Section III. The Targeted Public Distribution System
3.1. Introduction:

Under Targeted Public Distribution System, GoI determines the total number of households in each state who are eligible to get the subsidized food grains at BPL and AAY rates
 and allocates 35 Kg food grain per month to each BPL/ AAY household. The task of State Government is to identify the household who qualify as BPL/AAY household
 and ensure the distribution of the food grains (either through its own agencies, co-operatives or the private sector). 

3.2. Overall performance after the Court Intervention:

In the year 2004-05, 2.73 crore tones of food grain was allocated to all state governments/ UTs to distribute 35 Kg per month to 6.52 crore BPL/AAY households in India. State governments/ UTs in turn lifted 2.27 crore tones (81.9%) of the allocation food grains to provide 35 Kg per month to 5.41 crore BPL/AAY cardholders. The performance of the scheme in terms of percentage off-take has improved much after the Supreme Court orders. As one can see from the figure 3.1, the percentage off-take of BPL/AAY foodgrains has gradually improved since 2001-02. 

Figure 3.1: Percentage off-take of BPL/AAY food grains from 2001-02 to 2004-05
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Source: Various issues of Monthly food grain bulletin, Department of food and public distribution, GoI 

Though there is a sign of improvement over last four years, in 2004-05, food grains were not lifted for more than 1 crore BPL/AAY card holding households, even if it is assumed that there were no pilferages or leakages. This is a major failure, in a situation where subsidized PDS grains plays a crucial role in keeping many indigent families away from hunger and malnutrition. Keeping in view the poverty faced by these households and the highly subsidised price of food grain which is much below open market price in all seasons, the off-take must be near 100 percent, provided the ration cards have been issued and fair price shops actually function.

3.3. State wise performance:

The probability of the food grains reaching the needy households actually depended on the State, where they belonged to, as it is the responsibility of the state government to create systems for distributing the allocated food grains. However, it is noted that in performing this vital task there was a marked difference among different State Governments/UTs. (See figure 3.2 and appendix 3.1).

3.31. Bihar and Jharkhand:

In 2004-05, the 2nd and 3rd poorest states in India
 viz., Bihar and Jharkhand lifted only 44%, and 53% of the allocated food grains for BPL/AAY households. These two states were not able to lift food grains entitlements for 48 lakh poor households for the whole year. It turns out to that, out of every 10 households for whom food grains was not lifted in India, 4 households were living in Bihar and Jharkhand alone.  

Figure 3.3: Four out of every 10 BPL/AAY households for whom foodgrains were not lifted belonged to Bihar and Jharkhand in year 2004-05
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Source: Monthly Food grain bulletin, April 2004, Department of Food and  Public Distribution, GoI

3.32. Extremely poor lifting of food grains in the Union territories:

In D&N Haveli, Daman and Diu and Lakshdweep the off-take of foograin was nil during 2004-05. Whereas in Pondichery, Andaman and Nicobar  Islands and Chandigarh the off-take percentage was 8.2 %,  6.3 % and 0.42% repectively. This was at a time when the people of the Andamans and Nicobar were reeling under the impact of the killer tsunami. 

Figure  3.2: State wise offtake status of TPDS- BPL/AAY during 2004-05
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Box 3.1:Key Statistics: Bihar and Jharkhand

Bihar: 

Total number of poor households:



- 65.23 lakh

Households for whom foodgrain is lifted: 


- 36.8 Lakh

Percentage share in total number of poor people in India 
- 15.5 Percent

Percentage share in foodgrain lifted under TPDS in India

- 5.24 Percent

Jharkand: 

Total number of poor households



- 23.94 Lakh

Households for whom foodgrain is lifted: 


- 11.23 Lakh

Percentage share in total number of poor people in India

- 4.37 Percent

Percentage share in foodgrain lifted under TPDS in India

- 2.34 Percent

It is high time that the Chief Secretaries or Chief Administrators (responsible overall for implementing this scheme in the Bihar, Jharkhand, D&N Haveli, Daman and Diu and Lakshdweep) should personally report to court to explain the state of affairs.

3.33.Other states where the foodgrain lifting was less than 80%.

The other states where the food grain lifting was below national average were Manipur (54%), West Bengal (67%), Punjab (68%), Himachal Pradesh (74%), Gujarat (75%) and Orissa (77%). 

Given the fact that large quantities of BPL/AAY food grains allocated by GoI were not even lifted from godowns by these states for distributing it to cardholding households, they should be directed to lift the entire monthly allocation and report to court each month for next two years.

3.34.Except these 8 states and 5 Union Territories mentioned above, in other 20 states the food grain lifting was above 85 percent.

All the states mention in the section 3.31 to 3.32 failed to show any improvement after consecutive court orders. The unlifted quantity of food grains in godowns are not only denying food entitlements to poor people in their own states, but also to poor citizens in other states, which have lifted 100% of foodgrains, and where the limited grain allocation was inadequate to cover all the poor households identified by the states.

3.4. Inadequacy of food grain allocated by GoI and States:

3.41.Allocation based on poverty line that is highly contentious: 

As discussed in the above section, GoI has restricted the allocation of subsidized food grain to a specific number of households in each State/UT. To determine this number, GoI uses the poverty percentage of 1993-94. However many states are complaining that the allocation subsidized foodgrain based on these poverty lines are inadequate to cover all the poor in the states.  

The 1993-94 poverty percentage estimates is arrived at by counting the respondents who reported an income less than Rs. 321.80
 (rural) and Rs. 398.01 (urban) in a sample survey conducted by N.S.S.O. However the flaw in using these poverty lines comes out when we see that people who reported Rs. 321.80 (rural) and Rs. 398.01 (urban) income in the survey consumed far below 2400 and 2700 calories, which is the calorie norm officially accepted for deciding poverty line. Therefore to make these poverty lines satisfy the official calorie norm, in records, it was assumed
 through indirect calculations that Rs. 321.80 and Rs. 398.01 is an income which enables a person to consume the required calories.

In 1993-94, which is the reference poverty year used for allocating TPDS foodgrain, as against 37.27 % (rural) and 32.26 % (urban) of people falling under official poverty line, there were 75% (rural) and 54.4% (urban) of people who consumed less than official poverty calorie norm
. Again the direct door-to-door BPL census enumeration, by GoI identified 52.49 % of rural households as BPL households in 1992
. Yet another deserving estimate of poverty, claims that in 1993-94 the rural poverty line was Rs. 321.80 instead of the official poverty line (Rs. 205.84), as according to the latest NSSO survey 1999-2000, households below this income were not able to consume the required calorie norm
.

This debate on what is the correct poverty line has become intense with number of alternative estimates given by academicians ranging from 15% to 80%. However all these estimates were based on the same NSSO survey. 

3.42.Poverty lines- inappropriate method for allocating food grains to poor

The intention here is not to judge which of these poverty figures are correct, but to drive home the point that it clearly emerges from these debates that the official poverty estimates are anyway highly contentious. But, even more gravely, using these figures to determine the number of people who require food security can lead to exclusion of millions of poor people to the verge of starvation. Even though it may be argued that the alternative poverty ratios may not be the correct poverty estimates
, but they are highly useful in pointing out that there is a high probability that the official poverty line are wrong and by slightly changing (not changing) the methodology
, one can casually deny access to millions of chronically (and avoidably) hungry women and men, boys and girls.

3.43. Better indicators for targeting is possible

Moreover TPDS, in policy, is not merely a scheme for poverty eradication, but one for providing food and nutritional security, which is indeed its prime objective
. The studies show that the people consuming less than required calories are more than people who are under ‘official’ poverty, and other evidence of food and nutritional status of people in India also corroborates this
 and shows that nutrition status bear no relation to official poverty lines, even when we take into account the argument that cereal consumption may go down when income increases (see figure 3.5), by leaving out the top 10% of people who consume less than required calorie norm. Therefore there are urgent reasons, indeed imperatives, for GoI to reconsider its principle of allocation. 

Figure 3.5- Relationship between calorie consumption and poverty 

Percentage of people below poverty line and percentage of people consuming less than 90 % of the required calories during three time points from 1983 to 1999-2000
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Figure- 4 (a), Urban Areas 
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Source: The calorie consumption puzzle, in www.macroscan.com/fet/feb03/fet110203 Calorie_ Puzzle_1.htm.

             Figure 3.4: Determining how much poor should get ?
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The recent inter-ministry task group which submitted its report in April 2005, also reviewed the debate and noted that the “use of poverty estimate is fraught with methodological difficulties which are well documented in the literature. In our view, therefore, cereal and calorie deficiency is a better direct measure of food security”. Similarly the 10th Plan working group report on PDS, submitted in 2001, noted that “while we can arrive at a figure for the BPL population based on the poverty estimates, when identification of the poor is done by the states the identified population does not necessarily match BPL estimates based on poverty”.

In fact, in a ‘Food Insecurity and Vulnerability Information and Mapping System’ (FVIMS) established by GoI to monitor the food and nutritional security in India, there are 14 indicators that can be used to assess the status of food security. All comparable indicator used in FVIMS are high compared to is the official poverty line (see Appendix 3.2) 

It should be noted that the above discussion pertains to analyzing a case for adequacy of the allocation of food grains to states to cover all-poor people, which the GoI claims to target in policy. This is done in a backdrop of series of complaints from people and organizations that many families are excluded from TPDS due to inadequate allocation
.

3.44.Inadequate allocation and exclusion of poor household:

The state governments have time and again has advocated that the allocation by GoI should be increased. In the recently held State Food Minister’s Conference on 28th October, 2004, the key recommendations was again to increase allocation of food grains. As according to states “the number of BPL projected families does not correspond to the ground realities”.  

There seems to be some merit in the argument of state governments. In actual identification of families’ eligible for BPL- PDS cards, an annual-income criterion is used by many states. For instance, Tamil Nadu has identified 120 Lakh families which have less than Rs. 15,000 annual income
, which is 71% of the total ration cards identified in the state and is much higher than official poverty estimates of 35.03% 
. In Karnataka the same income criterion is used to identify 70.1 lakh BPL cards, which is 62.2 % of the total cards issues by the state, much above 33.16 % (official poverty line
).  Therefore it seems that in relatively poor states like Bihar and Orissa, if this income criteria, which is in conformity with  official poverty line, is used to identify people eligible for BPL-PDS card then percentage of poor identified should be more than official poverty line. However with limited food subsidy provided by GoI, these states are bound to either use lower income criteria and identify less number of families or to depend on the BPL list prepared by MoRD, irrespective of whether the income of the identified person is more or less than poverty line. The PDS control order 2001, issued by GoI through exercising its power under section 3 of the Essential Commodities Act, 1955 directs
, that “State Governments shall ensure that no eligible applicant is denied a ration card under the Public Distribution System”. However GoI through its allocation principle forces the State government to exclude many eligible households.

3.45.Many States has identified more BPL/AAY households than prescribed by GoI.

There are as many as 15 states and 2 UTs, which could not restrict the BPL/AAY cards within prescribed ceiling limit and despite limited allocation of food grains they have issued more number of BPL/AAY cards. However not all states have allocated resources to cover the households additionally identified by them.

3.451.State contributing their own resources:

Only 4 state governments among the above mentioned 15 states contribute their own resources for distributing food grains for the additional cards identified by them. These are the states of Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat and Karnataka, which are relatively richer and have political commitment towards food schemes than most other states in India. All these states have issued 153.85 lakh additional cards and have allocated their own resources to distribute food grains through these cards.

	Table 3.1: State Governments that have identified additional BPL/APLcards and have allocated additional food grains – 2004-05

	S.no
	State Governments
	Number of BPL/AAY cards for which food grain is allocated by GoI (in lakhs)
	Actual APL+BPL cards (in lakhs)
	Additional cards issued by state governments using own resources (in lakhs)

	1
	Andhra Pradesh
	40.63
	140.46
	99.83

	2
	Gujarat
	21.2
	36.41
	15.21

	3
	Karnataka
	31.29
	70.1
	38.81

	4
	Tamilnadu
	48.63
	120
	71.37

	
	Total
	141.75
	366.97
	225.22


Source: Monthly food grain bulletin, April 2005, Department of Food and Public Distribution, GoI.

3.452.States which are thinly spreading the food grains allocated by GoI.

However as many as 12 State governments though have identified more number of BPL households beyond the GoI ceiling, have not allocated food grains to meet the excess identification of households. Instead these State Governments have thinly spread the food grains, allocated by GoI, across the identified BPL/AAY households, where each card holding household get less than prescribed 35 Kg grain.

This is clear violation to the court order dated 28th November, 2001 directing the State Governments to distribute 25 kgs. grain per family per month, which was based on commitment made by GoI in then TPDS guidelines. Recently, in guidelines, the GoI has raised household entitlement to 35 Kg per household and thereby the state governments should ensure that 35 Kg food grain is distributed to each household.

Table-3.2 shows the state governments which are distributing less than 35 Kg to each household. Though GoI allocates food grains at the rate of 35 kg. per month per card, the state government uses this allocation to distribute it also for additional cards identified by it. For instance state of Orissa distributes, 1.4 crore quintal food grains – allocated for 32.9 lakh households by GoI, among 48.9 lakh household (15.9 additionally identified by state) and thereby reducing the grain entitlement per household to 23.5 Kg per month. Similarly in the states of Punjab, Kerala, Madhya pradesh, Maharashtra, Bihar, Delhi, Assam, Haryana, Chattisgarh and Mizoram the food grain entitlement per household is less than 35 Kg. per month. When we look at grain entitlement per household based on actual lifting by states then it turns out that further less foodgrains were distributed to households (see table3.2: Column E). The states where the foodgrain entitlement for BPL/AAY cards was  lowest were Bihar and Punjab, where 13.9 Kg and 15.6 Kg of foodgrain was distributed to each card holding households. 

	Table 3.2: States distributing reduced food entitlement to Card holders- 2004-05

	S.no
	State
	Number of BPL/AAY cards for which food grain is allocated by GoI #
	Actual BPL/AAY cards identified by State Governments (in lakhs)
	Excess cards distributed by states over the cards allocated by GoI (in lakhs)
	Percapita permonth BPL/AAY food grain availability (based on allocation) (in KG)
	Actual Percapita per month BPL/AAY food grain distribution to households

(based on off-take) (in KG)

	
	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E

	1
	Punjab
	4.68
	7.14
	2.46
	22.94
	15.6

	2
	Orissa
	32.98
	48.95
	15.97
	23.58
	22.2

	3
	Kerala
	15.54
	20.41
	4.87
	26.65
	26.6

	4
	Madhay Pradesh
	41.25
	52.05
	10.80
	27.74
	25.6

	5
	Maharashtra
	65.34
	73.60
	8.26
	31.07
	26.8

	6
	Bihar
	65.23
	71.64
	6.41
	31.87
	13.9

	7
	Delhi
	4.09
	4.37
	0.28
	32.76
	31.0

	8
	Assam
	18.36
	18.91
	0.55
	33.98
	33.6

	9
	Haryana
	7.89
	8.12
	0.23
	34.01
	29.0

	10
	Chattisgarh
	18.75
	19.17
	0.42
	34.23
	32.0

	11
	Mizoram
	0.68
	0.69
	0.01
	34.49
	34.7


    # BPL Households ceiling based on 1993-94- poverty estimates (in lakhs)

     Source: Monthly food grain bulletin, April 2005, Department of Food and Public Distribution, GoI

3.5. Possibilities of Liberal approach by the state governments in distributing more number of cards:

State governments could be arguably faulted with adopting a liberal, even populist approach in distributing cards to non-poor. But the facts on records do not indicate this. The two states of Tamilnadu and Karnataka which could can be blamed most for this approach and which have significantly exceeded the number of BPL/AAY cards prescribed by GoI, have used eligibility criteria of annual income of Rs 15,000 per household, which is in line with the official poverty line. Although the possibility of liberal identification cannot be ruled out completely, but nevertheless there are well-documented weaknesses in the GoI’s prescribed modes of BPL identification. Moreover, the bonafides of the state governments are suggested by the fact that these states have issued excess food grains not with subsidies from GoI, but from their own budget.

3.6 Identification errors by state and exclusion of poor:

Box- 3.2: Low Off-take during 2004-05, by States which identified more BPL/AAY households than prescribed by GoI.

It is ironical that most of the States that felt that number of households prescribed by GoI is inadequate and have identified more number of households eligible for subsidized grain, have not only failed to allocate food grains for them but also have not lifted enough food grain to meet the food grain entitlements for the number of households prescribed by GoI. 

For instance over and above 65.23 lakh BPL/AAY cards allocated by GoI, the state of Bihar has distributed additional 6.41 lakh BPL/AAY cards. However the state government has lifted only 1.2 crore quintal of foodgrains, which is only enough to meet entitlement needs for 28.3 lakh households which is far less than the 65.23 lakh households prescribed by GoI. Similarly the states of Punjab, Orrisa, Maharastra, Assam and Haryana though have identified more BPL/AAY households, have lifted significantly less foodgrains than what is allocated by GoI for the number of  BPL/AAY households prescribed by it.

Apart from low allocation of foodgrains by GoI, the other reason for issuing more number of BPL cards can be identification errors by state governments. The more genuine reason, apart from inadequate allocation by GoI, seems to be the lack of foolproof methods and pro-poor honest implementation machinery with state governments to identify poor people, and their inability to weed out bogus cards. With the presence of so many ineligible people in poverty lists and the persisting epidemic of bogus cards, state governments have to issue more number of cards to really deserving poor when they turn up demanding for cards. 

Box 3.3: Unfinished BPL identification:

Despite the Court order dated 28 November 2001 to complete the identification of BPL families and issue the cards, four years latter there are 5 States and 4 Union territories where the number of identified BPL/AAY households are less than the ceiling prescribed by the GoI. As many as 8.7 Lakh households are denied food grain entitlement allocated by GoI, as the State Governments are yet to identify them (see table 1). These State governments/ UTs should take urgent steps to identify the remaining household by end of December 2005.
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3.7. Bogus cards in states 

3.71. Total PDS cards exceed the number of household:

The other reason, as mentioned above, for exclusion of eligible beneficiaries from BPL/AAY coverage, could be the wrong identification of beneficiaries. The presence of bogus cards is an indicator to this. The total number of households in year 2000, the reference year based on which PDS estimates are made, is 18.03 crores. However the total cards (APL, BPL, AAY) issued by the state government equals 22.46 crores
, which means that for every 20 cards identified by the states, there are 5 cards for which no household actually exists
. The GoI views these excess cards as bogus cards and has time and again asked the states to carry out revision of BPL/AAY cards. However the state government has not undertook any revision of the BPL/AAY cards in clear violation of the PDS control Order which states that the “State Governments shall get the lists of BPL and Antyodaya families reviewed every year for the purpose of deletion of ineligible families and inclusion of eligible families”.  This is quite likely to be the result of populist pressures of more well-to-do ineligible groups.

3.72. Bogus cards, leakages and misidentification i.e., exclusion of poor:

The excess cards issued by the states are not only an indication of misidentification and exclusion but also an indication that there is high level of leakages of foodgrains through these cards. Practically speaking in a system with direct distribution of food grains to card holders through fair price shop dealers there cannot be any excess cards as the dealer knows all the cards for which no one claims ration supply and therefore can weed out all these cards. However, in the absence of revision and inspection by state governments, a corrupt FPS dealer can easily use these excess cards to lift their entitlements and sell these in the open market. Essentially leakages of this manner are only possible when there is an opportunity to buy cheap from PDS and sell at a high price in market. Therefore there is no incentive for a FPS dealer to have excess APL cards, as APL issue price is equal or sometimes higher than the market price. If at all there is an incentive for FPS dealer to hold excess cards then they would be BPL or APL cards where the issue price is much lower than market price in all states.

In case most of the excess cards are BPL or AAY cards then it means that even the low quota of BPL/APL cards allocated by GoI is not distributed to poor households. It turns out that out of 931.77 lakh BPL/AAY cards issued in all states
, there is a high probability of having 442.85 Lakh (47.5%) bogus BPL/AAY cards, which in  other words could be termed as an indicator of wrong identification and exclusion

Figure. 3.5A: Bogus ration cards in India- Cards exceeding total number of households
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Source: Monthly food grain bulletin, April 2005, Department of Food and Public Distribution, GoI




Figure 3.6: Share of Bogus BPL cards in the Total BPL cards in India
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Source: Calculation based on data in Monthly food grain bulletin, April 2005, Department of Food and Public Distribution, GoI
3.8. Summary and recommendations:

3.81: Summary

The main understanding from the situation analysis in the above sections is that: 

1. There are many poor households which are completely left out from BPL/AAY coverage;

2. One of the reasons for this is that the food grain allocation form GoI is inadequate and

3. Wrong identification by the states is another important reason for food not reaching poor. 

3.81: Recommendations:

Observing this in light of the Supreme Court in its order dated 2 May 2003, which noted that “ the anxiety of the Court is to see that poor and the destitute and the weaker sections of society do not suffer from hunger and starvation. The prevention of the same is one of the prime responsibilities of the government whether Central of the state. Mere schemes without implementation are of no use. What is important is that food must reach the hungry” we recommend that the 

3.81a. The GoI should set an expert committee consisting representation from all state governments and also people representatives to review the necessity to use the official poverty line for targeting PDS. Alternative methods, if necessary, could be suggested by the committee for allocating food grain. This committee should be set within a month’s time, which should submit its report in six months since it is set.

3.81b: Till the committee gives its recommendation, for time being, the GoI should increase the allocation of food grains by 10 % of the existing BPL/AAY quota and use the population figure of 2005. Further it is recommended that the food grains allocation should be done to states based on household size calculated based on a family size of four. 

This is in line with the recommended by Inter- Ministry Task Group on Comprehensive Medium Term Strategy for Food and Nutrition Security, which submitted its report in April 2005 and recommended that “the states could be given a grace margin of about 10 percentage points over their poverty ratios while identifying their BPL population. This would take care of some of the exclusion problem. The poverty estimates for 1993-94 with grace margin of 10 percentage points could be used to determine the BPL population of states for another five years, that is, until 2010”. Further the GoI has reported to standing committee on food, consumer affairs and public distribution, that it is considering to use the census 2001 population figures and project it for the year 2005. 

3.81c: Further the state governments should not distribute less than the prescribed 35 kg. food grains per month to a BPL/AAY card holding household which has four or more members. If it had identified more number of families than prescribed by GoI, even after GOI increases the allocation by 10% on 2005 population figures, then the state governments should allocate 35 kg for each household identified by it, till the expert committee gives its view on appropriate method of foodgrains allocation.

3.81d: As the excess/ bogus cards issued by states seems to be BPL cards, the state governments should undertake stringent review of the ration cards every year as directed under PDS control order 2001. Till the number of excess PDS cards is weeded out, the state government should make 35 Kg. allocation for the excess cards allocated by them over and above number of households as per 2001 population projected to 2005.

3.81e: As any amount of increased allocation is not bound to reach the real poor, in states with poor implementing machinery, the experience of AAY could be used to ensure that at least some sections of poor who are most deserving are not excluded. Field reports show that the most vulnerable sections of people who are powerless are excluded from coverage.

After the court order dated 2 May 2003, directing to extend AAY to specific vulnerable groups, the progress especially in issuing AAY cards to all the PTG families quite positive. The otherwise excluded groups have got required attention and errors in identification do not affects them. Similar attention is needed to address the exclusion of groups who are most vulnerable and marginalized and are the first to be excluded from the BPL/ AAY coverage, as these groups severely lack bargaining power to get themselves included.

Therefore it is recommended strongly to universalize the coverage of AAY/BPL to specific groups under Targeted Public Distribution system, which would in-turn increase the efficiency of targeting.

The following groups, who are poor and at risk of exclusion given the extent of misidentification, should get universal coverage under AAY/BPL. Preferable these groups should be universally covered under AAY which was announced in 2005-06 budget. 

1. All Primitive Tribal Groups

2. All families with persons with 40 % disabilities (including psychiatric) or more

3. All urban homeless families and individuals

4. All people living with stigmatized ailments like leprosy patients, persons with mental illness, and HIV AIDS, and debilitating ailments like TB.

5. All Mushahar, Chenchus and other SC/ST groups identified by states as extremely vulnerable groups.

6. All Migrant labour who engage in manual work

7. All the persons who are released from beggar homes and mental hospitals.

8. All aged people who live separately and who opt for it

9. All single women, widows, separated women and women headed families who opt for it

In other word it should be the responsibility of the state governments to proactively identify all of these categories and cover them all with the AAY/BPL cards. 

3.81f: The states/ UTs which have not completed identifying the BPL/AAY households as prescribed by GoI should complete the identification of cards before the end of year 2005. 

3.9. Serious problems in Implementation of the scheme by State Government:

While the responsibility of procurement, storage, transportation, supply of subsidized grain, determination of household grain entitlement and the issue price in PDS is taken by GoI, the actual implementation of the scheme is left with State governments which includes: 

1. Fixation of eligibility, identification of beneficiaries and issuing ration cards, 

2. Establishing a network of fair price shops to distribute the food grain 

3. Monitoring the implementation of the scheme 

During 2004-05, the GoI spent a subsidy of Rs. 25,746.45 Crore and allocated food grains to states. In other words, GoI annually spent at the rate of Rs 4000 per BPL household for maintaining the food security system and to make available the required food grains at state godown. After this point it depends on the implementation system put in place by the state governments to distribute these food to poor households.

However, available evidences suggest in plenty that the implementation systems are ineffective and 

a) It leaves the foodgrains unlifted in godowns (as we saw in the previous section) thereby further increasing the carrying cost of the foodgrain and also affecting the quality of food grain badly; 

b) It leaves the food grains meant for poor to leak in open market; and 

c) It denies the foodgrains to BPL households by distributing the foodgrains meant for BPL household to APL households due to wrong identification.

3.10.Leakages of foodgrains in open market:

After the food grains reach the state FCI depots, from where the responsibility of States starts, the problem of TPDS begins. The low cost food grains which is carefully channelised by FCI into different state godowns amidst high local market prices faces the risk of being sold in market by the intermediaries who transport the grain and the fair price shops who store and sell it, in tandem with the officials. After introduction of TPDS, with huge difference between subsidized price and market price, the risk of leakage has increased, as noted by the Long term foodgrain policy report that “With BPL prices lower than MSP, the potential for leakage to the open market is higher under TPDS, and in fact there is incentive to recycle PDS supplies back to procurement.” 

3.10.1: Extent of food grain leakages in different states:

Number of studies has shown serious lapses in the role performed by state governments after the foodgrains reach state FCI depots, which is an important and delicate stage, resulting in leakages of the bulk of the lifted food grain. Traditionally, these large -scale studies show leakages ranging from 30 % to 40%
, which is again confirmed by a recent study of Planning commission
 showing a leakage of 36.38% of the food grain during 2003-04. Figure 3.7, based on the result of this study, shows the extent of leakages and how it varies across states, with Bihar being the state with highest leakage and Tamilnadu being the state with least leakage
. 

In Bihar the Government lifts only 44 kg of every 100 kg of foodgrain allocated by GoI and only 8 Kg out of the lifted food grain reach poor household. Whereas Tamilnadu had developed the implementation capacity to lift more than what GoI allocated and out of 101 Kg lifted by the state 85 kg food grain reaches people.

Figure- 3.7: Where A 100 Kg Grain Allocated By Goi Goes

[image: image8.wmf]67

68

44 kg

87

92

86

75

74

97

95

86

77

86

100

101

101

16

8 kg

34

38

35

44

51

54

55

56

59

59

63

78

80

85

1

10

100

1000

Bihar

Punjab

Uttar Pradesh

Madhaypradesh

Haryana

Gujrat

Himachal pradesh

West Bengal

Karnataka

Assam

Rajasthan

Orissa

Maharashtra

Kerala

Andhra Pradesh

Tamilnadu

food grain actually distributed to 

cardholders after leakages (in KG) 

out of 100 kg allocated by GoI

Foodgrain lifted by States out of 

100 kg Allocation

Source:  Figure computed from, ‘Performance Evaluation of Targeted Public Distribution System (TPDS)’: March 2005, Programme Evaluation Organisation, Planning Commission, Government of India
The Supreme Court has time and again tried to set right the systemic flaws resulting in large scale leakages, by passing orders aiming at strengthening the (a) accountability at fair price shop level and entitlements of card holders (b) identification procedure of BPL/AAY families (c) entitlement to specific vulnerable groups.

3.11. Fair price shops:

3.11.1: Fair price shops and Supreme court order:

To begin with, the Court order dated 2 may, 2003 tried to address the leakage in the system by concentrating on fair price shops and by directing that 

“Licensees, who

(a)
Do not keep their shops open throughout the month during the stipulated period,

(b)
Fail to provide grain to BPL families strictly at BPL rates and no higher,

(c)
Keep the cards of BPL households with them,

(d)
Make false entries in the BPL cards,

(e)
Engage in black-marketing or siphoning away of grains to the open market and hand over such ration shops to such other person/organizations, 

shall make themselves liable for cancellation of their licenses. The concerned authorities functionaries would not show any laxity on the subject”

3.11.2: Complete non-compliance due to unviable FPS network:

However far from enforcing these orders, the state governments have failed to create even basic provision for fair operation of fair-price-shops. To put it precisely, most of the fair price shops legitimately could not earn poverty line income. Taking into account the manpower, capital and enterprise that a Fair Price shop dealer invests, this low income is a gross loss. 

If we compare this income with the return that the private dealers would get in any other business avenue by investing the same manpower, capital and enterprise then there is much reason to wonder and worry that how so many fair price shops continue to operate and FPS dealership is subject to competition. 

3.11.3: State wise status - Below poverty line income to Fair price shops

The above mentioned study by planning commission through a detailed analysis of  229 representative Fair Price Shops in 18 states came to the conclusion that only 22.7% of the fair price shops could get returns more than their transactions which can be termed as profit. The pitiable condition of these fair price shop dealers, who are expected to sit for 8 hours for at least 5 working days in week to enable food grain purchase at installments as per court order , is that only 36.6 % of these 22.7 % viable shops (8.3 % of the total fair price shops) were able to touch the poverty line income. In as many as 11 states none for the sample FPS got profit which was more than poverty line income (See table 3.3).

3.11.5: Sole responsibility of implementing the scheme at FPS level performed by FPS dealer with commission provided by state government:

Though the importance of the grassroots level implementation in the successful operation of the scheme is never questioned in theory, in practice it turn out to be highly neglected area. Unlike in other schemes like ICDS and MDMS where at least provision for salary of cook, helper and anganwadi worker and helper is made in the scheme and they are expected to use the infrastucture already put in place by GoI and state  government, in TPDS, the FPS dealer is only provided with a commission. The FPS dealer has to use this commission and create the necessary manpower and infrastructure to implement the scheme. For instance he has to hire and maintain a shop and also account for the salary of the sales person/himself. At many place, he has to take responsibility for the transportation too. 

	Table 3.3: Percentage of viable Fair Price Shops and percentage of viable shops getting poverty line income or more different States

	S.no
	State
	Percentage of viable fair price shops#

(in percentage)
	Percentage of fair price shops which are viable and get more than poverty line income. 

(in percentage)

	1
	Arunachal Pradesh
	0%
	0%

	2
	Bihar
	0
	0

	3
	Haryana
	0
	0

	4
	Himachal Pradesh
	0
	0

	5
	Kerala
	0
	0

	6
	Punjab
	0
	0

	7
	Uttar Pradesh
	0
	0

	8
	Orissa
	5
	0

	9
	Assam
	6.3
	0

	10
	Rajasthan
	33.3
	0

	11
	Meghalaya
	100
	0

	12
	Madhya Pradesh
	5
	5

	13
	Karnataka
	16.7
	8.3

	14
	Gujarat         
	10
	10

	15
	Maharashtra
	50
	14.3

	16
	Andhra Pradesh
	66.7
	16.7

	17
	West Bengal
	45
	25

	18
	Tamil Nadu
	87.5
	43.8

	19
	All States
	22.7
	8.3


Note: #with 12% annual return on working capital

Source: ‘Performance Evaluation of Targeted Public Distribution System (TPDS)’: March 2005, Programme Evaluation Organisation, Planning Commission, Government of India.

3.11.5: Low commission to Fair Price Dealer:

However, not only the responsibility for creating systems to implement the scheme is given to private dealers and co-operatives, but also inadequate commission is paid to the these FPS dealers to undertake these responsibilities. As the commission received by the FPS dealer depends on the quantity of foodgrain sold by him, the viability situation of FPS has further worsened with reduced demand and offtake of APL foodgrain after introduction of TPDS. The plight of the reduction in income of FPS comes out strikingly when we see that this is not accompanied with any reduction in role or cost of FPS dealer. The FPS dealer is still expected to work full time during working days and continue to incur the same wage, rent, maintenance and transportation cost. Moreover the restriction placed on FPS prohibiting them to sell other commodities through FPS also continues.

3.11.6: Stand of GoI on viability of FPS:

At the time when TPDS was initiated, the viability of FPS was recognized both as a potential problem and a major subsidy burden. However instead of coming out with viable solution, for more than 8 years every policy document of GoI, is still debating a solution, while being aware of the leakages caused due to delay in coming up with a solution. 

The standing committee on Food, consumer affairs and public distribution (2005) reported this as
 

“On being asked whether commission of FPS owners need to be increased, a representative of the Department of Food and Public Distribution during evidence replied, ‘ You are right that unless and until we do not make the Fair Price Shop owner economically viable, he will not distribute the foodgrains, but will instead divert it and sell it in the market’.”

It seems that the undue delay in finding the solution is caused because the unstated objective of subsidy reduction has taken priority over making the FPS viable and reducing leakage. 

3.11.7: Centre- State tussle over commission to FPS:

During first few years after the initiation of TPDS, the issue of contention was that how much subsidy share - for commission of FPS - should be borne by the GoI and state governments. The threat of incurring high subsidy on paying commission to FPS, was so much prevalent that no attempts were made to even arrive at a much needed norm for commission that a FPS should get to operate without loss
. Instead the government of India fixed a rate at which it would pay the commission and left the state governments to fill the required gap. The state of happenings is well summarized in the evidence given by a representative of Department of Food and Public Distribution to  standing committee on Food, consumer affairs and public distribution in 2005.

“Government of India had allowed a margin of 50 paise/kg to state governments and were asked to add their commission, handling charges and transportation in it. But State Governments agitated against this saying that 50 Paise is too less, this may be removed. So Government of India, even removed the 50 Paise, (given as commission)
. Now the State Governments themselves fix the retail price for BPL, so the margin in which handling and transportation are included, varies for each State. Some States given 50 paise whereas some one rupee”

Therefore the unsettled issue of who should bear how much subsidy has resulted in a situation where the cost of FPS is transferred in form of higher price to poor household who inturn purchase less due to high price and lack of affordability and thereby further affecting the viability in the fair price shops. 

3.11.8: Supreme Court order on viability of FPS:

The Supreme court on 17th October, 2004, while discussing the AAY section of the Fifth Commissioners’   report noted that 

“we are told, that no commission is being paid to the dealer. Mr. Parasaran, learned ASG states that guidelines are being framed in that regard” 

Hence the court directed that: 

“The Central Government shall file an affidavit within eight weeks placing on record those guidelines. The object is that the red card holders should not be made to pay, directly or indirectly, any amount other then what they are liable to pay for the supply taken.” 

However till date no correspondence is received from GOI on the revised guidelines for increasing the commission to FPS dealers.

3.11.9: Recent policy debate on increasing viability of FPS:

Meanwhile in the last few years the policy debate in official documents, while recognizing the limitations of the passing off the price burden to poor households is pondering on the thought of reducing the restriction placed on FPS and thereby making it viable. The following text from the 10th plan mid term review well represents this policy debate 

“Any substantial increase in the dealer’s margin to improve the viability of fair price shops may increase the retail price and pass on the burden to the PDS consumers, thereby adversely affecting the offtake. However, a correct balance between the interests of the consumers and of the fair price shop owners needs to be arrived at and ensured by the state governments. The shops should be permitted to sell all commodities (other than rice and wheat) at full market prices so as to ensure their economic viability.”

At present the FPS in all states except some FPSs in Andhra pradesh is not allowed to sell other than the prescribed commodities. The new thought is to increase the list of this prescribed commodities, which the FPS can sell. 

However if this means that the state governments have to procure new commodities and sell it through FPS, this would again increase the subsidy burden of state governments. Instead if this means that the FPS will be allowed to perform the role of a private retail shop, ie., buying commodities from the market and sell it to every body at a profit, then it is being assumed here that the FPS dealer would use his enterprise to earn profit and will use it to compensate for the loss made due to PDS food grain. 

3.11.10: Rupees 391.00 – Average Monthly income of FPS dealer in Bihar:

As evident from the figure 3.7 (section 3.10.1), the delay in making the FPS viable during last 8 years after introduction of TPDS, has resulted in inbuilt provision for FPS corruption and considerable leakage in the food subsidy intended for people. For instance the available information, from the advisor to commissioner in Bihar, shows that the margin for BPL wheat and rice per quintal is Rs. 10.52 and Rs. 12.92 respectively. With only 296 cards per FPS on average in Bihar, as reported by GoI
, and the offtake percentage at 24.38 percent during 2004-05, only 30.3 quintal food grains could be sold by FPS out of the 124.3 quintal foodgrains allocated to 296 cards. Therefore applying the commission rate of Rs. 12.92
 one finds that only Rs. 391 is the monthly earning for the FPS dealer. 

3.12: Recommendation:

With such system, which is intrinsically prone to corruption due to low commission rates, the court orders dated 2 April 2003, on fixing accountability of FPS for irregularities and corruption stands meaningless unless scope for the honest operation for FPS is created. 

3.12.1:
Therefore the GoI as a first step should be directed to immediately specify a norm for commission to FPSs which would make them profitable. However as deciding a commission norm for making a FPS profitable is quite challenging and which would differ from state to state, the GoI should meanwhile immediately appoint a committee to suggest a commission norm. This committee should submit its report to the court, within 3 months.

3.12.1:
After specifying the commission norm the GoI and the State Government should, within a period of one month, decide their relative share in this commission norm. This could be done in a chief ministers conference.

3.13: Other implementing costs transferred to BPL/AAY cardholders by the state governments:

It is not only the cost of commission or margin to FPS which is transferred to ration card holders by State governments, but there are several other types of costs which is also transferred to cardholders, which was well documented in a CAG report. These costs include:

1. Transport cost from district FCI godowns to FPS, when (a) when some state government does not bear any transport charges; (b) when  additional transport charges is incurred; and (c) when lifting is done from distant godown.

2. Taxes and levies such as trade or sales tax (Assam, UP, Orissa and Bihar);  surcharge and market tax etc (M.P and Bihar), which go back to state government’s coffers.

3. Printing of ration cards

4. State administrative or overhead costs

5. Cost of bags and stitches

6. Excess margin to FPS.

A look at the table 3.4, will give a picture of how from the point, where the Bihar state government takes the responsibility of implementing TPDS, all the costs are transferred to card holders. 

	Table 3.4: How Fair Price Shop Issue price increases in Bihar

	Sub-heads 
	BPL Wheat

(Rs./per quintal)
	BPL Rice

(Rs./per quintal)
	APL Wheat

(Rs./per quintal)
	APL Rice

(Rs./per quintal)

	Central Issue Price
	415.00
	565.00
	510.00
	730.00

	SFC

	a) Sales tax
	16.60

(@4%)
	11.30

(@2%)
	20.40

(@4%)
	29.20

(@4%)

	b) Surcharge thereon 

    @ 1%
	NA
	1.13
	NA
	NA

	c) Agricultural market tax

    @ 1%
	4.15
	5.65
	5.10
	7.30

	d) Transportation, handling, administrative, margin, etc.
	35.00
	35.00
	21.00
	22.60

	Issue price from SFC
	470.75
	618.08
	556.50
	789.10

	PDS shop

	a) Margin to PDS shop owner
	10.25


	12.92
	14.80
	24.30

	b) Transportation cost from 0 –15 km
 
	4.00
	4.00
	3.50
	3.50

	Retail price from PDS shop
	485.00
	635.00
	574.80
	816.90


Source: Report of Shri. Pushpendra, Bihar Advisor to Commissioner.

3.14: Lack of strict norm for upper price limit for BPL foodgrain prices:

At present the GoI, leaves it to state government to fix the issue price at Fair Price shops. Though it fixes a norm that the fair price shop issue price should not exceed 50 paise than the central issue price, it also gives the flexibility to state government to fix the fair price issue price with a difference of more than 50 paise. In fact it is to solve the tussle between GoI and State governments on ‘who should bear the subsidy’, that a strict upper limit for fair price shop issue price is not specified. The implications for this is that the state governments are free to either bear the subsidy of transportation cost, commission cost and taxes or to pass them on to poor cardholders as price which is above Rs. 4.15 per Kg. for wheat and Rs. 5.65 per Kg. for rice.

Some states like Andhra pradesh and Gujarat do bear the subsidy and their fair price issue price is in fact less than Central Issue Price. In Gujarat the fair price issue price for per Kg. of wheat and rice is Rs. 2 and Rs. 3, while in Andhra pradesh, where rice accounts for 99% FPS lifting, the fair price issue price for rice per Kg. is Rs. 5.25.  

3.141: Increase in FPS level issue price of BPL foodgrains in different States:

While there are 19 states which pass over to BPL households more than 50 paise over the central issue price of wheat and there are 8 states who do it in case of rice (see table3.5). As a result of this, BPL households have to pay as much as Rs. 29 per month more, in Himachal pradesh, if they purchase their entitlement of 35 kg of rice or Rs. 21 in case they choose to buy wheat. Similarly in states of Madhya Pradesh, Maharastra , Orissa and Chattisgarh the BPL households do have to pay significant additional price for food grains than what is specified in norms. (see table 3.5)

3.142: Impact of higher issue price on poor households and offtake of foodgrain.

Due to this increase in cost for BPL card holders the most poorest among the BPL households may not lift the food grains due to lack of purchasing power and in states like Bihar where in certain areas the difference between market price falls below BPL price during some seasons, such increase in FPS offtake price would impact the offtake significantly, there by affecting the viability of the TPDS implementation system.

Infact due to lack of strict norm for required expenditure for state level implementation of TPDS and who should bear this expenditure, either the state governments have transferred the expenditure incurred to the BPL households or they have fixed very low transport commission and FPS margin, which is the systemic cause behind leakages in TPDS. 

	Table 3.5: Additional monthly expenditure incurred by a BPL household in States, which charge higher than 50 paise, above Central issue Price

	S.no
	States/Uts
	Rice (per kg)
	Wheat (per kg)

	
	
	FPS issue price

(in Rs)
	Additional expenditure that a BPL family has to incur in purchasing per month entitlement (in RS)
	FPS issue price

(in RS)
	Additional expenditure that a BPL family has to incur in purchasing per month entitlement (in RS)

	1
	Himachal Pradesh
	7.00
	29.75
	5.15
	21.00

	2
	Madhya Pradesh
	6.50
	12.25
	5.00
	15.75

	3
	Maharashtra
	6.75
	21.00
	5.00
	15.75

	4
	Orissa
	6.30
	 
	4.90
	12.25

	5
	Chattisgarh
	-
	 
	4.85
	10.50

	6
	J & K
	6.25
	3.50
	4.75
	7.00

	7
	Nagaland
	- 
	 
	4.75
	7.00

	8
	Bihar
	6.35
	7.00
	4.73
	6.30

	9
	Karnataka
	- 
	 
	4.65
	3.50

	10
	Arunachal Pradesh
	- 
	 
	4.65
	3.50

	11
	Uttar Pradesh
	- 
	 
	4.65
	3.50

	12
	Uttaranchal
	- 
	 
	4.65
	3.50

	13
	West Bengal
	- 
	 
	4.65
	3.50

	14
	D&N Haveli
	- 
	 
	4.65
	3.50

	15
	Delhi
	- 
	 
	4.65
	3.50

	16
	Haryana
	- 
	 
	4.65
	3.50

	17
	Jharkhand
	- 
	 
	4.62
	2.45

	18
	Rajasthan
	- 
	 
	4.60
	1.75

	19
	Manipur
	- 
	 
	6.21
	 

	20
	Meghalaya
	6.60
	15.75
	-
	-

	21
	Assam
	6.67
	18.20
	 -
	 -


Source: Monthly food grain bulletin, April 2005, Department of Food and Public Distribution, GoI

Table 3.6, shows the extent to which states have transferred the cost to BPL/AAY cardholders. As much as 4.34 crore Rs, were transferred by state governments to the BPL/AAY cardholders in   25 states/UTs mentioned in this table. Moreover, there is no state wise uniformity in the cost incurred for implementing the scheme. The table 3.6, in column E, shows the total cost of BPL grain sold through FPS during 2004-05. When we compare this cost with the cost of food grain, as transferred by GoI (column D), then we find that wide variation exists in the price that is passed on to the BPL cardholders in different states. In Himachal pradesh, BPL cards holders had to pay additional price of Rs. 24.00 for every Rs. 100 worth of food grains transferred to the state governments by GoI, while in Punjab this additional price was only Rs. 2.30.  

	Table 3.6: Increase in total cost of foodgrains at FPS in different states

	S.no
	States
	BPL offtake (in 0000 tonnes)
	Cost at which BPL food grains is given to states (in lakh Rs.)
	Cost at which FPS sell the food grains (in lakh Rs.)
	Increase in Total cost of food grains at FPS level (in lakh Rs.)
	Percentage increase in Total cost

	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F (D-E)
	G

	1
	Himachal pradesh
	118.6
	60.1
	74.5
	14.4
	24.0

	2
	Maharashtra
	1773.0
	833.1
	1000.1
	166.9
	20.0

	3
	Madhaypradesh
	1225.0
	538.3
	642.5
	104.1
	19.3

	4
	Assam
	623.8
	352.2
	415.1
	62.9
	17.8

	5
	Meghalaya
	60.4
	34.1
	39.9
	5.7
	16.8

	6
	Bihar
	809.9
	353.8
	410.5
	56.7
	16.0

	7
	Haryana
	217.6
	90.3
	101.2
	10.9
	12.0

	8
	Orissa
	1071.9
	602.0
	671.9
	69.9
	11.6

	9
	J&K
	235.6
	124.5
	138.7
	14.1
	11.3

	10
	Delhi
	148.7
	67.8
	75.2
	7.4
	11.0

	11
	Rajasthan
	651.4
	270.3
	299.6
	29.3
	10.8

	12
	Uttar Pradesh
	2777.1
	1324.9
	1463.7
	138.9
	10.5

	13
	West Bengal
	1189.2
	569.2
	628.7
	59.5
	10.4

	14
	Jharkhand
	365.9
	176.3
	194.0
	17.7
	10.0

	15
	Uttaranchal
	147.7
	74.3
	81.7
	7.4
	9.9

	16
	Manipur
	29.0
	16.4
	18.0
	1.6
	9.9

	17
	Nagaland
	42.8
	23.2
	25.4
	2.2
	9.5

	18
	Karnataka
	972.7
	521.4
	570.1
	48.6
	9.3

	19
	Chattisgarh
	556.7
	301.8
	329.6
	27.8
	9.2

	20
	Arunachal Pradesh
	31.6
	17.3
	18.9
	1.6
	9.1

	21
	Mizoram
	21.6
	12.2
	13.3
	1.1
	8.8

	22
	Tripura
	104.7
	59.1
	64.4
	5.2
	8.8

	23
	A&N
	0.9
	0.4
	0.5
	0.0
	7.1

	24
	Chandigarh
	0.2
	0.1
	0.1
	0.0
	6.5

	25
	Punjab
	111.0
	46.1
	47.2
	1.1
	2.3


Note: Column D, calculated from offtake data and central Issue price and Column E calculated from offtake data and Issue price at FPS level.

Source: Monthly food grain bulletin, April 2005, Department of Food and Public Distribution, GoI

3.14.3: Hidden cost and diversion of foodgrains:

The difference in additional price charged at FPS level by different states can be only due to two reasons:

1. State Governments which do charge less or no additional charges from cardholders, bear the cost of subsidy incurred for transport cost, FPS margin and taxes and provide adequate subsidy compared to others.

2. Though these State governments pass no additional cost or less additional cost, they  neither account for transport cost and FPS margin in state subsidies. These commissions are just left at very low levels, as noted in case of FPS commission in section 3.11, and are passed on to the transporters and FPS dealers as hidden cost , who compensate for low commission with by indulging in diversion of foodgrains. 

Given the high extent of corruption and leakages in almost all the states, it is more likely that the point b, is more plausible explanation for less additional price charged at FPS levels in some states.

The point made is that though in states of Himachal pradesh, Maharastra, Madhya pradesh, Assam, Meghalaya and Bihar, BPL cards holders had to pay relatively high additional price of Rs. 24.00, Rs.20.00, Rs. 19.30, Rs. 17.80, Rs. 16.80 and Rs. 16.00 for every Rs. 100 worth of food grains transferred to the state governments by GoI, it does not mean that they are worse than the rest of states which pass less additional price to cardholders. There is more likelihood that these other states have unviable transport cost and FPS commission, given the level of leakages in these states.

Box 3.4: Need to redefine the Center- State resource responsibility in TPDS

Another important issue that comes out the discussion in this section is the center-state role in food related schemes. Given the wide disparity in the poverty and food security status in different states, which also reflects the disparity in resource availability among the states, the prime role of the GoI, is to ensure food availability for the poor irrespective of the state they belong to. To ensure this, GoI, at present allocates the foodgrains at subsidies price, which is a major cost in the scheme. However the resource requirements for ground level implementation of the scheme is left to states which is in highly neglected state. The neglect is more in poor states, evidently due to poor resource strength, resulting in denial of food needs for poor households in poor states.

One simple solution to address this denial is, GoI bears all resources requirements for the implementation of the scheme. However, if participation of states is required for sharing resources, then serious thinking needs to be done to evolve a different sharing mechanism between state and central government. 

The state governments could contribute  a certain part of the total resource requirement of the scheme (cost including that of foodgrains, FPS commission, Transport commission and printing of ration cards etc)  and the role based resource contribution, whether states take care of implementation costs, could be done away with. 

This would be similar to other schemes like SGRY, where the state governments contribute the matching share. The only difference in TPDS would be that the state government would need to reimburse a part of central issue price of the foodgrain which is allocated to the state.

The state matching share percentage could in turn depend on the  poverty and food security status of the states. The GoI could then concentrate in improving the implementation system by providing adequate budgetary support to important implementation functions like transport cost reimbursement and  FPS commission.

3.15: Recommendation:

3:15.1 Therefore it is reiterated in this section that there should be a clear cut state-expenditure norm fixed by GoI, with adequate consensus and clarity on share in this expenditure by GoI and State Governments. The GoI and State governments should ensure that under no circumstances, the Fair price issue price for BPL food grains are higher than Rs. 6.15 for rice and Rs. 4.55 for wheat.

3.16. Summary: 

The issues discussed and recommendations given in the above sections (section 3.1 to 3.15) is primarily to create a necessary conducive system, which in itself may not ensure leakage-free PDS, where foodgrains reach the poor people; but  it only enables or makes it feasible to even attempt to create such a situation.

However once a system conducive for PDS reforms is created then there is urgent need for reforms in identification process, monitoring mechanism, transparency and accountability system, which is again, at present, the responsibility of state government and is discussed in the subsequent sections. 

3.17. Identification of BPL households for issuing ration cards:

After introduction of TPDS the state governments were required to identify certain number of households, specified by the GoI, as below poverty line households eligible for PDS- BPL card. 

3.17.1. PDS control order and method of identification:

PDS Control Order 2001
 brought into force by GoI, clearly directs the state governments to put in place a system for identification of households eligible for BPL ration cards and to prescribe a suitable proforma to be filled up by or on behalf of the head of a family, while undertaking the exercise of identification or review of BPL and Antyodaya families. 

To put in place such a system, as a first step, a state government has to   specify (a) a methodology of identification of BPL/AAY/APL households, (b) method of periodically reviewing the list of identified BPL/AAY/APL households and also (c) make special provisions for ensuring inclusion of special categories like women headed households, homeless people, forest dwellers, slum dwellers, urban enchroachers and migrant workers.

3.17.2. Flawed identification, Supreme Court order and response of GoI and State governments:

In order to identify the households eligible for BPL cards many states have used the BPL 1997 census list, which is based on the census survey conducted by MoRD in rural areas. However in many states the BPL household identification is a continuous process, where it almost took 5 years to complete the identification of BPL families and still 5 States and 4 Union territories among these states, are yet to identify 8.7 Lakh BPL/AAY households (see Box- 3.3). It seems that in these states, neither the BPL cards were issued based on BPL census list prepared by Ministry of rural development nor they were based on door-to-door survey, but they were issued based on applications received from people and through arbitratry method of identification designed by the designated authorities. 

Whatever be the method used by the state governments, the identification of BPL households is flawful and requires fresh thinking. The supreme court has already taken note of the flawful identification of the BPL households for issuing ration cards  and through order dated 20 April 2004, has directed that The Government of India shall issue, within two months, guidelines so that the existing condition of possession of a BPL card for inclusion in AAY category is dispensed with. This order was passed with the realization that the then existing list of the identified BPL household, excluded a number of destitute people and usage of the same flawed list for identifying the new AAY households would prove disastrous. The GoI and states has also, rightly not appealed against this order, and have issued guidelines to implement this order.  

The court has further indicated the need to improve the identification system through order dated 2 May 2003, which observes that “it is necessary to issue immediate directions to evolve a system whereby eligible BPL families,  which may not be on BPL list, are so included as also regarding the ration shops and other outlets remaining open and giving deliveries of food-grains to those, who are on the list and hold the requisite cards”

Despite this, neither GoI nor State governments have issued any comprehensive guidelines for issuing new BPL ration cards and as result the situation of misidentification is so grave that, for every 20 cards identified by the states, there are 5 cards for which no households actually exists (see section  3.6 and 3.7).

3.17.3.Recommendation:

3.17.3a. Given the situation, as an immediate step the GoI and the State Governments should conduct fresh surveys and issue BPL ration cards to people. Such surveys should be done exclusively for identifying households with food vulnerabilities, at least one in five years.

3.17.3b. However, for the purpose of identification, the state governments should not use the list prepared through BPL census survey conducted by Ministry of rural development in 2002. The court in its order dated 5 May 2003, has already directed that, “Government of India will not insist the State Governments to remove any persons from the existing Below Poverty Line (BPL) list” based on the results of 2002 BPL census. Hence using this list which dates back to 2002, for issuing ration cards, may exclude many eligible household. As far as possible the department of food and public distribution, GoI and the state governments should try to conduct a survey exclusively to identify the households and individuals with food vulnerabilities. In case, it is felt, that the future surveys of MoRD could form reasonable basis for identifying BPL/AAY- PDS beneficiaries, due care should be taken to incorporate socio- cultural and economic norms in the survey formats for identifying food vulnerable population.

3.17.4. Problems with identification- No foolproof methodology:

However, no identification survey can be completely fool proof or in other words can address the problem of exclusion of eligible beneficiaries completely. Therefore after identification of households is completed:

1. Immediately the list of identified people should be approved and finalized by local people;

2. There should be scope for people’s friendly grievance redressal mechanism, which an individual or household can use immediately after identification and through out the year;

3. The scope of proactive yearly revision of the list should also exist;

4. There should be strict norms to address the problem of exclusion of most vulnerable categories of people;

3.17.4. Approval and finalisation of identified people by gram sabhas and grievence redressal.

Once the identification of the BPL household is undertaken, the PDS control order specifies that “Gram Sabhas shall finalise the list of beneficiaries belonging to BPL and Antyodaya categories”. This is an important process, which provides an opportunity to local people to use local information in pointing out the flaws in identification. To facilitate this the States should:

3.17.5: Recommendations

3.17.5a: Soon after the identification through surveys, publish the list of the identified ration card holders, in order of eligibility, in the panchayat and FPS buildings before finalization of list. 

3.17.5b: Convene special gram sabha meeting to finalise and approve the list in a period of three months time, since the list of identified person is published in FPS and panchayat building. Detailed provisions for informing every member in the gram sabha before the special gram sabha should be designed and should be made mandatory. 

3.17.5c: However the after the list is finalized by gram sabha, three months time should be there for the individual to appeal before the designated block and district level official who is responsible for card identification. 
3.17.6. Recommendation: Yearly review and open ended application for BPL/AAY cards:

3.17.6a. Further, the state governments should review the ration cards every year for deletion of ineligible families and inclusion of eligible families as specified in the PDS control order 2001. 

3.17.6b. However this should not mean that issue of ration cards to BPL and Antyodaya families should be a one time affair. The issuing of ration cards should be a continuous activity going on throughout the year. Whenever any person applies for a BPL or an Antyodaya card, the Department should carry out necessary verifications and issue her / him an appropriate card within one month. 

3.17.6c. However at least once in a year, the Government should proactively conduct review of the list. Guidelines for such yearly review process The state government should immediately frame the guidelines for such yearly review process.    

3.17.7. Exclusion of Vulnerable categories:

In section 3.18e, the following groups, who are at risk of exclusion, were recommended for universal coverage: 

1. All Primitive Tribal Groups

2. All families with persons with 40 % disabilities (including psychiatric) or more

3. All urban homeless families and individuals

4. All people living with stigmatized ailments like leprosy patients, persons with mental illness, and HIV AIDS, and debilitating ailments like TB.

5. All Mushahar, Chenchus and other SC/ST groups identified by states as extremely vulnerable groups.

6. All Migrant labour who engage in manual work

7. All the persons who are released from beggar homes and mental hospitals.

8. All aged people who live separately and who opt for it

9. All single women, widows, separated women and women headed families who opt for it

While, at present, in paper these categories of people are eligible for ration cards, they rarely get BPL/AAY ration cards, due to following reasons.

a) As already mentioned, many state governments have not identified the BPL/AAY beneficiaries through door-to-door surveys. Therefore due to illiteracy and lack of awareness, these people rarely come forward to apply for ration cards.


b) The gram sabhas and panchayats, if involved in finalization of list, often neglect them. As these categories are so vulnerable and powerless that they face extreme difficulties in voicing their concerns through these institutions.

c) The required process of obtaining a ration cards is least sensitive to needs of these categories. Though it is widely accepted that the requirement of proof of residence denies the access of ration cards to urban homeless, migrant workers and separated women, there are no attempts made to make suitable amendments or frame special ration cards for including these categories. 

3.17.78 Recommendation:

3.17.78a. Universal entitlements to these categories should mean that it is the responsibility of State governments and GoI to ensure that all people who fall in the above categories possess BPL/AAY ration cards, whether they fulfill the documentary proof requirement or not. The GoI and States should ensure that they provide them with ration cards through suitable amendments in the scheme. 

3.17.78b. While undertaking identification surveys, yearly revision of cards and while finalizing the list in the gram sabhas, strict guidelines should be framed to not exclude any person from the following vulnerable social categories of people discusses in the above section, who face risk of exclusion both in identification process and in process of grievance redressal.

3.17.78c. To address the problem of exclusion based on gender, as done in chattisgarh PDS control order, all ration cards should be issued jointly in the name of both the husband and wife or the elder-most male and female person in the household and it should be recorded as such under the head “head of the household” in the ration card. In case a woman is deserted, separated, widowed or is heading a household, she should be eligible automatically for atleast the same category of card that she was originally a part of. Taking into account the added vulnerabilities Antodaya  card should be automatically issued to them. 

3.18. Vulnerable Categories and Antyodaya Anna Yojana:

3.18.1. Relatively better performance of Antyodaya Anna Yojana:

Most of the above mentioned categories are already eligible to be covered under Antyodaya cards, which is relatively a successful scheme in terms of reaching the eligible targeted population. This is mainly due to the strategy of identifying AAY beneficiaries based on social categories.

A recent study by Advisor to commissioner in Madhya Pradesh in 70 villages, across 7 district in Madhya pradesh, shows that identification of AAY cards was satisfactory and “an overwhelming majority of AAY families were found deserving of this benefit and they are among the poorest families”. 

3.18.2. Inadequate AAY card to cover the categories mentioned by court

 However the study also felt that the number of AAY cards issued were inadequate given the number of destitute people. Similar reports were received from other states about many eligible people left out from Antyodaya coverage.  The main reason behind this, despite increase in the AAY cards during last three years, is the simultaneous increase in the category of persons eligible under the scheme such as “landless agriculture labourers, marginal farmers, rural artisans/ craftsmen like potters, tanners, weavers etc, slum dwellers and persons earning their livelihood on daily basis in the informal sector like porters, coolies, rickshaw pullers…”. Initally the Supreme Court directed the GoI and States to cover the following categories;

(1)
Aged, infirm, disabled, destitute men and women, pregnant and locating women, destitute women ;

(2)
widows and other single women with no regular support;

(3)
old persons (aged 60 or above) with no regular support and no assured means of subsistence;

(4)
households with a disabled adult and assured means of subsistence;

(5)
households where due to old age, lack of physical or mental fitness, social customs, need to care for a disabled, or other reasons, no adult member is available to engage in gainful employment outside the house;

(6)
primitive tribes.

However the additional cards announced by GoI were inadequate to cover the above mentioned groups as they are barely adequate to include the new categories included recently. The government of Chattisgarh has communicated this problem to commissioner as “the exclusion of some families of priority groups is due to insufficient targets fixed for Chhatisgarh by GOI”. Therefore to cover all the eligible categories of beneficiaries as mentioned in the court order dated 2 may 2003 and new categories suggested in section 3.18e, the GoI should consider increasing the number of antyodaya cards. 

However, besides the inadequate allocation by GoI, the main reason for exclusion of eligible categories is due to other lapses in roles by state government and GoI.

3.19.Delay in identification of AAY by State Governments:

3.19.1. Supreme Court order:
Since the beginning of this case, the Supreme Court on many occasions have passed Orders (dated 3rd September, 2001; 17th September, 2001; 28th November, 2001 and 20 April 2004) directing states to complete the identification and distribution of AAY cards. On 17th October, 2004, the Supreme Court again directed all states to complete the identification and distribution of Antyodya cards by December 2004.

3.192. Non compliance by the state government:

However as on 24 April, 2005, only 10 states have reported completion of the distribution of AAY cards. The rest of the states are yet to complete the distribution of AAY cards. The non-performance of the defaulting states, is reflected more starkly when we see that states like Andhrapradesh and Karnataka were able to finish distribution of cards within three months after announcement by the Central Government.

Notably, the state of Delhi even after nearly 3 years of the orders of the Supreme Court, has not distributed the  initial quota of AAY card announced on September 2001 (I phase). The other states and UTs which have not competed the identification of AAY cards announced in II phase (February 2003) are Bihar, Uttaranchal, Assam, Punjab, Manipur, Chandigarh, A&N Islands, Dadra & Nagar Haveli, Daman & Diu and Lakshadweep. Among these states only Assam has to some extent distributed cards announced in II phase. Other states have not even started distributing the cards announced in II phase.

In the III phase announced in August 2004, Madhya Pradesh, Orissa, Himachal Pradesh, Rajasthan, West Bengal, Gujrat, Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry,  Meghalaya, Haryana, Jammu & Kashmir, Sikkim, Tripura and Goa have not completed their quota (See table 1). 

TABLE –3.7: STATE/ UT-WISE STATUS OF DISTRIBUTION OF AAY CARDS 

	
	
	
	
	

	S.no
	States/Uts
	Status of Coverage

	
	
	Coverage under 1st Phase
	Coverage under 2nd Phase
	Coverage under 3 rd Phase

	
	
	Announced On Sep. 2001
	Announced On Feb. 2003
	Announced On Aug. 2004

	
	Delhi
	Not completed
	Not yet started

	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Bihar
	Completed
	Not yet started



	2
	Uttaranchal
	
	

	3
	Chandigarh
	
	

	4
	Manipur 
	
	

	5
	Punjab 
	
	

	6
	Lakshadweep
	
	

	7
	Dadra & Nagar Haveli
	
	

	8
	Daman & Diu
	
	

	9
	A&N Islands
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Assam
	Completed
	Not completed
	Not yet started

	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Himachal Pradesh
	Completed
	Not yet started

	2
	Haryana
	
	

	3
	Jammu & Kashmir
	
	

	4
	Sikkim
	
	

	5
	Tripura
	
	

	6
	Goa
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Gujarat
	8 states – Completed I and II phase
	Not completed

	2
	Madhya Pradesh
	
	

	3
	Meghalaya
	
	

	4
	Orissa
	
	

	5
	Pondicherry
	
	

	6
	Rajasthan
	
	

	7
	Tamil Nadu
	
	

	8
	West Bengal
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Andhra Pradesh
	10 States – Fully Covered

	2
	Arunachal Pradesh
	

	3
	Chhatisgarh
	

	4
	Jharkhand
	

	5
	Karnataka
	

	6
	Kerala
	

	7
	Maharashtra
	

	8
	Mizoram
	

	9
	Nagaland
	

	10
	Uttar Pradesh
	

	
	
	
	
	


Source: Department of food and public distribution, GoI

3.20. No attempt to act on Supreme court order dated 17th october 2004:

What is distressing is that many of these defaulting States/UTs not even made attempt to start distributing the AAY cards after the 17. 10.2004 order (See table 3.8). On 04.10.2004, 135.7 lakh cards were distributed to beneficiaries. This merely increased by 30% to 176.7 lakhs in 24.04.2005. 

Between 17.10.2004 and 31.12.2004 (the dead line set by the court in 17. 10.2004 order) as much as 22 States/UTs
  did not even distribute a single AAY card. As on 24.04.2005, still  15 States/ UTs were inactive in distributing even a single AAY card. These severely defaulting states/UTs are Bihar, Himachal Pradesh, Uttaranchal, Assam, Haryana, Punjab, J&K, Manipur, Sikkim, Goa, A&N Islands, Chandigarh, D&N Haveli, Daman & Diu and Lakshdweep. (see appendix 3.3 for the state-wise increase in AAY cards in response to 17.10.04 court order)

It is important to note that all these states have not either completed II phase AAY or III phase AAY coverage.

	Table 3.8: AAY Cards Distribution Status of states which did not issue a single additional card by deadline set in 17.10.2004 Order

	States which have not even started identifying the AAY cards announced in II phase
	States which have not completed identifying the AAY cards announced in II phase
	 States which have not even started identifying the AAY cards announced in III phase

	1. Bihar

2. Uttaranchal

3. Punjab

4. Manipur

5. Chandigarh
6. Dadra & Nagar Haveli
7. Daman & Diu
8. Lakshadweep
9. A&N Islands
	1. Assam
	1. Haryana
2. Himachal Pradesh
3. Jammu & Kashmir
4. Sikkim

5. Goa


3.21.Denial Of Cards To Eligible Beneficiaries

The delay in the distribution has denied the AAY cards to the eligible beneficiaries for long period. Around 11 % of the 2 crore eligible poorest of poor household have been denied their entitlement of 35 KG grain per month due to this delay in distribution of cards. Table 3.9, gives a detailed picture of the state-wise percentage of eligible beneficiaries who are denied AAY cards.

	Table: 3.9- State Wise AAY Coverage as on 24.04.2005

	S.no
	State/UT
	AAY cards Annouced by GOI in I, II and III phase

(in lakhs)
	No. of AAY households  identified and Ration Cards issued by the State Govts./UTs (in lakhs)
	Percent of cards  yet to be distributed

	1
	Lakshdweep
	0.009
	0.004
	55.6%

	2
	Delhi
	1.242
	0.555
	55.3

	3
	Chandigarh
	0.07
	0.035
	50.0

	4
	Daman & Diu
	0.012
	0.006
	50.0

	5
	Punjab
	1.421
	0.717
	49.5

	6
	Uttaranchal
	1.512
	0.763
	49.5

	7
	Bihar
	19.805
	10
	49.5

	8
	A&N Islands
	0.085
	0.043
	49.4

	9
	Manipur
	0.504
	0.255
	49.4

	10
	D&N Haveli
	0.054
	0.028
	48.1

	11
	Assam
	5.575
	4.115
	26.2

	12
	Sikkim
	0.131
	0.099
	24.4

	13
	J&K
	2.235
	1.693
	24.3

	14
	Haryana
	2.396
	1.815
	24.2

	15
	Himachal Pradesh
	1.56
	1.182
	24.2

	16
	Tripura
	0.896
	0.679
	24.2

	17
	Goa
	0.145
	0.11
	24.1

	18
	West Bengal
	15.725
	12.393
	21.2

	19
	Gujarat
	6.437
	5.153
	19.9

	20
	Pondicherry
	0.255
	0.22
	13.7

	21
	Madhya Pradesh
	12.525
	11.984
	4.3

	22
	Meghalaya
	0.556
	0.539
	3.1

	23
	Rajasthan
	7.381
	7.17
	2.9

	24
	Tamil Nadu
	14.765
	14.515
	1.7

	25
	Orissa
	10.013
	9.974
	0.4


Source: Department of food and Public distribution, Ministry of Food and consumer affairs 

3.22.Inadequate allocation of foodgrains by GOI

Another reason for slow in identification of AAY beneficiaries, is due to non-allotment of foodgrains for cards already identified by state government. Though the some state governments have identified eligible people after every additional announcement of cards, the GoI has failed to provide foodgrains to these identified cards. The state governments of Rajasthan, Manipur and Punjab has informed this to commissioner through their letters. In case of Manipur, it has been only allocated foodgrain for the cards announced in year 2001, subsequent to this for 3 additional allotment of cards ranging over next four years, no food grains were allocated to the state.

3.23: Summary

The delay in identification of beneficiaries by the states and inadequate allocation of both cards and foodgrains is a cause for concern, as the scheme seems to be performing relatively well. For the identified cards and food grains allocated, the food grain lifting is satisfactory and the overall lifting of foodgrains under AAY was 90% during 2004-05, except for the states of Gujarat, J&K, Jharkhand, Manipur, Punjab and West Bengal, where the off take percentage was above 85% of the allocated food grains. 

Even the states of Bihar and Jharkhand which lifted only 36.5% and 45.7 % of BPL food grains during 2004-05, lifted a high as 90.9% and 82.0% of AAY food grains. Evidences from field show that the instances of non-lifting of food grains under AAY is primarily due to 

1. Lack of purchasing power to buy full quota of foodgrains,

2. Denial of food grains in installments despite court order dated 2 May 2003, and

3. Identification error.

3.24. Recommendations:
3.24a. Therefore with evidences pointing out that identification of beneficiaries based on social categories is quite successful there is adequate reason for reiterating the earlier recommendation to universalize the entitlement of   AAY and BPL cards to the specific social categories (see section 3.81e). 

3.24b. In order to cover all these categories with AAY cards, the GoI should file a report in the court within three months time, stating the required number of AAY cards to cover all the categories mentioned in 2 May 2003 order and the categories mention in section 3.81e, as well as the additional categories included by GoI in August 2004 guidelines. It should also mention the time frame by which it proposes to expand the coverage of all these categories.

3.24c. Further the state governments should be directed to finish the identification and distribution of cards, while the GoI should immediately allocate the required food grains for the distributed cards.

3.24d. As all the state governments, to whom commissioner sent letters, were unable to report the number of people covered in each category mentioned in the court order, including PTGs, it was not possible to monitor the compliance of coverage of the categories mentioned in court order. It seems that reporting system for AAY at present does not include these categories. Therefore the monthly reporting of the TPDS should also include reports on the total number of households under each categories mentioned by 2 May 2003 order and section 3.81e. 

3.24e. The report of Advisors and organizations from Madhya Pradesh, Bihar, Uttar pradesh showed non-compliance with the court order dated 2 May 2003, which directed that food grains should be provided in installments. As distribution of food grains was a one time affair, many AAY households were unable to lift their full quota of foodgrains. Therefore the state governments should be directed to place systems to ensure that foodgrains should be provided in more than single installment. As a step towards ensuring this,  the Ration cards should be redesigned appropriately so that it becomes easier to record lifting of foodgrains by card-holders in more than one instalment every month. 

3.25. Monitoring, Transparency and Accountability: 

Section 3.7. of this report elaborates the extent of leakages and corruption under TPDS in each state. Unless these leakages are plugged up through a proper system of  monitoring, transparency and accountability, most of the food grain entitlements released by GoI, will never reach the poor households. 

3.26. Diversion of food grains and role played by FPS:

PDS control order 2001 defines "diversion" as “unauthorized movement or delivery of essential commodities released from central godowns but not reaching the intended beneficiaries under the Public Distribution System”.

As discussed earlier, the diversion of food grains in TPDS starts at a point where the district FCI godowns or district level state godowns start disbursing the food grains to Fair Price Shops, which play a major role in such acts of leakages or diversion. In fact, corruption at FPS level is a well accepted, yet ignored, fact for years as succinctly expressed by standing committee on Food, consumer affairs and public distribution, 2005:-

 “Under this system, the Fair Price Shop (FPS) owners play a very important role, in fact they are the link between the Government and the beneficiaries. But it has been observed that instead of  providing foodgrains to the beneficiaries, they divert the foodgrains to the open market and thus sell the subsidised foodgrains at higher prices.”

However it is not claimed that FPSs alone are responsible for diversion. Diversion is feasible when there is active nexus or negligence by godown officials, transporting agencies, monitoring officials and FPS dealers. 

However FPSs is the point where all such diversions can be checked effectively by vigilant monitoring, as any denial of foodgrains to BPL/AAY cardholders would be evidently only due to diversion of BPL/AAY foodgrains. The more active the monitoring of foodgrain entitlement at FPS level, the more pressure it would put on delivery channel, involving godown officials and transport agencies to avoid engaging in diversion.

3.27. Supreme Court order on FPS and non-compliance:

The Supreme Court, recognizing the role played by FPS in leakages and importance of monitoring at this level, tried to plug the diversion through order dated 2 may, 2003; by imposing strict cancellation norms for FPS shops dealership and directing the state governments to monitor and follow cancellation norms strictly. It directed the states to cancel the FPS license, of those dealers (a) who do not keep their shops open throughout the month during the stipulated period, (b) fail to provide grain to BPL families strictly at BPL rates and no higher, (c) keep the cards of BPL households with them, (d) make false entries in the BPL cards, (e) engage in black-marketing or siphoning away of grains to the open market and (f) hand over such ration shops to such other person/organizations. 

However ample evidences were provided in the fifth report on non-compliance with, 2 may, 2003 court order. A list of complaints received by commissioner is provided in the appendix 3.4.

The extent of leakages and the increasing number of complaints on non-compliance speaks a lot about the negligence shown by the state governments in monitoring entitlements at FPS level. 

3.28. Provisions of monitoring in PDS control order:

In fact there are number of other provisions in PDS control order 2001, to check diversion through monitoring at different stages, which is equally neglected. To begin with, PDS control order 2001, either specifies or directs the states to specify certain procedure to be followed, during (a) distribution of foodgrains, (b) FPS licensing and (c) identification of BPL/AAY households
. Then it specifies or directs the states to put in place a transparency system and monitoring mechanism to ensure that the above procedures are followed and on account of lapses of duties by FPS dealers, officials implementing or monitoring the scheme also provide an accountability system in the control order.

3.29. Monitoring system:

The procedure, as given in PDS  control order, to be followed during (a) distribution of foodgrains, (b) FPS licensing and (c) identification of BPL/AAY households, requires strict monitoring. The PDS control order envisaging this and has also incorporated some important provisions for monitoring these procedures, such as:

1. A periodic system of reporting, flowing from FPS to block, district, state and GoI.

2. Vigilance committees constituted at state, district, block and FPS level as per TPDS guidelines, has to meet not less than once a quarter.

3. Regular inspections of fair price shops not less than once in six months by a designated authority. 

3.29.1. Periodic reporting

While most of the states are regular in sending periodical reports on offtake, utilisation and stocks, GoI has pointed out the states of Jharkhand, Manipur and UT of Daman & Diu
 for regular lapses in sending periodical reports. Though the periodical reports from FPS, in most of the other states, gives a rosy picture of TPDS implementation, despite the field reports, studies and complaints pointing out leakages and diversion, one would place hopes in the monitoring by vigilance committees and inspection by designated authorities to check the validity of these reports prepared by FPS. 

3.29.2. Vigilance committees:

Monitoring the functioning of 4.78 lakh fair price shops spread across India, would become impossible if one relies on the government machinery alone, therefore it is important to get people participation in monitoring the FPS. This is done through transferring the power of monitoring the FPS  to local communities at FPS, block, District and State level, where they could form into vigilance committees. The PDS control order gives some important powers to Vigilance committees, such as.

a) They are to be intimated on the (i) per month foodgrain allocated to FPS, (ii) number of cards and units, and (iii) balance food grains in hand, in form of copy of the allocation order. 

b) They should be furnished with copies of documents, such as ration card register, stock register and sale register.

These two provisions, if followed, would enable any vigilance committee to find out the extent of food grain diversion before it reaches the FPS. 

c) The vigilance committees are also responsible for displaying the information of stocks that they get from FPS on a notice board for public display, hence making the people aware of their entitlements, which has reached the FPS. 

3.29.21. Supreme court order on Vigilance committees and the status of vigilance committees in different states:

The Supreme Court, while hearing the I.A. 41 of 2004 on corruption of PDS in Delhi, by order dated 18.11.2004, directed the Delhi government to file report on these Committees appointed by it and the details of work undertaken by those Committees in last one year. While the government of Delhi has reported that it has set up vigilance committees in 69 out of 70 circles, the status of vigilance committees in other states requires urgent attention of the court.

Eighteen defaulting states/UTs were pointed out by GoI, which include Bihar, Chattigarh, Goa, Himachal pradesh, Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Manipur, Punjab, Rajasthan, Sikkim, Tamil Nadu, Uttaranchal, Uttarpradesh, A&N islands, Chandigarh, D&N Haveli, Daman and Diu and Pondichery, which have not constituted vigilance committees or have not provided relevant information by the year 2004-05 (see appendix 3.5). Given this status, where an important provision for monitoring FPS in not even barely put in place, it is not difficult to understand the reasons for the large scale diversion, leakages and denial of foodgrains to people.

3.29.21. Recommendation:

3.29.21a. The states, which have not formed vigilance committees, should immediately constitute vigilance committees at State, District and FPS level, within a period of three months. 

3.29.21b. The FPS level vigilance committee must have, in addition to the Sarpanch and the Secretary of the Panchayat or urban local body representatives, as the case may be, a team of 5 people from among and chosen directly in a special meeting of the BPL and Antodaya card holders. 

3.29.21c. The members of these committees should be trained once in 2 years and should be provided a copy of citizens carter to help them performing the monitoring role. 

3.29.21d. These committees should have, as a part of their terms of reference, the role of monitoring the compliance of Supreme Court orders. The committees should in turn monitor the compliance of Supreme Court order and send quarterly reports on the compliance under their respective geographical jurisdiction to the advisor of Supreme Court commissioners (see appendix 3.6 for the address of advisors of supreme court commissioner)
3.29.3. Inspection by designated authorities in the state:

Not only the vigilance committees meant for enabling the people to monitor the FPS are non-functional, field visits revealed that, many of the state civil supplies officials’ posts for monitoring the functioning of PDS were left vacant in Jharkhand, Bihar and Uttarpradesh. Moreover the skeletion staff was also given additional responsibilities of managing state godowns in Uttar pradesh, which being a full time work in itself, seriously affecting the monitoring role performed by them. 

Apart from vacancies of the sanctioned posts, the planning commission study shows that, in Assam, Arunachal Pradesh and Meghalaya there is no sub-district machinery to monitor the implementation of PDS. This leaves three of four district level officials to inspect all the FPS in the district besides undertaking other tasks like collecting monthly reports from FPS and sending them to GOI. Given the fact that, in these states, there is no State Civil Supplies Corporation to manage movement of food items from the FCI godowns to the FPSs and this task is performed directly by the appointed wholesale dealers, the lack of monitoring staffs will only compound the leakages and diversion of foodgrains. 

3.29.31. Reccomendation:

3.29.31a. The northeast states should consider creating a sub-district level monitoring structure for PDS. 

3.29.31b. However immediately not latter than six months, the sanctioned posts in each state civil supplies department or any other department responsible for implementing TPDS should be filled. The state government should also ensure that adequate infrastructure such as vehicles for surprise checks and raids should be provided to these monitoring officials.

3.30. Accountability system:

With clearly defined roles to be performed and procedures to be followed by FPS dealers, designated authorities at district and block levels and officials in FCI and State godowns during (a) distribution of foodgrains, (b) FPS licensing and (c) identification of BPL/AAY households, the PDS control order also specifies three levels of fixing accountability for violation of roles and procedures.

1. At first level the responsible designated authority can take action against erring FPS dealers and erring officials for violating procedures and duties, based on monitoring reports and complaints. 

2. At second level the appellate authority can accept appeals from aggrieved  persons who are not satisfied with the decision by designated authority.

3. At Parallel level, direct penal action against erring FPS dealers and officials under section 7 of essential commodities act 1957 can be started , through registering FIR with police and through courts.

3.30.1Cancellation of FPS and cards by designated authority:

As per PDS control order 2001, state should designate an authority, not below the rank of Inspector dealing with Food and Civil Supplies, to allot, renew and cancel the FPSs and ration cards. The designated authority exercises his/her powers, on finding evidences of irregularities (a) during their inspections or inspections by subordinate officials or (b) on receipt of complaint from public.

A visit to UP, Bihar and Jharkhand revealed that designated authorities in these states are Additional District Magistrate or official with equal rank. None of the monitoring officials, including District Supply Official -who is the senior most official in district civil supplies department, were given the power to cancel the FPS. This resulted in tedious process of referring a defaulting FPS to ADM for cancellation and after due enquiry when the ADM cancels the FPS dealership, most of the aggrieved FPS dealer go to court, which delays the process further. This long process, where the ADM takes long time to cancel the shops, which gets further delayed in the court, has not only denied justice to the poor households whose entitlements where siphoned off but it also affects the morale of honest civil supplies officials and the complainants. 

Therefore there is an urgent need to fix a specified time period within which the designated authority should take the decision on any complaints received by the public or when violations are reported by subordinate officers. Further there is a need to clearly specify the nature of penality to be imposed on erring FPS, which may range from reporting-errors to diversion of food grains.

3.30.3. Action by the Appellate authority for resolving grievances:

The PDS control order 2001, further specifies that all appeals under PDS shall be done before the Appellate Authority appointed by the state government, who shall not be a person below the rank of additional district magistrate. 

The order further specifies two types of appeals and specifies time frame for addressing the appeals. 

1. In case of denial of the issue or denial of renewal or cancellation of ration card by the designated authority. 

2. In case of denial of the issue or denial of renewal or cancellation of FPS by the designated authority. 

In both these cases the aggrieved person can appeal before the appellate authority, within 30 days of the receipt of the order from the designated authority. The Appellate Authority shall, as far as practicable, dispose the appeal within a period of sixty days.

However this appeal mechanism given by central PDS control has some inadequacies and requires further elaboration by the state governments, which they have rarely done as a serious exercise. The appeal mechanism as it exists today has the following problems:

3.30.31. Lack of awareness about grievance redressal and accountability system: 

A visit to Bihar, Jharkhand and Uttarpradesh and reports from state advisors shows that people are not aware of the appellate authority or any possibility of grievance redressal. Given the problem of wrong identification by states and the huge number of bogus cards, the awareness towards the grievance redressal and accountability system, is an important prerequisite for successful functioning of PDS. 

3.30.31a Recommendation: 

The GoI, as a part of central scheme should take the responsibility of disseminating the information to the people about the grievance redressal and accountability systems that the states is supposed to put in place. 

3.30.32. Single district level appellate authority: 

Given the extent of corruption and irregularity in TPDS and the inability to address it either through changes in scheme design or through monitoring by designated authority; the grievance redressal and accountability systems should be seen as a point to effectively address these problems. Therefore ideally the system should encourage appeals; by establishing people friendly appeal mechanism and scope for speedy redressal of large number of complaints. However at present a single appellate authority in a district, who should be in the rank of ADM or above, has to also perform major role in the district administration and rarely have time to give undivided attention to dispose the appeals. Therefore the PDS control order which specifies sixty days time frame for redressal of appeals related to misidentification and cancellation of FPS, could not make time period a mandatory requirement. 

3.30.32a. Recommendation:  

3.30.32b. Any appeal by the BPL/AAY card holder or person claming to be eligible for BPL/AAY card should be dealt with in a period of 60 days. 

3.30.32c. Any appeal on denial of ration after the first week in a month should be dealt in 48 hours time. 

To enable this the state can consider appointing more than one appellate authority at a rank of ADM or above at district level, depending upon the size of the districts and number of appeals. Moreover the designated authority who is responsible for issuing cards and licenses to FPS or canceling them, could be an offical with a rank of D.S.O or equalent in civil supplies department and in states. This would speed up the cancellation of erring shops where the monitoring officials need not wait for the order for canceling a shop from other higher officials, who are at present the designated authorities. The grievances resulting from the action of designated authority could be appealed before the appellate authority. 

3.30.32c.  At state level an independent body should be constituted as an appellant authority, with the following provisions. 

a. The body should be headed by a retired judge of High Court or Supreme Court and should constitute representative from civil society who have worked on the issue of PDS. 

b. The aggrieved person not satisfied by the decision of appellate authority at district level, may appeal to state level independent body, similar time frame for dealing with appeals as in case of district level appellate authorities should apply to the state level appellate authority. 

c. The state level body should also have additional powers to direct the designated authority to take a particular course of action, to impose penalty on the erring officials and designated authority and to direct the designated authority to approach the police to lodge an FIR, wherever there is a violation of any of the provisions of clauses 3,4,6 & 7 of the PDS Control Order

3.30.33. Lack of clear officials proceeding for many types of appeals:

Another problem with the appeal mechanism is that only two types of appeals related to denial of ration cards and cancellation of FPS is discussed in the control order
. Central and state PDS control orders do not clarify the appeal procedure for other kinds of violations of procedures. In fact no clarity exists on how the designated authority responsible for PDS in the District would act once he comes across any violation of procedures. This lack of clarity has discouraged both the aggrieved cardholders against appealing and authorities against taking action.

3.30.33a. Recommendation:

3.30.33a. The GoI or State governments should put in place a clearly laid out office procedures on how to resolve each type of complaint arising from different violations. The procedure should:

1. Include all different types of violations that can be expected in PDS, including violations by officials

2. Have clearly laid down procedure for registering and maintaining the complaints on these violations with provisions for translating the oral complaint into writing for complainants who are illiterate. 

3. Specify the Designated authorities, who should be responsible for receiving and taking action on complaints.

4. Specify the course of action to be taken by the designated authority with a mandatory time frame. Time frame for any type of complaint should not exceed 60 days, unless due to clearly spelt out reasons.

5. Clearly specify penalties for different types of offences leaving little room for discretion.

6. Specify the type of complaints where filing FIR against the erring FPS dealer or official is mandatory.

7. Making provisions for appealing againsts the wrong identification or denial of BPL/AAY cards by the people, round the year, without any restriction of time frame for making such appeal. 

8. Besides the states should yearly issue 12 postcards along with each BPL/AAY ration card with clearly specifying each type of complaint for registering complaints and address of the responsible designated authority. 

A model code of procedure developed on different types of complaints by an organization working on PDS in Delhi is given in appendix 3.7. This could be consulted by GoI and states for developing the above mentioned procedures.

3.30.33a.  Further such procedures and should be incorporated to enable the appellate authority at state level to exercise the following additional powers:-

1. To record adverse remarks against officers for failure to perform their duty. With clearly specifying the number of such remarks which could lead to withholding of promotion, salary cuts and for the termination of services against the erring designated authorities.

2. To pronounce directions stating the compensation to be paid in terms of subsidized food grains to the BPL/AAY households who were denied their monthly food grain entitlement.

3. To direct the state government to modify the scheme guidelines and procedures related to PDS.

4. To direct the state government to take action against an official or designated authority who does not follow the time limits and procedures laid down.

5. To direct actions against erring official in other departments such as FCI and railways.

3.30.33. Accountability to gram sabha:

Another important accountability mechanism, which needs to be developed, is the accountability of the PDS system to grassroots level through panchayats and vigilance committees. At present there is no clarity on how the findings of vigilance committees on corruption and irregularities would be acted upon. Normally they are to be referred to gram shabas, which in turn refers it to government officials with no assurance that action will be taken. 

3.30.33a. Recommendation:

a) In order to encourage the participation of vigilance committees and panchayats in monitoring PDS, the action taken report on any vigilance committee report should be submitted to vigilance committee members and panchayat and gram sabha  in not more than 60 days period. 

b) Further rightfully, the gram sabhas should have power to veto the renewal of FPS each year. Therefore the yearly renewal of FPS dealership should depend on the approval of gram shabha, if necessary after a social audit, constituting of at least 30% of the BPL/AAY card holders.

30.31. Recommendations to increase transparency:

To aid the appeals through the above described appeal mechanism the GoI and States should put in place the following system of transparency:-

30.31a. All ration cards should have rates and quantities of subsidized food grains, printed on it. Detailed information on where cardholders can file complaints, in case there are irregularities, should also be printed on the ration card. They should be further redesigned appropriately so that it becomes easier to record lifting of food grains by card-holders in more than one installment every month. 

30.31b. The PDS control order 2001, has the provisions that the any ration cardholder desirous of obtaining extracts from the records of a fair price shop owner may make a written request to such owner along with deposit of the fee specified by the State Government and the FPS dealer should provide the extracts of the records within fourteen days from the date of receipt of a request and the specified fee.  However the specified fee is quite prohibitively high in some states, which discourages the PDS beneficiaries to obtain records for a fair price shops. This specified fee should in no case be higher than 50 paise per copy and the time frame of 15 days for providing the extracts of records should be strictly followed.

30.31c. In order to enable all citizens to exercise their right to information shopkeepers must use carbon sheeted copies for maintaining the daily issue register and stock registers. In order to avoid record fudging, the original records should be deposited with the designated authority within the 5th of each month and copies should be retained at the FPS. 

30.31d. In case of rejection of BPL/AAY application, the reason for rejection should be given in writing to the applicant within one month.

30.32e. The list of names and address of BPL and AAY card holders should be displayed in public in order of eligibility, in every Fair Price shops and panchayat building. 

30.32f. The PDS control order specifies “State Governments shall ensure monitoring of the functioning of the Public Distribution System at the fair price shop level through the computer network of the NIC installed in the District NIC centers. For this purpose computerized codes shall be issued to each FPS in the district” However in many states the computerization of PDS at district level has not started even after 5 years since the control order came into existence. The states should immediately ensure computerization of PDS records and maintain a website with the following information:- 

1. List of all Fair Price Shops (FPS) and Kerosene Oil Depots (KOD) with the names of the shops and owners, complete address of the shop, the shop numbers and number of APL,BPL and AAY cards attached with each shop and villages covered by the FPS.

2. Stock Position in each Fair Price Shop at the end of each month with break up of rice, wheat, sugar and kerosene for BPL, APL and AAY cards separately.

3. A complete list of all BPL and AAY card holders with their complete name, age, sex, caste, address, card number and number. Monthly offtake by each APL, BPL and AAY card holder in the list during last six month.
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Rs.49.09 required per month per person in 1973-74 to access a basket of food having 2400 Calories
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Percentage of population with monthly per capita income less than Rs.205.84 = 37.27%
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Rs.568.80 required per month per person in 1999- 2000 to access 2400 Calories

















Door to door census enumeration and identification of BPL households

















Adjusting for inflation, the requirement is Rs.205.84 per person per month in 1993-94.








When deflated, the requirement is Rs.321.80 per person per month in 1993-94.
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Source: 37.27% poverty based on planning commission estimates; 73.90% based on Mehra, Deepak, “Calorie Based Poverty”,  Official Statistics Seminar Series, Volume 1, November, 2004, Central Statistical Organization, Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation, GoI; and 52.49% based on 1992 BPL identification by MoRS, GoI








� Number of poor based on 1993-94 poverty estimates and available population figures.


� Some states use Quinqential survey conducted by Department of Rural Development as the basis for issuing BPL/AAY cards and others use other methods  devised by the state government.


� As per official poverty estimates of 1999-2000


� Source: Monthly Food grain bulletin, April 2004, Department of Food and  Public Distribution, GoI


� Per person per day


� Assumed that Rs. 49.09 (rural) and Rs. 56.64 (urban), which was found to enable a person to consume required calories in 1973-74, if adjusted to price indices, will give an income in 1993-94 which would be adequate to purchase the required calorie during that year


� Figures calculated by Mehat, Jaya and Shanta Venkataraman, ‘Poverty Statistics- Bermicide’s Feast’ Economic and Political weekly, 2000, July 1. 


� Identified in 1992, for a period of five years from 1992-97


� By Mehra, Deepak, “Calorie Based Poverty”,  Official Statistics Seminar Series, Volume 1, November, 2004, Central Statistical Organization, Statistics and Programme Implementation, GoI. Similar estimate (56.6% -69.7% poverty percentage)  is also made by Patnaik, Utsa, in ‘The Republic of Hunger’: Social Scientist, September-October 2004.


� For instance the poverty lines based on required income for consuming the calories norm- calculated based on results of 1999-2000 NSSO survey gives says that the southern states like Tamil nadu and  Karnatka  are more poor than many visibly poor states. Calorie consumption may not reflect poverty, as deficiency  in consumption of cereal also reflects high cereal cost in Open Market as noted by LTGP (relatively long distances from surplus regions lead to relatively high open market prices 30-70 per cent higher in the South than in Uttar Pradesh) which restrain cereals consumption and total nutrient intake). Moreover with raise in income people also tend to move away from cereal consumption.


� In NSSO in 1999-2000, based on which poverty ratio is calculated, asked 50% of the respondent to report their expenditure during last 30-day period and 50% over a seven-day period. However households with seven days recall period reported 30 % higher food consumption per day than the households with 30 day recall period, which of these results should one choose is again a dilemma, which was administratively solved. 


� The TPDS guidelines begins with the following two lines: “A well targeted and properly functioning Public Distribution System in an important constituent of the strategy for poverty reduction. Food and nutritional security are crucial in our fight against other dimensions of poverty” 


� Surveys of nutritional outcomes indicate that a much higher proportion (around one-half) of the population is undernourished. For example, according to the NFNS 1998-99, 47 per cent of children were malnourished in India.


� However it not attempted here to analyze the need for Universal PDS as against TPDS. Neither does it mean that by not analyzing a case for Universal PDS one is of view that Targeted Public Distribution is adequate for ensuring food security of masses.  The petitioner has already placed the issue before court and drew the attention of Court towards “Committee on Long term Grain policy”. 


This committee was formed in November 2000, to formulate a long term food grain policy for India, keeping in view the unprecedented changes in the basic structure of the food security system in India. The committee after discussing the TPDS in depth and after consulting all State governments and all Union Ministries with interest in the issues recommendation to GoI to shift back to universal PDS. These were several important reasons given for need to universalise PDS, from the point of view of ensuring food security in long run. The supreme court in its order  dated 2 May 2003, directed the GoI “to place on record by 8th August 2003, the consideration bestowed on the Report of the Committee and the decision, if any”. However till date GoI has not responded to this order, neither a ‘Long Term Grain Policy’ for India is in place when the basic structure of food security system is being changed very fast. Recently Mid term review of 10th plan has also placed its view that price in TPDS should cease, while care fully avoiding the word ‘Universal PDS’. Another important recommendation of 10th plan mid term review, which may be relevant here, is the need for convergence of multiple schemes. 


� This annual income criterion is in more than in conformity with the official poverty line income for 1993-94. In fact the annual official poverty lines (income) for a family of four for urban area is around Rs.18500 and that of rural areas also crosses Rs.15,000. If we take the poverty line for 1999-2000 estimates then these figures will go up. 


� See appendix _for the details of state subsidy in Tamilnadu and the explanation of state government to public that why the state is facing huge unpreceedential deficit


� 1993-94 poverty estimate


� see, annexe 2 of PDS control order 2001


� 24.5 % more than the total number of households


� However the households may be more because of increase in population and resultant increase in households or many of the joint families who reported s households in census survey might have reported as divided nuclear families, as the foodgrain entitlement for a family of 4 and for a family with more than 4 members (even if it is 10) is same in all the states. The first argument can be ruled out as there has been literally no increase in number of total cards after 2001 and in absence of revision by the state governments it cannot be derived that the state have weeded out the excess cards by giving these cards to new households. The second argument may deserve some attention as the among the 16 states which identified excess cards, 4 states has average census household size at more than 6 and 10 states have above 5 household size. (shall we write it as states themselves do not claim this, in a way they except that the cards are bogus)


� including cards in Tamil Nadu


� Deepak Ahluwalia (1993), Kirit Parikh (1994) and Tata Consultancy Services (1998) reveal that leakages and diversions were substantial in the universal PDS, too. Ahluwalia arrived at a leakage estimate of about 36.9% for rice and 37.8% wheat, while the TCS estimates were 31% for rice and 36% for wheat.


� ‘Performance Evaluation of Targeted Public Distribution System (TPDS)’: March 2005, Programme Evaluation Organisation, Planning Commission, Government of India. The study covered 60 districts, 88 blocks, 16 towns, 176 village panchayats, 240 fair price shops and 3600 households spread over 18 States


� The study makes distinction between leakages and diversion to APL families. For example the state gives own subsidies to provide food grains to more number of households than prescribed by GoI. In the study many of these households were identified  above BPL line and this was taken as diversion of grain. Here we take into account only the leakages and not diversion to APL households.


� Standing committee on Food, consumer affairs and public distribution (2004-05), Fourteenth Lok Sabha,   Ministry of consumer affairs, Food and public distribution (Department of food and public distribution), GoI.





� Which would differ state to state


� After 20th August 2001


� Monthly foograin bulletin, April 2005


� The commission rate for BPL rice, which is higher than commission rate for BPL wheat. Taking this commission rate will give a liberal estimate of total margin to a FPS as the out of total lifted foodgrains rice forms only 22.3 percent. The commission rate for APL grain can be ignored as the APL offtake is less than 1% in bihar. 


� As per the directions of the state government, the PDS shop should be within the range of 15 kms from the SFC godown.


� Under section 3 of Essential Commodities Act, to  ensure regular supplies, availability and distribution of commodities under the TPDS


� Order dated 2nd May, 2003


� States/ UTs of Assam, Bihar, Goa, Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, J&K, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra. Manipur, Meghalaya, Nagaland, Orissa, Punjab, Sikkim, Tamil Nadu, Uttaranchal, A&N Islands, Chandigarh, D&N Haveli, Daman & Diu, Lakshdweep and Pondicherry


� Clause 6 and 7 and annexure 1,2,4 and 5 of PDS control order 2001


� Standing committee report


� The aggrieved persons in these two cases has to approach the designated authority and when they are not satisfied with their decisions they can go to appellate authority.
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		Bihar		2739.66		2219.184		2291.52		420		2639.184		2739.66		100.476		4930.704		809.91		10.312		382.079		1191.989		71.64		13.8654964638		1202.301		36.4958471222		0.4500069823		90.9711904762		24.383962209		43.51						lakshweep		0.0		lakshweep		0				lakshweep		0

		Chattisgarh		787.5		586.635		1045.8		200.997		787.632		787.632		-0.132		1833.432		556.72		42.368		180.399		737.119		19.17		32.0430794644		779.487		94.9005770198		4.0512526296		89.752085852		42.5151846373		93.59						Chandigarh		3.7		Chandigarh		4				Chandigarh		3.7463677875

		Delhi		171.78		155.38		996.516		16.4		171.78		171.78		0		1168.296		148.735		410.117		13.984		162.719		4.37		31.0295575896		572.836		95.7233878234		41.1550843137		85.2682926829		49.0317522272		94.73						A&N		9.6		A&N		10				A&N		9.6099674973

		Goa		20.16		11.848		118.296		4.112		15.96		15.96		4.2		134.256		-				10.07				0.28		0		10.07		0		0		244.8929961089		7.5005958765		0.00						pondichery		11.0		pondichery		11				pondichery		10.9791524265

		Gujrat		890.4		716.567		2787.564		167.081		883.648		890.4		6.752		3671.212		556.091		93.809		114.301		670.392		36.41		15.3435869267		764.201		77.6048855166		3.3652680261		68.4105314189		20.816041133		75.29						Bihar		43.5		Bihar		45				Bihar		43.5086470584

		Haryana		331.38		257.04		1014.204		71.532		328.572		328.572		2.808		1342.776		217.587		154.641		65.097		282.684		8.12		29.0110837438		437.325		84.6510270775		15.2475241667		91.0040261701		32.5687233016		86.03						Jharkhand		53.1		Jharkhand		53				Jharkhand		53.0665584609

		Himachal pradesh		215.88		134.816		348.9		44.116		178.932		215.88		36.948		527.832		118.553		152.004		41.755		160.308		2.98		44.8288590604		312.312		87.9368917636		43.5666380052		94.6482001995		59.1688264448		74.26						Manipur		54.0		Punjab		68				Manipur		54.024670109

		J&K		309.12		243.008		447.72		66.076		309.084		309.084		0.036		756.804		235.598		292.756		43.508		279.106		7.36		31.6016757246		571.862		96.9507176718		65.3881890467		65.8453901568		75.5627612962		90.30						West Bengal		66.6		Manipur		69				West Bengal		66.6474958394

		Jharkhand		1005.48		801.112		216.3		204.38		1005.492		1005.492		-0.012		1221.792		365.914		20.607		167.666		533.58		23.95		18.5657620042		554.187		45.6757606926		9.5270457698		82.0364027791		45.358538933		53.07						Punjab		68.1		West Bengal		72				Punjab		68.0531810966

		Karnataka		1314.18		987.813		2070.6		326.463		1314.276		1314.276		-0.096		3384.876		972.701		848.631		300.882		1273.583		70.1		15.1400737042		2122.214		98.4701557886		40.9847870183		92.1641962489		62.6969496076		96.90						Himachal pradesh		74.3		Gujrat		76				Himachal pradesh		74.2579210673

		Kerala		652.68		487.048		1808.94		165.56		652.608		652.608		0.072		2461.548		493.64		264.047		156.714		650.354		20.41		26.5537318308		914.401		101.3534600286		14.596780435		94.6569219618		37.1473966788		99.65						Gujrat		75.3		Orissa		77				Gujrat		75.2911051213

		Madhaypradesh		1732.5		1326.222		2535.372		406.254		1732.476		1732.476		0.024		4267.848		1225.005		22.732		375.295		1600.3		52.05		25.6211975664		1623.032		92.3680198338		0.896594267		92.3793981105		38.0292831422		92.37						Orissa		76.9		Haryana		86				Orissa		76.8682235786

		Maharashtra		2744.28		2069.837		4700.88		674.467		2744.304		2744.304		-0.024		7445.184		1773.019		67.391		598.26		2371.279		73.6		26.8487205616		2438.67		85.6598369823		1.4335826484		88.701152169		32.7549997421		86.41						Haryana		86.0		Maharashtra		86				Haryana		86.034111245

		Manipur		69.72		43.884		47.46		10.716		54.6		69.72		15.12		102.06		29.035		18.305		8.631		37.666		1.29		24.3320413437		55.971		66.1630662656		38.5693215339		80.5431131019		54.8412698413		54.02						Maharashtra		86.4		Uttar Pradesh		87				Maharashtra		86.4073003574

		Meghalaya		76.86		60.152		45.024		16.708		76.86		76.86		0		121.884		60.389		21.808		16.119		76.508		1.83		34.839708561		98.316		100.394001862		48.4363894812		96.4747426383		80.6635817663		99.54						Rajasthan		86.4		Uttaranchal		88				Rajasthan		86.4161328867

		Mizoram		28.56		21.241		93.84		7.439		28.68		28.68		-0.12		122.52		21.644		70.007		7.098		28.742		0.69		34.7125603865		98.749		101.8972741396		74.602514919		95.4160505444		80.5982696703		100.22						Uttar Pradesh		87.0		Himachal pradesh		90				Uttar Pradesh		87.0237091934

		Nagaland		52.08		39.785		122.04		12.295		52.08		52.08		0		174.12		42.787		108.915		11.922		54.709		1.24		36.7668010753		163.624		107.5455573709		89.2453294002		96.9662464416		93.9719733517		105.05						Uttaranchal		87.8		J&K		90				Uttaranchal		87.8497121986

		Orissa		1385.16		1451.624		1155.564		245.068		1696.692		1696.692		-311.532		2852.256		1071.942		132.305		232.275		1304.217		48.95		22.2032175689		1436.522		73.8443288345		11.4493874852		94.7798162143		50.3644132925		76.87						J&K		90.3		Rajasthan		92				J&K		90.3010184934

		Punjab		196.56		166.416		1473.24		30.12		196.536		196.536		0.024		1669.776		110.983		25.348		22.766		133.749		7.14		15.6102941176		159.097		66.6901019133		1.7205614835		75.5843293493		9.5280444802		68.05						Madhaypradesh		92.4		Madhaypradesh		92				Madhaypradesh		92.3706879634

		Rajasthan		1021.02		713.897		2763.756		246.643		960.54		1021.02		60.48		3724.296		651.375		301.545		230.951		882.326		23.14		31.7749207721		1183.871		91.2421539802		10.9106954449		93.637767948		31.7877794891		86.42						Chattisgarh		93.6		Chattisgarh		94				Chattisgarh		93.5867257806

		Sikkim		18.06		14.076		25.812		4.164		18.24		18.24		-0.18		44.052		14.022		18.532		4.058		18.08		0.43		35.0387596899		36.612		99.6163682864		71.7960638463		97.4543707973		83.110868973		99.12						Delhi		94.7		Delhi		95				Delhi		94.7252299453

		Tamilnadu		2042.46		1620.02		3787.98		442.356		2062.376		2062.376		-19.916		5850.356		1665.081		589.138		424.791		2089.872		14.52		119.9421487603		2679.01		102.7815088703		15.5528276284		96.0292162873		45.792256061		101.33		129.90				Assam		95.3		Assam		95				Assam		95.3055513916

		Tripura		123.9		100.929		179.232		22.971		123.9		123.9		0		303.132		104.67		60.168		21.376		126.046		2.95		35.6062146893		186.214		103.7065660018		33.5698982325		93.0564624962		61.4300040906		101.73						Karnataka		96.9		Karnataka		97				Karnataka		96.9037705931

		Uttar Pradesh		4485.18		3316.042		6494.46		1169.138		4485.18		4485.18		0		10979.64		2777.114		7.763		1126.056		3903.17		106.79		30.4582982177		3910.933		83.7478536158		0.1195326478		96.3150628925		35.6198654965		87.02						Arunachal Pradesh		97.0		Arunachal Pradesh		97				Arunachal Pradesh		97.0479082321

		Uttaranchal		209.16		177.12		333.552		32.052		209.172		209.172		-0.012		542.724		147.727		15.202		36.03		183.757		4.98		30.7491633199		198.959		83.4050361337		4.5576102077		112.4110819918		36.6593332891		87.85		95.12				Sikkim		99.1		Sikkim		99				Sikkim		99.1228070175

		West Bengal		2175.18		1620.334		4089.18		390.206		2010.54		2175.18		164.64		6099.72		1189.23		924.827		260.473		1449.703		47.29		25.5463276239		2374.53		73.3941273836		22.6164414381		66.752689605		38.9285081938		66.65		109.16				Meghalaya		99.5		Meghalaya		100				Meghalaya		99.5420244601

		A&N		11.76		7.43		36.36		1.8		9.23		9.23		2.53		45.59		0.887		2.023				0.887		0.16		4.6197916667		2.91		11.9380888291		5.5638063806		0		6.3829787234		9.61						Kerala		99.7		Kerala		100				Kerala		99.6546165539

		Chandigarh		9.66		8.748		75.543		0.888		9.636		9.636		0.024		85.179		0.17				0.191		0.361		0.07		4.2976190476		0.361		1.943301326		0		21.509009009		0.4238133812		3.75						Mizoram		100.2		Mizoram		100				Mizoram		100.2161785216

		D&N haveli		7.56		5.544		7.14		1.176		6.72		6.72		0.84		13.86								0		0.16		0		0		0		0		0		0		0.00						Andhra Pradesh		100.7		Andhra Pradesh		101				Andhra Pradesh		100.6771661111

		Daman And Diu		1.68		1.428		9.42		0.252		1.68		1.68		0		11.1								0		0.05		0		0		0		0		0		0		0.00						Tamilnadu		101.3		Tamilnadu		101				Tamilnadu		101.3332195487

		lakshweep		1.26		0.372		3.708		0.168		0.54		0.54		0.72		4.248								0		0.014		0		0		0		0		0		0		0.00						Tripura		101.7		Tripura		102				Tripura		101.7320419693

		pondichery		35.28		28.238		13.2		6.874		35.112		35.112		0.168		48.312		2.62		0.085		1.235		3.855		0.97		3.3118556701		3.94		9.2782774984		0.6439393939		17.9662496363		8.1553237291		10.98						Nagaland		105.0		Nagaland		105				Nagaland		105.0480030722

		Total		27385.26		21306.032		44367.683		6044.622		27350.654		27735.07		34.606		71718.337		17280.337		6388.863		5457.936		22738.273		813.464		23.2936685991		29127.136		81.1053742902		14.3998121335		90.2940829054		40.6132339627		81.98						Total		82.0

																										22738273						649664942.857143

																																5.4138745238

		in case of WB, Bihar, Gujarat, Manipur  and A&N the allocation figure is taken to be required foodgrain allocation as the actual allocation is much less than required due to less offtake by *states. The same is done for Himachal Pradesh and Rajasthan wher

		# in case of West bengal where the procurement under decentralised scheme  and offtake from this pool is not reported to GoI after december 2004, the low oftake may be slightly high but not significantly. Similarly the oftake status of rice in Tamilnadu i



Harsh:
decentralised procurement figure till Sept 2004 (Rice)

Harsh:
decentralised procurement figure till sep 2004 (wheat) and Dec 2004 (Rice)

Harsh:
decentralised procurement figure till sep 2004 (wheat) and Dec 2004 (Rice)



card details

				BPL Householdsceiling based on 1993-94- lakadwala (in lakhs)		Actual BPL		Actual APL		Actual APL+BPL		excess/ deficit		Percapita foodgrain		Allocation needed to cover BPL household @35 KG each houshold (in kgs)		BPL		APL		AAY		Total		No of cards per FPS		As reported on												allocation(kg)		offtake(kg)		card holders		offtake for card holder		diffence		without (-)

		Andhra Pradesh		40.63		128.12		12.34		140.46		99.83		10.2		1706460000		98.82		53.97		6.23		159.02		391		30.6.2003		Andhra Pradesh		40.63		1706460000		1706.376		Andhra Pradesh		1706376000		1717931000		4062800		4090311.9047619		-27511.9047619049

		Arunachal Pradesh		0.99		0.69		0.3		0.99		0		33.9		41580000		0.84		2.65		0.15		3.64		160		26.3.2003		Arunachal Pradesh		0.99		41580000				Arunachal Pradesh		41496000		40271000		98800		95883.3333333333		2916.6666666667		2917

		Assam		18.36		14.79		4.12		18.91		0.55		33.6		771120000		16.11		34.45		2.81		53.37		161		30.9.2003		Assam		18.36		771120000		1000000		Assam		800520000		762940000		1906000		1816523.80952381		89476.1904761905		89476

		Bihar		65.23		61.64		10		71.64		6.41		13.9		2739660000		61.64		52.2		10		123.84		296		28.2.2003		Bihar		65.23		2739660000				Bihar		2739660000		1191989000		6523000		2838069.04761905		3684930.95238095		3684931		4808531

		Chattisgarh		18.75		13.48		5.69		19.17		0.42		32.0		787500000		14.86		25.94		4.31		45.11		573		13.11.2003		Chattisgarh		18.75		787500000				Chattisgarh		787632000		737119000		1875314.28571429		1755045.23809524		120269.047619048		120269				Households in Bihar and Jharkhand		40.4175514835

		Delhi		4.09		3.81		0.56		4.37		0.28		31.0		171780000		4.02		30.77		0.32		35.11		1125		31.12.03		Delhi		4.09		171780000				Delhi		171780000		162719000		409000		387426.190476191		21573.8095238095		21574				Households in all other states/UTs combined		59.5824485165

		Goa		0.48		0.17		0.11		0.28		-0.2		0.0		20160000		0.19		3.04		0.07		3.3		625		31.1.2004		Goa		0.48		20160000				Goa		15960000		0		38000		0		38000		38000

		Gujrat		21.2		31.26		5.15		36.41		15.21		15.3		890400000		32.78		65.53		11.36		109.67		768		31.5.03		Gujrat		21.2		890400000				Gujrat		890400000		670392000		2120000		1596171.42857143		523828.571428572		523829

		Haryana		7.89		6.3		1.82		8.12		0.23		29.0		331380000		6.87		36.84		1.18		44.89		621		31.1.2004		Haryana		7.89		331380000				Haryana		328572000		282684000		782314.285714286		673057.142857143		109257.142857143		109257

		Himachal pradesh		5.14		1.8		1.18		2.98		-2.16		44.8		215880000		2.12		10.51		0.81		13.44		332		30.9.2003		Himachal pradesh		5.14		215880000				Himachal pradesh		215880000		160308000		514000		381685.714285714		132314.285714286		132314

		J&K		7.36		5.67		1.69		7.36		0		31.6		309120000		6.23		10.94		1.13		18.3		466		1.4.2003		J&K		7.36		309120000				J&K		309084000		279106000		735914.285714286		664538.095238095		71376.1904761905		71376

		Jharkhand		23.94		16.68		7.27		23.95		0.01		18.6		1005480000		20.28		5.15		3.66		29.09		202		19.9.2002		Jharkhand		23.94		1005480000				Jharkhand		1005492000		533580000		2394028.57142857		1270428.57142857		1123600		1123600

		Karnataka		31.29		60.6		9.5		70.1		38.81		15.1		1314180000		63.52		45.77		7.2		116.49		566		31.1.2004		Karnataka		31.29		1314180000				Karnataka		1314276000		1273583000		3129228.57142857		3032340.47619048		96888.0952380951		96888

		Kerala		15.54		15.69		4.72		20.41		4.87		26.6		652680000		17.12		43.56		3.06		63.74		451		30.11.03		Kerala		15.54		652680000				Kerala		652608000		650354000		1553828.57142857		1548461.9047619		5366.6666666667		5367

		Madhaypradesh		41.25		40.07		11.98		52.05		10.8		25.6		1732500000		45.73		82.27		6.31		134.31		719		22.4.2002		Madhaypradesh		41.25		1732500000				Madhaypradesh		1732476000		1600300000		4124942.85714286		3810238.0952381		314704.761904762		314705

		Maharashtra		65.34		53.76		19.84		73.6		8.26		26.8		2744280000		63.59		147.38		10.02		220.99		443		31.8.2003		Maharashtra		65.34		2744280000				Maharashtra		2744304000		2371279000		6534057.14285714		5645902.38095238		888154.761904762		888155

		Manipur		1.66		1.03		0.26		1.29		-0.37		24.3		69720000		1.03		1.89		0.25		3.17		124		31.1.2004		Manipur		1.66		69720000				Manipur		69720000		37666000		166000		89680.9523809524		76319.0476190476		76319

		Meghalaya		1.83		1.29		0.54		1.83		0		34.8		76860000		1.55		1.07		0.28		2.9		67		19.3.2003		Meghalaya		1.83		76860000				Meghalaya		76860000		76508000		183000		182161.904761905		838.0952380952		838

		Mizoram		0.68		0.48		0.21		0.69		0.01		34.7		28560000		0.58		1.61		0.1		2.29		227		31.10.2002		Mizoram		0.68		28560000				Mizoram		28680000		28742000		68285.7142857143		68433.3333333333		-147.619047619
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Figure 1
Card holding BPL/AAY Households for whom foodgrains were not lifted by States/UTs in year 2004-05
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Percentage Utilisation of resources by the States/UTs
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		Karnataka		55.14		48.18		36.33		32.82		29.88				Jammu & Kashmir		21.32		23.71		17.76		17.47		9.18				Jammu & Kashmir		40.83		38.97		24.24		23.82		25.17

		Kerala		59.19		51.48		39.03		29.10		25.76				Karnataka		52.53		50.36		42.82		48.42		40.14				Karnataka		54.47		48.78		38.24		37.53		33.16

		Madhya Pradesh		62.66		62.52		48.90		41.92		40.64				Kerala		62.74		55.62		45.68		40.33		24.55				Kerala		59.79		52.22		40.42		31.79		25.43

		Maharashtra		57.71		63.97		45.23		40.78		37.93				Madhya Pradesh		57.65		58.66		53.06		47.09		48.38				Madhya Pradesh		61.78		61.78		49.78		43.07		42.52

		Manipur		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Maharashtra		43.87		40.09		40.26		39.78		35.15				Maharashtra		53.24		55.88		43.44		40.41		36.86

		Meghalya		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Manipur		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Manipur		49.96		53.72		37.02		31.35		33.78

		Mizoram		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Meghalya		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Meghalya		50.20		55.19		38.81		33.92		37.92

		Nagaland		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Mizoram		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Mizoram		50.32		54.38		36.00		27.52		25.66

		Orissa		67.28		72.38		67.53		57.64		49.72				Nagaland		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Nagaland		50.81		56.04		39.25		34.43		37.92

		Punjab		28.21		16.37		13.20		12.60		11.95				Orissa		55.62		50.92		49.15		41.63		41.64				Orissa		66.18		70.07		65.29		55.58		48.56

		Rajasthan		44.76		35.89		33.50		33.21		26.46				Punjab		27.96		27.32		23.79		14.67		11.35				Punjab		28.15		19.27		16.18		13.20		11.77

		Sikkim		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Rajasthan		52.13		43.53		37.94		41.92		30.49				Rajasthan		46.14		37.42		34.46		35.15		27.41

		Tamil Nadu		57.43		57.68		53.99		45.80		32.48				Sikkim		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Sikkim		50.86		55.89		39.71		36.06		41.43

		Tripura		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Tamil Nadu		49.40		48.69		46.96		38.64		39.77				Tamil Nadu		54.94		54.79		51.66		43.39		35.03

		Uttar Pradesh		56.53		47.60		46.45		41.10		42.28				Tripura		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Tripura		51.00		56.88		40.03		35.23		39.01

		West Bengal		73.16		68.34		63.05		48.30		40.80				Uttar Pradesh		60.09		56.23		49.82		42.96		35.39				Uttar Pradesh		57.07		49.05		47.07		41.46		40.85

		Delhi		24.44		30.19		7.66		1.29		1.90				West Bengal		34.67		38.20		32.32		35.08		22.41				West Bengal		63.43		60.52		54.85		44.72		35.66

		Andman& Nicobar Island		57.43		57.68		53.99		45.80		32.48				Delhi		52.23		33.51		27.89		13.56		16.03				Delhi		49.61		33.23		26.22		12.41		14.69

		Chandigarh		27.96		27.32		23.79		14.67		11.35				Andman& Nicobar Island		49.40		48.69		46.96		38.64		39.77				Andman& Nicobar Island		55.56		55.42		52.13		43.89		34.47

		Dadra & Nagar Haveli		46.85		37.64		14.81		67.11		51.95				Chandigarh		27.96		27.32		23.79		14.67		11.35				Chandigarh		27.96		27.32		23.79		14.67		11.35

		Lakshadweep		59.19		51.48		39.03		29.10		25.76				Dadra & Nagar Haveli		37.69		36.31		27.00		-		39.93				Dadra & Nagar Haveli		46.55		37.20		15.67		67.11		50.84

		Pondicherry		57.43		57.68		53.99		45.80		32.48				Lakshadweep		62.74		55.62		45.68		40.33		24.55				Lakshadweep		59.68		52.79		42.36		34.95		25.04

		Daman & Diu		NA		NA		NA		NA		5.34				Pondicherry		49.40		48.69		46.96		38.64		39.77				Pondicherry		53.82		53.25		50.06		41.46		37.40

																Daman & Diu		NA		NA		NA		NA		27.03				Daman & Diu		NA		NA		NA		NA		15.80

		All India		56.44		53.07		45.65		39.09		37.27

		Source  : Planning Commission Estimates.														All India		49.01		45.24		40.79		38.20		32.36				All India		54.88		51.32		44.48		38.86		35.97

		Notea    : 1.  Poverty Ratio of Assam is used for Sikkim, Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Mizoram,														Source  : Planning Commission Estimates.														Source  : Planning Commission Estimates.

		Manipur, Nagaland, and Tripura														Notea    : 1.  Poverty Ratio of Assam is used for Sikkim, Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Mizoram,														Notea    : 1.  Poverty Ratio of Assam is used for Sikkim, Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Mizoram,

		2. Poverty Ratio of Tamilnadu is used for Pondicherry and A & N Islands.														Manipur, Nagaland, and Tripura														Manipur, Nagaland, and Tripura

		3. Poverty ratio of Kerala is used for Lakshadweep.														2. Poverty Ratio of Tamilnadu is used for Pondicherry and A & N Islands.														2. Poverty Ratio of Tamilnadu is used for Pondicherry and A & N Islands.

		4. Poverty Ratio of Goa is used for Daman & Diu.														3. Poverty ratio of Kerala is used for Lakshadweep.														3. Poverty ratio of Kerala is used for Lakshadweep.

		5. Urban Poverty Ratio of Punjab used for both rural and urban Poverty of Chandigarh.														4. Poverty Ratio of Goa is used for Daman & Diu.														4. Poverty Ratio of Goa is used for Daman & Diu.

		6. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Goa is used to estimate														5. Urban Poverty Ratio of Punjab used for both rural and urban Poverty of Chandigarh.														5. Urban Poverty Ratio of Punjab used for both rural and urban Poverty of Chandigarh.

		Poverty Ratio of Goa														6. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Goa is used to estimate														6. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Goa is used to estimate

		7. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Dadra & Nagar Haveli is used														Poverty Ratio of Goa														Poverty Ratio of Goa

		to estimate Poverty Ratio of Dadra & Nagar haveli.														7. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Dadra & Nagar Haveli is used														7. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Dadra & Nagar Haveli is used

		8. Poverty Ratio of Himachal Pradesh is used for Jammu & Kashmir for 1993-94														to estimate Poverty Ratio of Dadra & Nagar haveli.														to estimate Poverty Ratio of Dadra & Nagar haveli.

																8. Poverty Ratio of Himachal Pradesh is used for Jammu & Kashmir for 1993-94.														8. Poverty Ratio of Himachal Pradesh is used for Jammu & Kashmir for 1993-94.

																  

																Table 7.1.4 concluded

																TABLE  7.1.4 :  STATE-WISE PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION BELOW THE

																POVERTY LINE (MODIFIED EXPERT GROUP)
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										Rural						Urban

										percentage of people below official poverty line		percentage of people consuming less than required calories				percentage of people below official poverty line		percentage of people consuming less than required calories

								1983		45.65		40.9		1983		40.79		52

								1993-94		37.27		42		1993-94		32.36		48.8

								1999-2000		27.09		45.2		1999-2000		23.62		48
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				1993-94 Modified expert group				1993-94						Urban		Rural

				rural		Urban		rural		urban

		Andhra Pradesh		22.19		38.33		82.9		63

		Bihar		54.96		34.50		72.7		68.6

		Gujrat		24.21		27.89		81		55.8

		Haryana		25.05		16.38		53		50.05

		Himachal pradesh		28.44		9.18		58		15.07

		J&K		25.17		9.18		45.3		23.75

		Karnataka		33.16		40.14		74.9		57.7

		Kerala		25.43		24.55		83.4		66.9

		Madhaypradesh		42.52		48.38		80.5		51.06

		Maharashtra		36.86		35.15		88.3		66.3

		Orissa		48.56		41.64		66.4		32.2

		Punjab		11.77		11.35		51		50.4

		Rajasthan		27.41		30.49		46		36.9

		Tamilnadu		35.03		39.77		85		68.55

		Uttar Pradesh		40.85		35.39		63.1		59.4

		West Bengal		35.66		22.41		71.9		49.7





Sheet2

		States		Rural

				1973-74		1977-78		1983		1987-88		1993-94				States		Urban												States		Combined

		Andhra Pradesh		48.41		38.11		26.53		20.92		15.92						1973-74		1977-78		1983		1987-88		1993-94						1973-74		1977-78		1983		1987-88		1993-94

		Arunachal Pradesh		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Andhra Pradesh		50.61		43.55		36.30		40.11		38.33				Andhra Pradesh		48.86		39.31		28.91		25.86		22.19

		Assam		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Arunachal Pradesh		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Arunachal Pradesh		51.93		58.32		40.68		36.22		39.35

		Bihar		62.99		63.25		64.37		52.63		58.21				Assam		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Assam		51.21		57.15		40.47		36.21		40.86

		Goa		46.85		37.64		14.81		17.64		5.34				Bihar		52.96		48.76		47.33		48.73		34.50				Bihar		61.91		61.55		62.22		52.13		54.96

		Gujarat		46.35		41.76		29.80		28.67		22.18				Goa		37.69		36.31		27.00		35.48		27.03				Goa		44.26		37.23		18.90		24.52		14.92

		Haryana		34.23		27.73		20.56		16.22		28.02				Gujarat		52.57		40.02		39.14		37.26		27.89				Gujarat		48.15		41.23		32.79		31.54		24.21

		Himachal Pradesh		27.42		33.49		17.00		16.28		30.34				Haryana		40.18		36.57		24.15		17.99		16.38				Haryana		35.36		29.55		21.37		16.64		25.05

		Jammu & Kashmir		45.51		42.86		26.04		25.70		30.34				Himachal Pradesh		13.17		19.44		9.43		6.29		9.18				Himachal Pradesh		26.39		32.45		16.40		15.45		28.44

		Karnataka		55.14		48.18		36.33		32.82		29.88				Jammu & Kashmir		21.32		23.71		17.76		17.47		9.18				Jammu & Kashmir		40.83		38.97		24.24		23.82		25.17

		Kerala		59.19		51.48		39.03		29.10		25.76				Karnataka		52.53		50.36		42.82		48.42		40.14				Karnataka		54.47		48.78		38.24		37.53		33.16

		Madhya Pradesh		62.66		62.52		48.90		41.92		40.64				Kerala		62.74		55.62		45.68		40.33		24.55				Kerala		59.79		52.22		40.42		31.79		25.43

		Maharashtra		57.71		63.97		45.23		40.78		37.93				Madhya Pradesh		57.65		58.66		53.06		47.09		48.38				Madhya Pradesh		61.78		61.78		49.78		43.07		42.52

		Manipur		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Maharashtra		43.87		40.09		40.26		39.78		35.15				Maharashtra		53.24		55.88		43.44		40.41		36.86

		Meghalya		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Manipur		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Manipur		49.96		53.72		37.02		31.35		33.78

		Mizoram		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Meghalya		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Meghalya		50.20		55.19		38.81		33.92		37.92

		Nagaland		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Mizoram		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Mizoram		50.32		54.38		36.00		27.52		25.66

		Orissa		67.28		72.38		67.53		57.64		49.72				Nagaland		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Nagaland		50.81		56.04		39.25		34.43		37.92

		Punjab		28.21		16.37		13.20		12.60		11.95				Orissa		55.62		50.92		49.15		41.63		41.64				Orissa		66.18		70.07		65.29		55.58		48.56

		Rajasthan		44.76		35.89		33.50		33.21		26.46				Punjab		27.96		27.32		23.79		14.67		11.35				Punjab		28.15		19.27		16.18		13.20		11.77

		Sikkim		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Rajasthan		52.13		43.53		37.94		41.92		30.49				Rajasthan		46.14		37.42		34.46		35.15		27.41

		Tamil Nadu		57.43		57.68		53.99		45.80		32.48				Sikkim		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Sikkim		50.86		55.89		39.71		36.06		41.43

		Tripura		52.67		59.82		42.60		39.35		45.01				Tamil Nadu		49.40		48.69		46.96		38.64		39.77				Tamil Nadu		54.94		54.79		51.66		43.39		35.03

		Uttar Pradesh		56.53		47.60		46.45		41.10		42.28				Tripura		36.92		32.71		21.73		9.94		7.73				Tripura		51.00		56.88		40.03		35.23		39.01

		West Bengal		73.16		68.34		63.05		48.30		40.80				Uttar Pradesh		60.09		56.23		49.82		42.96		35.39				Uttar Pradesh		57.07		49.05		47.07		41.46		40.85

		Delhi		24.44		30.19		7.66		1.29		1.90				West Bengal		34.67		38.20		32.32		35.08		22.41				West Bengal		63.43		60.52		54.85		44.72		35.66

		Andman& Nicobar Island		57.43		57.68		53.99		45.80		32.48				Delhi		52.23		33.51		27.89		13.56		16.03				Delhi		49.61		33.23		26.22		12.41		14.69

		Chandigarh		27.96		27.32		23.79		14.67		11.35				Andman& Nicobar Island		49.40		48.69		46.96		38.64		39.77				Andman& Nicobar Island		55.56		55.42		52.13		43.89		34.47

		Dadra & Nagar Haveli		46.85		37.64		14.81		67.11		51.95				Chandigarh		27.96		27.32		23.79		14.67		11.35				Chandigarh		27.96		27.32		23.79		14.67		11.35

		Lakshadweep		59.19		51.48		39.03		29.10		25.76				Dadra & Nagar Haveli		37.69		36.31		27.00		-		39.93				Dadra & Nagar Haveli		46.55		37.20		15.67		67.11		50.84

		Pondicherry		57.43		57.68		53.99		45.80		32.48				Lakshadweep		62.74		55.62		45.68		40.33		24.55				Lakshadweep		59.68		52.79		42.36		34.95		25.04

		Daman & Diu		NA		NA		NA		NA		5.34				Pondicherry		49.40		48.69		46.96		38.64		39.77				Pondicherry		53.82		53.25		50.06		41.46		37.40

																Daman & Diu		NA		NA		NA		NA		27.03				Daman & Diu		NA		NA		NA		NA		15.80

		All India		56.44		53.07		45.65		39.09		37.27

		Source  : Planning Commission Estimates.														All India		49.01		45.24		40.79		38.20		32.36				All India		54.88		51.32		44.48		38.86		35.97

		Notea    : 1.  Poverty Ratio of Assam is used for Sikkim, Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Mizoram,														Source  : Planning Commission Estimates.														Source  : Planning Commission Estimates.

		Manipur, Nagaland, and Tripura														Notea    : 1.  Poverty Ratio of Assam is used for Sikkim, Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Mizoram,														Notea    : 1.  Poverty Ratio of Assam is used for Sikkim, Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Mizoram,

		2. Poverty Ratio of Tamilnadu is used for Pondicherry and A & N Islands.														Manipur, Nagaland, and Tripura														Manipur, Nagaland, and Tripura

		3. Poverty ratio of Kerala is used for Lakshadweep.														2. Poverty Ratio of Tamilnadu is used for Pondicherry and A & N Islands.														2. Poverty Ratio of Tamilnadu is used for Pondicherry and A & N Islands.

		4. Poverty Ratio of Goa is used for Daman & Diu.														3. Poverty ratio of Kerala is used for Lakshadweep.														3. Poverty ratio of Kerala is used for Lakshadweep.

		5. Urban Poverty Ratio of Punjab used for both rural and urban Poverty of Chandigarh.														4. Poverty Ratio of Goa is used for Daman & Diu.														4. Poverty Ratio of Goa is used for Daman & Diu.

		6. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Goa is used to estimate														5. Urban Poverty Ratio of Punjab used for both rural and urban Poverty of Chandigarh.														5. Urban Poverty Ratio of Punjab used for both rural and urban Poverty of Chandigarh.

		Poverty Ratio of Goa														6. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Goa is used to estimate														6. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Goa is used to estimate

		7. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Dadra & Nagar Haveli is used														Poverty Ratio of Goa														Poverty Ratio of Goa

		to estimate Poverty Ratio of Dadra & Nagar haveli.														7. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Dadra & Nagar Haveli is used														7. Poverty Line of Maharashtra and expenditure distribution of Dadra & Nagar Haveli is used

		8. Poverty Ratio of Himachal Pradesh is used for Jammu & Kashmir for 1993-94														to estimate Poverty Ratio of Dadra & Nagar haveli.														to estimate Poverty Ratio of Dadra & Nagar haveli.

																8. Poverty Ratio of Himachal Pradesh is used for Jammu & Kashmir for 1993-94.														8. Poverty Ratio of Himachal Pradesh is used for Jammu & Kashmir for 1993-94.

																  

																Table 7.1.4 concluded

																TABLE  7.1.4 :  STATE-WISE PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION BELOW THE

																POVERTY LINE (MODIFIED EXPERT GROUP)
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										Rural						Urban

										percentage of people below official poverty line		percentage of people consuming less than required calories				percentage of people below official poverty line		percentage of people consuming less than required calories

								1983		45.65		40.9		1983		40.79		52

								1993-94		37.27		42		1993-94		32.36		48.8

								1999-2000		27.09		45.2		1999-2000		23.62		48
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