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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; You put 
questions, not suggestions. It is not a 
discussion, it is a Question Hour. You ask 
him whether he is going to do or not. 

SHRIMATI CHANDRIKA ABHI-
NANDAN JAIN: I would like to put a pointed 
question whether he will go for simplification 
of the procedures as regards the FERA. 
Secondly, he suggested that frequent sittings 
have been held outside the headquarters. I 
would like to know how many sittings have 
been held outside the head^ quarters. And, is 
there any move to set up Appellate Boards in 
various cities, at least in Bombay, Delhi, 
Calcutta and Madras? 

SHRI H. R. BHARDWAJ: Madam, at the 
moment,     the law prescribes only  four  
Members  including      one Chairman.      That     
is  the  statutory provision.      Unless  the law  
is  amended, we cannot provide more than four 
Members on these Boards.   So, the  question 
of   setting  up  permanent  Boards or branches 
outside,  out of these four, does not arise.  It 
will require amendment and the suggestion of 
the hon.  Member will be kept in mind.      
Now, considering the workload,  it is not 
necessary to  increase the number of memerbs.  
I think the purpose will be served if we   make 
a small amendment and that is in our mind.      
We can     empower a single member to hear 
appeals under     the provision  of      clause     
52(6).     That would really expedite a few 
hundred or thousand cases because today, we 
have   to  make  two  members   sit   to decide 
matters     above     Rs.   50,000. That   is  
under  consideration.      Once that procedure 
is simplified and that provision is made in the 
Foreign Exchange Regulation      Act,   I  
hope,   a single member  will be  able  to  dis-
pose of more cases. 

*462.  [Transferred to   20th August, 

1992]. 

*463. [The questioner (DR. SANJAY A 

SINGH) was absent. For answer,  vide cote.  
35-36 infra]. 

*464. [Transferred to 20th August, 1992]. 

Per capita  Central Assistance to States 

*465. SHRI RAM GOPAL YADAV: 
'Will (the Minister of PLANNING AND 
PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTATION be 
pleaed to state: 

(a) what is the amount of per capita 
Central assistance given to the States of Uttar 
Pradesh, Maharashtra, Punjab, Haryana, 
Karnataka, Tamil Nadu and West Bengal 
during the Seventh Five Year Plan; 

(b) what are the reasons for dis 
parity in such  allocations; and 

(c) whether the same is proposed 
to. be removed in the Eighth Five 
Year  Plan? 

THE MINISTER OF STATE OF THE 
MINISTRY OF PLANNING AND 
PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTATION AND 
THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF NON-CONVENTIAL 
ENERGY SOURCES (SHRI SUKH RAM); 
(a) to (c) A statement is laid on the Table of 
the  House. 

Statement 

(a) The amounts of per capita (gross) 
Central Assistance based on 1971 Census 
population, allocated to the States of Uttar 
Pradesh, Maharashtra, Punjab, Haryana, 
Karnataka, Tamil Nadu and West Bengal 
under the modified Gadgil formula during the 
Seventh Five Year Plan 1985-90 are  shown  
below: 

 

States Per 
Capita 
in 
Rupees 

Uttar Pradesh . 333 

Maharashtra   . 232 

Punjab   .... 283 

Haryana. 322 
Karnataka 262 

Tamil Radu  301 

West Bengal   . 227 
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(b) The allocation of Central assistance 

made to each State was based on its respective 
share in the total allocation for the Seventh 
Plan under the modified Gadgil formula as 
approved by the National Development 
Council in August, 1980. The formula 
included the criteria of size of population 
(1971), backwardness indicated by per capita 
income, tax collection and special problems of 
the State. The disparities in allocations result 
due to the above criteria which except, tax 
effort, favour the backward  States like Uttar 
Pradesh 

(c) On the basis of the suggestions made 
by the Chief Ministers of several States the 
National Development Council in its meeting 
held in December, 1991, revised the formula 
for the allocation of Central assistance to the 
States for Eighth Five Year Plan, 1992-97 as 
shown in the Statement I    (See below)      
attached. 

Statement-I 

The formula as approved by NDC meeting 
held in December, 1991 for distribution of 
Central Assistance. 

I. From the total Central assistance, setting 
apart the funds required for externally-aided-
schemes, as is now done; 

II. Providing from the balance, rea sonable 
amounts for Special Area Programmes, viz., 

(a) Hill Areas; 
(b) Tribal  areas; 
(c) Border   areas;   and 

(d) N.E.C.; 
 

III. Keeping from the balance 30 per cent 
for the ten Special Category States;  and 

IV. Allocating the balance among the 
fifteen non-Special Category States as per the 
following criteria; 

 

Criteria                                      Weight 
(%) 

I     Population (1971) 60% 

11    Per capita income of which; 25% 

(a)   According to the 
'deviation' method-covering 
only the States with   per   
capita SDP below the national 
average 

20% 

(b) According to the                • 
'distance' method—• covering all     
the fifteen States 

5% 

III Performance of which 7.5% 

(a)   According to 'Tax effort', 
as defind in the previous Gadgil 
formula 

2. 5 % 

(b)   According to Fiscal 
Management, as defined in 
the previous revised formula ; 
and 

2.5% 

(c)    According to progress in 
respect of     national 
objectives 

2.5% 

1V  Special Problems 7.5% 

NOTE: 1. Fiscal Management is assessed as 
the difference ' between States' own total 
plan resources estimated at the time of 
finalising annual plans and their actual per-
formance, considering latest five years. 

2. Under the criterion of the performance 
in respect of certain programmes of 
national priority the approved formula 
covers four objectives viz., (i) population 
control; (ii) elimination of illiteracy; (iii) on 
time completion of externally aided 
projects; and (iv) success in land reforms. 
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DR. JINENDRA KUMAR JAIN: Madam, 
it is evident from the reply of the hon. Minister 
that the handloom sector stands on a very low 
priority because according to the statement, 
the Minister says .that there is no shortage of 
the hank yarn and that the production is 
governed by the supply and the demand Thus 
the Minister knows that there is an increase in 
the prices. I would like to give the figures; the 
hank yarn used to be sold at Rs. 63.8 per kg 
and and now the current price is Rs. 79.29 per 
kg. And this increase in price has been there 
because of the shortage of the hank yam. So 
there is no dispute about the the fact that there 
is a shortage of the hank yam in the country. 
But the purpose of my asking this question 
was to seek the help of the hon. Minister to 
avoid shortages which affect the interests of a 
number of handloom weavers. Madam, my 
point is that the shortage is on account of non-
functioning and non-performig of the statutory 
obligation by the State-run National Textiles 
Corporation. There is a statutory obligation 
that they should have 50 per cent of their 
marketable output... 

 

 


