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Background 

• The Eleventh Schedule of the Constitution of India 
(Article 243G) lists 29 subjects appropriate for 
devolution to the Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRI) 

 
• Can such a list be a guide to any ‘effective’ devolution 

of expenditures from the State to the PRIs? How can 
priorities be set?  



Overall objectives 

• To identify a set of core services that PRIs should 
provide – taking into account both normative and 
practical concerns, including the people’s and PRI 
functionaries’ understanding of the ‘need’.  

 
• To assess the potential of the PRIs to generate 

financial resources locally so that the need can at 
least partially be met by such resources.  



Specifically.. 

I. To identify a set of services based on  
 (i) ‘preferences’ of people,  
 (ii) PRI functionaries’ experiences and understanding of  
  the organisational and resource allocation aspects  
  of service delivery 

II. To suggest population-based and area-based norms 
 for  the identified core services 

 
III. To estimate investment requirements for each PRI for 
 providing the select core services following the 
 prescribed norms 



IV. To explore the possibility of augmenting PRIs’ own 
revenues which could at least partially meet the 
investment requirements assessed in (III).  

 
V. To suggest governance, monitoring and regulation 

related mechanisms at the PRI level for efficient 
and equitable provision of the core services.  

 
VI. To focus specifically on the needs of GPs with peri-
 urban areas (i.e. Census Town within GP, yet to be 
 included in an ULB)     



Sources of data 

• Primary survey of PRI functionaries and households 
in 16 GPs in four districts 

 
• Data collected from 2870 GPs by 4th SFC and P&RD 

Dept.   
 
• Tertiary data from literature 

 



Survey design 

• Four districts selected considering diversity in 
geographical location and socioeconomic profiles – 
Uttar Dinajpur, South 24 Parganas, Bankura and 
Murshidabad.  

• Two Blocks from each district – one backward the other 
‘developed’.  

• Three indicators from Census (2011) have been used to 
identify blocks – combined share of non-SC and ST in 
total population, female literacy rate and share of non-
agricultural labour in total workers) 



• Also ensuring that  
    (i) the developed Block has urban population;  
    (ii) the backward Block does not have urban population 
    (iii) two chosen Blocks are not adjacent to each other.  
 

• Two GPs from each selected Block using similar 
procedure  

 [From the ‘developed’ Block two GPs – one relatively 
 developed with urban population and one relatively 
 backward with no urban population. Both GPs from the  
 backward Block have no urban population] 

 
 

 



Districts Blocks  GPs  
Bankura  Hirbandh (b) 30.6 Moshiara (b) 25 

Malian  (d) 44.47 
Kotulpur (d) 58.25 Madanmohanpur (b) 46.11 

Kotulpur (d) 72.83 
Murshidabad Bharatpur I (b) 54.37 Amlai (b) 42.11 

Gundiria (d) 65.54 
Beldanga I (d) 75.49 Mirzapur I (b) 51.07 

Debkundu (d) 79.84 

South 24 
Parganas  

Kultoli  (b) 42.85 Gopal Gunj (b) 33.72 

Gurguria Bhubaneswari (d) 62.47 

Bishnupur II (d) 86.29 Khagramuri (b) 60.92 

Kanganberia (d) 95.25 

Uttar Dinajpur  Goal Pokhar I (b) 37.39 Dharampur II (b) 32.22 

Panjipara (d) 55.71 
Raiganj (d) 43.1 Mahipur (b) 31.09 

Maraikura (d) 66.76 



Questionnaires 

• Three types of questionnaires are being used  
 (1) for GP Secy/Ex Asst 
 (2) for elected PRI members from three tiers (ZP, PS and GP) 
 (3) for Households 
 

• For household survey, instead of the whole GP as a 
sampling frame, two Sansads in each GP – the most 
developed and most backward – based on common 
perception of the GP members and Secy/Ex Asst.  



Sample  
• 16 GPs  
• 1859 respondents from 798 hhs (756 adult 

non-elderly males, 772 adult non-elderly 
females, 331 elderly) 

• 248 PRI members (216 GP member, 27 PS 
member & 5 ZP member) 

• Development index value to classify GPs into 
two broad groups  
– Index value <60: backward 
– Index value >=60: developed  

 



Citizens: problems and expectations from 
Panchayats 

Main problems  Backward GPs Developed GPs Total 
Road 34.4 51.2 41.8 
Drinking water 9.7 8.3 9.1 
Drainage 2.3 6.7 4.3 
Medical care  7.4 5.2 6.4 
Electricity 4.3 3.8 4.1 
Employment/NREGA  6.1 2.8 4.6 
Sanitation  4.1 3.0 3.6 
could not say  13.4 2.4 8.5 

Main expectations  Backward GPs  Developed GPs Total  
Road 32.6 37.1 34.6 
Drinking water 9.9 8.6 9.3 
Drainage 1.9 7.5 4.4 
Sanitation 8.0 4.6 6.5 
Employment/NREGA 9.4 4.9 7.4 
Medical care 8.2 3.8 6.3 
Education  3.2 2.1 2.7 
Could not say  4.1 4.4 4.3 
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Figure 2.1: Main problem faced as citizen and main expectation from Panchayat 

problem expectation



Major problem  Backward GPs Developed GPs Total 
Road 47.2 60.3 53.6 
Drinking water 7.9 11.6 9.7 
education related  6.3 2.5 4.4 
Health care related 4.7 3.3 4.0 
Drainage  0.8 5.0 2.8 
could not say anything  1.6 0.0 0.8 

Main services  Backward GPs Developed GPs Total 

road 24.4 37.2 30.6 

drinking water 22.0 19.8 21.0 

drainage 0.8 3.3 2.0 

sanitation 2.4 3.3 2.8 

employment/NREGA 1.6 3.3 2.4 

no response  8.7 1.7 5.2 

Table 2.4: Major problems of the areas as expressed by the Panchayat 
 Members  

Table 2.5: Percentage of Panchayat Members who thought different  
 services that should be provided by the Panchayats to their citizens  
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Some findings  
• Road and drinking water dominates people’s 

problems and expectations  
• Road as main problem is believed more by the 

members than the citizens  
• People make a distinction between what they 

consider as their main problem and what they 
expect from the Panchayat 

• Road does not show any decline in importance 
with development  

• Developed GPs show higher preference for 
services of public goods, while backward GPs 
show higher preference for private goods. 
 
 



Some findings (contd…) 
 

• Heterogeneity of expectations increases with 
development and non-participation.  

• Executives have views different from citizens and 
members 

• Preference for services – follows some order/stages 
• Urbanised GPs 

– People’s preference and expectations show similar pattern 
except ‘drainage’.  

– Members’ views highlight additional services such as 
waste disposal, street light, public toilet, traffic 
management (in order of importance) 



Core services: groupings may be useful  

Components  Core services  Target group  
Minimum essential core 
services  

Road, drinking water, 
drainage, sanitation  

All citizens  

Context specific core 
services  

Agricultural/irrigation 
development, awareness, 
environment protection  

Backward GPs/ Sansads of 
GPs / areas with 
environmental threat  

Composition specific core 
services  

Nutrition, housing, loan for 
economic activities, 
economic assistance, 
pensions etc 

Poor or vulnerable 
households (e.g. BPL/ST 
etc.) 

Core services specific to 
area-potential  

Drainage, waste disposal, 
street light, house plan 
approval, traffic 
management  

Areas with urban or market 
potential  



Setting norms for services: challenges 

• Systematic efforts to set norms and standards 
for service delivery for urban India  

• Considerable lack of unanimity in setting 
norms and standards 

• Considerable variability in the estimation of 
per capita cost of service provision 

• For rural India – no such exercise 



Service norms (contd…) 

• Estimation of cost of new construction and 
maintenance is challenging job 

• Considerable variability with agro-climatic and 
topographical variation 

• Lack of detailed, matching and disaggregated 
data at GP level 

• Non-maintenance of asset register with all 
relevant information in a systematic manner  
 



New constructions and maintenance cost:  
Suggestions 

• GPs must meticulously maintain asset register 
• Must be done by independent agencies 
• Given the norms/standards, local bodies can 

estimate required investment level  
• Maintenance grants (proportion) should  be flexible 

and should be an increasing function of asset level 
and levels of service provision  

• Broad guidelines for new construction and 
maintenance grants should be set by an expert 
group comprising engineers, geographers, 
accountant and economist  



Own Source Revenue in WB GPs 

• Data from 2870 GPs 
– Decline in OSR as percentage of TR from 5.58 

(2007-08) to 2.68 (2012-13) 
– Tax – Non-tax share remained more or less same 

(49-50%) 
– Major tax OSR sources: tax on land & building 
– Major non-tax OSR: fees (19%), sale of trees 

(16%), donation/contribution (13%) 

• Our sample 
– major non-tax OSR - tolls (32%), trees (28%) etc. 

 



OSR (contd…) 

• OSR/TR ratio higher for peri-urban areas 
compared to purely rural GPs 

• Expenditure from OSR: mainly for meeting 
administrative requirement  

• Case study of Madanmohanpur (Kotulpur 
block of Bankura district) 
– Higher OSR does not necessarily mean higher level 

of development 
– Adverse effects on socio-economic and 

environmental aspects 



 
Thank You 
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