Preliminary Report of the Survey Team, Survey on NREGS implementation in Mishrikh Block, Sitapur District for G.B.Pant Institute for Social Sciences, Allahabad.
A. Worksite Facilities
            Except for water in the Hussainpur Gram Panchayat and shade in Lashkarpur Gram                                      
            Panchayat, all basic facilities were missing from all observed worksites.

B. Job Cards

             It was found in all the Gram Panchayats surveyed, that the workers had paid around 15            

             rupees per photograph for their Job Cards.
i. In Aant Gram Panchayat, most of the job cards were either with the Sarpanch or the contractors for 3-4 months under the pretext of ‘updating” the job cards.

ii. In Binaura Gram Panchayat it was observed that some workers did not have job cards and many of the ones who did, had theirs in the possession of the Sarpanch. It was also found that some of the workers employed at the worksite were without Job Cards.

iii. In Hussainpur Gram Panchayat most workers had their Job Cards, one of the main reasons for this is the strong presence of the Sangathin Kisan Majdoor Sangathan. However fake entries were also found in the job cards.
iv. In Sahabnagar Gram Panchayat a similar pattern was observed where the Panchayat Mitra along with the Sarpanch was in possession of a few job cards.
v. In Lashkarpur Gram Panchayat irregularities in job card entries were observed Double entries
 along with fake entries were common.
             It was observed that Gram Panchayats which were Sangathan strongholds followed a             
             trend where most of the Sangathan members were in possession of their job cards.

C. Muster Rolls    

             It was universally found that muster rolls were absent at the worksites. Similarly, attendance was taken on rough registers (kaccha khata) and not on muster rolls, which is a serious violation of the act.

             In Hussainpur Gram Panchayat, on further inquiry, the Panchayat Mitra informed us that the attendance was not recorded on the muster rolls but on a register. On further insistence, blank muster rolls belonging to the worksite were found.
D. Irregularities in Payments
      In Aant and Binaura Gram Panchayats, it was found that,
i.       The payments for this worksite were pending, not only this but payments for previous    
         worksites were also pending.

ii. The payment procedures under the act were not followed for some previous worksites 
          e.g.: payments were done at private places, names, attendance and corresponding 

          wages received were not called out loud
            Apart from this, in Binaura Gram Panchayat, the workers were promised wages on the basis of piece rates when the work commenced but the payments were eventually made on daily wages, thereby denying the workers of their due return of their labor.
In Hussainpur and Lashkarpur Gram Panchayats, where the work was being done on the basis of piece rates, the soil was found to be hard yet the workers were expected to complete a task of 10’x10’x1’ (usually the standard for piece rate payments involving soft soil) to earn the standard wage of Rs.100. Also, no concept of lead and lift was found to be present at any of the worksites.
E. Gender Discrimination

             In all the 5 Gram Panchayats, it was commonly found that,

   i.        Most women’s names were not registered in the job cards with their husbands. 

   ii.       Many women showed the readiness to work on the worksite but were turned away on the    
             pretext that the work was ‘not meant for women’.
This is despite the provision under the act that 1/3rd of the total work force employed at any worksite should be women.

             Additionally, in Hussainpur Gram Panchayat only 5 women were employed at the worksite. The other women in one of the villages (Hussainpur) expressed the desire to work but could not since they had young children (below the age of 6) and there were no day-care facilities available at the worksite. This is despite the act clearly stating that such a facility is to be present at the worksite.

In Lashkarpur Gram Panchayat, out of a total of 15 workers only 3 were women. With further discussion with women workers it was found that men were always given preference when it came to employment matters. Women complained that in case of ‘surplus’ labor it was always they who were turned away or sent back. One of the respondents and her husband mentioned the occurrence of verbal sexual harassment of women at the worksite. Women who have shown the readiness to work at the worksite are often teased, ridiculed and verbally abused by fellow male labourers and villagers.

F. Involvement of Contractors

                          In two of the five Gram Panchayats, the presence of contractors was found. 

             In Aant Gram Panchayat, it was observed that this worksite involved a contractor named Dhoru. The workers complained that the mate Mewaram, appointed by the contractor, employed workers not only from his own village (Hussainpur) but also from his personal contacts. He also made advance payments to the workers for this work which is a violation of the act.

In Sahabnagar Gram Panchayat, the presence of contactors was also found on the observed worksite. Vijay Mistri from Raipur and Ramnath from Mohammadnagar were the two men involved according to the workers and the Sarpanch. 

G.  Transparency measures

In all the five Gram Panchayats surveyed, neither a vigilance committee nor a board displaying the crucial details regarding the worksite like total amount sanctioned for the site, current wage rate and other details was found at any of the worksites which hampers the transparency imbibed in the Act.
H. Selection of Works

According to the NREGA, the selection of the works has to be done in a participatory manner through the Gram Sabha. On the contrary, it was found that the people were neither aware nor involved in this process of decision-making. This was a common trend in all of the surveyed Gram Panchayats which questions the democratic principle underlying the Panchayat Raj System.
I. Other Observations
   i.        In Aant Gram Panchayat
· When the Pradhan was approached with a list of work applications he refused to accept them without offering any legitimate excuse.
· It was found that despite the worksite being located in Mirzapur almost all workers were hired from the 2 neighboring villages, Amjadpur and Hussainpur.

ii.       In Binaura Gram Panchayat
· The workers complained of the presence of men belonging to the Pradhan’s inner circles being employed at the worksite. Their attendances were registered and even though they did no work, they were paid like the regular workers. 

· Through discussions with workers who worked on this worksite the team was informed that a large number of workers arrived on the worksite on one work day. However, the implementing agency refused to employ all the labourers present, further threatening them. When the labourers refused to leave and insisted on being employed on the site, the police was called by the Pradhan. Since the act is demand driven, it is the responsibility of the implementing agency to employ all those who demand work.

iii. In Hussainpur Gram Panchayat, there were several complaints by the workers that of 
         the 35 people employed at the worksite, 26 were being paid at piece rates and 9 men, all               
         of whom are said to be close to the Pradhan were being paid at daily wages.
   iv.     Apart from the aforementioned worksite, complaints were also received regarding 
            previous worksites. The workers complained that when they had applied for work, they   
            were given work for 4 or 5 days just to avoid paying an unemployment allowance and then 

            the work was halted. This is a weakness in the act and is well exploited by the 
            implementing agencies.   
            Similarly, the workers had not been paid for work which took place from 16th to 20th April
            2008.

   v.      In Sahabnagar Gram Panchayat, the workers revealed that a tractor had been used in  
            night during the period of the work to loosen the soil. Since this is an act of labour 

            displacement, such use of labour diplacing machinery is illegal under the NREGA.
   vi.      Apart from the aforementioned worksite, complaints were also received regarding the 

             Lalaipur Talab worksite in Lalaipur village in the same Gram Panchayat. Work here had 

             started on 22nd February and was halted on 10th March, but the wage payments are 
             pending.
   vii.      In Lashkarpur Gram Panchayat.
· It was observed that the work on this site was provided only to dodge the unemployment allowance. This becomes clear from the fact that the application for work was made on the 13th May 2008 and the work started on 26th may, exactly after 14 days the demand for work was made.

· The workers complained that the soil was hard yet wage payments were made according to that of soft soil (Rs. 100 for 10x10x1 feet).

· The work was halted by the Panchayat Mitra and the reason cited by the pradhan was the lack of funds.

· There were 2 cases of child labour found. The first was of a minor’s name being registered in his father’s job card while another minor had worked on his brother’s job card at the worksite for a day. 
· Some workers attached with the Sanghatan took attendance of all the workers at the worksite everyday to check any form of fake or incorrect attendance by the Panchayat Mitra. 

It was generally observed in all Gram Panchayats that women and older residents were generally denied work citing the reason that they would not be able to do the work well.

Kindly read the report submitted by us carefully and take cognizance of the issues highlighted by us. We would be very grateful if they are addressed at the earliest and given quick rectification.  We are sure that your timely action would help to carry the NREGA to the grass root level effectively. 

� The same duration of time was found recorded for two separate entries of the same person. Affidavits and photocopies of these job cards are attached.





