Chapter V

Management and Maintenance of the Financial Resources 

by the Panchayati Raj Institutions
Introduction

Management and maintenance of accounts and auditing of the PRIs are being done in accordance with the Haryana Panchayati Raj Rules, 1995 and the Haryana Panchayati Raj Finance, Budgets, Accounts, Audit, Taxation and Works Rules, 1996. There is also a provision of audit of accounts of all receipts and expenditure of PRIs under Rule 1999 of the above-said Rules of 1996. This Chapter of the report deals, among others, with the extent of the implementation of the Rules 1996 in managing the resources of the Panchayats. While dealing with this, awareness about the rules among the elected representatives, capacity of the Panchayati Raj functionaries to handle the issues relating to accounts and audit, and maintenance of various forms and registers have also been discussed in this Chapter. 

Management and Maintenance of Accounts at Gram Panchayat Level 

Let us begin our discussion on the management and maintenance of the Accounts   with the extent of maintenance and keeping of the prescribed Forms and Registers by the GP. As per the Panchayat Rules, Panchayats are supposed to keep 13 Registers and Forms for various purposes. Table 5.1 presents the details of the up-keep of these Registers at the GP level across the sampled blocks and districts. It is heartening to note that all the GPs have been maintaining Cash Books at their level. Proceedings Book has also been maintained by the GPs. As far as the Inspection Book is concerned, it is surprising to note that about 88 per cent of the GPs have not been maintaining the Inspection Book. When asked about the reason of not using the inspection book, the standard reply from the Chairpersons was that “it was not needed”. In fact, the Block Development and Panchayat Officer (BDPO) and the Social Education and Panchayat Officer (SEPO) have to inspect the record of the Panchayat once and twice, respectively, in a year. But this practice has not been followed by these Officers. Had these Officers inspected the records of the GP, accounts would have been maintained properly to some extent. 

It is interesting to note that none of the GPs has maintained the Attendance Register of the Panches at its level. What the GPs have been doing is instead of maintaining separate registers, they got the signature of the Panches on the proceeding book itself, which is incorrect as per the Rules of the Panchayat. On the positive side, the Registers of Demand and Collection of Tax and Duty and Fees have been maintained by the GPs. Stock Registers have also been maintained by the GPs. It is interesting though to note that more than 56 per cent of the GPs have not maintained the Works Registers. Among all the districts, serious lapses were noticed in the GPs of Ambala and Panipat districts. While asked about the reasons, their stock reply was that they were not aware of the requirement and stipulations. As far as the Muster Rolls register is concerned, more than 12 per cent were not maintaining these registers and an equal number of GPs were not aware about it.

Keeping the record of the property of the GP is very important for the GP, but it is disheartening to note that more than 94 per cent of the GPs have not been maintaining      this Register at their levels. Similarly, as many as 62.5 per cent GPs have not been maintaining the Register of Receipt Book. The Register of Immovable Property was not maintained by as many as 94 per cent of the GPs. It is interesting to note that the Dispatch Register, too, was also not maintained by the GPs . The reason given by the informants was that, as the papers have been given by hand to the concerned persons, there was no need of maintaining the register. But the point is that even if a paper was given by hand to the concerned person the record thereof has to be maintained in the proper register. On the whole, thus, we found that out of the 13 registers required to be maintained/kept by the GPs, only 5 registers have been maintained by the GPs, implying that merely 38 per cent of the total registers were maintained by the GPs. This is, by any standard, a deplorable status and reflects rather poorly on the working and conduct of business of the grassroots ISGs in Haryana.

The Chairpersons and the Gram Sachiv have not been discharging their responsibilities properly by maintaining these important registers at their levels. Some sort of corrective measures are, indeed, imperatively, urgently called far. There could be, inter alia, sensitization, orientation, motivation, etc, through positive training inputs combined with some punitive provisions as deterrent to the apathetic negligent and, as quite often may be the case, wilful- criminal non-compliance with the stipulated procedures and  responsibilities on the part of elected as well as the official functionaries.

Preparation of the Budgets by the Panchayats

As per the provision/stipulations, the budget estimates of the GP, PS and ZP shall be drawn up by Gram Sachiv, (GP level) the Executive Officer (PS level) and the Accounts Officer (ZP level), respectively. All the receipts and expenditures shall be classified under the main heads of accounts as shown therein. Let us examine the ground realities in this connection in the sample PRIs. Table 5.2 presents the details of the preparation of the Budget by the Gram Panchayat. We put 5 questions to the Chairpersons of the GPs in this connection. In their response to whether budget estimates of receipts and expenditures have been prepared, all have responded in the affirmatively. But the fact is that the estimates of the income and expenditure have been prepared in one register while these have to be prepared separately. Hence, the practice which is in vogue, is not as per the Rules.

Again, as per the Rules, a minimum actual cash balance of the funds has to be maintained by the GP. On this score, it was found that 75 per cent of the GPs have been maintaining the minimum balance and the rest were not maintaining such balance. Those not maintaining the balance were from Ambala, Zind and Mahendragarh districts. As per the Haryana Panchayati Raj Finance, Accounts, Audit Rules, 1996, the Gram Sachiv shall prepare the budget and submit the same to the GP by 15th October. The GP shall present the considered budget to the Sawani Meeting (1st November to 31st December) of the Gram Sabha. The last question relates to the adhering to the time schedule of budget by the GP. It was found that none of the GPs has followed the procedure, except with regard to one thing that the budget was presented in the Sawani meeting of the Gram Sabha. Other procedures were not followed by any of the GPs.

On the basis of above discussion, it may be said that the procedure for formulation of the budget has not been followed by the GPs.

Table 5.3 presents the details the situation and practice about preparation of budget in the case of the Panchayat Simitis. It may be seen from the Table that, in most of the cases, the budget estimates have been prepared by the Panchayat Simitis. The Minimum Balance was also maintained in most of the Panchayat Samitis. It is, however, surprising to note that the Budget Estimates have not been prepared by the Financial Audit and Planning Committee. The reason for not doing so simply was the non-constitution of their committees by the Panchayat Samitis. In response to the querry regarding the re-appropriation of the funds, out of the 8 sample Panchayat Samitis, only 1 responded that re-appropriation had been done with the approval of the competent authority and the rest had not done it. In the case of who have not done , two chairpersons  said that it was not required and the rest said that they have not received any instructions for this.

Now, as per rules, the procedure for preparation of the budget of the Panchayat Simiti is that the Executive Officer will prepare and present the budget before the Finance Audit and Planning Committee by 10th December. The Finance Audit and Planning Committee shall present the so considered budget to the Panchayat Simitis by 20th December. The Panchayat Simiti shall then present the so prepared and approved budget to the Zila Parishad by 15th January. But the Table revealed that only 3 PSs had prepared budget as per the procedure. In the case of those that had not prepared the budget as required, the reason ascribed was the frequent transfer of the Executive Officers so that they could not adhere to the schedule of the formulation of the Budget at their levels.

Table 5.4 presents the details of the preparation of the Budgets in the case of the Zila Parishads is our sample.  It may be seen from the Table that in most of the ZPs, the procedure has been followed to greater extent and where it had not been followed, it was reported as being was due to shortage of staff. It may be mentioned here that, as per the Panchayati Raj Act, there is a provision for formation of Committees to enable the members to participate in the process of local governance, but none of the ZPs had made any efforts to form such Committees at its level. As per the Rule, the Accounts Officer shall prepare the budget and submit it before the Zila Parishad before 15th December.  ZP shall submit the budget to the Government and the Government, after modifications, if required, or approval, shall send it to the Zila Parishad for its consideration and, finally, the Zila Parishad shall re-submit the same after making the modification, if necessary, to the  Government. To this, 50 per cent of the sample ZPs have said that they have followed the procedure while the rest had not.

On the basis of above discussion, it may be inferred that the budget procedures have not been practiced at all the tiers as per the Rules, signifying once again to the lackadaisical attitudes and/or incapabilities of the both the elected and official functionaries. The scenario also point to the grave neglect on the part of the monitoring and auditing authorities in ensuring conformity to the rules and procedures in the financial functioning of the grassroots  institutions  so very crucial for strengthening them.

Structure of the Accounts of the Panchayats

In the present study, an attempt has also been made to collect information regarding the structure of accounts of the GPs, PSs and ZPs. In this part of the Chapter, we shall dwell on this aspect. In response to the question as to whether the liability of the outgoing Chairpersons has been recovered, the answer was affirmation only in 37.50 per cent cases, and, in the majority of cases, the recovery had not materialized as Table 5.5 indicates. In one GP of Panipat district, Rs. 40,000 were still pending with the outgoing Chairperson. The matter is with the Court. This indicates that proper procedure had not been followed by the GPs in the State. As per the Budget Rules, the chairperson of the GP can keep up to Rs. 5000 as cash in hand. To assess the status and practice in this regard, a question was asked whether any chairperson had kept cash in hand beyond the prescribed limit. In response to the question, it was found that more than 30 per cent of the Chairpersons had kept excess money as cash in hand during their tenure. In a couple of cases, even the chairpersons had kept the more than Rs. 40,000 as cash in hand. These were the financial irregularities which have crept in the functioning of local institutions. Further, it is also interesting to note that some of the Chairpersons had maintained cash books with a minus balance during their tenure. Minus entry in the cash book indicate that the expenses on different works of the Panchayats have been met by the Chairperson personally from his/her pocket. In some cases, the entries involved sums worth thousands of rupees. It is surprising to note that the Gram Sachiv who was expected to maintain the cash book has either misguided the Chairperson or was in connivance with him in manipulating and cornering the public funds by showing the minus entries. 

To the query as to how the payment beyond Rs. 500 was made by the GP, it was reported that all the chairpersons had made payment by cheque beyond the limit. The GP had also not taken loan for carrying out any activity of the Panchayat. In fact, as mentioned earlier also, Panchayats were not aware about this provision.

Another question, which has not been included in the Table was as to whether the Chairperson had incurred expenses on purchase of portraits, distribution of sweets in any sort of functions and otherwise spent on the visits of the dignitaries. The rationale for asking this question was to see if the limits specified for this purpose were over stepped by chairperson/GPs. It was found that, in most of the cases, chairpersons had spent the money from their our pockets. In two GPs of the Jind district no amount was shown as spent even for the visit of the Chief Minister, by the GPs.

We asked a set of questions from the chairpersons of the PSs to elicit/assess  the status of accounts at that level. The details of the questions are given in Table 5.6 which indicates that the accounts were properly maintained at this level. Similarly, the accounts have also been maintained properly at the ZP.

It was this only at the GP level that the irregularities were  noticed due probably to the reason that no accounts personnel is available there and the attitudes of the block and district level bureaucracy has remained unfriendly in so far as providing adequate guidance and support as well as necessary checks and monitoring are concerned.
Audit and Internal Check of Accounts by the Panchayats

In the sub-section, an attempt has been  made to bring out only the status of the Audit and internal check of Accounts of the sampled GPs, PSs and ZPs. For this, Chairpersons of the GPs were asked some questions as detailed in Table 5.7. In response to the question pertaining to the last audit of accounts by the competent authority, it was found that except one GP which falls under Saha Block of Ambala district, audit had been done in all the GPs as per the procedure. But it is surprising to note that in none of the GPs, was the inspection note available with the GP. Besides, the audit objections, if any, had to be put before the Gram Sabha, but such type of information was also not available with them. It may therefore be inferred that the Chairpersons were not aware about this. In response to the query as to whether the audit report was disposed off within the stipulated time, none of the GPs responded in the affirmative. In response to the query whether the GPs had been sending the pending objections to the concerned authority as per schedule, reply from the GPs was in the negative. In response to the query as to the maintenance of the records of audit report by the GP in form XLIII , the reply from the respondents was negative. Financial Statement of accounts was placed before the GP in the case of only 14 GPs. The internal checking of the Audits has to be done by the officials of the Block. They had conducted such type of checking only in the case of 12 GPs out of the 16 GPs sampled for the study.

The status of the audit and internal check of accounts of the PSs has been given in Table 5.8 It may be seen from the Table that the audit of accounts was done by the Competent Authority as required. The audit report was disposed of in 7 out of the 8 sample PSs. In the case of the remaining one PS, it was not done because the audit note had been received recently and action on that was being taken up. Progress report in the case of 7 PS out of the sample 8 were not sent regularly to the concerned agency. As many as 7 PSs have not been maintaining the audit report in the prescribed performas as it was not thought necessary to keep the records in such performas. In Saha Block of Ambala district, progress in this regard was not as it should be due the reason that the Block was without both Accountant and Accounts Clerk. More than 60 per cent of the PSs had not placed the records before the PSs, while it should be so placed as per rules. It is however, both important and interesting to note that the internal check has been done by the competent authority as scheduled in all the sampled PSs in the State, particularly even when some other procedural lapses were there.

Table 5.9 presents the audit and internal check of accounts at the Zila Parishad level. It may be seen from the Table that audit of all ZPs have been done by the competent authority. The audit reports have also been disposed in the stipulated time. However, it has been noticed that the progress reports of the pending objections have not been sent to the concerned agency regularly. Similarly, the statement of accounts has not been placed before the ZP for necessary action. The basic reason indicated by the chairpersons was the shortage of the staff at the disposal of the ZPs.

On the basis of the foregoing discussion, it may be stated that the maintenance and management of records of the funds was found to be more well attended with the increase in the level of the Panchayati Raj tier. This is so in view of the fact that the trained manpower is available with the intermediate and apex tiers of the Panchayati Raj System only, so that the required accounts work gets attended to even though fully procedurally.  

Status of Implementation of the Work Rules by the Panchayats

Panchayats have been performing various programmes for rural development and poverty alleviation programmes under their jurisdictions. In order to plan, execute, monitor and evaluate the performance of different programmes, they have to observe certain work Rules given in the Haryana Panchayati Raj Finance, Budget, Accounts, Audit and Work Rules 1996. Here, an attempt has been made to see as to what extent the work rules have been observed by the Panchayat. In case the rules have not been observed, what are the factors responsible for their non- compliance?

    Table 5.10 presents the status of the implementation of the work rules at the GP level. The status has been evaluated with the help of certain provisions contained in the Rules. In response to the query as to whether the details of works to be undertaken are prepared in accordance with certain forms, more than 93 per cent said that they had not been doing so. Their explanation for this irregularity was that  the  Junior Engineer did not prepare such estimates. Moreover, they have not thought it to be necessary for their work. As per the Work rules, the Junior Engineer (JE)/ Sub Divisional Officer(SDO) has to prepare consolidated estimates in the month of October each year for maintenance and repair to be carried out by each GP. It is disheartening to note that not even a single GP has made such efforts in this regard. While keeping in view the importance of the maintenance of created assets, such provision had to be implemented in letter and spirit. The standard reply of the chairpersons was that the JE did not prepare such estimates. However, they hastened to add that whenever required by them, the JE did prepare such estimates. The muster rolls have been prepared by all the GPs except one. The reason for not maintaining the muster roll was not indicated by the respondents.  The first and the final bills have not been prepared by 37.50 per cent of the sampled GPs. The reason indicated the Chairpersons for this was that they did not need such details at their level. The running bills have also not been prepared by all the GPs. The reason for such lapses, they said, was that they did not need such details. In the same fashion, the miscellaneous payments have also not been made in the specified form. The reason for this was also the same, i.e. that they did not require such details in their working. 

Maintaining the Works Register is very necessary in order to know the extent to which the works have been carried out in the village, but it is surprising to note that more than 56 per cent of the GPs have not been maintaining the works registers. The reason for such lapse on their part was lack of ignorance/knowledge about this procedural requirement.

As far as the intermediate and apex tiers of the Panchayati Raj System are concerned, they have not maintained such work rules simple because they have not acted as the implementing agency in carrying out the activities at their levels. However, as reported by them whenever (Table 5.11-5.12) they acted as the implementing agencies, they did maintain such details. 

To conclude, it is evident from the above discussion that the Haryana Panchayati Raj Budget and Works Rules 1996, which are meant to guide the Panchayats in mobilization and management of financial resources, have not been implemented in most of the sampled Panchayats. Hence, on the basis of that it may be said that the fiscal disciples and management of the financial resources have not been practiced by the PRIs. Besides,  it may also be concluded that with the prevailing situation in the Panchayats , these institutions do not have the capacity to absorb more funds under different categories of the programmes initiated by the Central and the State Governments.   


90





93





94





96





98





100





102





103





106





109





111





114








