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- Dated: 217 January, 2011
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To
Shr1 Anurag Yadav
Additional Commuissioner
Rural development Department
Government of Uttar Pradesh
Lucknow
Subject: Letter dated pnd July, 2010 of Shn Jagdambika Pal, MP
regarding wrregulanties in 1mplementation of MGNREGS in
Jogia Block of Siddharthnagar district
Sir,
o{—{‘-éjb:}ﬂ)@ I am directed to forward herewith a copy of a letter dated 2°¢ July,
2010 of Shn Jagdambika Pal, MP regarding irregularities 1n
implementation of MGNREGS i1n Jogia Block of Siddharthnagar district. A
U/V team of NLMs was deputed in the matter. Shr1 Amitava Mukherjee and
Wg. Cdr. M.K. Mukherjee, both NLMs conducted an enquiry into the
complaint and as per findings it has been found that the records including
3 h \)/e_ﬁ’ cash book are not bein Intai
_ g maintained properly and has recommended a
(*::‘”“”1 j:?ﬂ) B further enquiry by the State Gov ent to trace the and its amount,
TE T : o) Further it has been recommendecﬁ]%i should be specific training, guidance
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No.-J-11017/1/2010-MGNREGAQTH { 7 3l-ol=l 3
Government of India ANO 0 ol=0l—hg /

Ministry of Rural Development \|' ™~_

and checking of records by the Programme Officer / BDO in those works
which are executed by the Gram Panchayat as the works being executed by
GP 1involve big amount of funds but no proper records, registers and cash
book is being maintained.

State Government is requested to examine the matter and a detailed

action taken report may be sent to this Ministry urgently.

Yours faithfully,

(Mashoda Lal)
Under Secretary (Mahatma Gandhi NREGA)

Department of Rural Development 7 .
MGNREGA Division (BKS Marg) e
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SPEED POST

Date : 08. 09. 2010

From :-
Wwg. Cdr. M. K. Mukherjee (Retd.), Amitava Mukherjee,
B-87, Jal Vayu Vihar, National Level Monitor (No. 327),
Block- L.B., Sector —III, Salt Lake, “SRABANTIKA”, Flat-32.
Kolkata — 700 098. N/364, B. P. Township,

Kolkata- 700 094.
To

The Joint Director (NLM),

Ministry of Rural Development,
Govt.s of India,

Krishi Bhavan, New Delhi- 110114,

Attention Please — Mr. P. Manoj Kumar.

Sub : Enquiry report on the irregularities in the implementation of

M.G. NREGA in Jogia Block of Siddhartha Nagar District of
Uttar Pradesh.

Ref: No.0Q-11018/11/2010 — NLLM dated 12. 8. 2010 of the Ministrv of Ruralsd Dev.
Govt. of India.

Sir,

We like to invite your kind attention to the above memo. of the Ministry of Rural
DeveIOpment

We are enclosing herewith the desired enquiry report in 23 pages.

:. We are also sending herewith our bills in (in triplicate) in the prescribed form.
We request you to kindly acknowledge the receipt of this letter.

- Thanking you,

.Yours falthﬁ.llly,

me - ok

M! K. Mukherjee) ( A. Mtkherjee)

Encl: (1) Binding Book consists of

(a) Enquiry Report in prescribed pattern sheet.
(b) Annexture — 14 sheets.
(¢ ) Photo — 2 sheets.

(d) C.D. -2 Nos.

ce MW
.....

(2) Bill (in triplicate ) of Shri M.K. Mukherjee and Shri A. Mukherjee for journey
and halt to Siddhartha Nagar in connection with the enquiry. iu/

(A. Mlukherjee)




IL.

ENQUIRY REPORT ON
THE IRREGULARITIES IN THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF M. G. NREGA IN JOGIA BLOCK
OF SIDDHARTHA NAGAR DISTRICT OF UTTAR PRADESH.

Facts and Circumstances leading to the case for determination.

In his leﬁer dated 02. 07. 2010 addressed to the Hon’ble Minister for Rural
Development, Govt. of India, Shri Jagadambika Pal, M.P. (Lok Sabha ) has lodged

complaint towards the irregularities being committed in implementation of

Mahatma Gandhi NREGA in Jogla Block of Siddhartha Nagar district of Uttar

. % ahCamns il et S S

Pradesh. According to the letter unplementmg agency has incurred an expenditure
of over Rs. 3.91 Crores for Model Pond Works executed at Ma]hgawa
Panchayat falling under Jogia block of the Slddhartha Nagar odistrict. Hon’ble

e, e - 7

M.P. has also enclosed a statement of expenditure as available to him where a sum

of Rs. 3.89 Crores has been shown spent on the cost of bricks only.

- . N T
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We, the undersigned N. L. M. s, have been deputed as a team to visit Siddartha
Nagar district to ascertain the facts with reference to the above complaint by the

Mninistry of R. D. vide their no. Q-11018/11/2010-NLM dated 12. 08. 2010.

Accordingly, we reached Siddhartha Nagar (Naugarh ) on 26. 8. 2010 and
commenced our enquiry from 27. 8. 2010. Hearing of parties were taken on
27. 8. 10 and 30. 8. 10. and spot verification was made on 28. 8. 10 as per

programme communicated to all concerns by speed post vide our letter dated
17. 8. 10.

Parties.

(a) Complainant - Shr1 Jagadambika Pal, Member of Parliament (Lok Sabha)
and Chairman, Siddhartha Nagar, District Vigilance &
Monitoring Coommittee, represented by Shri Raj Moni
Pandey and Shri Anil Singh who introduced themselves as
authorized representatives of Shri Pal and who were

accepted so by the Project Director, D.R.D.A., present

during hearing.
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(b) Defendants-

Hearing of Parties.

The scheme has been implemented by the Majhgawa

Gram Panchayat and so the following persons are directlv

involved in implementation of works in question.

(1)

(11)

(iii)

(1v)

(V)

Sm. Santi Debi Pradhan, Majhgawa Panchayat-
Signatory of M. B., Signatory of Bill, Signatory of

M. R. of the work under reference. Put thumb
impression in all papers — absent during hearing.

Shri Abdul Haleem, Technical Assistant Jogia Block-
Signatory of M. B., Signatory of Bill, Signatory of
estimate- present during hearing.

Shr1i Kamala Prashad, Secretary (Gram Panchayat
Adhikary), Majhgawa G. P. — Signatory of Muster
Rolls, Signatory of Bills, Signatory of measurements
— present during hearing.

Shri Om Prakasha Pathak, Junior Engineer -
Signatory of estimate- present during hearing.

Shri Radhary Shyam Rai, B. D. O. / P.O. , Jogia
Block. As stated, Shri Rai has been working here
only since 10. 8. 10. — Accorded financial sanction
and 1ssued M. B. and M. R. as the Programme

Officer of the scheme — present during hearing.

Complainant was heard on 27. 8. 10 from 11.00 a.m. at the Meeting Hall of Project
Director, D. R. D.A. Shri Raj Moni Pandey, Shri Anil Singh and two others were

- present on behalf of complainant. But the written statement was submitted by Shri

Raj Moni Pandey which is annexed with this report and marked as Annex. —I. As

an evidence, he had referred to the enclosure of the letter of M. P. Relevant mater il

procurement portion of the enclosure is annexed and marked as Annex. -I1.

Defendants were heard on the same date at 3.00 p.m. in the chamber of Project

Director, D. R. D. A. On behalf of Defendants, written statements were submitted

by B. D. O./ P. O., Jogia Block, by Technical Assistant, Jogia Block, by Gram

V
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Panchayat Adhikary, Majhgawa G. P. which are annexed herewith and jointly
marked as Annex. III.

Junior Engineer (RES) , Jogia Bl., NIEP Clerk, Jogia Bl. And Assistant Engineer.
DRDA Office were also present. But they have not submitted any written

statement.

Prodhan, Majhgawa G. P. was 'conspicuous by her absence.

As an evidence, Defendants had submitted the copy of Bill No 1582 dated 2 2 10

of Ganesh Brick Industries. Copy is enclosed herewith and miarked as Aiiniex.=Fv-—

Inspections.

Spot inspection of worksite was made on 28. 8. 10. All concerns including Pradhan
ot G. P. were present at site. But nobody was present on behalf of the complainant.

As reported, the pond with surrounding land is owned by G. P.

Actually, the work is “ re-excavation of Dug out Pond (photo-2 & 4), present size is

approximately 108 M (av) X106 M. (av.) X 1.6 M (av depth) with the following

additional components for beautification and recreation and for extendmg tacilities

for home use and livestock.

(a) Barbed wire fencing fixing in R. C. precast poles (photo- 3 & 5).

(b) Staii‘ or steps ( 10 meter length) for human use — 1 No. (Annex.-V.)

(c) Brick — on — edge Ramp or pucca sloped entrance (6.64 M X 4.65 M.)
Approx ) with side walls for livestock — 1 No.

(d)  Bench (platform ) — 8 Nos.

(¢)  Entrance gate- 1 No. (photo-3).

_But there is no emergency grass spillway or proper pipe outlet or pipe inlet. Not

seen any adequate land contnbutmg the surface runoff water to the pond Even any

sketch or drawmg has not been submltted with the estimate. One sketch of stair as

prepared at site is enclosed and marked as ﬁ}nnex. -V.

| —
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As appeared from the concerned M. B. and other relevant papers, the scheme was
executed in two phases.
1* phase — Code No. 52 — Mainly earthwork with pumping out water.
Total expenditure o Rs. 4.80 lakhs.
2" phase — Code No. 20 — Mainly material component,
Total expenditure Rs. 3.81 lakhs.
Total - Rs. 8.62 lakhs.

Above Code Nos. Or I.D. Nos. are been mentioned by the J.E. which, as reported,

are subject to change.

As the dispute is mainly related to bricks, we had separately checked the
measurements of brickworks, though some portion of work was found submerged.
As per M.B. Bricks involved in the following items of work. - |
(a) Brick masonry (1:4) works in foundation for fixing

Poles ot Barbed wire fencing — 133 Nos.

As per M. B. 8.44 CU..M.
(b) Brick mas'om'y (1:4) for Ramp

fér Animal entrance.

As per M. B. 7.00 CU..M.
(c)  Brick masonry (1:4) for steps / stair I

ERough sketch — Annex. —V).

As per M. B. 28.12 CU.M.

Total 43.56 CU. M.

According to the Chart for consumption of materials, consumption of bricks per

CU. m. masonry work is 389 Nos.

Hence total consumption against 43.56 CU. M. = 16945 Nos.

e — ——

The above figure may be approximate because all measurements including

measurements of brick flat soling and brick — on — edge to ramp are taken in CU.

M. l/
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As noted from the bills as available from the G. P., bricks procurement figures

against the scheme are as follows.

Sl. No.Date  Quantity Bill Amount Payment datails
l. 2.2.10 -9475 Nos. Rs. 39007.00 Not available.
2. 25.3.10 - 10730 Nos. Rs. 44186.00 Vide Chq. No. 005389
T { dt. 25.3.10 of Central Bank of
D .
0102 . India , Udaypur Br. Total amit.
yd | of cheque Rs.54,967.00, out of

which brick component —
Rs. 44186/- and brick ballast -
Rs. 10,781/-.

We had also inspected the office of B.D.O. / P.O. where Pradhan and Secretary of

G.P. with papers were also available. We had also visited Central Bank of India
where G. P. have their Bank Accounts.

Findings.
(a) It may be seen from Annex. I that Shri Raj Moni Pandey, representative of the

complainant has spemﬁc allegatlon aéalnst Bill No. 152 dt. 2. 2. 2010
amounting to Rs. 3 89 69 ,050/- towards the cost of 9475 Nos. of bricks. In
support of his statement Shr1 Pandey had placed the statement of Matenal

Procurement Bllls in 3 sheets wh1ch has been enelosed herew1th

Ll K P o T TR LA

PP

as Annex II ‘\
Detendants in their reply had stated that in MIS teeding of relevant bill data of
bricks there was mistake in unit price which should be Rs. 4115/- per 1000 Nos.
and the total amount should be Rs 38 98%5 D /

v
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It may be seen in Annex. -II that in filling the column of material procured.
One 1mp0rtant ‘unit’ column has been omitted. As a result of this omission the
~error as stated by defendants might have occurred. Unit of brick is per %0

(thousand) Nos. and not each as given in the complainant’s evidence.

1 —
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T'o verify the facts leading to the error, spot verification of the work was made

and measurement of brick works were checked. Measurement Book was also

Verified. As analyzed earlier, total approx1mate consumptron of bricks in the
| work came to about 17000 Nos. The relevant bllls of brlcks were also verified

/ which shows a figure of 20205 Nos. Thus there is no large difference on issue

p St

and consumption of bricks.

,-_,,f',ff
- Also checked all other rates of materials procured in”Annex.-II and the rates
T
found within permissible limit. As learnt, the rates are taken from P W.D. /5f
Schedule, Basti Circle , U.P. Payment of skilled labourer @ Rs. 140/- per

person day have been 1ncluded 1n matenal component The rate 1s checked from

R— f—[?,m S Ny -
the above P.W.D. Schedule of Rates.

(b) Supply bllls of bncks as shown in Annex. —-IV. have not been recorded in the
Measurement Book As reported payment made agalnst the brll d1rectly, but
the bill is not receipted bill acknowledge by the payee by signature and cannot

be taken as Voucher Document. No separate record was shown as a proof of

payment.

During hearing and office inspection, the Defendants had failed to produce the
payment voucher of the bill in question. In spite of repeated persuasion, they
had failed to place the relevant cash book, record slip of cheque book or any
ledger showing the entry of the cheque in question. Cheque No. 004550

dtd. 2. 2. 10 of Central Bank of India , Udaypur Branch is the relevant payment
cheque as shown to us in a record slip of cheque book by Asst. Engineer DRDA

who accompanied us during visit to Block Office on 28. 8. 10.

We visited the concerned CBI branch and verified from their records that the
above cheque was not related to the payment voucher. On 30. 8. 10, defendants
had produced one undated receipt of Ganesh Brick Industries against the bill
amounting to Rs. 39000=00 in a plain sheet of paper. They also produced a
letter dated 3. 2. 10 addressed to Branch Manager of CBI, Udaypur advising the

Bank to pay the cheque amount to the payee. On 30. 8. 2010, the defendants

. [ —
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also produced a pay-in slip counterfoil of SBI, Naugarh dated 4. 2. 2010

showing a deposit of a cheque for Rs. 39000=00 for credit of the A/C. of
Ganesh Brick Industries. We collected Bank statement of CBI dated 26. 8.. 10

where no debit of this amount in favour of Ganesh Brick Industries has been

shown till 20. 8. 10. i.e. the last entry of the statement. All the four documents

as mentioned above are enclosed herewith and jointly marked as Annex. VI.

Recommendations.

(a) Recommendation to the Ministry of R.D. - Special attention is drawn to para
V (b) above and to Annex. VI. Documents in Annex VI cannot be connected
to each other and the payment position of Bill No. 152 dt. 2. 2. 10 cannot be

_"—"-—.._
trace the cheque and the amount of the cheque

m « ¥

ascertained. We recom__‘end further enqmry by the State Government to

'
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(b) Recommendation to District Progromme Co-ordinator, MGNREGA ,
Siddhartha Nagar.

In accounts matter, there should be Spec1ﬁc tralnmg, guidance and checking by

P.O./B.D.O. in those works Wthh are executed by G. P. and 1nvolved such blg

—— = ————— — e e o

"~

amount. In the staff posmon of Jogia Blcok, there 1s an Accountant onc NRP

clerk, one senior clerk one junior clerk in addtion to 2 Nos. of J.E. and one
A.D.O., SGSY. G.P. has undertaken works of Lakhs of Rupees, but has not
maintained cash book and other accounts registers properly. Accountant of

P.O."s Office may guide the G. P. for opening and maintaining accounts books.

2 5
g Clv MK, Mukcheri<e (Reid) L
DS. 09 .20l0 . &Js/1¢
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