CHAPTER 8

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUMMARY


This Study was undertaken with a view to analyse the inter-district inequalities prevalent in Rajasthan. 

· Present study was undertaken with the following objectives:

(1) Assessment of the level of development in various sectors.

(2) Measuring inter-regional inequalities with respect to various indicators of development.

(3) Studying the perceptions of a cross section of people about development process.

(4) Suggesting measures to reduce inter-regional inequalities.

(5) Analysing the factors responsible for creating or aggravating inequalities.

· Due largely to non-availability of time series data for all the 97 indicators selected for this study for all the 32 districts, the status of inequalities was studied as it existed in 2000-01. 

· Secondary data available through various reports and plan documents were used for assigning ranks-both sectoral as well as the overall levels of performance shown by districts.

· Chapter 2 of the study reviews various methodologies used by scholars to measure inter-regional disparities. For the purpose of this study, districts were first ranked according to their original values and then composite ranks were worked out for all districts for each sector. Finally, composite ranks for all the 97 indicators were worked out for all the 32 districts.

Districts were divided in nine categories through normative ranks and weights assigned for each normative rank in a descending order (90 to 10). For Composite Sectoral as well as overall ranking weighted average score was used. 

· Inter-state and inter-taluk inequalities have been studied by several scholars. One such study was recently undertaken by Confederation of Indian Industries (CII) to delineate Indian states on the basis of their performance in various sectors using 2001 as the reference year. While some of them used inter-temporal comparisons, large number of studies were based on the data available for a given reference year only. Review of literature on inter-state or inter-regional inequalities was therefore attempted in Chapter 3. However, majority of the studies measured inter-regional inequalities on the basis of Principal Component Analysis. 

Chapter 3 of the Report presents a review of the literature so far published for measuring inter-state, inter-district and inter-tehsil inequalities. Different scholars have analysed disparities prevalent at various points of time. Some of them studied regional disparities on the basis of Principal Component Analysis, whereas others have used coefficients of dispersion around the mean levels of different indicators.

Couple of studies have undertaken inter-temporal analysis to study changes in the level of development, but majority of studies took a single year for measuring inter-regional disparities. However, in most of the reports, only a small number of indicators was used for studying inter-regional inequalities, probably due to inadequacy of data. In some studies income disparities were studied in relation to different states. However, district-wise scenario for measuring disparities was not the focal point in such studies, except the one known as the National Committee on Backward Areas Development. 

About Rajasthan, regional disparities were studied by only three scholars. These studies were conducted by using data for 1971 and 1975. However, no meaningful inference could be drawn from these studies in view of a very small number of indicators used therein.

The first comprehensive analysis of economic disparities was initiated by Shastri (1997). He covered all the tehsils (taluks) of Rajasthan in his Study. He divided tehsils in eight categories on the basis of their level of development ranging from extremely backward to extremely developed tehsils. All tehsils were assigned ranks to ascertain the level of their development. Shastri concluded that 54.72 per cent of tehsils in Rajasthan could be termed as backward while only 25 per cent were placed in the categories of developed tehsils.

The Study showed that generally there was no variation in the status of backward districts between 1961 and 1984. However, the methodology used by Shastri is complex. 

Status of different districts in relation to their performance was presented in Chapter 4 by assigning ranks on the basis of each indicator. Sectoral ranks were allocated to each district with respect to indicators included in each sector. Such composite ranks were presented in Chapter 4. It was observed that in Agriculture and Livestock sector Alwar, Jaipur, Bhilwara and Ganganagar respectively had the first four ranks with respect to the average weighted scores of all the 21 indicators. The districts which showed very poor performance in this sector were Jalore, Banswara, Bhilwara, Tonk, Chittorgarh, Baran, Barmer, Bundi and Dhaulpur.

With respect to Industries and Minerals Jaipur, Ajmer, Bhilwara, Udaipur, Alwar, Nagaur and Jodhpur showed extremely good performance, partly due to high number of industries, value of output, investment, low level of sickness, and partly on account of high concentration of mineral production. The Chapter also shows Jaipur, Jodhpur, Ajmer, Ganganagar, Udaipur and Kota and even a backward district like Jhalawar generally had a comfortable position in power sector. However, in Dholpur, Baran, Jaisalmer, Bundi, Dausa, Banswara, and Bharatpur the availability / use of power was not satisfactory. However, advanced districts claimed a lion’s share in power.  

Rajasthan has been traditionally a deficient State in respect of water resources. Interestingly enough, except Kota, all the agriculturally advanced districts are over-exploiting their ground water resources, and have a large number of dark and critical zones. Safe availability of water is the privilege of Kota, Bundi, Baran, Sawai Madhopur, Karauli and Churu districts only. 

Chapter 4 also shows that in respect of all the indicators relating to population and demography, districts of Shekhawati Region like Jhunjhunu, Sikar, Western districts like Ganganagar, Hanumangarh, as also Kota, Ajmer, Jaipur and Jodhpur are doing very well as compared to other districts. As far as human development is concerned, again the composite ranks for Jhunjhunu, Kota, Jaipur, Sikar and Ajmer are significantly higher than other districts, but Banswara, Jalore, Bhilwara, Tonk, Sawai Madhopur, Dhaulpur, and Chitorgarh have shown very poor performance on this front.

The Study shows that in relation to medical services and health cover Kota, Ajmer, Sikar, Jhunjhunu, Jaipur and even a backward district like Baran have higher ranks than many others, especially the backward districts. Chapter 4 also shows that with respect to all the four indicators identified for road sector, Ajmer, Pali, Sirohi, Dungarpur, Dhaulpur, Jalore (mostly moderately developed or backward districts), Sikar, Jodhpur and Nagaur have a very good road network as compared to other districts. However, with respect to communication, the economically advanced districts as well as backward districts do not show much variation. As far as banking services are concerned, highly developed districts like Jaipur, Ajmer, Ganganagar, Alwar, Jodhpur, Kota, Sikar, Jhunjhunu and Udaipur have an edge over other districts. 

Chapter 4 also shows that with respect to all the 13 indicators pertaining to SDP, Jaipur has the highest rank, followed by Alwar, Jodhpur and Ganganagar. However, extremely backward and backward districts such as Jaisalmer, Dungarpur, Dhaulpur, Sawai Madhopur, Karauli and Dausa have very low composite ranks for this sector. On the contrary, on the basis of data collected on poverty, composite ranks of these districts are significantly lower than the ones assigned to backward and extremely backward districts like Jaisalmer, Baran, Churu, Tonk and Jhalawar. 

Chapter 5 presents composite rank of all districts based on the weighted average scores of all sectoral ranks. It reveals that generally districts having a very high level of performance in production sectors like agriculture and allied sectors, industries and mineral sectors also have good levels of performance in infrastructure development, population & demography, banking services, to some extent in human development, and State Domestic Product. However, in human development, population and demography, poverty and water resources they do not seem to be doing very well. Composite ranks of all indicators, however, reveal that there is no consistency in such ranks, if the performance of the districts is reviewed on sectoral basis. The Chapter, therefore, divided selected districts on the basis of ratings assigned to the top six and bottom districts. It thus came out that Jaipur has the highest rank on the basis of its overall rating in all the sectors. Ajmer, Jodhpur and Kota were placed next to Jaipur in sequence. One may therefore, conclude that these are the ‘extremely developed’ districts in Rajasthan. The second category comprises of ‘highly developed’ districts like Jhunjhunu, Ganganagar, Alwar, and Sikar. Districts like Pali, Bikaner, Bhilwara and Nagaur are categorized as ‘developed’ districts. Districts with ‘moderate development’ are Udaipur, Hanumangarh, Churu and Bharatpur. The ‘average’ districts are Chittoregarh, Rajsamand, Sirohi and Tonk.

Chapter 5 also presents the scores of backward districts demonstrating very low ranks in almost all the sectors. These backward districts are Jaisalmer (32), Dhaulpur (31), Karauli (30), Sawai Madhopur (29), Jalore (27), Banswara (28), Dungarpur (26), Barmer (25), Bundi (24), Dausa (23), Jhalawar (22) and Baran (21).

Chapter 6 attempts to show that in addition to physical and natural constraints, inter-district economic inequalities are also a result of a bias in the allocation of plan outlays by the State Government. This Chapter presents an account of the district-wise allocations of plan outlays made during the period 1993-94 through 2000-01. Districts were assigned ranks on the basis of such allocations. It was assumed at the outset that whereas niggardly behaviour of the Mother Nature in allocating minerals, land resources, water, forests, soils and other physical / natural resources, there has been a similar discrimination against backward districts of Rajasthan while allocating plan outlays Barring a few years, the six “most favourite” districts received a lion’s share in plan outlays, whereas the six most backward districts could receive only a small fraction of the total allocations. It was argued that such discrimination in allocation of plan outlays helped in aggravating the problem of inter-district economic disparities. 

It is observed that generally there is a direct correspondence between the level of performance of different districts (reflected in their composite ranks) and their share in plan outlays. The study points out that inter-regional or inter district disparities emerge, inter-alia, due to endowment of physical and natural resources and social parameters, as also in-built biases of policy makers while allocating plan funds.

Chapter 7 presents an account of the perceptions of people about the resource potential in their respective areas. A sample of 1323 households was chosen from rural and urban areas. A cross-section of S.T., S.C. and general households was selected. They were asked to reveal their awareness about various programmes going on in their areas and their levels of satisfaction about such programmes. Respondents were also asked to prioritize their problems as also the possible solutions.

On the whole, the respondents were found to have very little awareness of the resource potential. The Chapter was based on the premise that without such awareness and without positive perceptions, development programmes would not invoke positive participation of people.

STRATEGY OF DECENTRALIZED PLANNING IN RAJASTHAN


In view of the prevalent inter-district disparities in the level of development in different regions of Rajasthan, it appears imperative to initiate a strategy of formulating and implementing plans at the district level.

A.
The Three Levels of Planning


All programmes whose benefits are likely to be received by two or more districts, and all the centrally sponsored schemes should be covered under the State Level Plan. Allocation of financial resources would obviously be done out of the total outlay of a given State Five Year Plan and all yearly plans. They could, for example, include major and medium irrigation projects, State PSEs, all institutions of higher and technical education, State highways, development of major and medium industries, Malaria Eradication Programme, Power, Family Planning Projects, Tourism, Forest Development, Drinking water, policies for employment generation, etc. whose strategy needs to be prepared by the State Planning Department.


The second level of decentralized planning would be related to schemes, projects and programmes whose benefits will be, by and large, available to the people of the concerned districts. They may include schemes of minor irrigation, secondary education, development and upgradation of major district roads, other roads, urban development, health related programmes, sanitation, drainage, small scale industries, growth centers, decentralized industrial sector, etc.


At the third and grass-root level, such schemes need to be initiated whose primary focus is development of rural economy with a strategy to formulate plans / programmes at the Panchayat Samiti (PS) Level. Primary education, primary health, pasture development, afforestation, village roads, rural godowns, agricultural extension, rural drinking water, watershed development, khadins, anicuts, dairy and schemes related to livestock development, women and child development, village industries and other income generating schemes, etc. could be prepared at the P.S. level. In fact, PRIs need to be assigned this role of identifying the problems of villages, studying the resource potential and formulating as well as implementing such programmes.

B
Steps Required in Preparation of Decentralized Plans 

(1) Identification of problems in the area under its jurisdiction.

(2) Preparation of resource map. 

(3) Identifying the bottlenecks to development.

(4) Prioritization of problems and formulation of shelf of projects for each sector / sub-sector.

(5) Estimating the financial requirement and preparing a policy for mobilization of additional resources. 

(6) Formulating of plan (annual as also medium term) with the help of people’s representatives.

(7) Given the financial and physical constraints, finalization of a road map showing five yearly and yearly break up of targets and financial allocations. 

(8) Formation of people’s committees to ensure that schemes / programmes are implemented with their support. 


C
Agencies which may help in formulation and Implementation of Decentralized Plans

Table : 8.1

Agencies for Various Levels of Planning

	S.No.
	Agency
	Task to be Performed 

	1.
	State Planning Department 

& 

State Level Council
	(i) Formulation of State Level Plan.

(ii) Coordination of District level and P.S. Plans.

(iii) Facilitation in formulation of plans to be prepared at the district and P.S. levels.

(iv) Allocating financial resources for the district and P.S. level plans.

(v) Additional Resource Mobilization.

(vi) Implementation of State Plans through various departments.

(vii) Monitoring & Evaluation. 



	2.
	Zila Parishad

(District Level Council)
	(i) Preparations of resource maps

(ii) Study of Problems and their prioritization.

(iii) Formulation of district plans.

(iv) Coordinating the P.S. level plans and programmes.

(v) Detailing experts for district and P.S. level plans.

(vi) Mobilization of additional resources for financing district plans.

(vii) Implementation of plans and programmes through district level agencies of State Government departments.

(viii) Monitoring & Evaluation. 

	3.
	Panchayat Samiti

(Block Level Council)
	(i) Resource Mapping for all villages

(ii) Study of village level problems and their prioritization.

(iii) Formulation of P.S. level schemes and plans.

(iv) Motivating people for participation in formulation and implementation of programmes.

(v) Mobilization of additional resources for financing village level plans.

(vi) Implementation of village level plans / programmes with support from people’ representatives.

(vii) Monitoring & Evaluation

 


It is evident from the above Table 8.1 that in spite of a shift from the centralized to decentralized system of plan formulation and implementation, the role of State Planning Department remains pivotal. However, in the suggested new framework, problems confronting districts and villages are expected to be addressed at their respective levels, and programmes / schemes will be formulated in a more meaningful fashion. Further, such decentralized plans are expected to reflect the aspirations of people who will also be required to contribute in the process of their implementation as also in monitoring and evaluation. Such an approach is likely to ensure that planning process in reality more participatory, and at various levels people come forward to contribute their share in solving their own problems. 
ALLOCATION OF PLAN OUTLAYS FOR REDUCING INTER-DISTRICT ECONOMIC INEQUALITIES 
The focus of this study was primarily on the measurement of inter-district economic inequalities in Rajasthan. One may hope that a switch over from the centralized plan formulation and implementation to a decentralized and participatory development process may reduce such disparities. However, for the initial few years, a strategy to reduce inter-district inequalities would also warrant that the State Government must redesign its method of devolving plan outlays via providing more funds to districts lagging behind the other districts in a given sector. Stated differently, while retaining a part, say 60 per cent, of a sectoral outlay, the remaining part of such plan outlay may be allocated in such a manner that backward districts receive a larger share than the districts which have consistently remained on the forefront in the sector concerned.  

It can be expected that if for all programmes to be initiated under each sector, the sectoral outlay earmarked for districts were to be allocated in this fashion, inter-district inequalities highlighted in this Study would be minimized in the course of next 10 years or so, although the inequalities emanating largely due to physical and natural factors may still persist. 

In the following pages, district-wise sectoral allocations proposed for the Tenth Five Year Plan of Rajasthan (2002-2007) have been attempted for all the 32 districts in respect of all the major sectors. As noted earlier, such allocations have been made with a view to providing higher weights for the relatively backward districts identified in this Report on the basis of ranks assigned in relation to each major sector. As stated above, tentatively one could assume that 60 per cent of a sector’s total outlay is retained by the State Planning Department and the remaining part is allocated among the districts according to the method suggested below.  

RECOMMENDATIONS TO REDUCE INTER-DISTRICT INEQUALITIES

The problem of inter-regional or inter-district disparities is an obvious outcome of uneven distribution of physical and natural resources, variations in the level of infrastructure development as also in the distribution of various facilities needed for development.

In earlier Chapters, districts were ranked according to different indicators which culminated into composite ratings of districts according to different sectors. Finally, composite ranks were assigned to districts in respect of all the indicators.

In Chapter 5 and 6 detailed analyses were presented to delineate backward and advanced districts. An attempt was made to show that backward districts like Jaisalmer, Dhaulpur, Karauli, Sawai Madhopur, Jalore, Banwara, Bundi, Jhalawar etc. not only suffered from the problem of poor infrastructure, but also from their neglect in allocation of plan funds. 

Two types of measures must, therefore, be initiated for this problem of inter-district inequalities, whether originating from the niggardly distribution of physical / natural resources, or on account of discrimination in allocation of plan outlays. 

(A)
Measures of General Nature

(1) Problems of backward and extremely backward districts must be studied at length on the basis of data available and / or base line surveys of concerned areas. Such problems must then be prioritized. In short, data base on inter-district inequalities must be strengthened without loss of time. Ideally, block wise data need to be collected for this purpose. 

(2) A detailed study needs to be initiated on the factors which have led to the extremely low level of development in some of the districts of Rajasthan in comparison to the others.

(3) Inventory of all physical and natural resources be prepared, and their levels of present use be analysed in order to ascertain the optimum potential of such resources in development process.

(4) Planning at the district level needs to be assigned top priority. It must be done according to the priorities identified in each district and availability of resources – both physical and financial. Eventually, it must culminate into planning at the district level.    

(5) A paradigm shift needs to be envisaged in the approach to planning. The philosophy of trickle down approach in our plans must be replaced by area-specific planning, based on the inventory of resources.

(6) At the State level, plan outlays need to be allocated in accordance with the sectoral ranking attempted for each district. For example, where road network was grossly inadequate, or medical and health facilities were poor, preference must be given to such districts while distributing the total kitty of plan outlay for the given sector or sectors.

(7) Periodical review of the performance of districts, especially the backward ones, must be undertaken to adjudge whether there has been any improvement in the scenario of inter-district disparities.      

(B)
Measures of Specific Nature & Road Map


On the basis of this study, one may draw an inference that more stress needed to be given on formulation of sector-specific programmes of development in given districts to ensure that economic backwardness in the concerned districts was minimized in a given time frame. For instance, a district showing backwardness in road-network must receive priority in construction of roads. Another district having crisis in availability of water could be chosen for initiating water conservation schemes on priority basis. Yet another district could receive priority in reviving sick industries.


In this section, an attempt has been made to broadly identify the sectors which need to receive greater attention of planners in specific districts. Formulation of schemes within the given sector could be contemplated on the basis of resource constraints (both physical / natural and financial) identified by planners. 


What is important is the preparation of Action Plan for each district covering a short as well as long run period. Such an action plan will obviously cover targets for each sector which will be achieved within a given time frame. 


This will warrant that planners of the State have to work over time, and prepare a Road Map for each sector, with milestones which have to be achieved at the end of each year, and within each five year plan duration in every district. This will help them in optimally allocating financial resources among different districts. Such programmes need to be designed in such a manner that short of physical and natural resources, inter district inequalities are minimized over the, say, next 10 or 15 years. 

(C)
Measures on the basis of Sectoral Ranks

On the basis of sectoral ranks developed under this study, broadly the development strategies for different districts may be outlined as follows :

(a) The group of districts with very high level of development falling under category A, need not be given high preference in allocating plan outlays. What is actually needed for these districts is the consolidation of what has been already achieved in the social infrastructure and economic sectors.

(b) For districts falling in categories B, C and D, as the present study reveals, some sectors are highly developed whereas in others, the concerned districts show a relatively low level of development. It would, thus, be appropriate to consolidate the gains achieved in the already developed sectors, while giving impetus to sectors where the level of development is low in spite of good soils, availability of power and infrastructure development. 

(c) For districts falling in the categories E, F and G, most of the indicators reveal backwardness in sectoral development. On the basis of the strategy outlined for allocating sectoral outlays, it would appear that the share of outlays will be higher in some sectors than the districts falling in the categories B, C and D.

(d) There are some districts whose performance has been highly unsatisfactory in respect of most sectors (Categories H and I). The need for increasing the rate of development in these districts is greater in such districts than all other districts. In particular, the State Government is expected to ensure that in the next few years these districts show a significant improvement in their level of development in almost all the sectors. 

A model is presented below to suggest an alternative method for allocating plan outlays among all the districts in correspondence with the strategy suggested above. Such model has been prepared only for illustration, but may be considered while formulating the State’s Eleventh Five Year Plan.  

	Suggested Model for Allocation of Sectoral Outlay (For Illustration)

	The suggested model is based on the assumption that  60 per cent of the fund allocation would be alloted for meeting out the commited expenditure and state level programmes and remaining 40 per cent can be reserved for allotment to districts . The allocation to the districts should be based on the performance of the district. The model has used the following formula for determining the district allocation:                                                                                                   

	Allocation for district A with Rank i for jth sector

      Ri
       Aij =     --------   x (Sj)

       32

        Σ Ri
         i=1



	 
	Water

	Agriculture and Livestock


	Power


	Medical and Health


	Industries and Minerals



	Districts
	Rank
	Proposed Outlay 

(Rs. in Lakh)
	Rank
	Proposed Outlay

 (Rs. in Lakh)
	Rank
	Proposed Outlay 

(Rs. in Lakh)
	Rank
	Proposed Outlay (Rs. in Lakh)
	Rank
	Proposed Outlay (Rs. in Lakh)

	Ajmer
	9
	21226.77
	9
	16919.141
	3
	3039.6772
	3
	217.35243
	2
	222.71256

	Alwar
	13
	30660.90
	1
	1879.9045
	5
	5066.1287
	16
	1159.2129
	4
	445.42512

	Banswara
	9
	21226.77
	20
	37598.09
	17
	17224.838
	17
	1231.6637
	13
	1447.6316

	Baran
	4
	9434.12
	13
	24438.759
	20
	20264.515
	2
	144.90162
	23
	2561.1944

	Barmer
	5
	11792.65
	21
	39477.995
	7
	7092.5802
	21
	1521.467
	15
	1670.3442

	Bharatpur
	8
	18868.24
	5
	9399.5225
	16
	16211.612
	19
	1376.5654
	10
	1113.5628

	Bhilwara
	13
	30660.90
	3
	5639.7135
	8
	8105.806
	11
	796.9589
	3
	334.06884

	Bikaner
	7
	16509.71
	15
	28198.568
	13
	13171.935
	6
	434.70485
	6
	668.13768

	Bundi
	3
	7075.59
	11
	20678.95
	18
	18238.063
	8
	579.60647
	14
	1558.9879

	Chittaurgarh
	15
	35377.96
	9
	16919.141
	7
	7092.5802
	12
	869.4097
	7
	779.49396

	Churu
	5
	11792.65
	21
	39477.995
	7
	7092.5802
	11
	796.9589
	20
	2227.1256

	Dausa
	15
	35377.96
	14
	26318.663
	17
	17224.838
	18
	1304.1146
	16
	1781.7005

	Dhaulpur
	13
	30660.90
	18
	33838.281
	21
	21277.741
	20
	1449.0162
	21
	2338.4819

	Dungarpur
	13
	30660.90
	23
	43237.804
	13
	13171.935
	10
	724.50809
	18
	2004.413

	Ganganagar
	13
	30660.90
	4
	7519.618
	4
	4052.903
	11
	796.9589
	10
	1113.5628

	Hanumangarh
	15
	35377.96
	17
	31958.377
	5
	5066.1287
	14
	1014.3113
	20
	2227.1256

	Jaipur
	11
	25943.84
	2
	3759.809
	1
	1013.2257
	6
	434.70485
	1
	111.35628

	Jaisalmer
	16
	37736.49
	24
	45117.708
	19
	19251.289
	21
	1521.467
	22
	2449.8382

	Jalor
	19
	44812.08
	17
	31958.377
	15
	15198.386
	15
	1086.7621
	18
	2004.413

	Jhalawar
	14
	33019.43
	16
	30078.472
	6
	6079.3545
	10
	724.50809
	19
	2115.7693

	Jhunjhunun
	11
	25943.84
	12
	22558.854
	9
	9119.0317
	4
	289.80323
	12
	1336.2754

	Jodhpur
	12
	28302.37
	12
	22558.854
	2
	2026.4515
	8
	579.60647
	6
	668.13768

	Karauli
	4
	9434.12
	15
	28198.568
	12
	12158.709
	17
	1231.6637
	24
	2672.5507

	Kota
	1
	2358.53
	12
	22558.854
	6
	6079.3545
	1
	72.450809
	8
	890.85024

	Nagaur
	12
	28302.37
	7
	13159.332
	10
	10132.257
	15
	1086.7621
	5
	556.7814

	Pali
	6
	14151.18
	10
	18799.045
	9
	9119.0317
	9
	652.05728
	9
	1002.2065

	Rajsamand
	18
	42453.55
	22
	41357.899
	14
	14185.16
	5
	362.25404
	12
	1336.2754

	S. Madhopur
	2
	4717.06
	8
	15039.236
	17
	17224.838
	14
	1014.3113
	17
	1893.0568

	Sikar
	10
	23585.31
	6
	11279.427
	11
	11145.483
	6
	434.70485
	17
	1893.0568

	Sirohi
	17
	40095.02
	19
	35718.186
	11
	11145.483
	7
	507.15566
	11
	1224.9191

	Tonk
	2
	4717.06
	6
	11279.427
	6
	6079.3545
	16
	1159.2129
	14
	1558.9879

	Udaipur
	11
	25943.84
	17
	31958.377
	5
	5066.1287
	13
	941.86051
	3
	334.06884

	 
	326
	50376.04
	409
	768880.94
	334
	338417.4
	366
	26516.996
	400
	44542.512

	The allocations calculated for the suggested model are based on the allocations to the these sectors in the Tenth Five-Year Plan. The Allocations are : 1922202.36 Lakh for Agriculture and Allied Services, 111356.28 lakh for Industries and Mineral Development 3542058.7 lakh for transport sector, 166308.75 lakh for general education, 66292.49 lakh for medical and health, 125940.1 lakh for water development and 846043.5 lakh for power sector.

	


This method of allocating sectoral outlays among the districts may appear to be rudimentary, yet it deserves a consideration. As more data are made available, a detailed exercise may be undertaken to rationalize sectoral allocations among different districts with an ultimate goal of reducing the inter-district economic inequalities in Rajasthan.
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