cent of the potential has been exploited by the GPs in the State. As indicated elsewhere, there is provision for imposing Special Tax by the GP in its jurisdiction. Of this, all were found ignorant. Some of the Chairpersons did say that had they  been aware , they would have imposed it for the development and welfare of the village.

 They have been further asked on the issue of operationalising the Tehbazari. To this, out of 16, only one, who was from Jind, mentioned his ignorance, about 70 percent mentioned the apprehension of unpopularity and one-fourth said that tehbazari could not be imposed due to the lack of cooperation from bureaucracy. About the service fees, almost all the Chairpersons mentioned their ignorance about this provision of the Act. As regards the response about imposing Fees for animal registration in the Sabha area, more than 80 percent have expressed their ignorance about it and the rest could not implement due to the apprehension of unpopularity and the lack of cooperation from Panches.       

 
It is may also be mentioned that there is a provision in the Haryana Panchayat Act that the Panchayats with the approval of the State Government can borrow money for taking up any sort of gainful activity. But these bodies  have not used this provision. And as to the reasons for not using this, about 70 per cent were not aware about this provision and the rest could not use this provision on account of lack of cooperation from Panches and/or from Bureaucracy. Further, there is a provision in the Finance, Budget, Accounts, Audit Rules 1996 that GP may appoint one or more agents for collecting cess/fees on the payment of 5 per cent of the amount collected. On being querried, the Chairpersons said that they were not aware about this provision of the Panchayati Raj Act.

Similar has been the position at the intermediate and apex tiers of the Panchayati raj System about the mobilisation of the resources ( Table 4.17 and Table 4.18).

 
On the basis of above analysis, it has clearly emerged that the elected representatives of the GP were generally not aware about the provisions of the Act for mobilisation of own resources to enable them to function as institutions of self-government, and even when they were aware, they did not or could not avail of these for one reason or the other.     

To illustrate the position, in connection with the cooperation and non-cooperation from the side of the bureaucracy , an example may be cited.  On the National Highway No. 8 ( i.e. Delhi and Jaipur), there is a Toll Tax Barrier. To avoid the toll tax, the vehicles resorted to trekking through the  Kapadiwas GP of the Rewari district. Due to this, there was not merely enhanced the  possibility of accidents, but the circular and other roads of the GP too were severally damaged and went to the dogs, as all sorts of vehicles were frequently plying on the roads and streets of the village. To overcome  this problem, the Gram Panchayat had resolved on 19.8.2003 that a Toll Tax with the following rates may be imposed to the vehicles going  through the village. :

  1. Truck                       Rs. 100/- per visit

  2. Tata Sumo               Rs. 30/- per visit

  3. Tempo                     Rs. 20/- per visit

  4. Car                          Rs. 20/- per visit

This resolution was sent to the State Government by the GP through its higher tier for taking the necessary permission from it for imposing the Toll Tax, but nothing concrete came out of the effort due to non-response or detracting-delaying response. As per evidence from the State Government nothing concrete has come from the State Government except once in 2003, when the State Government had asked for some information which was sent to the Government. However, the GP has not so far received any further communication in this regard. Such cases could be there elsewhere in the State, too.  

The position at intermediate and apex levels was also the same relating to the moblisation of own resources by the PRIs. Either the chairperson of ZPs and PSs were not aware about the provisions or, if aware, they could not be materialized due to lack of cooperation of the fellow members or/and bureaucracy at their respective levels.

Conclusion  

The basic conclusion that has repeatedly emerged from our discussion of the evidence and interactions across the different tiers of the PRIs across the different  districts, blocks and villages is that there is general ignorance on the part of the Panchayats bodies about the resource –mobilisation related  provisions contained in the State Panchayat Act. Where this is not so, the lack of cooperation from the fellow members and/or the officials in helping, guiding and enabling these institutions to become more effective often buttressed by the elected representatives' own apathy or their apprehension of a non-popular public response to their steps in this regard seem to have remitted in non-action on the part of the elected representatives. To break this impasse, there is a great need of creating awareness about the provisions of the panchayats among both the elected and the official functionaries of the Panchayati Raj Institutions all across Haryana.
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