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This report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India containing the 

results of performance audit of National Programme for Nutritional Support to. 

Primary Education (Midday Meal Scheme), Ministry of ,Human Resource 

Development has been prepared for submission to the President of fudia under 
. -···· 

Article 151 of the Constitution. 

The performance audit was conducted through test check of records of the 

Ministry of Human Resource Development and ·implementing agencies in 25 

States and' 5 Union Territories during 2006-07. 
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Report No. PA 13of2008 

Perforl!llllaimce auditt ll"eport on Nattftollllall Pirngral!llllme for NunttriitioH11ail 
§1111pporHo JPrlimmairy Eduncatimn(Mlid«l!ay Mean Sdieme). 

Hngllnlliglhllts 

'JI'llne Miidday Meal Scllneme is a Ilauufabile JProgramillme of the Governl!llllelll\tt. of 

JI!llldna desiglilledl to im]plmve ttllne sfattus of prullllllanj eid!uncattfoJID by adlldhressiil!Ilg 

tllne socneta~ Jpnrnlb>Ilems of JPlOVen1y al!Ild llnwumger. §everan Hl!lllljpll!"@Vemine!lllfS Dnave 

beellll made nl!ll ttlbi.e collllttents of MDM as tlb.e scllneme pn-ogresse<ll. Foll" 

· linsfannce9 li!lll ttllne revnsed scHne!ilme of 2@069 tllne callorie Cl[])Hntennt llnas beenn 
. , . , 

liBllcrea~ed fJrl[])mm 300 cafol!"iies to 4150 callornes al!Ildl ·ttnne Jpnrl[)foinn Cl[])Jinfoimtt :lfrom 

8=U gramms fa 12 grams. TJ!ne ]plerlrnrmaJIRce a11Idliitt lb.ais smmgilD.tt 1tl[]) exaimft!llle 

the limjp>Ilemm~nnfatim11 ([)f ttHne scheme aiinidl s~ggest ways wlhlerelby ttllne idlelliiveiry 

l[)f ttllne scllneme can ·be illllll]p>l!"l[])Ved aJind dired aintd iinnidllirectt mnttcolllllles are 

measwired aumdl evaHIDJ.a1ted. Follfowiiillg are tHne lhliigllnHiigMs of ttllne aU11dliitt 

fRlllldiirrngs; 

):>- ·· Ev~m aftter ml[])re ttHnan a ([]!ecaid!e l[])fruml!Ilbhg ttllne progrra11mnme, ttllnerre iis 

·· ai Ilaclk @f dariify l!'egardlirrng tllne l[])Jb>jednves to Jbe aclmiieveldl by ttllne 

scllneme. There was ai l[]JllllalD.fattiive shift iillll ttHne fo~uns of ttlb.e §cllneme ium 

§epttembelr 2006 frl[])m eidl1U1catfol!ll (wi'itllll lits ellllll]plJlnas!s mn ell!lrollmenntt9 

lleatll"IIllilillg ll.evells allllidl attelll\idla!lllce) tto l!llllllttrfttlionn annid! JlneaRtlh. 

):>- Minniisttiry Hnad lllll[])t mssessefil! ttllne Rl!l!llJ!llad of tlhte pirogrrallimme iillll tell'ms ~Jf 

. Rl!llCl!"ease Ji.Jill el!llrroHmellllt9 atteIDlidlannce alinid! rrettenn1tfol!ll IleveBs l[]):!f cllnnlldl!rellll. 

'JI'llne d!afa collBectteldl fl!"l[])llllll scllill[])ofis seilecteidl foll' allllidllitt dliidl lllll[])t d!scfose 

ainny dle:finllJlitte paittell'!lll lillll ellllrrl[])TI!ilmellllt9 attenidl3umce al!llidl retelllltli~!Dl Ilevells 

l[])f cllniinidlrellll ovell" ttllne years~ 

):>- Tllne Mli!Illnstiry lhtas lbee1Ill unllll2blle tto estalb>IlnsHn ai systtelllID of reilnabile idlatta 

. capttunire al!lli!ll reJ!llomHng by ~Ihle sttaittes. , Malllly states resrnrte«ll tc over­

reporrtiil!llg l[])f the eH!lroilmmeimt wllnille Jjllll'l[])jectlil!llg tllnie re4J1U11ill"emennt l[])f 

:lfMnnid!s. Tlhlere wais nm systellllll of crl[])ss cilneclkillllg . tllne i!llatta\ of 

e!ll!rollllllllelllltt f1lllrnnisllnel!ll lh>y·ttHnesttatte Govell"llJlmeHntts. 

);. Oiriie of ~the olbijecttiives off ttllne scllnem~ was to J!DOSiitnvelly Illllllljjllatd ttllne . 

llllUlltwittfollli2Il aiind J!neaiilttl!n Hevells @1f Jlllll"IlllllMllJry scllnooll cMil«ll~ellll; wllnlicllrwas 

t~e llllllatilill objective of the reviise«ll scheme lillll §ep~ember i([])@((i). 'JI'Jlne 

Miillllnstcy was yett ttl[]) coHHect ~fafa ollll tllne IIllUl!ttll'ittlimnail sfattlllls of 

cllnfiRdlrre!lll Cl[])Veredl unimd!e1r tune rnmlid«llay meal sclhteme. Noll' werre 

Riinlkages wntlbi ttl!ne MHrmiisttiry l[])f Heallttl!R alllld FammiRy Wellfall'e for ttlhte 
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llne:ai-tlbl dlneclks prescrfibeidl Ulllllld!er tl!ne scllnernme. folllloweidl UllJP lbiy tlbte 

MR~JiStry. Illll ·IllIRi[)sf states tllne cllnnllidlwem; were iml[J)fadilillniJIDnsfoifeidl micrl[J) 

mllt~nen~ snnJP>JPlil~~e1IDts mnul! idle-wl[J)irrnminng rnmedicnnnes. · ·· 

ii . . 
~ 1I'lb.e: aunidlfit l[J)jf tllne fimpllemenntatfil[J)llll l[J)f tlhle scllneme cmnlllltrywfiidle 

. . dlfis~Il:aiyeidl wealk. inntemall cmn1trl[J)IlS mnidl IllIIll[J)llllll1tOJrillllg. The ][llll"OVftsfionns 

for ~irl[J)gramme evall'l!la1tfrl[J)llll _allllid! regunllar rnml[J)mllitl[J)rnrnig alllldl finns][lledfionns 

ftnn t~e scllneme idlesignn, were llllo1t effednvelly fQilill[J)weidl Hllor tllfo resunllts 

ann~Ryseidl for·.revfiew l[J)f eirrors· amll ftnn1trricll.111l<C1tliollll l[J)f clhi.annges mn. tlhle · 

· basft~ ~f Ilessl[J)nns 'nearimt. Tllne steerfillllg aJilll[Jl rnIBl[J)llllntoJrfinng cornmrnmftttees 

set ~Jlll lbiy tllne :Miiinistry 1tl[J) rnml[J)!lllJi.tor. tllie · scllneme at· llllatfiomnll ·. aumidl state 
I . 

Ilevell irllftidl Hlll[J)t meet reg111lfall°Ily; . Wllniiile at tl!ne <nnatimnall Ilevell, tlhi.e 
!I , •· ·• 

·• ,,,. cl[J)!inn"mnt1tee met mnlly twlice sinnce ·fits finnceptfimn ·· nllll 2~05 ag~Iinnst tllle 

s~lhl~td!llillleidl fnve meetfinngs, tllne states fareidl evel!ll worse. · . 
:1 . - - ) .. 

-.· r.. . . ~-- . ~ 
)- .Inn rnpil[J)sf l[J)f tllne sdnl[J)ols sample clhteclkeidl Iillll allilid!Iit; iregunllar nnnsJP>edlimns 

. wer¢ lllll[J)t call"li"neidl mll1t fo ennsllllire tllne l[J)'fe!l"aRR qunalliify l[J)f mmfidlidlay. meaill 

serle<ll al!llidl nnor well"e lbiasiic recl[J)ridls sunch.is frssune. alllldJ· recenJPllt Gf · 

foodgr:aifilllls," rnmeall iqpmalliify ~lllld evndleJmce l[J)f crirnmmunnify p:airtficnp:ai1tnl[J)llll 
I~ - . - . . r 

(1tllniounglln vfilfage ed!Ullcatfomi cmnnmfit1tees atllllidl JlMP.rel!ll1t .teacllner . 
~- 11 - • 

. · ass~cfiatfimns} mannnfanlllled!. 

c!i . • • . . ·.- ' .· - . 

);;>- Amjlfit GJf 1tllne Ii.trnnpllemellllfatfion of 1tlbl.e sclbl.eme Jillll 1tllne sfates dfiscfoseidl 

Ileaibges; «llefndel!ll1t innfrast!l"l!lldun1re, irl!ellayed Jrelle:aise · Gf fumidls aimid 
ii 

);;>- · irllne; Mlhnfis1trry fafilleidl 1tl[J) ptil!t Run JP>Ilaice aljll. dfectfiye sys1te}nm 1tl[J)_ ellllsmure ·· 

tllnat teacllners are lllll!Jl1t assfignne«ll · tllne . ll"eSpl[J)unsnbfiiliities 1tlhla1t wmnil1dL 

nnnt~\rfeire wfttlln teadniillllg actfivities. Malllly hnstallllces . l[J)f tllne teacllneirs 

spe~dlfog collllsnderablle teadnnllllg tfime nllll. sui!penrisnRllg ttllne Cl[J)l[J)lkfillllg 

aml:!. senrfillllg. l[J):!f-mealls were .nwticeidl9 · resudtnlllig Jil!ll. n~ss of .teacllnftnng· 
ii. -

lhlmus~ 
,- 11 -

1: 

I :': • . 

§1limm:airy ~f recl[J)!nmmend!atfiGIIllS 
i . ii . . . . . .· . - . . .. . . . .· . 
I 0

:
0 Tllni¢ Mhnfistiry s!lilounUidl set reaRistnc aimd specifnc. Glbi]ectlives aim.di gGalls 

foirtllne sdlnelllllie •. u·slhtG1ll!Il1(l 11uesciribe Gun1tcmne Jinnidlficafoirs·fo measumre 
- -- l~ -::: - - ' . - . . - . -- . . -. -. '· ~ . . - -

aml!: re][lll[J)Jl"1t oim fimp1mvemen1ts nllll edunc:ai1tfon9 ltne:aintlln al!llid! l!ll1!ll1triitfiGllll. JI1t 

SJlnl[J)~H«J! llllSefallllailys(e tJlne idiata recefi~eidl JfroJDin tlhte · Slt~tes fo~ ~uncJ!n ta\ID\ 
· 11 · . •. . · · .. . ·· · . . •· • · 

evaiilmtatllol!ll. • .. . .· . . . . . 
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•:• Tllile Mllimnstry slhloinlldl vigoro111lslly coo)["l[l\fillllate wiltlln tl!ne stait~ 

govelrllllmellllts fo ellllsure tlbiait tlhle idlafa mn ernurolmennt, attellll.idlallllce al!llidl 

retel!lltfollll ftllows.from tl!ne sclbtoon llevel to sfate levell iillll a traillllspareimt 

maJIRneir with recoiridls of compnllaitbiollll mainimfafiillled! at eaiclb. Revel n.e. 

scl!nool! Ilevell, dfistrfict neveil ~midi sfate levet JPerfiodncaR cllneclks sllnolllllldl 

be arraumgeidl to crosscllneck tlhle data fol!" accl!llracy. It slhlollllRd pirovfiidle 

for alllla!ysis l(])f feed! !back Ireceiveidl annd fake Iremed!iall a~tnollll, wlnenn 

ireq unfired!~ 

•:• Tlllle aumalysfis of 0U11tcome finndlicaitoll"§ amll ll"eportllllng slliounllidl be, 

brollllgl!nt illllto allll ollllllfilllle pell"iiod!ic ;t\'IIS as Jf~r as possfibie, so tllnaf tllie 

evahnaitfimn flows easnlly from tllne idlata avaliRalbile fillll- Jreall tfime. 

·:· The Mnllllfistry Jllleeds to esfabllnslln · a system to ascertanllll tllne 

fimprnvemel!llt fillll llll'illtll"itfiomd llevels off the cllnii.Ildlrellll. Tllne Mfinnnstry 

sJl:B.iml!lfid COOll"dlllllilalte wfttJln tllne sfate. govemmelllltS . a!Imdl elIJISllllJl"e 

mailllltellll~l!llce of llneailltlln camlls fiHll mRil tllne sclmoolls to molllllitoJr tBne llneantl!n 

status of tllne clhilldlrellll. 

•!• The MiJmiistry/States sllnmnhll ennsllllre tlhat aidleiqplllate iJIRJfirast11"111lct11l!l!"e 

viz. pirovisfronns of lklltcllnenn sllnedls, _ kitcllnenn devfices annd! faclillfity of 

idlrnl!lllkilllllg waitel!" are avafiRablle Rllll mRil scllnoolls. Jit sllnmddl punt inn pUace 2 
system to eimsullll"e tHnmt tlhle tead1illllg tfime of tllne teacllnel!"s fts llitot Host fillll 

CO!Illl!D.edfiollli wfitlln t]:ne mfidday meall atlllld! tJhtel!"e RS llllO atdverse fimp~d of 

tllne scllneme l[])lIJl tlb.e Jlllirfimary l[J)Jbjectfrve l[])f eidluncmtiollll. 

<>:• Tllne Mnllllfistry/Sfate gl[])vernnmellllts need fo stl!"el!llgthellll tllne illllfol!"llllall 

Cl(]IIIIltJl"l[])Ils as welll as tllne fillllspectfimn mmll mm].]i.tl[])ll"iillllg mecllnmllllfism at mllfi 

neveBs. Accounll!lfalbillfity for mminntemu:nce l[])f Jl"eCl[])!l"dS mt Val!"IloUllS Ilevells 

sllnol!l!Ildl be Jllll!"escribedl·aumd mmnntl(]IIre«ll. 
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1. Jhmtll"oduct.fion 

The National Programme of Nutritional- Support to Primary -Education 
(commonly known as the Mid-Day Meal Scheme) was launched as a 
Centrally-Sponsored Scheme in August 1995. The scheme was intended to 

(i) boost the universalisation of primary education by increasing 
(a) enrolment; 
· (b) retention; and 
(c) attendance; and 

(ii) simultaneously impacting on the nutritional status of students, in 
primary classes country wide, in a phased manner by 199.7-98. 

The scheme initiaHy focused on children at the primary stage (class I to V) in 
government, local body and government-aided scho.ols. It was extended in 
October 2002 to cover chHdren sriidying in . the centres . under Education 

. Guarantee Scheme (EGS) and Alternative & Innovative Education (AIB). 
Central support was provided by way of free supply of foodgrains through the 
Food Corporation of fudia. (FCI) · at the rate of 100 grams per. student day, 
where cooked meals were served and at the rate of 3 kg per student per month, 
where foodgrains were distributed and subsidy for transport of foodgrains . 
from nearest FCI depot to the primary school subject to a maximum of Rs. 50 
per quintal. 

In December 2004, the Union Ministry cif Human Resource Development, 
Department of Elementary Education and Literacy revised the guidelines for 
the Schei:ne. These guidelines emphasised providing of cooked meals with 
minimum 300 calories and 8-12 grams of protein content while simultaneously 
providing for essential micronutrients and de-worming medicines. 

The guidelines provided for special focus on the enrolment, attendance and 
retention of children belonging to disadvantaged sections. Nutritional support 
to students· was also provided during summer vacations. in drought=affected 
areas. 1 The Ministry also provided financial assistance to the state 
governments for management, monitoring and evaluation (MME). 

1 
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The Mini~try revised the scheme again in. September 2006 ~ith the following 
objective~·: . ' . 

(i) hilproving the nutritional status of children in classes I-V in 
gqvemment, local body and government aided schools, and EGS and 
AfE centres; 

(ii) Encouraging poor children belonging to disadvantaged sections to 
attend school more regularly and help them concentrate on classroom 
activities; and 

. I (iii)Providing nutritional support to children of primary stage in drought­
affected areas during summer vacation. · 

I 

The nutritional value of the cooked mid day meal was increased from 300 to 
.450 calories and the protein content therein from 8-12 grams to 12 grams. The· 
scheme. of 2006 also provided for adequate quantities of micronutrients like 
fron, folic acid, vitamin-A etc. 
I . 
I •• 

2. O!'rganisa1timnal set llllJP 

The.Mid-day meal scheme is approved;· funded and monitored by the Ministry 
M Human Resource Development (Department of Elementary Education and 
Literacy); The Joint Secretary (Elementary Education-I) is in-charge of the 
~cheme under the overall supervision of the Secretary, Department . of 
Elementary Education and Literacy. One Depufy Secretary and one Deputy 
Jfducation Adviser assist the Joint Secretary (Elementary Education-I) in 
~ischarging his duties under the scheme. 
l . 

The implementation of the scheme rests with the state/union territory 
governm~nts. Each state has its own implementing, monitoring and control 
~tructure.i · · · ' 

3. . Bml!ge1t atllllidl expellllidln1t1ll!!l"e 

The details of budget aHocations and expenditure a:s per .the·.Appropriation 
~ccounts of the Ministry ofHumart Resource Development are shown below: 

2 
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(Rupees in crore) 
_ 'foltall girannt as n>eir 1Exn>emllftt11me as peir 

Year An>Jlnopirliationn Appiropiriiation 
· accornmts lllCCOlllllllltS 

2002-03 1099.03 1099.09 

2003-04 1375.00 1375.00 

_2004-05 1588.55 1588.551 -

2005-66 3186.34 3184.00 

2006-07 ·5234.27 5230.74 

The -expenditure excludes value of subsidy of Rs. 6898.29 crore2 allowed on 
supply of foodgrains for the scheme during the years 2002-03 to 2006-07 .. 

. . 

41. limlJpind system for the scll:neme: 

Central assistance was provided to the states by way of: 

(i) free supply of foodgrains _from the nearest godown ofFCI at the rate 
of100 grams of wheat/rice per student per school day (cost of which 
was reimbursed to FCI by Government oflndia); . 

(ii) · reimbursement of actual cost of transportation in the form of subsidy 
for transportation of foodgrains from the nearest FCI Depot to the 
primary schools, subject to a maximum of Rs. 50 per quintal with 
additional cost to the States which were hilly,. economicaUy 
backward and/or lacked rail facilities3

; · ,, 

Rates were revised from· October 2004 raising the subsidy to Rs._ l 00 
per quintal for special category states and Rs. 75 per quintal for other 
states/union territories; · 

(iii) Cost of cooking (including ingredients .such as pulses, vegetables~- ·­
cooking oil; ,condiments, cost· of fuel ·and wages payable to the 
cooking agency) was being met by the states until September 2004. 
However, from 2004-05~ the Government of Illdia allowed the state 
governments to earmark a maximum of 15 per cent of the additional 
Central assistance (ACA) under the Pradhan Mantri Gramodaya 
Y ojana (PMGY) for meeting cooking costs. Assistance for cooking 
costs at the rate of Rs. 1.00 per chHd per school day was provided 
from September 2004 in addition to the above ACA of 15 per cent. 
Rates of assistance foi:: cooking costs were revised to Rs. 1.80 per 
child per school day for special category states in the Northern 
Eastern Region provided these states contributed a minimum '20 

There was difference· of RS. 1232 crore in the expenditure as per records of the Ministry 
(MDM Division) and as per Appropriation Accounts. Ministry stated (September 2007) 
that the amount WaS released as additional central assistance by Ministry of Finance to 
states directly: 

2 _ Calc~lations based on the difference between economic rate and the BPL ·rate ,of 
foodgrains. _ 
Arunachal Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Jammu and _Kashmir, Maniplir, Meghalaya, 
Nagaland, Mizotam, Sikkim, Tripura, Assam and Uttarakhand. 

3 
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paise (Rs. 1.50 per child per school day for other states/un.iOn 
territories provided these contributed minimum of 50 paise) from 
i6 June 2006; · · 

(iv) Physical infrastructure such as kitchen-cum-store, adequate water 
supply for, drinking and cooking, cooking devices, containers for 
storage of foodgrains and other ingredients and utensils for cooking 
and serving were to be provided by States/local bodies· by· utilising 
their funds along with those available under various centrally­
sponsored schemes. Assistance· to. construct a kitchen cum store .up 
to a maximum of Rs. 60,000 per unit per school and replacement of 
~itch en devices at the overall· average cost of Rs. 5000 per school 
'was also provided w.e.f. 16 June 2006 ·under the National 
.Programme of Nutritional Support to Primary Education; and 

(v) Assistance for Management, Monitoring & Evaluation (MME) at a 
rate not less than 0 .90 per cent. of the total assistance on items. such 
as foodgTains, transport cost and cooking cost was provided only 
:(rom 2004~05. This was increased to a)ninimum of at least 1.8 per 
cent of such assistance from 2005-06. However, 0.2per centof such 
assistance was retained/utilised by the Centrai Government out of the 

. total 2 per cent provided in the scheme. · 

A tabular break-up of the contribution of the Union and State Governments to 
tne finandrig of the mid day meal scheme has been detailed in Amumex-IA. A 

. ~ow chart .capturing . the d~tai~s o~ various activities · in~olved in the 
np.plementat1on of the scheme is given m Annex-IB. · 

5; Imp~emenfatii.mn: Respollllsibmties off the state governments 

~s per tlie original scheme of 1995, the implementing agencies of the 
ptogramm.e were local bodies/authorities such as Panchayais and 
Nagarpalikas. The Union Government assisted these 'bodies in implementing 
the programme by providing foodgrains from the nearest FCI godowns free of 
cost at the: rate of 100 grams per student per day. The district was.the unit of 
allocation.'1 Based on the allocation made for each distriCt by the Government 
of India, 'the District Collector further allocated the entitlement of each 
school/local authority and specified who will lift the foodgrains quarterly. The 
district Collector was responsible for collection of foodgrains from the FCI 
godown ~nd · · transportation of foodgtains and distribution · thereof to · 
schools/lo9al. bodies . either directly or thrm~gh authorised agencies. Local 
b6dies had the flexibility of organising the provision of cooked/pre-cooked 
f~od by schools (in association with the Parent Teach~r Associations (PTAs), 
Npn-Government Organisations (NGOs) and other organisations) and to 

· d~cide the/type of food to be provided. 
, ~I 

A~ per the' scheme of 2004, the overall responsibility for implementation of 
th~ progr~mme vested with the State/UT Administration. This included 
providing :i:iecessary infrastructure such as a kitchen cum store, adequate water 
for drinking and cooking/washing, cooking devices, containers for storage and 
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utensils for cooking and serving, making all logistical/administrative 
arrangements necessary for regular serving of a wholesome, cooked mid day 
meal of satisfactory quality and nutritive value of 300 calories and 8-12 grams 
of protein content (raised to 450 calories and 12 grams of protein content in 
the revised scheme 2006) to eligible schools/EGS/ AIB centres and providing 
financial . and other inputs over and above those to be provided by way of 
central assistance. 

I'he scheme of 2004 ~mid! 2006 envnsaged. the fol!fownng maiim activfill:ies: 

(i) 

(ii) 

Every State Government/UT administration would prescribe and 
notify its own norms. of expenditure for the midday meal scheme 
which were to be · met from the other centrally sponsored 
programmes according to which it would allocate funds to the local 
implementing agency; · 

Every state government/UT administration would designate a nodal 
department for the programme (that need not necessarily be the 

· School Education Department) for effective implementation of the 
programme all over the State; 

(iii) The State Governments were also responsible for ensuring 
nutritional content and health check ups etc; 

(iv) At the local level, the state governments were expected to assign 
responsibility for implementation and supervision of the programme 
to an appropriate body e.g. gram panchayat, municipality, village · 
education committee, parent teacher association and school 
management-cum-development committee. -Responsibility for 
cooking would as far as possible be assigned to local women's Self­
Help Groups (SHGs), Youth Clubs affiliated to Nehru Yuvak 
Kendras (NYKs), Village Education Committees (VECs), School 
Management cum Development Committees (SMDCs), Parent 
Teacher associations/ Mother Teacher Associations (PTAs/MTAs), 
or good Non-Government Organisations (NGOs) where available.; 

(v) For urban areas, the scheme provid~d that cooking might, wherever 
appropriate, . be undertaken in a centralised kitchen and cooked hot 
meals might then be transported under hygienic conditions through a 
reliable transport system to various schools; 

(vi) The nodal department designated by . the respective states should 
furnish to the Union Ministry of Human Resource Development by 
15th January every year district-wise requests for allocation . of 
foodgrains based on enrolment data of eligible primary schools as on 
the preceding 30th September and anticipated enrolment in the next 
financial year. Based on this, the Ministry would convey district­
wise allocations of foodgrains. for the next financial year to all 
States/union territories and to FCI. The district nodal agency would 
sub-allocate the district's allocation for the year to each 
school/agency identified for cooking/supply of mid-day meal as per 
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its entitlement on a month-wise basis and would also inform 
concerned officers of FCI. Month-wise break-up of the quantity 
would be made taking into account the actual number of school days 
in the month. Allocated foodgrains would be lifted by the State 
Nodal Transport Agency (appointed by state government) from the 
nearest FCI _godown and would be delivered to every school etc; 

(vii) The Block/Sub-Divisional Level Officer of the nodal department 
would monitor institute wise, the actual utilisation of foodgrains 
delivered to it and would suitably regulate further delivery taking 
into account-unconsumed balances, if any; and 

(viii) District authorities would ensure that foodgrains of at least Fair 
Average Quality (FAQ) were issued by FCI through joint inspection 
by a team consisting of FCI and administration nominee(s). 

6. Audit objectives 

Performance audit of the scheme was carried out to verify that: 

~ the scheme achieved its objective of supporting the universalisation of 
primary education by improving 

(a) enrolment; 
(b) attendance;and 
( c) retention; 

for the chi ldren in general in the primary schools/EGS/AIE4 centres and in 
particular to those belonging to disadvantaged sections; 

~ the scheme achieved its objective of improving the nutritional status of 
the children in the primary classes; 

~ the scheme contributed to enhancement in the learning levels of the 
children in primary classes in the schools where the nutritional support 
was provided; 

~ the state governments implemented the programme through well 
designed implementation procedures, definition of the norms for 
expenditure met from other centrally sponsored schemes, contribution 
of their share of expenditure and institution of efficient reporting, 
inspection and monitoring system; 

~ the internal controls in the Ministry of Human Resource Development 
and state nodal departments were efficient and ensured adequate and 
timely inputs, serving of cooked meals of the prescribed calorific value 
and a system of timely and reliable programme information. The 
controls provided assurance against frauds, misuse, waste and quality 
of delivery to ensure economic and efficient use of the inputs for 
achieving the intended objectives; and 

Education Guarantee Scheme (EGS) and Alternative and Innova.ive Education (AlE) 
Scheme 
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-}:>_ the implementation of the programme did not have any unintended 
adverse impact on primary education. 

7. _ IImdlficafors/ciriteirlia for assessmel!l\t used to benchmark the 
implementation of the scheme included: 

(i) - The robustness of systems to collect data on enrolment, 
-attendance, retention and nutritional status of the children; 

(ii) Enrolment and retention from year to year; 

(iii) Improvement in attendance rates in schools; 

(iv) System of measurement for assessment of nutritional status of -
·children andimprovemen~ in the nutritional status; 

(v) Programme and impact parameters prescribed in the scheme 
guidelines5

; _ 

(vi) Evaluation. reports of the scheme; an.d 

(vii) -Internal control structure and its effectiveness. 

8. Scope of audit 

The audit was_ carried out from Jun.e 2007 to October 2007 by examining the 
documents in the Ministry relating to the Scheme over the_ period 2002-03 _to 
2006'."07. Simultaneously audit of the implementation of the scheme over-the 
same period was carried out in the state government departments, the selected 
districts and sample primary schools covered under the scheme. -

9. AMdlit samplil!l\g al!Ild methoi!llofogy 

Scrutiny of the records at the state/distiict and school levels was carried out by 
employing circular systematic sampling and simple -random sampling without 
replacement. A total of 195 districts and 3816 schools across 30 states/union 
territories were test checked in aµdit. The State wise· break up of districts and 
schools selected for audit is given at Anrn.e:x-Ill The Ministry's records were 
examined' by employing· statistical random sampling methods for examining 
state wise/district wise records maintained for various components of the 
Central assistance. 

Data sets were taken from schools as the base unit and audit test programmes 
consistent with audit objectives were formulated and tested against evidence 
and documents made available to reach consistent conclusions based on -
analysis of results . 

Details given in Arrmex-H 
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10. Acknowledgement 

We place on record our sincere apprec1at1on for the cooperation of the 
Ministry of Human Resource Development and State nodal departments in 
facilitating our audit. 

An entry conference was held with Secretary, Ministry of Human Resource 
Development before taking up the audit. An exit conference was also held 
with the Secretary, Ministry of Human Resource Development on 7 March 
2008 to discuss the findings/conclusions in the report. 

Audit findings 

It is recognised that the midday meal scheme in itself is laudable. Several 
improvements have been made in the contents of MDM as the scheme 
implementation progressed. For instance in the revised scheme of 2006, the 
calorie content has been increased from 300 calories to 450 calories and the 
protein content from 8-12 grams to 12 grams. The performance audit has 
sought to examine the implementation of the scheme and suggest ways 
whereby the delivery of the scheme can be improved and direct and indirect 
outcomes are measured and evaluated. 

11. Objective : Supporting the universalisation of primary education 
by improving enrolment, attendance and retention 

The Ministry allocates foodgrains district-wise to the state governments based 
on the enrolment data of eligible primary schools and EGS/AIE centres as on 
30 September of the preceding year and anticipated increase in enrolment in 
the ensuing financial year; further limited to an average attendance rate of 85 
per cent of the enrolment. The enrolment data furnished by the state 
governments thus forms the basis for allocation of foodgrains and any 
improvement therein would be an indirect indicator of the impact of the 
scheme. 

Though the scheme had been operational for more than 12 years and involved 
annual outlays reaching Rs. 5234.27 crore in 2006-07, the Ministry had not 
established any system to assess the outcome of the scheme in terms of well­
defined parameters. The data of enrolment furnished by the states was used by 
the Ministry primarily for allocation of foodgrains and providing programme 
funds and not for assessing and impact analysis. The MDM, which is run by 
the Ministry of Human Resource Development, was to provide the impetus for 
attracting and retaining children in the schools, is being implemented with the 
primary purpose for providing one daily meal without link to the education, 
nutrition and health objectives. This instrumentality has not been followed up 
with a comprehensive detailed impact analysis on support to the educational, 
nutritional and health objectives as discussed in the succeeding paragraphs. 

The Ministry stated in February 2008 that Government of India was providing 
foodgrains (dry ration) to eligible children till August 2004 and cooked 
midday meal was introduced only in September 2004. Thus, at the start of 
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performance audit in June 2007, cooked midday meal programme had been"in· 
operation for onlytwo and haffyears, which was too short a period for impact 
measrtrement and. analysis.· The Ministry also stated that the Programme 
Evaluation Organisation (PEO) of th~ Planning · Commission . had 
coIIllll,issioned ··a compn~hensive evaluation of the Scheme including. its 
nutriti_onal impact and their report was awaited .. 

The reply of the Ministry is not consistent w.ith the programme objectives set 
by them as increasfo.g enrolment, retention and attendance and impacting on 
nutrition, which were set right from the start 1ofthe programme in 1995; were 
not qependent on cooked meal or uncooked ration. Thus, the crucial aspect of 
the system of measurement of the o"utcomes of the- scheme objectives had 
remained elusive fqr a. long period. · 

The Ministry further stated that .it had initiated dialogue with four national 
level · Premier institutions in the field of liealth and . nutrition. to conduct 
comprehensive. nationwide evafoation. and : that. during consultation, experts 
from the these iilstitutions had opined that the nutrfriomi.l impact on account of· 
midday meal could not be over emphasised as there was no prior base Hne 

. snidy and it would" be difficult to measure improvement in nutritional due to 
middaym~~lscheme {!.nd also ·that midday meal wasjustone of the four meals· 
a day and therefore could have only have-a limited impact. The Ministry also 
stated that· at. present Ministry of Health and.Family Welfare did not capture 
the nutritional status of children of age· group• 6-14 years and that the Ministry 
had requested Ministry of Health and Family Welfare in July 2007 to include 
this crucial age groll.p. in next survey. 

·Ministry's reply qught to be considered with the scheme .guidelines 2004, 
which required conducting a baseline study for the year 2004-05 by the end of 
academic session 20"04-05, which was not implemented. Besides, if a bas~­
liile data on nutrition was not captured prior to introduction of the programme, 
there is always· a time to begin, which then can form a baseline for subsequent 
evaluation of the impact. Even. if the mid-day meal. is only one of the four 
nieals, determination of_nutrition parameters and its systematic measurement 
could provide an assurance of the. sustained impact.. 

lL1 llmpad on em11rnilmellllt 

The MDM scheme was launched withthe aim of attracting children to .schools 
and, thus, bringing about improvement in enrolment. However, the objective 
related to enrolment was consequently not mentioned in thescheme objectives 
of 2006. · No basis for omitting the objective was either available in the· 
Expenditure Finance. Committee's (EFC) memorandum or the Cabinet Note. 
The Mihistry neither. analysed/used the available. state level data to assess the 
impacLon enroli:nentnor fixed- any measurable target to improve the coverage 
of children. An analysis of the data by audit revealed that the aggregated 
enrolment for the whole country displayed_ a consistent illcrease during 2002:. 
03 to 2006-07, which was accompanied by a corresponding increase/spread in 
the number of schools (Amnmex-liV). While the increase in .enrolment could not 
be _conclusively estabHshed as a consequence of the MOM scheme, the 
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Ministry stated that the increase reflected· in the' data was attributable -to 
var.ious interventions, MDM being one of the major factors .. Given this fact, 
thei lack of analysis of the impact of the MDM meant that the scheme could .. 
no( be and :had not been tailored to meet field requirements and· accentuate 
po~itive resl}lts .. 

Eight states/union territories (Tamil~ Nadu," Himachal · Pradesh, Kerala, 
M3.harashtr~, Orissa, Andaman and Nicobar Islands, Punjab, Andhra Pradesh) 
registered a consistent annual decline in the enrolment between 2002:.03 to 
2006_.07. On the other hand,cincrease in the enrolmeIJ.t figures was noticed in 
nine states/union territories of Chandigarh, Uttar . Pradesh, Meghalaya, ·. 
Arimachal Pradesh, Dadra & Nagar Haveli, Jharkhand, Tripura, Bihar and · ·· · 
Uttarakhand. The remaining 13 states6 witnessed varying trends of enrolment 
<luting.the years 2002-03 to 2006-07. Sample che_cks of districts records _an:d 
sc~ool records also disclosed that there .was no unifcmn pattern of increase or . 
debrease in enrolment in. districts/schools of these states. . In the state of.·· 
Jh4rkhand, :an independent study on MDM sponsored by state government 
atttibuted the increase ill enrolment mainly to the Sai'va .Shiksha Abhiyan : 
(SSA)7• •. . .. . ·.· 

The. Ministry stated in February 2008 that the scheqie objectives 2006 'fo 
att~nd schdol more regularly and help them to concentrate on cfass room 
activities' encompassed-increase in enrolment and therefore it.was not correct 
to Say that this objective had· been omitted. · . . ·. . •. · > · · ·· 

THe reply. is inconsistent with the scheme guidelines of 2006; as the scheme 
objective of 2006 quoted by the Ministry did not include the enrolment factor. 
at i all but contained only the. intent· to enhance attendance, retention. and · 
learning. Moreover, even this objective was not applicable for.an children but 
specifically ~pplied to the children of poor and disadvantagecLsections, while 
the initial ~cheme guidelines were ·intended to cover ali childr~n _ of primary 
ag7 group; ·. · . . 

T~e MinistfY also stated that it would not be practicable ·and feasible to isolate 
mi.dday me,~l, as a variable for increase/decrease in enrolment and this would 
enrail rese~rch to exactly quantify the impact as a result of MDM and that 
undertaking such research was not advisable. the reply is inconsistent with 
th~ scheme guidelines 2004, which specifically provided for independent 
evaluation of the scheme by outsourcing to reputed organisations for impact 
anfilysis. Moreover, even if direct cause and effect relationship- can1lot be 
established; the measurement of this and other outcomes could pirovide at least 
ani indicati"\'e impact. 

6 

7 i 

Asscim, Ka~ataka, Haryana, Rajasthan, Jammu & Kashmir, West Bengal, Nagaland, ·. 
Gujarat, Chattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh, Daman & Dfo, Manipur, Pondicherry 
Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan. is another centrally sponsored scheme of the Ministry of 
Human Resource Development with the prime objective to have all children in the 
age group 6 yrs-14 yrs in school 
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U.1.:ll.. Reliabillnty of dlata 

The enrolment data, as furnished by the state governments, forms the basis for 
allocation of foodgrains and cooking cost by the Ministry. The Ministry, 
however, did not establish a system of reliable and consistent data capttire 
from the states. Neither was there any system of cross verification of the 
correctness of enrolment figures reported by the state governments. 

The data of enrolment collected from the states were inconsistent with the data 
maintained by the Ministry, which indicates unreliable data capture. The 
details are given in the Annmex-V. It was also noticed that _in the states of 
Daman and Diu, Aninachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Sikkim, Tripura, Chattisgarh, 
Himachal Pradesh,-· Orissa, and .Jharkhand the mi:mber of children shown 
enrolled exceeded total eligible children in the population. ·Instances of over­
reporting/discrepant figures of enrolment at state/district level were noticed in 
the states of Uttar Pradesh, Kamataka, Uttarakhand, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, 
Assam,Rajasthan, WestBengal, Bihar and Jammu and Kashmir. hl the states 
of Andhra Pradesh, Chattisgarh, Tripura1 Meghalaya and Arunachal Pradesh, 
the figures of enrolment for MDM were more than those reported in· the SSA ·. 
which again is indicative of inaccurate data reporting since SSA covers 
unaided schools as well and therefore, should have a larger child population 
within its ·ambit than the MDM scheme. In Nagaland, the reported enrolment 
was static during.2003-04 to 2006-07 indicating incorrect data reporting. The 
inconsistencies in data reporting to the Ministry can be seen in the following 
map. (Impact analysis is given in paragraph 15): 
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The Ministry admitted the instances of reported enrolment of children being 
more than the eligible children in the population in the states of Arunachal 
Pradesh, Meghalaya, Sikkim, Jharkhand, Orissa, Tripura and Chattisgarh and 
stated that it was seized of the matter and had requested all concerned states tc 
take remedi~l action. The Ministry also stated that the cases of over-reporting 
and discrepant figures of enrolment as pointed by audit were being.taken up 
with. the states concerned. 

The scheme objectives of 1995 and 2004 included among others, a positive 
impact on· the attendance rate of primary school children. The objective 
related to attendance was dropped from the scheme objectives of 2006 for 
reasons not on record. The Ministry did not analyse the. data of attendance 
received from the state governments to assess the impact of.the scheme on 
attendance despite collecting the data of estimated average attendance rate 
since2004. 

o .In eight states/union territories . (Andhra Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, 
, Nagalarid, Jharkhand, Jammu & Kashmir, Andaman & ·Nicobar, 
. Tripura and Punjab), the data on attendance was not being compiled 
regularly at the state· level. Yet all these states had been furnishing the 
estimated average attendance rate to the Ministry. 

QI In Chhattisgarh, the data was not compiled at district level, yet the 
average attendance rate was being furnished by the State Government. 

o In Bihar, Kerala and Haryana, the data on attendance was not being 
compiled at any level yet figures were furnished to the Ministry. 

Ill . In ·five states/union territories (Tamil Nadu, CJ:iattisgarh, Chandigarh, 
Maharashtra and Gujarat) the average attendance compiled at state 
level showed an increase. · 

0 In two states (Himachal Pradesh and Dadra & Nagar HaveH) it had 
declined .. In Manipur, Orissa and Andhra Pradesh rio elear trend in 
attendance rate was observed. 

Neither the Ministry nor the state · governments ·had established or even 
attempted to establish any system for measuring a direct relationship between 
ill.crease in attendance and the MDM scheme despite the scheme delineating. 
increase in attendance as a specific objective in guidelines up to 2004. 

The Ministry stated in February 2008 that the objective of improving 
· attendance had not been dropped but the contents of the objective had been 
merely rephrased. It also stated that a study with regard to improvement in 
attendance was being undertaken by its SSA division. . 

The reply ought to be viewed in terms of the scheme objectives. The 
expression 'to attend the sQhool more regularly and to help them concentrate 
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on! class room activities' was not extended to all. primary children as done 
ea*lierbut ~as specifically directed towards covering poor chilqren belonging 
to idisadvan.taged sections alone. As such, some amount . of vagueness was 
intl-oduced :while framing the revised guidelines. Even afterJ2 years of 
cohunencement of the scheme it had not undertaken hnpact analysis on 
attendance factor. · 

1JL3 JfmnlJpiact l[J)Jm ll"etenntnmn 
' - - . . ' 

T~e schem~ also·envisaged in 1995/2004 the decr~ase -in the_·dropout.rate as 
ori~ of the outcomes. The Ministry had no scheme specific .data with regard to 
dr9p out rates in government and government aided schools/EGS/ AIE centres. 
and thus the impact .of MDM on dropout rate could not be analysed. The . 
st~tistical d,ivision of the .Ministry furnished data to audi~ showing a reduction . 
in ~rop out"rates1 ~ . However, this data included private school c~ildren as weH 
and therefore could only serve as a broad .based rather than. specific indicator 

I . . - .. - . - - . ·. . .· . - . 
for dropouts. Thus, the dropout rates·were riot collected for MDM _covered 
sc~ools at ~H. The Ministry; consequently, was unable to assess the impact of 
MDM on retention levels. · - · 

i 

T~e states;: also did not establish a system of reliable data capture on 
re~ention/dropout rate of children in the primary schools covered under the 
scheme and its consolidation at district and block levels. 

. I 

2 

• o In seven states/union territories (Punjab, Uttar Pradesh, - Haryana, 
Nagaland, Jammu & Kashmir, Assam and Andaman. -& Nicobar 
Islands) the dropout rate was not compiled at the state level at all. 

o In Himachal Pradesh drop out· rate was . being compil~d only from 
2005. - -

: ~ In 12 states/unioifterritories(Chahdigarh, Andhla Pradesh, Kamataka, 
· Tamil Nadu, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, Maharashtra.2, Daman and 

Diu, Orissa, Dadra & Nagaf''Haveli, Jharkhand and Tripura) the 

'@ 

i 
;e 

dropout rate was lower in 2006-07 than what was in 2002:.:03. · 

In 140 test-checked schools ~nBihar, the clroJP out rates had dedined in 
rural schoolsbut it increased in urban schools; 

0 .- -· • ._ - •• -. -

In .Qhattisgarh, the dropout rates had increased. 

: e However, in six states (Karnataka, Kerala; Daman & Diu, Maharashtra, 
Haryana and Orissa) the dropout rate fluctuated during 20Q2~Q3 to 
2006;.07 .. In Manipurand Uttarakhand, also-the dropout rate did not 
show any clear trend of increase or decrease. 

' @ 
' i 

In R,ajasthari the drop out rate increased.from 0.22 per centi~ 2004-05 
to 5,~3 9 per cen(in 2006-07. . . ' •'• -

Drop out rate declined from 34.89 percent in 2002-03 to 29per cehti~ 2004-05 
In K.erala, Maharashtra and Himachal Pradesh tJ:iough dropout rate liad decreased, 
data:for the years 2005-06 (Kerala), 2005-07(Maharaslitra) and2002"05 (Himachal 
Praqesh) was not available; · 
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Though overaH dropout rates appeared to. be declining in most states, the 
decline could not be directly attributed to the MDM Scheme, as Min:i.str-y had 
not established any system of measuring a relationship betWeen decrease in 
dropout rate and MDM Scheme. 

The data of enrolment and estimated average attendance rates as furnished by 
the state governments assumed considerable significance as it provided for 
performance/outcome indicators besides forming· the basis for allocation of 
foodgrains and cooking cost. Even after more than a decade of 
implementation of the scheme, the Ministry had not designed the scheme 
guidelines or·. to . meet its own objective ·in terms of assessing increased 
enrolment and attendance rates of children. Even the voluminous data 
generated was not used by the Ministry as an input control tool to measure and 
report on the performance of the programme. Besides, neither the Ministry 
nor the state governments had .established any system to ensure accurate 
reporting of enrolment and attendance figures by state governments. Nor was 
there a mechanism for cross checking the data at various ~evels to establish 

· · integrity of data .. reporting. Similarly, neither ·the Ministry nor the states 
compiled and analysed the drop out rates of children covered under MDM 
scheme so as to assess the impact of the scheme. MDM had thus not been 
used and monitored as a targeted intervention. 

Sample checks by audit of the enrolment, attendance and retention rates of 
children in selected schools indicated that the scheme had not brought about 
perceptible improvement in these parameters. 

The Ministry stated. in February2008 that analysis of reduction in drop out 
rate as a direct attribute of the Midday Meal Scheme would entail conducting 
specific .research on comparing the schools where MDM was being provided 
against those schools where it was not being provided and since MDM was 
universalised such.astudy was not proposed to be undertaken. 

The reply of the Ministry is not tenable since in terms of the scheme 
guidelines 2004 the Ministry was required to undertake impact analysis of the 
scheme on retention levels. The Ministry should have had a system in place to 
monitor the achievement of this objective. Further, progressive improvement 
in retention and reduction of dropouts for MDM covered schools over 
successive periods should have been coHected and compared by the Ministry. 

•!• .Tl!ne Mnmuistry/states sllnmnllidl esfabHnsl!n a !!"ellfablle system of dlafa 
capt1ue of adunall enrolimenntt9 attenndlal!llce annd! retenntfol!Il firolllin 
scllnoolls amid Jits COl!lSOHidatliollll. . at idli:lfferellll.t Revels Rlll ann States to 
alllaRyse tlb.e ftmllJlad of the scllneme mn tlliese parameters. Tllne 
MJi!ID.istry sJ!nouiidl vftgormnslly CIOOll"dinate witlll tllne sfate governnme!lllts 
to ensmre tllnat tllne id!afa lfllows from the sclb.o«Jiil nevel to stmte leven Ill!ll ai 

traiiilspall'ellllt maimnnell' wlitlln records of com.llJlifatfonn mmaJinnfannecll at 
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eacllll: Hevell Ji.e. schooil IleveH, dlistrict Ilevell alllld state Ilevell. Periodncall 
clbteclks sllnounHd !be ananged to crossclbteclk.tllne data for accu11Jracy. · 

:~:· Tl!Re MiJIDistry shmnilidl. provitidle for ~umallysns oftlhleJeedback received 
annidl 'fake remrnedial actionn, wllnenn reqpmnred. The allllaRysits oJf. ltllne 
mlltcome itnnd!iicaton-s aIIB.idl reporting sllnmnllidl !be compunteJrftseidl annd 
brounglnt innfo ann IT systelllll) as Jfar as possibile. so tllnat tllne evahl1atfonn 
fillows easilly from tlb.e data avaifalbille. 

1 ~ . ' 
1•!• 'flhte . state goverm1rnennts sllnoulld! allso compille tlb.e fngirnJres oJf 

ennroRmeillllt, attenndla!lllce a!lllidl Jreltelllltlionn of illlldliivitdluaH · sdnooils · to 
ascerfaillll ltllne imrnpact of tlbte MDM scllneme mn tl!nese scllnooHs. Tllneir . 
annailysis aumdl feedback sllwul!Hidl. !be mrnade avaifablle to the Milinistry for 
funrtllD.er scllneme evahnatil[)]m. 

i•!• · Tllne Mrftxnnsltry slbtounid"li airnallyse the impact onn eilllirollmelllllt, atlte!llldl&Illlc~ · 
t aumd ;JretelllltiOilll Rllll limlliviidlllllmfi scllnoriRs where• :MDM is ailready·nJlll 

1 pllac~~ · 

12. i Olb]ednve: Spedah11t1tenntfol!ll for disad!vaJmfagedl sectirnms 
,, . ' 

On~ of the s9heme objectives (2004 and 2006) was to encourage poor children . 
belqnging td disadvantaged sections to attend school regularly and help them 
conbentrate on classroom activities. The .Ministry, however, did not define as 
to -What was meant by· pOo'r and disadvantaged sectiqns." Neither were such 
sections· actUally identified nor ·any special action plan focussing on them .. 
·drawn up by

1 

the Ministry. On this being pointed out, the Millistry stated that 
the'. MDM :programme covers all children studying in class I-V in 
Go~ernment;. Government-aided, local body schools and EGS/AIE centres'. 
irre~pective of socio-economic background. Thus, the Ministry i11-cluded this 

· proyisi?n 0(
1

special focus. on disadvantaged section in the scheme without any 
··specific intent or objectives, as it did not follow it up with any special action 
plan and it}puts for special attenti6ri tO the disadvantaged ... · The state · 
government~ also did not. have a system in place for identification and · 
coverage of poor and disadvantaged. . 

1 ... "1 c ·• < 

Recommeimdatioim I , . 

'· 
i 

!•:• Tllne 11 Minnistry slhomtlld! be Iieallistic nllll estalbllislhi!Illg the sclbteme 
olbje~tives annd lillllcllui!lle onnBy tlln.ose objectives alllld goals, wlbticlln tllne 
sclbleme actunmllly ililitemlls to aclbtieve ratl!ner tlbtann nllllclludillllg o!Ille or 
molt"~ of ltllne objectives iirn. Uet11:ers wntllnount an inte!lllt. · 

I • • _. 

13. 1 Olb]eftlivie: To e!Illlb.ainnce tllne mntrntionnan Ilevens oftlbte c!ID.in<l!reim . 

On~ of the s.cheme objectives of the Government was to· positively impact the. 
nut~itional status of the primary school children .. While this was included as a 

· primary objective of the scheme in 1995, the Ministry prescribed the impact 
par~meters.for assessing the m.itritional status almost a decade later in 2004. 
The revised· scheme · of· 2004 included assessment of percentage of 
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underweight children at school level through study of various deficiencies. 
The health status of the children was to be monitored by the parent teacher 
associations (PTA)/school level management and develbpment committees 
(SMDC). Yet even this· incorporation of health and nutrition aspects remained 
on paper as no basic indicators to monitor the incremental improvement in 
health levels in the children or specific norms (height and weight etc.) for 
measurements of nutritional status were set by the Ministry to serve as a · 
benchmark. 

Thus, the nutritional status remained unmonitored. It was only in 2007 that 
the Ministry of Human Resource Development requested the Ministry of 
Health and Family Welfare to conduct regular health checks of the children. 
No follow-up action was taken to collect either the coverage of children or to 
ascertain the improvement in nutritional status. 

The MiniStry ·stated in February 2008 that the Chief Secretaries of aU 
·states/union territories had been requested in January 2007 to revitaHze· the 
schools health programme including nutritional monitoring under National 
Rural Health Mission {NRHM). It added that it had requested the Ministry of 
Health and Family Welfare to ensure that the district level plans under NRHM 

· included nutritional monitoring along with provision . of micronutrient 
supplements and that the matter was being pursued. 

Thus, despite increased emphasis on nutrition and its inclusion as a primary 
objective right from the inception of the scheme in 1995, the Ministry had 
taken first step to address this issue after the passage of 12 years. Moreover, 
the Ministry had been uriable to obtain any feed back from the Ministry of 
Health and Family Welfare as to the extent of coverage ofthe specific target 
group of children. Besides, the Ministry had not collected any related data to 
assess the impact of MDM on the nutritional levels of the children. 

G Audit of selected schools in states brought out that there was no 
mechanism of health checks in as many .. as 16 states/union territories 
(Jharkhand, Kerala, Uttar Pradesh, Orissa; Uttarakhand, Andhra 

· Pradesh, Tripura, Andaman and Nicobar Islands, Himachal Pradesh, 
Nagaland, Manipur, Punjab, Chandigarh, Meghalaya, Gujarat and 
Bihar). 

o In Rajasthan and Chattisgarh health checks were not conducted in 29 
per cent and 10 per cent of the selected schools respeetively .. 

@ fa Tamil Nadu health checks were not conducted in 82 per cent of the 
selected schools. 

e In Dadra and Nagar Haveli and West Bengal basic records of health 
checks were not ·available. In Karnataka system of maintaining 

· individual health cards indicating the health status of each student was 
introduced only from February 2007. · 
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13.1 Calorific value of meals served 

The Ministry in its scheme guidelines of 2006 increased from 300 to 450 the 
calorie content of the cooked meal to be served to the children by prescribing 
specific quantity of other ingredients (in addition to 100 gms of foodgrains) 
viz. pulses, vegetables, oil and fat etc. In three states (Gujarat, Uttarakhand 
and Bihar) a revised menu was prescribed to support the increased calorific 
value. In seven states (Jharkhand, Uttar Pradesh, Haryana, Rajasthan, Daman 
and Diu, Chandigarh and Tamil Nadu) shortfall in supply of foodgrains in the 
meals served to children ranged from a low of 5 grams to a high of 83 grams 
against the prescribed quantity of I 00 grams of foodgrains in the selected 
schools/districts indicating that the prescribed nutrition was not provided to 
the children of these areas. 

13.2 Assurance of quality of food 

The Ministry prescribed the programme parameters in terms of all children 
getting a wholesome meal, which was to be monitored by the members of 
PT A/SMDC. The overall quality of the mid day meal was to be monitored 
through inspections which were to be fixed by the states so that 
implementation of MDM programme in 25 per cent of the primary schools 
was inspected every quarter and all primary schools were inspected at least 
once in a year. 

• In nine states (Kerala, Uttarakhand, Jammu & Kashmir, Tripura, 
Daman and Diu, Himachal Pradesh, Punjab, Chandigarh and Bihar) the 
target for inspections was not fixed by the state governments and 
consequently no inspections were carried out at all in these states. 

• In Andhra Pradesh and West Bengal inspections were carried out 
occasionally. 

• In Chattisgarh, inspections were carried out in 53 per cent of the test­
checked schools over the period 2004-05 to 2006-07. 

• In the states of Gujarat, Dadra and Nagar Haveli, Tamil Nadu, Orissa 
and Uttar Pradesh inspections had been prescribed, but were not 
conducted regularly. 

• In Haryana and Andaman and Nicobar Islands no target of inspections 
were fixed and no records of inspections were maintained. 

Thus, the instrument of inspection was either ignored or implemented partially 
in most states countrywide. 

With a view to ensuring satisfactory quality of meals, the Ministry prescribed 
inspection of ingredients/foodgrains by the teachers in the schools prior to 
cooking and also presence of at least two of the members of VEC/PT A every 
day at the time of the meal. 

• In Andhra Pradesh, Pondicherry, Kerala and Uttar Pradesh, quality of 
meals and ingredients was not inspected before cooking. 

18 
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® · . fustan:ces offoodl poisoningwere noticedin the states ofUttarPradesh, · 
oiissa, Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu. ' 

13.3 Administratiomt l[))f Mftcll"l[J)Jmlllltll"lie1111ts 
' ' 

The Ministry in its scheme guidelines of 2006 prescribed administration of 
micronutrients yiz. iron, folic acid and vitamins and other appropriate 
supplements depending on area sped:fic deficiencies along with six monthly 

• doses of deworming tablets to the children: 

fu 13 states/union · territories3 Micronutrients and supplements were not 
administered at all. These were ·only partially administered in the test-checked 
schools of eight states/union territories4 ranging from 10.8 per cent in Madhya 

- · Pradesh to 94 per cent in :Rajasthan: . . . . 
. . . . 

The Ministry stated inFebruary2008.that the. department was not providing 
central assistance. · to states/union . territories · for providing 

. micromitrients/vitafuins under the scheme and the scheme guidelines, only 
recommended that ... states provide microri:utrients and vitamins and the · 
guidelines would be reiterated. · 

' . ' 

However, having prescribed this important health measure· in the guidelines, 
the Ministry's crucial role in ensuring administration of the required 

· interventions by th~ states canrn;>t be overlooked. · 

13.4! MDM during Sllllmmervacati<lllllls in drmnglnt affected areas 

The Ministry through'its scheme gtiidelines intended to provide MDM to the 
. children ' of the' drought affected areas during summer. vacations as wen. 
However, :Ml)M was' not provided during. 2004..:07 in the drought affected 
area5 of Jharkhand, Uttarakhand Qrissa and Uttar Pradesh depriving-194.37 

· lakh children. Similar instances were also 'notiCed in the states· of West 
Bengal, M~i;irashtra; . Bihar, Tamii Nadu, Himachal Pr~desh ·.and Andhra 
Pradesh~ · · · 

Th11s, a~though the Ministry placed emphasisjn the scheme guidelines on 
positively.impacting.the nutritionJevels of the children, it failedto.establisha' 
'system to ascertain the improveme11t fn nutritional levels. The inspections and 
monitoring system devised to ensure serving of prescribed qu~ntity and quality 

·.of meals and micronutrient supplements were:·not being wholly impl~mented 
by the states. The Ministry has also not obtained any feed back on. this crucial 
aspect. 

4 

' ' 

An.dhra Pradesh, Kerala, Uttar Pradesh,, Gujarat, Dadra and Nagar Haveli, Orissa, 
Manipur,. Meghalaya, Jammu & Kashrilir, Punjab, Triptira, Nagalaµd and 
Pondicherry, · · · . .· · . ·. · • · 

.·· Anda."nan & Nicobar Islands, Rajasthan, Karnataka, Chandigarh, Madhya Pradesh, 
Haryana, Tamil Nadu and Chattisgarh · 
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Recommendations 

•:• The Ministry should establish a system to ascertain the 
improvement in nutritional levels of the children and obtain 
regular feedback from the states on inspections and monitoring of 
meals served and administration of micronutrients to children as 
prescribed in the scheme guidelines. This would help ensure 
serving of prescribed quantity and quality of meals. 

•:• The Ministry should coordinate with Ministry of Health and 
Family welfare as welJ as the State governments regarding the 
monitoring of health of the children. Maintenance of health cards 
in alJ the schools and regular medical checkups and administering 
of supplements should be ensured. 

•:• The Ministry/states should investigate the reasons for shortfalJ in 
calorific value of meals served and take corrective steps. 

•:• The Ministry/states should take steps to provide MDM to the 
children of all the drought-affected areas during summer 
vacations. 

14. Serving nutritious cooked meals 

State Governments and union territory administrations had overall 
responsibility for providing a nutritious cooked midday meal to every child in 
classes I to V in all Government schools, EGS and AIE centres. This included 
the requirement of establishing systems for continuous and uninterrupted flow 
of foodgrains from the FCI to all eligible schools/EGS/AIE centres. 

14.1 Disruption in serving cooked meals 

In the 1995 scheme guidelines, provision existed to provide cooked midday 
meals in lieu of dry rations within a period of two years from commencement 
of the scheme. The Supreme Court also directed in 2001 that all states should 
provide cooked midday meal to the primary school children for at least 210 
days in a year. However, in Chandigarh provision of cooked meal was 
implemented only from 2006-07. In the test checked schools of 17 
states/union territories5 significant disruption in providing cooked meals to the 
children was noticed. The reasons for disruption were attributed to 
shortage/delay in receipt of foodgrains, non-availability of funds, absence of 
cooks etc. Details are given in Annex-VI. 

14.2 Stock out with FCI godowns and interruption in supply 

The state governments were responsible for ensuring availability of adequate 
stocks of foodgrains with the FCI so that there was a continuous supply of 

Uttarakhand, Meghalaya, Andhra Pradesh, Jammu & Kashmir, Rajasthan, Assam, 
Maharashtra, Chattisgarh, Himachal Pradesh, Haryana, Kerala, Orissa, Tripura, 
Bihar, West Bengal, Uttar Pradesh and Manipur 
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foodgrains to schools. However, in Jharkhand, foodgrains were short lifted 
(between 17 per cent and 32.33 per cent) during 2005-06 due to non­
availability of stock with the FCI. In Uttarakhand, children in 75test checked 
schools were deprived of the meal for the same reasons. Instances of delay 
and short delivery of foodgrains in schools were also noticed in the states of 
Assam, Kerala, Arunachal Pradesh, Orissa and Bihar. · 

ll.4.3 Fair Average Q11Ilallify (FAQ) of foodgiranIDls not ellllSUllred! 
. .' .''. . 

The scheme provided that FCI was to issue foodgrains of best available 
. quality, which would in any case at least be of fair average quality. The 

district collector was to ensure that the foodgrains of at least FAQ were issued 
by FCI. This was to be ensured through a joint inspection by a team consisting 
of the FCI representative and a nominee of the collector. 

Based on the records made available to audit at the district/school level in 30 
state/union territories, audit noticed as follows. 

@ No inspections with regard to FAQ had ·been carried out in the 
states/union territories of Jammu and Kashmir,. Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands, Uttar Pradesh and Pondicherry. 

e In Meghalaya, prescribed monthly reports certifying the foodgrains as . 
of FAQ were not being furnished to Education Department. 

0 Test checks of schools in Orissa, West Bengal and Assam showed that. 
there was no mechanism in place to check the quality and. quantity of 
foodgrains. · 

0 fo the Bokaro district of Jharkhand; .based on complaints, the quality of 
rice was got tested by the· district collector, and results· indicated 
adulteration beyond prescribed limits~. 

Gl In the surprise visits to the schools of four states (Orissa; Punjab, 
Haryana and Tripura) by audit, the samples of rice were co.llected .in 
polypacks and sent for laboratory examination. The test of quality of 
rice revealed that in three states, the rice was adulterated and not fit for . 
human consumption. 

No. o1f sclhioolls 
Connfoll'medl to Adlllllllteratedl anndl nnot fnt 

Name o1fstate vnsntedl/sarrnnplles 
spedfncatfonn foll' lhillllm.ann connsllllmptitonn 

collllecte<ll 

Haryana 18 14 04 
Punjab 09 01 08 
Orissa 12 05 07 
Tripura 08 08 Nil 

Source: Based on samples collected inf our states only tfzrough surprise checks 
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lRecl()lmme1mirllati.l()IJID.s 

' 

•!• T!tp.e Millliisfry/sfates slnmnlliill falke steps to ai!lldll"ess the caUJ1ses tlhlat Hed 
fo:1 disrl!Ilptimn inn senrinng cooked MDM fo tllne clllildrel!ll so as fo 
mlllllimi.ze tlhte s~ope for Hclb. idlfisniptfonns, · 

•!• Tllie Mfinnistiry/states sllnmdidl. co-oiridlinnate witlln JFCI to ellll.sume that 
st~ck Ol!Ilt SR1til!~dnm11s dlo nnot Jrecunr ftl!ll fotunre, . 

0!• Tllie sfate goverB!lm.eIIllts . sHnmnilid! el!llsunl!"e tllnat . the . prescribed 
fillll~pectfimns. as emrvfisaged irm ·tl!negU11.ni!llelftl!l\es al!"e caurrneql· mnt so tllnat 
tlhl.e.sfanndardso1f JFAQ.2re met 

:n.:s, Le~rlllliJIDg Ileveil 
I ,. • • 

The Ministry proposed improving learning levels of children as one of the 
l:)asic obj ~ctives in its .scheme guidelines of 2004 but dropped the same in the 
revised scheme of 2006. No reasons for omitting this objective from the 
s~heme were available either in EFC memorandum or the Cabinet Note. Even 
during . the . intervening. period . the Ministry . neither prescribed any 
rilechanism/criteria to measure the improvement in learning level of children 
a:vailing the midday meal nor collected the data from schools on learning 
·levels. · lil' the absence of any criteria/parameters· for measurement of learning 
levels and without collection. of pertinent data, it was not Clear as to how the 
Ministry pad intended ·to monitor the achievement of this objective. The 
Ministry quoted an independent eva.luation undertaken by National Council·of 
EducatiOn:al Research and Training (NCERT) which spoke of an enhancement 
i~ the learning levels of children ·due to the midday .meal. Though this 
ilnportant,iqualitative indicator could be assessed, no systematic assessment of 

·the leami!].g ·levels was designed nor was further evaluation carried out. The 
reasons for this particular objective being dropped from the scheme within two . 
years ofits insertion were not furnished: · 

Analysis i,n audit of the impact of the scheme on learning levels of children in 
the sample units by classifying the scores obtained by . children in three 
c~tegories (i.e. those obtaining 60 per c,ent marks, 50 per ceni marks and 33 
per cent marks) and analysing the data progression in terms of iriarks obtained 
m successive years disclosed that in 12 states/union territories (Chandigarh, 
Runjab,' I-J[iniachal Pradesh, Gujarat, Kerala, Cliattisgarh, Jharkhand, Bihar, 
Rajasthan~ .·Madhya Pradesh, · Haryana, and ·West. Bengal} the percentage.· of 
children ip the three categories fluctuated during 2002'-07 without al1y dear 
trend of mcrease or decrease. While improvement in the learnmglevels was 
noticed in the states/llilion territories of Maharashtra, Andhra Pradesh, 
Andaman ,and Nicobar Islands, and· Pondicherry; fa the states/union territory 
of Orissa, !i Tripura and· Dad~a & N agar Haveli, . the data provided. by the state 
gpvernmept on learning. levels' of children did not. indicate any. clear trend. 
Related d~ta was not made available by the states ofUttar Pradesh,.Arunachal 
Pradesh, ~ammu and Kashmir, Assam, Tamil Nadu, Meghalaya and Daman 
and Diu. · 

I 
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The Ministry did not prescribe any criteria for measurement of learning levels 
despite including this as a scheme objective in 2004. This objective was 
subsequently omitted in the revised scheme guidelines. Sample check of 
selected schools by audit did not reveal any definite progressive iise in the 
learning levels of the children. 

·The Ministry stated fuFeb'ruary 2008 that it had not omitted the objective on 
learning level and the scheme objective 'belonging to disadvantaged sections 
to attend schools more regufarly and help them -concentrate on class rooms 
activities' encompassed achievement levels. It also stated that MDM_ could 
contribute only partly in improving the learning- levels of the children and, 
therefore, this was not specifically included in -the objective of the revised 
scheme 2006. 

_ The -reply is - inconsistent with the scheme objectives of 2004, which 
specifically provided for enhancement of learning leveL Moreover, the 
revised objectives were specific to the poor and the- disadvantaged children. 
Even if-the Ministry's _contention that. midday meal could contribute only 
partly in improving the learning levels of children is accepted, the Ministry 
should -have put in place a system of measurement and evaluation of the 
scheme impact on learning levels to ascertain the degree of its contribution. 

16. Drawall of :foodgraiillll~ Jinn exicess ofreq11B.fremel!llt 

As per the scheme &uidelines, -the state nodal departments were to furnish to 
the Ministry, by 15. January every year, a district-wise request for allocation 
of foodgrains based on the enrolment data of eligible primary schools_ and 
EGS/ AIB centers as on -the preceding 30th September and anticipated 
enrolment in the next financial year. Based on the request, the Ministry in_ 
tum,_allocated foodgrains district-wise. The Ministry did not maintain.figures 
of actual enrolment for the various states. 

H was noticed that the projected enrolment was unrealistically high and led to 
significantly higher allotment of food grains by the GOI than what was drawn· 
as detailed in Amm.ex-VIl. 

Based on the enrolment data furnished to audit and limiting it to the average 
•attendance rate of the children, it was noticed that in ten states there was an 
unexplained excess drawal of foodgrains valued at Rs. 72.17 crore6 over the 
estimated requirement during 2002-07 as worked out by audit(as shown in the 
table given below). Since utilization certificates (paragrapgh 18.4) were not 
being received regularly by the Ministry, the systemic imperfections and the 
need for an explicit accounting for the foodgrains drawn was evident. 

6 Similar instances were also noticed in the test-checked districts of four states i.e. 
Haryana Himachal Pradesh, Assam and Jainmu & Kas~hmir having a financial 
implication ofRs: 1.10 crore - · 
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Requirement of foodgrains 
as per enrolment/average 

Off take7 Excess Implication 
Period Sta te attendance r ate of 

(quint.als) food grains (Rupees in 
children/beneficiaries (quintals) lakh) 
takinl! MDM. <Ouintals) 

01/2005 Tripura 200914.2 229660.1 28746 162.41 
to 

03/2007 
09/2004 Uttar Pradesh 7537000 8305000 768000 4339.00 

to 
2006-07 
2002-03 Kerala 873798.6 905004.2 31205.6 176.00 

to 
2003-04 
2005-06 Manipur 70429.75 11 2831.91 42402.16 239.57 

to 
2006-07 
2003-07 Meghalaya 302068.7 389149.9 87081.2 492.0l 
2003-04 Rajasthan 2133900 2434388• 300488 1697.76 

& 
2006-07 

Total 7106.75 
Source: Calculations based onfigu.res supplied by States and audit conducted by (Pr.) AsG (Audit) 

*Denotes actual consumption/utilization of foodgrains 

The Ministry admitted in February 2008 that allocation of foodgrains based on 
anticipated enrolment and average attendance rate was not realistic and from 
2007-08 onwards, the Central assistance to the states was being provided on 
the basis of the number of children actually availing midday meal. It further 
stated that the issue of excess drawal of foodgrains as pointed out by audit was 
being taken up with the states concerned for clarification. 

Recommendations 

•!• The Ministry should analyse the lifting of foodgrains by various 
states over previous years. 

•!• The Ministry may also capture the actual average attendance 
figures of children and relate it to the projected requirements 
received from the states. 

•!• The requirements of foodgrains in schools should be assessed 
realistically before allocating the foodgrains for the subsequent 
years. 

•!• The reasons for excess drawal of foodgrains should be probed by 
the Ministry. 

In the states of Meghalaya, Kerala and Tripura the offtake figures reponed by the 
Ministry was at variance with those collected by the state Pr. AsG. 
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· 17. Coverage ofsc.hooll/EGS/ AlIE cellll.til'es . 
. . ,,• . " ' .. · ., ', '., . . -

The Scheme guideli11es of l99S intended to .cover· all govern,ment, local body 
and au government-aided primary schools' initiallyin 2408 blocks i11 the 
country,. extending to. _all ·blocks countrywide by • 1997-98. , The ambit . of the 
schemewasfurther .extended.in 2002 to all EGS/AIE centers. However, even 
after more than twelve years of implementatfon of the ·Scheme; . an the 
schoolsfEGS/AIE centers were not covered il1 eight states8 (Annnex-Vill): As 

_ a consequence, . 8,90 ·· lakh children fa these states/union territories were 
deprived of the MDM: 

Recol!Rllme!!ullatfollll 
. . . 

.. :.. Tl!ne 'Mlilllli~tiry/sfates silnoulldl fake steps t~ enHire cove;~ge. of ~Ill tllne ·. 
elligibRe scl!niQolls/EGS/AIE cel!llters under MDM sd1eme. 

,. 

18. . System M Jimite1r1IDall cl[mtll'oHs 

1s.1 · Miismaitcl!n · · 

· .• N¢ither. the . MinistrY nor the state ·.governments corr~lated ·.the _element of 
'utilisation of foodgirains' and 'utillsation of c:c)Qking cost' which wouid have -

. enabled them to· assess the status andlnanner of implementation of the scheme 
. to . an extent. Arialysis of the. utilisation ofcooking cost arid .food grains ·lifted 
from _the data provided . by . the·. Ministry·· discfosed a. mismfitch between 
foodgrains lifted and cooking cost utHised in 11states9 (Amumex.;,llX). 

In selected. districts _of Uttar PradeslJ., ·difference .between per~~~tage utiH~ation 
of .foodgtains and co6king cost ranged from I l. per cent. to.· 41 per. cent. 
Mismatch be~eeri utilization offoodgrains and cooking costhad a financial: 

·· implicatim1of Rs'. 19:29 crorein the state~ of.Assam, Rajasthan andOrissa. -

The Ministry stated·i~ February ·2008 that'. the periods for .allocation of· 
foodgraiins. and forthe' release of C~ntral as~istance towards cooking cost were 
different and it was not correctto -compare the two. The reply is not tenable, . 
as· the mismatch has been worked out based· ori the figures furnished by the 
Ministry in which'the period of foodgrainsHfted and cooJ,cing cost utilised 

. wereshownto bethe~same. The Ministry was,·however, uriabfo fo furnish any 
other data, which could reflect.·. corresponding positions of release •. and ·. 

· utilisation Of foodgrains and cookhig cost.· ·. ' 

The Ministry also stated tbat from April: 2007, it had taken steps to 
syn,chronise the ~llocatiori of foodgrains and cooking cost. . 

Alulla~h~l Prad6sh, Tamil Nadu; Uttarakhanci, Punjab, Jiaryana, Rajasthan, Bihar 
anct l\1anipur . . 
Bihar, Chaftisgath,Haryana, Jammu & Kash1*ir, Jharkhand, Kamataka, Meghalaya, 
· Orissa, Punjal:Ji Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, Tripura, West Bengal and Pondicherry • · 

9 
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Instances of mismatch between. quantities of foodgrains supplied by FCI and 
lifted by state agencies were also noticed in five states10

• The variation in the . 
figures of foodgrains ranged up to 16720 quintals and indicates the possibility 
of misappropriation and pilferage. This indicates the need for the states to . 
exercise better controls to provide assurance against misuse/theft and waste. 

18.2 Dellay nl!Il ireRemse l[)l:I[ :lfumrlls 

As per the scheme guidelines, the Ministry was to release funds towards 
central assistance for cooking costs to:states in two installmerits for the period 
July-December in the preceding May/June and for the period January-June in 
tlie preceding November/December. .Jn most ·cases during 2002-07 
considerable delays ranging up to more than ten months in releasing funds for 
cooking cost were noticed. The delay indicated in theAllllIIRex-X. 

The Ministry attrib_uted in February 2008 the delays to late receipt of proposals 
from the states, delay in ascertaining the unspent balance position and other 
procedural delays. It also stated that up to 2006-07, the Department released 
funds to. states/union territories based on their submission of complete 
proposals. H added that in order to streamline the procedure, in 2007-08, it 
had constituted a Programme Approval Board, which considered and approved 
the Annual Work Plan and Budget of the states/union territories. 

i 

Jl.8.3 Diveirsiimn l[)lf Jfmntdls amll fol[)lid!gll"aiiil!lls 

Diversion of fµnds and foodgrains was noticed in 11 states. Such large 
diversions not only affected the smooth implementation of the scheme but also . . · 
point to the weak internal controls in the states and lack of accountabHify. · · 

sn. 
State Extellll~ of dlftvell"Sllollll 

:No. 
-

1. Kerala Diversion of 40 per cent foodgrains worth Rs. 42.51 crore for 
upper primary classes during 2002-07. 

2. Jharkhand Foodgrains worth Rs. 2.24 crore diverted towards BPL under 
TPDS during 2004-07. 

3. Uttar Pradesh 440 MT foodgrains lifted from FCI Bulundshahar seized .in 
Delhi. 

4. Andhra Pradesh• Cooking cost worth Rs. 3.26 crore diverted towards 
construction of kitchen sheds. 

5. Nagaland Foodgrains worth Rs. 6.86 crore lifted from FCI was sold and 
proceeds deposited with Directorate of School Education 

: during 2002-04. 
. 6. Assam Cooking cost wa5 diverte<:! for purchase of utensils and LP_G. 

7. Andarrian & Rs. 2.03 crore worth foodgrains diverted to other centrally 
Nicobar Islands sponsored schemes. · 

8. Meghalaya In one district the cooking cost of Rs. 5.06 lakh was diverted 
for payment of salaries to teachers of non-government 
primary schools. 

10: Punjab, Uttar Pradesh, Rajasthan, Orissa and Arunachal Pradesh 
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9, Bihar 782.21 quintals of rice -diverted.for- relief workat Buxar ·and 
riot recouped. . . 

JO, · ~:West Bengal. RS; 92,69 crorewortli'cooking cost diverted for kitchen sheds, 
cooking devices andMME. · · - - -

1 l. Madhy~ Pradesh Rs. 17. 78 lakh diverted. for printing qf cards, stati~nery, audit_ 
~~. ,_ -.. _ fee ·etc~- ~-: · · · - · - · 

. _ .Sou_rcei Figu~~fro1pi audit reports compiled_ byStale (Pr.) AsG;(audit) 
. . --

18.4C. ·<Qnna_rtell'Ry; p1rng1ress !fep~rts (Q}l~). i;aBull_ unfuilnzatfollll. cemfllc2ies-
(UCs). - >· 

The staJe nodaldepartments were to furnish n.wnthly reports on offtake of ._. 
foodg~ainSef uti~iiatfon certificates ip respect of Central assisfance -provided for' 
. foodgrains/cQokiflg ···cost ._and-· .. detailed_;-quartedy progress •. -reports to' -the. _ 
MiJtijstry' . The rehuns· were mean~_ to facilitate subsequent aHotmenf of-. 
foodgrains by :the Ministry ariff also te) monhor. implemel}ta~ion of_the ·scheme 
in the:states; ·Jt, was-obser\red that the utiliiation certificates (UCs)/reports 
werenc>tbemg received futhe Mmistry regUlariy. . . . . . . . 

__ QPRs ,-; 

Out.of280 qtiartedyprogress~reports(QPR)chie duripg2005-07,· only 159 had 
beencreceived- in the Mmistry.;, :QPRs had been received>fofaH the quarters· 
Jrom only three'stat~s/UTyi,z'~ Gujarat, J8ihar and D<ttlra and Nagar Haveli. . A 

.·- srurip1~£heckof'Q5 qtzartei:Iyprogress reports:by atiditrevealedthat except for 
· th_e,:QPR·of Dec~ajber 2006;}bese reports \\'ere siipply'~epf o~ record ratAier _ 
than. being ajlalyzed by the Mini~try · fof assurance and: remedial measures, ff 

· - arty. ~f ... 

The Mmistry :accepted, the audit findings- hnd stated in February 2008 that it 
had started analyzing the QPRs: after oemg 'provided with additional human 

· : resource 'frohi 2006; · - · · - · 

··ucs.··· 
As ·mapyas niIJ,e :states furnished incorrect UCs··without-ascertaifiillg the 

.· positionofutmzation of funds as per the details given below:-· · · 
- - .. . - - - .--,-- . .· - - - ., 

· . _ :2006-07 .•. tics for Rs. 302.96. crore towards -cooking 'cost._ seneto 
·oqr;\Vithout'obtaining the s~e:from_ihe implementing' 
_agencies, · · 

: 2: - -Madhya Pradesh.:' .2006:07 - Over reporting' of ytilizatio11- of foodgfains by Rs. l80 

···.·:·3; 

4. 

ct"ore; 

Daman & Biu - · -~2005~07 . Over reporting 'of utilization offoodgrains _by Rs. 2.81-
fakh'. . . . ·. - - - .· ...•. ·- . : . . . 
Rs. 4.17 crore received as cookin'g cosfw'as nofall_ocated .. 
to implementing agencies but shown as fully utilized. . ... 
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§t 
No. 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

N alIIIl\e of state .Peiri.odl §tatUllS 

West Bengal 2006-07 Rs. 136.50 crore remained unutilised at district level as of 
March 2007 but state government reported the entire 

' 
amount as spent in its UC to GOI. 

Andhra Pradesh 2004-05 Rs. 76 crore received in 2004-05 was not released to 
districts but reported as having been utilized. 

Haryana 2006-07 Directorate of Elementary Education furnished UCs to 
GOI without obtaining the same from districts. In 7 test 
checked districts unutilised balances increased from 
Rs. 81.95 lakh in 2003-04 to Rs. 925.71 lakh in 2006-07. 
However, the directorate had reported the entire 
allocation of districts as spent to GOI. 

Arunachal 2006-07 Unspent balance was shown as Rs. 45 lakh instead of 
Pradesh · Rs. 90 lakh. 

Bihar 2005-07 UC for Rs. 110.44 crore was submitted by districts 

" without receipt of utilization from implementing 
agencies. 

The states of Maharashtra, Kerala, Himachal Prad~sh, Orissa, Chandigarh and 
Uttar Pradesh did not submit UCs to Government of fudia regularly. · 

18.5 Excess cYafim of tral!llspon1atiol!ll charges 

As per the scheme guidelines, the Central government was to reimburse the 
actual cost of transportation of foodgrains from the nearest FCI godown to the 
primary school subject to a prescribed ceiling. In seven states (Uttar Pradesh, 
Chandigarh, Chattisgarh, Rajasthan, Meghalaya, Tripura and West Bengal), 
the ;nodal agencies claimed transport charges in excess of the actuals leading to 
an excess claim of Rs. 102.84 crore during 2002-07 as detailed in Am11ex-XlL . . 

It was not clear . whether any accountability had been fixed for such 
misrepresentation and wrong claims. 

18.6 Poor .. finternal crnmtirolls at schools 

Sample check of schools by audit revealed that in as many as 17 states/union 
tertitories (Andaman and Nicobar Islands, Tripura, Pondicherry, Uttar 
Pradesh, Haryana, Jammu and Kashmir, West Bengal, Andhra Pradesh, 
Utfarakhand, Gujarat, Dadra and Nagar Haveli;- Kerala, Punjab, Meghalaya, . . 

Orissa, Bifotr and Manipur), all the essential records relating to receipt and 
issue of foodgrains and other ingredients of meals, quantity of meal cooked 
and served, presence of parents at the time of cooking, tasting and serving of 
meal were not maintained. Thus, actµal utilisation of foodgrains, serving of 
wholesome meals to the children and correctness of the claim of cooking costs 
by the schools was not verifiable. 

28 



.. I 

Report No. PAI 13of2008 

Recolinnmemllatii.on 

<>~<> Tllne Miimiiistry/sfalte goveirinlmel!Ilts l!Ileeid! fo stireJ1D.gtllneim tllne ii.imtell"l!Il.2Y 
col!Iltirois 2s wellll as tllne. nnnsJllledfollli 21md mmniitoll"ll!Jng mecllnaJ1D.iism'2t allfi 

.·. Revells. AccoMllllfalbiilify for m2frlIIltemrn.ce ·of irecoird!s ait vall"iml!s IleveHs 
sllnmnll«ll !be Jpnresc!i'ilbeidl allllidl mmniitoiredl. · 

19. DefnciieH11fmoHJ1iitol!'Rllilg oJfcollllve!l'gelince wiit~ ot~ei scllnemes 

The scheme of 2006 provides for assistance, towards infrastructural support 
viz. kitchen-cum':"store, kitchen devices and drinking water. The schen).e was 
to be continued . in close convergence· with. several other development 
programmes under various ministries (Allll11u~x=XIJi). · · 

However, data regarding budget allotted and expenditure incurred by different 
ministries through various Centrally Sponsored schemes · on the above 
components of the. scheme was neither available with the Ministry of Human 
Resource Development. nor with· any of stat~s implementing the· programme. 
Thus, theHRD Ministry, which was responsible for impfomep.ting the scheme, 
remained unaware of how the essential parts (health, dririking water etc.) of · 
the whole were being funded from .other sources. · 

The Ministry stated in February 2008 that the MOM scheme did not provide _ 
assistance ·for.provision of water-facilities, health etc. under_ the scheme and 
the c·omponent providing for kitchen sheds had been introduced in the scheme 
only from 2006-07.and was being monitored very dosely now, · 

the reply is not tenable since as per the scheme guidelines 2006, the s~heme 
was. to be. implemented. in convergence (the modalities of which,. however, . 
remai:Qed undefined) with s~veral other developmental programmes so that an 
the requirements of the progral1lme were fuUy met in the shortest possible 
time-frame. -.. Projecting the issues of criticaJ .. health· and infrastructure 
provisions in.the field in isolation and as unrdated tothe Ministry's general 
oversight qf the scheme ignored the shortc9ming in the·. functioniing of the 
scheme. The Mill.istry' s role cannot be viewed as mere fund releasing agency 
ratherthan.ain actively monitoring the prograiµine delivery in its entirety. · 

2«b. JProviisli.mnnHllg of coGhl.llllg Rllllflrastirunctunre 

The essential fafrastnlcture for: implementation of the cooked midday meal 
scheme was th,e pucca kitchen-:cum-store, kifohen devices and clean drinking 
water. · Hov\rever; during audit of selected schools, deficiencies relating to 
kitchen sheds; kitchen devices and facility of dean · drillking water were 
noticed in 20 stafos11

• (Alillllllex~xmI). In two states Punjab and Himachal 

11 
· Uttar Pradesh,. Uttarakhand, Tamil Nadu, Jharkhand, Assam, Chattisgarh, Himachal 

' Pradesh, Jafumu.& Kashniir, Rajasth.an, Haryana, Punjab~ Daman & Diu, Meghalaya, 
Orissa, Tripura, Bihar, Manipur, West Bengal, Madhya Pradesh and AndhraPradesh 

. ' 
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Pradesh (100 per cent of test checked schools) and in Meghalaya (99.6 per 
cent of the test checked schools) did not have kitchen sheds. In Madhya 
Pradesh (96 per cent of the test checked schools) did not have kitchen sheds. 
In Chattisgarh (77 per cent of the test checked schools) and in Meghalaya (76 
per cent of the test checked schools) did not have drinking water facility. 

As a result of the non-availability of pucca kitchen sheds, the meal was being 
prepared in the open as well in the classrooms, exposing the children to health 
hazards besides disrupting classes. Instances of foodgrains being stored in the 
classrooms were also noticed in the test-checked schools of 11 states12

, thus 
reducing space for classes to be held. 

The Ministry stated in February 2008 that Central assistance for kitchen sheds 
was being provided in a phased manner and it intended to cover all schools by 
2008-09. 

Recommendation 

•!• The Ministry/states should ensure that adequate infrastructure i.e. 
provision of kitchen sheds, kitchen devices and facility of drinking 
water are available in all schools. 

21. Adverse impact on teaching and learning 

The Ministry prescribed in its guidelines that teachers should not be assigned 
responsibilities that would interfere with teaching and learning activities. Test 
check of the selected schools revealed that in most states the teachers were 
actively involved in receipt of foodgrains, procurement of vegetables and 
condiments, supervision of cooking and serving of meals thereby leading to a 
loss of valuable teaching time. The loss of teaching time evidenced in the 
sample was in the range of 11-30 hours per week in six states13

• In Orissa and 
Daman & Diu it constituted 41 per cent and 33 per cent of the teaching time 
respectively. Similar instances were also noticed in the states of West Bengal, 
Uttar Pradesh, Uttarakhand, Punjab, Jharkhand, Tamil Nadu, Kamataka, 
Kerala, Dadra and Nagar Haveli and Madhya Pradesh. In Meghalaya, food 
was cooked by teachers and community members/parents in 40 per cent of the 
schools as stated before the Programme Approval Board (April 2007). In 
Pondicherry, 11 teachers were posted as full time kitchen in charge in the 
central kitchens which effectively meant that these teachers did not teach at 
all. 

In West Bengal, surprise check of 139 schools by audit revealed that 17 per 
cent of the children left school after taking the meal, rather than attending 
post-meal classes. Similarly, in Bihar, in test checked schools 10 per cent to 
80 per cent of the children left the schools after taking midday meal. 

12 

13 

Haryana, Uttarakhand, Jharkhand, Tamil Nadu, Karnataka, Kerala, Dadra and Nagar 
Haveli, Madhya Pradesh, Daman and Diu, Orissa and Gujarat. 
Jammu and Kashmir, Chandigarh, Himachal Pradesh, Bihar, Haryana and Rajasthan 
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.The Ministry stated.in February 2008 that it was the responsibility of the state· 
governments to ensure that the serving of midday .meal did not have adverse 
impact on· teaching and learning and that it has been stressed upon from time 
to time in various meetings held in the Ministry. 

The responsibiHty of ensuring that the MDM does not adversely affect the 
main objective. of education cannot be left entirely to the states. · Ministry 
should undertake demonstrable efforts to ensure that the programme does not 
have any adverse impact on the main objectives of the schools. 

Recommenid!aitnon 

•:• Tl!ne Mil!Ilnstiry sl!noudidl pllllt a system Rl!ll pface to.ensmure tlhtat teacltuillllg 
tnme of tine teacllners frs llllot lost on midday meal refated actnvntlies 
and that tlb.eeidllll!catiol!Il oftllne cllllillcllrellll takes Jpnrfoirify. 

22. Avoiicllalbifo payment of sales fax 
) . 

The state govei:'nments levy sales tax on the foodgrains supplied by the Food 
Corporation of India. This tax was beingreimbursed by the Ministry while 
makirig payments to.the FCI under the scheme. However, it was noticed that 
some of the states had exempted levy of sales tax on foodgrains lifted from 
FCI under the scheme. Thus, while the ·Government had been buying 
foodgrains at subsidised rates, it was also making huge payments on account 
of sales tax. This meant that, in effect, the scheme was not run economically 
or efficiently when· it came to sourcing of foodgrains; . This oversight by the 
·Ministry and duplication had a substantial financial impHc~tion as Rs. 5953 
crore had been paid as sales tax for supplies to states during the years 2002-03 
to 2006-07. · · · 

The Ministry admitted the audit finding and stated in February 2008 that the . . 

state Governments. had been advised to take necessary action· in the matter for 
obtaining exemption from payment of sales tax. 

Reco1mmenullatiioim 

•:• Tllne Governmeimt may take 11l!JP tl!ne matter wntlln relevannt st2tes fo 
seek exemptfon of paymellit of sale tax so 21s to solll!irce food!graJins 
ecmn~micallly anud efficientiy foir tHne scheme. 

23. Mo1auifo1rling and evaYllllatRol!Il 

The original scheme provided for supervision, monitoring and evaluation by 
setting up committees. at block, district and state levels to generate community 
support for the goal of universalizing primary education. At the, national lievel 
the scheme, had no monitoring in place until 2004 when a National level · 
Steering cum . Monitoring Committee was prescribed in the revised scheme 

: _-::: (September 2004). The Steerfug cum Monitoring Committees (SMC) were to 
be set up at four levels viz. National, State, District and Block with functions 
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of guidance, monitoring, coordination and taking action on reports of 
independent monitoring agencies. National and State-level SMCs were 
expected to meet at least once every six months, and District and Block level 
SMCs, at least once a quarter. 

• At the national level the SMC had met only twice and that too only in 
2005 and never thereafter as against the prescribed five meetings 
during December 2004 to March 2007. 

• At the state level the SMCs were not constituted in four states/union 
territories (Andaman and Nicobar Islands, Pondicherry, Daman and 
Diu and Maharashtra). 

• In Uttar Pradesh state level SMC was constituted only in August 2007. 

• In 10 states/union territories14 the meetings were not held at all or held 
only once against the prescribed five meetings during December 2004 
to March 2007. 

• At the district/block level, the SMCs were not constituted in four 
states/union territories (Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry, Andaman and 
Nicobar Islands and Dadra and Nagar Haveli) and in 11 states15 

meetings at district and block level were held irregularly. 

• Records of meetings of SMCs at the state level were not furnished to 
audit by four states and at district/block level by five states. 

The Ministry stated in February 2008 that the National SMC had been recently 
reconstituted in September 2007 and important initiatives like development of 
national wide web enabled Management Infonnation system, nation wide 
evaluation study through National Institute of Nutrition, Hyderabad were 
under active preparation. 

The fact, however, remains that despite 12 years of implt'.mentation of the 
scheme, the Ministry had been unable to finalise the Management Information 
System for reliable data capture from states and for monitoring the programme 
as envisaged in its scheme of 1995. 

24. Management, Monitoring and Evaluation grant 

The Scheme provided for grant of Central assistance for Management, 
Monitoring and Evaluation (MME) at the rate of not less than 0.9 per cent of 
the total assistance on supply of free foodgrains, actual cost on transportation 
of foodgrains and cooking cost for the year 2004-05 and at the rate of not less 
than 1.8 per cent of such total assistance of 2005-06 with 0.1 per cent and 0.2 
per cent of the total assistance to be retained by Central Government during 
2004-05 and 2005-06 respectively. However, no funds could be released for 

14 

15 

Tamil Nadu, Jharkhand, Assam, Jammu and Kashmir, Himachal Pradesh, Dadra and 
Nagar Haveli, Kerala, Orissa, Tripura, Manipur. 

Rajasthan, Himachal Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh, Uttarakhand, Gujarat, 
Orissa, Tripura, West Bengal, Bihar and Haryana 
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this component during 2004-05 as nonns for expenditure were notified by the 
National Steering-cum-Monitoring Committee only in September 2005. The 
states could utilise only Rs. 20.22 crore i.e. 50.16 per cent out of the total 
funds of Rs. 40.31 crore released to them during 2005-06. The Ministry 
during 2005-06 and 2006-07 had released only Rs. 65.17 lakh and Rs. 0.65 
lakh out of the budget allocation of Rs. 4.5 crore and Rs. 8.25 crore under the 
central component of the MME grant. 

The Ministry stated in February 2008 that the states had been urged to utilise 
the MME component effectively to the optimum level to mainly institute 
suitable monitoring mechanism and to conduct independent evaluation studies. 

New Delhi 

Dated: l \ SEP 2008 

(A.K. Thakur) 

Director General of Audit 

Central Revenues 

COUNTERSIGNED 

New Delhi (Vinod Rai) 

Dated: 1 7 SE p 2 908 Comptroller and Auditor General of India 
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'IT'rannsJPIOirfaltfil(])Jm 

Cosltl()lf 
ICl(J)l()l!kJiJID.g 

li995 ltl()I Aungunslt 2dllb41 

Ciennt!l"all State 

Cost of I 00 grams Nil 
foodgrain per child per 
school day reimbursed 
tof'CI 
Subsidy @ Rs. 50/- per Remaining 
quintal reimbursed to cost of 
Specified Nodal transportation 
Transport Agency of foodgrain 

Labour charges for Remaining 
cooking was met from cost up to 
poverty alleviation 31.3.99 and 
(.fawahar Rozgar full cost 
Yojana) Scheme of thereafter 
Ministry of Rural 
development up to 
31.3.99 on)y 
(no~ applicable to the 
period under review) 

--·-~-~ -~ .,_ ---~- _J~_;...-. ~· 1µ II l 

Annnnex-JLA 

(Relfeirs fo JPl~mngraiJPIIln 4). 

. §ieJ1J11temll>ieir 21Mll4 fo Jfunnnie 201!D6 

Cenn1trall §1ta1tie · 

No change Nil 

From 1.10.04 Remaining cost 
subsidy at the rate on transportation 
of Rs. mo per 
quintal for 
specialised states* 
and@Rs.75 per 
quintal for other 
states 
(i) From 2004-05 Remaining cost 
15 per cent of on the cost of 
Additional Central cooking 
Assistance under 
PMGY. 
(ii) w.e.f 1.9.04 
Rs. l .00 per child 
perschooldayin 
addition to (i) 
above 
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.Jiunlly 21!Dl!D6 onnwairrlls 

Cenntirall §taltie 

No change Nil, 

No change from Remaining cost 
OU0.2004 onwards on transportation 

(i) States in North (i) North Eastern 
eastern region Region States 
Rs. t80 per child to contribute a 
per school day minimu~ of 

(ii) Other states @ Rs. 0.20 per 
Rs. 1.50 per child child. 

. per school day (ii) Other States 
to contribute a 
minimum of 
Rs. 0.50 per 
child. 
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SI. 
Components of 1995 to Au~ust 2004 September 2004 to June 2006 Julv 2006 onwards 

No. scheme to be 
Central State Central State Central State 

financed 
4 Infrastructure Expenditure incurred on Full cost after (i) Construction of Remaining costs (i) Cost of kitchen shed 

construction of kitchen 31.3.99 kitchen: funds on infrastructure maximum of 
sheds up to 31.3.99 available under Rs. 60,000 per unit 
under poverty SGRY, NSDP, per school and funds 
alleviation scheme SJSRY available under 

(ii) Drinking water: other development 
funds available programmes 
under SSA, (detailed at st. No. 
ARWSPand 6) 
Swajaldhara (ii) Kitchen devices 
programme overa.11 average of 

iii) Utensils : funds Rs. 5000 per school 
available under for the state on 
SSA from actual expenditure 
annual school basis and funds 
grant of available under 
Rs. 2000 per other development 
school programmes 

(detai led at sl. no. 6 
in these guidelines) 

. (iii) funds available as 
under other 
development 
programmes 
(detailed at st. no. 6 
in these Jtuidelines) 

5 Monitoring, Not specified Not less than 0.9 Remaining cost Not less than 1.8 per cent Remaining cost 
Management per cent of total of total assistance on 
and Evaluation assistance on food food grain, transport and 

grain, transport and cooking from 2005-06 
cooking for 2004-
05 

Source: Scheme Guidelines - Ministry of Human Resource Development 
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Flow clbiart oJf irumpllerumellllfafom oJf tl!ne Scllnerume 

Reimbursement 
of cost of 
foodgrains 

FCI 

Mmistry of HRJ[) 
Deptt. of SclbiooR lEdl1llicatfiol!I. & 1.nteracy 

Submits A WP&B 
Including Distt."wise 

· Requirement of food 
grains 

Programme 
Approval Board 

State Nodal Department 

Central plus state 
financial 
assistance 

Local FCI Unit Requirement of food Distt. Nodal Agency 

by the ministry 

F oodgrain lifted 

Financial 
assistance 

Schools/EGS/ AIE Centres 

Foodgrain lifted 
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Conveys 
approval for 
district wise 
allocation of 
foodgrain and 
provides 
assistance 
towards cooking 
cost and 
monitoring cost 

Specified 
Nodal 
Transport 
agency 

financial 
assistance· 

Cooked 
meal Local bodies 
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St 
Type of parameltell' 

No. 
(1) 

][. JP'll'ogramme JP'ammetell's 
1. Regularity and wholesomeness of 

mid-day meal served to children 
2. Non-discrimination against 

children of weaker sections 
3. Cleanliness in cooking, serving and 

consumption of mid-day meal 
4. Timely procurement of ingredients, 

fuel, etc. of good quality 
5. Implementation of varied inenu 

6. Over-all quality of mid-day meal 

U llmpaclt JP'all'ameltel!'s 
1. Nutritional status - Assessment of 

percentage of underweight children 
at school level 

2. Attendance status 
3. Retention/completion status 
4. San;iple studies in regard to each of 

the .items 1 to 3. above. Study of 
Nutritional status would include 
study of various deficiencies 
mentioned in paragraph 1.1 of the 
scheme guidelines, especially 
incidence of low weight-for-age 
(underweight) and anaemia. 

Ammex-l!l! 

(R.efors to pall'agiraplbi. 7) 

Wlbi.o may morrniltoll'? 

(2) 

i) Members of PT A/SMDC 
ii) Teachers 
-do-

-do-

PTA/SMDC 

Municipality/Representatives of 
SMC 
i) Officers of State Govt. belonging 

to Revenue/Administration, rural 
development, education and any 
other suitable Department (e.g. 
WCD, Food, Health, etc.) 

ii) Officers of Food & Nutrition 
Board (FNB), Govt. of India, 
posted in the State/UT 

iii) Nutrition Experts/Institutions 
identified/nominated by the State 
Govt. 

PTA/SMDC 

-do-
-do-
Appropriate institutions selected by 
State Govt. I Nodal Agency I SMC 

.. .. 
Source : Scheme Guzdelmes - Mmzstry of Human Resource Development 
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lFll'eil:Jl11llerrncy of morrnfitoll'irrng 

(3) 

Daily 

-do-

-do-

Weekly 

Fortnightly/monthly 

As per a certain target of 
inspections per month, to be 
fixed by State Govt. in 
consultation with food and 
Nutrition Board/Institution, 
concerned. 

Twice a year 

Quarterly 
Annually 
Annually 



SR No; 

1. 

:2. 
,, 3. 

4: 

5. 

6. 
. 7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

lL 

12. 

B. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

.17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24; 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

Amnmex-][[J! 

(JR.eifel!"s to pal!"agl!"aplln.9) 

. Jl))eta1ils olfsamplle seHediion fum states 

.. ... - - ---

State IDistrids seHede«ll 

Punjab 07 

Haryana. 7 

·tripura . 4 
' 

Daman&diu .· 2 ... 

Jharkhand 8 
.·· 

Nagaland 7 

· Arunachal pradesh 8 

Chandigarh 1 

Chattisgarh . 7 

. Andhra pra~esli 7 

Karnataka 8 

Uttar pradesh 16 

Tamil nadu 8 

Rajasthan 7 
Uttrakhand 7 

Manipur 
,. 

3 

Pon di cherry 4 

Himachal pradesh 7 

Assam .. T 

Madhya Pradesh 7 

Maharashtra 8 

. Dadra and nagar haveli 1 

Andaman &nicobar 1 . 

.Ker11la 7 

West Bengal T 

Gujarat .. 8 

Jammu & ka8hi:nir 8 

Orissa 7 

Meghalaya 6 

Bihar 10 

Totan 119§ 
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= i 

. ScllmoRs/celllltl!"es 
seHede«ll 

.. 140 

140 

80 
~ 

40 

160 

140 

160 

20 

143 

140 

160 

320 

: 160 

140 

140 
-. 

60 

73 

140 

121 

105 

160 
·- 20 

20 

140 

140 

160 

134 

140 

120 

200 

•38116 
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•. Arumex-l!V 

(lRefoirs to pairagiraplhi U.ll) 
. ' 

Sil. No. Yeair Nmmnll>eir olf scllnooils 1wveired ruurndeir · JP'iro]ected 
MDM enniroilmennt 

l. 2002-03 8.10 lakh 10.28 crore 
2. 2003-04 .8.80 lakh 10.57 crore 
3. 2004~05 9.04 lakh 10.89 crore 
4. 2005-06. 9.54 lakh 11.94 crore 
5. ,, 2006-07 9.91 lakh · 11.98 crore I .... 

Source: Figures supplied by the Ministry of Human Resource Development 
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Ammex-V 

(Refeirs fo JP'aira 11.:1 .• 1) 

][nnconnsfisterrnclies lbietweerrn tllne fngwiires ireportedl lbiy tllne Mlinfistiry am!! tllnose collllectedl Jirrn states · 

Ennirollmerrnt 

Sil.No. Nannne of state Yeus JP'irovildledl lbiy . 
Ffigumis Jl)iIJffeirerrnce ~+)H 

,. 

Mlirrnfistiry 
collllectedl JiJm 

states 

1. Chattisgarh 2002-03 2889116 2829000 60U6 .. 
2003-04 2828582 2783.000 45582 

2004-05 .2828582 2839000 -10418 

2. Gujarat. 2002-03 3259341 5036000 -1776659 

2006-07 3548712 6132000 -2583288 

3. Dadra & Nagar . 
2006-07 

32251 . 33824 -1573 
Haveli 

4. · Ha.rYana: 2006-07 1872490 1613000 .. 259490 

5. Himachal Pradesh 2002-03 639974 . 614156 . 25818 

2003-04 6~4847 . 590351. 24496 
.. 

2004-05 590351 577998 12353 

I 2005-06 577998 555378 22620 . 

2006-07 555378. 530016 25362 

6. Jharkhand 2004-05 3335485 3193000 142485 

2005-06 . 4101554. 4263000 . -161446 I. 
(. 

2006-07. 4280489 5054000 -773511 

7. Karnataka 2003-04 5349540 4603200 746340 

2004-05 5126042 4850053 275989. 
.• -

2005-06 4962764 4649605 313159 

2006-01· "4653694 4413471 240223 

8. Kerala 2003-04 2166510 . 2163763 2747 

2004-05 2116354 2128222 -11868 r 
2005-06 1907000 2099522 -192522 .. 
2006-07 2029411 2065785 -36374 

, ' 

9. Maharashtra 2005-06 .. 9779283 9441000 338283 

2006-07 9258736 9179000 79736 

10. Darrian & Diu 2005-06. 15300 13719 1581 

2006-07 27800 14185 13615 

11. Orissa '2003-04 4632000 4588000 44000 

2004-05 5151000 4497000 ·654000 

2005-06 5156000 4386000 770000 

2006-07 5002000 4192000 810000 
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I 

i 
I 

§Il.No. 

12. 

13; 

14. 

15. 

• 16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

Namme oft' state 

.. 
Chandigarh · 

Rajasthan 

Tamil Nadu 

Tripui:a 

Uttar Pradesh · 

Uttarakhand 

West Bengal 

Andaman & Nicobar 
Islands 

Yeall"s 

2QQ2-Q3 

2QQ3-Q4 

2QQ4-Q5 

2QQ5-Q6 

2QQ6-Q7 

2QQ2-Q3 

2QQ3-Q4 

2QQ4-Q5 

2QQ5-Q6 

2QQ6-Q7 

2QQ2-Q3 

2QQ3-Q4 

2QQ4-Q5 

2QQ5-Q6 

2QQ6-Q7 

2QQ2-Q3 

2QQ5-Q6 

2QQ2-Q3 

2Q03-Q4 

2QQ4;.Q5 

2QQ5-Q6 

2QQ6-Q7 

2QQ2-Q3 

2QQ3~Q4 

2QQ4-Q5 

2QQ5-Q6 

2QQ6-Q7 

2QQ2-Q3 

2QQ3-Q4 

2QQ4-Q5 

2QQ5-Q6 

2QQ6-Q7 

2QQ5-Q6 

2QQ6-Q7 

lE.nnll"oilmmennt 

JP'l!"OVftidledl fuy 
lfiguues 

Mnnnnstry 
coilllectedl nnn 

states 

4172Q 4252Q 

4252Q M699 

. 42366 526Q4 

565QQ 55818 

59993 61014 

7177718 7178QQQ 

7678153 7678QQQ 

7662192 76610QQ 

1Q21557Q 7335QQQ· 

7696898 . 696QQQQ 

54Ql644 539QQQQ 

5529945 43Q6QQQ 

43Q5932 3992QQQ 

4152167 3817QQQ. 

4875103 36510QQ 

459981 459981 

525645 520610 

14855697 16Q32QQQ 

16374892 16995QQQ 
1 16996916 18143QQQ 

18644467 l8654QQO 

18719628 18619QQQ 

8215Q7 810722 

787193 784911 

8112Q4 1136493 

779596 1144478 

779826 1163178 

·. 9764181 10262726 

10268683 1Q876525 

103266QQ 10722722 

10886311 10569154 . 

9247449 1Q443354 - .. 

34517 34107 

317Q4 31059 
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]])ftft'lfell"ennce (+)(-). 

;.SQQ 

-2179 

-1Q238 . 

682 

-1Q21 

-282 

153 

.1192. 

288Q57Q 

736898 

11644 

1223945 

313932 

33$167 

1224103 

Q 

5Q35 

-ll763Q3 

-62Ql08 . 

.. -1146Q84 

~9533 

100628 . 

10785 -

2282. 

~ 
-325289 

-364882 

. -383352 

-498545 

-6Q7842 

-396122 

317157 

• -11959Q5 

410 

645 

·' 

1= 
I 
1. 

t 
I_ 
1-
j_ 

11 
• ! 

:,, ' 
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SR.No. 

I. 

2. 

.. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

-8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

. Statte 
Uttarakhand 

Jammu& 
Kashil1ir 

Rajasthan 

Assam 

·chattisgarh 

Himachal 
Pradesh 

Haryana 

Kerala 

Orissa 

Tripura 

Bihar. 

Manipur 

Report No. PA 13of2008 

Arrnrrnex-VJI 

(Refers 1to JPl!lllr!llgir!llJPllln ].41.].) 

DiSlrUil][lltllOllll Illlll Sell"Vfillllg of cooked\ furRealls 

Remarks 

In 232 test checked schqols cooked meal was not 
provided for 18.2 per cent to 22.5 per cent days due to 
delay in receipt of foodgrains. 

Cooked meal was not provided in Leh district during 
2005-07 due to late sanction of cooking cost. 

In 70 test checked schools cooked meal was not provided 
to 541754 children for 6036 school days during 2002-
07. 

In 40 of the 53 schools test checked interruption in 
serving of cooked meal was noticed for a period ranging 
from 4 months to 23 months due to delayed 
implementation of the scheme. -

In 157 schools 16879 children were not provided cooked 
meals for a period ranging from 2 to 12 months during 
2004-06 due to non availability of foodgrains, funds and 
cooks. 

In 32 schools cooked meal was.not served for a period 
ranging from 20 to 232 days during 2004-07 due non 
availability of foodgrains and funds. 

In 123 of·140 test checked schools, meal was not served 
for periods ranging up to 209 days during 2004-07 due to 
irregular supply of foodgrains. 

In 72 schools disruption ranged up to 102 days due~ to 
delay in receipt of foodgrains. ~ 

Shortfall in providing cooked meal ranged from 5 to 20 
per cent during 2002-07 against-the prescribed feeding 
days of 210 days due to non availability of foodgrains, 
funds and cooks. 

Cooked meal was not served in 45 to 52 test checked 
schools for a period ranging up to 165 days during 2003-
07 due to shortage of foodgrams and funds, rainy days, 
absence of cooks etc. 

Interruption ranged between 4 7 per cent to 73 per cent of 
total days due to non availability of f'oodgrains, funds etc. 

During 2005-07, in 60 test checked schools, meal was 
. not provided for 51 days in 2005-06 and for 100 days in 

2006-07 against the prescribed 200 days. 
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Report No; PA 13 of 2008 · 
I : . . . 

Sil. NI(]). Sfate 
I Remal!'lks 

13. 'A~dhr8.Pradesh In 140 test checked schools disruption for 2647 days'.· · 
during 2003-07. · 

I 

I 
i 

I 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

I 

tvf eghalaya 

~aharashtra 

West Bengal 

Uttar Pradesh 

\·;· 

;,: ... 

r ,_ 

':-: · .. 

Disruption ranged from 50 per cent to 100 ·per cent of 
school days during 2002-07. 

m 43 test _Checked schools, disruption affected l 088401 
children for 6102 school days during 2003-07 due to 
delay in · receipt of foodgrains, non availability of 
transport facility in the tribal areas etc. 

m·test checked schools cooked meal was not served for 
37 per cent of targeted 78114 schools days due to 
delayed implementation of the programnie, short receipt 
of tice, cookin.g cost etc. · · · · 

As per the report of state inspection task force, MDM 
was not served in 2086 schools during October 2006 to 
March2007. 
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=' 
-~I 
-I ., 

-1: 

' 

_11 
L 

§Il. 
No. 

]. 

:n.. 

2. 

3. 

41. 

§. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

§fattef[J'JI' 

2 

Alllldlllnira 
JP'iradleslln 

Al!'11maicllnall 
lP'll"illdleslln 

ASSlllJlllll 

Bi.llnair 

Cllnllnaffisgairlln 

Goa 

Glllljall"at 

Jlfairyllllllllll 

HiiJlllllaicllnall 
JP'iradleslln 

Allllnnex-V][][ 

(ReJfel!"s tto Jlllaill"agll'aJllllln :Il.6) 

No. oft' icllnfilldlirH 
Hironnedl omi 31!bth lFoodlgl!'ai.Iins · 

Yeair 
§eptt. oUllne allloicattedl 

JP1Jreicedli.llllg yeair 
3 4l 6 

2002-03 7456254 223687.62 
2003-04 7717673 178278:25 
2004-05 9081299 213410.53 
2005-06 6361814 114099.13 
2006-07 6700878 131002.17 
2002-03 166637 4999.11 
2003-04 181606 5448.18 
2004-05 177984 3559.68 
2005-06 218905 4540.09 
2006-07 218905 4558.70 
2002-03 3149361 92545.89 
2003-04 3210526. 96315.78 
2004-05 3387583 101627.49 
2005-06 4795759 92125.70 
2006-07 3525467 78617.92 
2002-03 8095780. . 242873.40 
2003-04 8868044 245299.91 
2004-05. 9791760 195835.20 
2005-06 12638429 218070.20 
2006•07 12858653 248029;83 
2002-03 2889116 74545.37. 
2003-04 2828582 56571.64 
2004-05 2828582 56571.64 
2005-06 2888868 53019.31 
2006-07 3104573 69222.56 
2002-03 68878 2066.34 
2003-04 69647 1253.65 
2004-05 68489 1232.80 
2005-06 67225 1411.73 
2006~07 67686 1317.51 
2002-03 3259341 65186.82 
2003-04 - 3004496 . 60089.91 
2004-05 3011034 60220.68 
2005-06 5132959 67891.45 
2006-07 3548712 75470.66· 
2002-03 1538006 46140.18 
2003"04 1578538 45871.00 
2004-05·· 1627834 .· 46075.44 
2005-06 1645509 28672.99 
2006-07 1612509 32895.18 
2002-03 639974 19199.22 .. 

2003-04. 614847 18445.41 
2004-05 . 590351 17527.02 
2005"06- 577998 11447.25 
2006-07 . 555378 12096.13 
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(Fio.ures in M7I's) 

Food! 
JP'eiricellllttage 

gl!"ai.lllls 
oft'Ili.ft'ti.rriig 

Ilift'tedl. 

7 8 
185620.15 82.98 
175513.12 98.45 
208218.16 97.57 
114099.H 100.00 
128652.73 98.21 

700.44 14.01 
1209.40 22.20 
3169.60 89.04 
3559.96 78.41 
3531.64 77.47 

43592.96 47.10 . . 

78292.34 81.29 
87257,65. 85.86 
75621.15 82.08 
48648.48 61.88-

138678.82 57.10 
181362.17 73.93 
167153.54 85.35 
160939.69 73.80 
114728.22 46.26 

5531.31 1:42~ 

5642.11 9.97 
. 5380~09 9.51 
58485.09 110.31 
46379.82 67.00 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

1356.33 96.08 
1317.51 100.00 

27551.01 42.26 
39533..12 65.79 . 
55083.21 91.47 
62107.16 91.48. 
62522.18 82.84 
41556.62 90.07 
41989.22 9L54 
20936.54 45.44 
14611.71 50;96 
17125.38 52.06 
18777.33 97.80 

. 

17847.28 96~76 

16926.82 96.58·: · 
11447.16 100.00 
11394.55 94.20 



§]. 

No. 

Jl 

rn. 

Jlll. 

Jl.2. 

Jl.3. 

Jl.41. 

. Jl§. 

Jl.6. 

Jl.7. 

Jl.8. 

I 
.f!..eportNo.'PA 13 o/2008 

i 
i 

§talte/IU'll' 

I 2 ·. 

I 

. 

Jammllll& 
Kasllnmi.if 

iJ!lna1rkllnalllllll 

I 
I 

I I 

f Ka1rnnatailfa ·. 

I 

.i 
! 

Ke1ra]a. 

Mailllllnya 
1?1rallleslln 

~allna1rasbt1ra 
i 

i 

I 

I . ~ 
tMegllnallaya 

. ·' 

Mi.zo1ram 

I 
.I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Yea1r 

2002-03 
2003-04 
2004-05 
2005-06 
2006-07 

2003-04 
2004-05 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2002-03 
2003-04 
2004-05 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2002-03 
2003-04 
2004-05 . 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2002-03 
2003-04 
2004-05 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2002~03 

2003-04 
2004~05 . 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2002-03 
2003-04 

.. 2004-05. 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2002-03 
2003-04 
2004~05 

2005-06 
2006-07 . 
2002-03 
2003-04 
2004-05 
2005-06 
2006-07 

No. of cllnHllhrellD. 
e11D.rnilllelll 01m 301h 
. §e]llt. of11:Ilne 

rnrecellli.Jm!!: vea1r 

821890 
738777 
831215 

1028425 
1093613 
2254066 
2254066 
3335485 
4101554. 
4228353 
5621960 
5349540 

·5126042 
4962764 
4653694 
.2355686 
2166510 
.2116354 
1907000 
2029411' 
7579750 

'7729652· 
.7649784 
8665342 
8891737 
9930938 
9721167 

. 9665362 
9779283 
8147690 
'287506 
296211 
305695 
295096 
295096 
434702 
485980 
502573 
597555 
627596 

93608 . 
94042 
95619 

104300 
86504 
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lF'oolllg1rai.nns 
ailfocatelll 

24656.70 
22163.31 
24936.45 
18757.93 
20209.97 
51796.21 
51796.21 
83387.13 
82687.33 
84905.33 

153564.63 
145853:18 
117558.08 
112863.57 
96517.61 
47113.72 
43330.20 
42327.08 
28223.60. 
32308.22 

212149.59 
165834.55 . 
159974.50 
191080.71 
188693.84 
297928.14 
223586.84 
222303.33 . 
207809.77 

. 164135.22 
8625.18 
8886.33 
9170.85 
6539.33 
5665.84 

13041.06 
10279.54 
10051.46 
10038:92 . 
10543:61 
2808.24 
1880.84 
1826.32 

1837.86 
'1624.98 

(Fiaures in MTs) 

lF~olll 
girai.llD.S 
Ili.ftelll 

lP'e1rcenntaige 
oflli.fti.llD.g 

7 8 
235.31. . 0.95 

0.00 0;00 .· .• 
1662.69 6.67 

16653.87 88.78 
13168.28 65.16 

· 16548.37 31.95 • 
23039.70 . 44.48 
55467.28 66.52 • .. 
64552.50 78.07. 
67154.41.·. 79.09 

122262.01 79.62 
85386.97 58.54 
87555.18 74.48 
82416.88. . 73.02 
83276.79 86.28 
72409.04. 153:69 ·• 
43329.20 100.00 
42327.08 100.00 
28223.60 .. 100.00 
2691528 . 83.31 . 

198003.28. 93.33 -
149768.56 90.3 L ·· 
152011.18 ~5.02 

165648.99 . 86.69 
160166.41 . 84.88 
218551.84 . 73.36 
183922.28 .. . 82:26 .. 
150534.81' 67.72 ·. 
134951.28. 64.94. 
148499.97 . 90.47 .. 

8075.48 93.63 .. 
8881.02 99.94 
9120.93 99.46 
5914.25 90.44 
5368.94 94.76 .. 

11357.36 87.09 
9373.40 91.19 
9512.28 94.64 

10041.42 100.02 
9010.36 85.46 
2246.59 80.00 
1876.55 99.77 
1829;66 100.18 
1837.85 100.00 
1743.98 107.32 

J ,---
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-I 

-11· 
I: 
I 
I 

l 

-l 

-1 

-1 
~ 
i 

-i 
I 

I -, 
I 
l 

§Il. 

No. 

:I. 

:1.9. 

2«JI. 

2:1.. 

. 22. 

23. 

241. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

§t21te/U'f 

2 

N2g2Il21ID.dl 

-

01!'IlsSlll 

JPumj21bi 

Raijastllna!ID. 

§filkhl.mm 

'f2mftll N2i!llun 

'fll'IlJPIUllll'lll 

lUtfall'lllllrnllllllldl 

lIJttlllll' IPll'llldleslln 

No. o1fcllnftlldlll'enn 
ellllll'Olllledl mm 3«li1h 

Yeall' 
SeJP11t. oft'tllne 

]]Jll!'eeedliilllll!: yeal!' 
3 4 

2Q02-03 159664 
2003-04 173598 
2004-05 173598 
2005-06 173598 
2006-07 173598 
2002-03 4621934 
2003-04 4631826 
2004-05 5151346 
2005-06 5156154 
2006"07. 5002269 
2002-03 1620811 . 
2003-04 1559682 
2004-05 1498697 
2005-06 1552404 
2006-07 1488412 
2002-03 7177718 
2003-04 7678153 
2004-05 7662192 
2005-06 10215570 
2006-07 7335359 
2002-03 77033 
2003-04 76828 
2004-05 83602 
2005-06 98000 
2006-07 102520 
2002-03 5401644 
2003-04 5529945 
2004-05 4305932 
2005-06 4152167 
2006-07 3909913 
2002-03 459981 
2003-04 453854 
2004-05 458020 
2005-06 525645 
2006-07 520610 
2002-03 821507 
2003-04 787193 
2004-05 811204 
2005-06 779596 
2006-07 779826 
2002-03 14855697 
2003-04 16374892· 
2004-05 16996916 
2005-06 18644467 
2006-07 14728060 
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(Fi1tures in M1's) 

JF'oodl 
lF' oodlgrnms JP'el!'celllltage 

lllllll0Clll1tedl 
gll'lllilllllS 

ofllnftnllllg . 
Illlftedl .. 

6 7 8 
4789.92 . 4789.92. 100.00 
5207.94 5082.53 97.59 
3471.96 3992.75 115.00 
3762.74 3506.53 93.19 
3541.40 3541.40 100.00 

123762.01 105440.55 85.20 
123424.87 114350.32 92.65 
135293;02 105201.25 77.76. 
104110.32 8601L51 82.62 
91938.20 80502.88 87.56 
48624.33 42099.50 86.58 
45490.34 23707.95 52.12 
43222.38 27886.73 64.52 
28053.43 7821.01 27.88 
29401.81 22761.08 77.41 

157909.79 14154.12 8.96 
168919.37 . 136487.45 80.80 
168568.22 121027.06 71.80 
196108.30 122477.08 62.45 
133312.81 96532.6 72.41 

2310.99 2042.70 88.39 
1536.56 1296.26 84.36 
1672.04 1657.24 99.11 
2126.59 2126.59 100.00 
1960.70 1880.28 95.90 

108032.88 80000.25 74.05 
110598.90 79654.67 72.02 
86118.64 71997.91 83.60 
76586.73 69395.56 90.61 
73115.37 65203.65 89.18 
13799.43 10069.21 72.97 
9077.08 8906.40 98.12 
9160.40 9053.71 98.84 
9882.13 9429.86 95.42 

10787.04 5183.03 48.05 
24645.21 15206.34 61.70 
15743.86 19781.88 125:65 
16224.08 14181.57 87.41 
14180.85 13622.47 96.06 
14535.96 14002.23 96.33 

. 445670.91 405310;57 90.94 
491246.76 365300.77 74.36 
509907.48 452280.03 88.70 
335973.30 . 285077.65 84.85 
346109.28 257665.51 74.45 
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§H. 
No. 

JI. 

28. 

29. 

3®. 

3].. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

3§. 

1I'otail 

I '· 

Report No. PA 13 o/2008 
I , 
I 

(Fi1rures in MTs) 

I 
No. of cllnliildl1rerrn 

I 
§tate/1U1I' 

· · · Food! 
ellll.1roililedl orrn 3®1

h Foodlg1ralirrns . 
S · t f tlln "Ililocatedl gmlirrns 

IP'e1rcerrntage 
ofllfiftfumg I 

I 

ep. I[) e .. nmei!ll 
11necedllirrng yea1r . 

I 2 3 41 6 7 8 
2002-03 9764184 292925.43 230524.86 78.70 
2003-04 10268683 305987.74 255689.48 8356 

' I 
We~t JBerrngail 2004~05 10326600. 302571.S5 264088.41 87.28 

I 2005-06 10886311 205424.69 115914.12 85.66 
I 2006-07 9247449. 174499.36 155648.02 89.20 
I 2002-03 35886 1076.58 1018.67 94.62 
I : 2003-04 35179 103.58 103.58 100.00 

A&N ][silarrndls 2004-05 · 35186 . 774.09 774.09 100.00 
I 2005~06 34511 668.25 533.98 19.91 
r .: 2006-01 34101 575.73 551.81 95.86 
I 2002-03 41720 1251.60 554.78 44.33 .· 
I . ,' 2003-04 · 42520 977.96 543.98 55.62 

Cllnarrndlliga1rlln, 2004-05 42366 974.42 682.44 70.04 
I · 2005-06 56500 1001.96 900.45 89.33 
I 2006-01 59993 1228.66 524.75 42.71 
I 2002-03 26004 180.12 379.69 48.67 
I , 2003-04 · 29480 678.04 · 393.20 57.99 

][])&N lHiaveilli : 2004-05 30176 · 603.52 429.06 71.09 
I r-2-0_0_5_-0-6-+----3-3-45-4--+---6-1-o-.2-o--+---45-7-.1-1-+--7-4-_9-2-~ 

I 2006-01 32251 508.15 455.2 89.58 

I 

. I 2002-03 15214 304.28 233:68 76.80 
2003-04 15163 303.26 ' 198.24 65.37 

][])mrrm!arrn & IDliUR 1 2004-05 ·· 15187 303.74 234.60 77.24 I I-----+----~--+-------+--~-~+-----~ 
2005-06 15300 302.94 191.U 63.09 · 

1

1 I 2006~07 13539 246.14 190.96 77.58 
i 2002-03 1010919 . 20218.38 . '3802.55 18.81 
1 t-2_0_0_3_-o-4--+---1-o-36_1_1_1_+-___ -2-11_3_9 __ 0-6-+--.-1-25-9-.9-o-+--3-3.-40----1 

Deilllnli · t-2_0_0_4_-0_5-+---"---10_7_8_24_1_-+-__ 2_15_6_4_.8_2----i-~1_4_6_61_.6_2-+-_._6_7_.9_9_~ 
! 2005~06 1238188 20165.55 p501m 86.82 

1-----1-------+---''--------I-~'----+---~--~ i 2006-07 . 1116492 19579.14 16077.15 82.11 
I r-2_0_02_-_03_+---___ o_--+-~--0_.o_o--+-__ ·_o_.o_o ___ o;_oo_-; 
I 2003-04 0 0.00 ·· ·. 0.00 0.00 
I , t------+-------+-------+-----1--------t 

JLa~llnadlweep i r-2_0_0_4-_0_5--+-____ o_-+-___ o_.o_o.--+-___ o_.o_o-+-__ o_.0_0----1 
1 'r-2_0_0_5-_06_+------~o-+--~-o_.o_o-+---~o_.o_o ___ o._oo_-; 
I , 2006-01 10430 183.57 o.oo -o.oo 
! 2002-03 62349 1247.00 736.23 59.04 
I · .r-2-0_0_3_-0_4 __ -1---6-2-34-9--+---.-12_4_6.-9-8--+--'----2-13-o-.1-2--+--11-o-.8-2----1 

Porrnj
1
dlncllneny 1-2_0_0_4-_0_5--+-___ 5_3_22_1_-+-__ 10_6_4_.4_2_ . ..____1_02_7_.9_5-+-_9_6~.5_7_· ___. 
I t-2_0_05_-_o6--l ___ 5_0_12_3_-+-__ ._81_9_.5_4---+-__ 8_1_2.~83-4'-~9~2_.4_2----' 
1' 2006-07 55200 1013.47 917.21 90.50 

I
I 2002-03 . · 102795118 · 283027_6.28 2028061.52 71.66 

t-2~0-0-3--04-t---10~5-6-65-9~6-0-_--+--2-6~8-40~6~7-,0~3--+--20-6-84_5_3-.1-9-t---7-7.-06----i 
1--~--+--'-------+-------+---=------=----1------'------'-~· 

Ailil ][rrndllia 2004-05 108915529 2669090.76 2163323:12 81.05 

I 
2005-06 119381379 2250960.37 1808313.61 80.34 
2006-07 106856483 2160352.08 1671242.96 \ 77.36 

Source: Figures supplied by the Ministry of Human Resource Development 
I 

I 
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Sil.No. §tllltie 

I. Tamil Nadu 

2. Haryana 

3. Rajasthan 

4. Bihar 

5. Manipur 

6. Uttarakhand 

7. Arunachal 
Pradesh 

~! 
-I 

8. Punjab 

==~~ 

I 

I 
-i 

-~: 

I 
,I 

Report No. PA 13 of 2008 . 

Ammex'V][][][ 

(Riefell"S to ][lllllll"lllgll"lll][llllll :1.1) 

Scllllooils/lEGS/MIB: ciell!ltties llllOt coviell"ie«ll 

Out of 48287 children of AIE/EGS centers 41478 childien were 
not provided MDM. In 19 test-checked centers MDM was not 
provided in fourteen centres. Thirteen newly opened schools 
were also not provided MDM during 2002-07. 

In seven test checked districts 96 per cent of AIE centers were 
not covered. 

In Tonk district 7980 schools involving 4.99 lakh children 
remained uncovered. 

67 per cent EGS centres in 10 districts not covered depriving 
0.88 lakh children. 

2019 EGS/AIE centres not covered till 2006-07 involving 
55110 childre~. 

In three test checked districts 87 EGS centers involving 5387 
students were not covered. 

As of 31 March 2007 43 primary schools and 85 EGS centers 
involving 4853 children remained uncovered. 

1628 schools and 182 EGS centers involving 196821 children 
remained uncovered during 2002-04. 
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Rf port No. PA 13 of 2008 · 
I 

I 
I 

SK.NI[); §tmtes/[J'Jl's 

i 1. . Bihar I 
I 

: Chhattisgarh ! 2. 
i 
I 

! 

3. Baryana 

4. ·. Jamrriu & Kashmir , 

5. ; Jharkhand · 
,I . 

/' 

6. 'Karnataka 
' 

7. •' Meghalaya · 
i 

8. :: Orissa 
,. 

~ 

9. Punjab 
' 

' 

· Rajasthan 
10. 

i IL: Tamil Nadu -
I 
I 1; 

I 
I 
I 

12. I Tripura 
I 

I 13 ..•. West Bengal 
I 
I 

I 14. : Pondicherry 

AHex-llX 

(Refeirs topairagirmJ!lllbl ll8.ll) 

Yeair 

2006-07 

2004-05 

2006-07 

·2004-05 

2005-06. 

2006"07 

. 2004-05 

2005-06 

2004-05 -

2005-06 

2004-05 

2005~06 

2006~07 

2006-07 

2005-06 

2004-05 

2005-06 

2006-07 

2005-06 

2006-07 

2004-05 

- 2005-06 .· 

2006-07' 

2006-07 

2004-05 

2005-06 
2006-07 

. lP'eircelllltage l[)f -
fomllgirafums Illiftedl 

46.26 

9.51 

67 

45.44 

50.96 

52.06 

6.67 

" 
88.78 

66.52 

78.07 

74.48 

no2 

86.28 

85.46 

82~62 

·- 64.52 

27.88-

77.41 

62.45 

72.4i 

83.6 

90.61 

89.18 

48.05 

87.28 

85.66 
90.5. 

lPeircelllltage of col[)Jltillllg 
cost untftllftsedl · 

97.26 

100 

81 

100 

76.03 

65.56 

100 

95.46 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

257.16 

100 

100 

100 

73.91 

100 

100 

100 

100 

91.12 

100 

100 
100 

Ci!-lculations based on the figures supplied by the Ministry 
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·~· l~Jlj~ I_ ~- I ... liJlllJ~~Jl. ~. ~L.L ~,I I~-= ... J[.1. )I_~_ II 11 

SH. 
Sl!llllldiil[)Illllllll[). IllFD1 idliilllirY Hill[). 

NI[). 

L 17(1)/0S 3626 dt. 11.0S.OS 

2. 17(1)/0S 3626 dt. Ill .OS.OS 

3. 17(1)/0S 3626 dt. Il LOS.OS 

4. 17(1)/0S 3626 dt. 1 LOS.OS 

s. 17(1)/0S 3626 dt. 11.0S.OS 

6. 17(1)/0S 3626 dt. 11.0S.05 

7. 17- Il (II)/OS 4761 dt 08.07.05 

8. 17-l(H)/OS 4761 dt 08.07.0S 

9. 17-l_(H)/OS 4761 dt 08.07.0S 

w. 17-l(H)/OS 4761 dt 08.07.0S 

H. 17-1(11)/0S 476Il dt 08.07.0S 

12. 17- Il(Il)/OS 476Il dt 08.07.0S 

13. 17-l(H)/OS 4761 dt 08.07.0S 

14. 17-l(H)/OS 4761 dt 08.07.0S 

IS. 17-34/0S sooo dt. 19,07.0S 

16. 17 sooo dt. Il9.07.0S 

17. 17(7)/0S 5000 dt. 19.07.0S 

·Amumex-X 

(.!Reffeirs ¢1[) JP>l!lirl!lgirlllJP>Iln 118.2) 

Jl)elll!ly iim Irellease ®Jf lfumm<lls 

Nannne l[)ft' gmllll¢ee lPeirfilOlidl 

Jammu & Kashmir 9/04 to 4/0S 

.Tharkhand · 9/04 to 4/0S 

Mizoram 9/04 to 4/0S 

Punjab 9/04 to 4/0S 

Sikkim 9/04 to 4/0S 

West Bel}gal 9/04 to 4/0S 

Arunachal Pradesh 5/0S to 12/05 

Assam S/OS to Il2/0S ., 

Gujarat· S/OS to 12/0S 

Himachal Pradesh 5/0S fo 12/0S 

Karnataka S/05 to 12/0S 

Madhya Pradesh S/OS to l2/0S 

Tami!Nadu S/OS to 12/05 

Tripura S/OS to 12/0S 

Chattisgarh os105 to-121os 

Goa OS/OS tol2/0S . 

Haryana OS/OS to Il2/0S 

1 IFD refers to Integrated Finance Division of the Ministr~ ofHumanResource Dev'el;p~-~nt 

SI 

-- --------~-

. Report No. JP A .13. of 2008 

Annnl[)Uilllll¢ Irellel!lse<ll Deill!lY 
Ml[)Illl¢Ilns idll!l:VS 

Il,86,61,000 8 II 

12,24,79,000 8 u 
. 48,37,000 8 11 

S,63,90,000 8 H 

48,86,000 8 In 

S2,86,63,000 8 11 

'3,14,46,000 2 8 

54,62,37,000 2 8 

' 40, 78,S0,000 2 8 ' 

7,71,27,000 2 8 

'. 67,S4,68,000 2 8, 

109,01,00,000 2 8 

S0,82,00,000 2 8 

6;87,21,000 2 8 

27,S4,82,000 2 19 

. SS,66,000. 2 19 

20,80,03,000 2 19 



Report No. PA 13 of 2008 

SI. 
Sanction no. IFD1 diary no. Name of grantee Period Amount released 

Delay 
No. Months days 

18. 17-18/05 5000 dt. 19.07.05 Orissa 05105 to 12/05 9,17,52,000 2 19 

19. 17-25/05 5000 dt. 19.07.05 West Bengal 05105 to 12/05 126,70,76,000 2 19 

20. 17-24/05 5206 dt 28.07.05 Uttar Pradesh 05105 to 12/05 215,53,00,000 2 28 

21. 17-20/05 5206 dt 28.07.05 Rajasathan 05105 to 12/05 114,79,63,000 2 28 

22. 17(1-A)/05 5206 dt 28.07.05 Andhra Pradesh 05105 to 12/05 77,38,19,000 2 28 

23. 17-16105 5206 dt 28.07.05 Mizoram 05105 to 12/05 1,04,05,000 2 28 

24. 17-35/05 5874 dt 29.08.05 Uttaranchal 5105 to 12/05 8,60,61,000 3 29 

25. 17-33/05 6035 dt. 06.09.05 Jharkhand 5/05 to 12/05 49' 16,66,000 4 6 

26. 17-17/05 5874 dt. 29.08.05 Nagai and 5105 to 12/05 2, 12,48,000 3 29 

27. 17-21 /05 6163 dt. 14.09.05 Sikkim 5105 to 12/05 1,23,87,000 4 14 

28. 17-15/05 6163 dt. 14.09.05 Meghalaya 5105 to 12/05 6,87,78,000 4 14 

29. 17-4/05 6365 dt. 21.09.05 Bihar 5105 to 12/05 120,30,20,000 4 21 

30. 17-13/05 6755 dt. 14.10.05 Maharashtra 5105 to 12/05 38,89,23,000 5 14 

31. 17-14/05 7143 dt. 02.l 1.05 Manipur 5105 to 12/05 2,79,8 1,000 6 2 

32. 17-11/05 7505 dt. 18.11.05 Kera la 5105 to 12/05 17 ,66,64,000 6 18 

33. 17-12/05 7437 dt. 17.11.05 Madhya Pradesh 5105 to 12/05 7, 15,30,000 6 17 

34. 17-35/05 292 dt. 12.01.06 Uttaranchal 1106 to 6/06 6,92,48,000 - 12 

35. 17-6105 301 dt. 13.01.06 Gujarat 1106 to 6/06 30,79,20,000 - 13 

36. 17-10/05 276 dt. 12.01.06 Karnataka 1/06 to 6106 39,50,31,000 - 12 

37. 17-5/05 299 dt. 13.01.06 Goa 1106 to 6106 63,68,000 - 13 

38. 17-8/05 357 dt. 16.01.06 Himachal Pradesh 1/06 to 6/06 6,58,34,000 - 16 

39. 17-12/05 405 dt. 17.01.06 Madhya Pradesh 1106 to 6/06 69,97,26,000 - 17 

40. 17-34/05 433 dt. 18.0 l.06 Chattisgarh 1/06 to 6/06 24,49,75,000 - 18 

52 



. 11 I JllL . _ 11 U II_ 11 I ll~. 11 I I II I I I I I I I 
---- - -r . ···- - H-- - ------ - - . ~,.; .. -·- -- V"'i - --- ·-- -- . -- --- - - .... - ~ F ~, wp:ll 

Repmrt No. PA 13 of 2008 

§Il. 
§aumdfonn nno. · H:JF][)1 idlliaury .nno. Narnnue o!f gll'im1tee lP'ell'fillDirll AillIIlomn1t l!'elemseidl 

Dellmy 
No. Monu1tllns idlmys · 

4L 17-7/05 434 dt. 18.01.06 Haryana . 1/06to 6/06 B,84,35,000 - 18 

42. 17-25/05 7o5 dt. 31.01.06 West Bengal V06to 6106 100,86,17,000 1 -
43. 17-22/05 646 dt. 30.01.06 Tamil Nadu 1106 to 6/06 38,82,30,000 1 -
44. 17(1-A)/05 730 dt. 01.02.06 Andhra Pradesh 1/06 to 6106 47,03,61,000 1 Il 

45~ 17-33/05 756 dt. 02.02.06 Jharkhand V06tci 6/06 22;63,44,000 1 2 

46. 17-IIl/05 820 dt. 06.02.06 Kerala . V06 to 6106 . 11,23,53,000 1 6 

47. 17-17/05 731 dt. Oil.02.06 Nagaland 1/06 to 6106 1,85,18,000 1 l 

48. 17-9/05 976 dt. 10.02.06 Jammu & Kashmir 1/06 to 6/06 12,82,23,000 1 10 

49. 17-17/05 764 dt. 02.02.06 Tripura V06to 6106 3;76,70,000 Il 2 

50. 17-18/05 Orissa 1/06to 6/06 10,00,00,000 

51. 17-4/05 1196 dt. 21.02.06 Bihar 1/06 to 6/06 40,00,00,000 1 21 

52. 17-24/05 Uttar Pradesh 1/06 to 6106 80,00,00,000 

53. 17-21/05 1165 dt. 20.02.06 Sikkim V06 to 6106 87,65,000 1 20 

54. 17-13/05 H97dt. 21.02.06 Maharashtra V06to 6106 38,97,72,000 1 21 

55. 17-2/05 Il276 dt. 23.02.06 ArunachalPradesh 1/06 to 6/06 81,78,000 1 23 

56. 17-14/05 1590 dt. 08.03.06 Manipur 1/06 to 6106 2,21,62,000 2 8 

57. 17-13/05 Maharashtra V06 to 6106 Il,33,00,000 3 -
58. ' i 7(1-B)/05 4518 dt. 28.06.05 Delhi (Party payment) 9/04 to 4/05 6,4Il,80,000 9 28 

59. 17-32/05 5874 dt. 29.08.05 Pondicherry 5/05 to 12/05 59,92,000 3 29 

60. Il7-30/05 2569 dt. 30.03.06 Delhi 5105 to 12/05 12,12,66,000 IO 30 

61. 17-32/05 2473 dt. 28.03.06 Pondich~rry V06to 06/06 40,62,000 2 28 

62. . 17-1(11)/05 4761 dt. 08.07.05 Dadra & Nagar Haveli 5105 to 12/05 36,86,000 2 8 

63. 17-31/05 5874 dt. 29.08.05 Lakshadweep "' 5/05 to 12/05 .11,86,000 3 29 
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Report No. PA 13 of 2008 

SI. 
Sanction no. IFD1 diary no. Name of grantee Period Amount released 

Delay 
No. Months davs 

64. 17-27/05 6035 dt 06.09.05 Chandigarh 5105 to 12/05 72,53,000 4 6 

65. 17-29/05 7143 dt. 02.11.05 Daman & Diu 5105 to 12/05 15,99,000 6 2 

66. 17-1 (11)/05 998 dt. 01.03.06 Dadra & Nagar Haveli 1/06 to 6106 22, 13,000 2 I 

67. 17(27)/05 2472 dt. 28.03.06 Chandigarh 1106 to 6106 49,98,000 2 28 

68. 17-31105 2557 dt. 29.03.06 Lakshadweep 1106 to 6106 8,23,000 2 29 

69. 17-29/05 2556 dt. 29.03.06 Daman & Diu 1106 to 6106 10,62,000 2 29 

2006-07 

70. 17-13/05 2820 dt. 15.04.06 Maharashtra 1106 to 6/06 5037.21 3 15 

71. 17-24/05 2814 dt. 13.04.06 Uttar Pradesh 1106 to 6106 6084.00 3 13 

72. 17- 18/05 2815 dt. 14.04.06 Orissa 1/06 to 6106 2877.29 3 14 

73. 17-4/05 2813 dt. 13.04.06 Bihar 1106 to 6106 3689.07 3 13 

74. 17-10/05 5241 dt. 22.08.06 Karnataka 7/06 to 3/07 6 141.13 I 22 

75. 17- 1 (A)/05 5239 dt. 22.08.06 Andhra Pradesh 7/06 to 3/07 8144.92 I 22 

76. 17-34/05 5238 dt. 22.08.06 Chattisgarh 7/06 to 3/07 4334.37 I 22 

77. 17-5/05 5234 dt. 22.08.06 Goa 7/06 to 3/07 84. 14 I 22 

78. 17-20/05 5240 dt. 22.08.06 Rajasthan 7/06 to 3/07 6 145.24 I 22 

79. 17-6/05 5381 dt. 29.08.06 Gujarat 7/06 to 3/07 3813.92 I 29 

80. 17-22/05 54 19 dt. 31.08.06 Tamil Nadu 7/06 to 3/07 4561.40 2 -
81. 17-8/05 54 18 dt. 31.08.06 Himachal Pradesh 7/06 to 3/07 603.07 2 -

Source: Data taken from Ministry of Human Resource Development records 
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§Il. 
No. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7 . 

Name oJfstate 

Uttar Pradesh · 

Chandigarh 

Chattisgarh 

Rajasthan 

Meghalaya 

Tripura 

West Bengal 

,· 

A..llill!Ilex-XJI 

(R.e1fe!l"s to JJ>lllll"lllg!l"a]p>illl Jl.8.5) 

Tll"al!Ilsportatfiillil!Il oft' food! gll"alil!Ils 

R.ellllilulks 
. ~,,,,_, ·~ 

\ 

Report No. PA 13of2008 

Rs. 73.37 crore claimed in excess of actual 

Food grains not delivered up to schools but expenditure claimed -
Rs. 20.89 crore . 

Rs. 1.30 lakh claimed in excess of actual 

Excess claimed Rs. 24.98 lakh due to discrepancy in quantity 
lifted during 2005-06 

Rs. 1.62 crore claimed in excess of~ctual 

Excess claimed Rs. 1.61 crore during 2002-07. Transport claimed 
up to school though not delivered up to school. · 

Rs. 26.87 lakh claimed in excess of actual. 

Rs. 4.82 cfore claimed in excess of actuaJ 
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Report No. PA 13of2008 

Allllnex-X[[· 

(lRdeirs 11:0 pimngirapllD.19) 

Col!llveirgence olf Mft«lldl:iiy Meall Scl!neme wfi11:l!n o11:l!neir Devellopmen11: lP'Irogirimnmmes 

Sil. [tem 
No 
1 Construction of 

Kitchen-cum~sfore 

Sdnel!llne/JP'irogiramme !lllllldleir wllD.klhi fon«lls aire avaiila!Dile 

Mftl!llis1tiry oflRmrail Devellopmen11:. 

• Sampurna Grameen Rozgar Yojana (SGRY) in rural areas: 

Mftl!llis11:ry of lffounsftng an«ll UJirban lP'oveir11:y Allllevftatnon 

• Basic Services for Urban Poor (BSUP), Integrated Housing 
and Slum Development Programme . (IHSDP) for urban 
areas; 

• Urban Wage Employment Programme, a component of 
Swarna Jayanti Shahri Rozgar Yojana (SJSRY) for urban 
areas outside slums.· · ' · 

Mftl!llis11:iry of 1Pa111.cllD.aiyati lRa] 

: • Backward Region Grant Fund (BRGF) available as untied 
funds for 250 districts for gap filling and augmentation. 

2 Water supply 

3 Kitchen devices 

4 School Health 
. Programme 

Mftl!llis11:ry olf HllID 

0 Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA) for new school construction. 
Mftl!llis11:ry ofR.unirall IDeveilopme111.t,)D>epartmen1i: of Dirftl!lllkling 
W a11:eir Sunpplly Accefoir'a11:eidl lRunirail W ateir Sunpplly JPirogiramme 
(AlRWSJP>) ·· 

• 'Swajaldhara' 

Mftl!llis11:ry o1f lP'anclhiayati JRa] 

• Devolution of block grants to Panchayats on the 
recommendations of the 12th Finance Commission. 

• Backward Region Grant Fund (BRGF) available as untied 
funds for 250 districts for gap filling and augmentation. 

Mfumis11:ry of JH[unman JReso1lll.irce Devellopmen11: 

0 Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA) for new school construction. 
Mftl!llis11:ry olt'Jfoman JResounirce Devellopment 

Funds available under SSA 

• From annual school grant of Rs 2000/- per annum per 
school and Rs 1000/- per annum for EGS Centres. 

Mftl!llistry o1f Heall11:l!n al!lldl JFamliily W elllfaire 

Necessary intervention, like regular health check-up, 
supplementation of micronutrients, de-worming medicines, 
etc., . can be taken up under the National Rural Health 
Mission. ' 
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SI. 
State No. 

l. Uttar Pradesh 

2. Uttarakhand 

3. Tamil Nadu 

4. Jharkhand 

5. Assam 

6. Chattisgarh 

7. Himachal 
Pradesh 

8. Jarnmu & 
Kashmir 

9. Rajasthan 

10. Haryana 

l l. Punjab 

12. Daman and Diu 

- 13. Meghalaya 

Annex XIII 

(Refers to paragraph 20) 

Infrastructure 

Remarks 

Report No. PA 13 o/2008 

38 per cent of the total schools did not have kitchen sheds 

Out of 96457 schools, 602 schools did not have kitchen devices 

(On records all schools were shown as having drinking water facility but on 
test check of 320 schools 19 per cent schools did not have clean drinking 
water) 

14 per cent schools were without kitchen shed 

22 per cent were without drinking water 

27 per cent without gas based chullah 

4 per cent of 142 test checked schools did not have pucca kitchen sheds 

31 per cent of 142 test checked schools did not have kitchen devices 

18 per cent of test checked schools did not have drinking water 

79 per cent of schools in test checked districts did not have kitchen sheds 

88 per cent of schools in test checked districts did not have gas chullahs 

38 per cent schools in test checked districts did not have drinking water 
facility 

78 per cent of test checked schools did not have kitchen sheds 

86 per cent oftest checked schools did not have gas chullahs 

26 per cent oftest checked schools did not have drinking water facility 

49 per cent oftest checked schools did not have kitchen sheds 

80 per cent of test checked schools did not have kitchen devices. 

77 per cent oftest checked schools did not have drinking water facility. 

100 per cent oftest checked schools did not have kitchen sheds 

1133 schools in the state did not have drinking water facility 

55 per cent oftht .otal schools did not have drinking water facility. 

42 per cent of the total schools did not have kitchen sheds. 

3 per cent of the total schools did not have drinking water facility. 

89 per cent oftest-checked schools did not have kitchen sheds. 

100 per cent oftest checked schools did not have kitchen sheds. 

25 of the 35 schools in Daman district had kitchen sheds 

99.6 per cent of schools in test checked districts did not have kitchen sheds 
and 76.55 per cent schools in test checked districts did not have drinking 
water facility 
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I 
I §Il. I 

§fate JRiemaurlks i No. 
I 

i 14. Orissa 92 ·per cent of.the test checked schools did not h~ve proper kitchen sheds I 
I and meals were being cooked in_ classrooms and in the open spaces. I ·-

I 
. Foodgrains were stored in office and classrooms. 100 .per cent of the I 

I schools were using firewoods and not smokeless chulhas. 
I 

Clean drinking water facility was not available in 73 per cent of schools 

15. .Tripura Only 43.65 per cent of schools had kitchen sheds. In schools test checked 
29 per cent had kitchen sheds. 

16. ., ;Bihar Only 87 of the lo29:kitchen sheds were constructed 

17: Manipur .2987 kitchen sheds ready by M.ay i005 not handed over to schools by July 
2007. 

18. We_stBengal Pucca kitchen sheds were not avail11ble in 71 per cent schools. Drinking 
0water not available in.29 per cent schools. Gas stove not available in 99 per 

: . centschools, 

19. Madhya 75807 schools did not have kitchen sheds. 
Pradesh 

20. Andhra Pradesh . Out of 54259. government primary schools 37930 (69.91 per cent) schools 
., were not having kitchen sheds 
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;Affi 

'BPL 
.. 

''.EGS 

:cEFC 

FAQ 

:.FCI 

~MDM 
-· 

n\IDMS 
., 

':'.MME· 

·MTA 

JNGO 

'·~NRHM 

NSMC 

.PMGY 

'PTA 

QPR. 

SHG 

SMDC 

SMC 

SSA 

TPDS 

VEC 

UC 
.. 

Report No. PAI 13 of 2008 

Alternative & Innovative Education 

<:Below Poverty Line 

Education Guarantee;Scheme 

.£xpem;titure Finance Committee 

FairAverage Quality 

.. Food Corporation ofJndia 

'Midday Meal 

,Midday MeaLScheme 

0 Management, ·Monitoring and Evaluation•. 

.Mother:Teacher.Association 

Non-qovernment Orgap.isation 

National.Rural Health Mission 

·National SteerinKcum Monitoring Committee 

Pradhan Mantri Gramodaya Yojana 

Parent Teacher· Association 

Quarterly Progress Report 

Self-Help Group 

School Management cum Developn:ient Committee 

Steering cum Monitoring Committee 

Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan 

Targeted Public Distribution System 

Village Education Committee 

Utilisation Certificate 
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