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INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairman, of the Committee on Members of Parliament Local Area
Devel opment Scheme (MPLADS-2006-2007) having been authorized by the Committee
to submit the Report on their behalf, present this Report on the business transacted by
the Committee during the period August 2004 to August 2006.

2. The Committee considered various representations and proposals pertaining
to MPLADS received from Hon'ble Members of Parliament, Ministry of Statisticsand
Programme Implementation, Government of Indiaand others. Sittings of the Committee
wereheld on 30th September, 29th October and 14th December in 2004 and 4th February,
18th March, 11th April, 20th May, 4th & 18th July, 6th and 20th September, 3rd and
20th October, 16th November, 2005, 8th February, 20th April, 16th May, 16th Juneand
3rd August in 2006. The Report is based on the issues considered and decisions taken
by the Committee at their aforesaid sittings and the Study Tour undertaken by it in
October, 2005 and follow up action taken thereafter by the Government.

3. A few important issues taken up by the Committee are as follows :—

(i) Devastation wreaked by the Tsunami in the States/'Union Territory of Tamil
Nadu, Kerala, Pondicherry and Andaman & Nicobar |dandsand themassive
relief and rehabilitation work that followed iswell etched in the memory of
everyone. While the entire Nation did its best to show solidarity with the
victimsand their family members, the Hon'ble Members of Parliament also
roseto the occasion. In response to an appeal made by the Hon'ble Speaker,
Lok Sabha Members of Lok Sabha contributed generously from their
MPLADSfundsfor rehabilitation work of the Tsunami affected victims. The
Committeethrough the Ministry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation
had closely monitored the rehabilitation work by holding discussion, calling
for reports and undertaking visitsin October, 2005 to the areas affected by
the Tsunami.

(i) The CAG intheir reportsfor the year 1998 & 2001 had made some adverse
remarksregarding functioning/implementation of the MPLAD Scheme. Also
Shri EraSezhiyan Ex. MP, under the aegis of the Institute of Socia Science,
had conducted a study on the working of MPLAD Scheme and brought out
a booklet titled 'MPLADS — Concept, Confusion and Contradictions.
According to Shri Sezhiyan MPLADS runs contrary to the Constitutional
provisions which envisage separate roles for the Executive and Legidature
and accordingly the Scheme should be scrapped. The Hon'ble Speaker, Lok
Sabha had referred the matter to the Committee to look into these reports
and give views and comments thereon. The Committee had considered the
matter and found that there was nothing wrong with the scheme per se.
However, it felt that some bottlenecks and procedura infirmities had to be
removed for its effective implementation.

(vii)



(viii)

(iii) Thenew Guiddinesfor M PLA DS have been made effectivefrom 16.11.2005.
The Committee had to study and deliberate at length various clauses of the
draft guidelines prepared by the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation. The Committee had made several recommendations out of
which few were accepted by the Government.

(iv) Inamajor initiative the Committee have undertaken a detailed study on the
subject namely '"Members of Parliament L ocal AreaDevelopment Scheme—
A Review'. Thestudy isprimarily aimed at eval uating success of the Scheme,
which is in operation for more than a decade now, vis-a-vis its ams and
objective and suggesting various measures for bringing improvement in it
by identifying shortcomings, bottlenecks, difficultiesinimplementing various
projects and works and keeping pace with changing time and needs.
Feedback from Members of Parliament, general public, societies, trusts,
Central and State Governments have been invited for the purpose.

(v) Besides, the above issues the Committee also considered several other
proposals including 14 cases of approval of works in relaxation of cost
ceiling limit of Rs. 25 lakhs received from Hon'ble Members and other well
known personalities. The wide range of issues raised by the Hon'ble
Members and others goes to show how concerned they are about the
MPLAD Scheme and developmental needs of villages, townsand citiesand
people they represent.

4. The Committee considered and adopted the Report at their sitting held
on 28th September, 2006.

5. The Committeewould like to expresstheir thanksto the Hon'ble Members, the
Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation and others for placing before
them their proposal s/suggestions, written notes and desired information in connection
with MPLADS and facilitating deliberation and making recommendations over various
related issues.

6. The observationsg'recommendations of the Committee and other important
aspects have been printed in bold letters in the body of each chapter of the Report for
reference. Each chapter of the Report deals with a different subject/issue. These are
based on Memorandawhich were considered by the Committee at their various sittings.
For details on each chapter it is advised that the relevant Memorandum/Memoranda,
given as annexure to the report, be referred to.

PRASANNA ACHARYA,

Chairman,

New DELH; Committee on Members of Parliament
27th November, 2006 Local Area Development Scheme,

6 Agrahayana, 1928 (Saka) Lok Sabha.



REVIEW OF REHABILITATION AND RECONSTRUCTION WORKSFROM
MPLADSFUNDSIN THETSUNAMI AFFECTED AREASOF COASTAL
INDIA AND THEANDAMANAND NICOBARISLANDS

1.1 Hon'ble Speaker made an appea on 11th January, 2005 urging Members of
Parliament, L ok Sabhato contribute generously from MPLADS fundsfor therehabilita-
tion and reconstruction works in the Tsunami affected areas of Coastal India and the
Andaman and Nicobar Idands. In response to this humble request as many as 207
Members of Parliament of Lok Sabhacameforward and contributed Rs. 2,273.51 Lakh
(ason 22 May, 2006) towardsthisnoble cause. The Ministry of Statisticsand Programme
Implementation was designated as a Central Nodal Agency for coordinating and
monitoring the rehabilitation and reconstruction works in the tsunami affected areas.

A.Priority List of Works

1.2 Thefirst and foremost task before the Committee wasto identify and prioritize
list of works which can be taken up from MPLADS funds. The matter was taken up
with the Central Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation. The Ministry
videtheir communicationsdated 18 and 25 February, 2005 (A ppendix-X1X, Memorandum
No. 9& 10) informed the Committeethat they held discussionswith the Chief Secretaries
of Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry, Andhra Pradesh, Kerala and the Andaman and Nicobar
Idands in this regard. It was made clear to the State Governments that the utilization
and accountability of MPLADS funds needs to be in accordance with the Guidelines
on MPLADS. Asthefundswere flowing from various sources and to avoid duplication
and omission, a priority list of works based on requirement of tsunami affected areas
was prepared by the respective State Governments. The Central Ministry of Statistics
and Programme Implementation suggested that the disbursement of funds be made
proportional to the severity of damage in different States and Union Territories and
thereafter implement the works on the basis of priority list submitted by these States/
UTs.

1.3 The Committee at their sitting held on 18th March, 2005 considered the
priority ligt of wor ksforwar ded by Gover nment of Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry, Andaman
& Nicobar Isands, Andhra Pradesh and Keralato be undertaken in thetsunami
affected areasfor rehabilitation and reconstruction wor ksand decided asfollows.—

(@ MPLADSfundscontributed for tsunami affected areas bereleased and
utilised in theratio proposed by theMinistry i.e. 40% to Tamil Nadu, 40%
toAndaman and Nicobar Idandsand 20% to Pondicherry, AndhraPradesh
andKerala

(b) Minigtry of Satisticsand Programmel mplementation should monitor and
coordinate the release and utilization of fundsin consultation with the
authoritiesof concer ned Sate Gover nments.

1
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() Fundsshould beutilised only for workspermissibleunder the Guidelines
onMPLADS.

(d) Thenodal Digtrict Collector of theaffected areashould ensur e execution of
work in atimeframe.

(¢) Detailsof each MP’ scontributioni.e. release of amount from each MP’'s
fund to Digtrict Collector, place of work, nature of the project etc., be
furnished toeach MP and the Committee.

(f) EachHon'bleMember whohad contributed from MPLADSfundsshould be
regularly informed about thepr ogr essof wor ksunder taken from theamount
contributed by him.

() Thedetailsof theutilization of thefundsof each MP should beregularly
furnished totheM P and the Committeeon monthly basis.

1.4 TheCommitteealsorecommended at their sittingheld on 11th April, 2005,
that if an MP who had contributed from his MPLADS funds towar ds tsunami
rehabilitation and reconstruction wor ksand had given suggestion for theutilization
of fundscontributed for specific pur pasefwork, then theamount contributed beutilized
only for the specific suggested work.

B. Suggestion for for mation of Trust/Foundation for utilization of fundscontributed
from MPL ADSFundsfor rehabilitation and reconstr uction worksin Tsunami
affected areas

1.5 Like Lok Sabha Members, Rajya Sabha Members had also contributed from
their MPLADS funds for the cause. The Committee on MPLADS, Rajya Sabha had
visited the Tsunami affected areas in Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry and Andaman and
Nicobar Islands from 1st to 7th February, 2005 and held discussions with State
Governments and Union Territory Administration and recommended certain
rehabilitation works at an estimated cost of Rs.14.89 crores to be undertaken from
MPLADS funds contributed by Members of Rajya Sabha.

1.6 Hon’ble Speaker, L ok Sabhain hismeeting with Hon' ble Chairman, Rajya Sabha
held on 3 May, 2005, decided that a joint meeting of the Chairmen of Committee on
MPLADS, Lok Sabhaand Rajya Sabha be held to finalise acommon plan of action for
utilization of funds donated by Hon’ ble Members of Parliament for undertaking relief
and rehabilitation works in the Tsunami affected areas.

1.7 After exchanging several ideas and communications, a Joint meeting of the
Hon' ble Chairmen Committee on MPLADS both L ok Sabhaand Rajya Sabhawasheld
on 16 June, 2005. The issue of formation of a Joint Committee and trust (mooted by
Rajya Sabha Secretariat) consisting of MPs of both the Houses and distinguished ex-
MPs, so asto keep the funds in a separate account managed by trust was discussed at
the meeting. It was decided that in the first instance the comments of the Committee
Branch-l (CB-I) be obtained on the issue. The matter was then placed before the
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Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabha for their views (Appendix-1X, Memorandum
No. 18). The issues raised and the comments of the CB-I thereon were as follows.—

I.  Whether aParliamentary Committeeisjurigticentity toundertakesuch kind of
works?

Comments

By definition, ajuristic or legal entity isan entity (asacorporation or labour union)
having under the law rights and responsibilities and especially the capacity to sue and
be sued. The Rules of Procedure in Lok Sabha do not define the Parliamentary
Committees as such. It may be stated that under the provisions of the Constitution and
Rules of Procedure, the proceedings of Parliament and its Committees are not subject
to the jurisdiction of the Court. On the other hand Parliamentary Committees have
been vested with certain privileges and powers to enable them to discharge their
mandate effectively. The Parliamentary Committees, have also been empowered to
punish through the House any one for any act of omission or commission amounting
to contempt or breach of its privileges. Viewed in this context, a Parliamentary
Committeecannot becalled ajuristicor legal entity.

Il. Whether aJoint Committeeconsisting of representativesof MPLADS Committee
of both theHouses (L ok Sabhaand Rajya Sabha) can becongtituted and asepar ate
fund out of MPL ADSfundsbecr eated by the Joint Committee?

I1l. Whether aTrust/Foundation could becreated conssting of M Psof theMPLADS
Committeeof both theHousesand someex-M Psto deal with natural calamitiesin
futureand whether the Trugt/Foundation can suggest/recommend/monitor/choose
implementing agencies so asto undertaker ehabilitation worksin the affected
areasout of thesur plusmoney which may beleft after execution of theapproved
projects?

Commentsll & 111

A Joint Parliamentary Committee is constituted either on amotion adopted by one
House and concurred in by the other, or by communication between the Presiding
Officers of the two Houses, or under the rules. However, the mandate of such a Joint
Committee should be within the mandate of the Parliament. In other words, it should
not infringe upon the jurisdiction of the Executive.

Creation of a trust/foundation with funds drawn out of MPLADS funds and its
administration by the proposed JPC with powersto disburse funds for implementation
of schemes/projects for the rehabilitation of the victims of natural calamities may
involve the question of office of profit. It was also brought on record that the opinion
of the nodal Ministry concerned be aso sought in this regard.

So far no Committee of thiskind hasbeen set up with executive and financial
powers.

1.8 TheCommitteeat their sitting held on 4th July, 2005, deliber ated over the
proposal for setting up of atrust/foundation for utilization of fundsreceived under
MPLADS for undertaking reconstruction and rehabilitation works in Tsunami
affected areasof thecountry. TheCommitteealsotook noteof theviewsof theMinister
of Sate, Ministry of Satistics and Programme Implementation who had also
participated in the meeting wher e the issue pertaining to formation of trust was
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discussed. The Committeewasof theview that creation of trust/foundation and its
adminigtration todisbur sefundsisan executivefunction and beyond thejurisdiction
of aParliamentary Committeeand may entail question of officeof profit. Further, the
Ministry alsodid not find favour with theproposal to haveasepar atetrugt/foundation
and parking of contributed fundsby the M Psin a separ ateaccount for theexecution
of rehabilitation worksof thenatural calamitiesunder MPLADS. Ingead, theMinigry
favour ed theimplementation of rehabilitation wor ksin thenatur al calamitiesaffected
areas through the District Authorities and preferably through the local self-
Governmentsunder thedirect supervision of the Sate Gover nments.

1.9 Accordingly, the Committeedecided that the proposal to have separ ate Trust/
Foundation with asepar ateaccount need not beapproved. Further,asHon’bleMembers
of Parliament had alwaysstood for such anoble causeand contributed gener ously
from MPLADSfundsor otherwisefor undertakingreief and rehabilitation worksin
thear easaffected by natural calamities, therewasno need for creation of aseparate
trust.

C. Onthespot assessment of rehabilitation and reconstr uction wor ksundertaken
inthetsunami affected areas

1.10 TheCommitteeon MPLADS, Lok Sabhawith aview to assessand monitor the
rehabilitation & reconstruction works undertaken in the tsunami affected areas and to
have an on the spot-evaluation of MPLADS works, undertook an on the spot study
visit to Chennai, Nagapattinam, Cuddal ore, Pondicherry, Port Blair in October, 2005.

1.11 The Committee visited Chennai on 24 October, 2005 and held ameeting with
the Chief Secretary of Tamil Nadu who was accompanied by Senior officers of the
Departments/Agencies implementing the Tsunami relief/rehabilitation works in the
State. It wasan interactive session with the official smaking an effective and passionate
presentation which showed their commitment towards the job and the Committee
acknowledged their efforts which included speedy disposa of the dead bodies for
preventing spread of epidemics, formation of multidisciplinary teamsunder Ministers,
Chairmen of PSUs and senior |AS Officers, immediate disbursal of cash of Rs. 1 crore
to each DC, effective participation of NGO'sin building permanent Housing shelters,
Post disaster psycho social care programme etc. This was also reinforced by the
experience gathered by the Committee during their field visits on the next day i.e. 25
October, 2005 to two of theworst hit districtsin Tamil Nadu, namely Nagapattinam and
Cuddalore. Here the determination of thelocal administrationsin going ahead with the
massive rehabilitation work was very much pal pable, especially at placeslike Keelgjur
and Akkraipettai in Nagapattinam district and Rajapettai and Sothikkuppam villagesin
Cuddalore digtrict.

1.12 Theresfter, the Committeevisited Pondicherry on 26 October, 2005. The Relief
and Rehabilitation Commissioner gave apresentation to the Committee which included
details of the devastation caused by the Tsunami and the relief work undertaken by the
Administration. The death toll was around 600 which consisted mainly of women and
children. The fishery industry was decimated and around 750 hectares of agricultural
land was destroyed. The Committee, however, expressed their displeasure over high
rate of insurance premium, thusinhibiting the fishermen from availing of the benefits
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of this Scheme. A distinguishing feature of the efforts of the Administration was
formation of an umbrella organization namely Project Implementation Agency (PIA)
for Tsunami Relief function and rehabilitation. It was a society registered by Registrar
of Companies and headed by the Chief Secretary. The Committee aso considered in
detail the scope of improving the model of the Community Halls which was to be
constructed out of the MPLADS funds. Earlier, on 25 October, 2005, i.e. the previous
day, en-route to Pondicherry, the Committeevisited Karikal (under UT of Pondicherry).
During the brief stopover at Karikal, the Committee got an update information of the
rehabilitation work from the District Magistrate and visited M andapathur villagewhere
a housing Project for the Tsunami affected people was underway. The local people
narrated their problems and asked for help from the Committee.

1.13 The Committee reached Port Blair on 27 October, 2005. It visited Tsunami
affected areas and rehabilitation camps at Andaman & Nicobar and Campbell Bay
Islands. It took meetingswith top officials, headed by the acting Chief Secretary of the
Andaman and Nicobar Administration (at Port Blair on 27 October, 2005), met cross
sections of the local people including the tribals affected and displaced by Tsunami
and reviewed the progress of the rehabilitation works out of the MPLADS Tsunami
Fund which was about Rs.835 lakh (40% of the total contribution received).
Notwithstanding the explaining done by the officials, the Committee was not satisfied
with the tardy progress of work. It noted that lack of proper planning, initiative and
poor administrative decisions, and heavy dependence on Central Government for
decision making had hampered the rehabilitation work resulting in all round
dissatisfaction among theinmates of the campswho were yet to get permanent shelters
as the design, layout and materials to be used was not finalized. They were lodged in
ill maintained intermediate rehabilitation centres, far from their places of work and
under unhygienic conditions, which had even resulted in few deaths as alleged. Free
ration was to be made available to the victims upto 31st October, 2005 only.

1.14 TheCommitteerecommended that theAndaman and Nicobar Adminigration
should comeup with innovativedesignsand conceptsfocusing on availablestrengths
and assets, resour cesof theregion and involving local peoplefor rehabilitation and
gener ating employment.

1.15 The Committee at their sitting held on 20th April, 2006 again reviewed the
status of ongoing reconstruction and rehabilitation works in the Tsunami affected
areas of Andaman and Nicobar Islands and desired that a report be obtained from the
Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation covering various aspects of the
activities'worksundertaken in Tsunami affected areas. Accordingly, reportswere called
from Ministry of Statistics and Programme I mplementation, Ministry of Home Affairs
(Disaster Management), Andaman & Nicobar Administration and Planning Commission.
The representatives of Ministry of Home Affairs (Disaster Management), Andaman
and Nicobar Administration, Planning Commission and Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation apprised the Committee at its sitting held on 16th June,
2006 that there had been some delay in undertaking rehabilitation works in Andaman
and Nicobar Islands due to inaccessible location, scattered population, material and
manpower shortage, hon-availability of land, frequent earthquakes etc. Works were
being executed by CPWD, NGOsand other Government Departments and construction
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of 9,714 permanent houses likely to be completed by March, 2008. Village level
committees had been constituted to assess the relief works and the nodal Ministry
(Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation) had been regularly reviewing
the progress of works and projects identified would be handled by individual task
force so as to shorten the implementation time and to expedite the works before the
onset of monsoon. The five projects identified for construction were likely to be
completed by July/August, 2007. An amount of Rs.854.81 lakh had been allocated for
undertaking reconstruction and rehabilitation works in the Andaman and Nicobar
Islands in consonance with the recommendations of the Committee. Project-wise
allocation of funds was as follows :—

S.. No. Project Cost
(Rs.inlakhs)

(@ Mode Senior Secondary School having classes from Rs. 592.62/-

I to X1l with Hostel facilities, Kamortaldands

(b) Community Hall at Ferrargunj, Andaman District Rs. 49.25/-
(¢ Community Hall at Govind Nagar, Campbell bay Rs. 69.39/-
(d) Community Hall at Joginder Nagar, Campbell bay Rs. 68.34/-
(6 Community Hall at Katchal Nicobar Islands Rs. 67.82/-

Totdl : Rs. 847.42/-

1.16 According to the monthly progress Report received from the Ministry of
Statistics and Programme Implementation, the general status of the ongoing
rehabilitation and reconstruction worksin al the Tsunami affected StatesUTs for the
period ending 31st May, 2006 were asfollows :—

S.No. Nameof State/UT No. of Works Ongoing Completed

1  Andhra Pradesh 14 0°] oL

2 Tamil Nadu 2 2 03

3  Keda @ — —

4. Pondicherry 053 — —

5 Andaman & Nicobar ® 073 —
Islands
Totd : 53] B o7

117 Whilereviewing the status of on-going worksin Andaman & Nicobar Idands,
when the Committee asked whether any proactive steps were taken by the Ministry of
Home Affairs (Disaster Management) to assess works/projects under MPLADS, the
Secretary, Ministry of Home Affairs (Disaster Management) during the evidence
stated :—

“....Weareinthe Ministry of HomeAffairs, | haveto admit the fact, have not been
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really aware of this particular scheme. The Ministry of Home Affairs has been
looking at other works, but this particular scheme was as such not looked at
specifically by the Ministry of HomeAffairs. That is something which we are going
to rectify now that the matter has come to our notice...”.

1.18 The Committee while reviewing the status of rehabilitation and
reconstr uction worksin Tamil Nadu duringtheir tour, appreciated thealacrity with
which theDistrict Authority inthe Sateswungintoaction immediately after Tsunami
hit the Coastal areasof the Sate. Thedeter mination and dedication with which the
Sate Administration worked and managed the disaster both short-term and
long-term action plans, isworthy of emulation. Not only thenormalcy wererestored
in ashortest span but also all thefacilitiesin theform of ‘ Pacca Houses' and other
civicfacilitiesextended on per manent basis. The Digtrict Administr ation also extended
their helping hand in securing employment and other means of livelihood for the
victimsof the Tsunami. The Committeeplaceon record, their profound appreciation
for theway, in which theDistrict Administration tackled the Tsunami and provided
succour totheaffected citizens.

1.19 The Committee also visited Port Blair in connection with the review of
rehabilitation and recongtruction works. The Committeeexpressed their degp concern
over thetardy progressof work. In order to hasten up the processof disbur sement of
MPLADSfunds, the Committee recommended that fundsneed to betransferred
directly from Minigtry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation totheAndaman
& Nicobar Idands Administration and Ministry of Statistics and Programme
I mplementation decided totakefollow-up action in thematter. The Committeewere
concer ned tonotethat thisadviceof the Committeehad not been given athought and
gill alackadaisical attitudecontinues. The Committee, ther efore, desir ethat Andaman
and Nicobar Islands Administration should expedite the reconstruction and
rehabilitation wor ksand fur nish an utilization/completion report tothe Committee
within six months.

1.20 TheCommitteeagain reviewed thestatusof rehabilitation and reconstruction
wor k in Andaman and Nicobar at their sitting held on 20th April, 2006 at Delhi and
took note of the views of the representatives of the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme I mplementation, Ministry of Home Affairs (Disaster M anagement),
Andaman & Nicobar Administration and Planning Commission. The Secretary,
Ministry of HomeAffairs(Disaster M anagement) was candid enough to admit his
ignoranceabout theutilization of fundsunder MPL AD Schemefor rehabilitation and
reconstruction wor k of Tsunami for Andaman and Nicobar | dand and stated “ | have
toadmit thefact, ................ havenot been really awar eof thisparticular Scheme.
TheMinistry of HomeAffair shasbeen working at other works, but thisparticular
schemewasassuch not looked into specifically by the Ministry of HomeAffairs.”
TheCommitteeareconcer ned to notethat when theMinistry of HomeAffair sisnot
awar e of theM PL AD Schemethen how would the Department related to Disaster
Management of theMinistry beableto mitigatethe sufferingsof victimsof Tsunami.
Such an attitudewould impedetherehabilitation and reconstruction worksin the
Idands. TheCommitteealsofound that ther ewer eno system of coor dination among
the various Departments/Ministries, which resulted in delay in execution of
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rehabilitation and reconstruction works. The Andaman and Nicobar |slands
Administration had been rather insensitive towards the suffering of the local
population.

1.21 TheCommitteewerecritical of thevariation of figuresrelated tolossof lives
as reported by the Planning Commission and Andaman and Nicobar Islands
Administration. In theabsence of exact figuresthe Committeewonder ed asto how
relief measurescould be planned or estimated. Thereasonsgiven for thedelay like
shortageof manpower & material could not beaccepted after oneand half year sof the
tragedy. The Committeewas surprised to notethat even thetender shad not been
opened/floated yet after oneand half year sof thedisagter, though themagnitudeof the
disaster required immediaterelief. Estimateshad been frequently revised resulting
in delay and further cost escalation of the project. Thesitesselected for construction
of community hall at Joginder Nagar, Campbell Bay, Nicobar District werenot yet
accessible. TheCommitteealso desired that thefundsshould not havebeen blocked
for such aproject and should havebeen utilised for someather project. Nodal Digricts
had failed totransfer thefundstotheAndaman and Nicobar IdandsAdministration.

1.22 TheCommittee, ther efore, desirethat Gover nment should ensurethat for
want of coor dination amongst variousMinistries/Depar tment of Gover nment, the
Relief and Rehabilitation worksat Andaman & Nicobar | andsdo not suffer. The
Committeealsorecommend that Gover nment should reconcilethevariousfigures
related tolossof life& property and act with alacrity in providingrelief tothevictims
of Tsunami. The Committee also desirethat procedural infirmitieslike failurein
opening tenders, lack of firm estimates, inaccessible sites, shortage of man and
material should beovercome, at theearliest.



REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER AND AUDITOR GENERAL OF INDIA ON
MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(MPLADS)

2.1 Shri Somnath Chatterjee, Hon' ble Speaker, Lok Sabha had addressed a letter
dated 23 July, 2005 to Hon’ ble Chairman, Committee on MPLADS (Appendix XX,
Memorandum No. 9) on the observations of audit Reports of the Comptroller and
Auditor Generd of India (1998 and 2001), and adversecriticismsof MPLAD Schemeby
Shri Era Sezhiyan, ex-MP and ex-Chairman, PAC, in astudy undertaken by Institute of
Socid Science, New Delhi.

2.2 TheHon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha, in hisletter, inter alia, stated asfollows.—

“Your attention may have been drawn to two reports of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India, mainly, Report for the year ended March 1997 (Union
Government (Civil) Performance Appraisals No.3 of 1998) on the functioning of
MPLADS (Chapter 5, Pages 85to 109) and al so to another Report for the year ended
March, 2000 onthe MPLADS. Thelater report deals entirely with MPLADS.

Recently, Shri EraSezhiyan, former Member of Lok Sabhaand former Chairman
of PA.C. has prepared a Report about the functioning of the MPLADS.

| shall be happy if the MPLADS Committee under your Chairmanship looksinto
these reports and give their views and comments thereon.

You may be aware that divergent views are being expressed on the proper
implementation of the Scheme and in fact, many Hon’ble Members are even
guestioning the propriety of the continuance of the Scheme. In view of the aforesaid,
| would be happy to receive the Committee’s opinion in the matter before any
further step is taken.”

CAG Reports

2.3 TheAudit Reports of the Comptroller and Auditor General (1998 and 2001) on
MPLAD Scheme had pointed out various discrepancies, irregularities and deficiencies
in the implementation of the MPLAD Scheme. Audit findings had suggested that a
sufficient part of the released money had not been utilised and the works executed in
large number of cases did not quaify for the definition of durable assets. A large
number of them remained incomplete thereby defeating the objective of the MPLAD
Scheme. Severa other works were either inadmissible or were not recommended by
Members of Parliament themselves. The main findings of the Audit Report (1998 and
2001) onMPLADSwere:—

(i) Funds under MPLADS had not been utilised fully and were lying unspent
with the District Collectors;
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(i) Implementing agencies had failed to refund unspent balances and submit
utilization certificates after the completion of the work;

(i) Irregular sharing/clubbing of MPLADS funds with funds of other scheme;
(iv) Works had been left abandoned or incomplete midway;

(v) Works had been entrusted to contractors in total violation of the Guidelines
on MPLADS;

(vi) Funds were sanctioned on the recommendation of the representatives of the
MPs;

(vii) Funds had been spent on inadmissible works;
(viii) Nodal authorities had failed to maintain Asset Register;

(i¥) Implementing agencies had collected administrative and centage charges
etc. for their services of preparing works implementing, supervision etc;

(®) No proper evaluation of the Scheme.

2.4 The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation responsible for
monitoring and eval uation of Scheme had admitted that they were not in aposition to
effectively monitor the Scheme at the operational level. In fact the Ministry did not
haveany picture of works under implementation and quoted the Committee of Secretaries
decision that central monitoring of large number of works was neither practicable nor
desirable. The Ministry’s view ran counter to the stated role of the Ministry inthe area
of monitoring as provided in the Guidelines. The Ministry’srole, was mainly confined
to providing resources only without any responsibility for its use. The Audit had
found that Ministry had not done any book-keeping and it was unable to provide even
the particulars of year-wise release of funds to district heads and the expenditure
incurred. The Ministry had also failed to use the information technology facilities to
monitor constituency wise progress and their role was limited to having an overal
picture of the amount released. The Audit Report had, therefore, desired that the
Central Government should thoroughly review the existing arrangements for the
implementation of the Scheme. Such a review should cover the existing manner of
resource transfer as aso the technical and administrative arrangements.

2.5 The Reports of the C&AG on MPLAD Scheme were to be examined by the
Public Accounts Committee of Lok Sabha Accordingly, the PAC Branch wererequested
tofurnishtheir action taken report on the Audit Reportsrelatingto MPLADS. However,
the PAC in their comments dated 19 March, 2005 had stated that paragraph 5 of Audit
Report No.3 of 1998 and the entire Audit Report No.3A of 2001 — both relating to
MPLADS — were selected for detailed examination by the PAC (1998-1999) and the
PAC (2001-2002) during the respective period. However, due to paucity of time, the
Committee could not pursue these subjects and subsegquent Committees did not re-
select these subjects for detailed examination.

2.6 Simultaneoudy, the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation were
aso requested to furnish their factual comments on the action taken on the Audit
Reportsof C&AG of 1998 and 2001. The Ministry intheir O.M. dated 20 May, 2005, had
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stated that there were 34 audit parasin the first report and 45 audit parasin the second
report of the C& AG on MPLADS. The audit paras were mainly on the following:—

i. Continued poor administration of utilization of the MPLADS funds.

ii. TheMinistry released the MPLADS funds without any correlation with their
end use.

iii. Non-receipt of utilization certificates from implementing agencies.
iv. Non-refund of unspent balance by implementing agencies.
v. Mis-reporting of financial progress of works by the DCs.
vi. Irregular clubbing of MPLADS funds with funds of other schemes.
vii. Irregular diversion of funds to inadmissible purposes.
viii. Execution of inadmissibleworks.
ix. Sanction of worksfor commercial and private organizations.
X Irregular sanction of repair and maintenance works.
Xi. Purchase of stores out of MPLADS funds.
Xii. lrregular expenditure on places of religious worships.
Xiii. Irregular expenditure on memorials.
xiv. lrregular sanction for works on private land etc.

2.7 Repliesto the 9 audit paras of thefirst report and 14 audit paras of the second
report had already been forwarded to the Director Genera of Audit for vetting. The
remaining 25 audit paras of the first report and 31 audit paras of the second report
pertain to the State GovernmentsUT Administrations and District Administrations
with whom the matter had been pursued vigorously through letters, reminders, personal
discussions. Information from some StatesUTs/District Administrations had been
received and from some otherswas still awaited. Repliesto these audit paraswould be
forwarded to the Director General of Audit for vetting as soon asinformation from all
the States/UTs was received and thereafter, replies to all the paras of the two reports
would have been submitted to the Public Accounts Committee.

28 TheMinigry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation commissioned a
sudy by ProgrammeEvaluation Or ganisation of the Planning Commission, toevaluate
the design, implementation and impact of the scheme and to identify the ar eas of
weaknessand strength for theimproved perfor manceof the Scheme. Thestudy was
based on thedataand infor mation gather ed for theperiod 1994-95t0 1998-1999. The
Evaluation Report wassubmitted in November, 2001. Someof thefindingsof Evaluation
Report wereasunder:—

(i) Although the cost-estimates of a work recommended by the MPs was
required to beworked out at time of sanctioning of thework, inredlity it was
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found that the cost estimates were prepared afterwards, perhaps made to
conform to the amount allocated by the MP. Consequently many of the
works were either completed by supplementing the fund alocated by the
MP by fund procured from other sources or compromising the quality of
the asset created.

(i) Therewasfinancia mismanagement of the Scheme and consequent inflated
reporting of amount spent.

(i) Non-maintenance of a satisfactory accounting system for the Scheme and
absence of monitoring for the expenses actually incurred.

(iv) Theevauationteamduringtheir field visitsfailed tolocate afew of the assets
claimed to have been created. Such cases, largely the outcome of weak
monitoring, perhaps encouraged various types of irregularities to thrive.

(v) A disproportionately large amount of money was flowing in some of the
districts out of MPLADS funds. Apart from an uneven distribution of works
thisled toincreasein theworkload for the official sleading to wesk monitoring
and supervision.

(vi) Many of the MPs did not have full information even about the works they
had recommended.

(vii) A small group having easy accessto the MP at times might impress upon him
to recommend works according to their felt needs. Consequently the felt
needs of many others got overlooked.

(viii) Non-refund of unspent amount.

(i¥) Quality of assets created: Allocation of inadequate funds often failed to
ensure durability and usefulness of assets.

() A large number of works were executed by contractorsinspite of prohibiting
the engagement of contractors.

(%) Inadequate infrastructure available to the Collectors vested with the
responsibility of MPLAD Scheme, lead to weak monitoring and supervision.

(xii) Failure to maintain assets register. The inconsistency in the information
received from sources pointed to weaknesses in maintenance of records and
in monitoring of the on going work. Once a District Collector sanctioned a
work and released the fund, there was generally atendency to treat the work
as executed.

The following suggestions were made out of Evaluation Report to improve the
MPLAD Scheme—

(i) Adequate arrangements needed to be made for making arelevant information
availableto MP. Upper limit of number of projectsand completion of the same
as per specifications with appropriate fund needed to be ensured in the
guidelines.
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(i) The State nodal Department needed to be strengthened in terms of staff and
other infrastructure. Relevant information about other development activities
in the district might also be made available to the MP. Equipped with these
detailed information MPswerelikely to bein amore comfortable position to
recommend specific works.

(iii) PRIs be asked to provide a list of works to be recommended to the MPs
annually. It would be appropriate to think in terms of coordination of works
recommended under Legislature Area Development Scheme (MLALAD)
together with those recommended for the respective Member of Parliament
constituencies and utilizein amore fruitful way without interfering with the
MPs and MLAs to recommend works for their choice within their budgetary
limits.

(iv) MPmight consider allocation of fundsonly after the cost estimate was prepared
and detailed work plan and coordination mechanism made available to him.

(v) Making the MPLADS funds lapsable.
(vi) Displaying the details of works at site to be made mandatory.

TheEra-Sezhiyan Report

2.9 Thelnstitute of Social Science conducted a study on the working of MPLAD
Scheme and brought out a booklet titled ‘MPLADS — Concept, Confusion and
Contradictions’ authored by Shri Era Sezhiyan, ex-MP and ex-Chairman, PAC and
Senior Fellow in Institute of Social Science, New Delhi. The author had vehemently
opposed the operation of the MPLAD Scheme on the following grounds.—

(i) The Scheme asingtituted amounted to usurption of powers of the executive
by the legidature since it was not the function of the legidators to have
budget of this kind — their sole function and responsibility being to legislate
and highlight acts of omission and commission of the executive.

(i) The Scheme amounted to direct interference by the MPs and the Ministry of
Planning and Programme Implementation in the functioning of the district
administration, which was directly under and accountable only to State
Government.

(iii) By virtue of the powers to indicate their works of their choice to the tune of
Rs.10 crorein oneterm of five years (Rs.12 crore for Rgjya SabhaMPsfor 6
years) the M Pswiel ded apower which was essentially executiveand, therefore,
beyond the pale of their legidative functions and as such, the scheme was
violative of the basic tenet and the philosophy of the Constitution.

(iv) With the virtual operation of the Scheme by the MPs, they were bound to
develop a pecuniary interest and, therefore, their position was not short of
holding of the office of profit — position, which they were debarred to hold
under the Constitution.

(v) Thevesting of the choice of theworksto be executed lead to favouratism and
discrimination vis-a-vis other constituents whom the MP might consider a



14

sure vote bank for the future election or whom the MP felt that they did not
possibly vote for or support him in the election. Political analyst had dubbed
it ‘loot or largesse’.

2.10 Two Hon'ble Members S/Shri R. Senthil and George Fernandes vide their
letters dated 1 and 5 August, 2005 had desired that the MPLAD Scheme be scrapped
asit was the root cause of corruption at various levels.

2.11 The National Advisory Council (NAC) had a so advised the Centre to scrap
the Members of Parliament Local Area Development Scheme (MPLADS) and instead
divert the funds to the panchayats for effective implementation of development
programmes, judicious spending and greater decentralisation of power. The National
Commission to Review the Working of the Constitution had al so recommended that
the MPLAD Scheme be scrapped as it lead to unnecessary drain on the exchequer.

2.12 TheCommitteeat their stting held on 20 September, 2005 deliber ated onthe
criticismslevelled againg theM PL AD SchemeintheC& AG Reports(1998 and 2001)
and another report authored by Shri Era Sezhiyan, ex-M Pand Chairman, PAC. The
Committeeexpressed their seriousconcer n over thelacunaepointed out inthereports
like sanctioning of works by District Collectors without recommendations of the
Membersof Parliament, huge unspent balances with implementing agencies, non-
submission of utilization certificatesand levying of administr ative/centage char gesby
implementing agencies, incompleteand abandoned works, failur eto maintain asset
registers, sanctioning of fundsasgrantsor loans, weak monitoring mechanism etc.
The Committee took note of thefact that in the C& AG’sreport, a majority of the
problemsand battlenecksidentified pertain totheimplementation of theM PL AD Scheme.
At nopoint of time, therole/conduct of M Pshad been questioned. TheCommitteewere
concer ned tofind thetar dy implementation of the Schemewhich wasunder thedirect
control and supervision of District Administration, State Gover nmentsand Central
Minigtry of Satigticsand Programmelmplementation. The Committeer ecommended
that the Central Ministry and State agencies should find out the reasons for poor
implementation of the Scheme, strengthen their monitoring appar atusand ther eafter
furnish areport tothe Committee. The Committeer ecommended that strict action be
taken againg theerrant officialswhohad disregar ded theM PL AD Schemeguiddlines,
whileappr oving/executing apr oj ect/work.

2.13 Onapointed criticism of theM PL AD Schemethat the schemeusur ped the
power sof theexecutiveby theL egidatur e, interferenceby M Psand Central Ministry
in the functioning of District Administration; was against the basic tenets and
philosophy of the Consgtitution; diverted fundsfrom rural and local bodies; increased
theareasof conflict between Digtrict Administration and Panchayati Raj bodies, the
Committeewer eof theview that the Schemewasa Gover nment sponsor ed oneand it
wasfor the Gover nment toensur ethat it fit well intothe Congtitutional framework of
thecountry; did not interferein thefunctioning of District Administration and in no
way compromisewith theDistrict planning. The Committeewer eof theview that the
schemehad been conceptualized to supplement the effortsof the Sateand Digtrict
ingitutionsin planning and execution of developmental projectsand plugtheresource
gap between the Central and State Gover nment’sfunds.
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2.14 Intheopinion of the Committee, theroleof MPintheMPLAD Schemewas
only toidentify and recommend awor k/proj ect toa concer ned Digtrict Collector only.
Thedetailsof theexecution of theworks, in accordancewith therules& procedure
of the Sate Gover nment isundertaken by the Digtrict Collector. Assuch theDistrict
Collector aloneaccord technical and administr ativesanction/approval of thepr ojects/
wor kssubject tothecondition that theproposed pr oj ect/wor k wasin accor dancewith
theGuiddineson M PL AD Scheme. Even theimplementing agency dentified by Didtrict
Collector and not by MP.

2.15 Asregardstheopinion that therewasaduplication of worksundertaken
under MPLAD Schemeand District Planning, the Committeewer e of theview that
since District Collector not only headed MPLAD Scheme but was also associated
with the Panchayati Raj I ngtitution, therewasunlikely of any duplication of work. I f
it wasappr ehended that ther emight besomeduplication of work, it becameincumbent
upon District Collector concerned to ensur ethat such workswereavoided. In such
cases, either theM P concer ned could beimpr essed upon towithdraw thepr oject or
thePanchayati Raj | nstitution advised to shelvesuch project.

2.16 Ontheissueof congtitutional impropriety of the Scheme, the Committee
took noteof thefact that aPublic | nterest Litigation wasalready pending beforethe
SupremeCourt. Ther efore, the Committeeviewed that asafinal interpreter of the
Congtitution, the SupremeCourt wasbest suited totakeadecisonin thisregard and
asthematter wassub-judice, any recommendation by the Committeeat that stage
might not bedesirable.

2.17 TheCommitteeopined that the problemsand bottleneckspointed out inthe
implementation of the Scheme were similar to those encountered in many of the
Centrally Sponsored Schemesand other Gover nment projects. An effort should be
madeto plugall loopholesand rectify theerror sin theimplementation of the Scheme.

2.18 TheCommitteedesired that Hon’ ble Speaker, L ok Sabhabeapprised of the
viewsinthematter. Accordingly aletter wassent tohiminthisregard.



REVISED GUIDELINES ON MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA
DEVELOPMENT SCHEME (MPLADS)

3.1 The Minister of State (Independent Charge), Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation addressed a letter dated 9 June, 2005 (Appendix-XXI,
Memorandum No. 19) to Hon’ ble Speaker, L ok Sabharegarding revision of Guidelines
on MPLADS and had stated that the Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabhahad furnished
their suggestions on the proposal for revision of the Guidelineson MPLADS. Theresfter,
interactionswith Hon' ble Membersof Parliament were held for improvement and revision
of the Guidelines on MPLADS. Based on the suggestions received from MPs,
Committees on MPLADS (Lok Sabha & Rajya Sabha) and views expressed by
Comptroller and Auditor Generd initsreportson MPLADS, the Guidelineson MPLADS
had been revised and finalized.

32 Inthisregard, the Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabhaat their sittng held on
17 September, 2003 at Tuticorin, Tamil Nadu had considered the proposal forwarded by
Ministry of Statisticsand Programme I mplementation for revision of the Guidelineson
MPLADS. The Committeein their Twelfth Report presented to Lok Sabhaon 4th May,
2005 vide Para 23.3 had recommended inter alia asfollows—

“The Committee considered the proposal of the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation for revision of the Guidelines on MPLADS and
approved the same with the suggestions/modifications in some paras....."”

3.3 The Committee at their sitting held on 18th July, 2005, considered the
proposal for revision of the Guidelineson MPLADSasforwar ded by Ministry of
Satistics and Programme I mplementation and took note of the clarifications
furnished by the witness (officials of Ministry of Satistics and Programme
Implementation) in respect of the revised Guidelines on MPLADS. After due
deliberation, the Committee appr oved the proposed revision of the Guidelineswith
certain suggestions/modifications.

3.4 The Committee had made eleven recommendations, related to the revision
of the Guidelines on MPLADS. However, the Ministry had accepted only three
recommendations. From the revised Guidelines on MPLADS which had comeinto
force from 16th November, 2005, it can be seen that decisions/recommendations
made by the Committeew.r.t. ParaNos. 2.1, 2.8,2.7,2.12, 3.4, 3.7, 4.3 and 2.10 (New
Additions) had not been accepted by the Ministry, whereas decisions/
recommendations made w.r.t. ParaNos. 4.1, 6.5(iv) and 3.22 had been accepted by
the Ministry and incorporated in the revised Guidelines on MPLADS. The list of
the recommendations of the Committee, accepted/not accepted by the nodal
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Ministry is given below :—
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Recommendations of the Committee

Comments-whether the recommendation
of the Committee has been accepted/or
not accepted by the Ministry of Statistics
and Programme Implementation

1

2

Para 2.1-The annual MPLADS funds
entitlement per MP constituency is Rs.2
crore.

The Committee recommended that the
annual M PLADSfund entitlement per MP
beasper thedecision of the Gover nment
fromtimetotime.

Para 2.8-M Psfrom the non-affected areas
of the State can also recommend
permissible works up to a maximum of
Rs.10 lakh per annum in the affected
area(s) in that State.

TheCommitteer ecommended that works
‘up to a maximum of Rs.10 lakh per
annum’ bereplaced with ‘uptoamaximum
of Rs.10lakh for each calamity’.

Para2.7-Each MPwill recommend works
up to the annual entitlement during the
financial year preferably within 90 days of
the commencement of the financia year
intheformat at Annex-I11 to the concerned
District Authority.

TheCommitteer ecommended that time
limit of 90daysmay not beprescribed as,
it becomesdifficult toadheretosuchrigid
time-frame due to pre-occupation of
Member of Parliament with congtituency
work. The Committee wer e of theview
that recommending proposalsof various
works should be a continuous process.
As and when the works/projects are
brought tothenotice of Member s, these
areexamined on merit and only selected
wor ks/pr oj ectsrecommended for funding
under MPLAD Scheme.

Para 2.12-The District Authority shall

Recommendation—not accepted. The
Ministry has retained the Para 2.1.

Recommendation—not accepted. The
Ministry has retained their proposed para
vide Para 2.7 of the new Guidelines on
MPLADS.

Recommendation—not accepted. The
Ministry has retained their proposed para
vide Para 2.6 of the New Guidelines of
MPLADS.

Recommendation—not accepted. The

identify the agency through which a Ministry hasretained their proposed para
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particular work recommended by the MP
should be executed.

TheCommitteedecided that M Psshould
alsobeinformed of theagency identified
at the selection stage by the District
Authority.

Para 3.4-The work and the site selected
for the work execution by the MP shall
not be changed, except with the
concurrence of the MP concerned.

The Committee recommended that the
works ‘the work’ be replaced with the
words‘theproject’.

Para3.7-Theshortfall inthe estimated cost
vis-a-visthe one recommended by theMP
should be intimated to the MP.

The Committee proposed that any
shortfall in the estimated cost as
recommended by the MP should be
intimated totheM P within onemonth.

Para 3.11-It shall be the responsibility of
the Nodal District Authority to scrutinize
al such recommended works within 45
days of the last date of the term of office
of the MP either to accord necessary
sanction as per the Guidelines, or to
intimate the MP about the rejection with
reasons.

The Committee recommended that the
words‘tointimatetheMP’ bereplaced
with thewords‘tointimatetheoutgoing
MP.

Para 4.1-The annual entitlement of Rs.2
crorewill be released in two installments
of Rs. One crore each by Government of
Indiadirectly totheDistrict Authority .....

TheCommitteerecommended that ‘ The
annual entitlement be released in two
equal ingallmentsby Gover nment of I ndia
directly to the District Authority....’

vide para 2.11 of the new Guidelines on
MPLADS.

Recommendation—not accepted. The
Ministry has retained the Para 3.4.

Recommendation—not  accepted.
However, the Para 3.9 of the new
Guidelineson MPLADS providesthat the
shortfall in the estimated cost vis-a-vis
the one recommended by the MP should
be intimated to the MP within 45 days of
the receipt of the proposal.

Recommendation—accepted vide para
3.11 of thenew Guidelineson MPLADS.

Recommendation—accepted videpara4.1
of the new Guidelineson MPLADS.




19

@

@

Para 4.3-The second installment of the
MPLADS funds will be released subject
tothefulfillment of thefollowing digibility
criteria:-

(i) the unsanctioned balance amount
availablewith the accounts of the District
Authority after taking into account the
cost of all works sanctioned is less than
Rs.501akh;

(if) the unspent balance of funds of the
MP concerned isless than Rs. One crore;
and

(iii) Utilisation Certificatefor the previous
financial year and theAudit Certificatefor
thefundsreleased for each MPintheyear
prior to the previous year have been
furnished by District Authority.

TheCommitteerecommended that Para
4.3(ii) may be deleted as it is creating
problems in the release of MPLADS
funds.

Para6.5-Theimplementing agencies shdll
also refund to the District Authority the
svings (balance amounts) including
interest and contingency amount, if any,
at their disposal and close the Bank
Account opened for the purpose.

The Committee recommended that the
implementing agenciesshould refund the
balanceamount asprovided in Para 6.5
within onemonth.

Para 3.22-1n order to make the general
public aware about the execution of the
works costing Rs. 5lakh and above, under
MPLADS, aplague (stone/metal) carrying
the inscription ‘Member of Parliament
Local Area Development Scheme Work’
indicating the cost involved, the
commencement, completion and
inauguration date and the name of the MP

Recommendation—not accepted. The
Ministry has retained the clause (ii) of
Para4.3.

Recommendation—accepted vide Para
5.3 and 6.5(iv) of the new Guidelines on
MPLADS.

Recommendation—accepted vide Para
3.22 of thenew Guidelineson MPLADS.
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sponsoring the project should be
permanently erected.

TheCommitteewer eof theview that the
condition that only the works costing
Rs.5lakh and aboveasgtipulatedin Para
3.22 may be deleted. As such all works
executed under MPLADSshould carry
the inscription ‘MPLADS work’ and
other details.

Para 2.10-Provides that if a Member of
Parliament finds the need to promote
education and culture of a State/UT
wherefrom the MP is elected or has
chosen anodal District (Nominated MPs
only) inaplace out sidethat State/UT, the
MP can select worksrelating to education
and cultural development not prohibited
under these Guidelines up to maximum of
Rs. 10lakhinafinancial year.

The Committee recommended besides
‘education and cultur€ health should also
bemadedigibletodraw fundsunder the
scheme.

Para 3.21 of the revised Guidelines inter
alia reads as follows.—

“The MPLADS funding is not
permissible to a Society/Trust, if the
recommending MPor any of his’her family
Members is the Presiding/Chairman or
Member of managing Committee or
Trustee of the registered Society/Trust in
question. Family Memberswould include
MP and MP’'s spouse which would
comprise their parents, brothers and
sisters, children, grandchildren and their
spouses and their inHaws.”

This was the origina stated position
of the Government. Subsequently, the
Committee at their sitting held on 20th
October, 2005 held the view that the
definition of family, as proposed in the

Recommendation—not accepted. The
Ministry has retained their proposed para
vide Para 2.9 of the new Guidelines on
MPLADS.

Therecommendation of the Committee
regarding the definition of family was,
however, not accepted by the Gover nment
and ther evised Guiddineseffectivefrom
16.11.2005 incor por ates the original
definition as appeared in the draft
Guidelines.
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revised Guidelines was too broad and no
Indian Statute encompassed such a wide
definition of a family. Accordingly the
Committee recommended that the family,
for this purpose, should be restricted to
blood relatives only.

3.5 The Committee have observed from the above, that most and major
recommendationsof the Committee havenot been accepted by the Gover nment. The
Committee, therefor e, desirethat Gover nment should re-consider their decisionin
thematter.
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FUNDING OF PROPOSED NORTH EAST REGIONAL INSTITUTE OF
PARLIAMENTARY STUDIES TRAINING AND RESEARCH (NERIPSTR) AT
GUWAHATI FROM MPLADS FUNDS—PROPOSAL FROM HON'BLE SPEAKERS
OF LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLIES OF NORTH EASTERN STATES

4.1 Hon'ble Speakers of Legislative Assemblies of North-Eastern States
(Meghalaya, Assam, Nagaland, Tripura, Sikkim, Mizoram, Manipur and Arunachal
Pradesh) intheir | etter dated 30th July, 2005 (Appendix-X X11, Memorandum No. 4) had
proposed funding of MPLADS funds for construction of building complex for North-
East Regional Ingtitute of Parliamentary Studies Training and Research (NERIPSTR), a
unique regional institute established in 1997 with the primary objective to promote
parliamentary democratic polity and to address socio economic and political problems
of the region. The estimated cost of the construction of the complex was Rs. 14 crore
and the main sources for funding of the project were (i) contribution from 8 member
states of theregion; (ii) contribution from 39 MPs of theregion at therate of Rs. 2 Lakh
each; and (iii) Grant-in-aid from Speaker, Lok Sabha. The 39 Hon'ble Members of
Parliament of the region who werewilling to contribute had expressed their inability to
do so, asthe Guidelineson MPLADS prohibited allocation of MPLADS funds outside
the Parliamentary Constituency.

4.2 In this connection, the Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabha in their Seventh
Report presented to Lok Sabha on 31 August, 2001 vide Para 10.3 had recommended
inter alia as follows.—

“The Committee note the proposa regarding funding of North East Regional
Institute of Parliamentary Studies Training and Research (NERIPSTR) to be
congtructed at Guwahati from MPLADS fundsand reject it asthe extant Guidelines
on MPLADS prohibit any work relating to construction of office building aswell as
alocation of funds by the Members of Parliament outside their constituency except
in the case of natural calamity of rare severity.”

4.3 The then Guidelines on MPLADS prohibited any Member of Parliament to
alocate MPLADS funds outside their constituency except in case of natura calamity
of rare severity. Para 1.3 of the Guidelineson MPLADS stipulated as follows.—

“MPs can also recommend works outside their constituencies/states for
construction of assets that are permissible in the Guidelines, for rehabilitation
measures in the event of “natural calamity of rare severity” in any part of the
country for an amount not exceeding Rs. 10 lakhs, for each calamity.”

4.4 Thethen Guidelineson MPLADS aso prohibited construction of any kind of
office building related to Central or State Governments, Departments, Agencies or
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Organisations. The Item 1 of the List of works not permissible under the MPLADS
(Appendix-I1) read asunder-—

“Office building, residential buildings and other buildings relating to Central or
State Governments, Departments, Agencies or Organisations.”

4.5 TheCommitteeat their sitting held on 6th September, 2005, considered the
proposal for funding of proposed North East Regional I nstitute of Parliamentary
Sudies, Trainingand Research (NERIPSTR) at Guwahati from M PLADSfundsand
recommended that in view of Para 1.3 of thethen Guidelineson MPLADSand Item
1of theList of Worksnot permissibleunder MPLADS, the proposal might not be
approved. The Committee opined that the project could befunded asa Gover nment
undertaking with enabling contributionsfrom theeight North-eastern Sates.

4.6 Therevised Guidelineson MPL ADS, which had comeintofor cefrom 16th
November, 2005 also prohibit construction of any office and residential buildings
belonging to Central & State Governments and their Departments/Agencies/
Organisations.
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CONSTRUCTION OF FISH LANDING CENTERWITH RCC JETTY AT
ENAYAMPUTHENTHURAI IN KANYAKUMARI DISTRICT AT AN ESTIMATED
COST OF RS. 150 LAKH FROM THE CONTRIBUTIONS MADE BY MEMBERS
OF PARLIAMENT, LOK SABHA FROM MPLADS FUNDS FOR REHABILITATION
AND RECONSTRUCTION WORKS IN THE TSUNAMI AFFECTED AREAS

5.1 In pursuance of decision dated 18.03.2005 of the Committee on MPLADS,
Lok Sabha as enumerated in Chapter-1 of the report, the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme I mplementation, in consultation with the State Government of Tamil Nadu
had decided that following works be undertaken at Kanyakumari:—

() Dredging of Chinnamuttom Fishing Harbour and restoring of infrastructure
facilities like generator room, water supply arrangements, auction hall, etc.,
with an approximate cost of Rs. 120 lakh.

(I) Desdination plantsfor water supply at Simon Colony (two numbers of 50,000
Itrs. per day capacity each) with an approximate cost of Rs. 150 lakh.

5.2 Thework at SlI. No. (i) had aready been accorded administrative sanction by
theDidtrict Collector, Kanyakumari. However, the District Collector, Kanyakumari had
stated that thework at Sl. No. (ii) for construction of desalination plantswas no longer
required asthe requirement of water had been met from other source (Appendix-XXII1,
Memorandum No.17). The District Collector had, therefore, proposed construction of
fish landing center with RCC Jetty at Enayamputhenthurai in Kanyakumari at an
estimated cost of Rs.150 lakh instead of the desdination plant for water supply to
Simon colony.

5.3 The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation vide their letter
No.C/71/2004-MPLADS(Part) dated 18th October, 2005 had clarified that the
construction of proposed fish landing center was a new work. However, it could be
treated as reconstruction work to be undertaken in tsunami affected areas as it sought
to rehabilitate the tsunami affected people of the Kanyakumari District. The estimated
cost of the project was Rs.150 lakh and involved construction of auction hall, office
Building, toilet block, water supply arrangements, electrification arrangements, soil
investigation and bathometric survey, labour Welfare Fund, unforeseen item and PS &
contingencies. However, the construction of office building, labour welfare fund and
contingency expenses were not admissible under MPLADS Guidelines. Soil
investigation and bathometric survey would be required to select the type of foundation
of the structure and hence the expenditure incurred on this account should be allowed.

5.4 TheCommitteeconsidered theproposal at their sitting held on 20th October,
2005, and approved it on the condition that the funds be utilised only for works
permissibleunder theGuideiineson MPLADS.
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MPsPROPOSING CONTRIBUTION FROM MPLADSFUNDSOR THEIRFAMILY
MEMBERSCANNOT BEIN THEMANAGEMENT OF THERECIPIENT SOCIETY/
TRUST— PROPOSAL FROM SHRI SADASHIVRAOD. MANDLIK, MP
(LOK SABHA) FORWAIVING OFF THECLAUSE

6.1 During the period the Committee were ddliberating on the draft revised guidelines
on MPLADS prepared by the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation,
Shri Sadashivrao D. Mandlik, MP and amember of the Committee had given asuggestion
for waiving off (with somefinancial limit) the Provision/Clause of the draft-guidelines
which sought to debar asociety/trust fromreceiving MPLADSfunds, if the MP desirous
of contributing the funds was himself or his spouse, children and other relatives were
associated with the management of the society/trust in question (Appendix-XXI1V,
Memorandum No. 13).

6.2 According to Shri Mandlik such public trusts were formed mainly due to the
initiative taken by the MPs and they (trusts) provide most useful services by
undertaking installation of Sports Club, Gymnastic Centre, Cultural Houses, Physical
Education, Educational Institutes including Technica Trades activities for the benefit
of the local people.

6.3 The proposal was considered by the Committee at their sitting held on
20th October, 2005. The Committee wer e of the view that the definition of family,
which included the MP, hislher Spouse, Parents, Brothers, Sisters, Children,
Grandchildren and their Spousesand their in-laws, aswas proposed in the dr aft
Guiddineswastoo broad and nol ndian Satuteencompassed such awidedefinition of
afamily. The Committeedid not agreewith the proposed definition of thefamily as
incorporated in therevised Guidelinesand felt that it should berestricted to blood
relationsonly. At the sametime, the Committee did not approve the suggestion of
Hon’bleM ember toavail thebenefit of MPL AD Schemetoa Trust/Society, wherethe
recommending M P himself/her self is the President/Chairman or Member of the
M anaging Committeeor Trusteeof the Registered Society/Trust under reference.
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CONSTRUCTION OF WARMEMORIAL AT CHANDIGARH —PROPOSAL
FROM SHRI PAWAN KUMARBANSAL (MP)

7.1 Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal, MP (L ok Sabha) had desired to contribute a sum of
Rs5lakh from hisMPLADSfundstowards construction of awar memoria at Chandigarh
(Appendix-X XV, Memorandum No.3). His request was turned down by Chandigarh
Administration on the grounds that construction of memorials or memorial buildings
was not permissible under the Guidelineson MPLADS.

7.2 However, Shri Bansal contended in his letter that the relevant provision in the
Guidelines was designed to bar memorial or memoria Buildings dedicated to any
individual. The case of Chandigarh war memorial was unique asit was meant for 9000
martyrs of the region who had laid down their lives for the sake of the country. The
memorial was not to be named after any individual but as Chandigarh war memorial. It
was being raised on the land belonging to the Chandigarh Administration and would
be strictly apublic property. It was also intended to be a unique landmark to add to the
tourist attraction of Chandigarh. Shri Pawan Bansal further stated that in response to
an appeal by ‘ The Indian Express Group of Publication’, alarge number of people had
come forward to make donations for this project and the students of Chandigarh
College of Architecture had designed the structure.

7.3 Accordingly, Shri Bansal had urged the Committee on MPLADS to review the
decision of the Deputy Commissioner, Chandigarh and sanction the execution of the
work asrecommended by him.

7.4 The matter was referred to the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation who had in July 2005 clarified asunder :—

“Under MPLADS, addressing the locally felt developmental needs through
creation of fixed assets is envisaged. ‘Memorials or Memorial building’ is not
permissible as per item no. 5 in Appendix-2 of the Guidelines.”

7.5 TheCommitteeconsidered thematter at their sitting held on 6th September,
2005, and noted that although construction of thememorialshad been specifically
prohibited under thethen guidelines, theMinistry might reconsider thematter and
if need be, revisetheguiddinesasit involved national prideand honour.

7.6 It is pertinent to note here, while the then existing guidelines, at the time of
processing of the proposal of Shri Bansal, specifically prohibited construction of
memoriasor memorial building, the new guidelines, effectivefrom 16.11.2005 does not
have any such clause. It merely prohibits, “ Assets to be named after any person’.

7.7 TheMinistry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation were requested vide
Lok Sabha Secretariat’s OM dated 25th May and 5th June, 2006 to clarify whether the
congtruction of memoria or memorial buildings (not to be named after any person) are
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permissible under therevised Guidelineson MPLADS astherevised Guidelinesmerely
prohibits ‘ Assets to be named after any person’. The Ministry stated that under
MPLADS works based on locally felt needs with emphasis on creation of durable
community assets are taken up. The revised Guidelines on MPLADS prohibits assets
to be named after any person including memorial or memorial buildings. Memorial or
memoria buildings, such as Chandigarh War Memorial are not utility-based assets,
which address developmental needs of the people. They do not, therefore, satisfy the
basic condition for admissibility and eligibility under MPLADS and are deviations
from the objectives of the Scheme. Eventhe Comptroller and Auditor General hasinits
Reports on MPLADS had objected to construction of such memorials.

7.8 TheCommitteetook note of thereasoning of the Ministry of Statisticsand
Programmel mplementation that memorial or memorial building arenot covered
under MPL ADSasit would defeat thebasic obj ective of the Schemeand decided not to
pursuethematter further.

7.9 TheCommitteehavelearnt that theproject under referencehascomeupin
Chandigar h without availingtheassistancefrom MPLADS.
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UTILIZATION OF MPLADSFUNDSFOR PROVIDING SCHOLARSHIPSTO POOR
CHILDREN FORHIGHER EDUCATION —PROPOSAL OF SHRI SUDARSHAN
AGARWAL, GOVERNOROFUTTARANCHAL

8.1 Shri Sudarshan Agarwal, Governor of Uttaranchal vide hisletter dated 16.8.2004
(Appendix-XXV1, Memorandum No.7) had suggested earmarking of Rs. 1 crore (out of
Rs. 2 crores) per MP per year out of MPLADS funds for providing Scholarships of
Rs. 50,000/- each per year to children from disadvantaged section of society for pursuing
professional courses of study. According to him, sinceinvestments of MPLADS funds
in creating “ Durable Assets’” had not resulted in perceptible improvement in quality of
the “assets” created out of this funds and had instead spawned corruption, it would
be in the fitness of things to invest these funds in some more meaningful and more
durable assets namely the bright children from the economically weaker sections of
society who were denied the gift of higher education for want of financial resourcesto
support higher professiona studies.

8.2 The matter was referred to the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation who had opined “ Themain aim of MPLAD Schemeisto createdurable
assets. Grant and loan is not permissible under MPLADS'.

8.3 TheCommitteeat their sitting held on 4th February, 2005, obser ved that the
proposal of Shri Sudar shan Agarwal, Hon’ bleGover nor of Uttar anchal wasalaudable
one. However, themain aim wasto createdur ableassets. Assuch thegrantsand loans
werenot permissbleunder MPLAD Scheme. Ther efor e theCommitteedid not approve
theproposal.
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UTILIZATION OF MPLADSFUNDSFOR PROCUREMENT OF SPORTSITEMS &
SPORTSINFRASTRUCTUREIN THECOUNTRY — SUGGESTION FROM
SHRIVIKRAM VERMA, HON’'BLEMINISTER OF YOUTHAFFAIRSAND SPORTS
AND PROF.VIJAY KUMARMALHOTRA, MP

9.1 Shri Vikram Verma, Hon' ble Minister of Youth Affairsand Sportsand Prof. Vijay
Kumar Malhotra, MP had mooted a proposal for allowing MPLADS funds upto Rs.20
lakh to be used for works related to sports-sports infrastructure, non consumable and
consumable sportsitems (Appendix-XX VI, Memorandum No.5).

9.2 Attheinstance of theMPLADS Committee, Lok Sabha, the matter wasreferred
to the Ministry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation at various point of timefor
their comments/observations/action. The Ministry, however, did not favour the
proposal. Their opinion on the matter was as follows :—

“In view of the fact that the accountability of Public funds would become difficult
if movable and consumable sports items are allowed to be purchased under the
scheme, the Government is of the opinion that only sports infrastructure and fixed
(immovable) sports equipments should be allowed under the scheme”.

9.3 TheCommitteeat their sittingsheld on 7th May, 2003 and 14th December,
2004 ddliber ated at length on theissue. I nitially at their sitting held on 7th May, 2003
the Committeehad recommended providingM PLADSfundstothetuneof Rs. 2lakh
per year for thepur pose. However, subsequently in theface of cogent ar gument of the
Ministry of Satistics and Programme I mplementation against the proposal, the
Committee ultimately decided tofollow suit. At their sitting held on 14.12.2004 the
Committee took note of the facts presented by the Ministry of Satistics and
Programmel mplementation that Gover nment had not ear mar ked any amount for any
particular work and ear marking of M PL ADSfundsfor aparticular project should
not bedoneasit would lead to similar demandsfor other worksalso. Pur chase of
inventory items, consumableitemslikebadminton shuttlesetc., should not beper mitted
under MPL AD Scheme. However,immoveableitemswhich could befixed totheground
or tothewallslikegymnasium, basketball etc., could be per mitted under MPLADS.
TheCommitteeconcurred with theviewsof the Gover nment and recommended that
only fixed structur ei.e,, the per manent asset cr eation wor ksshould beallowed under
MPLAD Scheme.
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PAYMENT OF SALARY TO PRIMARY SCHOOL TEACHERS—-PROPOSAL OF
SH. CHARANJIT SINGHATWAL, HON'BLE DEPUTY SPEAKER, LOK SABHA

10.1 Shri Charanjit Singh Atwal, Hon’ ble Deputy Speaker, Lok Sabhahad brought
to the notice of the Chairman of the Committee, (Appendix-XXVI1I1, Memorandum
No.8) that the schoolsin rural villages of the country and Punjab in particular were not
functioning due to non availability of teachers as adequate funds were not there to
pay salariesto them. This coupled with dilapidated school building with no boundary
walls, toilets or drinking water facilities was reason for high drop out rate among the
school going children. In order to reverse this trend, he had suggested providing
salaries to the school teachers from MPLADS funds.

10.2 The Committee considered the above proposal at their sitting held on 4t
February, 2005and noted that asper theguiddinesthefundsredeased from MPLAD
Schemewasprimarily meant for creation of durableassetswhich must beavailable
for publicat largeand could not beused for incurring expenditur elike payment of
salary etc. Accor dingly the Committeedid not approvethe proposal for providing
salariestoteachersof schoolsin rural areasfrom MPLADSfunds.
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SOLARENERGY PROJECTSIN HARYANA —PROPOSAL FROM
SHRI KISHAN SINGH SANGWAN (MP)

11.1 Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan (MP) in March 2005 in awritten communication
(Appendix-XX1X, Memorandum No.17) addressed to the Hon'ble Chairman of the
Committee had expressed hisdesireto “ givegrant” - from hisMPLADSfundsfor Solar
Energy Projects in Haryana to solve problem of shortage of electricity.

11.2 The matter was referred to the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation who had replied asfollows—

“As per item 10 Appendix-I of the MPLAD Scheme the construction of common
gobar gas plants, non conventional energy systems/devise for community use and
related activities are permissible. However, no expenditure in items of inventory
nature may be incurred and the benefit should accrue to the general public and not
for individuals’.

11.3 TheCommitteeconsidered thematter at their sittingheld on 4th July, 2005.
In view of the opinion given by the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
I mplementation, the Committeedecided that a clarification might beobtained from
theHon'bleMember to ascertain thereal purposeof theproposal.

11.4 Accordingly, a letter was addressed of Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan on
28-07-2005, requesting him to i ntimate the specific projects/worksfor which hewished
to contribute from hisMPLADSfunds. No reply wasreceived from himin thisregard,
nor did he pursue the matter further.
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PURCHASE OF LAND FOR SCHOOL— PROPOSAL OF SHRI PRIYARANJAN
DASMUNS|, HON'BLEMINISTER OFWATERRESOURCES

12.1 Shri PR. Dasmunsi, Honble Minister of Water Resourcesin April 2005 through
awritten communication (Appendix-X XX, Memorandum No.11) had urged theHon' ble
Chairman of the Committee to consider favourably his proposal for contributing from
his MPLADS funds for buying land for a Hindi High School at Dakhola under his
Congtituency Raigganj District-Uttar Dirajpur, West Bangal.

12.2 The Committee at their sitting held on 11th April, 2005 considered the
proposal but could not makefavour ablerecommendation onit as, Item 7 (Appendix-11)
of theillustrativelist of worksof thethen Guideinesof MPL AD Scheme prohibited
acquigition of land or any compensation for land acquired.
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CONSTRUCTION OF SCHOOL BUILDINGOUTSIDE THEPARLIAMENTARY
CONSTITUENCY—PROPOSAL OF SHRI PRIYARANJAN DASMUNS,
HON'BLEMINISTER OF WATER RESOURCES.

13.1 Shri PR. Dasmunsi, Honble Minister of Water Resources in July, 2005 had
addressed a communication (Appendix-XXXI, Memorandum No.5) to the Hon'ble
Chairman, Committee on MPLADS urging him to consider his request which in his
words was as under:—

“The Head Master, Kaiyaganj Parbati Sundari High School has requested me for
allotment of Rs. 35 lakhs for the reconstruction of the old and dilapidated
infrastructurein the School. Though this school iswithin my homedistrict, butitis
16 km away from the limits of my parliamentary congtituency. | had been a student
of this school and the Teachers, Head Master and students have very high hopes
on me to provide some funds out of my MPLADS allotments for this school. The
class rooms where | used to attend classes, when | was a student, have been more
or less fully damaged and require urgent repairs and renovation. The 75" year
celebrations of the school are due in the near future. | would be very grateful if asa
very special case under exceptional circumstances, | am alowed to contribute
Rs. 20 lakhsfrom my MPLADS allotmentsfor the reconstruction and improvement
of this school. | would be grateful for an early and positive consideration of the
case.”

13.2 The Committee deliberated on the proposal at their sitting held on 6th
September, 2005, and had noted that whilethe construction of school buildingwas
permissibleunder thethen MPLADSGuiddines, it had tobeunder theconstituency
limit of themember recommendingthework. It wasonly under Para 1.3 of thethen
Guidelinesthat M Pscould contributefor worksoutsdetheir congtituenciesin cases
of natural Calamitiesof severenature. Shri PriyaRanjan Dasmuns’srequest could
not beaccepted by the Committeeasthework recommended by him pertained tothe
areawhich wasoutside hisPar liamentary Constituency.
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PROPOSAL FROM SHRI BHANU PRAKASH SINGH, FORMER GOVERNORAND
UNION MINISTERFOR (I) ENHANCEMENT IN THEALLOCATION OF MPLADS
FUNDS,; (1) CONSTITUTION OF JOINT PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEEON
MPLADS; AND (I11) SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALSON MPLADSBY HON'BLE
MEMBERSTOJOINT PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEE

14.1 Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh, former Governor and Union Minister in a letter
dated 3 January, 2006 (Appendix-XXXII, Memorandum No.20) addressed to the
Hon' ble Speaker, Lok Sabhahad urged him to give seriousthoughts on the suggestions
given by himto theHon’ ble Prime Minister, in aseparate communication, for improving
theMPLAD Schemein thewake of adverse publicity it had received in the recent past.
According to Shri Singh, the MPLAD Scheme was an innocuous scheme which was
introduced nearly fifteen years ago to ensure that some of the local needs of the areas
represented by the MPs were taken care of without going into the rigmarole of
administrative delays and ensuring their expeditious implementation by the Executing
Agencies. He further wrote “It is really sad to hear some of the adverse comments of
various sections of society aswell casting aspersion on the MPs who have no role but
to suggest certain schemes for the development of the area they represent ....”

14.2 Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh had made the following suggestion for reducing
thetarnished image of supreme Legidative Body of the country i.e. Parliament and its
Members:—

(i) enhancement in the allocation of MPLADS funds;
(i) constitution of Joint Parliamentary Committee on MPLADS; and

(iii) submission of proposals on MPLADS by Hon’ble Members to Joint
Parliamentary Committee,

14.3 Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabhareferred the matter to the Committeeon MPLADS,
Lok Sabha observing “It isleft to the Hon' ble Chairman and the Hon' ble Membersto
decide whether to consider this suggestion or not”.

144 TheCommitteeat their stting held on 20th April, 2006 noted thesuggestions
of Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh, former Governor and Union Minster for (i)
enhancement in the allocation of MPLADS funds; (ii) constitution of Joint
Par liamentary Committeeon MPL ADS; and (jii) submission of proposalson MPLADS
by Hon’bleM ember sto Joint Parliamentary Committeeand wer eof theopinion that
theexisting allocation of Rs. 2 croreper year isinsufficient and too meagreto meet
theneedsof thevast areasof thecongituency and itscongtituents. EventheM LA’sin
some of the Stateswhere MLAL AD Scheme exists get almost same. A Lok Sabha
Parliamentary Constituency consistsof seven or eight Assembly segmentsand with
such ameagreamount M ember sof Par liament findsit difficult tomeet thelocally felt
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needsof theconstituency. The Committee, ther efore, recommend theallocation per
MP per year beincreased to Rs. 5crore, sothat Member sof Parliament can fulfil the
basicrequirementsof the constituenciesin amor eeffectivemanner.

14.5 Regarding the second suggestion i.e. constitution of Joint Parliamentary
Committeeon MPLADS, the Committeefelt that thematter had alr eady been taken
noteof in thepast and wasnot found feasible. The Committeedid not approvethe
proposal asthesituation wasstill the sameand unchanged. Asthethird suggestion
i.e. submission of all the proposals related to MPLADS to Joint Parliamentary
Committee was contingent upon the acceptance of the second suggestion, the
Committeedid not ddliberateonit.



XV

SELECTION OF SUBJECT(S) FOREXAMINATION BY COMMITTEEON
MEMBERSOFPARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(MPLADS)

15.1 The Committee on Membersof Parliament Local Area Devel opment Scheme,
Lok Sabha is an ad-hoc Committee on Parliament and was first constituted on
22nd February, 1999. Theresfter, the Committee was congtituted every year and consisted
of 24 Membersdrawn from Lok Sabha. Initially, the Committee consisted of 20 Members.
L ater, more Members were nominated by Hon’ ble Speaker to serve on the Committee.

15.2 The Committee on MPLADS has been vested with the powersto monitor and
review periodically the performance and problems in the implementation of MPLAD
Scheme (Lok Sabha); consider complaints of Members of Lok Sabhain regard to the
Scheme and perform such other functions in respect of MPLAD Scheme as may be
assigned toit by the Speaker from timeto time. The other Parliamentary Committees of
Lok Sabha have been barred to consider matters which are exclusively assigned to
Committeeon MPLADS.

15.3 Sincetheinception of the M PLADS Committee, the Committee has presented
12 Reports (10 Original and 2 Action Taken Reports).

15.4 An andysis of the Reports presented so far reveals that the Committee on
MPLADS, so far had approved amendments to the MPLAD Scheme Guidelines;
considered proposals received from Hon' ble Members and Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation (M S& P1) for according permission to fund projects/works
costing morethan Rs. 25 1akhsby relaxing Para4.1 of thethen Guidelineson MPLADS.
Individual representations of Membersof Parliament (Lok Sabha) on problems of their
constituencies/complaints/suggestions had also been considered by the Committee
and taken up with the Ministry for redressal and corrective action.

15.5 1t may be pertinent to mention that the paramount function of the Committee
tomonitor and review periodically the performance and problemsin theimplementation
of the Scheme had not been undertaken in the right earnest so far. As such the actual
benefits of the Scheme realized, the deficiencies and pitfalls encountered in the
implementation of the Scheme and the corrective measures which could be taken for
the smooth implementation of the Scheme had not been addressed by the Committee
so far. There was thus a need to undertake a horizontal study of the Scheme covering
all the aspects in totality.

15.6 Inview of the above, it was suggested that the subject namely ‘ Members of
Parliament Local Area Development Scheme — A Review’ might be taken up for
examinaionin detail by the Committeeon MPLADS (Appendix-X X X111, Memorandum
No. 21).
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15.7 Itwasalso suggested that a Press note might beinserted in print and electronic
media, inviting the views of public at large about the perception of the scheme, the
achievements obtained and suggestions for improvement, if any, in the working/
implementation of the Scheme. It was al so proposed to have the feedback from Members
of Parliament, general masses, implementing agencies, State Governments and the
Central Ministries on the suggestions for improvement in the Scheme so that the
objective for which the Scheme was conceptualized is achieved.

15.8 TheCommitteeat their sitting held on 8th February, 2006 took noteof the
fact that unlikeother Parliamentary Committees, Committeeon MPL ADSwer eyet
to select specific subjectsfor examination/study. Hitherto, the Committeehad been
performingroutinejobsby giving recommendation on proposalsunder MPLADS
and also giving relaxation in the ceiling limit of Rs. 25 lakh per work. With the
introduction of thenew Guidelineson M PL ADSeffectivefrom 16th November, 2005,
thecost ceilinglimit of Rs. 25lakh per work had been doneaway with and thishad
reduced thejob of the Committeesubstantially.

15.9 Uptill now, the Committeehad been monitoringand reviewing periodically
theperformanceand problemsin theimplementation of the Schemein piecemeal and
not in totality. Assuch the actual benefits of the Scheme achieved, thedeficiencies
and pitfalls encountered in the implementation of the Scheme and the measures
required to streamlinethe Schemehad not been addressed in theright ear nest.

15.10 Inthebackground of therecent developmentsand unsavoury incidents
concerning MPLADS, asreported in themedia, aneed wasfelt tofurther strengthen
themonitoring mechanism of the Scheme, in or der tomakethe Schememor eeffective
and maintain credibility in publiceyes TheCommitteefdt that it would beappropriate
toundertakeadetailed horizontal study on theissueand, therefore, decided totake
up thesubject ‘Member sof Par liament L ocal Area Development Scheme—A Review’
for detailed examination and submit their Report tothePar liament.



XVI

SANCTION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF WORKSIN RELAXATION OF COST
CEILINGLIMIT OFRS. 25LAKH IN RESPECT OF REGISTERED SOCIETY/TRUST

16.1 TheMinistry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation had addressed two
communicationsboth dated 10 July, 2006 (A ppendix-X X X1V, Memorandum Nos. 24 &
25) and had sought relaxation in the limit of Rs. 25 lakh from MPLADS funds for
registered Society/Trust namely Jaideep Memorial Public Charitable Trust, Surat and
Human Resource Development and Cultural Centre, Convention Hall at Vyavasayi
VidyaPratishthan, Vajdi TalukaRajkot. Shri Kashiram Rana, MP(LS) had recommended
Rs. 10 lakh, from MPLADS funds for the Jaideep Memorial Public Charitable Trust,
Surat which was involved in social service for the last seven years. Whereas for
Human Resource Development and Cultural Centre, Convention Hall at Vyavasayi
Vidya Pratishthan, Dr. V.R. Kathirig, MP (LS) had recommended Rs. 15 lakh from
MPLADSfunds. Theremaining fundsare being contributed by Rajya SabhaMembers.

16.2 Thenew Guiddineson MPLADSwhich had comeinto forcefrom 16 November,
2005 prohibits a registered society/trust from availing more than Rs. 25 lakh if it had
aready availed Rs 25 lakh from MPLADS funds. Therefore, the aforesaid proposals
were not considered by the Government. However, requests have been pouring from
the District Authorities of various States’/UTs and Members of Parliament that the
proposals costing more than Rs. 25 lakh recommended prior to the issue of new
Guidelines might be considered by the Government. Accordingly, the Government of
Indiai.e. Ministry of Statisticsand Programme I mplementation had decided to consider
such proposals costing more than Rs. 25 lakh for a particular registered society/trust
received by the respective District Authority beforetheissue of the revised Guidelines
i.e. 16 November, 2005 and &l so consult the Committee on MPLADS, both Lok Sabha
and RejyaSabhafor their views. The Committeeon MPLADS, Rajya Sabhahad already
suo-moto recommended the aforesaid proposals.

16.3 In this regard, Para 3.21 of the new Guidelines on MPLADS envisages as
follows—

......... Not morethan Rs. 25 |akh can be spent from MPLADSfundsfor one or more
works of aparticular Society/Trust. If a Society has availed of the MPLADS funds
up to Rs. 25 lakh, no more work can be recommended for that Society/Trust under
the Scheme..........

16.4 Theprovision of the Para3.21 of the new Guidelineson MPLADS, prohibitsa
registered society/trust from availing morethan Rs. 25 lakh. However, asthe proposals
were received by the District Authority prior to theissue of the revised Guidelinesi.e.
16 November, 2005, the proposal sneed rel axation by the Committeeon MPLADS. The
Committeeon MPLADS, Lok Sabhaearlier had been relaxing the provisionsof Para4.1
of thethen Guidelineson MPLADS and allowing worksin relaxation to the cost limit of
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Rs. 25 lakhs per work. Para4.1 of thethen Guidelineson MPLADSwhich stipul atesthe
limit of Rs. 25 lakh per work isasfollows.—

“Idedlly it would be desirable that the M Ps suggest individual works costing not
morethan Rs. 25 lakhs per work. However, thelimit of Rs. 25 lakhs per work should
not be too rigidly construed. Amounts higher than Rs. 25 lakhs per work can be
spent depending upon the nature of the work. (For example a single check dam to
provide minor irrigation or water supply or sports stadium may cost more than
Rs. 25 lakhs. In the case of such works higher amount can be legitimately spent).”

16.5 TheCommitteeat their sittingheld on 3rd August, 2006 deliber ated over the
proposalsfor allocating morethan Rs. 25lakh from MPL ADSfor variouswor ksof
Jaideep Memorial Public Charitable Trust, Surat and construction of Human
Resour ce Development and Cultural Centre, Convention Hall at Viyavasyi Vidya
Pratishthan and decided to appr ovethe proposalsby givingrelaxation in Para4.1 of
thethen Guidelineson MPL ADSastheproposalswer ereceived prior totheissue of
revised Guiddineson MPLADS.

16.6 TheCommitteealsodesired that Gover nment should furnish thedetails of
similar cases/pr oj ects/wor ks, which they could consider by relaxing Para 4.1 of the
then Guiddines. The Committeealsotook noteof thefact that therewereanumber of
pr oj ects/wor ks/cases, which wer eentitled to draw fundsfrom MPLADSasper the
provisonsof thethen Guiddineson MPL ADS. However, with theenforcement of new
Guiddinesw.ef. 16th November, 2005 funding under M PL ADS could not bemade.
TheCommitteedesired that thedetailsof such cases/works/projectsreceived in the
Ministry/District Author ity date-wisebefur nished tothem for their consideration by
theMinistry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation.



XVII

APPROVAL OFWORKSIN RELAXATION TO COST CEILINGLIMIT OF
RS.25LAKHS

17.1 Asper new Guidelines, which have been made effective from 16th November,
2005, not morethan Rs. 25 lakh can be spent from MPLADSfund for one or moreworks
of aparticular Society/Trust. If a Society has availed of the MPLADS funds up to Rs.
25 lakh, no more work can be recommended for that Society/Trust under the Scheme.
No ceiling of cost has, however, been prescribed for the works pertaining to Central/
State Governments and their departments. However, as per the recent decision of the
Government it has been decided to consider proposals costing more than Rs. 25 lakh
for a particular society/trust received by the District Authority prior to the issue of
revised Guidelinesw.e.f. 16th November, 2005.

17.2 Oneof themgjor worksof the MPLADS Committee, prior toimplementation of
the new guidelinesw.e.f. 16 November, 2005, wasto consider proposa swhich required
granting relaxation to cost ceiling of Rs. 25 lakhsunder Clause 4.1 of the Guidelineson
MPLADS.

The following proposals were received under this category :—

1 ShriAbul Hasnat Khan, Ex-M P (13th L ok Sabha) — Construction of abridge
across the river Kaksha under Suti-11 Block at an estimated cost of Rs. 63.78
lakh. (For detailskindly refer Appendix-XXXV)

2. Shri Hannan Mollah, MP—Construction of an auditorium at Uluberia
Parliamentary Constituency of West Bengal under MPLADS at atotal cost of
Rs. 1.67 crores. (For detailskindly refer Appendix-XXXV1)

3. Dr.H.T. Sangliana, M P— Repair of Road from Yelahanka—Vijayapuraroad to
join Budigere Cross via Sathanur, Bagalur, Gopalapura, Yediyur, M.Hosahalli
onto Budigere Cross in Jala Hobli, Bangalore North Taluk, Bangalore Urban
District costing Rs.125 lakh in Bangalore North Parliamentary constituency.
(For detailskindly refer Appendix-XXXV11)

4. Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP— Contribution of Rs. 25 lakh for the
construction of RCC retaining wall of existing play ground at Namunaghar,
Andaman and Nicobar |slands. (For detailskindly refer Appendix-XXXVII1)

5. Shri Raghura Singh Shakya, MP—Contribution of Rs. 25 lakh for the
construction of ashed in ‘Block Parisar’ of Saifayeein Etawah Parliamentary
congtituency of Uttar Pradesh to be constructed at an estimated cost of
Rs. 433.75 lakhs from MPLADS funds. (For details kindly refer Appendix-
XXXIX)

6. Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister for Telecommunications and
I nfor mation Technology—Construction of Library and Class Rooms for the
Government Polytechnic at Purasawakkam, Chennai at an estimated cost of
Rs. 2.50 croreunder MPLADS. (For detailskindly refer Appendix-XL)
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Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon’ble Minister for Telecommunications and
Information Technology—Construction of five class rooms at Jaigopal
Garodia Government Girls Higher Secondary School, Choolaimedu, Dn-78-
Zone-V at an estimated cost of Rs. 27.50 lakh. (For details kindly refer
Appendix-XLI)

Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, M P—Construction of compound wall around
graveyard at Stertwart Gunj, Andaman and Nicobar Idands at an estimated
cost of Rs. 28,89,474/-. (For detailskindly refer Appendix-XLII)

Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, M P— Construction of road from main road (ATR)
to house site colony Kadamtala village of Andaman and Nicobar Ilands at an
estimated cost of Rs. 29,83,284/-. (For detailskindly refer Appendix-XLIII)

Shri Sachin Pilot, M P— Construction of HingotaAnicut for providingirrigation
and drinking water facility in Dausa Parliamentary constituency of Rajasthan
at an estimated cost of Rs. 40.62 lakh out of which Rs. 32.44 lakh was to be
contributed from MPLADSfunds. (For detailskindly refer Appendix-XLI1V)

Shri Sandeep Dikshit, MP— Construction of drain and road from Bakner to
Narela-Bawana Road in Narela Zone at an estimated cost of Rs. 35,00,400/-.
(For detailskindly refer Appendix-XLV)

Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon’ble Minister for Telecommunications and
I nfor mation Technology— Construction of RCC retaining wall, formation of
bus bay with shelter and foot path in Dn-82, Zone-VI at an estimated cost of
Rs. 118.60 lakh out of which Rs. 1,15,70,010.76 wasto be met from MPLADS
funds. (For detailskindly refer Appendix-XLV1)

Shri FrancisFanthome, MP and M aj.Gen. (Retd.) Shri Bhuwan Chandra
Khanduri, MP—Construction of Blood Bank Building for the Indian
Medical Blood Bank Society of Uttaranchal, Dehradun at an estimated cost of
Rs. 1,03,82,957/-. (For detailskindly refer Appendix-XLVII)

Shri Kapil Sibal, Hon’ble Minister of Sate (Science and Technology) —
Consgtruction of Community Hall-cum-Market at Asaf Ali Road at an estimated
cost of Rs. 89.50 lakh under MPLADS. Although the proposal was considered
by the Committee at its sitting held on 8th February, 2006, the request was
received prior to theissue of revised Guiddineson MPLADS:.e. 16th November,
2006. (For detailskindly refer Appendix-XLVI11)

17.3 TheCommitteeconsidered theabove proposalsat varioussittingsheld on

29 October, 2004; 4th February; 20th May; 4th July; 6th September; 3rd and
20th October, 2005 and 8th February, 2006 and approved them by givingrelaxation to
cost ceilinglimit of Rs. 25lakh under ClauseNo. 4.1 of thethen existing Guidelines.

PRASANNA ACHARYA,

Chairman,

New DELHI; Committee on Members of Parliament
28 September, 2006 Local Area Development Scheme,

6 Asvina, 1928 (Saka) Lok Sabha.
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APPENDIXI

MINUTESOF SECOND SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(LOK SABHA)

The Committee sat on Thursday, the 30th September, 2004 from 1500 to
1605 hours.

PRESENT

Shri Prasanna Kumar Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS

Shri Pankaj Chaudhery

Dr. RamachandraDome

Shri Raghuveer Singh Kaushal

Shri A. Krishnaswamy

Shri Bhubneshwar Prasad Mehta

Shri A.F. Golam Osmani

Shri RgjaRam Pal

Shri P. Rajendran

Shri Sgjjan Kumar

Shri Chandrapa Singh Yadav

Shri Sitaram Yadav

© o N O o~ W DN

S EFB

SECRETARIAT
1 ShriPD.Mavdia — Deputy Secretary
2. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary

Representativesof theMinistry of Statisticsand
Programmel mplementation (M S& PI)

1 Dr.V.PGod — Director
2. Shri Abrar Hussain — Consultant

2. At the outset, the Committee took up for consideration the memoranda which
were deferred in their earlier sitting held on 9 September, 2004. The decisions/
recommendations are given memoranda-wi se seriatim:—

(i) Memorandum No. 1 regarding, " Construction of High School-cum-cyclone
shelters from the contribution of MPLADS funds made by the M Ps of
L ok Sabhain thecycloneaffected areasof Orissa."
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The Committee considered thefacts presented the facts presented by the Ministry
of Statistics and Programme Implementation and took a serious view of the lapse that
even after four years, drafts sent by the District Magistrates/Collectors have not been
received by the implementing agency. It was aso decided that names of only those
Members of Parliament should be deleted from the list who have withdrawn their
consent and names of Members of Parliament whose drafts have been sent should not
be deleted from the list. Investigation should also be conducted to trace the drafts and
fix responsibilitiesfor the delay and theresfter the committee be apprised of the outcome.

(i) Memorandum No. 2 regarding, " Construction of a Bridge across the
River Kaksha under Suti-11 Block at an estimated cost of Rs. 63.78 lakh
under MPL ADSon therecommendation of Shri Abul Hasnat Khan, Ex-MP
(13th Lok Sabha)."

The Committee took note of facts presented by the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme | mplementation and viewed the lapses seriouly. Steep price escaation of
the cost of the Bridge shows that the estimate made was not based on technical facts
and the name of the project/river was changed in between. The Committee directed the
Ministry to conduct an enquiry into it within the time frame of one month and thereafter
remedial action should be taken so that the bridge is completed as huge investments
has aready been incurred onit.

3. Some Members al so made certain suggestion on order to streamlinethe Scheme
which are asfollows.—

() AnMPLADS cell should be established in ever nodd district for effectively
implementing and monitoring the Scheme.

(2 Provision of vehicle should be made from MPLADS funds for effectively
monitoring the execution of works under the MPLAD Scheme.

(3) Provision should be madein the Guidelines so that M Ps can have an officein
the Collectorate to have interaction with agencies implementing MPLADS
works.

(4) Reports should be called from District Heads about utilisation of ¥2%
contigency by them. Concerned MP should also be informed how the
contingency expenditure was utilised.

(5) Didtrict Collectors/Magistrates should conduct review meetings every three
months about the ongoing projects under MPLADS as per the guidelines.

4. The Committee also decided that the Ministry should give a direction to all
the State Governments to conduct review meetings every three or four months at the
highest level in which Collectors and Chief Secretaries of the State should participate.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIXII

MINUTESOFTHIRD SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME

(LOK SABHA)
The Committee sat on Friday, the 29th October, 2004 from 1500 to 1600 hours.

PRESENT

Shri Prasanna Kumar Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS

Shri Raghuveer Singh Kaushal

Shri Chandrakant Khaire

Shri A. Krishnaswamy

Shri Sadashivrao Dadoba Mandlik

Shri Bhubneshwar Prasad Mehta

Shri Punnulal Mohale

Shri A.F. Golam Osmani

Shri RgjaRam Pdl

Shri BasangoudaR. Petil (Yatnal)

Shri P. Rgjendran

Shri Gurjeet Singh Rana

Shri Sgjjan Kumar

Shri Mahadeorao Shivankar

Shri Chandramani Tripathi

Shri Sitaram Yadav

SECRETARIAT
1 Shri M. Rajagopalan Nair — Joint Secretary
2. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary
Representativesof theMinistry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation

(MS&PI)

Shri A. K. Saxena — Joint Secretary

Dr.V.RP. God — Director

Shri Abrar Hussain — Consultant
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2. At the outset, the Committee took up for consideration the following
memoranda. The decisions/recommendations are given memoranda-wise seriatim:—

(i) Memorandum No. 3 regarding, " Construction of a Bridge across the
River Kaksha under Suti-11 Block at an estimated cost of Rs. 63.78 lakh
under MPL ADSon therecommendation of Shri Abul Hasnat Khan, Ex-MP
(13th Lok Sabha)."

TheMinistry of Statisticsand Programme Implementati on apprised the Committee
that they had written to concerned District Magistrate and Chief Secretary for steep
price escalation in the construction of the bridge. The original cost was based on box
type system with 27mt. length and thereafter the dab type system was adopted in
place of box type system. The actual site was also shifted by a distance of 150 mts. in
the downstream of the river on the demand of the villagers. The new estimates were
prepared by the Murshidabad Zila Parishad with an estimated cost of Rs. 47.98 lakh for the
congtruction of the dab bridge of 45 metre span. Theresfter a second revision was done
and estimatewasrevised asRs. 63.78 lakh. Now, 80 per cent of thework hasbeen completed.

The Committee deliberated over the facts presented by the Ministry and approved
the construction of aBridge acrossthe River Kakshaunder Suti-11 Block at an estimated
cost of Rs.63.78 lakh under MPLADS on the recommendation of Shri Abul Hasnat
Khan, Ex-MP(13th Lok Sabha) on the condition that this approval should not be taken
as a precedent.

(i) Memorandum No. 4regarding, " Proposal of Sri Hannan Moallah, M.P. (LS)
regarding construction of an auditorium at Uluberia Parliamentary
congtituency of West Bengal under MPLADS."

The Committee took note of the facts presented by the Ministry of Statisticsand
Programme Implementation that the proposal is for upgradation and improvement of
RabindraBhawan auditorium at Uluberiawhichiswithin the ambit of the Guidelineson
MPLADS and Hon'ble Member Shri Hannan Mollahisproviding Rs. 1 crore out of his
MPLADS funds whereas the rest of the fund will be met from various grants and
general fund of the municipality. The Executing Agency isHowrah Improvement Trust
and the maintenance will be looked after by the municipality.

The Committeethereafter approved the proposal for upgradation and improvement
of an auditorium at Uluberia Parliamentary constituency of West Bengal under
MPLADS.

3. Some Membersa so made certain suggestionsin order to streamline the Scheme
which are asfollows—

(i) Reports should be called from District Collectors about utilisation of %%
contingency by them. Concerned MP should also be informed how the
contingency expenditure was utilised.

(i) Provision of vehicle should be made from MPLADS funds for effectively
monitoring the execution of works under the MPLAD Scheme.

(iif) Worksunder MPLADS should be completed within aspecific timeframe. But
if the Collector isunableto implement the project dueto somereason then the
existing project should be replaced by a new one.
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(iv) Provision should be madein the Guidelines so that M Ps can have an officein
the Collectorate to have interaction with agencies implementing MPLADS
works. Staff may also be deputed.

4. In addition to the above suggestions, most of the Members also raised their
individual problems faced by them in the implementation of the Scheme in their
constituencies. Hon'ble Chairman, however, desired that the Members should submit
their suggestions which should be compiled and sent to the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme I mplementation for their comments.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX 1

MINUTESOF FOURTH SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(LOK SABHA)

The Committee sat on Tuesday, the 14th December, 2004 from 1530 to
1640 hours.

PRESENT
Shri Chandrakant Khaire — In the chair
MEMBERS
Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal
Shri A. Krishnaswamy
Shri Sadashivrao Dadoba Mandlik
Shri Bhubneshwar Prasad Mehta
Shri P. Rajendran
Shri M. Sreenivasulu Reddy
Shri Chandrapa Singh Yadav
SECRETARIAT
1 ShriPD.Mavdia — Deputy Secretary
2. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary
Representativesof theMinistry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation
1 ShriR.C.Panda — Additional Secretary
2 Dr.V.PGod — Director

2. In the absence of the Chairman, the Committee choose Shri Chandrakant
Khaire, MPto act as Chairman under Rule 258(3) of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct
of Businessin Lok Sabha.

3. Theregfter, the Committeetook up for cons deration thefollowing Memorandum
related to amendment in the Guidelineson MPLADS. The decisions/recommendations
are given asfollows—

O N o o b~ 0w DN

Memorandum No. 5 regarding, "Suggestion from Prof. Vijay Kumar
Malhotra, MP (L S) regarding utilisation of fundsunder MPL AD Scheme
for procurement of sportsitemsand sportsinfrastructureinthecountry to
thetuneof Rs. 201akh per annum."
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The Committee took note of the facts presented by the Ministry of Statisticsand
Programme Implementation that Government have not earmarked any amount for any
particular work and earmarking of MPLADS funds for a particular project should not
bedoneasit would lead to similar demandsfor other works al so. Purchase of inventory
items, consumable items like badminton shuttles etc., should not be permitted under
MPLAD Scheme. However, immovableitemswhich can befixed to theground or tothe
wallslike gymnasium, basketball etc., can be permitted under MPLADS.

The Committee in the light of the views of the Ministry decided that only fixed
structurei.e., the permanent asset creation works should only be dlowed under MPLAD
Scheme.

4. Some Membersa so made certain suggestionsin order to streamlinethe MPLAD
Schemewhich are asfollows—

(i) Provision of vehicle should be made from MPLADS funds for effective
monitoring the execution of works under the MPLAD Scheme.

(i) Provision should be madein the Guidelines so that M Ps can have an officein
the Collectorate to have interaction with agencies implementing MPLADS
works.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX IV

MINUTESOFFHFTH SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME

(LOK SABHA)
The Committee sat on Friday, the 4th February, 2005 from 1100 to 1210 hours.
PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Kumar Acharya— Chairman
MEMBERS
2 Shri Pankaj Chaudhery
3. Dr. RamachandraDome
4. Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal
5. Shri RgjaRamPal
6. Shri P. Rgjendran
7. Shri M. Sreenivasulu Reddy
8. Shri Chandramani Tripathi
9. Shri Chandrapal Singh Yadav
SECRETARIAT
1 ShriPD.Mavdia — Deputy Secretary
2. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary
Representativesof theMinistry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation
1 ShriR.C.Panda — Additional Secretary
2. Shri K.L.Banerjee — Deputy Secretary
3. Shri Abrar Hussain — Consultant

2. At the outset, Hon'ble Chairman welcomed the Members to the sitting of the
Committeeon MPLADS and observed that after the Tsunami tragedy they were meeting
for the first time. Therefore, before starting the meeting, the Chairman said that the
Committee might convey their heart felt condolences to the victims of the Tsunami
Tragedy. The Committee then passed the following Resolution:—

"The Committee express their heartfelt deep sorrow on the large scale
devastation, heavy loss of lives and property caused by the Tsunami that hit
Coastal Indiaand the Andaman and Nicobar I1slands on 26.12.2004."
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3. Hon'ble Chairman has d so informed the Members of the Committeethat sofar
104 Members have given their consent to contribute from their MPLADS fundswhich
ranges from Rs. 1 lakh to Rs. 1 crore each out of their MPLADS fund.

4. Representatives of the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation
apprised the Committee that now the Government has considered that full coordination
and monitoring of fund release would be donein consultation with both the Committees.
One Member of the Committee pointed out that some cheques of M Ps contributed by
them during the super cyclone in Orissa are still untraceable. Chairman also pointed
out that three cheques including the cheque of Hon'ble Speaker was missing and
observed that the cheques should immediately be traced out and accounted for. The
Ministry has informed the Committee that three cheques are yet to be accounted for.
The cheques have not been encashed and they are tying up with the Chief Secretaries
of the States as well as DMs.

5. On a point whether a Member can suggest that his’/her money can be utilised
for a particular project in a particular area, the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation informed the Committee that the Member can himself suggest that a
specific work may be carried out with his/her contribution in a particular area. The
Government is proposing now that the District Collector of the affected area would
indicate that a particular work has been completed from the funds contributed by such
and such MPs. Now, the name of the Member will be inscribed in a plaque that a
particular building/work has been constructed/set up from MPLADS funds of so and
so Member.

6. Thereafter, the Committee took up for consideration thefollowing Memoranda
The decisions/recommendations are given memoranda-wise seriatim:—

() Memorandum No. 6 regarding, "Reformation of Road from Yelahanka—
Vijayapuraroad tojoin BudigereCrossviaSathanur, Bagalur, Gopalapur a,
Yediyur, M. Hosahalli onto BudigereCrossin JalaHobli, BangaloreNorth
Taluk, Bangalore Urban District on the recommendation of Dr. H.T.
Sangliana, MP (L S) costingRs. 1251akh in BangaloreNorth Par liamentary
constituency."

The Committee considered the proposal of Dr. H.T. Sangliana, MP(LS) for
according sanction of Rs. 125 lakh for reformation of road from Yelahanka—Vijayapura
to join Budigere Cross in Bangalore North Parliamentary Constituency by giving
relaxation beyond the limit of Rs. 25 lakh, the permissible limit as per Para4.1 of the
MPLADS Guidelines. The Committee took note of the facts presented by the Ministry
of Statistics and Programme Implementation that the condition of the road isvery bad
anditisanimportant link between thetwo areasviz, Yelahanka—Vijayapuraand it will
be helpful to a large section of the people of Bangalore North Taluk and Bangalore
Urban Disdtrict.

Some Members did not agree with the facts presented by the Ministry and were
of the view that the road Projects are not durable assets as the roads would sustain
only for 2-3 yearsand also in view of thefact that more than 50 per cent of thefund are
being spent on such type of 'Specia repairs and suggested that such type of works
should be discouraged under MPLAD Scheme.



54

However, the Committee approved the proposal asa"special case” and observed
that it should not be quoted as a "precedent” and also such type of works should be
"discouraged” in future.

(2 Memorandum No. 7 regarding, "Proposal for providing M PLADSfundsfor
higher education."

The Committee took note of the facts presented by the Ministry of Statisticsand
Programme Implementation that the proposal of Shri Sudarshan Agarwal, Governor,
Uttaranchal for providing MPLADS funds for higher education is very good but the
main aim of MPLAD Scheme is to create durable assets. Grant and loan are not
permissible under MPLAD Scheme.

The Committee agreed with the views of theMinistry of Statisticsand Programme
Implementation that this proposal can not be implemented.

(3 Memorandum No. 8 regarding, "Proposal of Hon'ble Deputy Speaker,
Lok Sabhafor providingsalariestoteachersof schoolsinrural areasfrom
MPLADSfunds"

The Committee agreed with the views of theMinistry of Statisticsand Programme
Implementation that the funds released from MPLAD Scheme is primarily meant for
creation of durable assetswhich must be availablefor public at large and therefore may
not be used for incurring any recurring expenditure like the payment of salary etc.
Therefore, the Committeedid not approvethe proposal for providing salariesto teachers
of schoolsin rura areasfrom MPLADS funds.

Some Members also made certain suggestionsin order to streamline the scheme
and make it more effective which are asfollows.—

(@ Provision that the next instalment of MPLADS fundswould be released only
when the unspent balance is less than Rs. 1 crore should be waived off.

(b) MPLADS funds should be alowed to be used for Swaja dhara Scheme.
The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIXV

MINUTESOFSIXTHSITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME

(LOK SABHA)
The Committee sat on Friday, the 18th March, 2005 from 1500 to 1610 hours.
PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Kumar Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS
2. Shri Sadashivrao Dadoba Mandlik
3. Shri Punnulal Mohale
4. Shri A.F. Golam Osmani
5. Shri Gurjeet Singh Rana
6. Shri Manvendra Singh
7. Shri Chandramani Tripathi
8 Shri Sitaram Yadav
SECRETARIAT
1 ShriPD.Mavdia — Deputy Secretary
2. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary
Representativesof theMinistry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation
1 ShriR.C.Panda — Additional Secretary
2 Dr.V.PGod — Director

2. At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman welcomed the Members to the sitting of
the Committee on MPLADS and thereafter the Committee took up for consideration
Memorandum No. 9 regarding contribution by Members of Parliament from their quota
of MPLADS funds towards rehabilitation and reconstruction works in the tsunami
affected areas of Coastal India and the Andaman and Nicobar Idands.

3. TheAdditional Secretary, Ministry of Satisticsand Programme Implementation
apprised the Committee that they had visited the tsunami affected States and had
discussions with the Chief Secretaries of the States. The purpose was to formulate a
priority list of works based on locally felt needs required for rehabilitation and
reconstruction purpose in the tsunami affected areas. The Committee deliberated over
the facts presented by the Ministry and considered the priority list of works forwarded
by Government of Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry, Andaman and Nicobar 1slands, Andhra
Pradesh & Kerala to be undertaken from MPLADS funds contributed by
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Hon' ble Members of Parliament on the appeal of Hon'ble Speaker in relaxation of Para
4.1 of MPLADSGuidelinesfor thetsunami affected areasfor undertaking rehabilitation
and reconstruction works and decided as follows.—

@

(b)

©

©)

©

)

@

MPLADSfundscontributed for tsunami affected areas be released and utilised
in the ratio proposed by the Ministry.

Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation should monitor and
coordinate the release and utilization of funds in consultation with the
authorities of concerned State Governments.

Funds should be utilised only for works permissible under the Guidelines on
MPLADS.

The nodal District Collector of the affected area should ensure execution of
work inatimeframe.

Details of each MP's contribution i.e. rel ease of amount from each MP'sfund
to Digtrict Collector, place of work, nature of the project etc., be furnished to
each MP and the Committee.

Each Hon'ble Member who has contributed from MPLADS funds should be
regularly informed about the progress of works undertaken from the amount
contributed by him.

The details of the utilization of the funds of each MP should be regularly
furnished to the MP and the Committee on monthly basis.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX VI

MINUTESOF SEVENTH SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME

(LOK SABHA)
The Committee sat on Monday, the 11th April, 2005 from 1100 to 1230 hours.
PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Kumar Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS
2 Dr. RamachandraDome
3. Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal
4. Shri Raghuveer Singh Kaushal
5. Shri A. Krishnaswamy
6. Shri Sadashivrao Dadoba Mandik
7. Shri Punnulal Mohale
8 Shri A.F. Golam Osmani
9. Shri RgaRamPdl
10. Shri P. Rgendran
11. Shri Manvendra Singh
12, Shri Chandramani Tripathi
SECRETARIAT
1 Shri PD. Mavadia — Deputy Secretary
2 Smt.Bawant Kaur Saimbhi  — Committee Officer
3. Smt. Kamlesh Pahwa — Committee Officer
Representativesof theMinistry of Statisticsand
Programmel mplementation
1 ShriR.C.Panda — Additional Secretary
2 Dr.V.P.God — Director
3 Shri R.Rgesh — Deputy Director

2 At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman welcomed the Members to the sitting of
the Committee on MPLADS and theresfter the Committee took up for consideration
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Memoranda Nos. 10 and 11 and Draft Report. The decisions/recommendations are
given memorandawise-seriatim:—

() Memorandum No. 10regarding, " Contribution by M ember sof Parliament
fromther quotaof M PL ADSfundstowar dsr ehabilitation and recongr uction
wor ksin thetsunami affected areasof Coagtal Indiaand theAndaman and
Nicobar Idands."

The Committee decided that if an MP who has contributed from his MPLADS
funds towards tsunami rehabilitation and reconstruction works and gives suggestion
for the utilization of funds contributed for specific purpose/work, then the amount he
has contributed should be used only for the specific suggested work.

(2 Memorandum No. 11 regarding, " Proposal for purchase of land for
construction of builiding of Hindi High School, Dalkhola, West Bengal
under MPL ADSin Raiganj Parliamentary Constituency of West Bengal."

The Committee took note of the facts presented by the Ministry of Statisticsand
Programme Implementation and agreed to the views of the Ministry that the MPLADS
funds be not used for purchase of land asthe MPLADS Guidelines prohibits utilization
of funds for such purposes.

3. The Committee also considered the Draft Twelfth Report—'Proposals to
amend Guidelines on MPLADS and adopted the same without any modification.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIXVII

MINUTESOFEIGHTH SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME

(LOK SABHA)
The Committee sat on Friday, the 20th May, 2005 from 1100 to 1230 hours.
PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Kumar Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS
2. Shri Surendra Prakash Goyal
3. Shri Chandrakant Khaire
4, Shri RgjaRamPdl
5. Shri P. Rgjendran
6. Shri M. Sreenivasulu Reddy
7. Shri Sgjjan Kumar
8. Shri Chandramani Tripathi
SECRETARIAT
1 Shri PD. Malvadia — Deputy Secretary
2. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary
3. Smt. Balwant Kaur Saimbhi — Committee Officer
4. Smt. Kamlesh Pahwa — Committee Officer
Representativesof theMinistry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation
1 ShriR.C.Panda — Additional Secretary
2 Dr.VPGod — Director
3 ShriR. Rgesh — Deputy Director

2 At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman welcomed the Members to the sitting of
the Committee on MPLADS and theresfter the Committee took up for consideration
thefollowing memorandarelated to relaxationin para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADS.
The decisions'recommendations are given as follows.—

() Memorandum No.12 regarding, " Construction of RCC retaining wall of
existing play ground at Namunaghar, Andaman and Nicobar 1dandson the
recommendation of Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP (L S) at an etimated cost
of Rs.37,68,468/- under MPLADS."
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The Committee deliberated over the proposal of Shir Manoranjan Bhakta, MP
(LS) and decided to give relaxation beyond the limit of Rs.25 lakh under MPLAD
Schemefor construction of RCC retaining wall of existing play ground at Namunaghar,
Andaman and Nicobar Islands at an estimated cost of Rs.37,68,468/-.

The Committee, however, desired that estimate prepared for the project should
not be revised frequently asit createslots of problem. At thisthe Ministry of Statistics
and Programme | mplementation assured that they would write to Deputy Commissioner
for the delay in preparing the estimate.

(2 Memorandum No.13 regarding, " Proposal of Shri Raghuraj Singh Shakya,
MP (L S) regarding contribution of Rs. 251akh for theconstruction of ashed
in 'Block Parisar' of Saifayeein Etawah Parliamentary Constituency of
Uttar Pradesh to be constructed at an estimated cost of Rs.433.75 lakhs
from MPLADSfunds."

The Committee took note of the facts presented by Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation that the proposal recommended by Shri Raghurg) Singh
Shakya, MP(L S) has been withdrawn by the Member himself without giving any reason.

The Committee opined that as the Hon'ble Member has himself withdrawn his
proposal of contribution for the project, it needs no approva from the Committee.

(3) Memorandum No.14 regarding, " Proposal for construction of Library and
ClassRoomsfor the Gover nment Polytechnic at Purasawakkam, Chennai
recommended by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister for
Telecommunication and Information Technology at an estimated cost of
Rs.2.50croreunder MPLADS."

The Committee considered the proposal of Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble
Minister for Telecommunication and Information Technology regarding construction
of Library and Class Roomsfor the Government Polytechni cs Purasawakkam, Chennai
at an estimated cost of Rs. 2.50 crore and decided to approveit by giving relaxationin
Para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADS.

3. Some Members also made certain suggestions in order to streamline the
Schemewhich are asfollows—

(i) Provision should be made in the Guidelines on MPLADS so that MPs can
contribute funds for construction of Gram Panchayat office buildings.

(i) MPLADS funds be allowed to be used as a substitute of 10% contributions
to be made by public/beneficiary for drinking water projectsunder the various
schemes of State Governments.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIXVIII

MINUTESOFNINTH S TTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(LOK SABHA)

The Committee sat on Monday, the 4th July, 2005 from 1100 to 1215 hours.

PRESENT

Shri Prasanna Kumar Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS

Shri Pankaj Chaudhery

Shri Raghuveer Singh Kaushal

Shri Sadashivrao Dadoba Mandlik

Shri Bhubneswar Prasad Mehta

Shri Punnulal Mohale

Shri A.F. Golam Osmani

Shri Asaduddin Owaisi

Shri RgjaRamPdl

Shri P. Rajendran

Shri Sgjjan Kumar

Shri Mahadeorao Shivankar

Shri Chandramani Tripathi
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SECRETARIAT
1 ShriPD.Mavdia — Deputy Secretary
2. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary
3. Smt. Bawant Kaur Saimbhi — Committee Officer
4. Smt. Kamlesh Pahwa — Committee Officer

Representativesof theMinistry of Satisticsand Programmel mplementation

1 ShriR.C.Panda — Additional Secretary
2. Shri Anil Ganeriwala — Director
3 Shri S.C.Das — Senior Analyst

2 At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman welcomed the Members to the sitting of
the Committee on MPLADS and theresfter the Committee took up for consideration
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Memoranda Nos. 15 to 19. The decisions/recommendations are given memoranda
wise-seriatim:—

() Memorandum No. 15 regarding, "Proposal for construction of five class
roomsat Jaigopal Garodia Gover nment GirlsHigher Secondary School,
Choolaimedu, Dn-78-Zone-V recommended by Shri Dayanidhi Maran,
Hon'bleMinister for Telecommunicationsand I nfor mation Technology at
an estimated cost of Rs. 27.501akh under MPLADS."

The Committee considered the proposd of Shri Dayandhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister
for Telecommunications and Information Technology for construction of five class
roomsat Jaigopal GarodiaGovernment GirlsHigher Secondary School, Choolaimedu,
Dn-78-Zone-V at an estimated cost of Rs. 27.50 lakh and decided to approve it by
giving relaxation of Para4.1 of Guidelinesor MPLADS.

(2 Memorandum No. 16 regarding, "Construction of compound wall around
graveyard at Stertwart Gunj, Andaman and Nicobar Islands on the
recommendation of Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP(L S) at an estimated cost
of Rs. 28,89,474/- under MPLADS."

The Committee deliberated over the proposal of Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP(LS)
and decided to give relaxation beyond the limit of Rs. 25 lakh under MPLADS for
congtruction of compound wall around graveyard at Stertwart Gunj, Andaman and
Nicobar Islands at an estimated cost of Rs. 28,89,474/-.

The Committee, however, expressed its serious concern over the undue delay in
sanctioning of theworksand desired that the limit of 45 daysfor sanctioning theworks
as stipulated in the Guidelines on MPLADS must be adhered to.

(3) MemorandumNo. 17 regarding, " Proposal of Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan,
MP(LS)for providinggrant from MPLADSfundsfor solar energy projects.”

The Committee took note of the facts presented by the Ministry that the grants
are not permissible under MPLADS. However, the Committee opined that the Hon'ble
Member Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan in his proposal is desirous of giving funds for
solar energy projects for MPLADS funds. The Committee, therefore, decided that a
clarification in this regard may be obtained from the Hon'ble Member to ascertain the
real purpose of the proposal.

(4 MemorandumNo. 18regarding, " Contributionsby M ember sof Par liament, L ok
Sabhafrom MPL ADSfundsfor rehabilitation and r econstr uction wor ksin the
Taunami affected areasof Coadtal | ndiaand theAndaman and Nicobar | dands”

The Committee deliberated over the proposal received from Rajya Sabha
Secretariat (i) since the funds so generously given by the MPs of both the Houses are
not for any projects in specified constituencies and cover the felt needs, whether it
would be appropriate to keep these moneys in a separate fund to be managed by a
Joint Committee consisting of representatives of the MPLADS Committee of both the
Houses. Money could be released from time to time for the approved projects by this
Joint Committee and (ii) whether a Trust could be created consisting of MPs of the
MPLADS Committee of both the Houses and some Ex-MPs out of the surplus money
which may be left after execution of the approved projects (The Trust would cater to
theimmediate needs of future calamitiesand certain other physically challenged children
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who were either handicapped or orphaned) and the commentsreceived from Committee
Branch-I. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation al so apprised that
the Minister of State of the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation had
aso participated in the meeting where the issue pertaining to formation of trust was
discussed and it was conveyed that the Ministry does not favour the proposal to have
a separate trust/foundation and a separate account for the execution of rehabilitation
works of the natural calamities under MPLADS where the MPs have consented to
provide funds for such rehabilitation measures. The Ministry favoured the
implementation of rehabilitation worksin the natural calamities affected areasthrough
the District Authorities and preferably through the local self-governments under the
direct supervision of the State Governments. Therefore, the proposal to have a separae
trust or foundation and a separate account for the execution of the rehabilitation works
during natural calamities is not practicable. The Committee, therefore, decided
unanimously that the proposal to have separate Trust/Foundation with a separate
account may not be entertained in the present situation. Hon'ble Members of Parliament
had always contributed from MPLADS funds for undertaking relief and rehabilitation
worksin the areas affected by natural calamities, therefore, thereisno need for creation
of atrust.

(5 Memorandum No. 19 regarding, " Revised Guidelines on Members of
Parliament L ocal Area Development Scheme(MPLADS).

The Committee considered the proposal forwarded by Ministry of Statisticsand
Programme Implementation for revision of the Guidelineson MPLADS and decided to
defer it to the next sitting of the Committee on MPLADS.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX X

MINUTESOFTENTH SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(LOK SABHA)

The Committee sat on Monday, the 18th July, 2005 from 1500 to 1715 hours.

PRESENT

Shri Prasanna Kumar Acharya— Chairman
MEMBERS

Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal

Shri Chandrakant Khaire

Shri Bhubneshwar Prasad Mehta

Shri A.F. Golam Osmani

Shri RgjaRam Pdl

Shri BasangoudaR. Petil

Shri P. Rajendran

Shri Sgjjan Kumar

Shri Manvendra Singh

Shri Chandrapa Singh Yadav

Shri Sitaram Yadav
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SECRETARIAT

1 Shri M. Rejagopaan Nair — Additional Secretary

2. Shri PD. Malvdia — Deputy Secretary

3. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary

Representativesof theMinistry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation

1 ShriR.C.Panda — Additional Secretary

2. Shri Anil Ganeriwala — Director

3. Smt. Kiran Vasudeva — Under Secretary

2. At the outlet, the Hon'ble Chairman welcomed the Members to the sitting of
the Committee on MPLADSand informed the Membersthat the Committeeon MPLADS
(2003) at their sitting held on 17 September, 2003 had given some suggestions on the
revision of Guidelines on MPLADS. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme
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Implementation taking into consideration the suggestions of the Committee have now
finalized the revised guidelines.

3. The witnesses were then called in Hon'ble Chairman, while welcoming the
witnesses, to the Committee, apprised them of the Direction 55(1) of the Directions by
the Speaker, Lok Sabha which reads as under:—

"The proceedings of a Committee shall be treated as confidential and it shall
not be permissible for amember of the Committee or any one who has access
to its proceedings to communicate, directly or indirectly, to the Press any
information regarding its proceedingsincluding its report or any conclusions
arrived at, finaly or tentatively, before the report has been presented to the
House."

4. The Committee thereafter took up for consideration Memorandum No. 20
regarding, "Revised Guidelineson M ember sof Parliament L ocal Area Development
Scheme (MPLADS)" forwarded by the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation.

5. The Committee then sought certain clarifications from the witnesses with
respect to the revised guidelines. After some discussions, the Committee approved
the proposed revised guidelines with certain suggestions/modifications which are
shown in Annexure-1.

6. The Committee then took note of the proposal of Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal,
MP (LS) for contributing Rs. 5 lakh from MPLADS fundsfor construction of building
of Chandigarh War Memorial and decided to consider the matter at the next sitting.
7. A verbatim record of the proceedings of the sitting of the Committee has been
kept separately.
The Committee then adjourned.



ANNEXURE-I

SUGGESTIONS/MODIFICATIONSIN THE PROPOSED GUIDELINES

ONMPLAD SCHEME
ParaNo. Gist of Guidelines Decision of the Committee
of the
Guidelines
21 The annual MPLADS fund The Committee recommended that the

28

27

212

34

37

entitlement per MP constituency
isRs. 2 crore.

MPs from the non-affected areas
of the State can also recommend
permissibleworksuptoamaximum
of Rs. 10 lakh per annum in the
affected area(s) in that State.

Each MP will recommend works
up to the annual entitlement
duringthefinancial yesr preferably
within 90 days of the
commencement of the financial
year intheformat at Annexure-111
to the conerned District Authority.

The District Authority shall
identify theagency through which
aparticular work recommended by
the MP should be executed.

Thework and the site selected for
the work execution by the MP
shall not be changed, except with
the concurrence of the MP
concerned.

Theshortfall in the estimated cost
vis-a-visthe onerecommended by
the M P should be intimated to the
MP.

annual MPLADSfund entitlement per MP
be as per the decision of the Government
fromtimetotime.

The Committee recommended that words
"up to a maximum of Rs. 10 lakh per
annum" be replaced with "up to a
maximum of Rs. 10 lakhfor each calamity.”

The Committeerecommended thet timelimit
of 90 days may not be prescribed as, it
becomesddifficult to adhereto suchrigidtime
frame due to pre-occupation of Member of
Parliament with constituency work. The
Committee were of the view that
recommending proposas of various works
should be a continuous process. As and when
the works/projects are brought to the notice
of Members, theseare examined on meritand
only selected works/projects recommended
for funding under MPLAD Scheme.

The Committee decided that M Ps should
also beinformed of the agency identified
at the selection stage by the District
Authority.

The Committee recommended that the
words 'the work' be replaced with the
words 'the project'.

The Committee proposed that any short-
fall in the estimated cost as recommended
by the MP should be intimated to the MP
within one month.
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ParaNo.
of the
Guidelines

Gist of Guidelines

Decision of the Committee

311 Itshall betheresponsibility of the
Nodal District Authority to scruti-
nize all such recommended works
within 45 days of the last date of
theterm of office of the MP either
to accord necessary sanction as
per the guidelines, or to intimate
the MP about the rejection with
reasons.

41 The annual entitlement of Rs. 2
crore will be released in two
instalments of Rs. One crore each
by Government of India directly

to the District Authority

43 The second installment of the
MPLADS funds will be released
subject to the fulfilment of thefol-

lowing digibility criteria—

the unsanctioned balance amount
available with the accounts of the
District Authority after taking into
account the cost of al the works
sanctionedislessthan Rs. 50 1akh;

0

(i) the unspent balance of funds of
the MP concerned is less than

Rs. One crore; and

utilization Certificate for the
previous financial year and the
Audit Certificate for the funds
released for each MP in the year
prior to the previous year have
been furnished by the District
Authority. The Utilisation
Certificate and Audit Certificate
formatsareat Annex. VIII and IX
respectively.

(il

The Committee recommended that the
words 'to intimate the MP' be replaced
with the words 'to intimate the outgoing
MP.

The Committee recommended that "The
annual entitlement bereleasedin two equal
instalments by Government of India
directly to the District Authority....."

TheCommitteerecommended that Para4.3
(i) may bedeleted asit iscresting problems
in the release of MPLADS funds.
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ParaNo.
of the
Guidelines

Gist of Guidelines

Decision of the Committee

6.5(iv) The implementing agencies shall
also refund to the District
Authority the savings (balance
amounts) including interest and
contingency amount, if any, at
their disposal and closed the Bank
Account opened for the purpose.

322 Inordertomakethegeneral public
aware about the execution of the
works costing Rs. 5 lakh and
above, under MPLADS, a plague
(stone/metal) carrying the
inscription'Member of Parliament
Local Area Development Scheme
Work, indicating the cost
involved, the commencement,
completion and inauguration date
and the name of the MP
sponsoring the project should be
permanently erected.

Provides that if a Member of
Parliament finds the need to
promote education and culture of
a State/lUT wherefrom the MP is
elected or has chosen a Nodal
District (Nominated MPs only) in
a place outside that State/UT, the
MP can select works relating to
education and cultural develop-
ment not prohibited under these
Guidelines up to maximum of
Rs. 10lakhinafinancial year.

210

(New
Addi-
tions)

The Committee recommended that the
implementing agencies should refund the
balance amount as provided in Para 6.5
within one month.

The Committee were of the view that the
condition that only the works costing
Rs. 5 lakh and above as stipulated in
Para3.22 may beddeted. Assuch dl works
executed under MPLADS should carry the
inscription 'MPLADS work' and other
details.

The Committee recommended that besides
‘education and culture' 'health’ should also
be made eligible to draw funds under the
scheme.
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APPENDIX X

MINUTESOFHRST STTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME

(LOK SABHA)
The Committee sat on Tuesday, the 6th September, 2005 from 1120 to 1200 hours.
PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS

Shri Pankagj Choudhary

Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal

Shri Raghuvir Singh Kaushal

Shri Bhubneshwar Prasad Mehta
Shri RgjaRam Pdl

Shri Basanagouda R. Patil

Shri Narsingrao H. Suryawanshi
Shri Chandramani Tripathi

Shri ChandraPal Singh Yadav

SECRETARIAT
1 Shri John Joseph — Secretary
2 ShriA.K.Singh — Joint Secretary
3 Shri R.S.Kambo — Deputy Secretary
4. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary

2. At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman welcomed the Membersto thefirst sitting

of the newly congtituted Committee on MPLADS (2005-06). Theresafter, the Committee
took up for consideration Memoranda Nos. 1 to 7. The decisions/recommendations of
the Committee are given memorandawise-seriatim:—

() Memorandum No. 1 regarding, " Proposal for construction of Community

Hall-cum Market at Asaf Ali Road on therecommendation of Shri Kapil
Sibal, Hon'bleMinister of Sate (Scienceand Technology) at an estimated
cost of Rs. 89.501akh under MPLADS."

The Committee considered the proposal of Shri Kapil Sibal, Hon'ble Minister of

State (Science and Technology) for construction of Community Hall cum Market at
Asaf Ali Road at an estimated cost of Rs. 89.50 lakh under MPLADS. Since the
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Commissioner, Municipal Corporation of Delhi in hisletter dated 27 June, 2005 addressed
to the Secretary, Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation stated that "the
community hall is required for use of the Muslim Community", the Committee
recommended that a clarification be obtained from the Ministry in this regard, as the
Guidelineson MPLADSdo not permit utilization of fundsfor religious purposes. (Item
No. 9 of the List of works not permissible under MPLADS).

(20 Memorandum No. 2 regarding, "Construction of road from main road (ATR)
tohousesitecolony Kadamtala village of Andaman and Nicobar |dandson
therecommendation of Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP (L S) at an estimated
cost of Rs. 29,83,284/-under MPLADS."

The Committee deliberated over the proposal of Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP
(LS) and recommended that a sum of Rs. 29.83 lakh be spent for the construction of
Road, from MPLAD fund. The Committee also expressed its serious concern over
abnormal delay of almost ten months in sending the estimates and other details of the
project to the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation for approval. The
Committee, therefore, recommended that the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation should issue afresh circular to all Deputy Commissioners/Collectors
to strictly adhere to the time limit of 45 days for sanctioning the works as stipulated in
the Guidelineson MPLADS.

(3) Memorandum No. 3regarding, "Proposal from Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal,
MP(LS)for contributing Rs. 51akh from MPLADSfundsfor construction
of building of Chandigarh War Memorial."

The Committee deliberated over the proposal of Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal, MP
(LS) and took note of the fact that the proposed Chandigarh War Memoria is not
dedicated to any individual but is a matter of national pride and honour as it pays
homageto 9000 martyrswho madethe supreme sacrificein the service of the motherland.
However, taking note of the objections of Comptroller and Auditor-General of India
regarding construction of war memorials and also the fact that construction of
Memorials has been specifically prohibited by Item No.5 of the List of works not
permissible under MPLADS, the Committee recommended that the Ministry may
reconsider their decision and if need be, revise the Guidelines, in matters involving
national pride and honour.

(4 Memorandum No. 4 regarding, "Proposal for funding of North East Regional
Ingtitute of Parliamentary SudiesTraining and Research (NERIPSTR) to
beconstructed at Guwahati from MPLADSfunds."

The Committee considered the proposal for funding of North East Regiona
Ingtitute of Parliamentary Studies, Training and Research (NERIPSTR) to be constructed
a Guwahati from MPLADS funds and recommended that in view of Para 1.3 of the
Guiddineson MPLADSand Item 1 of the List of worksnot permissibleunder MPLADS,
this proposal may not be approved. The Committee opined that this project can be
funded as a Government undertaking with enabling contributionsfrom the eight North-
Eastern States.
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(5 Memorandum No. 5regarding, "Proposal for contributing Rs. 201akh from
MPLADS fundsfor reconstruction of Kaliyaganj Parbati Sundari High
School, Kaliyaganj, Uttar Dinajpur outsidethe Parliamentary constituency
of Shri P.R. Dasmunsi, Hon'bleMinister of Water Resour ces.”

The Committee considered the proposal of Shri PR. Dasmunsi, Hon'ble Minister
of Water Resourcesfor contributing Rs. 201akh from MPLADSfundsfor reconstruction
of Kaiyaganj Parbati Sundari High School, Kaliyaganj, Uttar Dinajpur outside his
Parliamentary constituency and recommended that in view of Para 1.3 of the Guidelines
of MPLADSwhich permits contribution outs de the constituency of an Hon'ble Member
only in cases of natural calamity of severe nature, this proposal may not be approved
asit will set aprecedent for relaxation in such casesin future.

(6) Memorandum No. 6 regarding, " Proposal from Shri SadashivraoD. Mandlik,
MP(LS) for waiving of condition that thebenefitsof MPL AD Schemewould
not begiven toaregistered society/trust if the M ember who hasforwar ded
theproposal washimsdf thePresident/Chair man or Member of theManaging
Committeeetc., or Trusteeof Registered Society/Trust in question.”

The Committee deferred the proposal to be taken up in the next meeting as
certain issues required further deliberations.

(7) Memorandum No. 7 regarding,” Proposal for construction of HingotaAnicut
for providingirrigation & drinkingwater facility in Dausa Par liamentary
congtituency of Rgjasthan at an estimated cost of Rs. 40.621akh out of which
Rs. 32.441akh isbeing contributed from M PLADSfunds."

The Committee considered the proposal for construction of Hingota Anicut for
providingirrigation and drinking water facility in DausaParliamentary constituency of
Ragjasthan at an estimated cost of Rs. 40.62 lakh out of which Rs. 32.44 lakh is being
contributed from MPLADS funds and decided to approve it by giving relaxation in
Para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADS.

3. The Committee then deliberated upon the need to streamline the working of
MPLADS Scheme and recommended that (i) the ongoing works/projects should not
be held in abeyance/stopped mid-way, for want of adequate flow of MPLAD funds; (ii)
the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation should review the progress
of al the incomplete works/projects and furnished a detailed statement showing the
works/projects pending under MPLADSfor thelast threeyearsor morein each district/
congtituency, for the consideration of the Committee.

The Committee then adjourned.



Ser-5\2901152901ls 2

APPENDIX XI

MINUTESOF SECOND SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(LOK SABHA)

The Committee sat on Tuesday the 20th September, 2005 from 1100 to
1240 hours.

PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS
Shri Pankaj Choudhary
Shri Raghuvir Singh Kaushal
Shri A. Krishnaswamy
Shri Sadashivrao Dadoba Mandlik
Shri Bhubneshwar Prasad Mehta
Shri A.F.G Osmani
Shri RgjaRam Pdl
Shri Basanagouda R. Patil
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10. Shri Narsingrao H. Suryawanshi
1. Shri Sitaram Yadav
SECRETARIAT
1 Shri John Joseph — Secretary
2. ShriR.S.Kambo — Deputy Secretary
3. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary

2. At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman Welcomed the Members to the second
sitting of the Committee on MPLADS (2005-06). Thereafter, the Committeetook up for
consideration Memoranda Nos. 8 and 9. The decisions/recommendations of the
Committee are given memorandawise-seriatim:—

() Memorandum No. 8regarding, " Proposal from Shri SadashivraoD. Mandlik,
MP (LS)for waiving of condition that thebenefitsof M PL AD Schemewould
not begiventoaregister ed society/trust if the M ember who hasforwar ded
theproposal washimsdf thePresident/Chair man or Member of theManaging
Committeeetc., or Trusteeof Registered Society/Trust in question.”
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3. The Committee opined that in the proposed Guidelines on MPLADS, the
extended definition of an MP'sfamily which goes much beyond his/her nuclear family
should be restricted to some extent. A pecuniary limit may be set for sanctioning funds
to a particular registered society/trust. But a blanket ban in this matter may lead to a
situation where many deserving cases like educational institutionsin need of financial
assistance may be left unattended. Taking into consideration, the various ambiguities
involved in funding mechanism of MPLAD Schemewith regard to aregistered society/
trust, the Committee decided to seek further clarification from the officials of Ministry
of Statistics and Programme implementation and deferred any decision on the present
memorandum.

(2 Memorandum No. 9 regarding, " Reports of the Comptroller and Auditor
General of Indiaon Member sof Parliament L ocal Area Development Scheme
(MPLADS)."

4. The Committee deliberated on the criticisms levelled against the MPLAD
Schemein the C& AG Reports (1998 and 2001) and another report authored by Shri Era
Sezhiyan, ex-MP and Chairman, PAC. The Committee expressed its serious concern
over the lacunae pointed out in the reports like sanctioning of works by District
Collectors without recommendations of the Members of Parliament, huge unspent
balances with implementing agencies, non-submission of utilization certificates and
levying of administrative/centage charges by implementing agencies, incomplete and
abandoned works, failure to maintain asset registers, sanctioning of funds as granty/
loans, weak monitoring mechanism etc. The Committee took note of thefact that in the
C&AG's report a mgjority of the problems and bottlenecks identified pertain to the
implementation of the MPLAD Scheme. At no point of time, the role/conduct of MPs
has been questioned. The Committee were concerned to find the tardy implementation
of the Scheme which is under the direct control and supervision of District
Administration, State Governments and Central Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation. The Committee recommended that the Central Ministry and State
Agencies should find out the reasons for poor implementation of the Scheme,
strengthen their monitoring apparatus and thereafter furnish areport to this Committee.
The Committee recommended that strict action be taken against the errant officials
who had disregarded the MPLAD Scheme Guidelines, while approving/executing a
project/work.

5. On a pointed criticism of the MPLAD Scheme that the scheme usurps the
powers of the Executive by the Legidature, encourages interference by MPs and
Central Ministry in the functioning of District Administration, is against the basic
tenets and philosophy of the Constitution, diverts funds from rural and urban local
bodiesand increasestheareas of conflict between district administration and Panchayati
Raj bodies, the Committee were of the view that the MPLAD SchemeisaGovernment
sponsored Scheme and it isfor the Government to ensure that the Scheme fitswell into
the constitutional framework of the country, does not interfere in the functioning of
District Administration and in noway compromisesthe District Planning. The Committee
were of the view that the Scheme has been conceptualized to supplement the efforts of
the State and Digtrict Institutionsin Planning and execution of devel opmental projects
and plug the resource gap between the Central and States Government's funds.
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6. Inthe opinion of the Committeetherole of MPinthe MPLAD Schemeisonly
toidentify and recommend awork/project to aconcerned District Collector. The Digtrict
Collector alone accordstechnical and administrative sanction/approval of the projects/
works subject to the condition that the proposed project/work is in accordance with
the Guidelines on MPLD Scheme. Even the implementing agency is identified by
District collector and not by MP.

7. Asregard to the opinion that there is a duplication between works undertaken
under MPLAD Scheme and Didtrict Planning, the Committee were of the view that
since District Collector not only heads MPLAD Scheme but isal so associated with the
Panchayati Raj Institution, thereisan unlikely chance of any duplication of work. If it
isapprehended that there may be some duplication of work, then it becomesincumbent
upon the District Collector concerned to ensure that such works are avoided. In such
cases, either the MP concerned can be impressed upon to withdraw the project or the
Panchayati Raj Institution advised to shelve such project.

8. Ontheissue of congtitutional impropriety of the Scheme, the Committee took
note of the fact that a Public Interest Litigation is already pending before the Supreme
Court. The Committee viewed that asafinal interpreter of the Congtitution, the Supreme
Court isbest suited to take adecision in thisregard and asthe matter is sub-judice, any
recommendation by the Committee at this stage may not be desirable.

9. The Committee opined that the problems and bottlenecks pointed out in the
implementation of the Scheme are similar to those encountered in many of the Centrally
Sponsored Schemes and other Government Projects. An effort should be made to plug
all loopholes and rectify the errors in the implementation of the Scheme.

10. The Committee desired that the views of the Committee be apprisedto Hon'ble
Speaker, Lok Sabha and accordingly aletter be sent to him from the Chairman of the
Committee.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX XII

MINUTESOFTHIRD SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERS OF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME

(LOK SABHA)
The Commitee sat on Monday, the 3rd October, 2005 from 1500 to 1535 hours.
PRESENT
Shri Chandrakant Bhaurao Khaire— In the chair
MEMBERS
Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal
Shri Raghuvir Singh Kaushal
Shri A. Krishnaswamy
Shri Bhubneshwar Prasad Mehta
Shri RgjaRam Pdl
Shri Basanagouda R. Patil
Shri P. Rajendran
Shri M. Sreenivasulu Reddy
Prof. Mahadeorao Shiwankar
Shri Narsingrao H. Suryawanshi
Shri ChandraPal Singh Yadav
SECRETARIAT
1 ShriA.K.Singh — Joint Secretary
2. ShriR.S.Kambo — Deputy Secretary
3. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary
Representativesof theMinistry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation
1 ShriR.C.Panda — Additional Secretary
2. ShriA K. Ganeriwda — Director
3 Shri R. Rgesh — Deputy Director

2. Inthe absence of the Chairman, the Committee chose Shri Chandrakant Bhaurao

Khaire, MPto act as Chairman under Rule 258(3) of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct
of Businessin Lok Sabha.

75



76

3. Attheoutset, the Committee took note of aletter fromthe Ministry of Statistics
and Programme Implementation, indicating the reasons for the absence of Secretary
from the sitting of the Committee. The Committee expressed their displeasure over the
failure of the Secretary in seeking leave of absence from the sitting from the Chairman
of the Committee and desired that Secretary should appear before the Committee as
and when called. Thereafter, the Committee took up for consideration memoranda
Nos. 10to 12. Thedecis ong/recommendations of the Committee are given memorandum-
wiseseriatim:—

() Memorandum No. 10regarding, " Proposal from Shri Sadashivrao D. Mandlik
MP (LS)for waiving of condition that thebenefitsof M PL AD Schemewould
not begiventoaregister ed society/trust if the M ember who hasforwar ded
theproposal washimsdf thePresident/Chair man or Member of theManaging
Committees,, or Trusteeof Register ed Society/Trust in question.”

4. The Committee considered the proposal of Shri Sadashivrao D. Mandlik, MP
and decided to defer it for the next sitting of the Committee, as in the absence of
Secretary of the Department, it would not be prudent to take policy decision.

(2 Memorandum No. 11 regarding, " Proposal for construction of drain and
road from Bakner to Narela-Bawana Road in Narela Zone on the
recommendation of Shri Sandeep Dikshit, MP (L S) at an estimated cost of
Rs. 35,00,400/- under MPLADS."

5. The Committee deliberated over the proposal for construction of drain and
road from Bakner to Narela-Bawana Road in Narela Zone on the recommendation of
Shri Sandeep Dikshit, MP (L S) at an estimated cost of Rs. 35,00,400/- under MPLADS
and decided to approveit by giving relaxationin Para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADS.

(3 Memorandum No. 12 regarding, " Selection of subject(s) for examination by
Committee on Member sof Parliament L ocal Area Development Scheme
(MPLADS)."

6. The Committee deferred the proposal regarding selection of subject(s) for
examination by Committee on Membersof Parliament Loca AreaDevelopment Scheme
(MPLADS) for the next sitting of the Committee.

7. Thereafter, the Committee considered the question of funding rural drinking
schemes from MPLAD funds. The Committee was of the view that when MLALADs
funds can be used as a substitute of community contribution in States like Uttar
Pradesh and Rgjasthan for installation of handpumps, then there are no reasons for
denying thisfacilitiesunder MPLADS. After some discussion, the Committee decided
to seek clarification from the Government and desired that the matter be discussed in
detail in their next sitting.

8. The Committee then considered the need to undertake tour and decided to
visit some of the Tsunami affected areas of Tamil Nadu, Andaman and Nicobar Ilands
etc. in connection with the review of rehabilitation/reconctruction works undertaken
fromMPLADSfunds.
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9. A verbtim record of the proceedings of the sitting of the Committee has been
kept separately.
The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX XII

MINUTESOF FOURTH SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(LOK SABHA)

The Committee sat on Monday, the 20th October, 2005 from 1500 to 1645 hours.
PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Acharya— Chairman
MEMBERS

Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal

Shri Raghuvir Singh Kaushal
Shri Chandrakant Bhaurao Khaire
Shri A. Krishnaswamy

Shri Bhubneshwar Prasad Mehta
Shri A.F.G Osmani

Shri RgjaRam Pdl

Shri P. Rgjendran

Prof. Mahadeorao Shiwankar
Shri Chandramani Tripathi

Shri Sitaram Yadav

FEBoww~ouorswp

SECRETARIAT

1 ShriA.K.Singh — Joint Secretary

2. ShriR.S.Kambo — Deputy Secretary

3. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary
Representativesof theMinistry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation

1 ShriPS.Rana — Secretary

2. Shri R.C. Panda — Additional Secretary

3. Shri AK.Ganeriwaa — Director

Representativesof the Department of Drinking Water Supply
(Ministry of Rural Development)

1 Smt. SunilaBasant — Secretary

2. Shri Rakesh Behari — Joint Secretary

3 Shri RM. Deshpande —— Additional Adviser
4. Shri R.K. Sinha — Director
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2. At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman wel comed the Members to the sitting of
the Committee on MPLADS. Thereafter, the Committee took up for consideration
memorandaNos. 13 to 18. The decisions/recommendations of the Committee aregiven
memoranda-wise seriatim:

() MemorandumNo. 13regarding, " Proposal from Shri Sadashivrao D. Mandlik,
MP (LS)for waiving of condition that thebenefitsof M PL AD Schemewould
not begiventoaregister ed society/trust if the M ember who hasforwar ded
theproposal washimsdf thePresident/Chair man or Member of theManaging
Committee, or Trusteeof Registered Society/Trust in question.”

3. The Committee took note of the facts presented by Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation that the proposed provision in the draft MPLAD Scheme
Guidelines under which the benefit of the scheme would not be given to aregistered
society/trugt, if the Member giving the proposal is himself the President/Chairman or
Member of the Managing Committee., or Trustee of Registered Society/Trust in question
had been incorporated after due deliberation. The Committee were of the view that the
definition of family which comprises of MP, MP's spouse, parents, brothers and sisters,
children, grand children and their in-lawsas proposed in thedraft Guiddineson MPLADS
istoo broad and covers far and wide relations. Further, no Indian statute encompasses,
such a wide definition of a family. The committee did not agree with the proposed
definition and recommended that family should be restricted to blood relatives only.

The Committee did not agree with the proposal of Shri Sadashivrao D. Mandlik,
MP (LS) for waiving of condition under which the benefit of MPLADS cannot be given
to aregistered Society Trust, if the member proposing the proposal in himself/herself
the President/Chairman or Member of the Managing Committee, or Trustee of
Registered Society/Trust in question.

(2 Memorandum No. 14 regarding, " Proposal for using MPLADSfundsasa
substituteof 10% community contribution to bemadeby beneficiary for
drinking projects.”

4. Therepresentatives of the Department of Drinking Water Supply (Ministry of
Rural Development) apprised the Committeethat under the Swajaldhara Scheme, 90%
funds of a project is borne by the Central Government and the remaining 10% is
generated from community contribution. The 10% Cost to be borne by the community
can bein theform of 50% in cash and the balance in the form of kind/labour/land or a
combination of these. However, in areas inhabited by Scheduled Castes/Tribe
Community, 75% of public contribution can bein the form of kind/labour/land and the
remaining 25% in cash. The concept of community contribution was introduced with
the objectives to encourage people's participation, sense of ownership and the
responsibility towards the operation and maintenance (O&M) by the beneficiary
community through the Gram Panchayat.

Therepresentatives of the Ministry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation
al so apprised the Committee that the Guidelineson MPLADS do not permit substitution
of public contribution with MPLADSfundsin any Central or State programme/schemes.
As the MPLADS funds are Government funds, it cannot be used to substitute the
contribution of public or community in any Central or State Scheme.
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The Committee then pointed out that in Sates like Uttar Pradesh, Rgjasthan,
Maharashtra, Madhya Pradesh, MLAs are vested with powers to sanction certain
number of hand pumps for drinking purpose and desired that the Ministry of Rural
Development should find out and submit a report that under which Schemes,
MLALADS funds are being used to substitute community contribution.

(3) MemorandumNo. 15regarding, " Proposal for congtruction of RCC retaining
wall, formation of bus bay with shelter and foot path in Dn-82, Zone-VI
recommended by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister for
Telecommunication and I nformation Technology at an estimated cost of
Rs. 118.60lakh out of which Rs. 1,15,70,010.76 isto bemet from MPLADS
funds"

5. The Committee deliberated over the proposal for construction of RCC retaining
wall, formation of busbay with shelter and foot path in Dn-82, Zone-VI' recommended
by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister for Telecommunication and Information
Technology at an estimated cost of Rs. 118.60 lakh out of which Rs. 1,15,70,010.76 isto
bemet from MPLADSfundsand decided to approveit by giving relaxationin Para4.1
of the Guidelineson MPLADS.

(4 Memorandum No. 16 regarding "Relaxation in theupper limit of Rs. 251akh
for congtruction of Blood Bank Buildingfor thelndian M edical Blood Bank
Society of Uttaranchal, Dehradun on therecommendation of Shri Francis
Fanthome, M P(L S) and M aj. Gen. (Retd.) Shri Bhuwan ChandraKhanduri,
MP(LS)from MPLADSfunds.

6. The Committee discussed the aforesaid proposal and decided to giverelaxation
inthe upper limit of Rs. 25lakh asstipulated in Para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADS
for construction of Blood Bank Building for the Indian Medical Blood Bank Society of
Uttaranchal, Dehradun on the recommendation of Shri Francis Fanthome, MP(LS) and
Magj. Gen. (Retd.) Shri Bhuwan ChandraKhanduri, MP(LS) from MPLADSfundssubject
to the fulfilment of the following conditions.—

(8 ThePart cost for the proposed project should befor aclearly identifiable part
of thework.

(b) Thefundsfrom MPLADS be released towards the end of the project and the
use of MPLADS funds should result in completion of the work.

(5 Memorandum No. 17 regarding, "Construction of fish landing centrewith
RCC Jetty at Enayamputhenthurai in Kanyakumari Digtrict at an estimated
cogt of Rs. 1501akh from thecontributionsmadeby member sof Parliament,
L ok Sabhafrom MPL ADSfundsfor rehabilitation and reconstruction works
inthetsunami affected areas."

7. The Committee considered the proposal for construction of fish landing
centrewith RCC Jetty at Enayamputhenthurai in Kanyakumari District at an Estimated
cost of Rs. 150 1akh from the contributions made by Members of Parliament, Lok Sabha
from MPLADS fundsfor rehabilitation and reconstruction worksin the tsunami affected
areas instead of the desalination plant for water supply at Simon Colony on the
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condition that the funds be utilised only for works permissible under the Guidelineson
MPLADS.

(6) Memorandum No. 18 regarding, " Selection of subject (s) for examination by
Committee on Member sof Parliament L ocal Area Development Scheme
(MPLADS)."

8. The Committee deferred the proposa regarding selection of subject(s) for
examination by Committee on Membersof Parliament Loca AreaDevelopment Scheme
(MPLADS) for the next sitting of the Committee.

9. A verbatim record of the proceedings of the sitting of the Committee has been
kept separately.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX XIV

MINUTES OF FIFTH SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERS OF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(LOK SABHA)

The Committee sat on Wednesday, 8th February, 2006 from 1100 hours to
1230 hours.

PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS
Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal
Shri Chandrakant Bhaurao Khaire
Shri Punnulal Mohale
Shri A.F. Golam Osmani
Shri Asaduddin Owaisi
Shri BasangoudaR. Petil (Yatnal)
Shri P. Rgjendran
Shri Narsingrao H. Suryawanshi
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SECRETARIAT
1 ShriA.K.Singh — Joint Secretary
2. ShriR.S.Kambo — Deputy Secretary
3. Shri Kusal Sarkar — Assistant Director

2. At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman wel comed the Members to the sitting of
the Committee on MPLADS. Thereafter, the Committee took up for consideration
MemorandaNos. 19to 21. The decisions'recommendations of the Committee are given
memoranda-wise seriatim:—

(i) Memorandum No. 19regarding, “ Proposal for Construction of Community
Hall-cum Market at Asaf Ali Road on therecommendation of Shri Kapil
Sibal, Hon'bleMinister of Sate (Scienceand Technology) at an estimated
cost of Rs. 89.501akh under MPLADS’.

The Committee were apprised that as per the recommendation of Shri Kapil Sibal,
Hon'ble Minister of State (Science and Technology), Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation on 30 June, 2005 had forwarded a proposal for consider-
ation of the Committee for construction of a Community Hall-cum-Market at Asaf Ali
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Road at an estimated cost of Rs. 89.50 lakh under MPLAD Scheme by relaxing the
ceiling limit of Rs. 25 lakh required under the Guidelines. While considering the pro-
posal, the Committee had noted that the MCD, the nodal implementing agency of the
Project, in their letter dated 27 June, 2005 had stated that the Community Hall was
required for the use of the'Muslim Community'. Thiswas objected to by the Committee
as the Guidelines did not permit utilization of MPLADS fund for religious purposes.
MCD, however, had subsequently clarified that the word ‘Musilim Community’ had
been inadvertently used in the letter and that the proposed Community Hall was not
meant for any religious group but to be used by the general public. The committee was
satisfied with the clarification. The other matter on which the Committee's approval
was sought relate to relaxation of ceiling limit of Rs. 25 lakh for aproject. However, in
the meantime the revised Guidelines for MPLADS, which came into force w.ef.
November, 2005, removed this ceiling limit. As such there was no need to refer such
issues before the Committee in future.

The Committee, after taking into consideration the above facts, felt that permis-
sion be accorded for construction of Community Hall-cum-Market.

(i) Memorandum No. 20 regarding, “ Proposalsfrom Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh,
former Governor and Union Minister for (i) enhancement in theallocation
of MPLADSfunds; (ii) constitution of Joint Par liamentary Committeeon
MPLADS, and (jii) submission of proposalson M PLADSby Hon'bleMembers
toJoint Parliamentary Committee”.

The Committee were informed that Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh, former Governor
and Union Minister had sent a letter to the Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha enclosing a
copy of the proposal, which he had originally addressed to the Hon'ble PM for
revamping of MPLADS. In his proposal Shri Singh had suggested three measures for
effective implementation and monitoring of MPLADS. Thesewere—

(i) enhancement in alocation of MPLADS funds;
(i) consitution of Joint Parliamentary Committee on MPLADS; and

(iii) submission of proposals on MPLADS by Hon'ble Members to Joint
Parliamentary Committee,

The Committee took note of the fact that the letter had been addressed to the HS
and he had not given any specific direction in the matter. The Committee felt that it
would only be apt to get a direction from the HS on whether the Committee should
deliberate and give their views on the proposal s of Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh. Assuch
Committee desired that orders of Hon'ble Speaker be solicited in the matter.

(iif) Memorandum No. 21 regarding, “ Selection of subject(s) for examination by
Committeeon M ember sof Parliament L ocal Area Development Scheme”.

The Committee were apprised that unlike other Parlimentary Committees, Com-
mittee on MPLADS were yet to take up specific subjects for examination/study. Hith-
erto, the Committee had been doing the routinejobs mainly giving recommendation on
various proposals under MPLADS. A mgjor chunk of the job wasto giverelaxation in
theceiling limit of Rs. 25 lakh. With the introduction of the new MPLADS Guidelines
thisjob had a so been reduced substantially. Also the committee was monitoring and
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reviewing periodically the performance and problems in the implementation of the
Scheme in piecemeal. The scheme as such was not seen in totality. As such the actual
benefit of the scheme realized, the deficiencies and pitfalls encountered in the imple-
mentation of the scheme and the corrective measures, which could be taken for smooth
implementation of the Scheme, had not been addressed by the Committee so far in the
right earnest.

In the background of the recent developments and unsavoury incidents con-
cerning MPLADS, as reported in the media, a need was felt to further strengthening
the monitoring mechanism of the scheme, in order to make the scheme more effective
and maintain creadibility in public eyes. It was felt that it would be appropriate to
undertake a detailed horizontal study on the issue and, therefore, decided to take up
thefollowing subject for examination.

‘Member sof Parliament L ocal Area Development Scheme—A Review’

Towardsthis end, the Committee decided to insert in print and electronic media,
public notice, inviting the views of public at 1arge about the perception of the scheme,
the achievements obtained and suggestions for improvement, if any, in the working/
implementation of the scheme.

It was also proposed to have the feedback from Political Parties, Members of
Parliament, general masses, implementing agencies, State Governments and various
Central Ministries on the suggestions for improvement in the Scheme so that the
objective for which the Scheme was conceptualized, achieved. In order to broaden the
scope for utilization of funds under MPLADS, suggestions/views from various
Centra Ministries, Government of India were also suggested.

The Committee then proceeded to discuss the Congtitution of sub-Committees
for examining in detail the subject on State to State basis. The Committee decided in
principleto constitute sub-Committeesto examine the subject in detail. The Committee
directed the Secretariat to submit adetailed proposal in thisregard for their consider-
aionin its next sitting.

The Committee then adjourned.
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LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME (LOK SABHA)—2005-06

The Committee sat on Thursday, 20th April, 2006 from 1500 hoursto 1600 hours.

PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS
Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal
Shri Raghuveer Singh Kaushal
Shri Chandrakant Bhaurao Khaire
Shri Sgjjan Kumar
Shri Asaduddin Owaisi
Shri BasangoudaR. Petil (Yatnal)
Shri Narsingrao H. Suryawanshi
Shri Chandramani Tripathi
Shri Sitaram Yadav
SECRETARIAT
1 ShriA.K.Singh — Joint Secretary
2. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary

2. At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman welcomed the Members to the sitting of

the Committee on MPLADS. Thereafter, the Committee took up for consideration
Memoranda Nos. 22 and 23. The decisiong'recommendations of the Committee are
given memoranda-wise seriatim:—

(i) MemorandumNo. 22 regarding, *‘ Proposalsfrom Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh,

former Governor and Union Minister for (i) enhancement in theallocation
of MPLADSfunds; (ii) constitution of Joint Par liamentary Committeeon
MPLADS; and (iii) submission of proposals on MPLADS by Hon'ble
M ember stoJoint Parliamentary Committeg”.

The Committeetook note of the above suggestions made by Shri Bhanu Prakash

Singh, former Governor and Union Minister in regard to implementation and monitor-
ing of MPLAD Scheme. The Committee deliberated at length on theissue of enhance-
ment of funds under MPLADS. The Committee was of the opinion that the present
alocation of Rs. 2 crore was insufficient, as they have to cover avast area and popu-
|ation with this meagre amount. Eventhe MLASsin some of the StateswhereMLALAD
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Scheme exists get amost the same amount. A Lok Sabha constituency consists of
seven or eight Assembly segments and with such a meagre amount the MP finds it
difficult to accommodate the need of avast area

The Committee recommended that the MPLAD fund should be raised to
Rs. 5 crore per MP, so as to make the scheme more effective.

Regarding the second issuei.e., constitution of Joint Parliamentary Committee
on MPLAD, the Committee observed that the matter had been considered in the past
also but was not found feasible. And the situation remained unchanged. Accordingly,
the Committee did not approve the proposal.

Since the third issue i.e., submission of &l the proposals of MPLADS to Joint
Parliamentary Committee was contingent upon the acceptance of the above proposal
(second issue), this matter was not taken up for further consideration.

(i) Memorandum No. 23regarding, “ Delay in fur nishinginformation by Ministry
of Satisticsand Programmeimplementation”.

The Committee were apprised that the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation in several cases have not furnished the factual comments/desired
information due to one reason or the other and sometimes the concerned State/District
Collector/officials adopted an indifferent attitude. A list of some of such cases was
placed before the Committee for perusal.

The Committee were concerned to note the undue delay in giving the requisite
information/taking follow up action by the Ministry of Statisticsand Programme I mple-
mentation and directed to call the senior officers of the Ministry at the next sitting of
the Committee for explaining the position.

3. Besides the above memoranda, the Committee also deliberated on the recon-
struction/rehabilitation works being undertaken from the MPLADS funds in the
Tsunami affected areas of Andaman and Nicobar Islands. It noted that some observa-
tions/suggestions/recommendations were made by the Committee during its tour to
the Union Territory in October, 2005 on the rehabilitation works. The Committee di-
rected that areport be obtained from the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Imple-
mentation covering various aspects of the activities. After receipt of the Comments,
the same be placed before the Committee for their consideration at its next sitting.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX XVI

MINUTESOF SEVENTH SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(LOK SABHA)

The Committee sat on Friday, 16th June, 2006 from 1500 hoursto 1700 hours.
PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Acharya — Chairman
MEMBERS
Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal
Shri Munawar Hasan
Shri Chandrakant Bhaurao Khaire
Shri Sadashivrao Dadoba Mandlik
Shri Bhubaneshwar Prasad Mehta
Shri Punnulal Mohale
Shri A.F. Golam Osmani
Shri Asaduddin Owaisi
Shri Rgjesh Verma
Shri BasanagoudaR. Patil (Yatnal)
Shri P. Rgjendran
Prof. Mahadeorao Shiwankar
14. Kunwar Manvendra Singh
15. Shri Chandramani Tripathi
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SECRETARIAT
1 ShriA.K.Singh — Joint Secretary
2. ShriR.S.Kambo — Deputy Secretary
Representativesof Andaman and Nicobar Administration

1 Shri Shumsher K. Sheriff — — Chief Secretary
2. Shri DharamPdl — Commissioner
3 ShriK.S. Singh — Deputy Commissioner
4. Shri Naresh Kumar — Resident Commissioner
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Representativesof Ministry of HomeAffairs(Disaster M anagement)

1 ShriB.S Laili — Secretary
2. Dr.K.S. Sugathan — JS(UT)
3. Shri Ashim Khurana — JS(DM-I)
4. Smt. Aindri Anurag — Director
Representativesof Ministry of Statisticsand Programmel mplementation
1 ShriAK.Ganeriwela — Director
2. Shri DharamPdl — Deputy Secretary
Representativesof Planning Commission
1 ShriL.P. Sonkar — Advisor, Tsunami Planning Commission
2 Shri K.N. Pathak — Deputy Advisor, Programme Evaluation
Organisation

2. At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman welcomed the Members and the repre-
sentatives of Andaman and Nicobar |dlands Administration, Ministry of Home Affairs
(Disaster Management), Planning Commission and Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation and apprised them of the objective of the sitting i.e. to
review the progress of rehabilitation works in the Tsunami affected areas. Reference
was also made to the study tour undertaken in October, 2005 to Port Blair to review
rehabilitation works. Hon'ble Chairman while welcoming the witnesses to the
Committee apprised them of the contents of the Direction 55(1) of the Directionsby the
Spesker, Lok Sabha and directed the witnesses to observe it in letter and spirit.

3. Thereafter, the Committee proceeded to discuss the works undertaken by
Andaman and Nicobar Administration in the Tsunami affected areas. The following
points emerged out of discussion:—

1 There has been some delay in undertaking rehabilitation and reconstruction
works in Andaman and Nicobar Islands due to geographical location,
scattered population, inaccessibility, material and manpower shortage, etc.

2 Five projects one school and four community halls had been identified for
congtruction from MPLADS funds and they are likely to be completed by
July/August, 2007.

3. Works are being executed by CPWD, NGOs and other Government
Departments and the construction of 9,714 permanent houses are likely to be
congtructed by March, 2008.

4. Villagelevel Committees have been constituted to assesstherelief worksand
a 24 hour control room is being established to meet any future eventuality.

5. A Core Group was set up in Planning Commission and after consultation with
the Union Territory Government an amount of Rs. 2,676 crore was made
available for Andaman and Nicobar Idlands for various relief scheme. The
foundation work for housing has been made and the houseswill be completed
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by December, 2008. Similarly in agricultural sector, lot of initiativeshad been
taken on the lines of Swaminathan Committee's recommendations.

The recent Supreme Court directive had further aggravated the problem as
only 8 per cent of theland isavailablefor rehabilitation/reconstruction purpose
and thelocal populationisunwilling to shift to new areas. With great difficulty
land has been made available and CPWD isto construct the permanent shelters
which isto be earthquake proof and the same are likely to be made available
by December, 2007.

The problem of transfer of funds by nodal Districtsto Andaman and Nicobar
Islands had been almost resolved. Till date funds of 58 M Pshad been received
and only 12 areleft. The position is being reviewed on constant basis and the
entireinformation is available on website.

Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation, the nodal Ministry
and the custodian of MPLADS funds regularly reviewing the progress of
works and projectsidentified would be handled by individual task force so as
to compress the implementation time and to expedite the work before the
onset of monsoon.

4. The Committee took note of the views of the representatives and was not
satisfied with the ongoing relief works and was critical on the following issues.—

@

@
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Loss of lives as reported by the Planning Commission and Andaman and
Nicobar Administration vary and thereisahuge difference between thefigures.
If the exact figures are not known, how the relief measures can be planned or
estimated;

There has been along delay in executing the works even though the funds
were pledged long back. Even the tenders had not been opened. Normally is
disasters like this of such a magnitude relief works should have been
completed but the Andaman and Nicobar |lands Administration hasfailed to
do so. Thereason given for tardy progress of workslike shortage of manpower
and material cannot be accepted after one and half years of the tragedy;

The Committee undertook a study visit in October, 2005 to assess the
rehabilitation and reconstruction works and expressed its concern over the
tardy progress of works. However, it appears that the Andaman and Nicobar
Idands Administration lackadaisical attitute still continues. The Committee
therefore, desired to know the specific deadlinesfor implementing the works;

Background note revealsthat Nodal Districts had not transferred the amounts
pledged by MPs. The Committee during its study tour had recommended
direct transfer of funds, however, the same has not been done;

Thelimit of Rs. 25 lakh per work Guidelineson MPLADS hasbeen done away
withintherevised Guidelineson MPLADS n forcefrom November, 2005. but
still reference on this account for relaxation is being made to Ministry of
statistics and Programme I mplementation resulting in delays,
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(6) Delay has occurred as estimates are being revised frequently, sites are not
accessible but still they had been identified for works. The delay in execution
will further result in cost escalation of the project.

5. The Committee expressed its dissatisfaction over the tardy progress of works
and was critical about the functioning of the various Departments, Ministry of Home
Affairs (Disaster Management), Andaman and Nicobar 1sland Administration, Plan-
ning Commission and Ministry of Statisticsand Programme I mplementation. The Com-
mittee found that there was no coordination among these Departments which are
working in different directionswhichismajor case of delay in rehabilitation and recon-
struction works. The Andaman and Nicobar 19lands Administration should have been
more sensitive towards the suffering of the local population.

6. The Committee were critical on the variation of figuresrelated to loss of lives
as reported by the Planning Commission and Andaman and Nicobar Islands Adminis-
tration. In the absence of exact figures the Committee wondered how relief measures
can be planned or estimated. The reasons given for the delay like shortage of man-
power & material cannot be accepted after one and half years of the tragedy. The
Committee found that even the tenders had not been opened/floated yet after one and
half years of the disaster, though the magnitude of the disaster required immediate
relief. Estimates had been frequently revised resulting in delay and further cost esca-
lation of the project. The site selected for construction of community hall at Joginder
Nagar, Campbell Bay, Nicobar District isnot yet accessible. Thefunds should not have
been blocked for such a project and should have been utilised for some other project.
Nodal districts had failed to transfer the funds to the Andaman and Nicobar Islands
Administration.

7. The Committee during its study visit to Port Blair in October, 2005 had ex-
pressed its concern over the tardy progress of work and had recommended direct
transfer of fundsfrom Ministry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation to Andaman
and Nicobar |dands Administration. However, the Committee found that same had not
been given a thought and the lackadaisical attitude till continues. The Committee,
therefore, desire that Andaman and Nicobar Idlands Administration should expedite
the reconstruction and rehabilitation works and furnish a utilization/completion report
to the Committee within six months.

8. At the end Hon'ble Chairman thanked the representatives of the Ministry of
Home Affairs (Disaster Management), Andaman & Nicobar 1dands Administration
and Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation and Planning Commission
for appearing before the Committee.

9. A copy of the verbatim proceedings of the sitting of the Committee has been
kept on records.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX XVII

MINUTESOFEIGHTH SITTING OF COMMITTEE ON MEMBERSOF
PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(LOK SABHA)

The Committee sat on Thursday, 3rd August, 2006 from 1500 hours to
1600 hours.

PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Acharya— Chairman

MEMBERS

2 Shri Munawar Hasan

3. Shri A. Krishnaswamy

4. Shri Sadashivrao Dadoba Mandlik

5. Shri Punnulal Mohale

6. Shri P. Rgjendran

7. Shri Narsingrao H. Suryawanshi

8. Shri Chandrapal Singh Yadav

SECRETARIAT

1 ShriA.K.Singh — Joint Secretary
2. ShriR.S.Kambo — Deputy Secretary
3. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary
4. Shri Kushal Sarkar — Assistant Director

2. At the outset, the Hon'ble Chairman wel comed the Members to the sitting of
the Committee on MPLADS and thereafter the Committee took up for consideration
Draft Report and Memoranda Nos. 24 and 25. The decisions/recommendations are
given asfollows—

(1) Draft Report onthebusinesstransacted by theCommitteeduringtheperiod
August, 2004 to October, 2005.

The Committee decided to defer the consideration and adoption of the Report
under reference to a future date.

(2 Memorandum No. 24 regarding, " Proposal for allocating more than
Rs. 25L akh from M PL ADSfor variousworksfor Jaideep Memorial Public
CharitableTrust, Surat."
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The Committee deliberated over the proposal for allocating morethan Rs. 251akh
from MPLADSfor variousworksfor Jaideep Memorial Public Charitable Trust. Taking
note of the decision of the Government to consider proposals costing more than
Rs. 25 lakhs for a particular registered Society/Trust received by District Authority
before theissue of the revised Guidelines w.e.f. 16.11.2005, the Committee decided to
approveit by giving relaxation in Para 4.1 of the then Guidelineson MPLADS asthe
proposal was received prior to the issue of revised Guidelines.

(3 Memorandum No. 25 regarding, " Proposal for allocating more than
Rs. 25 lakhsfrom MPLADS fundsfor construction of Human Resour ce
Development and Cultural Centre, Convention Hall at Vyavasayi Vidya
Pratisthan, Virda-Vajdi, Taluka Rajkot."

The Committee considered the proposal for allocating more than Rs. 25 lakhs
from MPLADS funds for construction of Human Resource Devel opment and Cultural
Centre, Convention Hall at Vyavasayi VidyaPratisthan and decided to relax thelimit of
Rs. 25 lakhs per work as stipulated in Para4.1 of thethen Guidelineson MPLADS. The
Committee accordingly approved the proposal.

The Committee desired that Government should also furnish the detail s of simi-
lar cases/projects/works, which they can consider by relaxing Para 4.1 of the then
Guidelines.

The Committee also took note of the fact that there are a number of projects/
works/cases, which were entitled to draw fundsfrom MPLADS as per the provision of
thethen Guidelines. However, with the enforcement of new Guidelinesw.ef. 16.11.2005
funding under MPLADS cannot be made. The Committee desire that the details of
such cases/works/projects received in the Ministry/District Authority, date-wise be
furnished to them for their consideration.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX XVIII

MINUTESOF THESECOND SITTING OF THECOMMITTEEON MEMBERS
OF PARLIAMENT LOCAL AREA DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
(LOK SABHA)

The Committee sat on Thursday, 28th September, 2006 from 1130 hours to

1230 hours.

SO RPEFEB o~ s w P

PRESENT
Shri Prasanna Acharya— Chairman
MEMBERS
Shri llyasAzmi
Shri Pankgj Choudhary
Shri SurendraPrakash Goyal
Shri Raghuvir Singh Kaushal
Shri Sgjjan Kumar
Sardar Sukhdev Singh Libra
Dr. ChintaMohan
Shri A.F.G Osmani
Shri Toofani Saroj
Kunwar Manvendra Singh
Shri SitaRam Singh
Shri Narsingrao H. Suryawanshi
Shri ChandraPal Singh Yadav
SECRETARIAT
1 Shri JP. Sharma — Joint Secretary
2 Shri R.S.Kambo — Deputy Secretary
3. Shri PD. Mahawar — Under Secretary
2. The Committee considered the Draft 13th Report on the activities undertaken

by the Committee during the period, August 2004 to August 2006 and adopted the
same without any modification.

3. The Committee authorized the Chairman to finalize the report and al so to make

verbal and consequential changes, if any, arising out of factual verification by the
Ministry and present the same to Lok Sabha

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX XIX
(Vide Chapter 1 of the Report)

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADSCOMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEEON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 9

Subject: Contribution by Members of Parliament from their quotaof MPLADS funds
towards rehabilitation and reconstruction works in the tsunami affected
areas of Coastal India and the Andaman and Nicobar |slands.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation addressed communi-
cations dated 18 and 25 February, 2005 enclosing therewith the priority list of works
suggested by Government of Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry, Andaman & Nicobar Islands,
Andhra Pradesh and Keralafor consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. TheMinistry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation in their communica
tion dated 25 February, 2005 stated as follows.—

"Theundersigned isdirected to refer to Lok Sabha Secretariat O.M. No. 13/2/
2004-MPLADSC dated 23rd February, 2005 on the above subject.

ThisMinistry has so far received consentsfrom 142 Lok SabhaMembersand
148 Rajya Sabha Members for Rs. 16.62 crore and Rs. 24.45 crore for
rehabiliation works in the tsunami affected areas.

The Government of Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry, Andaman and Nicobar |dands,
Andhra Pradesh and Kerala have sent to this Ministry the priority lists of
works which have been forwarded to the Chairman, MPLADS Committee,
Rajya Sabhaand the MPLADS Committee, Lok Sabhaon 1st Februray, 2005
for their viewsin the matter. Their views are awaited.

After receipt of the recommendations of the aforesaid Committees, locations
and projects to be taken up and the procedure for release of fund will be
finalised."

3. The Minister of State (Independent Charge) of the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation in hisletter dated 18 February, 2005 addressed to Hon'ble
Chairman, Committee on MPLADS stated as under:—

"There has been a good response to the appeals made by the Speaker, Lok
Sabhaand the Chairman, Rajya Sabha, to the Members of Parliament to accord
their consent to take up rehabilitation works in the Tsunami affected areas.
While afew Members have suggested works to be executed in specific areas,
most of the MPs have left the choice of work to the Government.

9
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In order to prepare suitable shelf of works, | asked my officersto discusswith
the Chief Secretary and the concerned officers of the State Governments and
UT Administration to seek their suggestions in the matter. Accordingly,
Secretary and Additional Secretary held discussions with the Chief Secretary
and the concerned officers of the Governments of Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry,
Andhra Pradesh, Kerala and the Andaman and Nicobar |slands.

During discussions, the State Governments were of the firm view that the
transfer, utilisation and accountability of MPLADS funds should be done as
per the extant Guidelines. They pointed out the funds for rehabilitation are
flowing from various sources, namely, Government of India, State
Governments, PrimeMinigter'sRelief Fund, Chief Minister'sRdief Fund, NGOs
etc. In the above circumstances, to avoid duplication and omission, they
have, prepared apriority list to meet the locally felt needs. During the course
of discussion, it was pointed out that works of community assets of significance
and importance would be better appreciated. The record notes of discussions
including the priority list of works suggested by the State Governments and
UT Administration is attached. In view of the above, it would be appropriate
to implement the priority works suggested by the State Government and UT
Administration.

With respect to the Lok Sabha, the list of MPs who have accorded their
consent is enclosed. It is expected that in the course of year more MPs may
come forward to give their consent. MPLAD Funds will be allocated for
identified works from the amounts consented by specific MPs. Their names
will be inscribed in a plague, which will be installed when the works are
completed. Monthly progressreports of the sanctioned workswill be provided
to the concerned MPs and to Central and State Governments. Due regard will
be paid to the specific choices indicated by any MP when identifying works.

In this context, taking into account the severity of damagein different States
and UTs, it isbroadly proposed to allocate the MPLADS fund accrued by the
recommendations of the MPsin the following ratio:—

Andaman & Nicobar Idands 40
Tamil Nadu 40
Andhra Pradesh, Kerala and Pondicherry 20

| am sure that the Members will be anxious to ensure the grounding of the
identified works early and hence | solicit your cooperation to the above proposed
course of action."

4. TheCommitteemay consider theproposed priority list of wor ksforwar ded
by Government of Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry, Andaman & Nicobar Islands,
Andhra Pradesh and Keralato be undertaken in the tsunami affected areas for
rehabilitation and reconstruction pur pose.

New Dehi;
Dated the 16 March, 2005.
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LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADSCOMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEEON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.10

Subject:  Contribution by Membersof Parliament from their quotaof MPLADSfunds
towards rehabilitation and reconstruction works in the tsunami affected
areas of Coastal India and the Andaman and Nicobar |slands.

The Committeeon MPLADS (Lok Sabha) at their sitting held on 18 March, 2005
considered the priority list of works forwarded by Government of Tamil Nadu,
Pondicherry, Andaman & Nicobar Idands, Andhra Pradesh and Kerala to be under-
taken in the tsunami affected areas for rehabilitation and reconstruction purpose and
decided as follows—

(& MPLADSfundscontributed for tsunami affected areas be rel eased and utilised
in the ratio proposed by the Ministry.

(b) Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation should monitor and
coordinate the release and utilization of funds in consultation with the
authorities of concenred State Governments.

(¢) funds should be utilised only for works permissible under the Guidelines on
MPLADS.

(d) Thenodal District Collector of the affected area should ensure execution of
work inatimeframe.

(e) Detailsof each MP'scontributioni.e. release of amount from each MP'sfund
to Digtrict Collector, place of work, nature of the project etc., be furnished to
each MP and the Committee.

(f) Each Hon'ble Member who has contributed from MPLADS funds should be
regularly informed about the progress of works undertaken from the amount
contributed by him.

(g) The details of the utilization of the funds of each MP should be regularly
furnished to the MP and the Committee on monthly basis.

2. As per the proposed priority list of works forwarded by Government of
Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry, Andaman & Nicobar 1slands, Andhra Pradesh and Keralato
be undertaken in the tsunami affected areas the following items as per the Guidelines
on MPLADS have been classified as permissible and non-permissible works:

Permissible works
1 Construction/Reconstruction of bridges
2. Construction of buildings for old age persons
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Reconstruction of the pilgrim town of Velankanni (roads, street light, water
supply, drainage, pay and use toilets, hospital and groynes)

Construction/Reconstruction of roads
Construction/Reconstruction of Anganwadis
Construction of new Public Health Centre and additional block for PHC
Purchase of ambulance

Additional block for Government school
Construction of library cum common study hall
Construction of community hall

Construction of community toilets, public toilets
Construction of school buildings

Providing water supply and toilets in schools
Construction of school with hostel facility

Non-permissibleworks

1
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14.

16.
17.

Construction of service home

Construction of children home

Desdlination plants

Reconstruction of District Headquarters Hospital

Creation of modern infrastructure facilities at harbours
Reconstruction of noon meal centres, fish market and vegetable market
Centre for fisheries science and technology development
Cyclone/tsunami shelter

Training cum production centre

Fish drying yards

Disaster shelter

Community water harvesting

Storage sheds for nets etc.

Cold storage plants

Fisheries Department—Net mending centers

Construction of fishing dry platform

Panchayati Raj—Construction of additional room in MPES
Medical Health—construction of sub-centre building
Construction of check dam
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20. Providing oil Gensets

21. Construction of super speciality department like Cardiology, Nephrology
and Neurology

3. In addition to this Hon'ble Members S/Shri Rahul Gandhi, Zora Singh Mann
and Swadesh Chakraborty have suggested specific proposals (i) funds be utilised for
reconstruction of an orphanage for orphaned children in the coastal district of
Nagapattinam in Tamil Nadu; (ii) fundsbe utilised for relief/resettlement work in Grest
Nicobar Island, for the villages of Govindnagar and Jogindernagar near Campbell Bay
on Great Nicobar; and (iii) funds be exclusively utilised for relief works in tsunami
affected areas of Andaman and Nicobar | dandsrespectively for executionfrom MPLADS
funds contributed by them for tsunami affected aress.

4. TheCommitteemay consider.

New Dehi;
Dated the 8th April, 2005.
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LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 18

Subject: Contributions by Members of Parliament, Lok Sabhafrom MPLADS funds
for rehabilitation and reconstruction works in the tsunami affected areas of
Coastal India and the Andaman and Nicobar Islands.

Hon'ble Members of Parliament, Lok Sabhain response to the appeal made by
Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabhavide hisletter dated 11 January, 2005 had contributed from
their MPLADS fund for undertaking rehabilitation and reconstruction works in the
tsunami affected areas of Coastal India and the Andaman and Nicobar Islands. So far
187 Members of Lok Sabha had contributed Rs. 2118.51 lakh from their MPLADS
funds.

2. The Committeeon MPLADS, L ok Sabhaintheir sitting held on 18 March, 2005
deliberated over the priority list of works forwarded by Government of Tamil Nadu,
Pondicherry, Andaman and Nicobar Idands, Andhra Pradesh & Kerala to be under-
taken from MPLADS and decided asfollows—

(& MPLADSfundscontributed for tsunami affected areas be rel eased and utilised
in the ratio proposed by the Ministry i.e. 40% to Tamil Nadu, 40% to
Andaman and Nicobar Islands and 20% to Pondicherry, Andhra Pradesh and
Kerda

(b) Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation should Monitor and
coordinate the release and utilization of funds in consultation with the
authorities of concerned State Governments.

(¢) Fundsshould be utilised only for works permissible under the Guidelines on
MPLADS.

(d) Thenodd district Collector of the affected area should ensure execution of
work inatimeframe.

(e) Detailsof each MP'scontribution i.e. release of amount from each MP'sfund
to Digtrict Collector, place of work, nature of the project etc., be furnished to
each MP and the Committee.

(f) Each Hon'ble Member who has contributed from MPLADS funds should be
regularly informed about the progress of works undertaken from the amount
contributed by him.

(g) The details of the utilization of the funds of each MP should be regularly
furnished to the MP and the Committee on monthly basis.
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3. The Committeein their sitting held on 11 April, 2005 had further decided that
if an MP who has contributed from his M PLA DS fundstowards tsunami rehabilitation
and reconstruction works and gives suggestion for the utilization of funds contrib-
uted for specific purpose/work, then the amount he has contributed should be used
only for the specific suggested work.

4. However the Committee on MPLADS, Rajya Sabha visited the Tsunami
affected areasin Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry and Andaman and Nicobar I1slands from 1st
to 7th February, 2005 and held discussions with State Governments and Union Terri-
tory Administration. Based on the discussions, the Committee recommended follow-
ing rehabilitation works at an estimated cost of Rs. 14.89 croresto be undertaken from
MPLADS funds contributed by Members of Ragjya Sabha:—

(i) Establishment of Fishseries Training Institute one each at Karaikal in
Pondicherry and Cuddalore in Tamil Nadu.

(i) Three orphanages — two at Nagapattinam and one at Kanniyakumari in
Tamil Nadu.

(iii) OnelTl/workshed at Car Nicobar in Andaman and Nicobar 1slands.

(iv) School hostels for 25 orphans each at Campbell Bay, Teressa and Katchal
Idands in Andaman and Nicobar Idlands.

(v) Institutionalised mechanism for provision of artificial limbs to injured/
handicapped persons.

5. In the meeting between Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha and Hon'ble Chairman,
Rajya Sabhaheld on 3 may, 2005, it was decided that ajoint meeting of the Chairmen of
Committeeon MPLADS, Lok Sabhaand Rajya Sabhabeheld tofinaliseacommon plan
of action for utilization of funds donated by Hon'ble Members of Parliament for under-
taking relief and rehabilitation works in the Tsunami affected areas.

6. In this regard, Rajya Sabha Secretariat vide their note dated 10 June, 2005
(Annexure) has stated that the Chairman, Committee on MPLADS, Rajya Sabha based
on their Gujarat experience had further decided asfollows.—

(& TheCommitteeon MPLADS, Rajya Sabhamay bethe custodian of thefunds
contributed by the MPs of Rgjya Sabha out of their MPLADS funds.

(b) Thefunds may be kept in a separate Bank Account to be opened in the name
of the Committee on MPLADS of Rgjya Sabha. The account so opened, will
be operated by an authorized representative of the Committee.

(¢) TheCommitteeon MPLADS, Rajya Sabhamay appoint/identify an executing
agency, in consultation with concerned State Government/Union Territories
administration for the rehabilitation projects that are to be undertaken in the
Tsunami affected areas.

(d) The State Government of Tamil Nadu/Union Territories Administration of
Pondicherry and Andaman and Nicobar | lands may berequested for allotment
of land, free of cogt, in the placesidentified by the Committeefor rehabilitation
projects.
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(e) Design and cost of the projects may be approved by the Committee.

(f) TheCommitteewill periodically monitor the physical progress of the project,
executed by the agency.

7. The Hon'ble Chairman, Committee on MPLADS, Rajya Sabha had also
proposed that keeping in view the fact that natural calamities may occur in future also,
surplus funds after meeting the cost of the projects approved by both the Committees
be kept in a separat account managed by a Trust consisting of MPs of both the
Houses and certain distinguished ex-MPs. The trust would aso ook into other areas
where relief could be provided like helping handicapped children, orphans etc.

8. Rajya Sabha Secretariat had further proposed that the Committeeon MPLADS,
Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha may consider the following proposals—

(i) Since the funds so generoudly given by the MPs of both the Houses are not
for any projects in specified constituencies and cover the felt needs, whether
it would be appropriate to keep these moneysin aseparate fund to be managed
by aJoint Committee consisting of representatives of the MPLADS Committee
of both the Houses. Money could be released from time to time for the
approved projects by this Joint Committee.

(i) Whether a Trust could be created consisting of MPs of the MPLADS
Committee of both the Houses and some ex-MPs out of the surplus money
which may be left after execution of the approved projects? This Trust could
cater to theimmediate needs of future calamities and certain other physically
challenged children who were either handicapped or orphaned.

9. Accordingly, a joint meeting of the Hon'ble Chairmen both Lok Sabha and
Rajya Sabhawas held on 16 June, 2005 and the issue of formation of Joint Committee
and formation of atrust consisting of MPs of both the Houses and distinguished ex-
MPs so as to keep the funds in a separate account managed by trust were deliberated
and it was decided that the matter would be discussed in the sitting of the Committee
on MPLADS, Lok Sabhabefore arriving at any decision.

10. The Committee may consider the following proposals forwarded by
Rajya Sabha Secretariat:—

(i) Sincethefundssogeneroudy given by theM Psof both theHousesarenot
for any proj ectsin specified congtituenciesand cover thefelt needs, whether
it would beappr opriatetokeep thesemoneysin asepar atefund tobemanaged
by aJoint Committeeconsgting of representativesof theM PL ADSCommittee
of both theH ouses. M oney could ber deased from timetotimefor theapproved
proj ectshy thisJoint Committee.

(i) Whether a Trust could be created consisting of MPs of the MPLADS
Committeeof both theHousesand someex-M Psout of the surplusmoney
which may beleft after execution of theapproved projects? ThisTrust could
cater totheimmediateneedsof futurecalamitiesand certain other physically
challenged children whower eeither handicapped or or phaned.

New Delhi;
Dated the 1st July, 2005.
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AddendatoMemorandum No. 18regar ding contributionsby M ember sof Parliament,
Lok Sabhafrom MPL ADSfundsfor rehabilitation and reconstruction worksin the
tsunami affected ar easof Coastal | ndiaand theAndaman and Nicobar |dands.

The difficulties in formation of joint committee and trust consisting of M Ps of
both the Houses and distinguished ex-MPs so as to keep the funds in a separate
account to be managed by the trust were deliberated in the joint meeting of theHon' ble
Chairmen, Committeeon MPLADS, Lok Sabhaand Rajya Sabhaheld on 16 June, 2005
and it was decided that the comments of Committee Branch-1 (CB-1) may aso be
obtained on the following issues.—

0
(i)

(il

(iv)
V)

Whether a Parliamentary Committee isjuristic entity to undertake such kind
of works?

Whether a Joint Committee consisting of representatives of MPLADS
Committee of both the Houses (Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha) can be
constituted and a separate fund out of MPLADS funds be created by the
Joint Committee?

Whether Trust/foundation could be created consisting of MPsof theMPLADS
Committee of both the Houses and some ex-M Psto deal with natural calamities
in future and whether the trust/foundation can suggest/recommend/monitor/
choose implementing agencies so as to undertake rehabilitation worksin the
affected areas out of the surplus money which may be left after execution of
the approved projects?

Who will be the statutory authority to operate the accounts?

Whether Government can be asked to create a separate account/fund for
natural calamities occurring in future and MPs of both the Committees can
manage/operate the funds and whether some distinguished ex-MPs can also
be nominated to operate/manage the funds meant for natural calamities?

2. Committee Branch-1 vide their note dated 27 June, 2005 has furnished their
point-wise comments on the aforesaid issues which are as follows—

0

By definition, ajuristic or legal entity is an entity (as acorporation or labour
union) having under the law rights and responsibilities and especialy the
capacity to sue and be sued. The Rules of Procedure in Lok Sabha do not
define the Parliamentary Committees as such. It may be stated that under the
provisions of the Constitution and Rules of Procedure, the proceedings of
Parliament and its Committees are not subject to the jurisdiction of the Court.
On the other hand Parliamentary Committees have been vested with certain
privileges and powers to enable them to discharge their mandate effectively.
The Parliamentary Committees, have al so been empowered to seek to punish
through the House any one for any act of omission or commission amounting
to contempt or breach of itsprivileges. Viewed inthiscontext, aParliamentary
Committee cannot be called ajuristic or legal entity.

102



103

(i) & (iii) A Joint Parliamentary Committeeis constituted either on amotion adopted
by one House and concurred in by the other, or by communication between
the Presiding Officers of the two Houses, or under the rules. However, the
mandate of such a Joint Committee should be within the mandate of the
Parliament. In other words, it should not infringe upon the jurisdiction of
the Executive.

Creation of atrust/foundation with funds drawn out of MPLADS funds and its
administration by the proposed JPC with powersto disburse funds for implementation
of schemes/projects for the rehabilitation of the victims of natural calamities may
involve the question of office of profit. However, the opinion of the nodal Ministry
concerned may be sought in this regard.

So far no Committee of this kind has been set up with executive and financial
powers.

(iv) Nocomments.

(v) Considering the above position, it is desirable to consult the Ministries of (i)
Finance; and (ii) Law and Justice; and (iii) Statistics and Programme
Implementation regarding creation of a separate account/fund for natural
calamities and its management by the members of MPLADS Committees of
both the Houses and ex-MPs etc.

3. The Committee may consider the proposals forwarded by Rajya Sabha
Secretariat as given in Para 10 of the Memorandum No. 18.

New Dehi;
Dated 1st July, 2005.
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APPENDIX XX
Vide Chapter 2 of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.9

Qubject: Reports of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India on Members of
Parliament Local AreaDevelopment Scheme (MPLADS).

Shri Somnath Chatterjee, Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha addressed a letter dated
23 July, 2005 to Hon'ble Chairman, Committee on MPLADS on the observations of
audit Reports of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India (1998 and 2001), and
adverse criticism of MPLAD Scheme by Shri Era Sezhiyan, ex-MP and ex-Chairman,
PAC, inastudy undertaken by Institute of Social Science, New Delhi for consideration
of the Committeeon MPLADS.

2. The Hon'ble Spesker, Lok Sabha, in hisletter, inter alia, stated as follows.—

"Your attention may have been drawn to two reports of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India, mainly, Report for theyear ended March 1997 (Union
Government (Civil) PerformanceAppraisalsNo. 3 of 1998) onthefunctioning
of MPLADS (Chapter 5, Pages 85 to 109) and also to another Report for the
year ended March, 2000 onthe MPLADS. Thelater report dealsentirely with
MPLADS.

Recently, Shri Era Sezhiyan, former member of Lok Sabha and former
Chairman of PA.C. has prepared a Report about the functioning of the
MPLADS, acopy of which isenclosed for your ready reference.

| shall be happy if the MPLADS Committee under your Chairmanship looks
into these reports and give their views and comments thereon.

You may be aware that divergent views are being expressed on the proper
implementation of the Scheme and in fact, many Hob'ble Members are even
questioning the propriety of the continuance of the Scheme. In view of the
aforesaid, | would be happy to receive the Committee's opinion in the matter
before any further step is taken.”

3. The Audit Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General—1998 on MPLAD
Scheme had pointed out various discrepancies in implementation of MPLAD Scheme
and grossviolation of Guidelineson MPLADS. Thefindings of theAudit Report are as
follows—

(i) Shortfall in utilisation of MPLADSfunds: Fundsunder MPLADS have not
been utilized fully. Heavy balance of Rs. 1039.10 crore were lying unspent
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with the Digtrict Collectorsasof March, 1997. The Mgjor States having large
unspent balances were: Andhra Pradesh (Rs. 98.74 crore), Bihar (Rs. 100.64
crore), Gujarat (Rs. 75.35 crore), Karnataka (Rs. 69.95 crore), Kerala(Rs. 57.50
crore), Maharashtra (Rs. 109.83 crore), Orissa (Rs. 56.83 crore), Tamil Nadu
(Rs. 74.04 crore), Uttar Pradesh (Rs. 104.07 crore) and West Bengal (Rs. 74.57
crore).

Unspent balances not refunded by implementing agencies: Implementing
agencies in 37 Districts of 8 States’UTs have not refunded the unspent
amount of Rs. 3.08 crore even though the works awarded were completed or
cancelled or had not been taken up.

Non-submission of Utilisation Certificates: Implementing agencies were
required to submit utilization certificates in prescribed forms to District
Collectors after completion of the work. However, utilization certificates for
Rs. 339.57 crore had not been received.

Sharing of funds: MPLADS funds have been shared with other funds of
other scheme in total violation of the Guidelineson MPLADS.

Supervision/centage charges: The Minister of State for Planning and
Programme I mplementation addressed aletter in August 1995 to all the Chief
Ministers requesting them to consider MPLADS as an exception for levy of
supervision/centage charges by implementing departments. The Ministry
reiterated thisin the revised Guidelines of February, 1997. However, centage
charges of Rs. 3.90 crore at the rate ranging between 1 to 24 per cent were
levied during 1993-97. The levy of supervision/centage charges reduced the
funds available for use on the Scheme.

Incomplete/abandoned works: During the period 1994-97, 802 works in
33districtsof 15 Stateswere either abandoned or |eft incomplete midway due
to dispute pertaining to title of land, insufficient provision of funds, wrong
selection of executing agencies etc. An amount of Rs. 5.75 crore had already
been spent on these works prior to their abandonment.

Violation in entrustment of worksto contractors: Workswere entrusted to
contractors by District Collectors in total violation of the Guidelines on
MPLADS.

Works executed without any recommendation from the MPs. District
Collectors incurred an expenditure of Rs. 51.52 crore on execution of 4569
works which were not recommended by MPs concerned in 28 Districts in
13 States.

Works sanctioned on the recommendation of the M Ps repr esentatives:
Worksto betune of Rs. 24.89 crore were sanctioned by the Digtrict Collectors
on the recommendation of the representatives of the Hon'ble MPs in total
violation of the Guidelinesof MPLADS.

Loss of interest accrued on MPLADS funds: In large number of casesin
40 districts of 15 States/UTs, indicating operation of non-interest bearing
account, non-refunding of interest earned by executing agenciesto the Scheme
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funds, transfer of funds to Revenue Deposits/Civil Deposits of State
Governments on the instruction of State Government resulting in loss of
interest aggregating Rs. 3.67 crore during 1993-97.

(xi) Interest accrued and itsutilisation: TheMinistry of Statisticsand Programme
Implementation issued instructionsthat interest accrued on the fundsrel eased
under the Scheme should not be utilised till a decision was taken by the
Government in that regard. However, interest accrued on MPLADS funds
amcunting to Rs. 46.70 lakh were utilized which was in contravention of the
instructions of the Ministry.

(xii) Execution of worksnot per missibleunder theMPL AD Scheme: Worksnot
permissible under the MPLAD Schemeweretaken upintotal violation of the
Guidelineson MPLADs. Following works not permissible under the Scheme
were carried out:—

(8 Rs. 4.06 crore was spent on inadmissible works of construction of office/
residential buildings.

(b) Funds amounting to Rs. 1.53 crore were spent on works belonging to
commercia organizations, trusts, registered societies, private institutions
or cooperative ingtitutions etc., in total violation of the Guidelines of
MPLADS.

(¢) In45districts of 13 States expenditure of Rs. 4.86 crore was incurred for
repair and maintenance of 675worksintotal disregard of the Guidelineson
MPLADS.

(d) Grantsand loans are prohibited items under Illustrative List of works not
permissible under the Guidelines of MPLADS. However, an amount of
Rs. 17.02 crore were sanctioned for grants and loans out of MPLADS
funds.

(& Anamount of Rs. 2.05 crore were spent on the purchase of store or stock
(Generators, submersible pumpsets, stabilizers, furniture items, fixtures
with tube lights and lamps, water cooler, tractor with dozer, boats, books,
TV, VCR, duplicating machine, electric typewriter, deep freezer, air condi-
tioner etc.) not permissible under the MPLAD Scheme.

(f) Anamount of Rs. 58.75 lakhin six statesnamely AndhraPradesh, Manipur,
Nagaland, Orissa, Tripuraand Uttar Pradesh were spent on works related
to religious places.

(xiii) Failuretomaintain asset register: Nodal authoritiesarerequired to maintain
an Asset Register. However, in 23 States/Union Territories asset registers
were not maintained for the works compl eted.

(xiv) Shortcomingsin the M onitoring mechanism: Even after theclear guidelines
for monitoring the Scheme, test check of recordsin the Ministry and various
States revealed following weaknesses/shortcomings.—

(b) Noda department was not designated in the States of Meghalaya, Manipur,
Arunachal Pradesh, Himacha Pradesh, West Bengal and Mizoram.
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() Inspection of 10 per cent of works every year by DCs was either not
conducted or relevant records of such inspection not maintai ned/furnished
in test checked districts.

(d) The Department of Programme Implementation has not laid down sched-
ule of ingpection prescribing the minimum number of field visitsfor each
supervisory level functionary of theimplementing agency asenvisaged in
the Scheme though the Scheme is in operation for more than three years.

No proper evaluation of the Scheme: TheMPLAD Scheme hasbeen operation
since 1993-94, however, no evaluation has been done to look into the
achievements made with regard to the objectives of the Scheme.

Similarly, theAudit Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General—2001 on

MPLAD Scheme had pointed out many irregularities and deficienciesin implementa-
tion of MPLAD Scheme. The findings of the Audit Report are as under:—

0

(i)

(il

(iv)

Poor administration of utilisation of theM PL ADSfunds: Theunspent funds
ason 31 March, 2000, i.e. a the end of the period covered by audit, were Rs.
1796.59 crore, which constituted 35.80 per cent of total releases. It showsthe
failure of the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation to have
better utilization of scarce public financial resources.

District Collectors failed to obtain Utilisation Certificates from the
implementating agencies: District Collectors are required to have a
comprehensive picture of the utilization of the funds, by keeping a close
watch over the utilization of the funds released. Inthe CAG's Report of 1998,
a mention was made of many cases where the DCs did not obtain the UCs
after completion of works which persisted in the present audit also. In the
audit sample of 111 constituencies, covering 17 States and UTs, audit found
that the DCs had obtained the UCs only in 29.78 per cent of total works. The
works of over Rs. 161 crore were not supported by the UCs.

Unspent balance not refunded by the Implementing Agencies: The
implementing agencies had not refunded the amount to the District Collectors
even after the works were cancelled. In audit sample of 241 congtituencies,
implementing agencies of 85 constituenciesretained Rs. 8.13 crore out of Rs.
24.55 crorerel eased to them, which worked out to 33.12 per cent of total funds
released to them during 1997-2000. The malady had persisted despite mention
inthe CAG'searlier Report of 1998.

Irregular clubbing of MPLADSfundswith thefundsof other Schemes: The
Guidelines on MPLADS prescribed that its funds may not to be used for
other schemes except for partially meeting the cost of a larger work only in
case whereit resultsin completion of the work and the part of work requiring
such resource application is clearly identifiable. However, audit examination
of 96 cases in 18 constituencies of 10 States revealed irregular clubbing
involving Rs. 3.21 crore of schemefunds. The maady persisted despite mention
inthe CAG's Report of 1998.
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Diversion of fundsto inadmissible works: The CAG's report of 1998 had
mentioned instances where MPLADS funds had been used for inadmissible
worksunder the MPLAD Scheme. In the audit sample of 18 constituenciesin
8 States it was found that District Collectors have accorded sanction of
Rs. 18.33 croreto following inadmissibleworks.

(8 An expenditure of Rs. 9.16 crore on 518 works of commercial organiza-
tions, trusts, clubs, societies, private ingtitutions, etc., were accorded in
47 congtituencies of 17 States 2 UTs.

(b) Anexpenditure of Rs. 26.59 crorewasincurred on 1552 repair and mainte-
nance works such as repair/resurfacing of roads, streets, repair of school
buildings, walls ponds, drains, community hall, parks, inspection bunga-
low etc.

(c) TheDisgtrict Collectorsallowed expenditure of Rs. 74.12 1akh on 66 works
belonging to places of religious worship such as development work of
Ram Krishna Mission, construction of fishery tanks with masjids, bound-
ary wallsof temples, sarai, guest housesin temples, construction of Gumpa
€etc.

(d) Irregular expenditure of Rs. 54.55 lakh in the audit sample of 13 works of
memoria buildingsin five Statesinvolving seven constituencies (Assam:
Rs. 5.00 lakh, Bihar: Rs. 31.05 lakh, Karnataka: Rs. 1.00 lakh, Manipur:
Rs. 3.00 lakh and West Bengal: Rs. 14.50 lakh) has been permitted for
construction of memorials.

(e) There was irregular sanction of loans, grants and donations totaling
Rs. 81.45 lakh, in contravention of the Guidelineson MPLADS.

Delay in sanction of works: District Collectorsin 17 constituencies of six
States and two UTs had sanctioned works extending upto 761 days. The
reasonsfor delay as given to audit were: non-receipt of technical sanctionsin
time, change of site by the MP, shortage of funds, announcements of code of
conduct for elections, late receipt of plans and estimates etc., which are
irrelevant.

Delay in completion of works: In seven States, viz.,, Assam, Bihar, Gujarat,
Madhya Pradesh, Mizoram, Rajasthan and Tripuraand one UT, Chandigarh,
it was found that in the completion of 568 works at a total cost of
Rs. 7.30 crore, the delay in completion was upto five years.

Execution of workswithout therecommendation of the MPs: In the audit
sample of eight States, the DCsincurred an expenditure of Rs. 3.97 crore on
570 works not recommended by the MPs. This serious breach in propriety
persisted despite similar mention in the CAG's Report of 1998.

Wor ksexecuted without technical sanction/administrativeapproval: Inan
audit sample of 20 congtituencies of 10 States and one Union Territory, 3397
worksat an estimated cost of Rs. 35.79 crorewere taken up for execution without
technical sanction while eight works at an estimated cost of Rs. 2.90 lakh in
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three constituencies of one State were taken up for execution without any
administrative approval during 1997-2000. The practice of getting the works
executed without technical sanction/administrative approval persisted despite
mention inthe CAG's Report of 1998.

(®) Suspected fraud/misappropriation of funds: Therewere 13 casesof suspected
fraud/misappropriation of funds in seven sample States, involving
Rs. 118.36 lakh. Whilein one case (Tamil Nadu) the amount had been refunded
and in another case (Madhya Pradesh), recovery has stated to be in process.

(x) Incomplete/fabandoned works: In 31 sample congtituenciesof 14 StatesUTs,
99 works were either abandoned or left incomplete midway due to dispute
over title to land, insufficient provision of funds, objection raised by local
people/government department; unsatisfactory progress of works etc. An
amount of Rs. 1.10 crore was aready spent on these works prior to their
abandonment.

(xii) Payment of supervision, centage char ges: The MPLADSdoesnot allow the
implementing agencies to collect any administrative charges, centage etc.,
for their servicesof preparatory work, implementing, supervision etc. Yet, the
audit found that centage charges of Rs. 278.75 lakh were charged in 480 cases
in 17 States’UTsduring 1997-2000.

(xiii) Non-maintenance of recordsof assets: The nodal agenciesdid not maintain
the asset registers as required under MPLADS. The malady persisted despite
mention inthe CAG's Report 1998.

(xiv) Mishandling of assets: The district Collectors in most of the States did not
plan the upkeep and maintenance of assets before their creation and the
completed assets were not handed properly to the user agencies. The District
Collectors and the implementing agencies did not adequately followed the
transfer of assets resulting in mishandling of the assets. In some cases, the
created assets under the Scheme were found useless.

5. The Reports of the C&AG on MPLAD Scheme were to be examined by the
Public Accounts Committee. Accordingly, the PAC Branch was requested to furnish
their action taken report on the Audit Reportsrelatingto MPLADS. However, the PAC
in their comments dated 19 March, 2005 has stated that—

" A notehasbeen received from M PL ADS Committee Branch seekingaction
taken report on theAudit ReportsrelatingtoM PL ADSfor theinformation
of Hon'bleSpeaker. Inthisregard, it issubmitted that paragraph 5 of Audit
Report No. 3 of 1998 and the entire Audit Report No. 3A of 2001—both
relatingtoM PLADS—wereselected for detailed examination by the PAC
(1998-1999) and the PAC (2001-2002) duringtherespectiveperiod. However,
due to paucity of time, the Committee could not pursue these subjects.
Subsequent Committees did not re-select these subjects for detailed
examination.”

6. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation were requested to
furnish their factual comments on the action taken on the Audit Reports of C& AG of
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1998 and 2001. The Ministry vide their O.M. dated 20 May, 2005, inter alia, stated as
follows—

Vii.

viii.

Xi.
Xii.
Xiii.

XiV.

Itisafact that C& AG hassubmitted twoAudit Reports—onefor theperiod
endingMarch, 1997 and theother for theperiod ending M ar ch, 2000. Both
thesereportsweresubmitted toL ok Sabhain 1998 and 2001. Brief details
of the audit paras and the action taken by this Ministry aregiven in the
succeeding par agraphs.

Thereare34audit parasin thefirst report and 45 audit par asin thesecond
report. Theaudit parasaremainly on thefollowing:—

. Continued poor administration of utilization of theM PL ADSfunds.
ii. TheMinistry released the M PLADS fundswithout any correlation with

their end use.

iii. Non-receipt of utilization certificatesfrom implementing agencies.

Non-refund of unspent balance by implementing agencies.
Mis-reporting of financial progressof worksby theDCs.

. Irregular clubbing of MPLADSfundswith fundsof other schemes.

Irregular diversion of fundstoinadmissible purposes.
Execution of inadmissibleworks.

Sanction of worksfor commer cial and privateor ganizations.
Irregular sanction of repair and maintenanceworks.

Pur chase of storesout of MPLADSfunds.

Irregular expenditureon placesof reigiouswor ships.
Irregular expenditureon memorials.

Irregular sanction for workson privateland etc.

Repliestothe9 audit parasof thefirst report and 14 audit par asof second
report havealr eady been forwar ded totheDir ector General of Audit for vetting.

Theremaining 25 audit parasof thefirst report and 31 audit parasof the
second report pertain tothe Sate Gover nmentgUT Administrationsand
Digtrict Administrationswith whom thematter isbeing pur sued vigoroudy
through letters, reminder s, per sonal discussions. Infor mation from some
SatesUTS/Digrict Adminigtrationshavebeen received and from someothers
isgtill awaited. Repliestotheseaudit paraswill beforwarded totheDir ector
General of Audit for vetting assoon asinfor mation from all the Sates/UTsis
received. Therefore, replies to all the paras of the two reports will be
submitted tothe Public Accounts Committee."

7. The findings of the Audit Reports highlights that the implementation of the
MPLAD Scheme is not satisfactory. Audit findings had suggested that a significant
part of the released money had not been utilised and the works executed in large
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number of cases did not qualify for the definition of durable assets. A large number of
them remained incompl ete thereby defeating the very objective of theMPLAD Scheme.
Severd other workswereeither inadmissible or were not recommended by the Members
of Parliament. The main findings of the Audit Report (1998 & 2001) pertaining to the
implementation of the Scheme are—

« Funds under MPLADS have not been utilized fully and are lying unspent
with the District Collectors.

* Implementing agencieshad failed to submit utilization certificatesin prescribed
formsto District Collectors after completion of the work.

* MPLADS funds have been shared with other funds of other scheme in tota
violation of the Guidelineson MPLADS.

» Works had been left abandoned or incomplete midway.

* Works had been entrusted to contractors in total violation of the Guidelines
onMPLADS.

» Funds were sanctioned by the District Collectors on the recommendation of
the representatives of the Hon'ble MPs in violation of the Guidelines on
MPLADS.

 Funds have been spent on inadmissible works like— repair and maintenance
of works, grants and loans, works related to religious places etc., in tota
disregard of the Guidelineson MPLADS.

* Nodal authorities have failed to maintain an Asset Register.

» The implementing agencies had not refunded the amount to the District
Collectors even after the works were cancelled.

» Implementing agencies had collected administrative charges, centage etc.,
for their services of preparatory work, implementing, supervision etc.

8. TheMinistry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation who isresponsible
for monitoring and evaluation of Scheme had admitted that they are not in aposition to
effectively monitor the Scheme at the operationa level. In fact the Ministry did nor
haveany picture of works under implementation and quoted the Committee of Secretaries
decision that central monitoring of large number of works was neither practicable nor
desirable. The Ministry's view runs counter to the stated role of the Ministry in the
area of monitoring as provided in the Guidelines. The Ministry's role, in effect, was
confined to providing resources only without any responsibility for its use. The Audit
had found that Ministry had not done any book-keeping and it was unable to provide
even the particulars of year-wise release of fundsto district heads and the expenditure
incurred. The Ministry has also failed to use the information technology facilities to
monitor constituency wise progress and their roleislimited to having an overall picture
of the amount released.

9. The Audit Report has, therefore, desired that the Central Government should
thoroughly review the present arrangements for the implementation of the Scheme.
Such areview should cover the present manner of resourcetransfer asa so thetechnical
and administrative arrangements.
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10. TheMinistry of Satisicsand Programmel mplementation commissioned a
study by ProgrammeEvaluation Or ganisation of the Planning Commission, toevauate
the design, implementation and impact of the scheme and to identify the areas of
weakness and strength for the improved performance of the Scheme. The study was
based on the data and information gathered for the period 1994-95 to 1998-99. The
Evaluation Report was submitted in November, 2001. Someof thefindingsof Evaluation
Report is as under:—
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Although the cost-estimates of awork recommended by the MPsis required
to beworked out at time of sanctioning of thework, inredity it wasfound that
the cost estimates were prepared afterwards, perhaps made to conform to the
amount allocated by the MP. Consequently many of the works were either
completed by supplementing the fund allocated by the MP by fund procured
from other sources or compromising the quality of the asset created.

There was financial mismanagement of the Scheme and consequent inflated
reporting of amount spent.

Non-maintenance of a satisfactory accounting system for the Scheme and
absence of monitoring for the expenses actualy incurred.

The evaluation team during their field visitsfailed to locate a few of the
assets claimed to have been created. Such cases, largely the out come of
weak monitoring, per hapsencour agevarioustypesof irregularitiestothrive.

A disproportionately large amount of money was flowing in some of the
districts out of MPLADS funds. Apart from an uneven distribution of works
thisled to increase the workload for the official s leading to weak monitoring
and supervision.

Many of the MPs did not have full information even about the works they
had recommended.

A small group having easy accessto the MP at times may impress upon histo
recommend works according to their felt needs. Consequently the felt needs
of many others got overlooked.

Non-refund of unspent amount.

Quality of assets created: Allocation of inadequate funds often failed to
ensure durability and usefulness of assets.

A large number of workswere executed by contractors inspite of prohibiting
the engagement of contractors.

Inadequate infrastructure available to the Collectors vested with the
responsibility of MPLAD Scheme, lead to weak monitoring and supervision.

Failure to maintain assets register. Theinconsistency in theinformation from
sources points to weaknesses in maintenance of records and in monitoring of
theon goingwork. OnceaDistrict Collector sanctionsawork and releases
thefund, therewasgenerally atendency totreat thewor k asexecuted.
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11. Thefollowing suggestionswer e made out of Evaluation Report toimprove
theMPLAD Scheme—

(i) Adequate arrangements need to be made for making a relevant information
availableto MP. Upper limit of number of projectsand completion of the same
as per specifications with appropriate fund need to be ensured in the
guidelines.

(i) The State nodal Department needs to be strengthened in terms of staff and
other infrastructure. Relevant information about other development activities
in the district may aso be made available to the MP. Equipped with these
detailed information MP is likely to be in a more comfortable position to
recommend specific works.

(iii) PRIs be asked to provide a list of work to be recommended to the MPs
annually. It would be appropriate to think in terms of coordination of works
recommended under Legislature Area Development Scheme (MLA LAD)
together with those recommended for the respective Member of Parliament
constituencies and utilizein amore fruitful way without interfering with the
MPs and MLAs to recommend works for their choice within their budgetary
limits.

(iv) MP may consider allocation of funds only after the cost estimate is prepared
and detailed work plan and coordination mechanism made available to him.

(v) Making the MPLADS funds lapsable.
(vi) Displaying the details of works at site to be made mandatory.

12. Thelngtituteof Social Scienceconducted astudy on theworkingof MPLAD
Scheme and brought out a booklet titled 'MPLADS—Concept, Confusion and
Contradictions authored by Shri Era Sezhiyan, ex-MP and ex-Chairman, PAC and
Senior Fellow in Institute of Socal Science, New Delhi. The author has vehemently
opposed the operation of the MPLAD Scheme on the following grounds.—

(i) The Scheme as ingtituted amounts to usurpation of powers of the executive
by the legislature sinceit is not the function of the legidators to have budget
to this kind—their sole function and responsibility being— to legislate and
highlight acts of omission and commission of the executive.

(i) The Scheme amounts to direct interference by the MPs and the Ministry of
Planning and Programme Implementation in the functioning of the district
administration, which is directly under and accountable only to State
Government.

(iii) By virtue of the powers to indicate their works of their choice to the tune of
Rs. 10 crorein oneterm of fiveyears(Rs. 12 crore for Rajya SabhaMPsfor 6
years). The MPswield apower which is essentially executive and, therefore,
beyond the pale of their legidative functions and as such, the Scheme is
violative of the basic tenet and the philosophy of the Constitution.

(iv) That with the virtual operation of the Scheme by the MPs, thereis bound to
develop an pecuniary interest and, therefore, their position is not short of
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holding of the office of profit—position, which they are debarred to hold
under the Constitution.

(v) The vesting of the choice of the works to be executed |eads to favouratism
and discrimination vis-a-vis other constituents whom the MP might consider
a sure vote bank for the future election or whom the MP feels that they did
not possibly vote for or support him in the election. Political analyst have
dubbed it 'loot or largesse'.

13. Hon'ble two Members S/Shri R. Senthil and George Fernandes vide their
lettersdated 1 and 5 August, 2005 (Annexure-11 and 111) had desired that the MPLAD
Scheme be scrapped as it is the root cause of corruption at various levels.

14. The National Advsiory Council (NAC) had also advised the Centre to scrap
the Members of Parliament Local Area Development Scheme (MPLADS) and instead
divert the funds to the panchayats for effective implementation of development
programmes, judicious pending and greater descentralisation of power. The National
Commission to Review the Working of the Constitution had also recommended that
the MPLAD Scheme be scrapped as it leads to unnecessary drain on the exchequer.

15. The working of MPLAD Scheme has been reviewed by CAG Reports (1998-
2001). The Programme Evaluation Organisation of the planning Commission also
conducted astudy to evaluate the design, implementation and theimpact of the scheme
and identify the areas of weskness and strength for the improved performance of the
scheme. The Institute of Social Science, New Delhi in astudy undertaken, pointed out
certain deficiencies in the implementation of the Scheme and even questioned the
propriety and congtitutional validity for the scheme. In thisregard, it is stated that the
Reports of CAG areto be considered and examined by Public Accounts Committee of
the Parliament. Due to paucity of time the Public Accounts Committee could not
complete their study during the period when the subject of MPLAD scheme were
selected by them (1998-99) and (2000-2002). Further the Committee did not pursue
these subjectsin the subsequent Committeesfor detailed examination. The Committee
on MPLAD do not have any mandate to examine and consider the CAG Reports.
However, dueto adverse criticism and public outcry over the deficient implementation
of the scheme, the Committee can take due notice of certain observations of CAG
Reports especialy with regard to deficiencies in the implementation of the scheme
sincethe Committee on MPLADS has been vested with powersto periodically monitor
and review the implementation of the scheme. It may be further pointed out that CAG
has highlighted the deficiencies in the implementation of the Scheme and suggested
corrective measures which the Government is required to act upon.

16. There have been criticisms of the Scheme such as usurpation of powers of
the executive by the Legidature, direct interference by MPs and Ministries in the
functioning of District Administration, the scheme is violative of basic tenets and
philosphy of Constitution of India, develops pecuniary interest of MPsinthe operation
of the Scheme and thereby incur disqualification by virtue of holding Office of Profit,
favouritism and discrimination vis-a-vis other constituents, diversion of funds from
rural and urban local bodies, increasing the areas of conflict between district
administration and Panchayati Raj bodies by creating duplication of work between
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them etc. Inthiscontext, it issubmitted that the scheme under operation isaGovernment
sponsored Scheme and it isfor the Government to ensure that the scheme fitswell into
constitutional framework of the country, doesnot interferein the functioning of District
Administration and in noway theincumbent MP hold the Office of Profit etc. A Public
Interest Litigation is pending before the Supreme Court against the scheme and as a
fina interpreter of the Constitution, the Supreme Court, and not the Committee on
MPLADS, can decide on the ultra vires of this scheme.

17. The scheme in no way compromises the district planning but supplements
the efforts of the State and district institutions in planning and execution of
developmental projects. The scheme has been conceptualized to plug the resource
gap where the Central and State Government funds are not ableto fulfil thelocally felt
needs as the Members are best aware of the needs and aspirations of the people who
have chosen them. Based on the locally felt needs of the constituency, a Member
recommends the works/projects to the concerned District Collector who accords
administrative and technical sanction for the proposed works subject to the condition
that the works/projects proposed are in accordance with the Guidelines on MPLAD
Scheme. Even the implementing agency isidentified by the District Collector and not
by MP. Only &fter that the funds are released by the DC concerned.

18. Another criticism of the Scheme that there is duplicator between works
undertaken under MPLAD Scheme and Disdtrict Planning, does not hold good since
the District Collector not only heads the MPLAD Scheme but is also associated with
Panchayati Rgj Indtitutions (PRIS). Inthe event of duplication of work, if any, it becomes
incumbent upon the District Collector concerned to ensure that such duplication of
worksisavoided so asto plug any wastage of funds. When any duplication of work is
apprehended, either the MP concerned can be impressed upon to withdraw the said
project/work or the PRIs advised on the need to shelve the project/work.

19. TheCommitteemay consider theabove ParaNos. 15t0 18.

New Delhi;
Dated the 16th September, 2005.



APPENDIX XXI
\ide Chapter 3 of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADSCOMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEEON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.19

Subject: Revised Guidelines on Members of Parliament Local Area Development
Scheme(MPLADS).

TheMinigter of State (Independent Charge), Ministry of Statisticsand Programme
Implementation addressed a letter dated 9 June, 2005 to Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha
regarding revision of Guidelines on MPLADS and has sought Hon'ble Speaker's
suggestions on it before finalizing it.

2. The Minister of State (Independent Charge), Ministry of Statistics
and Programme Implementation in his letter dated 9 June, 2005 stated as
follows—

"The Lok Sabha Committee on MPLADS had met on 17.9.2003 and
conveyed its views on revision of MPLADS Guidelines vide letter No. 8/
1/MPLADS/2003 dated 29.9.2003. Subsequently, | have been interacting
with Hon'ble Members of Parliament for improvement and revision of
these Guidelines. After taking into account the suggestions received from
the L ok Sabha Committee, the Rajya Sabha Committee on MPLADS, MPs
and having considered the views expressed by the Comptroller and Auditor
General in histwo Reports, we have revised and finalized the Guidelines
onMPLADS.

| enclose a copy of the Guidelines for your kind perusal. | have separately
written to the Chairman of the Lok Sabha Committee on MPLADS for his
views on these Guidelines. Before the same isfinally approved for release, |
request you to favour us with your suggestions."

3. The Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabha in their sitting held on
17 September, 2003 at Tuticorin in Tamil Nadu considered the proposal of Ministry of
Statistics and Programme Implementation for revision of the Guidelines which was as
follows—

"Suggestion for revision of Guidelineson MPLADS

116
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The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation addressed a
communication dated 4 March, 2003 to the Lok Sabha Secretariat regarding
proposal for revision of the Guidelineson MPLADS.

The Ministry in their communication dated 4 March, 2003 stated as
under:

"The MPLAD Schemewas announced on the 23rd December, 1993. Detailed
Guidelines on the Scheme wereissued in February, 1994 by the Ministry of
Rural Development which was initially in charge of the Scheme, Revised
Guidelineswereissued by thisMinistry in December, 1994, February, 1997
and September, 1999. Thereafter, amendments to some of the provisions of
the Guidelines were issued from time to time. Incorporating these
amendments, fresh print of the Guidelines was issued by this Ministry in
April, 2002.

Suggestions have been received to amend some of the paras of the Guidelines
for better clarity of the existing provisions and for incorporation of new
provisions. The Programme Evaluation Organisation (PEO) of the Planning
Commission have made an evaluation study of the MPLADS and have given
certain useful suggestionsin their report for improving theimplementation of
the Scheme,

A need has, therefore, been felt to have a comprehensive revision of the
Guidelineson MPLADS.

A revision of the Guidelines, therefore, has been carried out and a copy of the
proposed revised Guidelines is forwarded herewith with a request that the
same may please be placed beforethe Committee on MPLADSfor their review/
comments. A copy of thetable giving paranumbers of the existing Guidelines
and corresponding para numbers of the proposed Guidelinesis aso enclosed
asAnnexure-1". (As per column No. 2)

Recommendation

The Committee considered the proposal of the Ministry of Satisticsand
Programmel mplementation for revision of theGuidelineson MPL ADSand
approved the samewith the suggestions/modificationsin someparasasin
Annexure-l1." (Asper column No. 3)

4. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation in their proposed
new revised Guidelines has made some amendments, new additionsapart from retaining
some of the existing provisions. A comprehensive analysis of these amendments along
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with the decisions of the Committee in their sitting held on 17 September, 2003 is as

follows—

Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines

Recommendations of
the Committee in
their ditting held on
17 September, 2003.

1.1 Members of Parlia-
ment are approached by
their Constituents, quite
often, for small works of
capital nature to be done
in their Constituencies.
Hence, therewasademand
made by MPs that they
should be able to
recommend works to be
done in their Consti-
tuencies. Considering these
suggestions, the Prime
Minister announced
in Parliament on
23rd December, 1993, the
"Member of Parliament
Local Area Development
Scheme". Detailed
guidelines on the Scheme
concept, implementation
and monitoring  of
MPLADS were
subsequently issued by the
Ministry of  Rural
Development in February,
1994 who initialy handled
the Scheme. Theguidelines
were revised in December,
1994 by this Ministry.
Pursuant to  these
guidelines, the Ministry
issued Circulars, fromtime
to time, on mattersrelating
to operational details,
based on suggestions
received from Members of
Parliament and others.
Revised Guidelines were
issued in February, 1997
and September, 1999.
Thereafter, amendments
to some provisions of the
guiddineswereissued from
time to time. These
guidelines are issued after
incorporating amend-
ments.

1.1 The people approach Members of
Parliament (MPs) for provision of
certain basic facilities including
community infrastructurein their areas.
Government of India considered the
need for a mechanism to respond to
such reguests and decided to have a
scheme to meet the felt needs of the
people.

1.2 On 23rd December 1993 Prime
Minister announced in the Parliament
the Members of Parliament Local Area
Development Scheme (MPLADS).
Initially the MPLADS was under the
control of the Ministry of Rural
Development. The Guidelines were
issued in February 1994, covering the
concept, implementation and
monitoring of the Scheme. The subject
relating to the MPLADS was
transferred to the Ministry of Statistics
and Programme Implementation in
October 1994. The Guidelines were
periodically updated in December 1994,
February 1997, September 1999 and
lastly in April 2002. With the
experience gained over a decade, and
having considered the suggestions made
by the Members of Parliament in the
inter active discussions taken by the
Minister of State (Independent Charge)
of the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation;
MPLADS Committees of the
Parliament; Planning Commission and
Comptroller and Auditor General of
India in its two Reports, it was felt
necessary to carry out acomprehensive
revision of the Guidelines.

1.4 In 1993-94, when the Scheme was
launched, an amount of Rs. 5 lakh per
Member of Parliament was allotted
which became Rupees one crore per
annum from 1994-95 per MP
constituency. This was stepped up to
Rs. 2 crore from 1998-99.
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Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines

Recommendations of
the  Committee in
their sitting held on
17 September, 2003.

1.2 Under this scheme,
each MP will have the
choice to suggest to the
Head of the District works
to the tune of Rs. 1 crore
per year, to be taken up in
his/her  constituency.
Elected Members of
Rajya Sabha representing
the whole of the State as
they do, may select works
for implementation in one
or more district(s) as they
may choose. Nominated
Members of the Lok Sabha
and Rajya Sabhamay aso
select works for
implementation in one or
moredistricts, anywherein
the country. The alloca-
tion per MP per year stands
increased to Rs. 2 crores
from the year 1998-1999.

1.3 MPs can also
recommend works outside
their constituencies/states
for construction of assets
that are permissible in the
guidelines, for rehabilita-
tion measures in the event
of "natural calamity of rare
severity" in any part of the
country for an amount not

2.1 The MPLADS is a Plan Scheme
fully funded by Government of India
The annual MPLADS fund entitlement
per MP constituency, is Rs. 2 crore.

2.2 Lok Sabha Members can
recommend works for their respective
constituencies. The elected Rajya Sabha
Members shall select onedistrict in the
State of their election and can
recommend works in that district. The
nominated Members of Lok Sabha and
Rajya Sabha shall select one district in
the country and can recommend works
for that district.

2.3 The elected Rajya Sabha Members
may opt for the second district within
their respective term and the State of
their election and such option for the
second district shall be at least for a
period of full financial year. The
nominated Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha
Membersmay opt for the second district
within opt for the second district within
their respective term in the country
and such option for the second district
shall be for a period of one or more full
financial year.

2.4 The choice of the District shall be
furnished by elected and nominated
Rajya Sabha Members and Nominated
Lok Sabha Members to the Director
(MPLADS) of the Ministry with copy
to the State Nodal Department and the
District Authority in the format at
Annex-I. In the case of elected
Members of Lok Sabha, no such option
is necessary.

2.8 Natural Calamities: MPLADS
works can aso be implemented in the
areas affected by the calamities like
floods, cyclone, tsunami, earthquake,
tornado and drought. MPs from the
non-affected areas of the State can also
recommend permissible works up to a
maximum of Rs. 10 lakh per annum in
the affected area(s) in that State. The
funds would be released by the Nodal

The Committee delibera-
ted on the issue of
enhancement of MPLAD
funds from present level of
Rs. 2 crores to Rs.5 crores
per MP per year and
decided to approach the
Hon'ble Spesker for taking
up the matter with the GOI
to enhance it at least to
Rs. 3 crores with the
provision for earmarking
some percent of MPLADS
funds for creation of
durable assets on nationa
priorities viz., (a) drinking
water (b)  education
() hedth (d) roads and
(e) electrification.

Comments—Membershad
been regularly demanding
from time to time to
enhance MPLADSfundsso
as to meet the growing
locally felt needs of the
constituency.
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Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines

Recommendations of
the Committee in
their sitting held on
17 September, 2003.

exceeding Rs. 10 lakhs, for
each calamity.

2.1 Each MP will give a
choice of works to the
concerned Head of the
District who will get them
implemented by following
the established procedures,
that is, he may be guided
by the procedurelaid down
by the State Government
subject to these Guidelines.
Inregard to worksin urban
areas their implementation
can be done through
Commissioners/Chief
Executive Officers of
Corporations, Municipa-
lities, etc., or through the
Headsof District concerned

district of the MP concerned to the
District Authority of the affected
district. MPLADS funds may be pooled
by the District Authority of the affected
district for works permissible in the
Guidelines. The Works Completion
Report, Utilization Certificateand Audit
Certificatefor suchworksand fundswill
be provided by the District Authority
of the affected districtsto the respective
District Authority from whom the funds
werereceived.

2.9 In the event of "Calamity of severe
nature" in any part of the country, an
MP can recommend works up to a
maximum of Rs.50 lakh for the affected
district. Whether acalamity isof severe
nature or not, will be decided by the
Government of India. The fundsin this
regard will be released by the District
Authority of Nodal District of the MP
concerned to the District Authority of
the affected district to get permissible
works done. The Works Completion
Report, Utilization Certificateand Audit
Certificatefor suchworksand fundswill
be provided by the District Authority
of the affected districtsto the respective
District Authority from whom the funds
werereceived.

2.7 Each MP will recommend works up
to the annual entitlement during the
financial year preferably within 90 days
of the commencement of the financia
year in the format a Annex-111 to the
concerned District Authority. The
District Authority will get the eligible
sanctioned works executed as per the
established procedure laid down by the
State Government for implementation
of such works subject to the provision
in these Guidelines.

2.11 District Authority: District
Collector/District Magistrate/Deputy
Commissioner will generally be the
District Authority to implement
MPLADS in the district. If the District
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Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines

Recommendations of
the Committee in
their sitting held on
17 September, 2003.

as per the option of the
MPs. Implementing
Agencies can be either
Government or Panchayati
Raj Institutions or any
other reputed non-
governmental organisation
who may be considered by
the District Head ascapable
of implementing the works
satisfactorily. Engagement
of private contractors is
prohibited, wherever
extant Guidelines do not
permit such engagement.
For purposes of execution
of works through Public
Works Department
(PWD), wings not
necessarily exclusively
dealing with civil
construction, but having
competence in civil
construction can be
engaged-like for example,
Public Health Engineering,
Rural Housing Depart-
ments/Wings, Housing
Boards, Electricity Boards,
Urban Development
Authorities etc. The Head
of theDistrict shall identify
the agency through which
a  particular  work
recommended by the MP
should be executed.

Planning Committee is empowered by
the State Government, the Chief
Executive Officer of the District
Planning Committee can function as
the District Authority. In case of
Municipal ~ Corporations, the
Commissioner/Chief Executive Officer
may function as the District Authority.
In this regard if there is any doubt,
Government of India in consultation
with the State/UT Government, will
decide the District Authority for the
purpose of MPLADS implementation.

2.12 Implementing Agency: The
District Authority shall identify the
agency through which aparticular work
recommended by the MP should be
executed. The executing agency so
identified by the District Authority is
the implementing agency. The
Panchayati Rgj Institutions (PRIS) will
preferably bethelmplementing Agency
in the rural areas and works
implementation should be done through
Chief Executive of the respective PRI.
The Implementing Agencies in the
urban areas should preferably be urban
local bodies and works implementation
should be donethrough Commissioners/
Chief Executive Officers of Municipa
Corporations, Municipalities. Further,
the District Authority may choose
either Government Department unit or
Government agency or reputed Non-
Governmental Organization (NGO) as
capable of implementing the works
satisfactorily asImplementing Agencies.
For purposes of execution of works
through Government Departments,
District Authority can engage units for
example, Public Health Engineering,
Rural Housing, Housing Boards,
Electricity Boards and Urban
Development Authorities etc, as
Implementing Agencies.

3.1 Each MP shall recommend eligible
works on MP's letter head duly signed.
A letter format from the MP to the

The implementing agency
can be either
Government agency or
Panchayat Raj Ingtitutions
or any other reputed
Non-Governmental
organisation including
managing committee of an
educational institution
which may be considered
by the District Collector as
capable of implementing
the work satisfactorily.

The issue whether the
authority for identifying
the implementing agency
be with the District
Collector was discussed at
length. All MPsexcept Shri
R.R. Pramanik, MP agreed
in favour of the District
Collector to identify the
implementing agency. It
wasaccordingly decided to
retain the Para3.5 asit is.
However, Shri R.R.
Pramanik opined that MPs
should be empowered to
recommend the
implementing agency to
the District Collector.

Comments— Recomm-
endation of the Committee
has been accepted.
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Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines

Recommendations of
the Committee in
their sitting held on
17 September, 2003.

2.2 The works under the
scheme shall be
developmental in nature
based onlocally felt needs.
The emphasis is on
creation of durable assets.
Funds provided under the
scheme should not be used
for incurring revenue
expenditure. Thefundscan
also be used for purposes
such asprovision of service
support facilities.
However, they will not
include any recurring
expenditure like on staff to
maintain such facilities.

2.5 The site selected for
execution of the work by
the MP shall not be
changed except with the
concurrence of the MP
himself.

2.7 An illustrative list of
works that may be taken
up under the scheme is
presented in Appendix 1. A
list of workswhich shall not

District Authority is at Annex-IIl.
Recommendations by representative(s)
of MPs are not admissible.

3.3 The District Authority shall
identify the Implementing Agency
capable of executing the eligible work
qualitatively, timely and satisfactorily.
The District Authority shal follow the
established work scrutiny; technical,
work estimation, tendering and
administrative procedure of the State/
UT Government concerned in the
matter of work execution, and shall be
responsible for timely and effective
implementation of such works.

1.3 The objective of the scheme is to
enable MPs to recommend works of
developmental nature with emphasison
the creation of durable community
assets based on the locally felt needs to
be taken up in their constituencies.
Right from inception of the Scheme,
durable assets of national priorities viz
drinking water, primary education,
public health, sanitation and roads are
being created.

3.4 The work and the site selected for
the work execution by the MP shall
not be changed, except with the
concurrence of the MP concerned.

2.5 All works to meet the locally felt
community infrastructure and
development needs with emphasis on
the creation of durable assets in the
respective constituency are eligible

The words "the site
selected” be replaced with
"the project and the site
selected.”

Comments—Instead of
word "the project" as
recommended by the
Committee "the work" has
been used.

The list of works
prohibited under the
Scheme should only be
furnishedinthe Guidelines.




123

Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines

Recommendations of
the Committee in their
sitting held on
17 September, 2003.

be allowed under the
scheme is presented in
Appendix 2.

2.9 The Heads of District
should ensure that
provision for maintenance
and upkeep of the works
to be taken up under this
Scheme is forthcoming
from the concerned local
body or the relevant
agency, that is, Govern-
ment-aided institution
registered society etc.

3.1 In identifying and
selecting work and giving
administrative sanction for
the same, the Head of the
District should invariably
get the concurrence of the
Member of Parliament.
Normally, the advice for
the MP should prevail
unless it be for technical
reasons such as land
selected for work not being
suitable for execution etc.
Where the Head of the
District considers that a
work suggested by an MP
cannot be executed, he
should sent a
comprehensive report with
reasons to the MP under
intimation to the
Department of the State
Government dealing with
the subject and to the
Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implemen-
tation.

under MPLADS except those prohibited
in Annexure-Il. MPs may choose some
works for creation of durable assets of
national priorities namely drinking
water, education, public health,
sanitation and roads under the Scheme.

3.6 The District Authority should get
in advance a firm commitment about
the operation, upkeep and maintenance
of the proposed asset from the User
Agency concerned beforethe execution
of the work is sanctioned.

3.5 Where the District Authority
considers that a recommended work
cannot be executed due to some reason,
the District Authority shall inform the
reasons to the MP concerned, under
intimation to the Government of India
and the State/UT Government.

3.7 Thework should be sanctioned and
executed only if the MP concerned has
allocated the full estimated cost of the
work in the year. If the commitment
for the full estimated amount is not
forthcoming and the amount
recommended by the MP is less than
the estimates for the work and there
are no other sources from which the
deficit can be made good, then the work
should not be sanctioned, asin such an
eventuality, the project will remain
incomplete for want of sufficient funds.
The shortfall in the estimated cost vis-
a-vis the one recommended by the MP
should be intimated to the MP.

3.9 The District Authority may
sanction works as per the recommenda-
tion of the MP up to the full
entitlement. However, the release of
funds will be regulated as specified in
these Guidelines.

Therefore, thereis no need
forillustrativelist of works
which can be taken up
under the Scheme.

Comments—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has been accepted.

At the end of this para, the
following may be added
"The shortfall in the
estimated cost vis-a-visthe
one recommended by the
MPbequickly intimated to
the MP".

Comments—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has been accepted.
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Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines

Recommendations of
the Committee in
their sitting held on
17 September, 2003.

3.2 As far as possible, all
sanctions for works should
be accorded within 45 days
from the date of receipt of
the proposal from the
concerned MP.

3.11 All works for which recommen-
dations are received in the office of the
District Authority till the last date of
the term of the MP are to be executed,
provided these are as per norms and
within the entitlement of MPLADS
funds of the MP. Such works cannot be
changed by MP even if the MP is re-
elected. It shall be the responsibility of
the Nodal District Authority to
scrutinize all such recommended work
within 45 days of the last date of the
term of office of the MP either to accord
necessary sanction as per the
Guidelines, or to intimate the MP about
the rejection with reasons.

3.12 On receipt of the recommendation
from the MP, the District Authority
should verify the eligibility and
technical feasibility of each
recommended work. All such eligible
works should be sanctioned within 45
days from the date of receipt of
recommendation. In case of delay due
to genuine reasons, a clarification for
delay should be incorporated in the
sanction letter. The same may be
intimated to the MP and State/UT
Government. If a recommended work
isnot eligibleor not feasible, the District
Authority shall intimate the same with
reasons to the MP and the Government
of India and State/UT Government.

3.13 The sanction letter/order shall
stipulate atime limit for completion of
the work to the Implementation
Agency. The time limit for the works
should generally not exceed one year.
In exceptional cases, where the
inplementation time exceeds one yesr,
specific reasons for the same shall be
incorporated in the sanction letter/
order. The sanction letter/order may
asoincludea clausefor suitable action
against the Implementation Agency in
the event of their failure to complete
the work within the stipulated time as
per the State Government Procedure.

Apart from state nodal
department, clarification
should be sent to MP also.

Comments—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has been accepted.

The time limit in normal
circumstances should not
exceed one year. In
exceptional cases, where it
may be for more than one
year, specific reasons also
to be mentioned in the
sanction letter.

Comment—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has been accepted.
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Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines

Recommendations of
the Committee in
their sitting held on
17 September, 2003.

3.3 So far as technical and
administrative sanctions
are concerned, decision
making should be only at
the district level. If need
be for the purpose of
implementation of this
scheme, full and final
powersshould be del egated
to the District technical
and administrative
functionaries.

3.4 In case, a constituency
fall in more than one
district, the Head of the
district who receives the
money released by the
Government of Indiashall
make the required funds
available to the other
concerned district(s) in
keeping with MP's choice
so that the Head(s) of such
other district (s) could
implement the works
suggested by the MPin his
district(s).

3.6 The Ministry of
Statistics and Programme
Implementation, Govern-
ment of India, would have
the nodal responsibilities
for this scheme at the
Centre. The Department
concerned of the State
Government will issue

3.14 Decision making powersin regard
to technical, financial and
administrative sanctions to be accorded
under the Scheme, vest in the district
level functionaries. To facilitate quick
implementation of projects under this
Scheme, full powersshould be delegated
by the State/lUT Governments to the
district functionaries. The District
Authorities will have full powersto get
the works technically approved and
financial estimates prepared by the
competent district functionaries before
according the final administrative
sanction and approval. The District
Authority should, before sanctioning
the work, ensure that all clearances for
such works have been taken from the
competent authorities and the work
conforms to the Guidelines.

3.2 In case a constituency comprises
more than one district, and the MP
wishes to recommend works in the
district other than the Nodal District,
the works list in the prescribed format
shall be given to the District Authority
of the Nodal District with copy to the
District Authority in whose jurisdiction
the proposed works are to be executed.
The District Authority in whose
jurisdiction, the proposed works are to
be executed, will maintain proper
accounts, follow proper procedure for
sanction and implementation for timely
completion of works. He will furnish
monthly progress reports, work
completion reports, and audit
certificates for such works to the Nodal
District Authority.

1.5 The Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation has been
responsible for the policy formulation,
release of funds and prescribing
monitoring mechanism for
implementation of the Scheme. A
Department in the State or the Union
Territory (UT) is designated as the
Nodal Department with the overall
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Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines

Recommendations of
the Committee in
their ditting held on
17 September, 2003.

general instructions to all
the  planning  and
implementing agencies at
the district level to con-
operate, assist and
implement the works
referred to them under this
scheme by the Heads of the
districts. Copies of such
instructions shall also be
sent to the MPs at their
congtituencies and at their
Delhi addresses.

3.7 The normal financia
and audit procedureswould
apply to al actions taken
under this scheme subject
to these Guidelines,
especially guidelines
contained in para 3.3 .

responsibility of  supervision,
monitoring and coordination of the
MPLADS implementation with the
district and other Line Departments.
The Government of India forms the
State Nodal Department about the
MPLADS funds relase to the District
Authorities. The District Authorities
report the status of MPLADS
implementation to the Government of
India and State Nodal Department. The
District Authority gets the MPLADS
implemented through Local Self
Government or through Government
Agencies. In some cases, the District
Authority engages reputed Non
Government Organizations (NGOs) for
execution of MPLADS works.

5.3 On completion of a work, the
Implementing Agency shall quickly
finalize the accounts for that work and
shall furnish a work completion report
and utilization certificate and return the
un-utilized balance (savings) including
contingency charges and interest
amount with 30 days to the District
Authority concerned. The model work
completion report is at Annex-VII.
The District Authority and the
Implementing Agency would arrangeto
transfer the asset to the User Agency
without any delay. The User Agency
should take it on its books for normal
operation and maintenance.

5.4 The District Authority and
Implementing Agencies will properly
maintain MPLADS accounts. District
Authority will furnish Utilization
Certificate every year in the form
prescribed in the Guidelines (Annex-
VII1) to the State Government and the
Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation. These accounts and
Utilization Certificates will be audited
by the Chartered Accountants or the
Local Fund Auditors or any Statutory
Auditors as per the State/UT
Government procedure. The Auditors
should be engaged by State/UT

(i) Addition of ‘'and
utilization certificate' after
the words 'completion
certificate'.

(i) Addition of 'within one
month' after the words
'interest amount'.

Comments—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has been accepted.
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Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines
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Government for each District Authority
on the basis of the recommendation of
the Accountant General of State/UT
concerned. The District Authority will
submit for every year the audited
accounts, reports and certificates to the
State Government and the Ministry of
Statistics and Programme Implemen-
tation. The normal audit procedure
would apply under the Scheme for
auditing the accounts of the District
Authority and Implementing Agencies.
In addition, the Comptroller and
Auditor General of Indiawill undertake
test audit and sent reportsto the District
Authorities, the State Government and
the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation.

5.5 The Audit Report should be
prepared MP wise and should inter alia
cover the following aspects: (i) number
of Savings/other Bank Accounts being
maintained by the District
Administration and the Implementing
Agencies; (ii) any fund held in fixed
deposits (Fixed deposits are not
permissible); (iii) whether interest
accrued in Savings Account has been
taken as receipt and utilized for the
Project; (iv) delay, if any, in crediting
the Accounts of the District Authority
and the Implementing Agencies by the
receiving Bank — if so, the period of
delay; (v) Whether Bank reconciliation
in respect of Cash Book balance and
Pass Book balance is being done every
month; (vi) The Bank reconciliation
should also cover interest accruals. The
Bank reconciliation statement as on
31st March should be attached to the
Audit Report; (vii) Proper maintenance
of Cash Book by the District Authority
and Implementing Agencies; (viii)
Cheques issued but not encashed as on
31st March as per Bank reconciliation,
(ix) Actual expenditure incurred out of
advancesto theImplementing Agencies;
and closing balances with them;
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on

(x) Diversion of funds, works
prohibited and inadmissible items of
expenditure (The details along with the
viewsof District Authority ineach case
shall form part of the audit report for
the District Authority to get such audit
objection settled and follow up audit in
succeeding year); and (xi) Utilization
of earmark funds for SC and ST aress.

5.6 The Audit Certificate furnished by
the Chartered Accountants, will be
submitted every year by the District
Authority aong with replies to each
of the audit objections. It will be the
responsibility of the District Authority
to ensure that al audit objections are
settled forth with. The Implementing
Agencies are to submit works,
completion report and associated fund
utilization report to the District
Authority. The Chartered Accountants
will audit all such reports and records
and furnish their certificate in a model
Audit Certificate prescribed in these
Guidelines (Annex- IX). The audit fee
may be paid under contingency
expenses as per item iv (b) of
paragraph 4.15.

5.6. There are former elected and
nominated Members of Rajya Sabhaand
nominated Member of Lok Sabha who
recommended works under MPLADS.
Those are yet to be completed, for
which Works Completion Report,
Utilisation and Audit Certificate are to
be furnished by the District Authorities
along with Monthly Progress Report
(Annex-V1)

5.7 The Digtrict Authorities have been
implementing MPLADS since 1993-94.
They are to submit periodicaly works
Completion Report, Utilization
Certificate, and Audit Certificates.
These Certificates are to be furnished
to the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation right from
inception. Following time frame is
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3.9 When thereisachange
in the MP, for whatever
reason it may be, the
following principlesshould
be followed, as far as
possible in executing
works:

« If the work identified by
the predecessor MP is
under execution, it should
be completed.

« If the work identified by
the predecessor MP is
pending sanction due to
administrative reasons
beyond a period of 45 days
from the date on which
advice was received for
taking up the work, it
should also be executed
provided the work is
otherwise as per norms.

* If the predecessor MP had
identified the work, but it
was not taken up for
execution because of
reasons other than those
mentioned in the
preceding sub-para, it can
be executed subject to the
confirmation of the
successor MP.

drawn up for the District Authorities to
submit these Completion Reports,
Utilization Certificates, and Audit
Certificates.

Utilization and
Audit Certificates

Year All Works Completion
Reports

1993-94 to
1998-99

30-9-2005 31-12-2005

1999-2000 to
2002-03

31-03-2006 30-06-2004

2003-04 and
2004-05

30-06-2006 30-09-2006

4.7 The balances of MPLADS funds
(funds not committed for the
recommended works) left by the
predecessor MP in a Lok Sabha
constituency would be passed on to the
successor MP from that constituency.

4.10 The balance of funds (funds not
committed for the recommended
works) left by Anglo-Indian nominated
Lok Sabha MPs will be transferred to
the successor Anglo-Indian nominated
Lok Sabha MPs by the Government of
India
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4.1 ldedly it would be
desirable that the MPs
suggest individual works
costing not more than
Rs. 25 lakhs per work.
However, the limit of
Rs. 25 lakhs per work
should not be too rigidly
construed. Amounts higher
than Rs. 25 lakhs per work
can be spent depending
upon the nature of the
work. (For exampleasingle
check dam to provide
minor irrigation or water
supply or a sports stadium
may cost more than Rs. 25
lakhs. In the case of such
works higher amount can
be ligitimately spent).

4.2 Funds shall be released
to the Districts each year
immediately after the Vote
on Account/Budget is
passed. The funds released
by the Government of India
under the schemewould be
non-lapsable. Funds
released inaparticular year,
if they remain unutilised
can be carried forward to
the subsequent year
without detracting from
theallocation of rupeestwo
crores per year per
constituency. However,
release of funds will be
made with reference to the
actual progressachievedin
expenditure and execution
of works. In other words,
fundswould beavailablein
the budget to the extent of
rupees two crores per yer
per MP and works will not
suffer for want of
provisions. At the same
time releases will be

Deleted

4.1 The annual entitlement of Rs. 2
crorewill bereleased intwo instalments
of Rs. one crore each by Government
of India directly to the District
Authority (District Collector/District
Magistrate/ Deputy Commissioner or
the Chief Executive of the Municipal
Corporation, or the District Planning
Committee as the case may be), under
intimation to the State/UT Nodal
Department and to the Member of
Parliament concerned.

4.2 At the time of the constitution of
Lok Sabha, and election of a Rajya
SabhaMember, thefirst instalment will
be released to the District Authority
without waiting for any report/
certificate from the Nodal District
Authority of the MP concerned. The
subsequent instalments of the
continuing Membersof Rajys Sabhaand
Lok Sabha will be released as per the
eligibility criteriaindicated in Paragraph
4.3. There will be no clubbing of the
MPLADS accounts of the previous MP
for the purpose of MPLADS fund
release. Physical and Financia Progress
for each MP (sitting and former), will

The cost ceiling of
Rs. 25.00 lakhs per work
should beremovedto allow
MPs to recommend works
of suitable nature to meet
the local needs.

Comments—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has been accepted.
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regulated according to
progress. The idea is that
at any given time no
excessive money should
remain outside the
Government treasury than
is reasonably expected to
be spent within a year, For
example, if out of Rs. 2
crore allotted for a
constituency in a year,
Rs. 150 lakhs are spent, the
balance of Rs. 50 lakhs can
be carried over for the year
when this amount together
with fresh allocation of
Rs. 2 crore (total of Rs. 2.5
crore) would be the
entitlement of the year and
could be spent. But actua
physical release of funds
will bewith referencetothe
amount expected to be
spent. It should be seen,
however, that unspent
amountsdo not excessively
snowball into huge
entitlements.

4.3 Therelease of fundsby
the Ministry of Statistics
and Programme
Implementation, will be
done two times a year on
the basis of the physical
and financial progress of
the  works under
implementation and
further requirement of
funds for works.

4.4 At the time of release
of funds, the Ministry of
Statistics and Programme
Implementation, in
consultation with theHeads
of the concerned Districts
will make an assessement
of the funds required to
complete the on-going

be sent by the District. Authorities
separately.

4.3 Thefirst instalment wil be released
in the beginning of the financia year.
This is subject to the condition that
second instalment of the previous year
was released for the MP concerned.
However, if any specific condition was
imposed at the time of release of the
second instalment of the previous year,
its compliance will be ensured before
the release of the first instalment. The
second instalment of theMPLADSfunds
will bereleased subject to thefulfillment
of the following eligibility criteria—

(i) the unsanctioned balance amount
available with the accounts of the
District Authority after taking into
account the cost of all the works
sanctioned is less than Rs. 50 lakh;

(ii) the unspent balance of funds of the
MP concerned is less than Rs. One
crore; and

(iii) Utilization Certificate for the
previous financial year and the Audit
Certificate for the funds released for
each MP in the year prior to the
previous year have been furnished by
District Authority. The Utilisation
Certificateand Audit Certificate formats
areat Annex V111 and I X respectively.

The stipulations at (i) and (ii) above
will be calculated from the Monthly
Progress Report to be sent by the
District Authorities for each sitting and
former MP term-wise separately
Annex-VI is the format in which the
Monthly Progress Report is to be sent
by the District Authorities.

4.4 Funds Non-lapsable: Funds
released to the District Authority by
the Government of India are non-
lapsable. Funds left in the district can
be carried forward for utilization in the
subsequent years. Further, the funds not
released by the Government of Indiain

The next instalment of
Rs. 1.00 crore in respect
of anMPwould bereleased
once the unsanctioned
balance amount after
taking into account the
cost of all the work
sanctioned comes to less
than Rs. 50.00 lakhs.

Comments—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has been accepted.
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works. Such requirements
of funds will be met first
and then only the balance
allocation  will  be
considered for new works.
Instalment of Rs. 1 crore
in respect of an MP would
be released once the
balance amount, after
taking into account the
cost of all the works
sanctioned (unsanctioned
balance), comes to less
than Rs. 50 lakhs. The
eligibility for therelease of
an instalment in respect of
an MP will be decided on
the basis of information
furnished by the concerned
District Heads in the
format placed at
Appendix-3 and 4
respectively, copies of
which will also be sent by
the District Heads to the
concerned MPs.

4.5 Funds for individual
works should be promptly
released. 75% of the cost
of the works can be
released in the first
instalment itself, the
balance of 25% being
released watching progress.
To the maximum extent
possible, release of funds
should bearranged through
the administrative
authority available nearest
to the work spot, like for
example a  Block
Development Officer. The
objective should be that
release of fundsasoismade
through decentralised
administrative mechanisms
already available on the
ground and that

ayear will becarried forward for making
rel easesin the subsequent years. Subject
to the fulfillment of criteria stipulated
in Paragraph 4.3 within.

4.6 If a Lok Sabha constituency is
spread over more than one district,
funds forthe constituency shall be
released to Nodal District Authority, who
will beresponsiblefor transfer of funds
to the other districts within the
constituency as per the requirement of
funds in those districts.

4.13 The District Authority can
sanction works up to the entitlement
of the MP for that year without even
physical availability of funds. Fundswill
be released by the Government as per
the eligibility stipulated in paragraphs
42 and 4.3

4.15 The District Authority may release
advance up to 50% of the estimated
amount of a sanctioned work to an
Implementing Agency. On the basis of
the physical and financial report
furnished by the Implementing Agency,
the District Authority can release the
remaining funds when 60% of the
advance has been utilised.
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implementing agencies
have the quickest feasible
accessto such decentralised
authorities.

4.7 Funds released under
the scheme shall be
deposited in nationalized
banks.

5.1 For effective imple-
mentation of the works
taken up under thisscheme,
each State Government/UT
Administration  shall
designate one nodal
Department for physical
monitoring through field
inspection and for
coordination with the
Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implemen-
tation, Government of
India. The Heads of
District shall visit and
inspect at least 10% of
these works every year.
Similarly, it should be the
responsibility of the senior
officers of implementing
agencies of these works to
regularly visit the work
spots and ensure that the
works are progressing
satisfactorily as per the
prescribed procedures and

4.14 The District Authority and the
Implementing Agenciesshall deposit the
funds in a nationalised bank. Separate
account will be opened for each MP for
the purpose.

4.16 The interest accrued on the funds
released under the Scheme, to the
District Authority is to be used for
permissibleworks recommended by the
MP concerned. Theinterest accrued on
the funds released under the Scheme to
the Implementing agencies shall be
calculated while arriving at the savings
for each work. The savings for each
work shall be refunded to the District
Authority within 30 days of the
completion work.

6.1 Role of MPLADS Parliamentary
Committees: There are two
Committeesof Parliament (RajyaSabha
and Lok Sabha) on Members of
Parliament Local Area Development
Scheme which receive representations
from MPs and the proposals submitted
by the Government of India to advise
the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation,
Government of India for appropriate
action. The role of the Committees is
decided by the Speaker, for Lok Sabha
Committee, and Chairman Rajya Sabha
for Rajys Sabha Committee on
MPLADS.

6.2 Role of the Central Government:
(i) The Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation shall
monitor the overall position of funds
released, cost of works sanctioned, funds
spent. (ii) The Ministry will monitor
the receipt of Completion Reports,
Utilization Certificates, and Audit
Certificate from the District
Authorities. (iii) TheMinistry will bring
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specifications. Likewise,
officers of district at the
sub-divisional and block
level shall also closely
monitor implementation
of these works through
visits to work sites. The
heads of the District should
also involve the MPs in
such inspections and
monitoring to  the
maximum extent feasible.
They should also furnish
monitoring reports onxce
in two months to the MPs
and the Ministry of
Statistics and Programme
Implementation. A
schedule of inspections
which prescribes the
minimum number of field
visits for each supervisory
level functionary of the
implementing agencies
may be drawn up by the
Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implemen-
tation.

5.2 The Ministry of
Satistics and Programme
Implementation, would
always have with it a
complete and updated
picture of the works under
implementation.

5.3 Monitoring formats
and other issues of details
relevant to this scheme
would be decided by the
Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implemen-
tation, from time to time
within the framework of
the scheme.

5.4 The Districts Heads
should also communicate
information on the

out Annual Report on the
implementation of MPLADS including
the facts relating to physical and
financial progress (iv) The Ministry
will hold meetingsin the Statesand also
at the Centre at least once in a year to
review the implementation of the
MPLAD Scheme. (v) TheMinistry shall
provide training materials for
conducting training of district officers,
on MPLADS as and when these are
organized by the State Governments.
(vi) The Ministry has developed the
software on monitoring of MPLADS
works and will operationalise through
State Governments, UT Adminis-
trations and District Authorities.
(vii) The Ministry will review the
utilization of funds by the District
Authorities in SC and ST areas. (viii)
The Ministry will review the audit
objections and issues arising out of the
Audit and Utilization Certificates.

6.3 Role of the State/UT
Government: (i) The Nodal
Department will be responsible for
coordination with the Ministry and
proper and effective supervision of the
MPLADS implementation in the State.
To this effect a committee under the
Chairmanship of the Chief Secretary/
Development Commissioner/
Additional Chief Secretary should
review MPLADS implementation
progress with the District Authorities
and MPs at least once in a year. The
Nodal Department Secretary and other
Administrative Department Secretaries
should al'so participatein such meetings.
(ii) The States in which Divisional
Commissioner arrangements exist, the
Divisional Commissioners should be
empowered to review the MPLADS
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progress of worksunder the
scheme on the Internet to
the Ministry of Statistics
and Programme Imple-
mentation. Copies of such
reports shall also be
forwarded to the MPs.
Software required for
reporting on the Internet
will be furnished by the
Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implemen-
tation. This will also
facilitate instantaneous
monitoring of the progress
of the schme constituency-
wise

implementation progress and guide the
District Authorities (I11) The State
Government will review (a) the
utilization of funds by the District
Authority in SC and ST areas; and
(b) the audit objectionsand issuesarising
out of the audit and utilization
certificates. (iv) The State Government,
by specific order, shall empower the
District Authorities and other District
functionaries  technical and
administrative powers for implemen-
tation of MPLADS. (v) The State
Government may make arrangements
for training of district officers
concerned with the implementation of
the MPLAD Scheme. (vi) The State
Government may authorize its officers
not below the rank of Deputy Secretary/
Executicve Engineer to inspect
MPLADsworksasand when they make
official field visits. (vii) The State/lUT
Government may check and review the
number MPLADS works inspected by
the District Authorities. (viii) State/lUT
Government shall, in consultation with
Accountant General of the State/UT,
engage the Auditor for auditing of
MPLADS accounts of each District
Authority. (ix) The State/UT Govern-
ment may hoist data on MPLADS
implementation in the State on their
web sites.

6.4 Role of the District Authority:—
The District Authority's role has been
outlined in different paragraphs of the
Guiddlines. Herethe District Authority's
role on coordination and supervision is
being indicated.

(i) The District Authority would be
responsiblefor overall coordination and
supervision of the works under the
scheme at the district level, and inspect
at least 10% of the works under
implementation every year. The
District Authority should involve the
MPs in the inspections of projects to
the extent feasible.
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(i) The District Authority will enforce
the provisions made in the Paragraph
2.4 on the earmarked per cent of
funding for MPLADS works in the SC
and ST areas.

(iii) The District Authority shall
maintain the work-registers indicating
the position of each work
recommended by the MPs and shall
furnish work details to the Ministry in
the prescribed format for web hoisting.

(iv) The District Authority shall also
maintain a register of all the assets
created with the Scheme funds and
subsequently transferred to the User
Agencies.

(v) The District Authority will inspect
all works executed by/for societies and
trusts under MPLADS and ensure that
the agreement conditions are being
complied with. In case of violation of
any of the provisions of the agreement,
action as per the agreement shall be
taken by the District Authority.

(vi) The District Authority shall furnish
to the Ministry, to MPs concerned as
well as to the State Government
monthly reportsin the required formats
of the Guidelines on or before the
10th of the succeeding month.

(vii) The District Authority shall
review every month MPLADS works
implementation with the
Implementing Agencies. The District
Authority shall invite the MPs
concerned to such review meetings.

(viii) The District Authority shall be
responsible to settle audit objections
raised in the audits.

(iX) The Nodal District Auathority shall
submit Monthly Progress Report to the
Government of India, State/UT
Government and the MP concerned for
each MP separately in the formats
available at Annex-VI

All concerned implemen-
ting agencies at the District
level should be invited to
this review meeting.

Comments—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has not been accepted.
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6.1 In order that local
people become aware that
particular works have been
executed with MPLADS
funds, sign boards carrying
the inscription "MPLADS
WORK" with the name of
MP may be permanently
and prominently erected at
the sites.

6.3 Works permissible
under these Guidelinesmay
also betaken up for certain
Registered Societies and
Trusts, who fulfil the
conditions laid down in
Ministry's letter No. C/56/
2000-MPLADS dated
23.01.2001 and letter No.
C/56/2000-MPLADS

6.5 Role of the Implementing
Agencies.—It will betheresponsibility
of the officers of the implementing
Agencies to regularly visit the works
spots to ensure that the works are
progressing satisfactorily as per the
prescribed procedure and specifications
and the time schedule. (ii) The
Implementing Agencies shall furnish
physical and financial progress of each
work to the District Authority every
month with a copy to the concerned
State Department. The Implementing
Agencies should provide the report also
in the soft format. (iii) The
Implementing Agencies shall furnish
completion report/certificates and
utilization certificates to the District
Authority within one month of
completion of the works. (iv) The
Implementing Agenciesshall also refund
to the District Authority the savings
(balance amounts) including interest, if
any, at their disposal within one month
and close the Bank Account opened for
the purpose.

3.22 Assoon asawork under the Scheme
is completed, it should be put to public
use. For greater public awareness about
execution of works consting Rs. 5 lakh
and above, under MPLADS, a plaque
(stone/metal) carrying the inscription
'Member of Parliament Local Area
Development Scheme Work' indicating
the cost involved, the commencement,
completion and inauguration date and
the name of the MP sponsoring the
project should the permanently erected.

3.21 Community infrastructures and
public utility buildings and works are
also permissiblefor registered Societies/
Trusts under the Scheme, provided that
the Society/Trust isengaged in the social
service/welfare activity and hasbeenin
existence for the preceding three years.
The existence of the Society/Trust shall
be reckoned from the date it started its
activities in the field, or the date of

As soon as a work under
the Schemeis completed it
should be immediately put
to public use.

Comments—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has been accepted.

The word "prominently"
may be replaced withwords
"permanently and promi-
nently". The word 'sign
board' may be replaced by
"plaque” which should be
permanent in nature
(stone/metal)

Comments—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has been accepted.

However, word "promi-
nently" has not been used.
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dated 20.03.2001 placed at
Appendix-5.

registration under the relevant
Registration Act, whichever islater. The
Implementing Agenciestoregularly visit
the works spotsto ensure that the works
are progressing satisfactorily as per the
prescribed procedure and specifications
and the time schedule. (ii) The
Implementing Agencies shall furnish
physical and financial progress of each
work to the District Authority every
month with a copy to the concerned
State Department. The Implementing
Agencies should provide the report also
in the soft format. (iii) The
Implementing Agencies shall furnish
completion report/certificates and
utilization certificates to the District
Authority within one month of
completion of the works. (iv) The
Implementing Agenciesshall alsorefund
to the District Authority the savings
(balance amounts) including interest and
contingency amount, if any, at their
disposal and close the Bank Account
opened for the purpose. Beneficiary
Society/Trust shall beawell established,
public spirited, non profit making
entity, enjoying a good reputation in
the area. Whether such a Society/ Trust
iswell reputed or not, should be decided
by the District Authority concerned on
the basis of relevant factors, like
performance in the field of social
service, welfare activities, non-profit
orientation of its activities,
transparency of its activities and sound
financial position. The ownership of
the land may remain with the Society/
Trust, but the structure constructed with
MPLADS funds shall be the property
of State/UT Government. The Society/
Trust shall undertake to operate
maintain and up keep at its cost the
asset created under MPLADS. If at any
time, it is found that the asset created
with MPLADS funds is not being used
for the purpose for which the asset was
funded, the State/lUT Government may
take over the asset and proceed to

The infrastructure needs of
the Government and the
communities are yet to be
fulfilled. The funding from
MPLADS therefore, should
be for bridging the gaps. In
this  background the
Committee discussed in
detail whether works
pertaining to commercial/
private organizations/
ingtitutions NGOs/Societies/
Trusts should be supported
under the Scheme. Some
MPs were in favour of
confining the works under
MPLADS only to the
Government. Programme
and indtitutions. It was dso
felt that there are some
reputed NGOs like
Ramakrishna Mission, Red
Cross who are doing good
jobs for the society in the
field of education, health
may need financia support.
Itwasaccordingly decided to
keep the upper limit of
Rs.5.00 lakhs only for
NGOs/Private  Trusts/
Societies/Organisations in
place of Rs.25 lakhs.

Comments—Recommen-

dation of the Committee
has not been accepted.
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6.4 MPLADS funds can
also be used on the
recommendation of the
MPs concerned towards
contribution of State
Government in Centrally
Sponsored Scheme, intheir
constituency as per details
communicated under this
Ministry's letter No. C/50/
2000-MPLADS dated
22.01.2001 Appendix-6.

recover from the Society/Trust, the
cost incurred from MPLADS for the
creation of asset along with penal
interest at the rate of 18% per annum
caculated with effect from the date of
use of MPLADS fund for the works
concurred. A formal agreement (amodel
agreement form is a Annex-V) will be
executed by the Society/Trust with the
District Authority in favour of the
Government in advancefor the purpose.
Thisagreement will be registered under
the relevant Registration Act on a non-
judicia stamp paper of Rs.10 or more,
as is applicable in the State/UT.
No stamp duty would be required to be
paid for registration asthereisno formal
transfer of assets. Not more than Rs.25
lakh can be spent from MPLADS fund
for one or more works of a particular
Society/Trust. If a Society has availed
of the MPLADS funds up to Rs. 25
lakh, no more work can be
recommended for that Society/Trust
under the Scheme. The MPLADS
funding is not permissible to a Society/
Trust, if the recommending MP or any
of his/her family members is the
President/Chairman or member of the
Managing Committee or Trustee of the
registered Society/Trust in question.
Family memberswould includeMPand
MP's spouse which would comprise of
their parents, brothers and sisters,
children, grandchildren and their
spouuses and their in-laws.

3.17 MPLAD Scheme can be converged
with the Central and State Government
Schemes provided such works are
eligible under MPLADS. Funds from
local bodies can also be pooled for
MPLADS works. Wherever such
pooling is done, funds from other
scheme sources should be used first and
the MPLADS funds should be released
later, so that MPLADS fund resultsin
completion of the work.
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The Ministry of Statistics
and Programme Imple-
mentation vide their
Circular No. C/39/2000-
MPLADS dated 21
February, 2002 allowed the
Digtrict Collectorsto utilise
half per cent amount as
contingent expenditure out
of the annual alocation of
each MP per year under
MPLADS. This half per
cent amount of the value
of works sanctioned under
MPLADS can be
specifically mentioned
along with the value of the
works sanctioned under
MPLADS in the sanction
orders to be issued after
preparation of estimates
etc. as per established
procedure of the State
Government.

3.18 The MPs concerned can
recommend the use of MPLADS funds
towards the State Government share in
a Centrally Sponsored Scheme being
implemented in their constituencies,
provided the works under the Centrally
Sponsored Schemeare permissibleunder
MPLADS.

3.19 Public and community contribution
to the works recommended by MPs is
permissible. In such cases, MPLADS
funds will be limited to the estimated
amount minus the public and
community contribution.

3.20 There are Central and State
Government Schemeswhich providefor
the Public and community contribution.
MPLADS funds shall not be used to
substitute with Public and community
contribution in any Central/State
Government Programme/Scheme,
which includes a component of such
contribution.

4.17 Contingency Expenses: The
District Authority can utilize up to 0.5%
of the amount spent on completed
projects in a year under MPLADS as
‘contingency expenses on theitemslike
(i) Purchase of Stationery; (ii) Office
equipment including computer
(excluding laptop); (iii) Telephone/fax
charges, postd charges; and (iv) Expenses
incurred (8) to make MPLADS works
monitoring software operational and (b)
to get the audit certificate and audit of
the accounts. This amount must not be
used for meeting the cost of items like
(8) Purchase of any type for office
furniffture; vehicles; air-conditioners,
refrigeratorsetc. and (b) Renovation and
maintenance of office building. A
separate account for such expenditure
incurred during a year under MPLAD
Scheme shall be maintained and MP
concerned shal bekept informed besides
making available the details for scrutiny
by audit.

The suggested provision to
earmark office expensesto
the extent to 0.1% to be
passed on to the States out
of 0.5% expenses allowed
at the District level should
be modified to provide
separate funding to the
State Government for
strengthening the State
Government capabilities
for supervision and
monitoring of MPLADS
execution.

Comments—Recommen-
dation of the Committee
has not been accepted.
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Para No. of Existing
Guiddlines

Corresponding Para No. of
Proposed Guidelines

Recommendations of
the Committee in their
sitting held on
17 September, 2003

Such Contingent expendi-
ture can be allowed to meet
the cost of following
items—

(i) Stationery

(i) Office equipment like
typewriter, computer

(iii) Payment of honora-
rium/overtime to the staff
put on MPLADS works

(iv) Telephone/fax charges,
postal charges only.

The contingent expendi-
ture must not be used for
meeting the cost of
following items.—

(i) Purchase of any kind of
furnishing for office

(ii) Renovation of office
building

(iii) Purchase or subscrip-
tion of mobile phones

(iv) Purchase of vehicles
(v) Cost of fuel for vehicles

(vi) Purchase of air-
conditioners, refrigerators
etc.

It is requested that a
separate account for the
contingent expenditure
incurred during ayear under
MPLAD Scheme may be
maintained and made
available for scrutiny by
audit.

Item 1 of Appendix I (List
of works not permissible
under MPLADS) prohibits
officebuildings. Residential
buildings and other
buildings relating to
Central or State
Governments, Depart-
ments, Agencies or
Organisations.

Item 1 of Appendix Il (List of works
prohibited under MPLADS) prohibits
officeand residential buildingsbelonging
to Central, and State Governments,
their Departments, Government
Agencies/Organisations and Public
Sector Undertakings.

With reference to Item
No. 1 the Committee
deliberated about the need
for certain office buildings
to be excluded from the
prohibition list.

There was a detailed
discussion in the
Committee to take up
setting of officebuilding for
MPs in every district for
facilitating implementa-
tion of MPLADS. It was
suggested that Government
of India should consider
setting up officebuilding for
each MP under MPLADS.
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NEWADDITIONS

1.5 The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation has been
responsible for the policy formulation, release of funds and prescribing monitoring
mechanism for implementation of the Scheme. A Department in the State or the Union
Territory (UT) isdesignated asthe Nodal Department with the overall responsibility of
supervision, monitoring and coordination of the MPLADS implementation with the
districts and other Line Departments. The Government of India informs the State
Nodal Department about the MPLADS funds release to the District Authorities. The
District Authorities report the status of MPLADS implementation to the Government
of India and State Nodal Department. The District Authority gets the MPLADS
implemented through Local Self Governments or through Government Agencies. In
some cases, the District Authority engages reputed Non-Governmental Organizations
(NGOs) for execution of MPLADSworks.

2.6 Development of Areasinhabited by Scheduled Castesand Scheduled Tribes:
Thereisagreater need to develop areas where Scheduled Castes (SCs) and Scheduled
Tribes (STs) population live. It is, necessary that special attention is given for
infrastructural development of such areas. The MPs are, therefore, to recommend
every year suchworkscosting at least 15% of MPLADSfund for areaswhere Scheduled
Caste Population live and 7.5% for areas where Scheduled Tribe population live. In
other words, permissible works costing not less than Rs. 30 lakh out of the annua
allocation of Rs. 2 crore per M.P. may be recommended for areaswhere SC Population
live and Rs. 15 lakh for areas where ST Population live. In case, a congtituency does
not have ST inhabited area, such fund may be utilized in SC inhabited areas and vice-
versa. It will bethe responsibility of the District Authority to enforce this provision of
the Guidelines.

2.7 Each MP will recommend works up to the annual entitlement during the
financial year preferably within 90 days of the commencement of the financial year in
theformat at Annex-I11 to the concerned District Authority. The District Authority will
get the eligible sanctioned works executed as per the established procedure laid down
by the State Government for implementation of such works subjected to the provision
in these Guidelines.

2.10If aMember of Parliament findsthe need to promote education and culture
of aState/UT wherefrom the MPiselected or has chosen anodal District (Nominated
MPs only) in a place out side that State/UT, the MP can select works relating to
education and cultural development not prohibited under these Guidelines up to
maximum of Rs. 101akhinafinancial year. In such cases, the Nodal District Authority
will befully responsiblefor coordination and other functions bestowed on himin the
Guiddines. Theworks Completion Report, Utilization Certificate and Audit Certificate
for such works and funds will be provided by the District Authority of the district
concerned to the respective District Authority from whom the funds were received.

3.1 Each MPshall recommend dligible works on MP'sletter head duly signed. A
letter format from the MPto the Disgtrict Authority is at Annex-111. Recommendations
by representative(s) of MPs are not admissible.
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3.7 The work should be sanctioned and executed only if the MP concerned has
allocated the full estimated cost of the work in the year. If the commitment for the full
estimated amount is not forthcoming and the amount recommended by the MPisless
than the estimates for the work and there are no other sources from which the deficit
can be made good, then the work should not be sanctioned, as in such an eventuality,
the project will remain incomplete for want of sufficient funds. The shortfall in the
estimated cost vis-a-vis the one recommended by the MP should be intimated to the
MP

3.8 If the estimated amount for awork is more than the amount indicated by the
MP for the same, MP's further consent is necessary before the sanction is accorded.

3.10 In case, more than one list of recommendations is received by the District
Authority, the priority will be asper the principle of first received to befirst considered.

3.13 The sanction letter/order shall stipulate atime limit for completion of the
work to the Implementation Agency. Thetime limit for the works should generally not
exceed oneyear. In exceptional cases, wherethe implementation time exceedsoneyesr,
specific reasons for the same shall be incorporated in the sanction letter/order. The
sanction letter/order may also include a clause for suitable action against the
Implementation Agency in the event of their failure to complete the work within the
stipulated time as per the State Government Procedure.

3.15 The work, once recommended by the MP and sanctioned by the District
Authority may be cancelled if so desired by the MP only, if the execution of the work
has not commenced and the cancellation does not lead to any contractual financial
liability/cost on the Government and also subject to Paragraph 3.11. If for some
compelling, reasons, stoppage/abandonment of awork in progressbecomesinevitable;
the matter should bereferred to the State Nodal Department with full justification for a
decision under intimation to the Government of India and to the concerned MP.

3.16 On receipt of the recommendation of the works from the M P, and issue of
the work sanction order by the District Authority, the District authority should ensure
that details of the work sanctioned are entered in the Input Format (Annex-1V A, B, C,
D, and E) and transmitted to the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation
for hoisting in its web site. District Authoritieswill take stepsto ensure that all works
so sanctioned with effect from 1st April 2005 are entered and transmitted to the Ministry
for website hoisting. For the previousyearsworks aready executed or under execution
need the similar processand al entriesare madein atime bound manner. In all cases of
doubts, the Software Manual for Monitoring of Worksunder MPLADS aready released
and available in the website may be referred to.

3.23 List of al completed and ongoing workswith MPLADS funds should also
be displayed at the District Authority Office and posted in the website for information
of the general public.

3.24 As per the provisions of the right to Information Act, 2004 and the Rules
framed thereunder, all citizens have the right to information on any aspect of the
MPLAD Scheme and the works recommended/sanctioned/executed under it. Thismay
include any information on works recommended by the MPs, works sanctioned/not



144

sanctioned, cost of works sanctioned, Implementing Agencies, quality of work
completed, User's Agency etc. The District Authorities are responsible to provide
such information to the public in the manner asrequired under the Right to Information
Act 2004.

4.17 Contingency Expenses: TheDistrict Authority can utilize up to 0.5% of the
amount spent on completed projectsin ayear under MPLADS as 'contingency expenses
ontheitemslike (i) Purchase of Stationery; (ii) Office equipment including computer
(excluding laptop); (iii) Telephone/fax charges, postal charges; and (iv) Expenses
incurred (a) to make MPLADS works monitoring software operationa and (b) to get
the audit certificate and audit of the accounts. This amount must not be used for
meeting the cost of itemslike (a) Purchase of any typefor officefurniture; vehicles; air-
conditioners; refrigeratorsetc., and (b) Renovation and maintenance of officebuilding.
A separate account for such expenditureincurred during ayear under MPLAD Scheme
shall bemaintained and M P concerned shall be kept informed besidesmaking available
the details for scrutiny by audit.

4.18 Administrative and cent age charges: The District Authority and
Implementing Agencies shall not levy any administrative charges, cent age, salary of
any person, travel cost etc. for their services in respect of preparatory work,
implementation and supervision of projects/works under MPLADS. The District
Authority shall not charge any administrative expenses for the MPLADS works.

5.1 The District Authority and Implementing Agencies shall maintain accounts
of MPLADS funds, MP-wise. Cash Book and other Books of Accounts shall be
maintained as per the State/UT Government procedure. MPLADS funds received by
the Digtrict Authority from the Government of India and the Implementing Agencies
receiving the funds from the District Authority shall be kept only in Savings Bank
Account of anationalized Bank. Only oneAccount shall be maintained per MP. Deposit
of MPLADS funds by the District Authority and Implementing Agenciesin the State/
UT Government Treasury accounts is prohibited.

5.2 The District Authority shall also maintain different head-wise list of works
executed (Head and Code of Worksmay beseenin Annex |V E) inan Asset Register for
al the MPLADS works created in the district and the Constituency for which the
MPLADS funds were received.

5.3 0n completion of awork, the Implementing Agency shall quickly finalizethe
accounts for that work and shall furnish a work completion report and utilization
certificate and return the un-utilized balance (savings) including contingency charges
and interest amount within 30 days to the District Authority concerned. The model
work completionreportisat Annex-VI1. The District Authority and the Implementing
Agency would arrange to transfer the asset to the User Agency without any delay.
The User Agency should take it on its books for normal operation and maintenance.

7.2 Clarification, if any, on the guidelines on the MPLADS or interpretation of
any provision of these Guidelines shall be referred to the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation and its decision shall be thefinal.

5. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation in their proposed
new Guidelines on MPLADS has retained some of the provisions of the existing
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Guidelines on MPLADS and has also added some new provisions in the proposed
new Guidelines on MPLADS. The major amendments/additions proposed in the
Guidelinesareasfollows—

Paral.3—Exigting Guidelines

MPs can also recommend works outside their constituencies/States for
construction of assets that are permissible in the guidelines, for rehabilitation
measuresin the event of "natural calamity of rare severity” in any part of the
country for an amount not exceeding Rs. 10 lakh, for each calamity.

Para2.8 & 2.9—Revised Guideines

MPLADS works can aso be implemented in the areas affected by calamities
like floods, cyclone, Tsunami, earthquake, tornado and drought and MPs
from the non-affected areas of the State can aso recommend permissible
worksuptoamaximum of Rs. 101akh per annumintheaffected area(s) inthat
State. However, inthe event of "Calamity of severenature” inany part of the
country, M Ps can recommend works up to amaximum of Rs. 50 lakh for the
affected district.

Para2.8 of theproposed Guiddinesallow M Psfrom thenon-affected ar eas
of the Sate affected by calamitiesto recommend per missibleworksto a
maximum limit of Rs. 10lakh per annum in theaffected areasin that State.
It is proposed that the limit of Rs. 10 lakh be clarified whether it isfor
particular calamity or the Member can contributed only Rs. 10lakhin a
year for natural calamity.

Further, there should be no upper limit of Rs. 50 lakh for contributions
from MPL ADSintheevent of natural calamity of severenatureasstipulated
inPara?2.9.

. Paral.2 and 2.1—Existing guidelines

MPs can recommend works permissible under the Guidelines and suggest
thesameto the Head of the District. Therewasno timelimitinthe Guidelines.

Para2.7—Revised Guidelines

Each MPwill recommend worksup to theannud entitlement during thefinancial
year preferably within 90 days of the commencement of the financia year.

Thecondition that M Psshould recommend wor ksuptotheannual entitlement
inafinancial year preferably within 90 daysmay not befeasibleor practical
sometimes.

Para3.7—Exigting Guidelines

The normal financial and audit procedures would apply to al actions taken
under this scheme subject to the Guidelines.

Para5.4,5.5 & 5.6—Revised Guidelines

The District Authority and Implementing Agencies will properly maintain
MPLADS accounts and get them audited by the Chartered Accountants or
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the local fund auditors or any statutory auditors as per the State/UT
Government procedure. The audited accounts, reports and certificateswill be
submitted to the State Government and Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation. The audit fee may be paid for this under contingency
expenses.

Theproposal to pay theaudit feesfrom the contingency expensesmay be
consdered.

Para4.1—Existing Guidelines
Para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADS stipulatesthe limit of Rs. 25 lakh per
work.

However, in the revised Guidelines the maximum cost of a project has not
been mentioned.

Therevised Guiddinesdoesnot stipulatesthemaximum cogt of aproject as
stipulated in Para 4.1 of theexisting Guidelines. Ther efor e, clarification in
thisregardisrequired.

Para2.6—Additional Guidelines

Development of Areasinhabited by Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes:
M Ps can now recommend every year works costing at least 15% of MPLADS

funds for areas where Scheduled Castes population live and 7.5% for areas
where Scheduled Tribes population reside.

May beapproved.
Para6.2—Additional Guidelines

Role of the Central Government—A new role has been assigned to Central
Government and the Ministry will bring out Annual Report on the
implementation of MPLADS including the facts relating to physical and
financial progress.

Asper thisprovision, theMinistry will bring out an annual report on the
implementation of MPLADS. It isproposed that theMinistry should alsofix
accountability for worksbeing delayed/non-implemented in their Report.

Para2.10—Additional Guidelines

Members of Parliament in order to promote education and culture can select
works relating to education and cultural development not prohibited under
these guidelines up to maximum of Rs. 10 lakhinafinancial year.

May beapproved.
Para7.2—Additiona Guidelines

Clarification, if any, on the Guidelines on the MPLADS or interpretation of
any provision of these Guidelines shall bereferred to the Ministry of Statistics
and Programme I mplementation and its decision shall be thefinal.
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Asper thisprovison darificationspertainingtoMPLADSaretobereferred
to the Ministry of Statistics and Programme I mplementation and their
decision shall befinal. Thisaspect needsto beexamined.

IX. Para3.24—Additiona Guidelines

As per the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2004, all citizens have
the right to information on any aspect of the MPLAD Scheme and the works
recommended/sanctioned/executed under it. The District Authorities are
responsi bleto provide such information to the publicin themanner asrequired
under the Right to Information Act 2004.

May beapproved.
6. The Committeemay consider theproposed revised Guideineson MPLADS.

New DELH;
Datedthe..................



APPENDIX XXII
Vide Chapter |1V of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 4

Subject: Proposal for funding of North East Regional Institute of Parliamentary Studies
Training and Research (NERIPSTR) to be constructed at Guwahati from
MPLADS funds.

Hon'ble Speakers of Legidative Assemblies of Meghaaya, Assam, Nagaland,
Tripura, Sikkim, Mizoram, Manipur and Arunachal Pradesh addressed a letter dated
30 July, 2005 to Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabharegarding funding of North East Regional
Ingtitute of Parliamentary Studies, Training and Research (NERIPSTR) to be constructed
a Guwahati from MPLADS fundsfor consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. Hon'ble Speakers of Legidative Assemblies of North Eastern States, in their
letter dated July 30, 2005 stated as follows.—

"Wetakethisprivilegeto appriseyou that the 8 North Eastern Statesincluding
Sikkim established an unique Regional Ingtitute under the nomenclature of
"North East Regional" Institute of Parliamentary Studies, Training and
Research” (NERIPSTR) in 1997 at Guwahati with theguidanceand inspiration
of the then Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabha, Shri PA. Sangma, MP.

Asyou are aware, Sir, the North East Region is comparatively fresher, with
75 per cent population of the region belonging to tribal communities of
different ethnic groups is comparatively fresher in the art of parliamentary
democracy.

The primary objective of the Institute, inter alia, isto promote parliamentary
democratic polity and also to address various socio-economic and political
problems confronting the region collectively in an integrated manner.

For construction of the complex, a project report was prepared with an
estimated cost of about Rs. 14 crores. For mobilization of thisprincely amount,
sources like (1) contribution from 8 members states (2) contribution from
39 MPs of the region at the rate of Rs. 2 lakhs each (3) Grant-in-aid from
Speaker, Lok Sabhaamong others were identified.

However, Sir, so far except the contribution from the 8 members States,
response from other sources have not at al been partonizing. As aresult, the
construction work of the project presently stands still. Pertinent here to
mention that the contribution by the 39 MPs were affirmed by a resolution
dated 26th February, 1997. The MPs of the region, however, expressed their
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inability later to redeem their commitment on the ground that the guidelines
for spending their "MPs Local Area Development Fund” does not permit
such contribution.

Under the circumstances we would fervently request your goodself kindly to
relax the ibid Guidelines for the 39 MPs of the North East Region as a very
special case enabling them to contribute this committed amount and thereby
help to complete the project without further delay as otherwise the escal ated
cost of the project would prove as prohibitive for us defeating the very
objective of the Institute for which it was established.

We hope, Sir, you would bestow due importance on the prayer and do the
needful at the earliest as beseeched.”

3. The proposal for funding of North East Regional Institute of Parliamentary
Studies Training and Research (NERIPSTR) to be constructed at Guwahati from
MPLADS funds had already been considered by the Committee on MPLADS,
Lok Sabha in their sitting held on 7 August, 2001 and it was decided to reject the
proposal as the extant Guidelines on MPLADS prohibits any work relating to office
building as well as alocation of MPLADS funds by Members of Parliament outside
their constituency. The proposal considered by the Committee on MPLADS and the
recommendation are given as under:—

"Suggestion regarding funding of North East Regional Institute of
Parliamentary Studies Training and Research (NERIPSTR) to be constructed
at Guwahati from MPLADSfunds.

The Secretary, Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation
addressed a letter dated 21 May, 2001 to the Secretary General, Lok Sabha
regarding a suggestion for funding of North East Regional Institute of
Parliamentary Studies Training and Research (NERIPSTR) to be constructed
at Guwahati from MPLADS funds, for consideration of the Committee on
MPLADS.

In his letter, the Secretary, Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation stated as under:—

"I am writing this in connection with establishment of North East Regional
Institute of Parliamentary Studies Training and Research (NERIPSTR)
proposed to be constructed at Guwahati at an estimated cost of Rs. 13.61
crores. Initialy, it was envisaged to partly fund this project to the tune of
Rs. 78 lakhsthrough allocation of Rs. 2.00 lakhs out of the MPLA DS funds of
each MPfrom the North Eastern States. During 1998 aproposal in thisregard
was received in this Ministry from Hon'ble Speaker of Assam Legidative
Assembly. The Ministry clarified that the proposal could not be covered
under MPLADS, as the extant Guidelines prohibited any work relating to
office building as well as alocation of funds by the MPs outside their
constituency. Subsequently, the matter was under consideration of the
Planning Commission for alocation of additional fundsfor the purpose. The
Planning Commission has referred the case back to this Ministry with the
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following remarks of the Deputy Chairman:—

"The Speaker of Assam Assembly has written to say that MPs are willing to
contribute to the project. Is there any difficulty?

The proposal to contribute MPLADS by MPs of Rgjya Sabha as well as
Lok Sabhafrom the North Eastern States may kindly be placed before the Rgjya Sabha/
Lok SabhaCommitteeon MPLADS, for their considerationinthelight of thefollowing
facts—

(@ Lok Sabha MPs can allocate funds within their constituencies. Hence,
Lok SabhaMPsfrom North Eastern States, except the MP of Lok Sabhafrom
Assam in whose congtituency the said Ingtitute falls cannot allocate funds
for the said Ingtitute under the present Guidelines.

(b) Elected Rajya Sabha MPs can alocate funds in one or more districts in the
State from which they have been elected. Hence, only Rajya Sabha MPs
elected from Assam can alocate funds for taking up works permissiblein the
Guidelines, in the State of Assam.

(c) Thereisaspecific restriction on construction of office buildings, residential
buildings and other buildings relating to Central or State Government
Departments, Agencies or Organisations.

If the proposal isto beallowed under MPLADS, rel axationswith regard to above
points would be necessary."

Recommendation

The Committee note the proposal regarding funding of North East Regiona
Ingtitute of Parliamentary Studies Training and Research (NERIPSTR) to be constructed
a Guwahati from MPLADS funds and reject it as the extant Guidelineson MPLADS
prohibit any work relating to construction of office building as well as alocation of
funds by the Members of Parliament outside their constituency except in the case of
natural calamity of rare severity."

4. Hon'ble Speskers of Legidative Assemblies of North-Eastern States in their
letter dated July 30, 2005 have stated that the North-Eastern States had established a
unique regional institute under the nomenclature of "North East Regiona Ingtitute of
Parliamentary Studies Training and Research (NERIPSTR)" in 1997 at Guwaheti. The
primary objective of theingtituteisto promote parliamentary democratic polity and to
address socio-economic and political problems of the region. The Project Report
prepared for the construction of the complex for NERIPSTR had estimated that Rs. 14
crore would be required for the project and the main sources for funding the project
would be (i) contribution from 8 members states of North Eastern Region;
(ii) contribution from 39 MPs of theregion at therate of Rs. 2 lakhseach; and (jii) Grant-
in-aid from Speaker, Lok Sabha. However, the funds from 8 member States are only
coming and, therefore, the construction work of the project has come to a standstill.
The 39 Hon'ble Members of Parliament of the region who are willing to contribute for
this project had expressed their inability to contribute from their MPLADS funds as
the Guidelines on MPLADS prohibits any such contribution.



151

5. Inthisregard, the Guidelineson MPLADS prohibitsany Member of Parliament
toadlocate MPLADSfunds outside their constituency except in case of natural calamity
of rare severity. Para 1.3 of the Guidelineson MPLADS stipulates as follows—

"MPs can also recommend works outside their Constituencies/States for
congtruction of assetsthat are permissiblein the Guidelines, for rehabilitation
measuresin the event of "natural calamity of rare severity” in any part of the
country for an amount not exceeding Rs. 10 lakhs, for each calamity.”

In his letter, the Secretary, Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation stated asunder:—

“l amwritingthisin connection with establishment of North East Regional
Institute of Parliamentary Studies Training and Research (NERIPSTR)
proposed to be constructed at Guwahati at an estimated cost of Rs. 13.61
crores. Initially, it wasenvisaged to partly fund thisproject to thetune of
Rs. 78 lakhsthrough allocation of Rs. 2.001akhsout of theM PL ADSfunds
of each MPfrom theNorth Eastern Sates. During 1998 a proposal in this
regard was received in this Ministry from Hon'ble Speaker of Assam
L egidativeAssembly. TheMinistry clarified that theproposal could not be
covered under MPLADS, asthe extant Guidelines prohibited any work
relatingto officebuilding aswell asallocation of fundsby the M Psoutside
their congtituency. Subsequently, thematter wasunder consider ation of the
Planning Commission for allocation of additional fundsfor the purpose.”
ThePlanning Commission hasreferred the caseback tothisMinistry with
thefollowing remarksof the Deputy Chairman:—

“TheSpeaker of Assam Assembly haswritten to say that M Psarewillingto
contributetotheproject. I sthereany difficulty?”

The proposal to contribute MPLADS by MPs of Rajya Sabha as well as
L ok Sabhafrom the North Eastern Satesmay kindly be placed beforethe Rajya
Sabha/L ok Sabha Committeeon MPLADS, for their consider ation in thelight of the
followingfacts.—

@
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Lok Sabha MPs can allocate funds within their constituencies. Hence,
L ok Sabha M Psfrom North Eastern Sates, except the M P of L ok Sabha
from Assam in whose constituency the said I nstitute falls cannot allocate
fundsfor thesaid I nstituteunder thepresent Guidelines.

Elected Rajya Sabha M Pscan allocatefundsin oneor moredistrictsinthe
Sate from which they have been elected. Hence, only Rajya Sabha M Ps
elected from Assam can allocatefundsfor taking up workspermissiblein
theGuidédlines, in the State of Assam.

Thereisagpecificrestriction on construction of officebuildings, residential
buildings and other buildings relating to Central or State Gover nment
Departments, Agenciesor Organisations.

6. The Guidelineson MPLADS a so prohibits construction of any kind of office
building related to Central or State Governments, Departments, Agencies or
Organisations. The Item 1 of the List of works not permissible under the MPLADS



152

(Appendix-I1) envisages as follows.—

" Office building, residential buildings and other buildings relating to
Central or State Gover nments, Depar tments, Agenciesor Organisations.”

7. However, as the project is a unique one and located in North-Eastern State
which had been declared by the Government of India as'Special Category States and
is beset with unique and complex problems of the region, the aforesaid proposal may
be considered in positive light and relaxation be given in the Guidelineson MPLADS
as a specia case.

8. TheCommitteemay consder theproposal for funding of North East Regional
Ingtitute of Parliamentary Sudies Training and Research (NERIPSTR) to be
constructed at Guwahati from MPLADSfundsasa special case.

New DELH;
Dated the 2nd Sept., 2005



APPENDIX XXIII
Vide Chapter V of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 17

Subject: Construction of fish landing center with RCC Jetty at Enayamputhenthurai in
Kanyakumari District at an estimated cost of Rs. 1501akh from the contributions
made by Members of Parliament, Lok Sabha from MPLADS funds for
rehabilitation and reconstruction works in the tsunami affected aress.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation addressed a
communication dated 2 September, 2005 pertaining to the proposal for construction of
fish landing center with RCC Jetty at Enayamputhenthurai in Kanyakumari District at
an estimated cost of Rs. 150 1akh from the contributions made by Members of Parliament,
Lok Sabha from MPLADS funds for rehabilitation and reconstruction works in the
tsunami affected areas for consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 2 September, 2005 stated as
follows—

I. "Thefollowing two workswere identified and authorized, in consultation with
the State Government of Tamil Nadu and the L ok Sabha Committeeon MPLADSto be
undertaken in Kanyakumari, Tamil Nadu for Tsunami rehabilitation from MPLADS
funds of Lok Sabha MPs:

(i) Dredgingof Chinnamuttom FishingHar bour and restoringof infrastructure
facilities like generator room, water supply arrangements, auction hall,
etc., with an approximatecost of Rs. 1201akh.

(if) Desalination plantsfor water supply at Simon Colony (two number sof 50,000
litrs. per day capacity each) with an approximatecost of Rs. 1501akh.

I1. DC, Kanyakumari has informed that the work shown at Sl. No. (i) has been
taken up for execution and Administrative Sanction was accorded by DC on 11.8.2005.

I11. However, asregardsthework at Sl. No. 2, DC, Kanyakumari has stated that in
view of urgency for providing water supply, the water supply to Simon Colony had
aready been partially resumed by bringing water supply through "Muzhithuraiyar
CWSS Scheme' by TWAD Board. Further, to augment the water supply to Simon
Colony, an NGO, CARE INDIA proposed a Scheme for an amount of Rs. 15 lakh to
supplement the TWA D Board Scheme. On completion of the abovework Simon Colony
Panchayat would not have any problem for water supply and hence the desdination
plant at thislocation as originally proposed at a cost of Rs. 150 lakh for taking up with
MPLADS fundsis no longer needed.
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IV. Alternatively, he has proposed to take up "Construction of fish landing
center with RCC Jetty at Enayamputhenthurai” in Kanyakumari District for Rs. 150
lakh. Following works have been incorporated in the proposal:—

(i) Construction of auction hall
(if) Construction of office building
(iii) Construction of toilet block
(iv) Weater supply arrangements
(v) Electrification arrangemnts
(vi) Soil investigation and bathometric survey
(vii) Labour Welfare Fund
(viii) Unforeseenitem
(i¥) PS& Contingencies
V. However, construction of Office Building and Labour Welfare Fund are not

alowed under MPLADS Guidelines. The District Collector, Kanyakumari will be advised
to ensure that only permissible items are sanctioned.

V1. Itis, therefore, requested that the proposal received from DC, Kanyakumari
for change in the works as has been brought out in Para (I11) and Para (1) may be
placed before the Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabhafor consideration and views."

3. The District Collector and Chairman, DRDA, Nagercoil in his letter dated
12 July, 2005 has stated as under:—

"I invite your kind attention to the reference I st citied above. In theletter it is
stated that MPs have consented to allot Rs. 270.00 lakhs for taking up
rehabilitation worksin Tsunami affected areas of Kanyakumari District.

It is also indicated that the amount released is for two rehabilitation works
costing Rs. 270.00 lakhs as detailed below with the MPLADS fund and have been
identified in consultation with the MPLADS Committee of Lok Sabha and State
Government;

Dredging of Chinnamuttom, fishing harbour Rs.120.00Iakhs
and restoring of infrastructure facilitieslike

generator room, water supply arrangements,

auction hall etc.

Desdlination, plants for water supply at Rs. 150.001akhs
Simon Colony (two numbers of 50000/-

per day capacity each)

In this connection, it is brought to the kind notice that the AEE, Chinnamuttom
harbour has furnished a project proposal to an amount of Rs. 120.00 lakhs for
the restoration of infrastrucures facilities of Chinnamuttom fishing harbour in
Kanyakumari District duly incorporating the following provisions for the first work
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specified in the above letter.

1 Net mending shed in Fishing harbour Rs. 17.70lakhs
2 Fisherman Rest shed in Fishing harbour Rs. 25.00 lakhs
3. Strengthening the existing Break water Rs. 16.401akhs
in Chinnamutton fishing Harbour with
Grouting
4. Auction Hall Rs. 61.001akhs
Total Rs. 120.00 lakhs

For the second work "Desalination plantsfor water supply at Simon Colony (two
numbers of 50000 ltrs per day capacity each)" it is submitted that water supply to
Simon Colony has already been partially resumed by bringing water supply through
"Kuzhithuraiyar CWSS Scheme" by TWAD Board. Further to augment thewater supply
to Simon Colony an NGO, CARE INDIA has proposed a scheme for an amount of
Rs.15.00 lakhs to supplement the TWAD Board Scheme. On completion of the above
work Simon Colony Panchayat would not have any problem for water supply. Hence,
it is necessary to take up an aternative work.

Alternatively the proposal for "construction of fish landing center at
Enayamputhenthurai” in Kanyakumari District for Rs. 150.00 lakhsis proposed.

Enayamputhenthurai isan important fishing center situated in Vilavancode Taluk
of Kanyakumari District and is one of the affected places due to tsunami. Now due to
various relief and rehabilitation works normalcy is slowly being restored. As thereis
no fish landing center they have to go to Kerala State for fishing. Hence the need of
fishlanding center intheir villageistheir dream. Thisvillageiscomprising of traditional
fisherman. At present thereisno fish landing facilities. Henceit isproposed to construct
afishlanding center at acost of Rs. 1.50 croreswith minimum terminal facilities. This
will increase the fishing activities of this village and there by improve the socio-
economic status of the fisherman.

Following arrangements are incorporated in the fish landing centre proposal :
1 Providing fish landing center with required landing jetty berthing jetty and
approach jetty.

Construction of auction hall.

Construction of office building.

Construction of toilet block.

Provision for water supply.

6. Provisionfor eectricity.

o~ WP

| request that revised sanction may kindly be accorded to execute the work, so
as to improve the socio-economic status of the tsunami affected fishermen of
Enayamputhenthurai village."
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3A. Theaforesaid proposal wasreferred to Ministry of Statisticsand Programme
Implementation for furnishing certain clarifications related to the proposal of
construction of Fish Landing Centre. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation vide their O.M. dated 29 September, 2005 has stated as under:—

 Construction of buildings including auction hall are permissible. But labour
welfare fund is not admissible under MPLADS Guidelines.

« Sail investigation and bathometric survey may be necessary to choose the
type of foundation of the structure, hence should be alowed.

« Contingency expenses is not permissible as per Para 1.3 of the Ministry of
Statisticsand Programme Implementation Orders Nos. C/22/2004-MPLADS
dated 1 June, 2005.

4. Inthisregard, the Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabhain their sitting held on
18 March, 2005 deliberated over the priority list of worksforwarded by Government of
Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry, Andaman and Nicobar |slands, Andhra Pradesh & Keralato
be undertaken from MPLADS and decided asfollows—

(& MPLADSfundscontributed for tsunami affected areas be rel eased and utilised
intheratio proposed by the Ministry i.e. 40%to Tamil Nadu, 40% to Andaman
and Nicobar I1dands and 20% to Pondicherry, Andhra Pradesh and Kerala.

(b) Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation should monitor and
coordinate the release and utilization of funds in consultation with the
authorities of concerned State Governments.

(¢) Fundsshould be utilised only for works permissible under the Guidelines on
MPLADS.

(d) Thenodal District Collector of the affected area should ensure execution of
work inatimeframe.

(e) Detailsof each MP'scontributioni.e. release of amount from each MP'sfund
to Digtrict Collector, place of work, nature of the project etc., be furnished to
each MP and the Committee.

(f) Each Hon'ble Member who has contributed from MPLADS funds should be
regularly informed about the progress of works undertaken from the amount
contributed by him.

(g) The details of the utilization of the funds of each MP should be regularly
furnished to the MP and the Committee on monthly basis.

5. Inview of the aforesaid decision of the Committee, the Ministry of Statistics
and Programme Implementation in consultation with the State Government of Tamil
Nadu had decided that following works be undertaken in Kanyakumari:—

(i) Dredging of Chinnamuttom Fishing Harbour and restoring of infrastructure
facilities like generator room, water supply arrangements, auction hall, etc.,
with an approximate cost of Rs. 120 lakh.
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(i) Desdlination plantsfor water supply at Simon Colony (two humbers of 50,000
Itrs. per day capacity each) with an approximate cost of Rs. 150 lakh.

Thework at Sl. No. (i) had aready been accorded administrative sanction by the
Didtrict Collector, Kanyakumari. However, the Digtrict Collector Kanyakumari has stated
that thework at SI.No. (ii) for construction of desalination plantsisno longer required
asthereguirement of water has been met from other source. The District Collector has,
therefore, proposed construction of fish landing center with RCC Jetty at
Enayamputhernthurai in Kanyakumari at an estimated cost of Rs. 150 lakh instead of
the desalination plant for water supply to Simon Colony.

6. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation vide their letter
No.C/71/2004-MPLADS (Part) dated 18 October, 2005 have stated that the construction
of proposed fish landing center isanew work. It can be treated as reconstruction work
to be undertaken in tsunami affected areas as it seeks to rehabilitate the tsunami
affected people of Kanyakumari District. The estimated cost of the project is
Rs. 150 lakh and involves construction of auction hal, office building, toilet block,
water supply arrangements, electrification arrangements, soil investigation and
bathometric survey, labour Welfare Fund, unforeseen item and PS & contingencies.
However, the construction of office building, labour welfare fund, and contingency
expenses are not admissible under MPLADS Guidelines. Soil investigation and
bathometric survey would be required to select the type of foundation of the structure
and hence the expenditure incurred on this account should be alowed.

Therefore, the aforesaid work requires the approval of the Committee with the
instruction to the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation that the funds
be utilised only for works permissibe under the Guidelineson MPLADS.

7. The proposal to construct fish landing center with RCC Jetty at
Enayamputhenthurai in Kanyakumari District at an estimated cost of Rs. 150 lakh
received from District Collector, Kanyakumari instead of the proposed desalination
plants for water supply to Simon Colony may be approved. The inadmissible works
such as construction of office building, labour welfare fund, contingency expensesare
not admissible, in terms of MPLADS Guidelines. Such works or items may not be
approved.

8. The Committee may consider.

New DELH;
Dated the 19th October, 2005.



APPENDIX XXIV
(Vide Chapter V1 of the Report)

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 13

Subject: Proposal from Shri Sadashivrao D. Mandlik, MP (LS) for waiving of condition
that the benefits of MPLAD Scheme would not be given to a registered
Society/trust, if the Member who has forwarded the proposal was himself the
President/Chairman or Member of the Managing Committee etc., or Trustee
of Registered Society/Trust in question.

Shri Sadashivrao D. Mandlik, MP (L S) addressed aletter to Hon'ble Chairman,
Committee on MPLADS regarding waiving of condition that the benefits of MPLAD
Scheme would not be given to a registered society/trust, if the Member who has
forwarded the proposal was himself the Presi dent/Chairman or Member of the Managing
Committee etc., or Trustee of Registered Society/Trust in question for consideration
of the Committeeon MPLADS.

2. The Hon'ble Member, in hisletter, stated as follows.—

"Due to some urgent work in my constituency i.e. Kolhapur. | was unable to
attend the meeting of Members of MPLADS Committee held on 18th July,
2005.

As such | would like to contribute my views/suggestions regarding the
financial assistance to be given to the Public Trusts headed or represented
by the Member of Parliament.

Weall are awarethat such public trustsareformed mainly dueto theinitiative
taken by the MPs and if these trusts cannot be covered for the financial
assistanceto be given from the MPLAD Scheme, thereis every possibility of
general resentment amongst office bearers as well as people at large.

Further the trusts are providing most useful services by undertaking
installation of Sports Club, Gymnastic Centre, Cultural Houses, Physical
Education, Educational institutions including Technical Trades activities for
the benefit of the local people. In view of the above, | am of the strong view
that thetrustshaving MP'sastheir Chairman and trustees may not be deprived
from obtaining Financial Assistance under the MPLAD Scheme.

At the most | would suggest that some financial limit for works belonging to
trusts may be fixed and the line that the trusts managed by the Member of
Parliament, Spouse, Children and other relatives are not permissible for
financial assistance under the Scheme may be deleted.
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| shal be grateful if you kindly consider my suggestions favourably and
have this incorporated in the minutes of the meeting held on 18 July, 2005
proposed to be submitted for approval to the Central Government.”

3. The Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabhain their Tenth Report presented to
L ok Sabhaon 21 November, 2002 vide Para10.6 recommended inter alia asfollows.—

"The Committee considered the proposal of Dr. Akhtar Hasan Rizvi, and
Shri Vijay Darda, MPs(RS) regarding clarification sought by them on limit of
Rs. 25 lakh per work under MPLADS. In thisregard, the Committee decided
asfollows—

(1) thecostlimitof Rs. 251akh stipulated in Para4.1 of the Guidelinesof MPLADS
is to be made applicable to each work/project of an ingtitution under the
Scheme;

(2 theworksrelating to the genuine cases of trusts/societieswould be considered
by the Committee after having got them verified from the Ministry/State
Governments under the MPLAD Scheme;

(3) the benefits of MPLAD Scheme would not be given to a registered society/
trust, if the Member who has forwarded such proposa was the President/
Chairman or member of the Managing Committee etc., or trustee of the
registered society/trust in question; and

(4) each case costing morethan Rs. 25 lakh would be examined by the Committee
onMPLADS."

4. Hon'ble Member in his letter has stated that the condition in the Guidelines
that MPs cannot allocate MPLADS funds to a registered society/trust where they
themselvesare the President/Chairman or Member of the Managing Committee etc., or
trustee of the registered society/trust in question be waived as it deprives them to
provide any kind of financial assistance to the trust.

5. Inthisregard, the Ministry of Statistics and Programme I mplementation vide
their circular No.R/24/33/98-MPLADSdated 24 April, 2005 hasclarified that (8) thelimit
of Rs. 25 lakhs stipulated in para 4.1 is to be made applicable to a trust society as a
wholeif aparticular society/trust has more than one institution or more than one work
for that ingtitutioni.e, from MPLADS not morethan Rs.25 lakhsfor aparticular society
trust: can be spent and (b) the benefits of MPLAD Scheme would not be given to a
registered society/trust if the MP giving the proposal is himself the President/Chairman
or member of the Managing Committee etc. or trustee of the registered society/trust in
question.

6. The Committeemay consider theproposal of Shri SadashivraoD. Mandlik,
MP (LS)for waiving of condition that the benefitsof MPL AD Schemewould not be
giventoaregistered society/trug, if theM ember who hasforwar ded the proposal was
himself the President/Chairman or Member of the Managing Committee etc., or
Trusteeof Registered Society/Trust in question.

New DELH;
Dated the 19th October, 2005.
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APPENDIX XXV
(Vide Chapter VI of the Report)

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 3

Subject: Proposal from Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal, MP (LS) for contributing Rs. 51akh
from MPLADSfundsfor congtruction of building of ChandigarhWar Memoria.

Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal, MP (LS) addressed a letter dated 4 July, 2005 to
Hon'ble Chairman, Committeeon MPLADSfor contributing Rs. 51akh from MPLADS
funds for construction of building of Chandigarh War Memorid for consideration of
the Committeeon MPLADS.

2. The Hon'ble Member, in hisletter, stated as follows.—

"My recommendation for contribution of Rs. 5lakh under MPLADS towards
building of Chandigarh War Memorial at the site selected by Chandigarh
Administration has not been cleared on the ground that construction of
Memorials or Memoria Buildingsis not permissible under the Guidelines.

The relevant provision in the Guidelines is designed to bar Memorials or
Memoria Buildingsdedicated to any individual . The case of Chandigarh War
Memoria is a unique nature by itself asit is meant for 9000 martyrs of the
region who had, in the past,laid down their lives for the sake of the country.
The memoria is not to be named after any individual but as Chandigarh War
Memorial. It is being raised on the land belonging to the Chandigarh
Administration and would be strictly a public property. It is also intended to
be aunique land mark to add to the tourist attraction of Chandigarh. Thisfact
amounts to developmental work as regards the 'modern city of Chandigarh'.

In response to an appeal by the Indian Express, a large number of people
have come forward to make donations for this project and the students of
Chandigarh College of Architecture have designed the structure.

Accordingly, | write this to request that the Committee on MPLADS may
review the decision of the Deputy Commissioner, Chandigarh and sanction
the execution of the work as recommended by me."

3. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation in their
communication dated 18 July, 2005 stated as under:—

"Theundersigned isdirected to refer to theletter of Shri Pawan Kumar
Bansal, MP(LS) received through Fax, addressed to Shri PrasannaAchar ya,
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Hon'bleChairman, Committeeon MPL ADS(L ok Sabha) ontheabovesubject
andtostateasunder:—

Under MPLADS, addressingthelocally felt developmental needsthrough
creation of fixed assetsisenvisaged. " Memorialsor memorial buildings' is
not per missibleasper I1tem No. 5in Appendix-2 of the Guidelines.”

4. Hon'ble Member, Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal in hisletter has stated that he has
sanctioned Rs. 5 lakh from his MPLADS funds for construction of building of
Chandigarh War Memorial. However, the proposal was not sanctioned by Deputy
Commissioner, Chandigarh asthe construction of memorialsor memorial buildingsare
prohibited items under the Guidelines on MPLADS. The proposed construction of
War Memorial isaunique project asit ismeant for 9000 martyrs of the region who laid
down their lives for the sake of the country and the memorial is not to be named after
any individual but will be named as Chandigarh War Memoria. Land for this project
belongs to Chandigarh Administration and would also be a tourist attraction. Large
number of people are also making contributions for the project and the students of
Chandigarh College of Architecture have designed the structure. It would amount to
the developmental work to the modern city of Chandigarh.

5. Asregards, whether thework ispermissible under the Guidelineson MPLADS,
the Ministry have stated that under MPLADS locally felt developmental needs which
leadsto crestion of fixed assetsare taken up. However, memorialsor memorid buildings
are not permissible under the Guidelines on MPLADS. Item 5 of List of works not
permissibleunder MPLADS (Appendix-2) prohibitsany kind of ‘memorialsor memoria
buildings.

6. However, the proposal of Hon'ble Member is a unique one and is not in the
memory of anindividual. It ismeant for 9000 martyrs of theregion who laid down their
lives for the sake of the country and would be named as Chandigarh War Memorid.
Chandigarh Administration is providing land for the project.

7. TheCommitteemay consider theproposal of Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal, MP
(LS) for contributing Rs. 5lakh from MPLADSfundsfor construction of building
for Chandigar hWar Memorial.

New DELH;
Dated the 2nd Sept., 2005



APPENDIX XXVI
Vide Chapter V111 of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.7
Subject: Proposal for providing MPLADS funds or higher education.

Shri Sudarshan Agarwal, Governor, Uttaranchal addressed a letter dated
16 August, 2004 to Hon'ble Spesker, Lok Sabha for providing MPLADS funds for
higher education for consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. The Hon'ble Governor, Uttaranchal in hisletter stated as follows.—
"1 am highlighting thefollowing vital issuefor your kind consideration.

Each year 790 Members of both Houses of Parliament receive Rs. 1580
crores under the MPLAD Scheme for development works in their
constituencies. The Guidelinesinter aliaprovidethat thisFund be utilised
for creation of " durableassets' . Asweall know that someof these" durable
assets' like constructing culverts, school boundaries walls and even the
boundary wall at the District Magistrate's residence, improving village
roads, ponds, providing pavementson city roads get washed away with the
fir st shower sof monsoon. Someof thesedur ableassetsarenot even visible
tothenaked eye. Havinglived in Delhi for over 40years, | know that each
year over 100 croresisspent under MP/MLA Area Development Fund. |
havenot seen any per ceptibleimprovement in thequality of roadsin Delhi
(leaving asidethe NDM C ar ea) or any investment out of thisFund for any
ingtitution of which Delhi can beproud. Without goinginto many detailsof
how thesefundsaremisutilised for sub-standard workswith sarkari babu
and theunscrupulouscontractor siphoning off substantial part of thefund,
I havethefollowing suggestion for your kind consideration.

| cannot think of any assetsmor edur ablethan investing preciousr esour ces
in the young ignited minds. | am referring to bright children from the
economically weaker sections of society who are denied the gift of higher
education for want of financial resour cesto support higher professional
studies. | would, ther efor e, sincerely request you to consider theallocation
of at least 50 per cent of thisannually disbur sed amount of two croresfor
providing scholar ships of Rs. 50,000/- each per year to children from the
disadvantaged sectionsof society for pur suing professional cour sesof study.
With Rs. one crore available for scholar ships each year from MPLAD
Scheme, 200 bright children can benefit and pursue a 4-5 year cour se of
study in one constituency with annual support during the Members 5/6
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year sterm. If thisschemecomesinto oper ation, nearly 16,000 studentsall
over thecountry would receivethedgift of higher education. Oncethisproposal
isaccepted in principle other details can beworked out by the HRD and
Programmel mplementation Ministries. Thisschemecan alsobeadopted by
thestateswhereAssembly M ember sreceivesimilar fundsfor development
schemes.

| shall begreateful if you can bestow your kind attention tothisproposal.
This may have to be discussed under your guidance by the Lok Sabha
Committeeon M.P. L ocal Area Development Fund.”

3. The matter was referred to the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation and the Ministry in their communication dated 16 December, 2004
stated as follows—

"The undersigned is directed to refer to Lok Sabha Secretariat's O.M.
No. 13/01/2004-M PL ADS dated 25August, 2004 on the subj ect mentioned
aboveand tosay that theproposal of HisExcellency Shri Sudar shan Agarwal,
Governor, Uttar anchal hasbeen thoroughly examined in theMinistry.

Themain aim of MPLADS Schemeistocreatedur ableassets. Grant and
loan isnot permissibleunder MPLADS."

4. The Committee may consider the proposal of Shri Sudarshan Agarwal,
Governor, Uttaranchal for providing M PL ADSfundsfor higher education.

New DELH;
Dated the 3rd February, 2005.
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APPENDIX XXVII
Vide Chapter I X of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.5

Subject: Suggestion from Prof. Vijay Kumar Malhotra, MP (L S) regarding utilisation of
funds under MPLAD Scheme for procurement of sports items and sports
infrastructure in the country to the tune of Rs. 20 lakh per annum.

The Committeeon MPLADS at their sitting held on 7 May, 2003 considered the
(i) Suggestion from Shri Vikram Verma, Hon'ble Minister of YouthAffairsand Sportsfor
providing MPLADS funds for works related to sports—sports infrastructure, non-
consumable and consumable sports items under MPLADS and (ii) Suggestion from
Prof. Vijay Kumar Mahotra, MP (LS) and President of All India Council of Sports
regarding utilisation of funds under MPLAD Scheme for procurement of sports and
infrastructure in the country and decided as follows.—

" TheCommitteeconsider ed theproposalsof (i) Shri Vikram Verma, Hon'ble
Minister of Youth Affairsand Sportsand (ii) Prof. Vijay Kumar Malhotr a,
MP (LS) and President of All India Council of Sportsand approved for
providingM PL ADSfundsfor worksrelated to sports-sportsinfrastructure,
non-consumableand consumablesportsitems (amountingto Rs. 2/- lakh
per year) under MPLADS."

2. TheMinistry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation in their action taken
comments dated 24 June, 2003 stated as under:—

" Lok Sabha Secretariat may kindly refer toitem 2(iv) of theminutesof the
Third Sitting of the Committeeon MPLADS, L ok Sabhaheld on 7th May,
2003.

TheGuiddineson MPL ADS permit construction of buildingsand creation
of durableassetsfor sportsactivities, such asstadia, play fields, football/
volley ball/basket ball/tenniscourts, gymnasium buildings, swvimming pools
€etc.

Inthe proposed revision of the Guidelineswhich wasreferred to the L ok
Sabha Secretariat in March, 2003 fixed (immovable) sports equipments
havealso been included in thelist of worksper missbleunder MPLADS.

Inview of thefact that theaccountability of publicfundswould becomedifficult
if moveableand consumablesportsitemsar eallowed to be pur chased under
the Scheme, the Gover nment isof theopinion that only sportsinfrastructure
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and fixed (immovable) sports equipments should be allowed under the
Scheme."

3. The Hon'ble Member in his subsequent letter addressed to then Hon'ble
Chairman, Committee on MPLADS dated 14 May, 2003 stated as under:—

"Kindly refer tomy letter dated 8 April, 2003. Thank you for accepting our
suggestions to suitably amend the rules gover ning the use of MPLADS
fundssoastoincludecreation of sportsinfrastructureand procur ement of
consumableand non-consumable sportsgoodsassuggested in my letter.

However, theamount of Rs. 2lakh will betoo meagreto provideany sports
facilities. You will agreethat settingup agymnasum with variousgymnasium
equipment costsapprox. Rs. 2 lakh. Hence, restricting the fundsto Rs. 2
lakh per annum will not help in spreading sportsin theconstituency.

I, ther efore, once again suggest that the upper limit may beenhancedtoa
maximum of Rs. 201akh per annum. However, theeguipment may besupplied
tothefollowing agencies.—

() Registered SportsClub.

(i) Schoolsrun by Sateand Central Gover nment, Registered Societies,
Trusts, Gover nment Aided Schoolsand NGOs.

(iii) Other registered NGOsworkingfor promotion of sports.

(iv) NYKsfor providingassstancetosportsclubsbaothinrural and urban
area/DC/SP/SAI.

Thenon-consumableand consumable sportsgoodsmay beprocured for the
above-mentioned agenciesthrough District Collector asChairman of the
Monitoring Committeewith representative of theabove user agenciesas
member stoensureproper upkeep and utilisation of sportsfacilities.

Further, utilisation of MPLAD funds for creation of sports facilities be
monitored by Digtrict Collector, Superintendent of Policeand Digtrict Sports
Officer representing State SportsDir ector ate, Officer of SAI Centreswhere
SAl Centreissituated.

You arerequested tokindly incor por atetheabove suggestionsin thecir cular
tobeissued toall Hon'ble M Pssothat massive sportsawar enessdrivemay
betaken up throughout thecountry with theactiveassstanceof all Members
of Par liament."

4. The suggestion of the hon'ble Member to enhance the limit of Rs. 2 lakh to
Rs. 20 lakh per annum was referred to Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation for their factual comments. The Ministry in their O.M. dated 7 July,
2003 stated asfollows—

"Theundersigned isdirected torefer totheL ok Sabha Secretariat letter
No. 9/3/26/M PL ADSC/2003 dated 26 M ay, 2003 on theabove subject and to
say that Prof. V.K. Malhotra, MP(L S) hasmadearequest tothe Chairman,
Committeeon MPLADS, L ok Sabha, to enhancetheamount of Rs. 2lakh
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per year recommended by theCommitteeto Rs. 201akh per year for purchase
of sportsitems.

Therecommendation of theL ok SabhaCommitteeon MPL ADSfor providing
MPLADSfundsrelatingto sportsitemsamountingtoRs. 2 lakh per year
wasconsdered by theMinistry and viewsof theMinistry havebeen conveyed
to Lok Sabha Secretariat vide our O.M. of even number dated 24 June,
2003. SincetheMinistry doesnot support therecommendation for making
aprovision in the Guidelinesfor allowing Rs. 2 lakh per year for sports
items, the question of enhancingthelimit of Rs. 2lakh to Rs. 20 lakh would
not arise."

5. The Hon'ble Member in his letter dated 1 October, 2004 has now stated as
under:—

"1 am enclosing a set of copiesof earlier correspondence made by me as
President, All India Council of Sports, for creation of sportsinfrastructure
and other sportsfacilitiesunder MPLAD Scheme.

The proposals received wide acceptance at all levels and the same were
discussed and finalised in the third sitting of Committee on M ember s of
Parliament L ocal Area Development Schemeheld on 7 May, 2003 under the
Chairmanship of Shri PH.Pandian.

However, the Committeerecor ded assettingaside Rs. 2.00lakhsper annum
instead of Rs. 20.00lakhsper annum for creation of sportsfacilitiesunder
MPLAD Scheme. | had taken up with the Ministry of Statistics and
Programme I mplementation to approve the recommendations of the
Committeeon MPL AD and alsotoenhancethelimit for spending of creation
of sportsfacilitiesunder MPL AD Schemefrom Rs. 2.00lakhsto Rs. 20.00
lakh per annum.

You arerequested totakeup theproposalsonceagain and recommend for
theimplementaion of thesame."

6. The matter was again referred to Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation for their factual comments and the Ministry vide their O.M.
dated 16 November, 2004 has stated as follows.—

"Theundersigned isdirected to refer to Lok Sabha Secretariat O.M.
No. L/4/536/2004-M PL ADSC dated 21 October, 2004 on theabove subj ect
andtosay that Prof. V.K. Malhotra, MP(L S) hassuggested that Rs. 20 akh
may be set asidefor creation of sportsfacilitiesunder MPL AD Scheme.

Theviewsof thisMinistry aregiven below:

(i) The Guidelines on MPLADS already permit the construction of
buildingsand creation of durableassetsfor sportsactivities, such as
stadia, play fields, football/volleyball/basketball/tennis courts,
gymnasium buildings, swimming poolsetc. M ember sof parliament
can allocate funds under MPLADS for these items. MPs may
recommend thespending of any amount on these, from their MPLADS
fundsprovided each work doesnot cost morethan Rs. 251akh.
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(ii) Earlier theMPLADSCommittee, Lok Sabhainitsmeetingheld on
7May, 2003 consider ed the proposal asmemor andum No. 13and had
recommended for earmarkingand providingM PLADSfundsfor works
related to sports—sports infrastructure, non-consumable and
consumable sportsitems (amounting to Rs.2 lakh per year) under
MPLADS. Therecommendation of the Committeewasexamined and
thedecision taken by the Gover nment wasnot to accept thesame, the
decision was communicated to the Lok Sabha Secretariat vide this
Ministry'sOM No. C/42/2000-M PL ADSdated 24 June, 2003.

(iii) 1t may benoted that theM PL AD SchemeGuiddinesprovidethat M Ps
can recommend sportsrelated worksin their constituenciesbased on
thefet needsof thelocalities. I n thiscontext, it would not bedesirable
to make any mandatory earmarked provision per annum from
MPLADSfundsfor spending on sportsrelated works."

7. The Committee may consider.

New DEeLHI:
Dated the 13th December, 2004.
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APPENDIX XXVIII
Vide Chapter X of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.8

Subject: Proposal of Hon'ble Deputy Speaker, Lok Sabha for providing salaries to
teachers of schoolsin rural areas from MPLADS funds.

Shri Charanjit Singh Atwal, Hon'ble Deputy Speaker, Lok Sabha vide his letter
dated 31 January, 2005 addressed to Hon'ble Chairman, Committee on MPLADS has
stated that the schools in ural villages of the country and in particular Punjab are not
functioning due to non-availability of teachers who are not paid their salaries and has
requested that the matter for providing salaries to teachers of schools in rural areas
from MPLADSfunds may be placed for consideration of the Committeeon MPLADS.

2. The Hon'ble Deputy Speaker, Lok Sabhain his letter dated 31 January, 2005
stated as follows—

"1 am writing to apprise you of amajor crisisin regard to education in
primary school run by the Sate Gover nmentsin rural ar easconfronting not
only Punjab but anumber of Statesin thecountry.

InPunjab, | have per sonally withessed that the Sate-run primary school in
villagesdo not haveteacher s. Given adilapidated school building without
even the boundary walls, toilets or drinking water facilities, schools in
rural areasalready record high drop out rate. But oneof themajor factors
which addstothewoesisnon-availability of teacher swithout which aschool
cannot function at all.

| appreciate the Government's view to empower PRIs (Panchayati Raj
ingtitutions) who have been conferred with thepower storun theprimary
schoolsin villagesaswdll, but absence of teacher sisafactor which needsto
beaddressed. Over theyear s, the Sate Gover nmentshavenot been ableto
even partially addresstheissuebarring afew.

Inorder toaddresstheissue, | would appr eciateif theM ember sof Par liament
could beallowed torecommend fundstotheregistered PTA or smilar bodies
in villagesfor paying salariestoteachersin schoolsin therural areas.

| shall be gratefull if the proposal in thisregard could be decided in the
forthcoming meseting of theM PL ADS Committeein order that theproblem
could beaddressed toan extent."
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3. In this regard, the Item 4 Appendix-II of the Illustrative List of works not
permissible under the Guidelines of MPLAD Scheme prohibits any grant and loans.

4. The Committee may consider the proposal of the Hon'ble Deputy Speaker,
Lok Sabhafor alowing the Members of Parliament to recommend fundsfrom MPLAD
Schemetotheregistered PTA or similar bodiesin villagesfor paying salariesto teachers
of schoolsin rura aress.

New DELH;
Dated the 3rd February, 2005.
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Vide Chapter XI of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 17

Subject: Proposal of Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan, MP(LS) for providing grant from
MPLADS funds for solar energy projects,
Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan, MP (L S) addressed aletter dated 22 March, 2005 to

Hon'ble Chairman, Committee on MPLADSfor providing grant from MPLADS funds
for solar energy projects for consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. The Hon'ble Member, in his letter dated 22 March, 2005 has stated as
follows—

" Asyou know people of my constituency, especially in villagesarefacinga
great problemin Haryanaregar ding eectricity. To solvethisproblem Solar
Energy isused toform thedectricity and isalso utilised in variousfor msof
energy. For theupliftment of thisproject | want to givetheGrant from my
quota. Pleasedirect mewhether | can give Grant, if not, pleaseallow meto
giveGrant for thisproject which isvery essential and for theprogressinthe
field of electricity, sothat a great problem can be solved with the help of
Solar Energy.

| shall behighly obliged if you look intothematter and dotheneedful.”

3. TheMinistry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation intheir O.M. dated
5 May, 2005 stated asfollows—

"The undersigned is directed to refer to Lok Sabha Secretariat's O.M.
No. 9/4/141/2004 MPLADSC dated 23 Mar ch, 2005 on the above noted
subject.

Asper Item 10 of Appendix-1 of the MPL AD Schemethe construction of
common gobar gas plants, non-conventional energy systems/devices for
community use and related activities are permissible. However, no
expenditureon itemsof inventory naturemay beincurred and the benefit
should accruetothegeneral publicand not for individuals."

4. Hon'ble Member, Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan in hisletter has stated that the
people of his Sonepat Parliamentary constituency especially in villages are facing
lot of problems due to scarcity of electricity and has desired to provide grant from
his MPLADS funds for solar energy projects in order to overcome scarcity of
electricity.

170



171

The Item 4 of Appendix-2 of the Illustrative List of works not permissible under
MPLADS prohibits any kind of grant and loans. However, the Ministry in their
communication has stated that as per Item 10 of Appendix-I of the Illustrative List of
works that can be taken up under MPLADS, the construction of common gobar gas
plants, non-convential energy systems/devicesfor community use and related activites
are permissible items. Expenditure on items of inventory nature are not permissible.
The benefit of the project should accrue to the general public and not for individual
benefis.

5. TheCommitteemay consider the proposal of Shri Kishan Singh Sangwan,
MP (LS)for providinggrant from M PLADSfundsfor solar ener gy projects.

New DELH;
Dated the 1st July, 2005.
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APPENDIX XXX
Vide Chapter XI1 of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 11

Subject: Proposal for purchase of land for construction of building of Hindi High
School, Dalkhola, West Bengal under MPLADS in Raiganj Parliamentary
constituency of West Bengal.

Shri PR. Dasmunsi, Hon'ble Minister of Water Resources addressed a letter
dated 8 April, 2005 to Hon'ble Chairman, Committee on MPLADS regarding purchase
of land for construction of building of Hindi High School, Dalkhola, West Bengal
under MPLADS In Raiganj Parliamentary constituency of West Bengal for consideration
of the Committeeon MPLADS.

2. The Hon'ble Minister of Water Resources in his letter dated 8 April, 2005
stated as follows.—

" In my congtituency, 5, Raiganj District Uttar Dinaj pur, West Bengal, there
isan Assembly Segment known asK arandihi havingamunicipal town block
known asDalkhola. Ther earesubgstantial number of Hindi gpeaking population
who deserveto have Hindi education. Thereisalready arecognized Hindi
High School in Dalkhola but they haveto usethebuilding of other school for
thesaid purposefor alongtime Duetostudents strength and other activities,
they arenow compelled tohavetheir own ingtitution buildingat aland which
they will own. The School Committeeleader ship, Shri Dungar mal Agarwal
and Shri Mahender Shah approached meto contributefrom MPLADSfund to
buy land for their institution which will bealongterm immovableasset for
thisschool tofacilitatetheconstruction of thebuilding. | promised them that
if MPLAD Committeeacceptsthisproposal, | shall contributefrommy MPLAD
fund. Duringmy last tour in the congtituency in the second week of Mar ch,
2005. | had adetailed meetingwith Shri Agarwal and Shri Mahender Shahin
thisregard. Hence, thisproposal isplaced beforeyou.

| shall beglad if you put it in your next agenda of your Committeemeeting
and convey methedecision of themeeting sothat | can participatein this
noblecausefor theHindi Speaking students.”

3. In thisregard, the Item 7 (Appendix-I1) of the Illustrative List of works not
permissible under the Guidelines of MPLAD Scheme prohibits any acquisition of land
or any compensation for land acquired.
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4. TheCommitteemay consider theproposal of theHon'bleMinister of Water
Resour cesfor purchaseof land for construction of building of Hindi High School,
Dalkhola, West Bengal under MPL ADSIin Raiganj Parliamentary constituency of
West Bengal asa special case.

New DELH;
Dated the 8th April, 2005.
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APPENDIX XXXI
Vide Chapter X111 of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.5

Subject: Proposdl for contributing Rs. 20 lakh from MPLADS fundsfor reconstruction
of Kaliyaganj Parbati Sundari High School, Kaliyaganj, Uttar Dingjpur outside
the Parliamentary constituency of Shri PR. Dasmunsi, Hon'ble Minister of
Water Resources.

Shri PR. Dasmunsi, Hon'ble Minister of Water Resources addressed a letter
dated 26 July, 2005 to Hon'ble Chairman, Committee on MPLADS regarding proposal
for contributing Rs. 20 lakh from MPLADS funds for reconstruction of Kaliyagan;
Parbati Sundari High School, Kaliyaganj, Uttar Dingjpur which islocated outside the
Parliamentary constituency of Hon'ble Minister for consideration of the Committee on
MPLADS.

2. TheHon'ble Minister of Water resourcesin hisletter dated 26 July, 2005 stated
asfollows—

"TheHead Master, Kaliyaganj Parbati Sundari High School hasrequested
mefor allotment of Rs. 351akh for therecongtruction of theold and dilapidated
Infrastructurein theschool. Though thisschool iswithin my homedistrict,
butitis16kms. away from thelimitsof my par liamentary congtituency. | had
been astudent of thisschool and the Teacher s Head M aster and sudentshave
very high hopeson meto providesomefundsout of my MPLADSallotments
for thisschool. Theclassroomswherel used to attend classes, when | wasa
sudent, havebeen moreor lessfully damaged and requireur gent repairsand
renovation. The 75th year celebrations of the school are due in the near
future. | would bevery grateful if asa very special case under exceptional
circumstances, | am allowed to contribute Rs. 20 [akh from my MPLADS
allotmentsfor therecongtruction and improvement of thisschoal. | would be
grateful for an early and positive consider ation of thecase."

3. Head Master, Kaliyaganj Parbati Sundari High School in his letter dated
4 July, 2005 addressed to Hon'ble Minister stated as under:

"With dueregard | dohereby submit acopy of plan and estimatebearingan
amount toRs. 35,44,393.00 (Rs. Thirty fivelakhsforty four thousand three
hundred ninety three only) for the construction of our old damaged
classrooms. If wear ealloted theamount sought for the construction of our
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old dilapidated classrooms, our present problem of classrooms for the
incomingrush of studentscan be coped with."

Hence, furnishing above in resume | request your honour to oblige me
sanctioning Rs. 35,44,393.00 (Rs. Thirty five lakhs forty four thousand
three hundred ninety three only) so that we can give our plan a concrete
form."

4. Hon'ble Minister in his letter has desired to contribute Rs. 20 lakh from his
quota of MPLADS funds for the reconstruction of Kaliyaganj Parbati Sundari High
School, Kaliyaganj, Uttar Dinajpur which isin avery bad shape. The school islocated
16 kms. away from the limits of the Hon'ble Minister's Raiganj Parliamentary
congtituency of West Bengal. The Hon'ble Minister had been a student of this school
and Head Master of Kaliyaganj Parbati Sundari High School had requested him to
contribute Rs. 35 lakh for the reconstruction of old infrastructure of the school.

5. In this regard, the Guidelines on MPLADS does not permit Members of
Parliament to contribute MPLADS funds outside their Parliamentary constituency
from where they have been eected. Members of Parliament can recommend works
outside their constituencies/States only to undertake rehabilitation measures in the
event of "natural calamity of rare severity" in any part of the country as per para 1.3 of
the Guidelines of the MPLAD Scheme.

However, the Guidelines on MPLADS permits construction of buildings for
schools belonging to Government or local bodies. Item 1 of the Illustrative List of
works permissibleunder the Guidelineson MPLADS (Appendix-1) envisagesasfollows:

" Congtruction of buildingsfor schools, hostdls, librariesand other buildings
of educational institutionsbelonging to Gover nment or local bodies. Such
buildings belonging to aided Institutions and unaided but recognised
I ngtitutionscan also be constructed provided, however, that thel ngtitution
bein existencefor not lessthan twoyears."

6. The Committeemay consider the proposal of theHon'bleMinister of Water
Resour cesfor contributing Rs. 20 lakh from MPLADSfundsfor reconstruction of
Kaliyaganj Parbati Sundari High School, Kaliyaganj, Uttar Dingjpur whichislocated
outsidethe Raiganj Parliamentary constituency of West Bengal asa special case.

New DELH;
Dated : the 2nd September, 2005
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APPENDIX XXXII
Vide Chapter X1V of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.20

Subject: Proposal from Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh, former Governor and Union Minister
for (i) enhancement in the alocation of MPLADS funds; (ii) constitution of
Joint Parliamentary Committeeon MPLADS; and (iii) submission of proposals
on MPLADS by Hon'ble Membersto Joint Parliamentary Committee.

Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh, former Governor and Union Minister addressed a
letter dated 3 January, 2006 to Hon'ble Speaker, Lok Sabharegarding (i) enhancement
intheallocation of MPLADS funds; (ii) constitution of Joint Parliamentary Committee
on MPLADS and (iii) submission of proposals on MPLADS by Hon'ble Members to
Joint Parliamentary Committee.

2. The forwarding Letter dated 3 January, 2006 addressed to Hon'ble Speaker
reads as follows.—

"1 am enclosing herewith a copy of my letter which | have addressed to
Hon'blePrimeMinister regar dingimplementation of theM PL AD Scheme.
| shall begrateful if theviewsexpressed by mearegiven aseriousthought.”

In his Letter dated 3 January, 2006 addressed to Hon'ble Prime Minister,
Shri Singh inter-alia stated as under:—

" Recently | watched with closeinter est thecommentsand viewsappearing
in the media, print and electronic, both, aswell as by various sections of
Parliament regar dingavery innocuousscheme, theM PL AD Schemewhich
was introduced nearly fifteen years ago to ensure that some of the local
needsof thearearepresented by our chosen M Psar etaken car e of without
going into the rigmarole of administrative delays and ensuring their
expeditiousimplementation by the Executive Agencies. It isreally sad to
hear some of the adver se comments of various sections of society aswell
casting aspersions on the M Ps, who have no role but to suggest certain
schemesfor the development of the area they represent aswell ason the
executiveagencies. | applied my mind and therear e certain thoughtswhich
occurred to meand which | wanted to sharewith you so astoredeem the
tarnished image of the supreme L egidative Body of the country, that is
Parliament and itsMembers.

Asfar as | remember, theschemewasintroduced in 1991-92 which doesnot
giveany money to a Member of Parliament assuch, but permitsthem to
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make suggestions for various schemes for implementation in his
constituency. Total strength of the Par liament being 790 M ember s, thetotal
amount thus earmarked, comes to Rs. 1,580 crores. Assuming that the
L ok Sabha completesitstenure, thetotal amount thusear marked would
cometo nearly Rs. 8,000 crores. | havemadean in-depth study of thepros
and consof theimplementation of thisschemeand my proposal isthat this
amount should beincreased to Rs. 5 croresper annum for every Member of
Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha. Having earmarked the amount a Joint
Committee consisting of M ember sof both theHousesshould be congtituted
towhom all theM ember sof both theHousessubmit their proposalsfor their

respective constituencies for development works. The Joint Committee
should examineall theseproposalsand they should decidetheinter-sepriority
of theschemes suggested by the M Psfor implementation by theexecutive
agencies. Mestings of this Joint Committee should be held at frequent
intervals, if possblemonthly, which should takestock from theimplementing
agenciestheprogressof thework donein each and every case. In casethe
schemeis not being implemented as per the desire of the Parliamentary
Committee, those accountable, either the Gover nment authority or the
agency involved, should beproperly penalized. Thispr ocess, if agreed, would
savetheindividual Member sof Parliament unnecessary embar rassment of
adver secommentsin themedia and general publicand would alsorender
theddinquent officialsaswell asagenciesaccountabletothehighest body."

3. Hon'ble former Union Minister and Governor in his letter has made three
suggestions : (i) enhancement in the alocation of MPLADS funds; (ii) constitution of
Joint Parliamentary Committee on MPLADS; and (iii) submission of proposals on
MPLADS by Hon'ble Membersto Joint Parliamentary Committee.

4. Thesuggestion (i) relatesto enhancement in the allocation of MPLADSfunds.
In thisregard, the Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabhain their First & Fourth Report
presented to Lok Sabha on 12 May, 2000 and 23 March, 2001 vide Paras 5.8 and 5.3
respectively recommended inter-alia as follows :—

Para5.8

" TheCommitteefurther notethat M PL ADSallocation per year per MPwas
doubled on 23rd December, 1998. Fundsamounting toRs. 2 crorearebeing
released for each M P from theyear 1998-99. The Committeefed that the
increased amount of Rs.2croreper year isjust not sufficient toimplement
developmental schemesbased on thelocally felt needsof the constituents.
The Committee, therefore, recommend that the present allocation of
Rs. 2croremay beenhancedtoRs. 4crore.”

Para5.3

" The Committeenotethedeliber ationsof the meeting of Hon'ble Speaker
with Minister of Finance, Minister of Rural Development, Minister of
Satistics and Programme Implementation and Leaders of Parties in
L ok Sabharegar ding enhancement in thequota.of MPLADSfundsfor MPs.
TheCommittee, in view of theincreasing demandsreceived by M Psfrom
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their congtituents for development works recommend that the quota of
MPLADSfundsshould beenhanced from thepresent Rs. 2croretoRs. 4
croreper annum. The Committeehopethat the Government would take
positive decision at least during thefinancial year 2001-2002 in meeting
thelong awaited demandsof theHon'ble M ember sof Parliament.”

5. Asthe Committee has aready recommended for enhancement in the quota of
MPLADSfundsfor Members of Parliament, now it for the Government of Indiato take
decision for enhancement in the allocation under MPLADS.

6. The suggestion (ii) isregarding constitution of Joint Parliamentary Committee
on MPLADS. In this connection, the Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabhain their
seventh Report presented to Lok Sabhaon 31 August, 2001 vide Para 6.4 recommended
inter-alia asfollows:

" The Committee note the proposal of Hon'ble Member of Rajya Sabha
regar dingreview of functioning of MPLAD Schemeparticularly inthelight
of observationsmade by the Comptroller and Auditor General of Indiain
their Report No. 3A (civil), Union Gover nment, for theyear ending31Mar ch,
2000. The Committee ar e of theview that asboth the Committeesof L ok
Sabhaand Rajya Sabhaon the M PLAD Scheme, arealready in existence,
therefore, there appears no need to constitute a Joint Parliamentary
Committeetolook intothefunctioning of the Scheme."

7. In so far as suggestion for constitution of Joint Parliamentary Committee on
MPLADS s concerned it may be stated that, as of now whenever, any matter of policy,
matter of publicimportance or changein procedureare brought before the consideration
or the Committee of one House, the Ministry sends it to the Committee of the other
House for their consideration. And only thereafter the Government takes afinal view
onthesubject. Thisentailsconsiderabledelay in disposal of cases. Thereare occasions
where stalemate have arisen on account of difference of opinion between the two
Committees.

8. Accordingly, not withstanding the fact that the proposal for constitution of
Joint Parliamentary Committee has aready been not favoured by the MPLADS
Committee in the past, there is perhaps some scope for revisiting the decision in the
wake of the recent developments, specialy in the context of the difficulties being
faced as stated above and the proposa of Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh.

9. The suggestion (iii) pertains to submission of proposals on MPLADS by
Hon'ble Membersto Joint Parliamentary Committee for necessary approval. Asper the
Guidelineson MPLADS an MP recommends works in his constituency and submits
thelist of proposalsto the concerned District Collector. The District Authority verifies
thedligibility and technical feasibility of the each recommended work and then issues
sanction letter/order for the implementing agency. Under the extant Guidelines, the
suggestion cannot be accommodated. Therefore, if the suggestionisto beimplemented,
amendment in the Guidelineson MPLADS arerequired. In thisregard, one suggestion
could bethat, assoon asthe Hon'ble Member recommends eligible works, the District
Collector should verify the digibility and technical feasibility of the work and also
identify the Implementing agency capable of executing the proposed work, timely and
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satisfactorily and thereafter, the proposal sbe placed before the Parliamentary Committee
for examining and necessary approval based on the priority/locally felt needs.

10. The other side of the suggestion is that, although the spirit behind the
suggestions of Shri Bhanu Prakash Singh iswell understood in the background of the
recent developments concerning the MPLAD Scheme, referring al the projects
recommended by the individual MPs for Parliament scrutiny may giveriseto few
administrative difficulties and implementation of the projects may get delayed in the
process, it isfelt. Moreover it is apprehended that, the Joint Parliamentary Committee
may not bein a position to assess the locally felt needs of the various constituencies,
in the right perspective.

11. The Committee may consider.

New DELH;
Dated : 06th February, 2006
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APPENDIX XXXIII
Vide Chapter XV of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 21

Qubject : Selection of subject(s) for examination by Committee on Members of
Parliament Local AreaDevelopment Scheme (MPLADS).

The Committee on Members of Parliament Local Area Development Scheme,
Lok Sabha is an ad-hoc Committee of Parliament and was first constituted on 22
February, 1999. Thereafter, the Committee is constituted every year. The present
Committeewas constituted on 7 August, 2005 and consists of 24 Membersdrawn from
Lok Sabha Initialy, the Committee consisted of 20 Members. Later on more Members
were nominated by Hon'ble Speaker to serve on the Committee.

2. The Committee on MPLADS have been vested with the powers to monitor
and review periodically the performance and problemsin implementation of MPLAD
Scheme (Lok Sabha); consider complaints of Members of Lok Sabhain regard to the
Scheme and perform such other functions in respect of MPLAD Scheme as may be
assignedtoit by the Speaker fromtimeto time. The other Parliamentary Committees of
Lok Sabha have been barred to consider matters which are exclusively assigned to
Committeeon MPLADS.

3. Since inception of the MPLADS Committee, the Committee have presented
12 Reports (10 Origina and 2 Action Taken Reports). The details of reports presented
so far isgiven in Annexure,

4. An analysis of the Reports presented so far reveals that the Committee on
MPLADS so far has approved amendments to the MPLAD Scheme Guidelines;
considered proposals received from Hon'ble Members and Ministry of Statistics and
Programme Implementation (M S& P1) for according permission to fund projects/works
costing more than Rs. 25 lakhs by relaxing Para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS.
Individual representations of Membersof Parliament (Lok Sabha) on problems of their
congtituencies/complaints/suggestions have aso been considered by the Committee
and taken up with the Ministry for redressal and corrective action.

5. It may be pertinent to mention that the paramount function of the Committee
tomonitor and review periodically the performance and problemsin theimplementation
of the scheme, has not been undertaken in the right earnest so far. As such the actual
benefits of the scheme realized, the deficiencies and pitfalls encountered in the
implementation of the scheme and the corrective measures which can be taken for the
smooth implementation of the scheme have not been addressed by the Committee so
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far. Thereisthus aneed to undertake a horizontal study of the scheme covering al the
aspects in totality.

6. In view of above, it is suggested that the following subject may be taken for
examination in detail by the Committee on MPLADS;

‘Membersof Parliament L ocal Area Development Scheme— A Review'

7. Itisalso suggested that a Press note may a so beinserted in print and electronic
media, inviting the views of public at large about the perception of the scheme, the
achievements obtained and suggestions for improvement, if any, in the working/
implementation of the scheme. 1t isalso proposed to have the feed back from Members
of Parliament, general masses, implementing agencies, State Governments and the
Central Ministry on the suggestions for improvement in the Scheme so that the
objective for which the Scheme was conceptualized is achieved. In order to broaden
the scope for utilisation of funds under MPLADS, suggestions/views from various
Central Ministry, Government of India be obtained.

8. Therearemorethan 540 Parliamentary Constituencies spread over 602 Digtricts
where funds from MPLAD Scheme are utilised. It would be a herculean task for a
Parliamentary Committeeto effectively monitor and review the implementation of the
scheme, judiciously unless and until the work of implementation and review is
assigned to sub-Committees. Even the sub-Committees would not be ableto cover all
the Districty/Parliamentary Constituencies. Only selected and few Districts can be
taken up to study the implementation of the scheme. It is, therefore, suggested that in
order to have an effective monitoringand reviewing mechanismfor theimplementation
of the MPLAD Scheme, five sub-Committees,one for each Region and one for North-
east Region, consisting of 3-4 Members be constituted. Such sub-Committees be
assigned the task of interacting with the officials of State Governments and the
implementing agencies at Delhi and outside to identify the bottlenecks in the
implementation of the scheme and suggest corrective action that can be taken. The
sub-Committee report to the main Committee the outcome of theinteractionsundertaken
for the purpose. As such the provision of undertaking one tour per Committee may be
waived for the Committeeon MPLAD Schemeasaspecial case. Only then the effective
monitoring and supervision of MPLAD Scheme would be possible.

9. The Committee may consider.

New DEeLHI
Dated : the 6 February, 2006
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ANNEXURE
Report Subject Original/Action Taken Date of presentation
No. Report to the Lok Sabha
1. Proposals to amend Original 12.5.2000
Guidelines on MPLADS
2. -do- Origina 22.8.2000
3. -do- Original 21.12.2000
4. -do- Original 23.3.2001
5. -do- Original 24.4.2001
6. Action Taken on the Action Taken 31.7.2001
recommendations contained
in the First Report
7. Proposals to amend Original 31.8.2001
Guidelines on MPLADS
8. -do- Origina 20.3.2002
9. Action Taken on the Action Taken 20.3.2002
recommendations contained
in the Second Report
10. Proposals to amend Original 21.11.2002
Guidelines on MPLADS
11. -do- Original 9.4.2003
12. -do- Original 4.5.2005
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APPENDIX XXXIV
Vide Chapter XV of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 24

Qubject : Proposal for allocating more than Rs. 25 Lakh from MPLADS for various
worksfor Jaideep Memoria Public Charitable Trust, Surat.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation had addressed a
communication dated 10 July, 2006 and stated that District Collector, Surat had forwarded
a proposal for alocation of more than Rs. 25 lakh from MPLADS funds to Jaideep
Memorial Public Charitable Trust, Surat, a trust involved in social service for last
seven years. The following eight Hon'ble Members of Parliament both Lok Sabhaand
Rajya Sabha had recommended Rs. 114 lakh from MPLADS funds for various works
for the Jaideep Memorial Public Charitable Trust:

1 Smt. SavitaSharda, ex-MP(RS) Rs. 291akh
2 Shri Lalitbhai Mehta, ex-MP (RS) Rs. 291akh
3 Dr.AK.Pad,MP(RS) Rs. 10lakh
4. Shri Lekhrg Bachani, MP(RS) Rs. 10lakh
5. Shri K. Jankrishnamurthy, MP(RS) Rs. 101akh
6. Shri Jayantilal Bharot, MP (RS) Rs. 10lakh
7. Shri Keshubhai Petel, MP (RS) Rs. 101akh
8 Shri Kashiram Rana, MP(LS) Rs. 10lakh

2. Thenew Guiddineson MPL ADSwhich had comeinto forcefrom 16 November,
2005 prohibits a registered society/trust from availing more than Rs. 25 lakh if it had
aready availed Rs. 25 lakh from MPLADS funds. Therefore, the aforesaid proposal
were not considered by the Government. However, requests have been pouring from
the District Authorities of various States’'UTs and Members of Parliament that the
proposals costing more than Rs.25 Lakh recommended prior to the issue of new
guidelines might be considered by the Government. Accordingly, the Government of
Indiai.e. Ministry of Statisticsand Programme I mplementation had decided to consider
such proposals costing more than Rs. 25 Lakh for a particular registered society/trust
received by the respective District Authority before theissue of therevised Guidelines,
i.e. 16 November, 2005 and & so consult the Committee on MPLADS, both Lok Sabha
and Rajya Sabhafor their views. Jaideep Memoria Public Charitable Trustiseligibleto
receive MPLADS funds and the Committee on MPLADS, Rajya Sabha had aready
suo-moto recommended the proposal. As the Hon'ble Member Shri Kashiram Rana,
MP (LS) had recommended Rs. 10 lakh from MPLADSfor thetrust, the proposal might
be placed before the Committee on MPLADS, Lok Sabhafor the consideration.
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3. In this regard, Para 3.21 of the new Guidelines on MPLADS envisages as
follows—

"......Not more than Rs. 25 lakh can be spent from MPLADS funds for one or
more works of a particular Society/Trust. If a Society has availed of the
MPLADSfundsupto Rs. 25 lakh, no morework can be recommended for that
Society/Trust under the Scheme......"

4. Theprovision of the Para3.21 of the new Guidelineson MPLADS, prohibitsa
registered Society/Trust from availing morethan Rs. 25 L akh. However, asthe proposal
was received by the District Authority prior to the issue of the revised Guidelinesi.e.
16 November, 2005 the proposal needsrel axation by the Committee on MPLADS. The
Committeeon MPLADS, Lok Sabhaearlier had been relaxing the provisionsof Para4.1
of thethen Guidelineson MPLADS and allowing worksin relaxation to the cost limit of
Rs. 25 Lakhs per work. Para4.1 of the then Guidelines on MPLADS which stipul ates
thelimit of Rs. 25 lakh per work isasfollows.—

"Idedlly it would be desirable that the M Ps suggest individual works costing
not morethan Rs. 251akh per work. However, thelimit of Rs.25 lakhs per work
should not be too rigidly construed. Amounts higher than Rs.25 lakhs
per work can be spent depending upon the nature of the work. (For example
a single check dam to provide minor irrigation or water supply or sports
stadium may cost more than Rs.25 lakhs. In the case of such works higher
amount can be legitimately spent.)"

5. The Committee may consider the proposal for allocating more than
Rs. 25lakh from MPLADSfundsfor variousworksfor Jaideep Memorial Public
CharitableTrugt, Surat.

New DELH;
Dated : the 31st July, 2006



APPENDIX XXXV
LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)
COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 25

Subject: Proposal for allocating more than Rs. 25 lakh from MPLADS funds for
construction of Human Resource Development and Cultural Centre,
Convention Hall at Vavasayi VidyaPratisthan, Virda-Vejdi, TalukaRajkot.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation had addressed a
communication dated 10 July, 2006 and had forwarded a proposal for construction of
Human Resource Development and Cultural Centre, Convention Hall at Vyavasayi
Vidya Pratisthan, Virda-Vajdi, Taluka Rajkot from MPLADS funds costing more than
Rs.25 lakh. The proposa was submitted by Shri Lalitbhai Mehta, ex-MP (RS) and
following four Members of Parliament of both Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha are
contributing atotal of Rs. 50 lakh for the project:—

1 DrV.R.Kathiria, MP(LS) Rs. 151akh
2 Smt. Savitaben Sharda, MP (RS) Rs. 10lakh
3. Shri Keshubhai Patel, MP (RS) Rs. 15 lakh
4 Dr.AK.Pad,MP(RS) Rs. 10lakh

Total Rs. 501akh

2. Thetotal cost of the project isRs. 75 lakh out of which Rs. 50 lakh had been
pledged by Hon'ble members from MPLADS funds. The remaining funds i.e.
Rs. 25 lakh would be borne by the Trust, Vyavasayi Vidya Pratisthan from its own
funds. The new Guidelineson MPL ADSwhich had comeinto forcefrom 16 November,
2005 prohibitsaregistered Society/Trust from availing morethan Rs. 25 lakhif it had
aready availed Rs. 25 lakh from MPLADS funds. Therefore, the aforesaid proposal
were not considered by the Government. However, requests have been pouring from
the District Authorities of various States/lUTs and Members of Parliament that the
proposals costing more than Rs. 25 lakh recommended prior to the issue of new
Guidelines might be considered by the Government. Accordingly, the Government of
Indiai.e. Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation had decided to
consider such proposals costing more than Rs. 25 lakh for a particular registered
Society/Trust received by the respective District Authority before the issue of the
revised Guidelines i.e. 16 November, 2005 and also consult the Committee on
MPLADS, both Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha for their views. The proposal for
construction of Human Resource Development and Cultural Centre. Convention
Hall at Vyavasayi Vidya Pratisthan, Virda-Vajdi, Taluka Rajkot iseligible to receive
MPLADSfundsand the Committee on MPLADS Rajya Sabha had already suo-moto
recommended the proposal. Asthe Hon'ble Members of Lok Sabha, Dr. V.R. Kathiria
had also recommended Rs. 15 lakh from MPLADS funds, towards the project, the
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Ministry had requested that the proposal might be placed before the Committee on
MPLADS, Lok Sabhafor their consideration.

3. In this regard, Para 3.21 of the new Guidelines on MPLADS envisages as
follows—

"......Not morethan Rs. 25 lakh can be spent from MPLA DS fundsfor oneor
more works of a particular Society/Trust. If a Society has availed of the
MPLADSfundsupto Rs. 25 lakh, no morework can be recommended for that
Society/Trust under the Scheme......"

4. Theprovision of the Para3.21 of the new Guidelineson MPLADS, prohibitsa
registered Society/Trust from availing morethan Rs. 25 L akh. However, asthe proposal
was received by the District Authority prior to the issue of the revised Guidelinesi.e.
16 November, 2005, the proposal needsrel axation by the Committeeon MPLADS. The
Committeeon MPLADS, Lok Sabhaearlier had been relaxing the provisionsof Para4.1
of thethen Guidelineson MPLADS and allowing worksin relaxation to the cost limit of
Rs. 25 Lakhs per work. Para4.1 of the then Guidelines on MPLADS which stipul ates
thelimit of Rs. 25 Lakh per work isasfollows.—

"Idedlly it would be desirable that the M Ps suggest individual works costing
not more than Rs. 25 lakhs per work. However, the limit of Rs. 25 lakhs
per work should not be too rigidly construed. Amounts higher than
Rs. 25 lakhs per work can be spent depending upon the nature of the work.
(For exampleasingle check dam to provide minor irrigation or water supply or
sports stadium may cost more than Rs.25 lakhs. In the case of such works
higher amount can be legitimately spent)".

5. The Committee may consider the proposal for allocating more than
Rs. 251akh from MPL ADSfundsfor congtruction of Human Resour ce Development
and Cultural Centre, Convention Hall at Vyavasayi Vidya Pratisthan, Virda-Vajdi,
TalukaRajkot.

New DELHI
Dated the 31st July, 2006



APPENDIX XXXV
Vide Chapter XV I of the Report

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 2

Subject: Construction of a Bridge across the River Kaksha under Suti-11 Block at an
estimated cost of Rs. 63.78 lakh under MPLADS on the recommendation of
Shri Abul Hasnat Khan, Ex-MP (13th Lok Sabha).

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation addressed a
communication dated 13 May, 2004 pertaining to the proposal of Shri Abul Hasnat
Khan, Ex-MP (13th Lok Sabha) regarding construction of a Bridge across the River
Kaksha under Suti-1l Block at an estimated cost of Rs. 63.78 lakh under MPLAD
Scheme for consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 13 May, 2004 stated asfollows.—

"The undersigned is directed to forward herewith a copy of the letter No.96/
Dev., dated 22 January, 2004 received from the District Magistrate,
Murshidabad, West Bengal on the above subject.

It is stated that construction of a bridge is permissible under the Guidelines
on MPLADS. But, it is observed that an amount of Rs. 38 lakh had already
been incurred towards the project. The concerned DM is approaching the
Ministry to obtain Government's approval as the total cost of the project
exceeded the cost ceiling of Rs. 25 lakh per individual work stipulated in
Para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADS. Asthe MPLADS funds had already
been invested in apermissible project which should not go waste and need to
be properly utilised, it is requested that the matter may be placed before the
Committeeon MPLADS, Lok Sabhafor their views."

3. The District Magistrate, Murshidabad in his letter dated 22 January, 2004
stated as follows:

" In reference to the subject as mentioned above, thisisto inform you that as
per recommendation of theHon'ble MP (L S), Mr. Abul Hasnat Khan, financia
sanction for the above noted work were communicated in phases vide
this office Order N0.19/AHK/02-03 (MPLADS 98-99), 1/AHK/01-02
(MPLADS2000-2001), 7/AHK/01-02 (MPLADS 2000-2001), 4/AHK/02-03
(MPLADS01-02) to Block Devel opment Officer, Suti-I1.

A sum of Rs. 38,00,000.00 (Rupees Thirty Eight lakh) only as already been
dlotted and the scheme has been taken up for execution much before the
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guideline regarding the upper ceiling of Rs. 25 lakh was communicated vide
his No. C/41/2000-MPLADS dated 11 November, 2002. Thus there was ho
question of obtaining prior approval at thetime of taking up the project. Now,
the construction of the bridge is in progress and the total vetted amount is
Rs. 63,78,000/- and Hon'ble MP as aready accorded his sanction for the
entire amount.

In thisregard, you are requested to refer to your letter vide No. L/25/026/94-
MPLADS dated 8 December, 2003 wherein asimilar approval was accorded
and to kindly accord sanction for taking up the work at the earliest for the
interest of execution of thework asbefore since 11 November, 2002. Guiddlines
are being strictly followed. An early reply is solicited.”

4. Financia sanction for the construction of a Bridge across the Kaksha river
under Suti-11 block on the recommendation of Shri Abul Hasnat Khan, Ex-M P (13th Lok
Sabha) was communicated by District Magistrate, M urshidabad to Block Devel opment
Officer, Suti-11 fromtimetotime starting from theyear 1998-99. A sum of Rs. 38,00,000.00
has already been allotted. The upper ceiling of Rs. 25 lakh came in the existence w.e.f.
11.11.2002. The construction of the bridge is in progress. The total vetted amount is
Rs. 63,78,000.00. The Hon'bleex-MP, Shri Abul Hasant Khan hasalready accorded his
sanction for the entire amount. The District Magistrate, Murshidabad have sought
approval for taking up the work.

5. TheCommitteemay consider theproposal of Shri Abul Hasnat Khan, Ex-M P
(13th Lok Sabha) for seeking approval for giving relaxation beyond the limit of
Rs. 25 lakh under MPLADS for construction of bridge acrosstheriver Kaksha
under Suti-11 Block at an estimated cost of Rs. 63.781akh under MPL AD Scheme.

New DELHI
Dated the 29th September, 2004.



LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 3

Subject: Construction of a Bridge across the River Kaksha under Suti-11 Block at an
estimated cost of Rs. 63.78 lakh under MPLADS on the recommendation of
Shri Abul Hasnat Khan, Ex-MP (13th Lok Sabha).

Memorandum regarding construction of aBridge acrossthe River Kakshaunder
Suti-Il Block at an estimated cost of Rs. 63.78 lakh under MPLADS on the
recommendation of Shri Abul Hasnat Khan, Ex-MP (13th Lok Sabha) was considered
by the Committee at their sitting held on 30th September, 2004. The Committee found
some serious lapsesi.e. steep price escalation of the cost of the Bridge and changein
the name of the Bridge/river etc. The Committee has directed the Ministry to have a
factual report from the State Government in this regard within one month and report
back to the Committee.

2. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation has written to the
Chief Secretary, Government of West Bengal to find out the reasons for the frequent
increase in the cost of the Bridge etc.

3. The Committee may consider.

New DELHI
Dated the 27th October, 2004
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APPENDIX XXXVI

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 4

Subject : Proposal of Shri Hannan Mollah, M.P. (LS) regarding construction of an
auditorium at Uluberia Parliamentary Constituency of West Bengal under
MPLADS.

Shri Hannam Mollah, M.P. (LS) addressed a letter dated 27 August, 2004 to
Hon'ble Chairman, Committee on MPLADS regarding construction of an auditorium at
Uluberia Parliamentary Constituency of West Bengal under MPLADS.

2. Hon'ble Member Shri Hannan Mollah vide his letter dated 12 August, 2003
addressed to the ADM (Devel opment) Howrah has stated as follows.—

"1 havesubmitted theproposal for development worksunder MPL ADSfor
theyear 2003-04. Oneof themajor schemesistheconstruction of Rabindra
Bhawan auditorium at Uluberiaat thecost of Rs. 1.67 croresout of that one
crorewill befromtheMPLAD fund."

3. TheHon'ble Member in his subsequent | etter dated 27 August, 2004 addressed
to Hon'ble Chairman, Committee on MPLADS stated asfollows.—

"1 draw your kind attention tothe problem of implementation of ascheme
under MPLAD in my congtituency. Duringthe13th L ok Sabha, | proposed
tocongruct an Auditoriumin my congtituency at Uluberiaunder theM PLAD
Scheme and allotted Rupees one crore for the purpose. As the amount
crossed the usual limit of 25lakhs, it needsthe approval of the MPLAD
Committee.

The Government of West Bengal sent that proposal for approval to the
Ministry of Programmelmplementation in 2003. TheMinistry asked for
several clarificationswhich wereprovided by the Sate Government intime
but Ministry could not clear the project dueto announcement of the 14th
L ok SabhaElections. Sothat the project ispendingwith the Ministry till
date

In the meantime the guidelines of the MPLAD wer e changed. Now the
unspent amount should belessthan onecrorefor therelease of the next
instalment. As my earlier project amountsRs. Onecrore, | cannot reduce
theamount till it isimplemented. Thismay createa problem for release of
next allotment for my M PL AD Schemeand futurepr ojectswill beaffected in
my constituency.
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On enquiry | found that such large schemes over Rs. 25 lakhs, requires
clearancefrom MPLAD Committee. Asthenew M PL AD Committeehasnot
yet met thisschemeispendingwithout any progr ess.

Under thecircumstances, | request you tokindly consider thisschemein
thefirst meeting of theM PL AD Committeeasearly aspossibleand clear it
sothat implementation for MPL AD Schemein my constituency doesnot
suffer further.”

The matter was referred to the Ministry of Statistics and Programme

Implementation of obtaining their factual comments thereon. The Ministry in their
O.M. dated 29 September, 2004 have stated as under:—

"Theundersigned isdirected torefer to L ok Sabha Secretariat O.M. No.
9/4/513/2004/ MPLADSdated 15.9.04 on the above subject and to say that
theproposal of Hon'ble Shri Hannan Mollah, MP(L S) isfor upgradation and
improvement of RabindraBhawan Complex at Uluberia, asub-divisional
town of Howrah. Thetotal cost of the project isRs. 1,50,05,000 of which
Rs. 50,05,000will beprovided by the Uluberia M unicipality in Phasel and
thebalanceof Rs. 1 croreby theHon'ble M P. Shri Hannan Mollah from his
MPLADSfund.

Special repairs for restoration / upgradation of any durable asset is
permissibleunder the Guidelineson MPL ADSvideltem No. 3 of Appendix
20of theguiddines. I n accor dancewith para4.1of theguiddineson MPLADS,
M Ps can suggest individual work costing not morethan Rs. 25 lakh per
work. It hasalso been provided ther ein that thewor ksamountshigher than
Rs. 25lakh per work can berecommended by the M Ps depending on the
natureof thework. In aletter dated 26.11.2001, asmodified by subsequent
letter dated 11.11.2002, thisMinistry clarified toall thedistrict authorities
that thelimit of Rs. 25 L akh can mar ginally be exceeded but projectswith
substantially higher cost requiretheapproval of thisMinistry.

Itisin pursuance of thisletter, the Government of West Bengal has sent
the proposal to usasthe cost of the project is substantially higher than
Rs. 25 lakhs.

ThisMinistry had requested the District Magistrate, Howrah to send his
consider ed viewsby 28.9.2004. But the DM 'sviewsar eawaited."

5. The Ministry again in their O.M. dated 14 October, 2004 have stated as

follows:

" In continuation of thisMinistry'sO.M. of even number dated 29.9.04, it is
stated that District Magistrate& Collector, Howr ah hasinfor med through
hisletter dated 22.9.2004 that sincetheitemsshown in the proposal meet
theGuiddineson MPL ADS, immediate sanction of rupeesonecroremay be
granted.”

6. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation has stated that
special repairs for restoration/upgradation of any durable asset is permissible under
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the Guidelineson MPLADS vide ltem No. 3 of Appendix 2 of the Guidelineswhichisas
follows—

" Ligt of worksnot permissibleunder MPL ADS—repair and maintenancewor ks
of any typeother than special repair sfor restor ation/upgr adation of any durable

Ministry has also stated that in accordance with Para 4.1 of the guidelines of
MPLADS, MPs can suggest individual work costing not more than Rs. 25 lakh per
work. Thelimit of Rs. 25 lakhs per work should not be too rigidly construed. Amounts
higher than Rs. 25 lakhs per work can be spent depending upon the nature of the
work.

7. The Committee may consider the proposal of Shri Hannan Mollah, MP(LS) for
providing Rs. 1 crore out of his MPLADS funds (2003-2004) for upgradation/
developmental works/construction of an auditorium, Rabindra Bhavan at Uluberiain
the Parliamentary Constituency of Shri Hannan Mollah, MP (LS), West Bengal under
MPLADS Scheme which hasto be built of an estimated cost of Rs. 1,50,05,000 crores.

New DELH;
Dated the 27th October, 2004



APPENDIX XXXVII

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 6

Qubject : Reformation of Road from Yelahanka — Vijayapura road to join Budigere
Cross via Sathanur, Bagal ur, Gopaapura, Yediyur, M. Hosahalli onto Budigere
Crossin JadlaHobli, Bangaore North Taluk, Bangalore Urban District on the
recommendation of Dr. H.T. Sangliana, MP (LS) costing Rs. 125 lakh in
Bangalore North Parliamentary constituency.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation addressed a
communication dated 13 December, 2004 pertai ning to the proposal of Dr. H.T. Sangliana,
MP (LS) regarding improvements and asphalting to the Roads from Yelahanka —
Vijayapuraroad to connect Budigere Crossvia Sathanur, Bagalur, Gopalapura, Yediyur,
M. Hosahalli onto Budigere Cross in Jala Hobli, Bangalore North Taluk, Bangalore
Urban Digtrict costing Rs. 125 lakh in Bangalore North Parliamentary Constituency
under MPLAD Scheme for consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 13 December, 2004 stated as
follows—

"Theundersigned isdirected toforward herewith aproposal for 'Refor mation
of Road from Yelahanka—VijayapuraRoad Join BudigereCrossvia Sathanur,
Bagalur, Gopalapura, Yediyur, M. Hosahalli onto Budigere Crossin Jala
Hobli, BangaloreNorth Taluk, BangaloreUr ban Digrict' by Hon'bleM ember
of Parliament of BangaloreNorth congtituency, Dr. H.T. Sangliana, | PS (Retd.)

Deputy Commissioner, BangaloreDigtrict hasstated that ther efor mation of
theroad isutmost necessary in view of thefollowingissuesand has requested
for theapproval of Ministry of Satigticsand Programmel mplementation:—

(i) Thecondition of theroad isvery bad and it isan important link between
the two areas, and it will be helpful to large section of the people.

(i) Unless the entire amount of Rs. 125/- lakh spent, this work cannot be
completed.

(iii) There are no any other budgetary grants spent, this work cannot be
completed.

In view of the above, as the expenditure of the above work is more than
Rs. 251akh, it isrequested that the proposal may be placed beforethe Committeeon
MPLADS, L ok Sabhafor consider ation for viewson thereaxation of Para4.1 of the
Guidédineson MPLADS.
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3. Hon'ble Member in hisletter dated 22 December, 2004 addressed to Hon'ble
Chairamn, Committee on MPLADS stated asfollows.—

"Inresponsetoapaopular request from thepeopleof my congtituency namely
BangaloreNorth Congituency for reconstruction of animportant link road
called " Bagalur road" , in all 11.5 Km, which servesthetravelling public
from 3 out of 8 Assembly Constituencies, | have approved theestimatefor
thereconstruction at thecost of Rs. 1.25 crore. Theexpenditurewill spread
over twofinancial year snemely 2003-2004 and 2004-2005. It isintended to
render thesaid road asamode road in ter msof durability and high quality
execution. Thisimportant link road hasremained without maintenance by
the State Gover nment for nearly two decadesand it isin avery bad shape.
This reconstruct in plan will promote the road under reference as an
important infrastructurefor the future development of the surrounding
areas.

Thefilerelated tothisproposal hasalready been submitted totheMinistry
of Satisticsand Programmel mplementations about threeweeksago. Asit
requiresformal approval of the Consultative Committeeon MP'sLADS, |
request you to kindly call for an urgent meeting for according requisite
approval soastoenablethisimportant project to get started immediately."

4. Para 4.1of the Guidelines on MPLADS which stipulates the limit of
Rs. 25 lakhs per worksisasfollows—

" ldeally it would bedesirablethat theM Pssuggest individual wor kscogting
not morethan Rs. 25lakhsper work. However, thelimit of Rs. 251akhsper
work should not betoorigidly construed. Amountshigher than Rs. 251akhs
per wor k can bespent depending upon thenatur eof thework. (For example
asinglecheck dam to provideminor irrigation or water supply or asports
stadium may cost mor ethan Rs. 251akhs. I n the case of such workshigher
amount can belegitimately spent)."

5. Theimplementing agency for the above project is ZillaPanchayat Engineering
Division, Bangalore Urban, Bangalore and the entire project will be funded out of
MPLADS funds.

6. The Committeemay consder theproposal of Dr. H.T. Sangliana, MP(L S) for
seeking approval for giving relaxation beyond the limit of Rs. 25 lakh under
MPLADSfor reformation of Road from Yelahanka—Vijayapuraroad tojoin Budigere
Cross via Sathanur, Bagalur, Gopalapura, Yediyur, M. Hosahalli onto Budigere
Cross in Jala Hobli, Bangalore North Taluk, Bangalore Urban District costing
Rs. 1251akh in Bangalore North Parliamentary constituency.

New DELH;
Dated the 3rd February, 2005.



APPENDIX XXXVIII

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 12

Subject : Construction of RCC retaining wall of existing play ground at Namunaghar,
Andaman and Nicobar Islands on the recommendation of Shri Manoranjan
Bhakta, MP (L S) at an estimated cost of Rs. 37,68,468/- under MPLADS.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation addressed a
communication dated 19 April, 2005 pertaining to the proposal of Shri Manoranjan
Bhakta, MP (LS) for construction of RCC retaining wall of existing play ground at
Namunaghar, Andaman and Nicobar Idands costing Rs. 37,68,468/- under MPLAD
Scheme for consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 19 April, 2005 stated asfollows.—

"The undersigned is directed to forward herewith aproposal for construction
of RCC Retaining Wall of existing play ground at Namunaghar, A& N Islands
recommended by Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, Member of Parliament (Lok Sabha),
A&N Idand with atotal estimated cost of Rs. 37,68,468/-.

The Deputy Commissioner, District of Andamans while forwarding the
proposal has stated that the main objective of the proposed retaining wall is
to stop diding of existing play ground in Namunaghar, Ward No. 1 Andaman
& Nicobar Idands. Theland isagovernment land which has been alotted in
favour of Education Department for play ground. The Education Department
istaking care of the playground.

Construction of buildings for schools, hostels, libraries and other buildings
of educational Institutions belonging to Government or local bodies are
permissible under MPLAD Scheme. Retaining wall for the playground of an
existing Government educational Institute may also be allowed under the
Scheme. Thiswill be a durable asset and will be beneficia for the children
who study in the school.

Asthe expenditure of the abovework ismorethan Rs. 25 |akhs, it isrequested
that the proposal may be placed before the Committee on MPLADS, Lok
Sabhafor views on the relaxation of Para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADS.

3. Hon'ble Member Shri Manoranjan Bhaktain hisletter dated 9 September, 2004
addressed to Deputy Commissioner, Andaman District stated as follows.—

"I hereby request you to release M PLAD fund for the construction of retaining
wall to stop the diding of existing play ground in Namunaghar Ward No. 1
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which was prepared from MPLAD fund. Inform theaction takenin thisregard
at the earliest.”

4. The Deputy Commissioner, Andaman District in hisletter dated 16 December,
2004 addressed to Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation stated as
under:—

"I amto inform that Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, Hon'ble Member of Parliament
(Lok Sabha), Andaman and Nicobar 19lands Parliamentary constituency, Port
Blair has proposed to construct one RCC retaining wall of existing playground
at Namunaghar village in South Andaman under MPLADS.

TheHon'bleMember of Parliament has desired to entrust thework to Andaman
Public Works Department which is a Government organi sation. Accordingly,
estimate of the work has been obtained from the A.PW.D. Estimated cost of
thework isRs. 37,68, 468/- including Rs. 1,79,451/- being contingency which
isnot admissible as per your letter No. L/26/001/94-MPLADS dated 1 April,
2002.

Sincethe expenditureinvolved for thework ismorethan Rs. 25.00 1akhs, itis
requested that approval of the Committee on MPLADS of Lok Sabha and
Rajya Sabhamay kindly be accorded for relaxation in the limit of Rs. 25.00
lakhs as stipulated in Para 4.1 of MPLADS Guidelines and entrusting the
execution of the work to Andaman Public Works Department at an early
date."

5. Para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS which stipulates the limit of
Rs. 25 lakhs per work isasfollows.—

"Idedlly it would be desirable that the M Ps suggest individual works costing
not more than Rs. 25 lakhs per work. However, the limit of Rs. 25 lakhs per
work should not be too rigidly construed. Amounts higher than Rs. 25 lakhs
per work can be spent depending upon the nature of the work. (For example
a single check dam to provide minor irrigation or water supply or a sports
stadium may cost more than Rs. 25 lakhs. In the case of such works higher
amount can be legitimately spent).”

6. TheCommitteemay consider theproposal of Shri M anoranjan Bhakta, MP
(LS)for seekingapproval for givingrelaxation beyond thelimit of Rs. 251akhsunder
MPLADS for construction of RCC retaining wall of existing play ground at
Namunaghar, Andaman and Nicobar 1dandsat an estimated cost of Rs. 37,68,468/-
under MPLADS.

New DELH;
Dated the 18th May, 2005.



APPENDIX XXXIX

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 13

Subject: Proposal of Shri Raghuraj Singh Shakya, MP (L S) regarding contribution of
Rs. 25 lakh for the construction of a shed in 'Block Parisar' of Saifayeein
Etawah Parliamentary Constituency of Uttar Pradesh to be constructed at an
estimated cost of Rs. 433.75 lakhsfrom MPLADS funds.

Shri Raghuraj Singh Shakya, MP (LS) addressed aletter dated 26 April, 2005 to
Hon'ble Chairman, Committee on MPLADS for contribution of Rs. 25 lakh for the
construction of a shed in 'Block Parisar' of Saifayee in Etawah Parliamentary
Constituency of Utter Pradesh to be constructed at an estimated cost of
Rs. 433.75 lakhsfrom MPLADSfundsfor cons deration of the Committeeon MPLADS.

2. TheHon'ble Member, in hisletter stated as follows.—

" Saifayee Mahotsav is celebrated every year in the month of December/
January duringautumn season in Etawah digtrict with objectiveof protecting
and encouragingour cultural heritage. InthisMahotsav besidesfolk singing,
'Faag Gayan, Quawali, Kavi Sammelan, Wrestling, Magic Shows, various
cultural programmesarealsoorganized. Thereisaproposal to construct a
shed hereand Rs.433.751akhsar eestimated tober equired. Hon'bleM embrs
from Rajya Sabhahavegiven fundsfor thispurpose. This SaifayeeM ahotsav
isorganized in my Par liamentary congtituency i.e,, Etawah. | havealsooffered
Rs. 25 lakhsfrom my MPLADS fund. Although Rajya Sabha MPLADS
Parliamentary Committee has already accorded its approval but the
L ok SabhaMPL ADSParliamentary Committeehasnot yet, sanctioned this
amount of Rs. 25lakhsand asaresult there of therehasbeen delay in the
construction of thesaid shed.

Itis, therefore, requested to kindly oblige me by sanctioning thisamount
so that the work pertaining to public welfare can be completed at the
earliest.”

3. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation in their
communication dated 19 March, 2005 stated as follows.—

"The undersigned is directed to forward herewith a proposal regarding the
construction of a steel shed and providing electricity in the shed at Safai
Block, District Etawah, Uttar Pradesh under MPLADS. The proposa has
been recommended by Nine (9) Rajya Sabha/lLok SabhaMPsof Uttar Pradesh.
Thetotal estimated cost of thework isRs. 433.645 |akh. The RajkiyaNirman
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Nigam, Uttar Pradesh, which isthe executing agency, has estimated the work
asfollows—

(i) Construction of shed at Safai Block = Rs. 372.66 lakh
(i) Provisionfor electricity inthe shed = Rs. 61.085 lakh

The construction of the shed is in the Safai pinhead/courtyard of the office of
the Block Development Department, Safai Block, Etawah District and Utter Pradesh.
The construction work is being done on Government land, which is registered in the
nameof Safai Block.

Nine (9) Rajya Sabha/Lok Sabha MPs of Utter Pradesh have recommended
Rs. 25 lakh each for the work under MPLADS i.e., Rs. 225 lakh is begin contributed
under MPLADS. The Cultural Department, Government of Utter Pradesh will arrange
theremaining amount for thework. The construction work of the shed will be completed
in two months and maintenance of the assets would be done by the Safai Pinhead.
Extra expenditure, if any, for the work will be borne by the Cultural Department,
Government of Utter Pradesh. The consturction of shed at Safai Block, District Etawah
isto be utilised for organizing cultura eventsin the Safai Festival. The same appears
to be permissible under item 6 of Appendix-I of the Guidelineson MPLADS. Copies of
detailed report/cost estimate of the aforesaid proposal are palced below:

The above proposal has aready been considered by the Rajya Sabha Committee
on MPLADS n its meeting held on 21 February, 2005 and approved the same subject
to the conditions that the MPLADS fund should be released only after the balance
amount isinitialy released by Culture Department of Utter Pradesh and utilised and
the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation should ensure that the
proposal meetsthe rquirement of item 6 of Appendix-I of the MPLADS Guidelines.

Since Shri Raghuraj Singh Shakya, MP (L S) has aso contributed Rs. 25 lakh
out of its MPLADS fund for the above project, the proposal may kindly be
placed before the MPLADS Committee (Lok Sabha) for their views on the
relaxation sought inthelimit  of Rs. 25 lakh per work stipulated in Para4.1 of
the Guiddlines."

4. The Committee on MPLADS, Rajya Sabhain their sitting held on 21 February,
2005 considered the aforesaid proposal and approved the same with the following
conditions.—

(i) The MPLADS funds should be released only after the balance amount is
initially released by Culture Department of Utter Pradesh and utilised; and

(i) The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation should ensure
that the proposal meetstherequirement of Item 6 of Appendix-I of theMPLADS
Guiddlines.

5. Para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS which stipulates the limit of
Rs. 25 lakhs per work isasfollows.—

"Idedlly it would be desirable that the M Ps suggest individual works costing
not more than Rs. 25 lakhs per work. However, the limit of Rs. 25 lakhs per
work should not be too rigidly construed. Amounts higher than Rs. 25 lakhs
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per work can be spent depending upon the nature of the work. (For example
a single check dam to provide minor irrigation or water supply or a sports
stadium may cost more than Rs. 25 lakhs. In the case of such works higher
amount can be legitimately spent).”

6. Hon'ble Member Shri Raghuraj Singh Shakyain hisletter dated 26 April, 2005
has stated that Saifayee Mahotsav is celebrated every year in the month of December/
January with the aim to protect and encourage cultural heritage and has desired to
contribute Rs. 25 lakh from his MPLADS funds for construction of steel shed in
"Block Parisar" of safai in Etawah Parliamentary Constituency, Utter Pradesh which is
to be constructed at an estimated cost of Rs. 433.75 lakh. The Ministry of Statistics
and Programme Implementation in their communication dated 19 March, 2005 has
stated that eight other Hon'ble Members of Parliament, Rajya Sabhaare also contributing
Rs. 25 lakh each from their MPLADS funds. Extra expenditure (Rs. 208 lakh) for the
work will be borne by the Cultural Department, Government of Utter Pradesh. The
Committee on MPLADS, Rajya Sabha had aready given its approval on certain
conditions for the aforesaid project in their sitting held on 21 February, 2005.

As regards whether the work is permissible under the Guidelines the Ministry
has stated that the proposal appears to be permissible under Item 6 of Appendix-1 of
the Guidelines on MPLADS. Item 6 of Appendix-1 of the Guidelines stipulates as
follows—

"Construction of buildings for local bodies for recognized District or State
Sports Associations and for cultural and sports activities or for hospitals.
Provision of multi-gym facilities in gymnastic centres, sports associations,
physical education training institutions etc. is also permissible.”

Thusthe construction of shed in 'Block Parisar' of safai isfor organising cultural
activities and construction of buildings for cultural sports activitiesis permissible as
per Guidelinesibid. The construction work is being done on Government land, which
isregistered in the name of Safai Block and maintenance of the assets would be done
by Safai Pinhead.

Construction site falls in Etawah Parliamentary constituency which is the
Parliamentary constituency of Hon'ble Member Shri Raghuraj Singh Shakya. As per
para4.1l of Guiddines, Memberscan recommend individual worksintheir Parliamentary
congtituency costing not more than Rs. 25 lakh per work. However, if the work is
costing more than Rs. 25 lakh, the same needs the approval of the Committee on
MPLADS.

7. TheCommittee may consider theproposal of Shri Raghuraj Singh Shakya,
MP (LS)for seeking approval for relaxation beyond thelimit of Rs. 251akh in order
tocontributeRs. 25 lakh for theconstruction of steel shed in 'Block Parisar' of safai
in Etawah Parliamentary constituency of Utter Pradesh to be constructed at an
estimated cost of Rs. 433.75 lakhsfrom MPLADSfunds.

New DELH;
Dated the 18th May, 2005.



APPENDIX XL

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADSCOMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEEON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 14

Subject: Proposal for thecongruction of Library and ClassRoomsfor theGover nment
Polytechnic at Purasawakkam, Chennai recommended by Shri Dayanidhi
Maran, Hon'ble Minister for Telecommunication and Information
Technology at an estimated cost of Rs. 2.50 croreunder MPLADS.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation have addressed a
communication dated 4 May, 2005 regarding proposal for construction of Library and
ClassRoomsfor the Government Polytechnic at Purasawakkam, Chennai recommended
by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister for Telecommunications and Information
Technology at an estimated cost of Rs. 2.50 crore under MPLADS for consideration of
the Committeeon MPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 4 May, 2005 have stated as
follows—

“Theundersigned isdirected to forward herewith a project proposal for
construction of (a) Library and Classroomsbuilding with Ground Floor,
First Floor and Second Floor; and (b) Classrooms in Second Floor of
Adminigrativeand Academic Block for the Gover nment Polytechnic College
at Purasawakkam, Chennai, recommended by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble
Minister for Telecommunicationsand I nfor mation Technology with atotal
estimated cost of Rs. 2.50 crore.

TheSuperintending Engineer, Cor por ation of Chennai hasinfor med that
theMagter Plan for thecongruction and theestimatesfor theaboveproposals
wer eapproved by Gover nment of Tamil Nadu on 23.6.2000. Theentireproject
wasordered to betaken up in three phases. Thetotal cost of the project
envisaged in the year 2000 was Rs. 7.30 crore. But during execution the
Plan of activity got altered and thedetailsasper theexecution till now isas
follows—

Phasel (cost of the project Rs. 197.30 1akh)

(@ Construction of Academicand Administrative Building on Ground Floor;
and

(b) Construction of workshop buildingwith AC sheet roof.
Both theabovewor kshavealr eady been completed with thefundssanctioned
by Gover nment of Tamil Nadu on 23.6.2000.
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Phasell (cost of the project Rs. 175.00 lakh)
(@ Construction of Academicand AdministrativeBuildingin First Floor.

(b) Construction of workshops (2 Nos., Class Room, Co-oper ative Soreand
Canteen Block).

Work at (a) above has been completed with the total cost of Rs. 75 lakh
sanctioned by thethen Hon'bleUnion Minister Shri Murasoli Maran from
MPLADSfundsin 2001.

Work at (b) above is under completion with the funds amounting to
Rs. 100 1akh sanctioned by Gover nment of Tamil Nadu on 9.8.2004.

Phaselll (cost of the project Rs. 250.00 lakh)
(@ ClassroomintheSecond Floor of Administrativeand Academic Block; and

(b) Libraryand Classroom buildingon Ground Floor, Fir st Floor and Second
Floor.

For theseworksShri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'bleMinister of Tdecommunications
and I T hasrecommended Rs. 2501akh from hisM PLADS funds.

Phaselll workscosting Rs. 2.50 croreisproposed to be completed from
MPLADSfunds PW.D., Gover nment of Tamil Nadu will bethel mplementing
Agency.

At present, the Polytechnic is functioning in a temporary premises,
Commissioner of Technical Education, Chennai has informed that the
buildings proposed to be built under Phaselll areto beutilized fully for
educational purpose only which will serve the cause of education of the
backward section of the society of the Central Chennai Parliamentary
Congtituency and also other people of theState”.

3. Para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS which stipulates the limit of
Rs. 25 lakhs per work isasfollows.—

" ldeally it would bedesirablethat theM Pssuggest individual wor kscogting
not morethan Rs. 25lakhsper work. However, thelimit of Rs. 251akhsper
work should not betoorigidly construed. Amountshigher than Rs. 251akhs
per wor k can bespent depending upon thenatur eof thework. (For example
asinglecheck dam to provideminor irrigation or water supply or asports
stadium may cost mor ethan Rs. 251akhs. In the case of such workshigher
amount can belegitimately spent)."

4. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation vide their
communication dated 4 May, 2005 has forwarded a proposal for construction of
(a) Library and Classrooms building with Ground Floor, First Floor and Second Floor;
and (b) Classrooms in Second Floor of Administrative and Academic Block for the
Government Polytechnic College at Purasawakkam, Chennai, recommended by
Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister for Telecommunications and Information
Technology with atotal estimated cost of Rs. 2.50 crore. Hon'ble Minister in hisletter
dated 6 July, 2004 has desired to alocate Rs.2.50 crore from hisMPLADS funds so as
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to complete the remaining blocks of the building (Government Polytechnic College).
The PWD, Government of Tamil Nadu would be the Implementing Agency.
Commissioner of Technical Education, Chennai has stated that the constructed building
would be utilised only for educational purpose.

The Superintending Engineer, Corporation of Chennai hasinformed that M aster
Plan for the construction and estimates for the project had aready been approved by
Government of Tamil Nadu and the entire project isin three phases. The total cost of
the project is Rs. 7.30 crore. Phase | of the project costing Rs. 197.30 lakh includes
construction of Academic and Administrative Building on Ground Floor; and
Construction of workshop building with AC sheet roof which had aready been
completed phase I of the project costing Rs. 175.00 lakh includes Construction of
Academic and Administrative Building in First Floor which hasalready been completed
and Construction of workshops (2 Nos. Class Room, Co-operative Store and Canteen
Block) is under completion. Phase |11 of the project costing Rs. 2.50 crores includes
class room in the Second Floor of Administrative and Academic Block; and Library
and Class Room building on Ground Floor, First Floor and Second Floor for which
Hon'ble Minister has contributed Rs. 2.50 crore from his MPLADS funds.

Asregards, whether the work is permissible under the Guidelineson MPLADS
the Ministry has stated that construction of building for schools, hostels, libraries and
other buildings of educationa ingtitutions belonging to Government or local bodies
are permissibleunder the MPLADS Guidelinesitem 1 of Appendix-I of the Guidelines
on MPLADS dtipulates as follows.—

" Congtruction of building for schoals, hostels, librariesand other buildingsof
educational ingitutionsbdongingto Gover nment or local bodies. Such buildings
belonging to aided institutions and unaided but recognized institutions can
alsobeconstructed provided, however, that theingtitution bein existencefor
not lessthan twoyears."

As per para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS, Members can recommend
individual worksin their parliamentary constituency costing not morethan Rs. 25 lakh
per work. Therefore, the aforesaid proposal needs approva of the Committee on
MPLADS.

The project liesin the Chennai Central Parliamentary Constituency represented
by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister for Telecommunications and Information
Technology. Earlier the constituency was represented by former Union Minister late
Shri Murasoli Maran, who had aso contributed Rs. 75 lakh for the Phase Il of the
project for construction of academic and administrative building in First Floor which
has already been completed. In this regard, Para 3.8 of the Guidelines on MPLADS
states as follows and also stress on the need to maintain continuity of action in
implementingworks:

" Allocation per year under theschemeisfor the constituency. Though there
may be changein the M Prepresenting a constituency, whatever may bethe
reason for such change, theallocation beingfor the constituency, continuity of
action in implementing works under the scheme should be maintained.
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TheHead of theDistrict should play acoor dinatingrolein thisregar d between
thepast and the present M P and theimplementing agenciesconcer ned.”

However, the Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation be asked to
clarify whether utilization and audit certificates had been submitted for the Projects/
Phases already completed from MPLADS funds.

5. TheCommitteemay consider theproposal of Shri Dayanidh Maran, Hon'ble
Minister of Tdecommunicationsand I nfor mation Technology for seeking approval
for giving rdaxation beyond thelimit of Rs. 25lakh under MPL ADSfor construction
of Library and Class Roomsfor the Gover nment Polytechnic at Purasawakkam,
Chennai at an estimated cost of Rs. 2.50 croreunder MPLADS.

New DELH;
Dated the 18th May, 2005.



APPENDIX XLI

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 15

Subject: Proposal for congtruction of fivedassroomsat Jaigopal Gar odia Gover nment
GirlsHigher Secondary School, Choolaimedu, Dn-78-Zone-V recommended
by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ableMinister for Tdlecommunicationsand
Information Technology at an estimated cost of Rs. 27.50 lakh under
MPLADS.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation have addressed a
communication dated 20 May, 2005 regarding proposal for construction of five class
roomsat Jaigopal Garodia Government GirlsHigher Secondary School, Choolaimedu,
Dn-78-zone-V recommended by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister for
Telecommunications and Information Technology at an estimated cost of Rs. 27.50
lakh under MPLADSfor consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. TheMinigtry intheir communication dated 20 May, 2005 have steted asfollows —

" Theundersgned isdirected toforwar d herewith aproject proposal received
from the Commissioner, Cor por ation of Chennai, for the construction of
classroomsat Jaigopal Gar odia Gover nment GirlsHigher Secondary School
recommended by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister for
Telecommunications and Information Technology. He has allocated
Rs. 32 lakh for the same. The Executive Engineer, Building Construction
Division-3, PWD has, however, prepared an estimatesof Rs. 27.501akh for
thesaid work.

Commissioner, Chennai hasr eported that thewor kswill beexecuted by the
Executive Engineer, Building Construction Division-3, Public Works
Department, Chepauk, Chennai-5. Theapproval of Ministry of Satistics
and Programme I mplementation hasbeen sought to sanction (i) thework
and (ii) therelease a sum of Rs. 27.50 lakh to EE, Building Construction
Divison-3, PWD, Chennai.

Construction of buildingsfor schools, hostelslibrariesand other buildings
of educational I nstitutionsbelonging to Gover nment or local boodiesare
permissible under the MPLADS Guidelines. The school belongs to
Government. Since, thetotal estimated cogt of theproposed projects indicated
in Para3above, ismorethan thepermissiblelimit of Rs. 251akh prescribed
under Para4.1 of the Guiddinesfor recommendingindividual works, the
aboveproposal may beplaced beforetheCommitteeon MPLAD, L ok Sabha
for consideringrelaxation of Para4.1 of theM PLADS Guiddines."
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3. The Commissioner, Corporation of Chennai in his communication
dated 4 April, 2005 stated as under:—

"Central Chennai Constituency MP and Hon'ble Minister for
Tedlecommunicationsand I nfor mation Technology Thiru, Dayanidhi Maran
in hisletter 1st cited has allocated a sum of Rs. 32.00 lakhs towar ds the
congtruction of 5 classroomsat Jaigopal Gar odia Gover nment GirlsHigher
Secondary School, Choolaimedu, Dn-78, Zone-V, Chennai District under
MPLAD Scheme combined with another work. These works haveto be
executed by the Executive Engineer Building Congruction Division-3, Public
Wor ksDepar tment, Chepauk, Chennai-5.

Intheir reference 2nd cited, it wasrequested to send the estimatefor the
said works. Accordingly, Executive Engineer, Building Construction
Division-3, Public Wroks Department has sent the estimate for
Rs. 27.50 lakhsfor the construction of 5 classrooms at Jaigopal Garodia
Government GirlsHigher Secondary School, Choolaimedu, Dn-78, Zone-V,
Cheenai District.

Approval of Minigtry of Satisticsand Programmel mplementation MPLAD
Schemear e, ther efore, requested for thefollowing:—

(i) Tosanctionthework for theconstruction of 5classroomsat Jaigopal Garodia
Government GirlsHigher Secondary School, Choolaimedu, Dn-78, zone-V,
Chennal District.

(ii) Torelease a sum of Rs. 27.50 lakhs towar ds the said work in favour of
Executive Engineer, Building Construction Division-3, Public Works
Department, Chepauk, Chennai-5,"

4. Para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS which stipulates the limit of
Rs. 25 lakhs per work isasfollows.—

" ldeally it would bedesirablethat theM Pssuggest individual wor kscogting
not morethan Rs. 25lakhsper work. However, thelimit of Rs. 251akhsper
work should not betoorigidly construed. Amountshigher than Rs. 251akhs
per work can be spent depending upon thenatur eof thework. (for example
asinglecheck dam to provideminor irrigation or water supply or asports
stadium may cost mor ethan Rs. 251akhs. In the case of such workshigher
amount can belegitimately spent)."

5. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme and Implementation vide their
communication dated 20 May, 2005 has forwarded a proposal for construction of five
classrooms at Jaigopal Garodia Government Girls Higher Secondary School,
Choolaimedu, Dn-78, Zone-V recommended by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister
for Telecommunications and InformationTechnology at an estimated cost of
Rs. 27.501akh under MPLADS. Hon'ble Minister in hisletter dated 1 November, 2004
has desired to allocate Rs. 32 lakhsfrom hisMPLADS fundsfor the aforesaid project.
The Executive Engineer Building, Construction Division-3, PWD has prepared an
estimateof Rs. 27.50 lakh for the samework. Commissioner, Chennai has stated that the
works will be executed by the Executive Engineer, Building Corporation Division-3,
Public Works Department, Chepauk, Chennai-5.
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Asregards, whether the work is permissible under the Guidelineson MPLADS,
the Ministry has stated that construction of buildings for schools, hostels, libraries
and other buildings of educational Institutions belonging to Government or local
bodies are permissible under the MPLADS Guidelines. The school belongs to
Government. Item 1 of appendix | (List of worksthat can betaken up) of the Guidelines
on MPLADS dtipulates as follows.—

" Construction of buildingsfor schools, hostels, librariesand other buildings
of Educational I nstitutions belonging to Government or local bodies. Such
buildingsbeongingtoaided ingtitutionsand unaided but recognized | ngitutions
can alsobeconstructed provided, however, that thel ngtitution bein existence
for not lessthan two years."

As per para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS, Members can recommend
individual worksin their parliamentary constituency costing not morethan Rs. 25 lakh
per work. Therefore, the aforesaid proposal needs approva of the Committee on
MPLADS.

6. TheCommitteemay consider theproposal of Shri Dayanidhi Maran,MPand
Hon'bleMinister of Tlecommunicationsand I nfor mation Technology for seeking
approval for giving relaxation beyond thelimit of Rs. 25lakh under asstipulatein
Para4.1of theMPLADSGuideinesfor construction of fiveclassroomsat Jaigopal
GarodiaGovernment GirlsHigher Secondary School, Choolaimedu, Dn-78-Zone-v at
an estimated cost of Rs. 27.50 lakh under MPLADS.

New DELH;
Dated the 1st July, 2005



APPENDIX XLII

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 16

Subject: Construction of compound wall around graveyard at Stertwart Gunj, Andaman
and Nicobar |lands on the recommendation of Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP
(LS) at an estimated cost of Rs. 28,89,474/- under MPLADS.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation addressed a
communication dated 3 June, 2005 pertaining to the proposal of Shri Manoranjan
Bhakta, MP (LS) for construction of compound wall around graveyard at Stertwart
Gunj, Andaman and Nicobar Islands at an estimated cost of Rs. 28,89, 474/- under
MPLAD Schemefor consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 3 June, 2005 stated as follows.—

" Theundersgnedisdirected toforward herewith project proposal received
from the Deputy Commissioner, Andaman District, Andaman and Nicobar
Idandsfor construction of compound wall around graveyard at Stertwart
Gunj,Andaman and Nicobar |dandsrecommended by Shri Manoranjan
Bhakta Member of Parliament, Lok Sabha. Thework isproposed to be
entrusted toAPWD for execution. Asper theestimatesprepared by APWD
theproject cost of the proposed boundary wall isRs. 28,89,474/-. Since, the
expenditureinvolved ismorethan Rs. 25lakh, DC, Andaman has sought
relaxation of thelimit of Rs. 251akh asgtipulated in Para4.1of theMPLADS
Guidelines.

Asper ther epresentation from thePradhan, Gram Panchayat, Sewart Gunj,
thevillage cover smor ethan fivethousand population. Thesaid villageis
allotted with land for graveyard for M udim community measuringan areas
of 2.5hectareintheyear 1999. Thesaid land is, however, being used by the
Mudlim community as graveyard since the establishment of the village.
Somelandisalsoallotted to privatepartiesin thenear by area of graveyard.
Hence, without a proper fencing of the graveyard, thereis possibility of
encroachment of surrounding area of graveyard by privatepartiesand to
avoid such kind of illegal encorachment the proposed boundary wall is
necessary. Copy of the letter from the Hon'ble MP recommending the
proposal, detailed project report alongwith plan and estimatesar eenclosed.
Thework isproposed to becompleted within six month with atotal cost of

Rs. 28,89, 474/-. Due to paucity of funds the village panchayat is not
in a position to execute such a big project. Hence, on their request

207



208

Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP (L S) has recommended to meet the said
expenditureout of hisMPLADSfunds.

The construction of crematorium and structures on burial/cremation
groundsispermissibleunder theMPL AD Scheme. Further, construction
of boundary wall for thewor ks per missibleunder MPLAD Schemeisalso
permissible. Sincethetotal estimated cost of the proposed pr oj ectsindicated
in Para2 above, ismor ethan the per missiblelimit of Rs. 251akh prescribed
under Para 4.1 of theMPL ADS guidelinesfor recommending individual
works, theaboveproposal may beplaced beforetheCommitteeon MPLADS,
Lok Sabha for considering relaxation of Para 4.1 of the MPLADS
Guidedlines."

3. Hon'ble Member, Shri Manoranjan Bhaktain hisletter dated 9 September, 2004
addressed to Deputy Commissioner, Andaman District stated as follows.—

"1 hereby request you to released MPL ADS fund for the construction of
compound wall for thegraveyard at Sewart Gunj villagefrom MPLADS
fund. Inform theaction takenin thisregardsat theearliest.”

4. The Deputy Commissioner, Andaman Digtrict in hisletter dated 12 May, 2005
addressed to Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation stated as under:—

"I amtoinformthat Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, Hon'bleM ember of Parliament
(L ok Sabha), videletter dated 9 September, 2004 hasforwar ded a pr oposal
for congtr uction of acompound wall around graveyard at Sewart Gunj out of
hisM PLADSfund. Copy of Hon'bleM ember of Parliament'sletter isenclosed
herewith. Thework isproposed to beentrusted toAPWD for execution and
asper theestimateframed by APWD theproject cost isRs. 28,89,474/-.

Sincetheexpenditureinvolved for the project ismorethan Rs. 25.00lakhs,
itisrequested that approval of theCommitteeon MPL ADSof L ok Sabhaand
Rajya Sabhamay kindly beaccor ded for relaxation in thelimit of Rs. 25.00
lakhsasstipulated in Para4.1 of MPLADSGuiddinesaswell astoentrust
the execution of thework to APWD and communicatetothisOfficeat the
earliest for further necessary action.”

5. Para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS which stipulates the limit of
Rs. 25 lakhs per work isasfollows.—

" ldeally it would bedesirablethat theM Pssuggest individual wor kscogting
not morethan Rs. 25lakhsper work. However, thelimit of Rs. 251akhsper
work should not betoorigidly construed. Amountshigher than Rs. 251akhs
per wor k can bespent depending upon thenatur eof thework. (For example
asinglecheck dam to provideminor irrigation or water supply or asports
stadium may cost mor ethan Rs. 251akhs. I n the case of such workshigher
amount can belegitimately spent)."

6. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation vide their
communication dated 3 June, 2005 has forwarded a proposal for construction of
compound wall around graveyard at Stertwart Gunj, Andaman and Nicobar Ilands on
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the recommendation of Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP (LS) at an estimated cost of
Rs. 28,89,474/- under MPLADS. Hon'ble Member in hisletter dated 9 September, 2004
hasdesired to allocate MPLADS fundsfor the af oresaid project. Thework is proposed
to be entrusted to Andaman Public Works Department (APWD) for execution. The
APWD has prepared an estimate of Rs. 28,89,474/- for the project and the project is
likely to be completed within six months.

Asregards, whether the work is permissible under the Guidelineson MPLADS,
the Ministry has stated that construction of crematorium and structures on burial/
cremation grounds are permissible under the MPLADS Guidelines. Construction of
boundary wall are also permissible under the Guidelines on MPLADS. Item 15 of
Appendix | of the Guidelines on MPLADS stipulate as follows.—

" Congtruction of crematoriumsand structureson burial/cremation grounds."

As per para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS, Members can recommend
individual worksintheir parliamentary constituency costing not morethan Rs. 25 lakh
per work. Therefore, the aforesaid proposal needs approva of the Committee on
MPLADS.

7. The Committee may consider the proposal of Shri Manoranjan Bhakta,
MP (LS) for seeking relaxation beyond the limit of Rs. 25 lakh as stipulated in
Para4.1 otheGuideiineson MPLADSfor construction of compound wall around
graveyard at Stertwart Gunj, Andaman and Nicobar | dandsat an estimated cost of
Rs. 28, 89, 474/-.

New DELH;
Dated the 1st July, 2005.



APPENDIX XLIII

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.2

Subject: Construction of road from main road (ATR) to house site colony Kadamtala
village of Andman and Nicobar Islands on the recommendation of
Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP (LS) at an estimated cost of Rs. 29,83,284/-
under MPLADS.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation addressed a
communication dated 28 June, 2005 pertaining to the proposa of Shri Manoranjan
Bhakta, MP (LS) for construction of road from main road (ATR) to house site
colony Kadamtala village of Andaman and Nicobar Islands at an estimated cost of
Rs. 29,83,284/- under MPLAD Schemefor consg deration of the Committeeon MPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 28 June, 2005 stated asfollows.—

"The undersigned is directed to forward herewith a proposa received from
the Deputy Commissioner, Andaman District, Andaman and Nicobar Islands
for congtruction of road from main road (ATR) to house site colony Kadamtala
village of Andaman and Nicobar 1slands recommended by Shri Manoranjan
Bhakta, Hon'ble Member of Parliament, Lok Sabha, Andaman and Nicobar
Idands. The work is proposed to be entrusted to Andaman Public Works
Department for execution. As per the estimates prepared by APWD the project
cost of the proposed projectisRs. 31,32,448/- lakh, (including the contingency
expenditureof Rs. 1,49,164/-) out of which Rs. 29,83,284/- |akh isto bemet by
MPLADS funds.

The Deputy Commissioner, while forwarding the proposal, has stated that
the total length of the proposed road is 686 metres and the road will be
congtructed on Government Revenue Land. He has further stated that about
200 hundred families will be benefited by the construction of the proposed
road as thiswould be the only approach to the village from the main road.

Construction of roadsincluding part roads, approach road, link road, etc., in
villages, town and cities, are permissible according to MPLADS Guidelines.
This construction will be a durable asset and be beneficial for the people of
the village. Adeguate funds are available with the MPLADS fund of the
Hon'ble MP to met the expenses.

Asthe expenditure of the above work ismorethan Rs. 25 lakh, it isrequested
that the proposal may be placed before the Committee on MPLADS,
Lok Sabhafor considering relaxation of Para4.1 of theMPLADS Guidelines.
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However, inview of the ecologically sensitive nature of Andaman and Nicobar
Idands, the clearancefor the above proposa would be subject to concurrence
of the Environment and Forest authorities of Andaman and Nicobar Islands
and granting of the requisite No Objection Certificate by them to the District
Authorities."

3. Hon'ble Member, Shri Manoranjan Bhakta in his letter dated 10 September,
2004 addressed to Deputy Commissioner, Andaman District stated as under:—

"Please find enclosed pettition signed by 143 families resident of Kadamtala
village for construction of road from main road to house site colony
(700 mtrs.) out of MPLADSfund earmarked against my name. Kindly confirm
action taken in the matter and acknowledge the receipt."

4. The Deputy Commissioner, Andaman District in hisletter dated 17 June, 2005
addressed to Ministry of Statisticsand Programme | mplementation stated asfollows.—

"I am to refer to your letter No. L/26/01/2004-MPLADS/2257 dated 5 May,
2005 on the subject mentioned above and to furnish below the requisite
details ad-seriatim:—

(i) The proposal isto construct arural road connecting the house site colony
a Kadamtala to Andaman Trunk Road. The total length of the proposed
road is 686.00 mtrs. With the completion of the road the villagers at large
will be benefited asthisisthe only approach to the village from main road.

(i) Theroad will be constructed on Government revenue land.

(iii) Theestimated cost of the project isRs. 31,32,448/- including Rs. 1,49,164/-
being contingency whichisnot digibleto the executing agency. Therefore,
the estimated cost of Rs. 29,83,284/- could be met out of the MPLADS
funds.

(iv) Since this is the only approach to the village (house site colony) from
main road and on construction of the rural road about 200 familieswill be
benefited, it isrecommended that approval of the Ministry for undertaking
thework may kindly be accorded at an early date.

(v) TheHon'ble Member of Parliament is pressing hard for early compl etion of
the above rurd road for the betterment of the villagers of the area, it is
requested that the matter may kindly be expedited at the earliest.”

5. Para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADSwhich stipulatesthelimit of Rs. 25 akh
per work isasfollows.—

"Idedlly it would be desirable that the M Ps suggest individual works costing
not morethan Rs. 25 lakh per work. However, thelimit of Rs. 25 1akh per work
should not be too rigidly construed. Amounts higher than Rs. 25 lakh per
work can be spent depending upon the nature of the work. (For example, a
single check dam to provide minor irrigation or water supply or a sports
stadium may cost more than Rs. 25 lakhs. In the case of such works higher
amount can be legitimately spent).”
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6. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation vide their
communication dated 28 June, 2005 have forwarded a proposal for construction of
road from main road (ATR) to house site colony Kadamtala village of Andaman and
Nicobar Idands of the recommendation of Shri Manoranjan Bhakta, MP (LS) at an
estimated cost of Rs. 31,32,448/- lakh (including the contingency expenditure of
Rs. 1,49,164/-) out of which Rs. 29,83,284/- |akhisto met by MPLADSfunds. Thework
is to be executed by Andaman Public Works Department (APWD) and an estimate of
Rs. 31,32,448/- for the project hasbeen prepared. The projectislikely to be completed
within eight months.

7.Asregards, whether thework is permissibleunder the Guidelineson MPLADS,
the Ministry have stated that construction of roads including part roads, approach
road, link road etc., in villages, town and citiesare permissibleunder the Guidelines of
MPLADS. Item 3 of thelllustrative List of worksthat can betaken up under MPLADS
(Appendix-I) of the Guidelineson MPLADS stipul ates as follows.—

" Congtruction of roadsincluding part r oads, approach r oads, link roadsetc.
in villagesand townsand cities. Very selectively kutcharoadscan also be
constructed wherethe M P concer ned and the District Head agr eeto meet
thelocally felt need.”

8. As per Para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS, Members can recommend
individual worksintheir parliamentary constituency costing not morethan Rs. 25 lakh
per work. Therefore, the af oresaid proposal needs approval of the Committee. However,
Rs. 1,49,164 being contingency which cannot be met from MPLADSfunds, theapproval
of the Committeeisrequired for only Rs. 29,83,284/-.

9. TheCommitteemay consider theproposal of Shri M anoranjan Bhakta, MP
(L S) for seekingrelaxation beyond thelimit of Rs. 251akh asstipulated in para4.1 of
theGuidelineson MPL ADSfor congtruction of road from mainroad (ATR) tohouse
Stecolony Kadamtalavillageof Andaman and Nicobar 1dandsat an estimated cost of
Rs. 29,83,284/- subject totheconcur renceof the Environment and Forest authorities
of Andaman and Nicobar 1dandsand granting of therequisiteNo Objection Certificate
by themtotheDistrict authorities.

New DELH;
Dated the 2nd September, 2005



APPENDIX XLIV

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.7

Subject: Proposal for construction of Hingota Anicut for providingirrigation &
drinkingwater facility In Dausa Parliamentary Congtituency of Rajasthan
at an estimated cost of Rs. 40.62 lakh out of which Rs. 32.44 lakh isbeing
contributed from MPLADSfunds.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation have addressed a
communication dated 17 August, 2005 regarding proposal for construction of Hingota
Anicut for providing irrigation & drinking water facility in Dausa Parliamentary
Constituency of Ragjasthan at an estimated cost of Rs. 40.62 lakh, out of which
Rs. 32.44 lakh is being contributed from MPLADS funds for consideration of the
Committeeon MPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 17 August, 2005 have stated as
follows—

"The undersigned is directed to forward herewith a proposal received from
the District Collector, Dausafor construction of HingotaAnicut for providing
Irrigation and drinking water facility in Dausa Constituency, recommended
by Shri Sachin Pilot, Member of Parliament (LS) from Dausa Constituency,
former Membersof Parliament, late Shri Rgjesh Pilot and Smt. RamaPilot, for
Rs. 32.44 1akh, out of project cost of Rs. 40.62 lakh.

As per the information furnished by the District Administration, the total
project cost is Rs. 40.62 lakh, (out of which the contribution of MPLADS
fundsis Rs. 32.44 lakh), is proposed to be financed as under:—

(i) MPLADSfunds—

(a) Late Shri Rajesh Pilot - Rs.9.02lakh
(b) Smt. RamaPilot - Rs.10.001akh
(c) Shri Sachin Pilot - Rs.1342lakh
Total - Rs.3244la&h
(i) MLALADSfund from Bandikui - Rs.4.941akh
(i) FamineRelief Fund - Rs.3.24lakh
Total - Rs.40.621akh
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So far, Rs. 17.20 lakh has been spent, including the MPLADS funds of former
MP, late Shri Rgjesh Pilot. Rs. 23.42 lakh, pertaining to the contributions of former MP,
Smt. RamaPilot and Shri Sachin Pilot, remainto be spent. Theimplementing agency is
the Irrigation Department, Government of Rajasthan. Technical Report is received.
Techno-economic clearance has been obtained. Duration of completion of the project
is one year from the date of resumption of work. Funds are availablein the MPLADS
account of the MPs. Architectural and structural plans have been approved by the
competent authority.

Asper item 9 of Appendix | of the MPLADS Guidelines, thework ispermissible.
As the expenditure of the work is more than Rs. 25 lakh, it is requested that the
proposal may be placed for the consideration of Committee on MPLADS (L ok Sabha)
for relaxation of para4.1 of the Guidelines.

3. Para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADSwhich stipulatesthelimit of Rs. 251akh
per work isasfollows.—

"Idedlly it would be desirable that the MPs suggest individual work costing
not more than Rs. 25 lakhs per work.However, the limit of Rs. 25 lakhs
per work should not be too rigidly constructed. Amounts higher than
Rs. 25 lakhs per work can be spent depending upon the nature of the work.
(For example asingle check dam to provide minor Irrigation or water supply
or asports stadium may cost more than Rs. 25 lakhs. In the case of such
works higher amount can be ligitimately spent).”

4. As per para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS, Member can recommend
individual worksin the Parliamentary constituency costing not more than Rs. 25 lakh.
Therefore, the aforesaid proposal needs approva of the Committee on MPLADS.

5. The proposed work for construction of HingotaAnicut for providing Irrigation
and drinking water facility in Dausa Parlimentary Constituency of Rajasthan is
permissible under the Guidelines on MPLADS. Item No. 9 of the lllustrative List of
worksthat can betaken up under MPLADS (Appendix ) permit construction of public
irrigation & public drainagefacilities.

6. The Committee may consider the proposal for relaxation beyond the limit of
Rs. 25 lakh as stipulated in Para 4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADSfor construction of
Hingota Anicut for providing Irrigation and drinking water facility in Dausa
Parliamentary Constituency of Rajasthan.

New DELH;
Dated the 2nd September, 2005



APPENDIX XLV

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 11

Subject: Proposal for congtruction of drain and road from Bakner to Nar ela-Bawana
Road in NarelaZoneon therecommendation of Shri Sandeep Dikshit, MP
(LS) at an estimated cost of Rs. 35,00,400/- under MPLADS.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation have addressed a
communication dated 5 September, 2005 regarding proposal for construction of drain
and road from Bakner to Narela-Bawana Road in NarelaZone on the recommendation
of Shri Sandegp Dikshit, MP(LS) at an estimated cost of Rs. 35,00,400/- under MPLADS
for consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 5 September, 2005 stated as
follows—

"The undersigned is directed to forward herewith a proposal of construction
of drain and road from Bakner to Narela-Bawana Road in Narela Zone under
MPLADS. Shri Sandeep Dikshit, MP (L S) hasrecommended Rs. 35,00,400/-
MPLADSfundson 29 April 2005 for thework of construction of the aforesaid
road and drain.

As per the guidelines on MPLADS, construction of road and community
drainage facilities is permissible. Hence, the construction of drain and road
from Bakner to Narela-BawanaRoad is permissible under the Guidelines. The
implementing agency for the work is Municipa Corporation of Delhi. The
entire cost of the work is being met by from MPLADS fund of Shri Sandeep
Dikshit, MP(LS).

Copies of detailed report, cost estimate of the proposal and copy of
recommendation of Hon'ble MPis enclosed. As the expenditure involved in
thework ismorethan Rs. 25 lakhs, viewsof MPLADS Committee, Lok Sabha
for relaxation in the limit of Rs. 25 lakh per work stipulated in Para4.1 of the
Guidelines is sought."

3. The Hon'ble Member, Shri Sandeep Dikshit in hisletter dated 29 April, 2005
addressed to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation of Delhi stated as under:—

"1 am enclosing profor maestimatefor construction of road and drain from
villageBakner Main Road to Nar d aBawanaRoad, estimated at Rs. 35,00,400.
Thewor k may beexecuted out of my MPLADSFund."
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4. The Executive Engineer, Municipal Corporation of Delhi in his letter dated
18 August, 2005 addressed to Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation
stated as follows.—

"Pleaserefer toyour letter No. L/30/02/2004-MPLADS dated 27 July, 2005 on
the subject mentioned above. As per the checklist, sent with the above
mentioned work is given below:—

1 The total cost of the work is Rs. 34,49,000/- (Rs. Thirty four lacs and
fortynine thousand only) which will be met out of MPLADS funds.

2. The details estimate of the work and the copy of the project report are
enclosed herewith.

3. The work recommended by Hon'ble MP is permissible under Guidelines
on MPLADS and has been approved by the Chief Engineer, MCD.

4. MCD itsalf will implement thework recommended by Hon'ble MP.
5. MPLADS fundswill be utilised for the whole project.

6. The project is recommended by Hon'ble MP Shri Sandeep Dikshit
(MP East Delhi) asthe site of work fallsin his constituency. No other MP
(Lok Sabha or Ragjya Sabha) has recommended any amount for the work
mentioned by Hon'ble MP Shri Sandeep Dikshit.

In view of the above, you are requested to kindly sanction/accord the
approva for above mentioned work at the earliest.”

5. Para4.1 of theguidelineson MPLADSwhich stipulatesthelimit of Rs. 25 [akh
per work isasfollows—

" ldeally it would bedesirablethat theM Pssuggest individual wor kscogting
not morethan Rs. 25lakhsper work. However, thelimit of Rs. 251akhsper
work should not betoorigidly construed. Amountshigher than Rs. 251akhs
per wor k can bespent depending upon thenatur eof thework. (For example
asinglecheck dam to provideminor irrigation or water supply or asports
stadium may cost mor ethan Rs. 251akhs. I n the case of such workshigher
amount can belegitimately spent)."

6. As per Para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS, Members can recommend
individual worksin the Parliamentary constituency costing not more than Rs. 25 lakh.
Therefore, the aforesaid project needs approval of the Committee on MPLADS.

7. The proposed work for construction of drain and road from Bakner to Narela-
BawanaRoad in NarelaZone on the recommendation of Shri Sandeep Dikshit, MP (LS)
at an estimated cost of Rs. 35,00,400/- under MPLADS is permissible under the
Guiddineson MPLADS. Item Nos. 3and 17 of thelllustrative List of worksthat can be
taken up under MPLADS (Appendix-1) stipulates as follows.—

"Item No. 3. Congtruction of roadsincluding part roads, appr oach roads,
link roadsetc. in villgesand townsand cites. Very selectively kutcharoads
can also be constructed where the MP concerned and the District Head
agreetomeet thelocally felt need.

Item No. 17. Congtruction of drainsand gutters."
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8. TheCommitteemay consider therelaxation beyond thelimit of Rs. 25lakh
asgtipulated in Para4.1 of theGuiddineson MPLADSfor construction of drain and
road from Bakner to Nar e a-BawanaRoad in Nar eaZoneon ther ecommendation of
Shri Sandeep Dikshit, MP (L S) at an estimated cost of Rs. 35,00,400/- under MPLADS.

New DELH;
Dated the 29th September, 2005.



APPENDIX XLVI

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEE ON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 15

Subject: Proposal for construction of RCC retainingwall, for mation of busbay with
shelter and footpath in Dn-82, Zone-VI recommended by Shri Dayanidhi
Maran, Hon'ble Minister for Telecommunications and Information
Technology at an estimated cost of Rs. 118.60 lakh out of which
Rs. 1,15,70,010.76 isto bemet from MPLADSfunds.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation have addressed a
communication dated 13 October, 2005 regarding proposal for construction of RCC
retaining wall, formation of bus bay with shelter and footpath in Dn-82, Zone-VI
recommended by Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon' ble Minister for Telecommunications
and Information Technology at an estimated cost of Rs. 118.60 lakh out of which
Rs. 1,15,70,010.76 isto bemet from MPLADSfundsfor consideration of the Committee
onMPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 13 October, 2005 have stated as
follows—

" Theundersgned isdirected toforwar d herewith aproject proposal received
from the Commissioner, Cor poration of Chennai, for widening of Dams
Road including construction of RCC retainingwall, for mation of busbay
with shelter and footpath in Division-82, Zone-VI recommended by
Shri Dayanidhi Maran, Hon'ble Minister for Telecommunications and
Information Technology. Hehasallocated Rs. 140lakh for thesame. The
BusRouteRoads(BRR) Department, Cor por ation of Chennai haspr epared
an estimated cost of Rs. 118.60 lakh for the said work.

Commissioner, Chennai hasreported that thewor kswill be executed by the
BusRouteRoadsDepartment, Cor por ation of Chennai. Thiswork includeswidening
of DamsRoad including constr uction of RCC retainingwall, for mation of BusBay
with shelter and footpath in Division-82, Zone-VI1. The estimated cost of thework
proposed by the Cor poration, worksout to Rs. 118.60 lakh. But thesupervision and
contingency char gestothetuneof Rs. 2,89,989.24 ar enot admissbleunder MPLADS.
Thework estimateof Rs. 1,15,70,010.76 areadmissibleunder the Scheme.

Construction of road, retainingwall, busshelter, footpath etc., ispermissible
under MPLADS. Widening of road isalso permissible, sinceit isadurableasset and
can beconsidered asapart of construction of road. Special repair sfor restoration/
upgradation of any durableasset arealso per missible.
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Asper Para 1l of thelatest instructionsfor release of fundsunder MPLADS,
issued videthisMinistry's Circular No. C/22/2004-M PL ADS dated 1 June, 2005,
the District Authority can only release upto 50% of the estimated amount of a
sanctioned work toan I mplementing agency. On thebasisof thephysical and financial
report fur nished by theimplementing agency, theDistrict Authority can releasethe
remaining fundswhen 60% of theadvancehasbeen utilised. TheChennai Cor poration
istheDistrict Authority in case of Shri Dayanidhi Maran'sMPLADS, and entire
fund inthisaccount isreleased to Cor por ation of Chennai. Ason 1 September, 2005,
Rs. 383.321akh areavailablewith the Cor poration onthisaccount. Asand when the
Corporationiseligible, MPLADSInstalment on thisaccount will bereeased. There
isadequatefund in Shri Dayanidhi M aran'sM PL ADSaccount tomeet thecogt of thiswork.

3. The Commissioner, Corporation of Chennai in his communication dated
20 September, 2005 dated as under:—

Thework hastobeexecuted by the BusRoute Roads Department, Cor por ation
of Chennai.

Accordingly, an estimatehad been prepared for Rs. 118.60 lakhsand thesame
wasapproved by theCommissioner, Cor por ation of Chennai, Chennai-3.

Approval of theMinigtry of Satigticsand Programmel mplementation MPLAD
Schemearethereforerequested for thefollowing:—

4. Para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS which stipulates the limit of
Rs. 25lakhs per work isasfollows —

" |deally it would bedesirablethat theM Pssuggest individual wor kscosting
not morethan Rs. 25lakhsper work. However, thelimit of Rs. 251akhsper
work should not be too rigidly construed. Amounts higher than
Rs. 25lakhsper work can be spent depending upon thenatur e of thework.
(For exampleasinglecheck damto provideminor irrigation or water supply
or asportsstadium may cost morethan Rs. 25 lakhs. In the case of such
wor kshigher amount can belegitimately spend).”

5. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation vide their
communication dated 13 October, 2005 has stated that Hon'ble Minister has alocated
Rs. 140 lakh from his MPLADS fund for this project. Works are to be executed by Bus
Route Roads Department, Corporation of Chennai and an estimate of Rs. 118.60 lakh has
been prepared for the af oresaid work. However, the supervision and contingency charges
amounting to Rs. 2,89,989.24 are not admissible from MPLADS funds, therefore, an
amount of Rs. 1,15,70,010.76 isto beincurred from MPLADSfunds.

Asregard, whether the work is permissible under the Guidelineson MPLADS,
the Ministry expressed their viewsthat construction of road, retaining wall, bus shelter,
footpath etc., are permissible under the MPLADS Guidelines. Widening of road isal so
permissible as it is a durable asset and can be classified as a part of construction of
road. Special repairs for restoration/upgradation of any durable asset are also
permissible. In this regard, Items No. 3,18 and 21 of Appendix | (Illustrative List of
worksthat can be taken up under MPLADS) of the Guidelineson MPLADS stipulates
asfollows—
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6. TheCommitteemay consider theproposal of Shri Dayanidhi Maran, MPand
Hon'bleMinister of Tlecommunicationsand I nfor mation Technology for seeking
approval for givingrelaxation beyond thelimit of Rs. 25lakh asstipulated in Para4.1
of theM PLADSGuideinesfor congruction of RCC retainingwall, formation of bus
bay with shelter and footpath at an estimated cost of Rs. 118.60 lakh out of which
Rs. 1,15,70,010.76 isto bemet from MPLADSfunds.

New DELHI.
Dated the 19th October, 2005.



APPENDIX XLVII

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADS COMMITTEEBRANCH)

COMMITTEEON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO. 16

Subject: Relaxation in the upper limit of Rs. 25 lakh for construction of Blood Bank
Building for theIndian Medical Blood Bank Society of Uttranchal, Dehradun
on the recommendation of Shri Francis Fanthome, MP (LS) and Mgj. Gen.
(Retd.) Shri Bhuwan ChandraKhanduri, MP (LS) from MPLADSfunds.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation addressed a
communication dated 18 October, 2005 for relaxationin the upper limit of Rs. 25lakh for
construction of Blood Bank Building for the Indian Medical Blood Bank Society of
Uttranchal, Dehradun on the recommendation of Shri Francis Fanthome, MP (LS) and
Maj. Gen. (Retd.) Shri Bhuwan ChandraKhanduri, MP (LS) from MPLADS fundsfor
consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. TheMinistry intheir communication dated 18 October, 2005 stated asfollows—

"The undersigned is directed to forward herewith a proposal received from
the District Magistrate, Dehradun for Construction of Blood Bank Building
for the Indian Medical Blood Bank Society of Uttranchal, Dehradun
recommended by Shri Francis Fanthome, MP (LS) and Mg. Gen. (Retd.)
Shri Bhuwan ChandraKhanduri, MP (LS).

The Indian Medical Blood Bank Society, Uttranchal is engaged in social
service/welfare activities since January, 2001. Shri Sudharshan Agarwal, His
Excellency Governor of Uttranchal is Chief Patron of the Society. The total
estimated cost of the project isRs. 1,05,82,957/-. The following Members of
Parliament (RS) had already made contribution out of their MPLADS account
for the above project:—

(8) Smt. SushmaSwaraj, MP(RS) Rs. 25lakh

(b) Shri SanghpriyaGautam, ex-MP  Rs. 15lakh

(c) Shri Harish Rawat, MP(RS) Rs. 10lakh
Total Rs.50lakh

DC, Dehradun had earlier released theinitial amount of Rs. 25 [akh recommended
by Smt. Sushma Swargj, MP (RS). Contribution of the other Rajya Sabha Members
amounting to Rs. 25 lakh was placed beforethe MPLADS Committee (Rajya Sabha) for
relaxation of upper limit of Rs. 25 lakh gtipulated under 4.1 of MPLADS Guidelines. The
Committee considered the proposal on 2nd November, 2004 and recommended rel axation
of Para4.1 of MPLADS Guidelinesto alow Shri SanghpriyaGautam, ex-MP (RS) and
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Shri Harish Rawat, MP(RS) to contribute Rs. 15 lakh and Rs. 10 lakh respectively, for
construction of Blood Bank Building of Indian Medical Blood Bank Society of
Uttranchal, Dehrudun. Accordingly, the authorization has been conveyed to the
DM, Dehrudun on 13 December, 2004.

DM, Dehradun has al so reported that balance funds (Rs. 25.82 lakh) required for
thework will be met from MPLADS and the State Government.

As per the present proposal, the following Members of Parliament (LS) aso
proposed to contribute funds out of their MPLADS fund for the above work.

(8 Shri FrancisFanthome, MP (LS) (Nominated) — Rs. 251akh.
(b) Mgj. Gen. (Retd.) Bhuwan ChandraK handuri, MP (LS) — Rs. 51akh.

Since the total estimated cost of the work is more than the permissible limit of
Rs. 25 lakh as per 4.1 of the MPLADS Guidelines for recommending individua work
under MPLADS Scheme, the above proposal may be placed before the Committee on
MPLADS, Lok Sabha for considering the request for relaxation of Para 4.1 of the
MPLADS Guidelines subject to the following conditions.—

(& Such part cost should be for a clearly identifiable part of the work.

(b) To ensure that the use of MPLADS funds resultsin completion of the work,
the funds from MPLADS to be released towards the end of the project and
funds from other sources should proceed.”

3. Para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS which stipulates the limit of
Rs. 25 lakhs per work isasfollows.—

"Idedlly it would be desirable that the M Ps suggest individual works costing
not more than Rs. 25 lakhs per work. However, the limit of Rs. 25 lakhs per
work should not be too rigidly construed, amounts higher than Rs. 25 lakhs
per work can be spent depending upon the nature of the work. (For example
a single check dam to provide minor Irrigation or water supply or a sports
stadium may cost more than Rs. 25 lakhs. In the case of such works higher
amount can be ligitimately spent).”

4. The Ministry have stated that the estimated cost of the proposed work
pertaining to the construction of blood bank buildings for the Indian Medical Blood
Bank Society isRs. 1,05,82,957/- and Hon'ble Members S/Shri Francis Fanthome and
Maj. Gen. (Retd.) Bhuwan ChandraK handuri had desired to contribute Rs. 25 lakh and
5 lakh respectively from MPLADS fund. The Indian Medical Blood Bank Society,
Uttranchal is engaged in social activities since January, 2001. The project is being
funded from MPLADS fund of some Rajya Sabha MPs and the balance isbeing met
from MLALADS and State Government funds.

As per para 4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS, works recommended from
MPLADSfundsshould not cost morethan Rs. 25 lakh per work. Therefore, the aforesaid
proposal needs approva of the Committee on MPLADS.

5. The proposal needs relaxation beyond the limit of Rs. 25 lakh as stipulated in
Para 4.1 of the MPLADS Guidelines for construction of Blood Bank Building for the
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Indian Medical Blood Bank Society of Uttranchal, Dehradum on the recommendation
of Shri FrancisFanthome, MP (LS) and Mgj.Gen. (Retd.) Shri Bhuwan ChandraK handuri,
MP (LS) who are contributing Rs. 25 lakh and Rs. 5 lakh respectively from MPLADS
funds subject to the fulfillment of the following conditions.—

(& Such part cost should be for a clearly identifiable part of the work.

(b) To ensure that the use of MPLADS funds resultsin completion of the work,
the funds from MPLADS to be released towards the end of the project and
funds from other sources should proceed.

6. The Committee may consider.

New DELH;
Dated the 19th October, 2005.
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APPENDIX XLVIII

LOK SABHA SECRETARIAT
(MPLADSCOMMITTEE BRANCH)

COMMITTEEON MPLAD SCHEME
MEMORANDUM NO.19

Proposal for construction of Community Hall-cum Market at Asaf Ali Road
on therecommendation of Shri Kapil Sibal, Hon'ble Minister of State (Science
and Technology) at an estimated cost of Rs. 89.50 lakh under MPLADS.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation addressed a
communication dated 30 June, 2005 pertaining to the proposal of Shri Kapil Sibal,
Hon'ble Minister of State (Science and Technology) for construction of Community
Hall-cum-Market at Asaf Ali Road at an estimated cost of Rs. 89.50 1akh under MPLAD
Scheme for the consideration of the Committee on MPLADS.

2. The Ministry in their communication dated 30 June, 2005 stated asfollows:-

0
(i)

"The undersigned is directed to forward herewith a proposa regarding
congtruction of Community Hall-cum-Market &t Asaf Ali Road under MPLADS
recommended by Hon'ble Minister of State (Science and Technology)
Shri Kapil Sibal. Thetotal estimated cost of thework is Rs. 89.50 lakh under
MPLADS. The entire cost of the work is being met from MPLADS fund
of Hon'ble Minister of State (Science & Technology) Shri Kapil Sibal. The
implementing agency for thework isMunicipal Corporation of Delhi.

As per the Guidelines on MPLADS, construction of Community Hall is
permissible under MPLADS (Item 6 of Appendix-I). Works relating to
construction of shopping complex/markets yards by and for local bodies
(Panchayats/Municipality) is also permissible under the Guidelines (as per
item 32 of Appendix-1). Hence, theaforesaid work of construction of Community
Hall-cum-Market is permissible under the Guidelines. Funds are available
with the Nodal District, MCD in respect of Chandni Chowk Lok Sabha
congtituency represented by the Hon'ble Minister.
Astheexpenditureinvolved inthework ismorethan Rs. 25 lakh, the views of
the MPLADS Committee (L ok Sabha) issolicited for relaxation inthe limit of
Rs. 251akh per work gtipulatedin Para4.1 of the Guidelines subject to fulfillment
of the following conditions.—

The operation and maintenance of the said Community Hall will be the
responsibility of MCD.

Before the sanction is accorded, the Commissioner, MCD will ensure that
environmental and statutory clearance of the authorities concerned have
been received.

224



225

(iii) The Community Hall isavailablefor the publicin general ."

3. Hon'ble Minister, Shri Kapil Sibal in hisletter dated 5 May, 2005 addressed to
the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation of Delhi stated as under:—

"Kindly refer to your D.O. No. PSC/CO 191/2005 of 3rd May, 2005
regar ding proposed Cummunity Hall for theresidentsof JamaMagid tobe
built abovethe M CD'soffice, Asaf Ali Road Car Parking Delhi.

| sincerely appreciateeffortsbeing taken by you for implementation of the
progj ctsrecommended by us. | feel that thisproject will goalongway in
meeting demand of my congtituency for establishment of aCommunity Hall
for social events.

Asdesired by you, | sanction Rs. 90 lakhsfor the above progjct from my
MPLADSfund.

Kindly releasetheaboveamount for implementation of thisproject at the
earliest.

L ookingforwardtoyour continuouscooperation in futurealso.”

4. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation of Delhi in hisletter dated 27 June,
2005 addressed to the Secretary, Ministry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation
stated as follows.—

"The Hone'ble Member of Parliament and Minister of State for Science and
Technology, Shri Kapil Sibal had conducted a siteinspection in May, 2005 of
his Parliamentary constituency and identified a site of building of the
Engineering Department for construction of aCommunity Hall-cum-exclusive
Women's Market on Asaf Ali Road. The Community Hall is required for the
use of the Muslim community, because they do not have any placeto perform
marriage/social functions and there have been persistent demand for the
same. The exclusive Women's market has to come up, as a result of the
request from the Sewa Bharat Organisation, which proposed to hold Sunday
markets in the area for women and has plans to sell hand woven products
etc., to people which will also encourage women in their self empowerment.

Accordingly, based on the request from the Hon'ble Minister, a scheme
for construction of aCommunity Hall-cum-exclusive Women's market has
been prepared, whose cost is estimated to be Rs. 90.00 lacs. The Hon'ble
Minister has sanctioned the funds from hisMPLAD Scheme. Since, there
isalimitation of Rs. 25.00 lacsfor any project, you are requested to kindly
relax this condition and allow the construction of the integrated scheme
for the construction of a Community Hall and Women's Market, on the
rooftop of MCD's Car Parking at Asaf Ali Road. Thisisaunique structure,
which will meet thelong standing demand of the communitieslivingin the
area, in view of the dense population in the area and the need for creating
an environment, which is breezy and properly ventilated. The project has
been conceived taking into account the needs of the community of the
area.
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Since the Hon'ble Minister has been pressing hard for the early start of the
work, you are requested to kindly relax the condition so that fundsto the tune
of Rs. 90 lacs could be released for the above mentioned project.”

5. Para4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADSwhich stipulatesthelimit of Rs. 25 lakh
per work isasfollows—

"Idedlly it would be desirable that the M Ps suggest individual works costing
not morethan Rs. 25 lakhs per work. However, thelimit of Rs. 25 lakh per work
should not be too rigidly construed. Amounts higher than Rs. 25 lakhs per
work can be spent depending upon the nature of the work. (For example a
single check dam to provide minor irrigation or water supply or a sports
stadium may cost more than Rs. 25 lakhs. In the case of such works higher
amount can be legitimately spent).”

6. The aforesaid proposal was placed before the consideration of the Committee
on MPLADS, LS at their sitting held on 6 September, 2005. The Committeeinter alia
observed as follows:

T Sincethe Commissioner, Municipal Corporation of Delhi in hisletter
dated 27 June, addressed to the Secretary, Ministry of Statisticsand Programme
Implementation stated that "the community hall is required for use of the
Muslim community”, the Committee recommended that a clarification be
obtained from the Ministry in this regard, asthe Guidelineson MPLADS do
not permit utilization of fundsfor religious purposes, (Item No. 9 of the List
of works not permissible under MPLADS)."

7. Accordingly, the matter was referred to Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation on 16 September, 2005 for clarification. The Ministry in their reply
dated 3rd November, 2005 stated under:—

T MCD has informed that the word 'Muslim community' had been
inadvertently used in the letter and that the proposed community hall is not
meant for any religious group and is to be used by the genera public.

Itis requested that the proposal may be placed beforethe MPLADS Committee
(Lok Sabha) for relaxation inthelimit of Rs. 25 lakhs per work stipulated in
para4.1 of the guidelines'.

8. The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation have forwarded a
proposal for construction of Community Hall-cum-Market at Asaf Ali Road on the
recommendation of Shri Kapil Sibal, Hon'ble Minister of State (Science and
Technology) at an estimated cost of Rs. 89.50 lakh under MPLADS. The implementing
agency for thework isMunicipal Corporation of Delhi and the Minicipal Corporation
has proposed an estimate of Rs. 89.50 lakh for the project. The project is likely to be
completed within six months. The Ministry has also obtained a clarification from the
Municipal Corporation of Delhi asdesired by Committee on MPLADS and has stated
that the word 'Muslim Community' had been inadvertently used and the proposed
community hall is not meant for any religious group and isto be used for the general
public.



227

9. Asregards, whether thework ispermissibleunder the Guidelineson MPLADS,
the Ministry have stated that construction of Community Hall and worksrelating to
congtruction of shopping complex/marketsyards by and for local bodies (Panchayats/
Municipality) are permissible under the Guidelines on MPLADS. Therefore, the
aforesaid work of construction of Community Hall-cum-market is also permissible
under the Guidelines. Item 6 and 32 of the lllustrative List of worksthat can be taken
up under MPLADS (Appendix-I) stipulates as follows.—

"Item 6. Construction of buildings for local bodiesfor recognised District or
State SportsAssociationsand for cultural and sportsactivitiesor for hospitals.
Provision of multi-gym facilities in gymnastic centres, sports associations,
physical education training institutions etc. is also permissible.

Item 32. Works relating to the construction of shopping complex/market
complex/market yards by and for Local Bodies (PanchayatsMunicipality)."

10. As per Para4.1 of the Guidelines on MPLADS, Member can recommend
individual worksintheir parliamentary constituency costing not morethan Rs. 25 lakh
per work. Therefore, the aforesaid proposal needs approva of the Committee on
MPLADS.

11. The proposal of Shri Kapil Sibal, Hon'ble Minister of State (Science and
Technology) for construction of Community Hall-cum Market at Asaf Ali Road at an
estimated cost of Rs. 89.50 lakh from MPLADS is permissible under the guidelines,
subject to the condition that the limit beyond Rs. 25 1akh, as stipulated in paragraph
4.1 of the Guidelineson MPLADS srelaxed.

12. The Committee may consider the above proposal.

New DELH;
Dated 6th February, 2006

MGIPMRND—2901LS—01.12.2006.
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