
CHAPTER II

Theme Audit on Backward Regions Grant Fund (BRGF)
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2.3 Scope of Audit

2.4 Audit Objective
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2.5 Audit Criteria

criteria for of of were under

2.6 Audit Methodology

2.7 Audit Findings

2.7.1 Financial Management

Audit Objective: Whether the allocation and releases of funds were transferred 
timely to the implementing agencies in accordance with the provision of guidelines

2.7.1.1 Short release of funds
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` `

per centt

Table 2.1

Table 2.1: Receipt and utilisation of funds under BRGF

(` in crore)

YearYY

Allocation and  fund released by GoI

Funds released

by State

Government to

Amount

utilised by the

implementing

agencies

Percentage of 

utilization

Capacity Building Development Grants
SIRD

ZPs SIRD

PRIs

and

ULBs

Capacity

Building

Development

GrantsAllocation
Fund

released
Allocation

Fund

released

2007-08 11.00 9.12 157.19 59.98 5.47 59.98 0.12 59.98 1.32 100

2008-09 11.00 - 157.19 53.23 - - 3.10 - 34.40 -

2009-10 11.00 - 157.19 56.03 2.10 86.58 2.58 63.27 43.73 73.08

2010-11 11.00 13.08 157.19 126.04 8.81 57.70 6.62 60.68

2011-12 11.00 9.76 166.74 49.63 5.49 132.15 9.14 72.08

Total 55.00 31.96 795.50 344.91 21.87 336.41 21.56 123.25

Source: Commissioner, PRD and SIRD, Assam.

`31.96 crore and ` `55.00

crore and ̀

` `23.04 crore under 

`

` `21.87 crore during 2007-12 

`

2.7.1.2 Delay in Release of funds
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`

during 2007-11 and `

` Appendix XII & XIIII

`

`6 per centt

2.7.1.3

`

` per centt

per centt
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20 per cent per cent and 50 t per centt

2.7.1.4 Utilisation of funds

Table 2.2

Table 2.2: Receipt and utilisation of development grants under BRGF

(` in crore)

Plan year Name of 

district

Approved cost/

allocation of 

fund

Fund released by

the GoI to GoA

Fund released to 

Zilla Parishads as of 

31 March 2012

Expenditure

reported

2007-08 13.23 11.90 11.90 11.90

2008-09 13.23 - - -

2009-10 13.23 8.60 8.60 6.45

2010-11 13.23 13.23 13.23 -

2011-12 13.88 - - -

Sub total 66.80 33.73 33.73 18.35

2007-08

Morigaon

12.79 7.50 7.50 7.50

2008-09 12.79 10.13 10.13 8.31

2009-10 12.79 - - -

2010-11 12.79 10.19 10.19 -

2011-12 13.36 - - 7.39

Sub total 64.52 27.82 27.82 23.20

Total 131.32 61.55 61.55 41.55

Source: Commissioner, PRD, Assam

`61.55 crore to Morigaon 

`

` per cent

`

`

Appendix - XIVVV
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2.7.1.5 Non utilisation of bank interest

`1.06 crore14

2.7.1.6 Other irregularities

`0.42 

Appendix - XVV

14 ` 0.58 crore+ Morigaon ` `
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2.7.2 Planning

Audit Objective: Whether planning for selection of backward districts and projects
was based on reliable data and as per the GoI guidelines for BRGF programmeF

2.7.2.1 Delay in preparation of Perspective Plans

of 11

`

Table 2.3

Table 2.3: Annual Plan approved by HPC without Perspective Plan

(` in crore)

YearYY Name of district Month of approval by

HPC

Total amount of annual

plan

2007-08
11.90

Morigaon 7.50

2008-09 Morigaon 10.13

Source: ZPs

`29.53 crore were
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2.7.2.2. Non preparation of Sub-Plan showing allocation of funds for SCs/STs

per cent to 70.10 t per centt

` Appendix-XVI

`

2.7.2.3 Non-adoption of Plan Plus software

( )

.

2.7.2.4 Absence of Integrated as well as Participatory Planning
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2.7.2.5 Absence of policy framework and non-issue of guidance

Inter se 

2.7.2.6 Professional support staff not posted at Block/ GP level

for a trained to

to on water

- agri- and a gender

to for and and one

engineer to engineering to . at

one Centre PRC to - one engineer for

of and of execution an Accountant to enforce

in and and a to conduct

to attend etc
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and 2007 of

per centt to of and and `13.00

out of PRC at . no

in of and of 2012. a

of often got affected.

2.7.3 Implementation of BRGF -F Development Grants

Audit Objective: To assess whether the projects were implemented as per

2.7.3.1 Execution of other projects in place of the projects approved by the HPC

`

`

`

`5.00 

`

`

`

`
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`

`

`

`

`

`

`

`

`

for ` `

`

2.7.3.2
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per centt `

`

per centt per centt

`40.40

2.7.3.3 Expenditure on inadmissible works

`

Appendix XVII.

`

2.7.3.4 Excess expenditure

`

per centt
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`

`

`

` `

2.7.3.5 Incorrect reporting to fund sanctioning authority

` `

`

`

`

`0.51 crore. 

` `

`

`

`

` `0.51 + ` Appendix - XVIII 
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2.7.4 Implementation of BRGF - Capacity BuildingF

2.7.4.1 Blocking up of funds 

Table 2.4

Table 2.4: Receipt and utilization of funds under Capacity Building

(` in crore)

YearYY Opening

balance

Receipt Bank interest Total Expenditure Balance

2007-08 - 5.47 - 5.47 0.12 5.35

2008-09 5.35 - 0.16 5.51 3.10 2.41

2009-10 2.41 2.10 0.14 4.65 2.58 2.07

2010-11 2.07 8.81 0.09 10.97 6.62 4.35

2011-12 4.35 5.49 0.19 10.03 9.14 0.89

Total 21.87 0.58 22.45 21.56 0.89

Source: SIRD, Assam 

`22.45 

`

`

` `

`2.30 crore
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` `0.89 crore + ̀

2.7.4.2 Training achievements

Table 2.5.

Table 2.5: Target and achievement of Training programme of ERs and 

functionaries of PRIs

Name of 
scheme

Elected representative Functionaries Other stakeholders

Target Achiev-
ement

(-)Short fall/
(+) excess 

(%)

Target Achiev-
ement

(-)Short
fall/

(+) excess 
(%)

Target Achiev-
ement

(-)Short fall/
(+) excess 

(%)

25149 17561 9860 10111 133500 95968

Source: SIRD, Assam
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per cent

2.7.4.3 Utilisation of BRGF funds in non BRGF F districtsF

`

`
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2.7.4.4 Excess expenditure on Resource Centre

. `

`

` ` `5.86 

crore -`2.00 crore)

`

of `

` `

`

`

`
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2.7.5 Monitoring and evaluation

Audit Objective: Whether an effective monitoring, internal control and evaluation
system was in place to keep track of the implementation of the scheme

2.7.5.1 Review Committee at district level were not constituted

Para 4.13 of at a Review

DPC of and

of AP and in in a on rotation

of not -10 . Review

and review . of

of of two Review at

were not DPC owing to in execution of

under un- .

2.7.5.2 Quality Monitoring System was not instituted

2.7.5.3 Social Audit
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2.8 Conclusion

`

.

2.9 Recommendation
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