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- This report of the Comptroller ~d Auditor General of l!ndia containing the 

resuhs of performance audit of National Programme for Nutritional Support to 

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

Development has been prepared for submission to the President of India under 

Artide · 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.13 of2001J 

Pterformance audit report ml! National P~rogramm.e for Nutritionall 
Support to Primary Educatimn (Midday Meall Scheme) 

ffighBDghts 

The Midday Meal Scheme is a Ral!lld!abie programme of tllne Goverl!llmelll\t ([])jf 

India designed! to improve the status of primary education by addressinng 

the societal problems of pove~rty annd hlllnger. Sevell"aR ftmprovements llnave 
beel!ll made in the cmntents ([])lf MJDM as the scheme ·Jpnrogl!'essed!. JF([])Ir 

installllce, in the revised scheme of 2006, the calorie cmntent lbu11s lb>eenn 
increased from 300 callories to 45G calories and ttb.e protefum content frmnn 

8-12 grams to lt2 grams. The performance atldhit lnas sought to ex:aumniinne 

the implementation of the scheme and s~ggest ways whereby the dellhrery 
of tllne scheme can be improved and direct and imurllired mltcomes ame 
measm11red and evaluated. FoDHowing are the l!iigllnlligllnts of tllne aumdlftt 

findings. 

)';> Even after more than a decade of ruimnhng the progll"amme, tlnell'e iis 
a· Jlack of· clarity· regarding . the objectives. t([]) be achieved by tllne 

scheme. There was a qualitative shift in the focus of the Scheme linn . 

September 2®06 from education (with its emphasis on enroHmeimtt, 
neall'ning Ievens and attendance) to nutritiol!D. and llneanth. 

» Ministry had not assessed tine impact of tl!ne programme in tell"ms ([])f 

increase in enrolment, atiel!lldance and retention llevels of chiidrel!ll. 
The data coDlected from schools selected 1for al!lldit dlidl l!llot discllose 

' . 

any definite patterHil in emrclment, attendance and ~retendion Hevells 

of children over the years. 

}»- The Ministry has beeH!l ·unable to establish a system of reliable dlmt2 

capture and !l"eporting by tine states. Many states resm1ed to over= 

reporting of the en!l"olment while projecting the· ll"e<ra!lliremennt of 
funds. There was no system of cross checidH!lg the dl2ta of 
enrolment fmurnished by the state Governments. 

> One of the objectives of the scheme was to posfitiively impact tllne 
nutritional· and health levels of pll"imary school childll"en; which wms 

. the mann objective of~the ll"evised· scheme in September 2006. 1rllne 
Ministry was yet to coRRect data ([])llll tlb.e mmtrntionaU statlllls ([J)jf 

children covered l!Rnder tine midday meal scheme. Nor wel!"e 
linkages with tine Ministry of Health an<ll Fami~y Welfare foil" ttHne 
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Report No. PA 13 of 2008 

health checks prescribed under the scheme followed up by the 
Ministry. In most states the children were not administered micro 
nutrient supplements and de-worming medicines. 

)> The audit of the implementation of the scheme countrywide 
displayed weak internal controls and monitoring. The provisions 
for programme evaluation and regular monitoring and inspections 
in the scheme design, were not effectively followed nor the results 
analysed for review of errors and introduction of changes on the 
basis of lessons learnt. The steering and monitoring committees 
set up by the Ministry to monitor the scheme at national and state 
level did not meet regularly. While at the national level, the 
committee met only twice since its inception in 2005 against the 
scheduled five meetings, the states fared even worse. 

)> In most of the schools sample checked in audit, regular inspections 
were not carried out to ensure the overall quality of midday meal 
served and nor were basic records such as issue and receipt of 
foodgrains, meal quality and evidence of community participation 
(through village education committees and parent teacher 
associations) maintained. 

)> Audit of the implementation of the scheme in the states disclosed 
leakages, deficient infrastructure, delayed release of funds and 
inflated transportation costs etc. 

)> The Ministry failed to put in place an effective system to ensure 
that teachers are not assigned the responsibilities that would 
interfere with teaching activities. Many instances of the teachers 
spending considerable teaching time in supervising the cooking 
and serving of meals were noticed, resulting in loss of teaching 
hours. 

Summary of recommendations 

•!• The Ministry should set realistic and specific objectives and goals 
for the scheme. It should prescribe outcome indicators to measure 
and report on improvements in education, health and nutrition. It 
should use/analyse the data received from the states for such an 
evaluation. 

vi 
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•:• The Ministry should! vftgorously coordinate with the state 
governments to ensure that the data on enrolment9 attendance and 
retention flows. from the schoon level to state level in a transparent 
manner with records of compii.llation maintafined at each Revel i.e. 
school level, district level and state Reven. Pell"iodical checks shoulli!ll 
be arranged to crosscheck the data for accuracy. It should. provirlle 
for analysis of feed back received and take remedial actiimn, wheJID · 

required. 

-
.. :. The analysis of outcome indicators and reporting should be 

brought into an online periodic MIS as far as possible, so that tll:ne 
evaluation .flows easily from the data available lin reai time. 

•:• The Ministry needs to establish· a system to ascertain the 
improvement in nutritiomulll Yeveis of the children. The Ministry 
should coordinate wiith the state governments and ensure 
maintena~ce of health cards in alii the schools to monitor the heallth 
status of the children. 

•:• The Ministry/States should el!nsure that adequate infrastructure 
viz. provisions of kitchen sheds, . kitchen devices and! facility of 
drinking water are available in all schools. It should put illn place a 
system to ensure that the teachftng time of the teachers is not lost illll 
connection with the midday meal and there ns no adverse impact of 
the scheme on the primary objective of educatJion. 

•!• Tllne Ministry/State governm.ellllts need to strengthen the internal 
controls as wen ·as the inspection and monitoring mechanism at aHH 
levels. Accountabmty for mailllltenance of reco~rds at various Hevens 
should be prescribed and monitored. 
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The National Programme of Nutritional- Support to Primary Education 
(commonly known as the Mid-Day Meal Scheme) was launched as a 
CentraUy-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 1997-98. 

The scheme initiaHy focused on chHdren at the primary stage (class I to V) in 
government, .local body and· government-aided schools. It was extended in 
October 2002 to cover children studying in the centres under Education 
Guarantee Scheme (EGS) and Alternative & funovative Education (Am). 
Central support was provided by way of :free supply of foodgrains through the 
Food Corporation of India (FCI} at. the rate of lOO 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 ofRs. 50 
per quintal. 

fu December 2004, the Union Ministry of Human Resource Development, 
Department of Elementary Education and Literacy revised the guidelines for 

· the Scheme. These guideHnes 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 enrol.ment, attendance and 
retention of chHdren belonging to disadvantaged sections. Nutritional support 
to ·students was also provided during summer vacations in drought-affected· 
areas.' The Ministry also provided fmaneial assistance to the state 
·governments 'for management, monitoring and evaluation (MME). 

1 
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' 

. The Ministry revised the scheme again in September 2006 with the following 
I . . , 

objectives: 
! 

(i) :Improving the nutritional . status of children in classes . I-V in 
',government, local body and government aided schools~ and EGS and 
:AIE centres; 

(ii) \Encouraging poor children belonging to disadvantaged .sections to 
:attend school more regularly and help them concentrate on classroom 
'

1

activities; and · · · 
I.. • 

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

The nutritional value of the cooked -mid day meal was increased from JOO to 
450 calories and the protein·content therein from 8-12 grams to 12 grams. The 
scheni~ of 2006 also provided for adequate quantities of micrcinutrients like 
iron, foHc acid, vitamin-A etc. 

· 2. 0!1"gaumnsationall set 1lllJP 

The Mid-day meal scheme is approved, funded and monitored by the Ministry 
of Hurl(-um· Resource Development (Department ofElemeritary Education and 
Literacy). The Joint Secretary (Elementary Education-!) is ih;.charge of th~ 
schem¢ under the overall supervision of the Secretary, Department of 
Elementary Education and Literacy. One Deputy Secretary and orie -Deputy· 
Educat~on Adviser assist the Joint Secretary (Elementary Education-!) in 
discharging his duties under the scheme. . . 

I 

The il1lplementation of the scheme rests with the state/uniori territory 
governments. Each ·state has its. own implementing, monitoring and· control 
structure. 

I 

3. . :Budget and expenditmure 

The. d~tails of. budget allocations and expend~ture as per· the Appropriation 
Acco~ts·ofthe Ministry ofHuman Resource Development are shown below: 

2 
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(Rupees in crore)_ 
Total grant as per Expenditure as per 

Year Appropriation Appropriation 
accounts accounts 

2002-03 1099.03 1099.09 
2003-04• 1375.00 . 1375.00 

2004~05 1588.55 1588.551 

2005-06 3186.34 3184.00 

2006-07 5234.27 . 5230.74 

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

4. Input system for the scheme: 

Central assistance was providedto the states by way of: 

2 

3 

(i) free supply of foodgrains from the ·nearest godown of FCI at the rate 
of 100 grams of wheat/rice per student per school day (cost of which 
was reimbursed to FCI by Govel1Uli.ent ofindia); · 

·(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, economically 
backward and/or lacked rail facilities\ / 

Rates were revised from October 2004 raising the subsidy to Rs. 100 
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 India allowed the state 
governments. to earmark a maximum of 15 per cent of the additional 
Central · assis~nce (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 child per school day was provided 
from September 2004 in addition to the above ACA of 15 per. cent. 
Rates of assistance for 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. 
Calculations based on the difference between economic rate and· the BPL rate of 
foodgrains. 
Arunachal Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Jammu and Kashmir, Manipur, Meghalaya, 
Nagaland, Mizoram, Sikkim, Tripura, Assam and Uttarakhand. · 

3 
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paise (Rs. 1.50 per child per school day for other states/union 
territories provided these contributed minimum of 50 paise) from 
16 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 
kitchen 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 s.uch 
as foodgrains, transport cost and cooking cost was. provided only 
from 2004-05. This was increased to a minimum ofat least 1.8 per 
cent of such assistance from 2005-06. However, 0.2 per cent of such 
assistance was retained/utilised by the. Central Government out of the 
total 2 per cent provided in the scheme. 

A tabular break-up ofthe contribution of the Union and State Governments to 
the financing of the mid day meal scheme has been detailed in Annex-IA. A 
~ow chart . capturing the d~tai~s o~ various activities in~olved in the 
1n1plementat10n of the scheme IS given m Annex-lB. 

5. limplementation: Responsibilities of the state governments 

;As per the original scheme of 1995, the implementing agencies of the 
; programme were local bodies/authorities . Slllch as · Panchayats and 
1 Nagarpalikas. The Union Government assisted these bodies in implementing 
rthe 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. Based on the allocation made for each district by the Government 
',of India, the District Collector further allocated the entitlement of each 
\schooV16cal authority and specified who will lift the foodgrains quarterly. The 
ipistrict Collector was responsible for collection of foodgrains ·from the FCI 
~godown and transportation of food grains and distribution· thereof to 
schools/local bodies either directly or through authorised agencies. Local 
bodies had· the flexibility of organising the provision of cooked/pre-cooked 
food by schools (in association with the Parent Teacher Associations (PTAs), 
Non-Government Organisations (NGOs) and other organisations) and to 
I . 

decide the type of food to be provided. · . . 

As per the scheme of 2004, the overall responsibility for implementation of 
the programme vested with the · State!UT Administration. This included 
providing necessary infrastructure such as a kitchen cum store,.adequate water 
for drinking and cooking/washing, cooking devices, containers.for storage and 
I 
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utensils for cooking and serving, making aU logistical/administrative 
arrangements necessary for regular serving of a wholesome, cooked mid day 
meal of satisfactory quality and nutritive value of300 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/AIE centres and providing 
financial and other inputs over and above those to be provided by way of 
central assistance. 

fBile scheme of 2004 a1md 20@6 ennvnsagedl tBile folllowil!ng mannn actiivities~ 

(i) Every State Govemment/UT administration would prescribe and 
notify its own norms of expenditure for the midday meal scheme 
which were to be met from the other . centraHy sponsored 
programmes according to which it would allocate funds to the local 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

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; 

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

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, viHage 
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), ViHage 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 prqvided 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 aHocation of 
foodgrains basedon enrolment data of eligible primary schools as on 

· the preceding30th September and anticipated enrolment in the next 
financial year. Based· on this, the Ministry would convey district­
wise allocations of foodgrains for the next fmancial 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 

5 
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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 (F AQ) were issued by FCI through joint inspection 
by a team consisting ofFCI 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 children 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 

6 
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the implementation of the programme did not have any unintended 
adverse impact on primary education. 

7. .:!Il!D.dlilcato!l's/cll"iterila Jfm· assessmelint used to benchmark the . 

8. 

implementation of the scheme included: 

(i) The robustness of systems to. coHect . data on enrolment, 
attendance, retention and nutritional status of the childr~n; 

· (ii) Enrolment and retention froin year to year; 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

Improvement in attendance rates in schools; 

System of measurement for assessment of nutritional ·status of 
children and improvement in the nutritional status; 

Programme and impact parameters prescribed in the scheme 
guidelines5

; · 

(vi) Evaluation reports of the sche111e; and 

(vii) Internal control structure and its effectiveness. 

Scope of al!lldlit 

The audit was carried out from J~ne 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. Aui!llilt samplil!Rg al!D.dl mdllnodology 

Scrutiny of the records at the state/district 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 audit. The State wise break up of districts and 
schools selected for audit is given at Al!D.lmex-In. 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 a.udit 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 Arrnrrnex~Jm 
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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 fmancial year; further limited to an average attendance rate of 85 
per cent of the enrolment. The enrolment data furnished by the state 
governments thus fonns 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 tenns 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 MOM, 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 

8 
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performance audit in June 2007, cooked midday 111eal programme had been in 
operation for only two an.d half yeats, which was too· short a period for impact 
measurement and analysis. The Ministry also stated that the . Programme 
Evaluation Organisation (PEO) of the Planning Commission had 
commissioned a · comprehensive · evaluation of the Scheme including its 
nutritional impact and their report was awaited; · 

The reply of the Ministry is not consistent with the programme· objectives set 
by them as increasing ·enrolment, retention and attendance and impacting on 
nutrition, which were set right from the start of the programme in 1995, were 
not dependent on· cooked meal or uncooked ration. Thus, the crucial aspect of 
the system of measurement of the outcomes of the scheme objectives had · 
remained elusive for a long period. 

The Ministry further stated that it had initiated dialogue with four national 
level premier institutions in the field of health and nutrition to conduct 
comprehensive nationwide evaluation and that during consultation, experts 
from the these institutions had opined that the nutritional impact on account of 
midday meal could not be over emphasised as there was no prior base line 
study and it would be difficult ·to measure improvement in nutritional due to 
midday m~al scheme and also that midday meal was just one 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 2007to include 
this crucial age group in next survey. 

Ministry's reply ought 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 2004-05, which was not implemented. Besides, if a base­
line 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 
meals, determination of nutrition parameters and its systematic measurement 
could provide an assurance of the sustained impact. · 

11.1 Impact on enrollment 

The MDM scheme was .launched with the aim of attracting children to schools 
and, thus, bringing about improvement in enrolment. However, the objective 
related to enrolment was consequently not mentioned in the scheme 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 Ministry neither analysed/used the available state level data to assess the 
impact on enrolment nor 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 increase during 2002-
03 to 2006-07, which was accompanied by a corresponding increase/spreadin 
the number of schools (Anmex-IV). While the increase in enrolment could not · 
be conclusively established as a consequence of the MDM scheme, the 
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Ministry stated that the increase reflected in the data was attributable to 
various interventions, MDM being one of the major factors. Given this fact, 
the lack of analysis of the impact of the MDM meant that the scheme could 
not be and had not been tailored to meet field requirements and accentuate 
positive results. 

Eight states/union territories (Tamil Nadu, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, 
Maharashtra, 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, increase in the enrolment figures was noticed in 
nine states/union territories of Chandigarh, Uttar Pradesh, Meghalaya, 
Arunachal Pradesh, Dadra & Nagar Haveli, Jharkhand, Tripura, Bihar and 
Uttarakhand. The remaining 13 statesli witnessed varying trends of enrolment 
during the years 2002-03 to 2006-07. Sample checks of districts records and 
school records also disclosed that there was no uniform pattern of increase or 
decrease in enrolment in districts/schools of these states. In the state of 
Jharkhand, an independent study on MDM sponsored by state government 
attributed the increase in enrolment mainly to the Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan 
(SSA/. 

The Ministry stated in February 2008 that the scheme objectives 2006 'to 
attend school more regularly and help them to concentrate on class 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 all but contained only the intent to enhance attendance, retention and 
learning. Moreover, even this objective was not applicable for all children but 
specifically applied to the children of poor and disadvantaged sections, while 
the i11itial scheme guidelines were intended to cover all children of primary 
age group. 

The Ministry also stated that it would not be practicable and feasible to isolate 
midday meal, as a variable for increase/decrease in enrolment and this would 
entail research to exactly quantify the impact as a result of MDM and that 
undertaking such research was not advisable. The reply is inconsistent with 
the scheme guidelines 2004, which specifically provided for independent 
evaluation of the scheme by outsourcing to reputed organisations for impact 
analysis. Moreover, even if direct cause and effect relationship cannot be 
established, the measurement of this and other outcomes could provide at least 
an indicative impact. 

6 
Assam, Kamataka. Haryana, Rajasthan, Jammu & Kashmir, West Bengal, Nagaland, 
Gujarat, Chattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh, Daman & Diu, 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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11kUl. R.elliabiHnty oJf i[J!all:a · 

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 asystem of reliable and corisist(mt data capture 
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 Allllll!lex-V. n was also noticed that in the states of 
Daman and Diu, Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Sikkhn, Tripura, Chattisgarh, 
Himachal Pradesh, Orissa~ and Jharkhand the number of children shown 
enrolled exceeded total eligible children in the popuhitiori. Instances of over-· 
reporting/discrepant figUres of enrolment at state/district lievei were:noticed in 
the states- ofUttar Pradesh, Karnataka, Uttarakhand, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, 
Assam, Rajasthan, West Bengal;-Bihar and Jammu and Kashmir, In the states 
of Andhra Pradesh, Chattisgarh, Tripura, Meghalaya and Arunachal Pradesh, 
the figures ofenrolment 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 ~mbitthan 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 16). -
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The Ministry admitted the instances of reported enrolment of children being 
in ore 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 to 
take remediaLaction; 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. · ·· 

Jll1.2 J[mpad.l[]lmi a~teiDJ.~aB!lce 

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 govel11Iriehts to assess the impact of the scheme on 
attendance despite collecting the data of estimated average attendance· rate 
since 2004. 

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

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

G ][n Bihar, Kerala. and Haryana, the data· on attendance was not being 
compiled at any level yet figures were furnished to the Ministry. 

@ . In five states/union territories (Tamil Nadu, Chattisgarh, Chandigarh, 
Maharashtra arid Gujarat) the average attendance compHed at state 
level showed an increase. 

e In two states (Himachal Pradesh and Dadra & Nagar Haveli) it had· 
declined. In Manipur, Orissa and Andhra Pradesh no clear trend in 
·attendance rate was observed. 

Neither the MinistrY nor the state· governments had est3;blished or even 
attempted to establish any system for measuring a direct relationship between 
increase 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 ~he scheme objectives. The 
expression 'to attend the school more regularly and to help them concentrate 
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on class room activities' was not extended to all primary children as done 
earlier but was specifically directed towards covering poor children belonging 
to disadvantaged sections alone. As such, some amount of vagueness was 
introduced while framing the revised guidelines. Even after 12 years of 
commencement of the scheme it had not undertaken impact analysis on 
attendance factor. 

11.3 Impact on retention 

The scheme also envisaged in 1995/2004 the decrease in the dropout rate as 
one of the outcomes. The Ministry had no scheme specific data with regard to 
drop out rates in government and government aided scbools/EGS/ AlE centres 
and thus the impact of MDM on dropout rate could not be analysed. The 
statistical djvision of the Ministry furnished data to audit showing a reduction 
in drop out rates1

• However, this data included private school children as well 
and therefore could only serve as a broad based rather than specific indicator 
for dropouts. Thus, the dropout rates were not collected for MDM covered 
schools at all. The Ministry, consequently, was unable to assess the impact of 
MDM on retention levels. 

The states also did not establish a system of reliable data capture on 
retention/dropout rate of children in the primary schools covered under the 
scheme and its consolidation at district and block levels. 

• 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. 

• In llimachal Pradesh drop out rate was being compiled only from 
2005. 

• In 12 states/union territories (Chandigarh, Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, 
Tamil Nadu, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, Maharashtra2

, Daman and 
Diu, Orissa, Dadra & Nagar Haveli, Jharkhand and Tripura) the 
dropout rate was lower in 2006-07 than what was in 2002-03. 

• In 140 test-checked schools in Bihar, the drop out rates had declined in 
rural schools but it increased in urban schools. 

• In Chattisgarh, the dropout rates had increased. 

• However, in six states (Karnataka, Kerala, Daman & Diu, Maharashtra, 
Haryana and Orissa) the dropout rate fluctuated during 2002-03 to 
2006-07. In Manipur and Uttarakhand, also the dropout rate did not 
show any clear trend of increase or decrease. 

• In Rajasthan the drop out rate increased from 0.22 per cent in 2004-05 
to 5.39 per cent in 2006-07. 

Drop out rate declined from 34.89 per cent in 2002-03 to 29 per cent in 2004-05 
In Kerala, Maharashtra and Himachal Pradesh though dropout rate had decreased, 
data for the years 2005-06 (Kerala), 2005-07(Maharashtra} and 2002-05 (Himachal 
Pradesh) was not available. 
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Though overall dropout rates appeared to be decHning in most states, the 
decline could not be direcdy attributed to the M;JDM Scheme, as Ministry had 
not established any system of measuring a relationship between decrease in 
dropout rate_and MDM Scheme. 

The data ofem:olment and estimated avenige attendance nites 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 tenns of assessing iltlcreased 
enrolment apd 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 govel111Tients had established. any system to· ensure accurate 
reporting of enrohinent and attend,ance figUres by state governments. Nor was 
there a mechanism for cross checking the d_ata at various levels to establish 

-integrity of data reporting.· Similarly, neither the Ministry nor. the states 
compiled and analysed the drop out rates· of chHdren 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 
chHdren in selected schools indicated that the scheme had not brought about 
perceptible improvement in these parameters. 

The Ministry stated in February 2008 that analysis of reduction in drop out 
rate as a direct attribute of the Midday Meal Scheme would entaH 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 
univell"salised such a study was not proposed to be undertaken. _ 

The r~ply of the Ministry is not tenable. since in terms of the scheme 
guideHnes 2004 the Ministry was required to undertake impact analysis of the 
scheme on retention levels. The Ministry should have had a system :i.n 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. 

•:• _Tllne Mimuistry/states sl!ni(J)U!!llilll estabRlislhl a relliiablle system I(J)jf rllmtm 
captmure I(J)jf atdlll!al teHil.ll"I(J)llmmell!lt9 attelllllillmll!lce aHililll rdelll\tii(J)llll fll"I(J)l!llll 
SCihii(J)I(J)llS annd lits CI(J)J!l!SI(J)Hni!llatlii(J)llll att illlifferellllt neveRs llllll aRll States ti(J) 
allllallyse ttHne · nmJlllad I(J)f 1tl!ne scheme mn tllnese JlllSII"allllileters, 'Jfllne .· 
Miiimiistry sllnmnllilll vftgi(J)I!"IOli!ISHy CIOI(J)Iridlimite wfttlb. 11:llne state gi(J)VCII"!lllllllllents 
ti(J) el!llsure tllnat tlhte ([]lata ffilows fri(J)mm the scJ!noi(J)fi lleveni(J) state ReveR iil!ll a 
tll"alins]platll"ellllt mallll_llller wfttlln re<ei(J)It"illls I(J)jf CI(J)l!llll]pli.Ya1tfii(J)Im mafil!ll11:aJil!lleidl at 
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each Revell n.e. scbooll Reven; dist~rnci lleveH almd ·state Ieven. · Pel!"nodhicaH · 
cllne~lks sllnmnli!lllbeal!"raHl!geldl to cmsscl!neck.tllne i!llat21 fo1r acclilll"acy._ 

! .. ·. . ·. .· . . . . 
o!<> Tine Mnllllnstry .sHnmdldl JPIII"OVUde foil" allllallysis oftllne feeldllback Jl"eceivei!l! 

I a~~nldl take l!"emrnedial actlmn, wllnellll _ri"equllin~i!ll. _· Tllne allll~Hysiis of tllne 
. I ountfOill!lle llllllidlficators aiind reporti!lllg sl!nmnnd !be. Cl(}lllllljpiUllteJrnsed alllldl 

1 lbro\mglhlt nmito ann IT system as.·f~ur as JPIOssiblle so tllnat tllneevallun21timn 

I

[ A 1fllo~s e21silly fll"om tllne dat21 availalbne. 

vv Tlln~ •· st21te . goveR"nme!lllts sllllounllldl allso compile tlln\e :fngun~res of · 
1
1, " ~mrbfimellllt, attelllldallllce 2lll!ld R"ete!llltlionn· of nllllldlfivfidunall scllwolls to 
_ , asc~rtanl!ll tllne Iimrnpad of tllne MlDJM scllneme · Ollll tllnese sdiools. TllneR~ . 

I

I . al!lla~ysfis 2\Hllldl feeldllback sHnmlllli!lJ·lbe mrnai!lle availlabHe to tl!ne M:iimistry foil"·. 

[ .... 
I <> 

fmr~llner scllneme evallunatiol!ll. · . · · · . . · . . . 

Tlln~ l'o/.[linilfistrry sllwunllldl annallyse tllle iimp21ct ol!ll ellllrollmrnenn~; atte~datl!llc~ 
annldJi . ~retenntiollll linn iinndivfti!llunan scllwolls where :MJ[)M ns 'anll"eai!lly liim · .· 

I pllace. · 

11.2j Olbj~ctiive: Specftall 2tffelllltfimn fmr d!Iisai!llv2tntaged·sectionns•·. 

ode ofthe ~cheme objectives (2004and 2006} was to encourage poor children · 
belonging tp disadvantaged sections to attend school regularlY and help them 
co*centrate!on classroom activities: The ·Ministry, h?wever, dj4 not defme as 
to ~~hat wa

1
s mea~t by. poor. and d1sadvan~aged ~ectwns .. Ne1th~r were. such 

sectmns actuaUy Identified nor any specml action plan focussm:g on them· .. 
ddwn up by the Ministry. On this being pointed out, the Ministry stated that 
thd

1 
MDM: programme co_vers all children .··studying in . class • I-V in 

Go1verrunen~, Government-aided, local body -schools and EGS/AIE centres, 
irrespective: of socio-economic background. Thus, the Ministry included this 

·· · prdvision of special focus on disadvantaged section in :the scheme without any 
· spdcific intent or objectives, as it did not follow itJlp with any special. action 
pl~ and !,nputs for special attention to the. disadvantaged. The state · 
goyernments also did not have a system in place for identification and 
co-yerage o£ poor and disadvantaged .. 

I
. I 

I I 

IRecollllilmel!ll1irllation 
~ . 

\ <>!<> Tllne!.· Mnnnnstrry sllnmnlld! be · It~aHnstnc ·. nn estabifisl!nnllllg ·.the scllneme · 
1 . objectives amid! nl!llcnunldle mnlly. those olbjectives all!ll[ll go2tns, wllllitclln the · 

scln~me actnn21lllly nntettndls to. allcllnfieve rather tllnann Iil!D.clllll!dhinng mlle mr · 
mor~ oftllne objectives inn Rerte1rs wfitllnmllfan finntennt. 

l . . 
. I . , . ,· 

1l3.1.· Obj,ctftve: To ~l!llh.all!lce tnle nunt~ritionn2lll llevens of tllne ~~IiHdre~ .. 

One of the scheme obJectives of the Government was to positively Impact the. 
nurl-itional ~tatus of the primary school children. While this was. inCluded as a 
pri~ary obj~ctive of the scheme in 1995, the Ministry prescribed the impact 
parameters tor assessing the nutritional status a"lmbst a decade later in 2004. 
Th~ revised scheme · of 2004 included assessment of p· ercentaoe .. ·of I. .. . . b 
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underweight chHdren at school level through study of various deficiencies. 
The health status of the chHdren was to be monitored by the parent teacher 
associations (PTA)/school 'level management and development committees 
(SMDC). Yet even this iricorporation ofhealth 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. n was .. only in 2007 that 
the Ministry of Human· Resource Development requested the Ministry of 
Health and Family We!fare to conduct regular health checks. of the chHdren. 
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 revitalize the 
schools health programme ·including· nutritional monitoring. under ·Natiomil 
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 
iriduded 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 unable to obtain· any feed back from th¢ Ministry of 
Health and FamHy Welfare as to the extent of coverage of the specific target 
group of children. Besides, ·the Ministry had not collected any related data to 
assess theimpact ofMDM on the nutritionallevels.ofthe children. 

Q 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). 

<:!> fu Rajasthan and Chattisgarh health checks were not conducted in 29 
per cent and 10 per cent of the selected schools respectively. 

e ][n Tam:i.l Nadu health checks were not conducted in 82 per cent of the 
selected schools. 

® ][n Dadra and Nagar Haveli and West Bengal basic records of health 
checks were not available. . In Kama~aka system of maintaining 
individual health cards indicating the health status of ea.ch student was 
introduced only from February 2007. · 
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13.Jl. : Calorific vahne ofmeals served! 

The Ministry in its scheme guidelines of 2006 increased ftoq1· 300 to 450 the 
calorie content of the cooked meal to be served to the children by prescribing 
specifip 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 revisedmenu was prescribed to support the increased calorific 
value; 1 In seven states (Jharkhand, Uttar Pradesh, Haryana, Rajasthan, Danian 
and Diu, Chandigarh andTamH Nadu) shortfalUn supply of foodgrairis in the .· 
meals !served to children ranged from a low of 5 grams to a high of 83 grams 
agains~ the prescribed quantity of 100 grams of foodgrairts in the. selected 
schools/districts indicating that the prescribed nutrition was not provided to 
the ch,ldren of these areas. . · · 

Jl.3.2 Assmra.llllce of qiDialllty 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 
PTA/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 irispected every quarter and all primary schools were inspected at least 
once ill a year. 

o :In nine states (K.erala, 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 rto inspections were carried out at all in these states. 

@ : In Andhra Pradesh and West Bengal· inspections were carried out 
:occasionally. 

® 1In 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. 

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

Thus, tpe 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 alsopresence of at least two of the members ofVEC/PTA every 
day at.the time of the meal. 

c In Andhra Pradesh, Pondicherry; Kerala and Uttar Pradesh, quality of 
,meals and ingredients 'Yas·not inspected before cooking. 
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6) . Instances of food poisoning were noticed in the states ofUttar Pradesh, 
Orissa, Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu. 

13.3 Administration of M](Cromntrients 

The Ministry in its scheme guidelines of 2006 prescribed administration of 
micronutrients vii~ iron, folic acid and vitamins and other appropriate 
supplements depending on area specific deficiencies along with six monthly 
doses of dewonning tablets to the children. 

In 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 in February 2008 that the department was not providing 
central assistance to states/union territories for providing 
micronutrients/vitamins under the scheme and the scheme guidelines only 
recommended · that states provide . micronutrit~nts 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 the states cannot be-overlooked. 

:i3.4 MDM during summer vacations in drought affected areas 

The Ministry through its scheme guidelines intended to provide l\ADM to the 
children of the drought affected areas during. summer vacations as well. 
However, MDM was not provided during 2004-07 in the drought affected 
areas of Jharkhand, Uttarakhand Orissa and Uttar Pradesh depriving 194.37 
lakh children. Similar instances were also noticed in the states of West · 
Bengal, Maharashtra, Bihar, Tamil Nadu, Himachal Pradesh and Andhra 
Pradesh. · 

Thus, although the Ministry placed emphasis in the scheme guidelines on 
positively impacting the nutrition levels of the children, it failed to establish a 
system to ascertain the improvement in nutritional levels. The inspections and 
monitoring system devised to ensure servipg of prescribed quantity and quality 
of meals and micronutrient supplements were not beiiig wholly implemented 
by the states. The Ministry has also not obtained any feed back on. this cruCial 
aspect. 

4 

Andhra Pradesh, Kerala, Uttar Pradesh, Gujarat, Dadra and Nagar Haveli, Orissa, 
Manipur, Meghalaya, Jammu & Kashmir, Punjab, . Tripura, Nagaland 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 weU as the State governments regarding the 
monitoring of health of the children. Maintenance of health cards 
in all the schools and regular medical checkups and administering 
of supplements should be ensured. 

•:• The Ministry/states should investigate the reasons for shortfall 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 AlE centres. This included 
the requirement of establishing systems for continuous and uninterrupted flow 
of food grains from the FCI to all eligible schools/EGS/ AlE 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 200 I 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 Hfted 
(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 75 test checked 
schools were deprived of the meali 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.41.3 Fair Avel!"age QUllaHfity (FAQ) of foodlgrailllls lllliliifensuuedl 

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 F AQ were issued· 
by FCI. This was to be ensured through ajoint inspection by a team consisting 
of the FCI representative and a nominee of the coHector. 

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

e No inspections with regard to FAQ had been carried out in the 
states/union territories of Jammu and Kashmir, Anda11r1an and Nicobar 
Islands, Uttar Pradesh and Pondicherry. 

@ In Meghalaya, prescribed monthly reports certifying the foodgrains as 
ofF AQ were not being furnished to Education Department. 

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

ca In 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 •. 

o In the surprise visits to the schools of four states (Orissa, Punjab, 
Haryana and Tripura) by audit, the samples of rice were collected 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.ofscllnoolls 
CollllfOil"Illllledl to Adlunllte!l"atedl alllldllllliDt fit Naiiillle of state vnsi.ted/saiiilllplles 
spedfkatnollll foil" llnuniiillll!lllll ICOIIllSURIIIlllJ!llti.ollll 

collllededl 

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

Source: Based on samples collected mjour states only through surprzse checks 
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Recommendations 

•!• The Ministry/states should take steps to address the causes that led 
to disruption in serving cooked MDM to the children so as to 
minimize the scope for such disruptions. 

•!• The Ministry/states should co-ordinate with FCI to ensure that 
stock out situations do not recur in future. 

•!• The state governments should ensure that the prescribed 
inspections as envisaged in the guidelines are carried out so that 
the standards of FAQ are met. 

15. Lear ning level 

The Ministry proposed improving learning levels of children as one of the 
basic objectives in its scheme guidelines of 2004 but dropped the same in the 
revised scheme of 2006. No reasons for omitting this objective from the 
scheme were available either in EFC memorandum or the Cabinet Note. Even 
during the intervening period the Ministry neither prescribed any 
mechanism/criteria to measure the improvement in learning level of children 
availing the midday meal nor collected the data from schools on learning 
levels. In 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 had intended to monitor the achievement of this objective. The 
Ministry quoted an independent evaluation undertaken by National Council of 
Educational Research and Training (NCERT) which spoke of an enhancement 
in the learning levels of children due to the midday meal. Though this 
important qualitative indicator could be assessed, no systematic assessment of 
the learning levels was designed nor was further evaluation carried out. The 
reasons for this particular objective being dropped from the scheme within two 
years of its insertion were not furnished. 

Analysis in 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 
categories (i.e. those obtaining 60 per cent marks, 50 per cent marks and 33 
per cent marks) and analysing the data progression in terms of marks obtained 
in successive years disclosed that in 12 states/union territories (Chandigarh, 
Punjab, Himachal Pradesh, Gujarat, Kerala, Chattisgarh, Jharkhand, Bihar, 
Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh, Haryana, and West Bengal) the percentage of 
children in the three categories fluctuated during 2002-07 without any clear 
trend of increase or decrease. While improvement in the learning levels was 
noticed in the states/union territories of Maharashtra, Andhra Pradesh, 
Andaman and Nicobar Islands, and Pondicherry. In the states/union territory 
of Orissa, Tripura and Dadra & Nagar Haveli, the data provided by the state 
government on learning levels of children did not indicate any clear trend. 
Related data was not made available by the states of Uttar Pradesh, Arunachal 
Pradesh, Jammu and Kashmir, Assam, Tamil Nadu, Meghalaya and Daman 
and Diu. 
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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 ahy definite progressive rise in the 
learning levels ofthe children. · 

The Ministry stated in February 2008 that it had not omitted the objective on · 
learning level and the scheme obj~ctive 'belonging to disadvantaged sections 
to attend schools more regularly 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 chHdren 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. Drawal of foodgralilllls fiHll excess of requirement. 

As per the scheme f!ideHnes, the state nodal departments were to furnish to 
the Ministry, by 15 January every year, a district-wise request for aUocation 
of foodgrains based on the enrolment data of eligible primary schools and 
EGS/Affi centers as on the preceding 30th September and anticipated 
enrolment in the next fmancial year. Based on the request, the Ministry in 
tum,_aUocated foodgrains district-wise. The Ministry did not maintain figures 
of actual enrolment for the various states. 

It 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 AnHl!ex-VIJL 

Based on the enrolment data furnished to audit and limiting it to the average 
attendance rate of the chHdren, 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 regtllarly 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 Jammu & Kashmir having a financial 
implication ofRs. 1.10 cr6re · 
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Requirement of food grains 
as per enrolmenUaverage Offtake7 Excess Implication 

Period State attendance rate of (quintals) food grains (Rupees in 
children/beneficiaries (quintals) lakh) 
takine; MDM. (Quintals) 

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 112831.9 1 42402.16 239.57 

to 
2006-07 
2003-07 Meghalaya 302068.7 389149.9 87081.2 492.01 
2003-04 Rajasthan 2133900 2434388* 300488 1697.76 

& 
2006-07 

Total 7106.75 
Source: CalculatiOns based on figures supplied by States and audit conducted by (Pr.) AsG (Audit) 

*Denotes actual consumption/utilization of food grains 

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 food grains 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 reported by the 
Ministry was at variance with those collected by the state Pr. AsG. 
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17. Coverage of sc]bl.il])oR/EGS/AIE cel!lltres 

The Scheme guidelines of1995 intended to cover all government, local body 
and an g6verrunent-aided primary schools initially in 2408 blocks in the 
country, extending to all blocks countrywide by 1997-98. The ambit of the 
scheme was further ·extended iri 2002 to all EGS/AIE centers. However, even 
after more than twelve years of implem{mta~ionof the .Scheme, all the 
schools/EGS/AIE centers were not covered in dghtstates8

· (Anl!llex-Vlll). As 
a consequence, 8.90 Jakh children in these states/union t(mitories were 
deprived o:fthe MPM. . . . . . . . 

Recommemllation .· . 

.. :.. Tine Mfrimfistry/states shound take steps to el!llsunll"e coyeirage of alll tlb!e 
ellngilblle s~llnoons!JEGS/ AlE cllmters llllnder MDM scllneme. · 

Jl8. System of ll:l!llterl!ll~d conntroRs 
. . 

. 18.1 Mnsmatdm 

Neither 1:he Ministry nor the ·state govemnieiits correlated the .element of 
'utilisation of foodgrai.ns; and 'utilisation of cooking cost' which would have 
enabled them to assess the status and manner of implementation of the scheme . 

· to an extent. Analysis of the utilisation of cooking cost and fooagrains lifted 
from the data provided by the :Ministry disClosed a mismatch betWeen 
foodgrai~s lifted and c()oking cost utilised in 14 states9 (AIIllnex-IX). 

In select~d districts of Uttar Pradesh, difference betweenpe.rcentage. utilisation · 
of foodgrains and' cooking cost ranged frmh (1 per cent to 41 per cent. 
Mismatch· between utilization of foodgrains and cooking cost had a fmancial 
implication ofRs .. 79 .29. crore in the' states of Assam, Rajasthan and Orissa;· 

- . . . . . . 

The Ministry stated in February 2008 that the periods for allocation. of 
foodgrains.and forthe release of Central assistance towards cooking cost were . 
different and it was not correct to compare the two. · The· reply is not tenable, 
as the mismatch hasbeen worked out based ()ll the figures furnished by: the 
Ministry ili which the period of foodgrains lifted and cooking cost utilised 
were shown to bethesariie. The Ministry was, however; unable:to fumishany . 
other data, which could reflect corresponding positions of release and 
utilisation offoodgrains and cooking co~t. . 

The. Ministry also stated that frc)m April 2.007, · it had ·.taken steps to 
synchronise the allocation offoodgrains and cooking cost. . 

8 

9 

Arunachal Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, Uttarakhand, Punjab, Haryana, Rajasthan, Bihar 
· and Manipur · · ·. . . · .· · . ·.· . · . 

Bihar, Chattisgarh,.Haryana, Jammu & Kashml.r,)harkhand, Kamataka, Meghalaya, 
·orissa,Punjab, Rajasthan, Tami!Nadu, Tripura;WestBengalandPondicherry 
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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. · 

· ;]J~.2 Delay ftlrn renease of funds 

iAs per the scheme guidelines, the Ministry was to release funds towards 
1central assistance for cooking costs to--states in two installments for the period · 
:July-December in tbe preceding May/June and for the period January-June in 
the . preceding November/December. In ·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 the Alrme:x-X. 

. I . 

The Ministry attributed in February 2008 the delays to late receipt of proposals 
I . 

Irom 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. It added that in order to streamline the procedure, in 2007-08, it 
had constitUted a Programme Approval Board, which considered and approved 
the Annu,al Work Plan and Budget of the states/union territories. 

l)l_8.3 Diversimn olf fmmdls aurnd Jfoodlgrains 
I 

i 

Diversion of funds ·and foodgrains was noticed in 11 states. Such large 
~iversions not m1Jy affected the smooth nnplementation of the scheme but also 

·point to the weak internal controls in the states and lack of accountabilitY. 

Sll. State Extent of dlivell'snm:n 
No. 

1. Kerala Diversion of40 per centfoodgrains worth Rs. 42.51 crore for 
upper primary classes during 2002-07. · 

2. Jharkhand Foodgrainsworth 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 Schqol Education 
during 2002-04. 

6. Assam Cooking cost was diverted for purchase of utensils and LPG. 

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

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

io Punjab, Uttar Pradesh, Rajasthan, Orissa l;lnd Arunachal Pradesh 
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No. 

9. Bihar 

.. 
10. West Bengal 

11. Madhya Pradesh 
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. JEx1tellll1t o1f'diiveirsftollll 

782.21 quintals of rice diverted for relief work at Buxar and 
· not recouped; 

Rs. 92.69 crore worth cooking cost diverted for kitchen sheds, 
cooking devices and MME. 

Rs. 17.78 lakh diverted for printing of cards, stationery, audit 
fee etc. 

Source: Figures from audit reports compiled by State (.fr.) AsG (audit)· 

18.4. Qunall"11:erRy prog!l'ess reports {QPRs) and utiRizatimn' teertificates 
{UCs) 

The state nodal departments. were to furnish monthly reports on offtake of 
foodgrains, ·utilization certificates m respect of centraR assistance provided for 
foodgrains/cooki.Jig cost and detailed quarterly progiess reports to the 
Mmistry. The returns were meant to facilitate subsequent allotment of 

. foodgrains by the Ministry and also to monitor implementatjon of the scheme 
in the states. It was observed that .the utilization certificates (UCs)/reports . 
were not being received in the Ministry reguRady. · 

QPR.s 

Out of 280 quarterly progress reports (QPR) due during 2005-07, only 159 had 
been received ill the Ministry. QPRs had been received for all the quarters 
from only three states/UT viz. Gujarat, Bihar and Dadra and Nagar Have H. A 
sainple check of 95 quarterly progress reports by audit revealed that except for 
the. QPR of December 2006, these reports were simply kept on record rather 
than being analyzed by the Ministry for assurance and remedial measures, if · 

. any; 

.The Ministry accepted the audit findings and stated in February 2008 that it 
had started analyzing the QPRs after being provided with additional human · 
resource from 2006. • 

UCs 

As many as nine states furnished incorrect UCs without ascertaining the 
position ofutilization of funds as per the details given below:-

§ll. 
Name o1fstate lPeiriiodl. §tatuns 

No. 

1. Rajasthan. 2006-07 UCs . for Rs. 302.96 crore towards cooking cost sent to 
GOI without obtaining the same from the implementing 

-- agencies. 

2. Madhya Pradesh 2006-07 Over reporting of utilization of foodgrains by Rs. 1.80 
crore. 

3. Daman&Diu 2005-07 Over reporting of utilization of foodgrains by Rs. 2;81 
lakh. 

4. Manipur 2006-07 Rs. 4.17 crore received as cooking cost was not allocated 
to implementing agencies but shown as fully utilized. 
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SR. 
No. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

! 

Name of state 

West B¢ngal 

Andhra Pradesh 

Haryana 

Period! Status 

2006-07 Rs. 136.50 croreremained unutilised at district level as of 
March 2007 but state government reported the entire 
amount as spent in its UC to GO I. 

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

2006-07 Directorate o{ Elementary Education furnished UCs to · 
GOI without obtaining the same from districts. In 7 test 
checked districts unuti!ised balances increased from 
Rs. 81.95 lakh in 2003-04 toRs. 925.7rlakh in 2.006-07. 
However, the directorate had reported the entire 
allocation of districts as spent to GO I. 

8. Arunachal 
Pradesh 

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

9. ! Bihar 2005-07 UC for Rs. 110.44 crore .was submitted by districts 
without ·receipt of utilization from implementing 
agencies. 

! -- • 

T~e states of Maharashtra, Kerala, Himachal Pradc;sh,. Orissa, Chandigarh ami 
Uttar Pradesh did not submit UCstoGoveriunent of India regularly. 

! ' . . 

18.5 Excess cllaim of tramsportation chall"ges 

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, l\1eghalaya, Triplira and West Bengal), 
the nodal agencies claimed transport charges in excess of the actuals leading to 
an excess claim ofRs. 102.84 crore during 2002-07 as detailed in Annex-XI. 
It ! wa:s not clear whether any . accountability had been fixed for such 
m~srepresentation and wrong claims. 

· 18.6 Poor intemal controHs at schools · 

Sample check of schools by audit revealed that in as many as 17 states/union 
territories (Andaman and Nicobar Islands, Tripura, Pondicherry, Uttar 

·r . • . . .. 
Pradesh, Haryana, Jammu and· Kashmir, West Bengal, Andhra Pradesh~ 
Ut;!arakhand, Gujarat; Dadra. and Nagar Havelt;- Kerala, Punjab, Meghalaya, 
O~issa, Bihar arid Manipur), all the essential records relating to receipt and 
is~ue 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 
m<:,:al were not maintained. Thus, actual utilisation of foodgi-ains, serving of 
wliolesome meals to the. children· and correctness of the claim of cooking costs 
by1 the schools was not verifiable. 

I . 
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.,:;. The· Ministlr);lstate gover~mmel!llts ne«fd to stre~mgtll!en tnit~e lintell"Rllan 
~ontll"olls as·wellll astlb!e nnspectfti!llnn.anldl imwnnfrtorling llliltecllilallllism atalJ 
llev~llso ACCI(])Ull!llltalbnllnty for maii~mtellllalillce ofll"eCI(]))!"dlS at varnmnsl!evells -
slmmnfidl ltie pn"~scrftlbedl and! llllllorrnntoredl, ·· · · 

,._ . ' . . . ,, 

]_~, Defncnerint mollifrtorni!Ilg of CI(])JIIlVel!"gelffi~e wfttlb! o~lhrer schemes 
. - . - . . ' _,_ ~- - . . . •. - . -· . -. . . 

. ,. . . . ' -

· The scl[leme of.Z006 pro~ides for assistance~ ;towards -infras~ctural support 
·· viz. kitcheri-cum-store, kitchen devices and drinking water .. The scheme .. was 

to be coritinue.d in . .dose converg~nce with several other development . 
• 

1 
programmes under various ministries (Alllmiiex-XIII). · · · 

-. :. . 

However, dati n~garding budget (lllotted and ef(penditure incurred by different 
ministries through· various CentraHy Sponsored schemes· ·on the above' · 
components of tp.e scheme was neither available with the Ministry of Human 
Resource DevelopmeJ:it rior with any of states implementing the programme. 
Thus, theHRD Ministry, whJch was responsib~e forimplemeriting the scheme, 
remained· unaware ·of how the essential· parts· (health, ·drinking water etc.) of 
the whole were being funded fiomother sources. . . . . -

.,. 
The Ministry stated ih February 2008 that the MDMschemedid not provide 

· -assistance for provision of water facilities, __ }lealth ·etc, under the- scheme and 
. the component providing for kitqhen sheds had been introduced il1: the scheme 

only froJ112006-07 and was· being nionito_~ed very closely now. · · 
~ - . . . . - . . . . -

._ the r~ply is nottena.,le since as per the sph~fu~ gu~deiines :2006, ·the_ s9heme 
was to .be implenient~d iri convergence (the rn9dalities <)fwhfch, however, 
remained undefined) with s~vetaLo~her. deve!opmental pro~aimnes~so :that.all 
the requirements ofJhe · prograinme were _·fully. njet i11 the • sliortesf pQ'ssible 
time~ frame. . Projecting. the issues of critical health and .. ihfrastrucmre 
provisions in the field in isolation ·and as unr~lated to the Ministry's · general · 
oversight of the scheme ignored· the shortcoming . in the fumctioning , cif the 
scheme~ Th~ MinistrY's role c~u:mot be viewed as mere-fund releasing agency 
rather than an ~ctively monitoring the<programine delivery in its entirety: ·. . . 

. . . 2_@, PrmrftsnO!lllllllllg 'of coolkliling nJmft'Jr~StR"Ulldlll!!te 

The essential infrastrUcture for .iinple111entation of the ·cooked -midday meal· 
sclieme was the pucca kitcheh~CUill1~StOre, kitchen devices and deah drffiki.Jrig 
wateL' However, during audit of selected schools, deficienCies telating·to 
kitchen~·· sheds: kitchen devices . and·. faciiit)r . of dean. drinking . water w¢re 
_noticed hi ·20 states11

• (Aillliffiex-XDI). Iri nyo .states Punjab _and Himachal 

11 U:~ Pradesh; Uttarakhand, Tan1il Nadu, Jl}arkhand, Assam, Ch~ttisgarh, Himachal 
Pradesh; Jammu & Kashmir, Rajasthan; Haryana, Punjab, I>aman & Diu, Meghalaya, 

· Orissa, Tripura, Bihar, Manipur ,West Bengal,Madhya Pradesh and Andhra Pradesh 
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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 
Joss 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, Karnataka, 
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 l 0 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 hi February 2098 that it was the responsibH~ty ()f 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 responsibility of ensuring that the MDDM'does not adversely affect the 
main objective ofeducation · catmot 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 ofthe schools. 

•:<> .'JI'lllle Mnllllistry sb~nnni!ll JpHmt at system Ji1m pRatce t~ e!DlSUllll"e tlln:mt temclhlfi1mg 
time ~f tlllle teadlners ns llilot ll~st mn mjddaty meal weRattedl atdivlities 
atrm«<l tllnaUlllle eidllll!\l!attJi~!Dl ~ftllne clb!Jilidlll"e!Dl takes Jlllrft~ll"ity. 

22. A v~B.rllablle p:myme!Dllt ~Jf sat!es tm:x: 
·. . . 

The state governments ·levy sales tax on the.foodgrains supp~ied by the Food 
. Corporation of fudia, · This tax was .. being reimbursed by the Ministry while 
making payments to the FCI under t4e scheme; . However, it was noticed that 
~orne of the states had exempted levy of sales tax on foodgrains Hfted from 
FCI under the scheme. Thus, whHe the Government had been buyhng 
foodgrains at subsidised rates, it was aliso making huge payments on account · 
of sales tax. This meant that, in effect, the scheme was not run economically 
or efficit;mdy when it came to sourCing of foodgrains. This oversight by the 
Ministry and duplication had a substantial financial implication as Rs. 5953 
crore had been paid as sales tax forsuppHes 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. · 

. Rec~mme!Dld2tii~IID 

·~~ The G~ve1mmeJmt llllllay talke 1111JP> tllne matt.er wiitlln ll"eRevatllllt states to 
see]k exemptiom! of Jlllaymenlit ~fsafie tax s® as t~ smll!l"\l!e fo~dlgranJID.s 
ec~!Dl~miicaHlly atJmd efftlldel!lltlly fm::- tlhle scl!neme. 

23. · M~Imit~ll"i!Dlg ann~ evmll1111attiim»:. 

The original scheme provided for supervision,' morutoring and evaluation by 
setting up committeesat block, district and state)evelsto generate commuriity 
support for the goal J>f universali.zilig primary .education. At the national level 
the scheme . had no . monitoring in· place until 2004 when a National level 
Steering cum M;_onitoring Committee was prescribed in the revised scheme 

·~.-~·(September 2004). The Steering 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 Islands1 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 Information system, nation wide 
evaluation study through National Institute of Nutrition, Hyderabad were 
under active preparation. 

The fact, however, remains that despite 12 years of implementation 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 food grains 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 

IS 

Tamil Nadu, Jhark.hand, Assam, Jammu and Kashmir, Himachal Pradesh, Dadra and 
Nagar Haveli, Kerala, Orissa, Tripura, Manipur. 
Rajasthan, Himachal Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh, Uttarak.hand, Gujarat, 
Orissa, Tripura, West Bengal, Bihar and Haryana · 
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this component during 2004-05 as norms 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 C p LUU~ 
Dated: \ \ $l. 

(A.K. Thakur) 

Director General of Audit 

Central Revenues 

COUNTERSIGNED 

New Delhi (Vinod Rai) 

Dated: 1 J SEP 2QQS Comptroller and Auditor General oflndia 
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sn. . CoiiJlllJPIOil!llerrntl:s of Jl.995 tl:o A11ll2U11Stl: 2[)1D4! 
. scllllemme to lhite 

No. 
fmlllncedl 

Ctei!Rtl:ran §tllltte 

1 lF oodlgr2fum Cost of 100 grams Nil 
foodgrain per child per 
school day reimbursed 
toFCI 

2 Trarrnsportta1tnoi!R Subsidy @ Rs. 50/- per Remaining 
quintal reimbursed to cost of ·· 
Specified Nodal transportation 
Transport Agency of foodgrain 

3 Costtof Labour charges for Remaining 
COOiklillllg · cooking was met from cost up to 

poverty alleviation 3L3.99 and 
(Jawahar Rozgar • full cost 
Yojana) Scheme of ·thereafter 
Ministry of Rural . · 
development up to 
3L3.99 only 
(not applicable to the 
period under review)· 

· Ammex-J!A 

(R.effers tl:o pmrmgirl!lfPlllll 4!). 

§el!)teiiJlllbter 2[)[)41 tl:o Jumte 2[)[)6 

Cerrntl:rl!ll §¢ate 

No change Nil 
.. 

From. 1.10.04 Remaining cost 
subsidy at the rate on transportation 
ofRs. WOper 
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.li.OO per child 
per school day in 
addition to (i) 
above 

35 

Jli.eporl No. lP' A 13 of 2008 

Jinn:v 2[)[)6 onw2rdls 

Ceimttr2K St1:21te 

No change Nil 

No change from Remaining cost 
01.10.2004 onwards on. transportation 

(i) States in North (i) North Eastern 
eastern region Region States 
Rs. 1.80 per child to contribute a 
per schooi day minimum 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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''I 

-St-- _(;_o~pf)Dei!!S ~f_ 1995 to Au~ust 2004 September 2004 to June 2006 July. 2006 m:nwanrds 

No. scbemet~ be 
Central State Centra! State CentraD state financed 

4 Infrastructure Expenditure incurred on Full cost after (i) Construction of Remaining costs (i) Cost ofkitchen 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 sl. No. 
ARWSPand 6) 
Swajaldhara (ii) Kitchen devices 
programme overall 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 

(detailed at sl. no. 6 
in these guidelines) 

,, (iii) funds available as 
under other · 
developrilimt 

'programmes 
•' 

(detailed at sl. no. 6 
in these guidelines) 

5 Monitoring, · Not specified _Not less than 0.9 Remaining cost Not less than L8 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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. Reimbursement 
ofcosi of 
foodgrains 

FCI 

Local FCI Unit 

Allllllllex-J[JB 

(Refers to pauragl!"aplln 4) 

ReportNiJ. PA·J3of2008_ 

lFllow chart of firnmpllellllllerrntatftollll of tllne Scllnelllllle 

Mfillllfistry of HJRD 
lDleptt. of Scllnooll EdUilcatfi?iiii & lLJitel!"acy 

·Submits A. WP &B 
Including Distt.-wise 

_Requirement of food 
grains 

Requirement of food 
- . ' 

by the. ministry 

F oodgrain lifted 

Programme 
Approval Board -

_ State NodalDepartment 

Central plus state 
financial­
assistance 

Distt. NodalAgehcy -

Financial 
assistance 

· - - Schools/EGS/ AlE Centres 

Foodgrain lifted 
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Transport Subsidy_ -

Convey~ 
· approyal for 
districhvise . 
allocation of· 
foodgrain and 
provides 
assistance 

Specified 
Nodal 
·Transport 
agency • 

towards cooking '---------,-' 
cost and -
monitoring cost 

financial 
assistance 

C_ooked 
meal Local bodies-

.. 



sn. 
No. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 

i. 
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Type of parameter 

(1) 
X. 1 Programme Parameters 
Regularity and wholesomeness of 
mid-day meal served to children 
Non-discrimination against 
children ofweaker sections · 
qeanliness in cooking, serving and 
consumption: of mid-day meal 
Timely procurement of ingredients, 
fu~l, etc. of good quality 
Implementation of varied menu 

I • ' • • 

Oyer-all quality of mid-day meal 

H. Impact Parameters 
Nutritional status - Assessment of 
p~reentage of underweight children 
at school level 
Attendance status . 
Retention/completion status 
Sample studies in regard to each of 
the items 1 to 3 above. Study of 
Nutritional status would include 
s~dy of various deficiencies 
mentioned in paragraph 1.1 of the 
sdheme guidelines, especially 
incidence of low weight-for-age 
(rlnderweight) and anaemia. 

AI:Rilllex-H 

(Refers to paragraph 7) 

Wlhto may mollllitor? 

(2) 

i) Meinbers ofPTA/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 
Bo.ard (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 : $cheme Gu1dellnes- Ministry of Human f?.esource Development 
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Frequei:Rcy of mollllfttormg 
) 

(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 
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1. 

2. 

. 3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

lL 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

.17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

·' 
23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

Anumex-liJil! 

(Refell"s to JPilllll'lllgJrlllJPIIn 9) 

Detmllils of Slllllllll]plle selledicm m stmtes 

State mstricts selected! 

Punjab 07 

Haryana 7 

Tripura 4 

Daman& diu 2 

Jharkhand 8 

Nagaland 7 

Arunachal pradesh 8 

Chandigarh 1 

Chattisgarh 7 

Andhra pradesh 7 

Karnataka 8 

Uttar pradesh 16 

Tamil nadu 8 

Rajasthan 7 

Uttrakhand 7 

Manip'ur ' 3 

Pondicherry 4 
Himachal pradesh 7 

·Assam 7· 

Madhya Pradesh 7 

Maharashtra 8 

Dadra and nagar haveli · 1 

Andaman & nicobar 1 

kerala 7 

West Bengal "7 

Gujarat 8 

Jammu & kashmir 8 

Orissa 7 

Meghalaya 6 

Bihar 10 

Totmn ].95 
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§cllnoolls/cei!D.tll"es 
sellededl 

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 
I 

120 \I 

200 
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Ammex-llV 

. (JR.efel!"s to JPlllll"lllgll"lllJPibi. llll.Jl) 

StNo. Year 
NUJimlbiel!"ohclbi.oollscoven'e«ll u!In«ller lP'll"o]ecte«ll 

MDM e!Inll"ollmme!Int 
L 2002-03 ,. 8.10 lakh 10.28 crore 

2.' 2003-04 . 8.80 lakh 10.57crore 

3 .. 2004-05 9.04lakh 10,89 crore 

4. 2005-06 9.54lakh 11.94 crore 

5. 2006-07 -9.91lakh ·1L98 crore 

Source: Figures supplied by the Ministry of Human Resource Development 

b 
-~ 

.i 
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Annex-V 

(Refers to Para 11.1.1) 

Inconsistencies between the figures reported by the Ministry and those collected in states 

Enrolment 

St. No. Name of state Years Provided by 
Figures Difference ( + )(-) 

Ministry collected in 
states 

I. Chattisgarh 2002-03 2889116 2829000 60116 

2003-04 2828582 2783000 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. Haryana 2006-07 1872490 1613000 259490 

5. Himachal Pradesh 2002-03 639974 614156 258 18 

2003-04 614847 590351 24496 

2004-05 590351 577998 12353 

2005-06 577998 555378 22620 

2006-07 555378 530016 25362 

6. Jharkhand 2004-05 3335485 3193000 142485 

2005-06 4101554 4263000 -161446 

2006-07 4280489 5054000 -773511 

7. Kama taka 2003-04 5349540 4603200 746340 

2004-05 5126042 4850053 275989 

2005-06 4962764 4649605 313159 

2006-07 4653694 4413471 240223 

8. Kerala 2003-04 2166510 2163763 2747 

2004-05 21 16354 2128222 -1 1868 

2005-06 1907000 2099522 -192522 

2006-07 2029411 2065785 -36374 

9. Maharashtra 2005-06 9779283 9441000 338283 

2006-07 9258736 9179000 79736 

10. Daman& Diu 2005-06 15300 13719 1581 

2006-07 27800 14185 13615 

II. 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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Enrolment 

Sl. No. Name of state Years Provided by Figures Difference (+)(-) 

Ministry 
collected in 

states 

12. Chandigarh 2002-03 41720 42520 -800 

2003-04 42520 44699 -2179 

2004-05 42366 52604 -10238 

2005-06 56500 558 18 682 

2006-07 59993 61014 -1021 

13. ,Rajasthan 2002-03 7177718 7178000 -282 

2003-04 7678153 7678000 153 

2004-05 7662192 7661000 1192 

2005-06 10215570 7335000 2880570 

2006-07 7696898 6960000 736898 

14. !rami! Nadu 2002-03 540 1644 5390000 11644 

2003-04 5529945 4306000 1223945 

2004-05 4305932 3992000 313932 

2005-06 4152167 3817000 335167 

2006-07 4875103 3651000 1224103 

15. Tripura 2002-03 459981 459981 0 

2005-06 525645 520610 5035 

16. Uttar Pradesh 2002-03 14855697 16032000 -1176303 

2003-04 16374892 16995000 -620 108 

2004-05 16996916 18143000 -1146084 

2005-06 18644467 18654000 -9533 

2006-07 18719628 18619000 100628 

17. Uttarakhand 2002-03 821507 810722 10785 

2003-04 787193 784911 2282 

2004-05 811204 1136493 -325289 

2005-06 779596 1144478 -364882 

2006-07 779826 1163178 -383352 

18. West Bengal 2002-03 9764181 10262726 -498545 

2003-04 10268683 10876525 -607842 

2004-05 10326600 10722722 -396122 

2005-06 1088631 1 10569154 317157 

2006-07 9247449 10443354 -1195905 

19. Andarnan & Nicobar 2005-06 34517 34107 410 
Islands 

2006-07 31704 31059 645 
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§ll. No. 

L 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. ' 

11. 

12. 

State 
Uttarakhand 

Jammu&. 
Kashmir 

Rajasthan 

Assam 

:chattisgarh 

. ·Himachal 
Pradesh 

Haryana 

Kerala 

Orissa 

Tripura 

Bihar. 

Manipur 

Report-No. PA 13 of 20()?; 

Anmmex-VJI 

(ReJfel!"s to Jlllllll"agn-aplln 14.Jl) 

.Disll"unptftorrn nll1l servnnng oJf cooked! mrn·eslls 

Remrna!l"lks 

In 232 test checked schools 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 no.t 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 childrenfor 6036 school days during 2002-
07. 

In 40 of the . 53 schools test checked ·interruption· in 
serving of cooked meltl 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 to232 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 offoodgrains 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 foodgrains, 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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Sl. N:o. State Remarks. 

. 13.1 

I· 

Andhra Pradesh In 140 test checked schools disruption for 2647 days" 
during 2003 -07. · · · 

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

15.1 Maharashtra In 43 test checked schools, disruption affected 1088401 
' 
' .children for 6102 school days during 2003-07 due to I 

• I 
I delay in receipt of foodgn1ins, availab~ity of 

I 
non 

. transport facility in the'tribal areas etc. 
I 

'. 
16. West:Bengal Iii test checked schools cooked meal was not served for 

, .... 37 per cent of targeted 78114 schools days due to 

·.· 
delayed implementation of the programme, short receipt 

! 
.. oftice, cooking cost etc~ . . 

17. Uttar rradesh As per the report of state inspection task force, MDM 
-.:_ r~- .. ~: -, was not served in 2086 schools during October 2006 to 

March2007. 
'·. . . 

. . . ~ < 

.. ,.·-, 

,,· __ . 

... . -:_' ·. : .· . ~: . 
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.. Report No. PA .. 13. of 2(}08 

(Figures in M'Jl's) 
No. oft' cllnllllall!renn 

JFoo«ll §ll. enn~olllle«llomi 3®1
h JFoo«llgirafums lP'eircenn1tage 

No. 
§1ta1te/1U1' Yeair 

§ep1t.o1f1tllne alrnoca1te«ll 
giralinns 

·Oflllilf1tfunig 
_l!Irece«lllinng yeair lllifte«ll 

ll 2 3 41 lfi 7 .· 8 
·'··· ,. 

2002~03 
.. . .. 

7456254 223687.62 .. 185620.15 82.98 

Ann«llllnira 
2003-04 . 7717673 178278.25 175513.12 98.45. 

ll. 
lP'Ira«lleslln 

2004-05 9081299 213410.53 208218.16 97.57 
2005-06 6361814 114099.13 114099.11 100.00 
2006-07 6700878 131002.17 128652.73 98.21 
2002-03 166637 4999.11 700.44 14.01 

Airunnnacllnall · 
2003-04 181606 5448.18 1209.40 22.20 

2. 2004-05 177984 3559.68 3169.60 89.04 lP'Ira«lleslln 
2005-06 218905 4540.09 . 3559.96 78.41 
2006-07 218905 . 4558.70 3531.64 77.47 
2002-03 3149361 92545.89 43592.96 . 47.10. 
2003-04 3210526 96315.78 78292.34 . 81.29 . 

3. AssaiiiiD .2004-05 3387583 101627.49 87257.65 85.86:-. 
2005-06 4795759 92125.70 75621.15 . 82.08 
2006-07 3525467 .· 78617.92 48648.48· 61.88 
2002-03 . 8095780 242873.40 138678.82 57.10 
2003~04 8868044 . 245299.91 181362.17 73.93 

41. Blillnair 2004-05 9791760 195835.20 167153.54 85.35 
2005-06 12638429 218070.20 '160939.69 73.80 
2006-07 12858653 248029.83 114728.22 46.26 
2002-03 2889H6 74545.37 5531.31 7:42~ 

2003-04 2828582 56571.64 ' 5642.11 9.97' 
5. Cllnllnaffisgair!ln 2004-05 2828582 56571.64 . . 5380.09 9.51 

2005-06 2888868 53019.31 58485.09 U0.31 
.2006-07 3104573 69222.56 46379.82' 67.00 
2002-03 . 68878 2066.34 0.00. 0.00 
2003-04. 69647 1253.65 0.00 o.oo· 

16. Goa 2004-05 68489 1232.80 0.00 0.00 
2005-06 67225 1411.73 1356.33 96.08 
2006-07 67686 1317.51 1317.51 100.00 
2002-03 3259341 65186.82 27551.01 42.26 
2003-04 3004496 . 60089.91 . 39533.12 65.79 

7. Gunjaira1t 2004-05 3011034 . 60220.68 55083.21 91.47 
2005-06 5132959 67891.45 62107.16 91.48 
2006-07 3548712 75470.66 62522.18 82.84 
2002-03 1538006. 46140.18 ~H556.62 90.07 
2003-04 1578538 . 45871.00 41989.22 91.54 

8. JH!aeyanna 2004-05 1627834 .. 46075.44 20936.54 45.44 
2005-06 1645509 . 28672.99 14611.71 .. 50;96 
2006-07 1612509 32895.18 17125.38 52.06 
2002-03 639974 19199.22 18777.33 97.80 I 

lH!liiiiiDacllnall 
2003-04 614847 18445.41 17847.28 96:76 

CIJ) •. 2004-05 .. 590351 17527.02 16926.82 . .. ··96.58;,, 
lP'Ira«lleslln 

2005-06 577998 11447.25 11447.16 100.00 

I 

2006-07 555378 12096.13 11394.55 94.20 
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St 
No. 

1 

10. 

:u. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

I . . 
I 

Report No. P..:413 of 2008 

I 
i 
I 
I 

I 

tate/UT 

1 

i 2 
I. , 

I : 
Jammu&·: 
Kasllmiir I 

I 
·I 
I 

I i I . 
.lliarkhandl ' 

I 
I -

.I : 
Karnataka · 

I . 

I. 
I 

I 
Kerala 
I 
I 
I 
j· I 

Madhya 
Pradesh 
I 
I 

I 
I· 
I . 

Mlliharashtra 
I 

I 

I 
,.1,.. • 
n:.tampur 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I I 

Meghalaya I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

t'am 

·Year 

. 3 

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

No. of childlren 
enrolled on 301

b 

Sept. oftl!ne 
pnceding year 

821890 
738777 
831215 

1028425 
1093613 
2254066 
2254066 
333548.5 
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 

46 

Food grains 
alllocated 

6 
24656.70 

. 22163.31 
24936.45· 
18757.93 
20209.97 
51796.21 
5.1796.21 
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 

6539.33 
5665.84 

13041.06 
10279.54 
10051.46 

10543.61 
2808.24 
1880.84 
1826.32 
1837.86. 
1624.98 

(Figures in MTs) 

Food 
grains. 
llllftedl 

7 
235.31 

0.00·· 
1662,69 

16653.87 
13168.28 
16548.37 
23039.70 
55467.28 
64552.50 
67154.41 

122262.01 
85386.97 

. 87555.18 

· Percentage 
of lifting 

. 0.95 
0.00 

. ' 6.67··· 
88.78 . 
65.16 . 
31.95 . 
44.48'·· 
66.52 .. 
78.07. 

.· 79.09. 
.79.62 
58.54 
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 90.31 · ... 
152011.18 .~5.02 

165648.99' 86.69 
. 160166.41 •' 84.88 

218551.84 ''73.36 
183922.28 ; ·.·82:26 ·. 

• ·150534;81 I 

13495L28 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 

·:·.·: 

:-·' 

......... :· 



ij 
'I 

i 
I] 
fiJ 

1
,1 

I 
'I 

,i 
;I 

SR. 
No. 

]. ' 

].9. 

2@. 

2]., 

_22. 

23. 

241. 

2§. 

26. 

27. 

.• 

§tm1te/U'Jl' 

2 

Nmgmllmlllldl 

O!I'i.SS!ll 

lPumjmb 

.JR!llj ms11:lln.ml!ll 

§i.lklkftmm 

'Jl'mmmlill Nmdllill 

'Jl'Irll]llllill!I'!ll 

1U1t1tlllii'!llhlu!lllllldl 

1U1t1tu lPirmdlieslln. 

No. oJfclln.i.lldlirel!ll 

Yemir 
el!llirolllledlol!ll 3®1

h 

§ept.oHI!n.e 
]l)Ire1Cedli.l!ll2 yem!I' 

.3 4 
2002-03 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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(Figures in MTs) 

lFcodl 
lFoodlgirmi.l!lls 

girllllillllS 
lPeir1Cellll1t!llge 

!llllll01C!ll1tedl 
lli.Jt'1tedl 

oJt'lli.Jt'1ti.llllg 

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 86011.51 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 
2940L81 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 
73U5.37 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 

I 
I 
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Report No. PA 13 of2008 

(FiRures in MTs) 
No. of children 

Food St. 
State!UT Year 

enrolJed on 30th Food grains 
grains 

Percentage 
No. Sept. of the alJocated of lifting 

preceding year lifted 

1 2 3 4 6 7 8 
2002-03 9764184 292925.43 230524.86 78.70 
2003-04 10268683 305987.74 255689.48 8356 

28. West Bengal 2004-05 10326600 30257 1.85 264088.41 87.28 
2005-06 10886311 205424.69 175974.72 85.66 
2006-07 9247449 174499.36 155648.02 89.20 
2002-03 35886 1076.58 1018.67 94.62 
2003-04 35179 703.58 703.58 100.00 

29. A&N Islands 2004-05 35186 774.09 774.09 100.00 
2005-06 345 17 668.25 533.98 79.91 
2006-07 34107 575.73 551.87 95.86 
2002-03 41720 1251.60 554.78 44.33 
2003-04 42520 977.96 543.98 55.62 

30. C bandigarh 2004-05 42366 974.42 682.44 70.04 
2005-06 56500 1007.96 900.45 89.33 
2006-07 59993 1228.66 524.75 42.71 
2002-03 26004 780.12 379.69 48.67 
2003-04 29480 678.04 393.20 57.99 

31. D&N Haveli 2004-05 30176 603.52 429.06 71.09 
2005-06 33454 610.20 457.17 74.92 
2006-07 32251 508.15 455.2 89.58 
2002-03 152 14 304.28 233.68 76.80 
2003-04 15163 303.26 198.24 65.37 

32. Daman & Diu 2004-05 15187 303.74 234.60 77.24 
2005-06 15300 302.94 191.11 63.09 
2006-07 13539 246.14 190.96 77.58 
2002-03 1010919 20218.38 3802.55 18.81 
2003-04 1036711 21739.06 7259.90 33.40 

33. Delhi 2004-05 1078241 21564.82 14661.62 67.99 
2005-06 1238188 20165.55 17507.03 86.82 
2006-07 1116492 19579.14 16077.15 82.11 
2002-03 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2003-04 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

34. Lakshadweep 2004-05 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2005-06 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2006-07 10430 183.57 0.00 0.00 
2002-03 62349 1247.00 736.23 59.04 
2003-04 62349 1246.98 2130.12 170.82 

35. Pondicherry 2004-05 53221 1064.42 1027.95 96.57 
2005-06 50723 879.54 812.83 92.42 
2006-07 55200 1013.47 917.21 90.50 
2002-03 102795718 2830276.28 2028061.52 71.66 
2003-04 105665960 2684067.03 2068453.19 77.06 

Total AIJ India 2004-05 108915529 2669090.76 2163323.12 81.05 
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 
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§ll.No. §tate 

1. Tamil Nadu 

2. Haryana 

3. Rajasthan 

4. Bihar 

5. Manipur 

6. Uttarakhand 

7. Arunachal 
· .. .Pradesh 

8. Punjab 

' 

I 

!I 

AnnnnexVllllll 

(Re1fe1rs to JPilllirlligirl!lJPI!ln :n. 7) 

Report No.JP'.Al13 of 2()08 

§cllnoolls/lEG§/AlllE cenntires nnot coveireall 

Out of 48287 children of AIE/EGS centers 41478 children 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 AlE 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 
0.88lakh children. 

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

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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Report No. PA 13 of2008 

Amnex-IX 

(Refers to JllllragrapiiR 11.8.:1.) 
I 

S!. No. States!UTs Year P~rcentage of Percentage of coolldng 
foodgrams llnfted! cost utilised 

1. Bihar 2006-07 46.26 97.26 

2. Chhattisgarh 
2004-05 9.51 100 

2006-07 67 81 

·2004~05 45.44 100 

3. Haryana 2005-06 50.96 76.03 

2006~07 52.06 .. 65.56 

4. Jammu & Kashmir 
2004-05 6.67 100 

' c 
2005-06 88.78 95.46 

5. Jharkhand 
,I 2004-05 66.52 100 

r 2005~06 78.07 100 

2004-05 74.48 100 

6. Karnataka 2005-06 73.02 100 
', 2006-07 86.28 100 

'"(. Meghalaya 2006-07 
. 

85.46 100 

8. Orissa 2005-06 82.62 257.16 
I 

2004-05 64.52 100 

9. Punjab 2005-06 27.88 100 

2006-07 77.41 100 

Rajasthan 
2005-06 62.45 73.91 

10. 2006-07 72.41 100 

2004-05 83.6 100 

. 11. Tamil Nadu 2005-06 90.61 100 

2006-07 89.18 100 

12. Tripura 2006~07 48.05 91.12 

13. West Bengal 
2004-05 87.28 100 

: 2005-06 85.66 100 
14. Pondicherry 2006~07 90.5 100 

, Calculations based on the figures supplied by the Ministry 
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§ll. 
§mnnctfionn nno. l!JF'][})n dlfimry nno. 

N®. 

t 170)/05 3626 dt. 11.05.05 

2. 17(1)/05 3626 dt. i 1.05.05 

3. 17(1)/05 3626 dt. 11.05.05 . 

4. J7(1)/05 3626, dt. 1 L05.05 

5. 17(1)/05 3626 dt. H.05.05 

6. 17(1)/05 3626 dt. 11.05.05 

7. 17-1(H)/05 4761 dt 08.07.05 

8. 17-1 (11)/05 4761 dt o8:o1~os 

9. 17-1(H)/05 4761 dt 08.07.05 

10. 17-1(H)/05 4761 dt 08.07.05 

11. 17-1(11)/05 . _ . A761 dt 08.07.05. 

.12. 17-1 (II)/05 4761 "dt 08.07.05 

13. 17-1(H)/05 4761 dt 08.07.05 

14. 17~ 1(11)/05 4761 dt 08.07.05 

15. 17-34/05 5.000 dt. 19.07.05 

16. 17 5000 dt. 19.07.05 

17. 17(7)/05 sooo dt. 19.07.05 
--- "- - - - -

"Annnnex-X 

(Rdeirs to fP>!llir!llgiraplln !8.2) 

Jl))ellmy iinn Irellemse ®f ft'unnndls 

N mme oft' girmnntee IP'eirfiodl " 

Jammu & Kashmir 9/04 to 4/05 

.Tharkhand 9/04 to 4/05 

Mizoram 9/04 to 4/05 

Punjab 9/04 to. 4/05 

Sikkim 9/04 to 4/05 

WestBengaU 9/04 to 4/05 

Arunachal Pradesh 5/05 to J2/05 " 

Assam s1os to 121os 

Gujarat . s;os to u;os 

Himachal Pradesh s/os to 1210s 
Karnataka 5/()5 to 12/05 

Madhya Pradesh" 5/05 to 12/05 

Tainil Nadu sios io 121os 

Tripura 5/05 to 12/05 

Chattisgarh 05/0S to 12/05 

Goa 05105 to 12/05 " 

Haryana 05/05 to 12/05 

1 IFD refers to Integrated Finance Division of the Ministry of Human Resource Development 
:::· 
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.Amomnt Irellemsedl 
][})ellmy 

Mmntllns · dlays 

1,86,61,000 8 H 

12,24,79,000 8 H 

48,37,000 . 8 11 

5,63,90,000 8 H 

48,86,000 8. u 
52,86,63,000. 8 11 

3,14,46,000 2 8 

54,62,37,000 ·2 8 

40,78,50,000 2 8 

7,71,21,000 2 8: 
· .• 67,54,68)000 . "" . 2' 8 

109,01,00,000 2 8 

50,82,00,000 2 8 

6,87,2l,OOO 2 8 

27,54,82,000 2 19 

"55,66,000 "2 19 

20,80,03,000 2 19 
-----



Report No. PA 13 of2008 

Sl. 
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 05/05 to I '])05 9,17,52,000 2 19 

19. 17-25/05 5000 dt. 19.07.05 West Bengal 05/05 to I '])05 126,70,76,000 2 19 

20. 17-24/05 5206 dt 28.07.05 Uttar Pradesh 05/05 to I V05 215,53,00,000 2 28 

21. 17-20/05 5206 dt 28.07.05 Rajasathan 05/05 to I V05 114,79,63,000 2 28 

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

23. 17-16/05 5206 dt 28.07.05 Mizoram 05/05 to I V05 I ,04,05,000 2 28 

24. 17-35/05 5874 dt 29.08.05 Uttaranchal 5/05 to I '])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 5/05 to I '])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 5/05 to I '])05 6,87,78,000 4 14 

29. 17-4/05 6365 dt. 21.09.05 Bihar 5/05 to I '])05 120,30,20,000 4 21 

30. 17-13/05 6155 dt. 14.10.05 Maharashtra 5105 to I V05 38,89,23,000 5 14 

31. 17-14/05 7143 dt. 02. J 1.05 Manipur 5105 to 12/05 2,79,81,000 6 2 

32. 17-11 /05 7505 dt. 18.11 .05 Kerala 5105 to I '])05 17,66,64,000 6 18 

33. 17- 12/05 7437 dt. 17. 11.05 Madhya Pradesh 5/05 to I V05 7,15,30,000 6 17 

34. 17-35/05 292 dt. 12.01.06 Uttaranchal 1/06 to 6/06 6,92,48,000 - 12 

35. 17-6/05 301 dt. 13.01.06 Gujarat 1/06 to 6/06 30,79,20,000 - 13 

36. 17- 10/05 276 dt. 12.01.06 Karnataka 1/06 to 6/06 39,50,3 1 ,000 - 12 

37. 17-5/05 299 dt. 13.01.06 Goa 1/06 to 6/06 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 1/06 to 6/06 69,97,26,000 - 17 

40. 17-34/05 433 dt. 18.01.06 Chattisgarh 1/06 to 6/06 24,49,75,0()()_ - 18 
- ---- ----------- - ------- ----- - ---
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§ll. 
§aumcttd®llll nno. JIJFJI)1 i!lldaury nno. Nannne oft' gJraiiRttee lP'IllJrll«JJi!ll Annnmnnn_tt Jrdeasei!ll 

Jl)ellmy 
No. , MoiiRtl!ns days 

41. 17-7/05 434 dt. 18.0L06 Haryana l/06 to 6/06 13,84,35,000 - 18 

42. 17-25/05 705 dt. 3 LOL06 West Bengal 1/06 to 6/06 100,86,17,000 1 -
43. 17-22/05 646 dt. 30.01.06 TamHNadu U06to 6/06 38,82,30,000 1 -
44. 17(1•A)i05 730 dt. 01.02.06 Andhra Pradesh 1/06 to 6/06 47,03,61,000 1 1 

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

46. 17-11/05. 820 dt. 06.02.06 Kerala 1106 to 6/06 · 11,23,53,000 1 6 

47. 17-17/05 731 dt. Ol02.06 Nagaland V06to 6/06 1,85,18,000 1 1 

48. 17~9/05 '976 dt 10.02~06 Jammu &KashriJ.jr 1106to 6/06 12,82,23,000 J 10 

49. 17-17/05 764 dt. 02.02.06 Tripura 1/06to 6/06 . 3,76,70,000 1 2 

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

51. 17-4/05' U96 dt. 21.02.06 Bihar 1/06to 6/06 40;00,00,000 1 21 

52. 17-24/05 Uttar Pradesh 1/06 to 6/06 80,00,00,000 

53. 17-21/05 1165 dt. 20.02.06 Sikkim 1/06to 6/06 87,65,000 1 20 

54. 17-13/05 1197 dt. 2L02.06 Maharashtra 1/06 to 6/06 38,97,72,000 1 21 .. 

55. 17-2/05 1276 dt. 23.02.06 ArUnachal Pradesh 1/06 to 6!06 · 81,78,000 1 23 

56. 17-14/05 ' 1590 dt. 08.03.06 Manipur 1/06 to 6/06 2,21,62,000 2 8 

57. 17-13/05 Maharashtra 1106 to 6/06 1,33,00,000 3 -
58. 170~B)/05 4518 dt. 28.06.05 Delhi (Party payment) 9104 to 4/05 6,41,80,000 '9 28 

59. 17-32/05 5874 dt. 29.08.05 Pondicherry 5/05 to 12i05 59,92,000 3 29 

60. 17-30/05 2569 dt. 30.03.06 Delhi 5/05 to 12/05 12,12,66,000 w 30 

6L 17-32/05 2473 dt. 28.03.06 lPondich~rry 1106 to 06/06 40,62,000 2 28 

62. 17-l(H)/05 4761 dt. 08.07.05 Dadra & Nagar Haveli 5/05 to 12/05 36,86,000 2 8 

63. 17-3l/05. 5874 dt. 29.08.05 Lakshadweep • 5/05 to 12/05 11,86,000 3- 29 
- - -- -
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Delay 
No. Months day_s 

64. 17-27/05 6035 dt 06.09.05 Chandigarh 5/05 to 12105 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 6/06 22,13,000 2 I 

67. 17(27)/05 2472 dt. 28.03.06 Chandigarh 1/06 to 6/06 49,98,000 2 28 

68. 17-31 /05 2557 dt. 29.03.06 Lakshadweep 1/06 to 6/06 8,23,000 2 29 

69. 17-29/05 2556 dt. 29.03.06 Daman & Diu 1/06 to 6/06 10,62,000 2 29 

2006..{)7 

70. 17-13/05 2820 dt. 15.04.06 Maharashtra 1/06 to 6/06 5037.21 3 15 

71. 17-24/05 2814 dt. 13.04.06 Uttar Pradesh 1106 to 6/06 6084.00 3 13 

72. 17-18/05 2815 dt. 14.04.06 Orissa 1/06 to 6/06 2877.29 3 14 

73. 17-4/05 2813 dt. 13.04.06 Bihar 1/06 to 6/06 3689.07 3 13 

74. 17-10/05 5241 dt. 22.08.06 Karnataka 7/06 to 3/07 6141.13 I 22 

75. 17- I(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 6145.24 I 22 

79. 17-6/05 5381 dt. 29.08.06 Gujarat 7/06 to 3/07 38 13.92 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 take11 from Mi11istry of Huma11 Resource Developme11t records 
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Sl. 
Name of state 

No. 

l. Uttar Pradesh 

2. Chandigarh 

3. Chattisgarh 

4. Rajasthan 

5. Meghalaya 

6. Tripura 

7. West Bengal 

Report No. PA 13 of 2008 

Annex-XI 

(Refers to paragraph 18.5) 

Transportation of food grains 

Remarks 

Rs. 73.3 7 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 actual 

Excess claimed Rs. 1.6 1 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 crore claimed in excess of actual 
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Annnnex-X][J[ 

(Refe1rs to pa~ragn-mplln ll9) · 

Co!lllVel!"gennce of Midday Mean Scheme with othell" IDevellopmennt P~rogn-mlillllmes 

.sn. litem 
No 
I Construction of 

Kitchen-cum.;store 

. . ·· 

2 Water supply 

3 

4 

Kitchen devices 

School Health·· 
Programme 

Scllleme/PI!"ogumme unnndler wllliclbifunndls m~re 2\Vl!lnllable -· ... ·. .. . .. · 

Mmnstcy of Runrmll IDeveRopmelrilt 

• Sam puma Grameen Rozgar Yojana {SGRY) in rural areas.· 

Mmnstry of Hounsiilmg mmll lU~rbaim Poverty Alleviationn . 

• BasiC Services for Urban Poor (BSUP),·Integrated Housing 
and Slum Development Progriunme (IHSDP) for urban 
areas; 

• Urban Wage Employment Programme, a component of 
Swaina Jayanti Shahri Rozgar Yojal).a (SJSRY) for urban 
areas outside slums. 

Mmnstry ofPmllllchl!lymti Rmj 

• Backward Region Grant Fund (BRGF) available as untied 
funds for .250 distriCts f01~ gap filling and augmentation. 

Mmistcy of HRlDi 

o Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA) for new school construction . 
. Mmnstcy of Ruall IDeveAopm·ent, Department of IDJI"fumlkinng 
Wate1r SuppllyAccellel!"atedRu~raR Wate1r Supplly P~rogramme 
(ARWSP) , 

• 'Swajaldhara' 

Minnnstry of Pallllcllnayati Raj 

• 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 forgap filling and augmentation. 

Mmnstry of Hunmann Resoul!ll"ce IDevellopmennt 

• Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA.) for new school construction. 
Mmnstry of Hunmallll Resou~rceDevelopmennt 

FundS available under SSA 

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

Mmnstry ofHemltllA mnnll!JFamily W eHfa1re 

o Necessary intervention, like regular health check-up, 
supplementation of niictonutrients, de-worming medicines, 
etc., can be taken up under the National Rural Health 
Mission .. 
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·No. 

L 

2. 

3. 

4. 

' 5. 

·6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

·10. 

··n. 

'12. 

'.13. 

t>.._,, 

·State 

Uttar Pradesh 

Uttarakhand 

Tamil Nadu 

Jharkhan:d 

Assam 

ehattisgarh 

Himachal 
. Pradesh 

Jammu & 
·Kashmir. 

Rajasthan 

Haryana 

·Pilhjab 

Daman and Diu 

;Meghalaya 

Report No. PA 13 of2008. 

AliD.lln«~xmi 

(!Refers to pa!l'atgJraplhl 20) 

l!liD.fll'atSttltlllltCtulilfe 

RellliD.atll'lks 

3 8·per cent:ofthe total schools· did not have kitchen sheds . 

Out of:96457schools, 602'schools did~.not:have kitchen.devices 

(Onrecords alLschools.were showri a5 havingckirikingwater.facility but•oh 
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 

3} per cent of 142 test checked schools: did not have.kitchen devices 

18 per.cent oftest checked schools didilot have drinking water 

79 per cent of schools iri test checked districts did not havekitchen sheds· 

88 per cent of schools in test checked distriCts di~ 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 of test checked schools did not have gas chullahs 

2(5 per cent of test checked schools did not have drinking· water facility 

· 49·per cent; of test checked schools did not have :kitchen sheds 

.:;80 per'centoftest checked ·schools·did not have:kitchen devices. 

· 77·per:celit of.test checked schools,did not have drinking water facility. 

100 percent of test~ checked schools didnot,have kitchen sheds 

1133 schools in the state did not.have drinking water facility 

55:per.cent ofthe total·schools did not havecdrinkingwater facility. 

:42:per.centofthetotaLschools did :not have kitchen sheds; 

· 3 per cent of the total schools did not have:drinkingwater facility. 
-

• 89 per cent oftest~checked schools did ilot have kitchen sheds. 

100 per cent of test·checked schools did nothave kitchen sheds. 

25 ofthe 35. schools in:Daman district had kitchen sheds 

•99~6 per cent of schools in•test checked· districts did: not have kitchen sheds 
•and · 76:5 5· per: cent· schools in· test'. checked districts did not have drinking 
· wated'acility 
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Rep~rt No. PA 13 of2008 
I 

i 
r §ll. 
i No, State 
i 

I 14. Orissa· 
I 

I 
! 15. Tripura 

16. Bihar 

1 
17. Manipur 

! 

18. West Bengal 
i 

I 
! 

19. Madhya-
Pradesh 

20. Andhra Pradesh 

Remall"ks 

92 per cent of the test checked schools did not have proper kitchen sheds 
and meals were· ·being -- copked _ in classrooms and in the open spaces. 
Foodgrains were stored in office and classrooms. 100 per cent of the' 
schools were using firewoods and not smokeless chulhas. 

Clean drinking water facility w.as not !lvailable in 73 per cent ·of schools 

Only 43.65 per cent of schools had kitchen sheds. In schools test checked 
29 per cent hadkitchen ~heds, . 

Only 87 ofthe 1029 kitchen sheds'were constt:ucted 

2987 kitchen sheds ready by May 2005 riot handed over to schools by July 
2007. 

Pucca kitchen sheds were not available i~ 71 per cent schools. Drinking 
water not available in 29 per cent schools. Gas stove_ not available in 99 per 
cent schools. 

75807 schools did not have kitchen sheds. 

Out of 54259 government primary schools 37930 (69~91 per cent) schools 
were not having kitchen sheds 
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AIE ·· · :Alternative & IMovative Education . 

" 

. I' 
'I· 

i 
,BPL-, ]EJelow Poverty Line 

' 

• EGS · Education Gtiai-antee Scheme 
.. 

. · .. 

EFC 
.. -. Exp~nditure Finance Com~ittee ·-

>.•" • ·-

fair Average Quality FAQ 

·.:Fer_ .. , .. focid Coi]:>or~tion ofindia · ., 

:MDM Midday Meal . · 

MDMS 
.. ·. 

Midday Meai·scheme 

•MME Man~gement;. Monitoring and Evaluation 
.. 

MTA Mother Teacher Association 

'NGO NonaGovemment Organisation. 

NRHM NationalRural Health Mission 

NSMC ·National St~eni,ng cum Mo~itoring Committee 

PMGY : Pradhan Mantri Grainodaya Yojana 

PTA Parent Teacher Association 

QPR Quarterly Progress Report 

SHG SelfaHelp llioup. 

SMDC · ··School Management c1.un Development Committee 

SMC Steering cum Monitoring Corilmittee 

SSA . · . Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan 
.. 

TPDS Targeted Public Distribution System 

VEC Village:Education Commi~e 
. 

uc Utilisation Certificate 

'· 
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