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I . 
This Report for the year ended 31 Marc4 2016 has beeri prepared for 
submission to the Governor of the State of Rajasthan under Article 151 of the 
Constitution offudia: [ · . . 

The Report contains significant results of the performance audit and 
compliance audit of the departbents of the Government of Rajasthan under 
the Economic Services carried qut under the provisions of the Comptroller and 
Auditor General of India (DPC,) Act, 1971 and the Regulations on Audit and 
Accounts, 2007 issued there under by the ComptroHer and Auditor General of 
India. I 

The instances mentioned in this Report are those which came to notice in the 
course of test audit during the period 2015-16 as well as those which came to 
~otice in earlie~ years-but cou1~/not be reported in the previous Audit Reports; 
mstances relatmg to the permd subsequent to 2015-16 have also been 
included, wherever necessary. I 
The audit has been conducted in conformity with the Auditing Standards 
issued by the Comptroller and Auditor General of India. . I . . 

(iii) 
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This Report.of the Comptroller a~d Auditor Generalof India (CAG) relates to 
matters arising from performancJ audit of seleeted programmes and activities 
and compliance audit of economib sector departments and autonomous bodies. 

Complia:p.ce audit refers to eJamination of the transactions relating to 
expenditure of the audited entiti~s. This is to ascertain whether the provisions 
of the Constitution of India, applicable laws, 1 rules and regulations, various 
orders and. instructions issued by )the competent authorities are being complied 
with. Performance audit examines whether the objectives of the programme or 
activity are achieved economican&, efficiently and effectively. 

The primary purpose of the RepJrt is to bring to the notice, important results 
of audit to. the State Legislature. Auditing Standards require that the 
materiality level for reporting 1should be commensurate with. the nature, 
volume and magnitude o'f transabtions. The findings of audit are expected to 
enable the Executive to take con!-ective measures. This would enable them to 
frame policies arid directives !to improve financial · management of the 
organisations for better governanbe. . ' 

This chapter; in. addition to ex~laining the planning and extent. of· audit, 
provides a synopsis. of the· signifibant deficiencies noticed in Performance and 

I . 

Compliance Audit. Chapter II 0:£ this Report contains findings arising out of 
performance audit of Irrigation potential created in Narmada Canal Project. 
Chapter III contains observatiops arising out of compliance audit of the 
Government Departments. · j . 

The A~countant. General (Econdmic and Revenue Sector Audit), Rajasthan, 
Jaipur coi;iducts Audit of the/ expenditure .• of Twelve ec~~omic sec~or 
department. These Departments · are headed by Add1t10nal Chief 
Secretaries/Principal · Secretari1es/Secretaries, . who are assisted by 
Commissioners/Deputy Secretarifs and subordinate officers. 

Th~ comparative position of e~penditure incurred by the Government of 
Rajasthan during 20B-14 to 2011-16 is given in Table 1 as follows: 

; 

I 
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I 
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Table 1: Comparative posit ion of expend iture 

(~ in cr orc) 

Particulars 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 

Revenue e~pen ditu rc 

General services 23,339 27,868 3 1,016 

ocial services 3 1,486 37,754 43,349 

Economic services 20,436 28,920 3 1,874 

Grants-in-aid and Contribution 249 -* -** 
Total 75,5 10 I 94,542 1,06,239 

Capita l a nd other ex pcnd itu re 

Capital Outlay 13,665 16,103 21,985 

Loan and Advance di burscd 81 1 701 36,602 

Payment of Public Debt 4.116 4,960 4,959 

Contingency Fund - 300 -

Public Accounts disbursement l ,o5,6o5 I 1,22,061 1,40,432 

Total 1,24,197 1,44,125 2,03,978 

Grand Total 1,99,707 2,38,667 3,10,21 7 

Source: Audit Report on State Finances of the respective years 

* ~ 9 lakh only ** ~ 10 lakh only 

I t.3 Authority for Audit 

The authority for audit by the CAG i derived from Articles 149 and 151 of 
the Con titution of India and the CAG's Dutie , Powers and Condition of 
Service (DPC) Act, 197 I . 

The Accountant General (Economic and Revenue Sector Audit), Rajasthan, 
Jaipur conduct audit of ex penditure of Economic Sector Departments, 
including Public Sector Undertakings and Autonomous Bodies of the 
Government of Raja than under the provisions of the CAG's DPC Act, 197 1 
and the C&AG 's Regulation on Audit and Accounts, 2007 issued there under. 
The principles and methodology fo r the performance and compliance aud it are 
prescribed in the guide lines and manual issued by the CAG. 

1.4 Organisational Structure of the Office of the Accountant 
General (Economic and Revenue Sector Audit), Rajasthan 

2 

Under the direction of 
the CAG, the office of the 
Accountant Genera l 
(Economic and Revenue 
Sector Audit), Rajasthan, 
Jaipur conducts audit of 
Revenue and Economic 
Sector Department , 
including Public Sector 



- I Chapter 1: Introduction 

Undertakings · and Autonomous Bodies of the Government of Rajasthan 
through three groups. I 

./1~·~·::r1~~1!iijg[~!i~,~~g·~4'.~ct:6~rii·~4iriH·),:.·.···.~~. 

Audit process starts with the ! assessment of risk exposure of various 
Government departments/organisations/autonomous bodies and schemes/ 
projects, etc. Risk assessment~ . are based on expenditure, critfoality of 
activities, level of delegated fin~ncial powers, assessment of overall internal 
controls and the· concerns of sdkeholders. Previous audit findings ate also 
considered in this exercise. \ · 

i ' 
After completion of audit of eac~ unit, an Inspection Report containing audit 
findings is issued to the head o~the unit. The units are requested to furnish 
replies to the audit findings within one month of receipt of the Inspection 
Report. Whenever replies are r~ceived, audit. findings are either settled or 
further compliance is advised. The important audit observations arising out of 
these Inspection Reports are procbssed for inclusion in the Audit Reports. 

I 

~i?~l§i~~~g~Ui:~!ijp~~~lU!~lgJi.~gi~~:i!~fi~i~if:· 

During th~ l~st few years, Audit I has reported several significant deficiencies 
relating to implementation of various programmes/activities as well as the 
quality of internal controls. These findings ·had impacted the successful 
implementation of programmes. hnd functioning of the departments through 
Performance Audit. The deficie4cies noticed during compliance audit of the 
Government departments/organis~tions were also reported. 

The present report contains on~ Performance Audit on Irrigation Potential 
created in Narmada Canal Project, three Compliance Audits covering themes 

I 

on Planning, Implementation and Monitoring of Common Effluent Treatment 
Plants, Rajasthan Minor hTigatidn Improvement Project and Soil and water 
conservation in catchments of/ River Vallex Projects and 10 individual 
paragraphs.The highlights are giyen in the following paragraphs. 

' i 
~== 

I 
I 

Performance Audit of Irrigation potential created in Narmada Canal 
Project. I 

. I 

The Narmada Canal Project is k inter-state project shared by the States of 
Gujarat and Rajasthan. The Nai)nada .Canal starts from the· Sardar Sarovar 
Dam and after traversing 458 k±n in Gujarat enters in Rajasthan. The total 
length of · the main canal, distributaries and secondary canal system,dn 
Rajasthan is·· 1792.67 km.· The I Narmada Canal Project in ·Rajasthap was 
approve? (January 1996) by G?vemment of'.Jndia with stipulatt(d. date of 
completion as March 2003. Thy Culturable Command Area was taken· as . 
1.35 lakh hectares which were subsequently increased from T.35 lakh hectares 
to 2.46 lakh hectares. ' I . . · · 

' ' ' 

The Narmada Canal Project has Isome unique features like irrigation through 
micro-irrigation system, deliveryj of irrigation water to farmer groups through 

I 

I 
I 3 
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Water User- Associations, plantation along canal for bio-drainage and 
conjunctive use of surface and ground water for prevention of water logging. 
Th~ concerns in implementation of key aspects of the project are highlighted 
below: 

ill the progress reports, the Department had shown the -irrigated area as 
2.~5 lakh hectares (87.40 per cent) against 2.46 lakh hectares as envisaged in 
project_ report. Till March 2016, only 1193 diggies (55 per cent) were 
ekctrified which showed that the command area shown as irrigated was not· 
actually imgated through sprinkler or drip irrigation system. This was an 
important aspect of the project. The land acquired for construction of canal, 
distributaries, minors and sub-minors was not mutated in the name of the 
Water Resources Department. 

The Department had formed 2145 Water User Associations against 2236 to be 
fofimed and handed over assets like diggies, pipelines and mono block pumps 
to 1885 Associations. The Distributary and Project Committees wen~ not 
fanned in any of the water user areas. In absence of electrification of diggies 
(4~ per cent), the Water User Associations remained largely non-functional. 
Necessary amendments in rules framed under 'Rajasthan Fanrters' 
Participation in Management of Irrigation Systems Act, 2000' were not carried 
out to strengthen Participatory Irrigatio_µ Management. Water charges were not 
recovered by Water User Associations as required, and absence of 
recovery/less recovery of water charges indicated lack of monitoring by the 
Department. The Narmada Main Canal and its distributaries and minors 
suffered the problem of water theft by nearby· cultivators who lifted water 
from canals to irrigate their fields by using their own water pumps. 

' 

The objective of providing bio-drainage in the command area suffered due to 
lesser plantation and planting of species otll;er than the species mentioned in 
the project report. No action was taken by the Department to ensure the 
conjunctive use of ground and surface water for prevention of wafer logging. 

(Paragraph 2.1) 

Planning, Implementation and Moniitoiriilg of Common -Effluent 
Treatment Pfarnts 

Under the Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1974, every 
industry has to provide adequate treatment of its effluent before disposal 
irrespective of whether it is discharged in stream, land, sewerage or sea. -The 
Common Effluent Treatment Plants are considered a viable treatment solution 
fo~ collective or centralized treatment of effl_uent, particularly generated from 
small and medium scale industries. Common Effluent Treatment Plants 
potentially help in achieving treatment of combined waste water from various 
industries at lower unit cost and to facilitate compliance with waste water 
dis'charge standards. -

4 
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I 

Rajasthan ·State Pollutio.Ii,Contr11 Board is the, facilitator to coordinate and 
provide financial assistance, technical guidance and monitoring of the 
Common Effluent Treatment Plaiits. , . · 

' ! 

Th. e Rajast~an State Pollution 1· Contr~l _Board had neither_ prepared any 
. comprehensive programme for estabhshmg Common Effluent Treatment 

Plants in_ areas where large nmnb1

1

er of small and medium scale industries were 
functioning without proper trea~ment of effluent. It also did not prepare a 
policy for conducting periodical survey to identify. industries which were 
co~tributing t? water pollution. [!The Board. had also not ~aken any conc:ete 
acbon for settmg up of Common

1 
Effluent Treatment Plant m Sanganer, Jaipur 

in a timely manner. I • . 

In Pali district, the functioning· of all Common Effluent Treatment Plants was 
not satisfactory. The treated wa~te water did not conform to the prescribed 
standards and was being discHarged into Bandi river. In Bhiwadi, dried 
hazardous sludge was lying on bpen Kaccha land in huge quantity without 
covering shed near a residential ~rea. The Conimoh Effluent Treatment Plant, 

I !' • 

Jodhpur never operated at its opt~mum capacity and excess effluent discharged 
by industrial units was being discharged into Jojri river. The Plant also 
discharged treated waste watet · into same 'chamiel from where it was 
withdrawing untreated water res4lting in mixing of treated waste water with 
untreated waste water. [ · 

Consent to ~perate/authorizatiotl was being given with retrospective effect 
without ascertaining the compliahce of the conditions included in the consent 
letter. No third party monitorink mechanism was evolved. There was huge 
shortfall in collection and anal~is of samples to ensure that the prescribed 
effluent standards were met. I . . · . 

(Paragraph 3.1) 

:.',;i{~i;I:S:tl}·~)J~l\iffiq~)J_t:~fg;ifitifi:JRipf~x~·m~»,t~~I~J~91:~·'.i~,·~t·~~£(:n:c; .. _~t;·J~1Jt-'.'.:<t~;:.!;~;.:·1:i-

The Rajasthan Minor Irrigation [Improvement' Project was approved (March 
2005) by the Government of Rajasthan. The main objective of the project was 
to rehabilitate the existing mihor irrigation· facilities and improve water 
management and agricultural pdctices, thereby enhancing agriculture income 

. I 

and alleviating poverty. In order .to achieve the desired objectives, three 
components i.e. civil works, teJhnical and institutional support services and 
consulting services were determihed. The main. executing agency and the focal 
point in implementation of the nroject was the Water Resources Department. 
The Agricultural Department wa~ responsible for implementation of agriculture 
extension activities and Medica] and Health Department was responsible for 
controlling malaria. I · 

The delay in appointment of I Engineering and Management Consultant 
adversely affected all activities rmder civil work co]llponent. As a result, the 
project was delayed and the o~jective of utilizing surface water through 
rehabilitation of sub-projects was not fully achieved. Loan from Japan 
International Cooperative Agenby could not be fully availed due to less 
utilization· of budget by implerf enting agencies. Premature Closure of sub-

5 
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projects resulted in less creati on of capacity for storage of water and les 
irrigation of Culturable Command Area. Non-completion of work of 
con truction of watercour e structures re ulted in non-achievement of the 
objectives to check the water losses, enhance culti vable area up to the desired 
extent and extend the benefit of irrigation faci lities to the fa rmers. The fa ilure 
of Water User Associations in realiz ing water charges re ulted in non­
avai labili ty of funds for operation and maintenance of sub-projects. The 
con ultant clearly indicated in its report that the evaluation of the impact of the 
project wa premature and the system to ucceed would require financial base, 
enforcement of power and experi ence of running the system. 

(Paragraph 3.2) 

Soil and water conservation in catchments of River Valley Projects 

The soi l and water con ervation scheme in the catchments of River Valley 
Projects was undertaken under ' Macro Management of Agricu lture' up to 
2012-13. Thereafter this scheme was under 'Rashtriya Krishi Yikas Yojana'. 
The main objectives of the scheme were to prevent land degradation; soil loss 
by adoption of multi-disciplina1y integrated approach of soil conservation and 
watershed management; improvement of land capabili ty and moisture regime 
in the watersheds; promotion of land use to match land capability from the 
catchments to reduce siltation of multipurpose reservoirs. 

In absence of the constitution of Watershed Development Teams, the project 
wa deprived of the expertise required for execution of watershed and other 
activities. Unplanned construction of permanent structures without ensuring 
that the vegetative soil conservation works had taken shape. This resulted in 
non-achievement of the objective of the project to prevent siltation and 
enhance surface rainwater storage in the multipurpose reservoir . In absence of 
the constitution of Self Help Groups, the revolving fund was not disbursed for 
executing the fanning. The allied activities to improve the living standards of 
the beneficiaries and the objective of the scheme to develop livelihood 
activities for the landless persons, production system and micro enterprises, 
therefore, got defeated . 

The work of operation and maintenance of assets created under the project 
suffered due to non-constitution of User Groups . The objective to enhance 
knowledge and skill of functionaries could not be achieved as workshops and 
training programmes were not held. Non-utilisation of Corpus Fund and non­
co llection of user charges affected the maintenance of assets created under the 
project. D ue to non-development of online web-based monitoring system, 
watershed-wise and activity-wise data for ongoing watershed works were not 
fed on the website. Third party evaluation of the projects was not done. 

(Paragrap h 3.3) 

Public Works Department (PWD), Rajasthan included pro-rata charges of 
~ 7.44 crore on works executed by Rajasthan State Road Development 
Construction Corporation Limited in contravention to the Rules 5(a) and (d) of 
Appendix V of Public Works Financial and Accounting Rules (Pa11-II). 
According to Rule, when the construction works are executed by an agency 

6 
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other than the Public Works De1artnient, then agency charges should not· be 
_recovered by PWD. / . . 

. i . . . . (Paragraph 3.4) 

Lack of proper assessment of d1yers10n of traffic from other roads, degree of 
overloading and non-preparation' of cost estimates for normal . traffic . led to 
infructuous expenditure of~ 3.99)crore on upg!adation of road, before the lapse 
of defect liability period, under Pradhan Mantri Gram Sadak Yojana. 

. 1. . . (Paragraph 3. 5) 

Non-levy of compens-ation of ~ 4.66 crore for ~not maintaining the span-wise 
progress of work and irregular pa}rment of price escalation of~ 0.44 crore. 

. I . . \ (Paragraph 3. 6) 

The construct10n of road undet Gramm Gaurdv Path Scheme had to be 
. I 

undertaken on already existing qement Concrete/bitumen roads. A new sub-
base. on preparatio~ of ground )for fresh Cei;ient C~ncrete roads w~s not 
required. The .Pubhc Works D~partment, RaJasthan mcurred an av01dable 
expendi~re of ~ 2.05 crore by! inclusion ~f items oC~x,cavation of earth, 
construct10n of granular sub-ba.se and laymg of .compacted graded. stone 
aggregate in the estimates preparJd under Gramin Gaurav Path Scheme. 

I . 

[ (Paragraph 3. 7) 

The work . of construction of ]bituminous road was awarded above ·· the 
administrative and financial sanction without proper fund arrangements. This 
resulted in.failure to complete thJ work and non-: fulfilment of the objective.of 
road connectivity even after inc~rring an expenditure of ~ 1.78 crore under 
Pradhan Mantri Gram Sadak Yoj~a. 

I 
. I . 

(Paragraph 3. 8) 

The Public Works Department, Rajasthan utilised funds of~ 1.72 crore for 
maintenance of urban roads mider 13th Finance Commission. This was 
unauthorised as the funds releas~d were meant only for the maintenance and 
renovation of village roads. I · · 

I (Paragraph 3.9) 
. I . . . 

' -
Out of 30 roads, 3 roads had alr9ady been sanctioned and ~?pstructed five to 
15 months earlier under other schemes and were l,.lllder guarantee period.­
These roads were agaill sanctiohed by the P,ublic 'works Department.and 

. I . ,. . .. 

constructed by incurring an avoidable expenditure of ~ 1.42 crore against the 
rule of financial propriety. I , . .. · 

(Paragraph 3.10) 

The excavated material such as !the m~ck including soil ~nd hard/soft r~ck 
generated on account of tunnel excavat10n was· to be used m the .construction 
of road. The cost of the same wa~ required to be deposited by the user agency 
to the F oresi Department. The Forest Department did not raise the 
demand/realise the cost of excavated material of~· r .52 crore. 

I . . . (Paragraph 3.11) 

I 
I 7 
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Lack of proper watch and ward and non-transfer of the surplus land costing 
< 9 .12 crore by Water Resources Department to Revenue Department resulted 
in encroachment of the land. 

(Paragraph 3.12) 

The work was awarded by Water Resources Department before finalisation of 
the detailed technical estimates. This resulted in avoidable expenditure of 
. < 6.85 crore on price escalation and also delayed the work for more than five 
years. 

(Paragraph 3.13) 

The draft paragraphs are forwarded to the Additional Chief Secretary/Principal 
Seeretary/Secretary of the departments concerned, drawing their attention to 
the audit findings and seeking their response on these findings. It is brought to 
their. personal attention that in view of likely inclusion of such paragraphs in 
the Audit Reports of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India, which are 
placed before State Legislature, it would be desirable to include their 
comments. They are also advised to have meetings with the Accountant 
General to discuss the performance audit/draft paragraphs proposed for 
inclusion in the Audit Report. Accordingly, the performance audit/draft 
paragraphs proposed for inclusion in this Report are forwarded to the 
Additional Chief Secretary/Principal Secretary/Secretary concerned. 

All the replies to draft paragraphs and performance audit furnished by the 
State Government have been appropriately incorporated in the Report. 

' 

The Finance Department of the State Government decided (Decemberl996) 
that Action Taken Notes on all paragraphs/performance audits that have 
appeared in Audit Reports be submitted to the Public Accounts Committee, 
duly vetted by Audit, within three months from the date of laying of the 
Reports in the State Legislature. A review of the outstanding Action Taken 
Notes on paragraphs/performance audits included in the Reports of the 
Comptroller and Auditor General of Iridia pertaining to various Economic 
Sector Departments as of December 2016 revealed that three Action Taken 
N6tes were pending from the concerned Departments. 

8 
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I 
This chapter includes the perforinance audit of Irrigation potential created in 
Narmada Canal Project. i · · 

Jl1~;,~ arm~r~~09~11~k .. ~~gJ.¥8!i.~/.~~J.~~~h~~ i~~~;;i,~#R~C?v~~ .. ,·(~~R\1~1~ h~~~~:[':PY" 
!Joveriun~nt ~()fJndia: 'fJth1VIarc~·:2993·.·as ;stip~l~teq :dat,e'9f~cbipf)leti~~- ~~e .• 
f~ulturaWe~~<PgifimaBq::~f~~·~as~.~~k~~ a§ ·'k3§A\l.~~·~•lj.ect#~ . ; ~··me Ii~~·ts~;8r · 
findings .· Bf:.·. tlj.e .·Wa.te.t;(B:l1d. .f o'-":er. •G.~msl]:lt~ni$$'~;.1S~ryip,e,s <Jkif.pitea,. pr~~§me 
il-rii~ti6rl1~tslf1gi~pfnvs(~f 1arip'·· ilf1~~tfdll"···~ysttm::C''~a.s· .· .tli~a~~t~hncfar~f~·~·~il<l ·· 
Culturable1:ii.C.bnimand~~Area.was.;'in:creased:•·'•m,1,35;.'afildf··:J1ectare~,i'~fo·· 
:l;.-/"i · "··<.';.'' :"· J!~1!C~~;1 <'.'.?:£.:'. : ',".: .. '. .<· .~:1·:j ;'~}f'.-?/,:'.,·_"·'; .. ;,. \.·· .·. ' :i.'.\4':,·,J;;i'.'.fqI;.'.:·:,: ,< . .,. ~·~:/> .. ::. :(;>:~\!',·.,;.: :.···'.;:>\·.'·// k:~::,'/.';.,, .:1·< . .·/:/~f"'/ •.'?'t:"fv· · ·" 
~A6~ laklr. hectares~ ~.~n1~ plantat!qii:' along ri.'i:il .. fqf . Wl:.i~dr~inage and . 

t~i;}~~~;~¢ q~.:~~;~djfo~h~ :~;: '~J~~~~~9s:t20rit • 
Jhejrrig~t~~:area,}Vas,.~}iqwn. as,.2.I;.~:Iaklf heA.·.··· ~sif 87:40 P,,~r. cen:t). \\rher~as 

~~t~!1it;~~;~1~~:~~~Ii~~~=~r~~~f£:t~~~li~:J 
'sprinkler_;?f'qrip .·irrigat:ion .• ,systefrl:;· ·~he.·area.ii;1iga~ea·· oy f~Finers, bx'ta¥ing. 
~ateffrqllifai11I19I§~RM~~n:~ngiI1g~t~~jr 19~1;, ~~~~E·~;pl1mpsi~~~~t~a~····.of~~1~iptp 
irrigati9nis~s.t~IV \.\ra.~•:!i}:cor,tectly,.igq!1td.ed.it10t!fe ;.achiev;~W,~~IPf:9µlJ.ufaJ?:1~ 
·~omillana~:!·1tlea:·'ifl.·!·g~t~df:s.111e,+1~iltt:y~c(]\i1J!~~!~·t0£~·20,iWtftL~tlotl2·· 16~1§~ti~I;· 
ilisffibuW16s .. ,nnno~ ~a :b-mfil9~: was ri'.- ~weq,m,2°. nrun°';f, fue 

iildiC,ated ;l~gk' of)ll1bl!I ofulg b~<the.; W~th:.~~'.!{es8ilrces '):)~P~rtwenf )iJhe 

M1'~ii~~iti~~~i~IJ~~-~-;if:~~*~i~!~~j~~1~· 
~ue. fo ·i6~se,rj)lant~ti~i;":a~d ~Y~riiitig·;$~.'.~~ ..• ~, s,'.otli~r" t~firr, tlie ··s?'~ci~s·. 

~~~i.~~~!{t~$~~~t!~~1~~~1~~~¥~~~r~; 
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The Narmada Canal Project (NCP) is an inter-state project shared by the States 
of Gujarat and Rajasthan. The annual share of water for Rajasthan was fixed 
by the Narmada Water Dispute Tribunal as 0.5 Million Acre Feet (MAP) 
wqter out of total 28 MAP utilisable quantity of water in Narmada Canal. The 
storage reservoir 'Sardar Sarovar Dam' is located in Gujarat :from where the 
Narmada Canal starts and after traversing 458 km in Gujarat enters in 
Rajasthan near Silu village in Sanchore Tehsil of Jalore district. The discharge 
capacity of the canal at the border of Rajasthan is 73.5 m3/second. The total 
length of main canal in Rajasthan is 74 km. There are nine major distributaries 
and the total length of the main canal, distributaries and secondary canal 
system is 1792.67 km. The NCP has some unique features in comparison to 
other projects: 

~ Irrigation water is to be delivered to farmer groups through Water User 
Associations (WUAs) and not to individual farmers. 

~ WUAs are responsible for the operation and maintenance of field water 
·channels. 

~ Micro-irrigation system such as drip and sprinkler irrigation system has 
been envisaged for efficient water usage. 

The NCP in Rajasthan was approved (January 1996) by Government of India 
(GoI) at an estimated cost of~ 467.53 crore with stipulated date of completion 
as March 2003. The Culturable Command Area (CCA) was taken as 1.35 lakh 
hectares. The method of irrigation adopted was flow irrigation system. Under 
th~s system, the water allowance was taken as 7.41 cusecs 1 per one thousand 
acres. 

According to the suggestions made by the Ministry of Environment and 
Forests (MoEF), GoI an environment action plan should be prepared and 
implemented pari-passu with the construction work. Water and Power 
Ccmsultancy Services Limited (W APCOS) conducted the study for 
environment impact assessment, ground water quality and drainage design and 
submitted (September 1998) its report which envisaged that: 

(i) the static groundwater table was high and still higher in the 'Ned' 2 area 
where sweet groundwater flows as a sheet of narrow thickriess above 
saline ground water underneath, 

(ii) the soil in the area was saline/alkaline, and 
(iii) the canal irrigation might lead most of the command area to get water 

logged in few years which might render fertile land unfit for agriculture. 

Necessitated by the findings of the W APCOS, pFessure irrigation by using 
sprinkler/drip irrigation system was made mandatory in the entire command 
area to prevent water logging. The CCA was increased :from 1.35 lakh hectares 
to, 2.46 lakh hectares and water allowance for irrigation was reduced to 1.31-
2.51 cusecs against 7.41 cusecs per thousand acres. The plantation along canal 
for bio-drainage and conjunctive use of surface and ground water were also 
proposed to prevent water logging. 

1 Cubic feet per second 
2 Deltaic region ofLuni river 
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Due to revision in _the-_,scope (fn;>m 1.{S~lakh hectares to 2.46 lakh hectares) 
and introduction of additional iterris of works like construction and 
electrification of diggi.el; layi~g of pipelines and installation of pumps; 
construction of wells and plantation along- carial side; the cost of the project 
was revised (August 2007) tol ~ 1541.36 crore. The stipulated date of 
completion was decided as Maryh 2014. The cost of the project was further 
revised (July 201 ?) to ~ 2481.49 [crore _on a~count of abnormal increas~ in cost 
of labour, matenal, fuel, etc. \ind the stipulated date of complet10n was 
advanced to March 2013. Agaihst the revised cost of ~ 2481.49 crore, an 
amount of ~ · 2368.90 crore h~d been incurred up to March 2016. The 
Department has sought further ektension up to' March 2017 for completion of 

I - . • 

the project. 1 

Narmada 
Main 
Canal 

I 
Flow chart of the project 

I . 
' 

Distributary{ 
- Minor/ 

1

1 

Sub-Minor 

Diggies 

I 

'L. 

' -

Farmers' fields 
(Through HDPE pipes for 
sprinkler/drip irrigation) 

At State level, the Secretary is t11'e administrative head of the Water Resources 
Department (WRD). At Departinent level, the Chief Engineer (CE) WRD 
fun.ctions as an Additional Secretary for technical matters. There is a CE for 
NCP ~t Sanch?re at the field I.level. There· a~e six4 divisions h~aded _by 
Executive Engmeers (EEs) wh:tch are supervised by two Supenntendmg 
Engineers (SEs). [ . -

- - I 
I 

I 
The performance audit of irrigation potential created in Narmada Canal 
Project in Rajasthan was conducted to assess whether: 

~ the irrigation potential throug! sprinkler/drip irrigation system as envisaged 
was created and utilised; / , 

. );;-- participatory irrigation management activities were able to achieve the 
objectives of 'Rajasthan ~armers' Participation in Management of 
Irrigation Systems Act, 2000'; 

~ the activities like bio-drainage and conjunctive use of ground and surface 
- water were implemented effedtively; and -
~ the financial control and monitoring was effective. 

. I 

I 
! 

I 
3 Water storage tanks. - ., - -
4 Executive Engineer, NCP Division-I, N

1
CP Division-II, NCP Division-III, NCP Division-IV, NCP 

Division-V and Regional Workshop, NCt>, Sanchore 
I 
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Audit Regor/ (Economic Sector) fo r the vear ended 31 March 2016 

I Audit Criteria 

The audit criteri a were derived fro m: 

~ Detailed Project Report of NCP 
};:;>- Pub lic Works Financial and Accounts Rules 
>- Rajasthan General Financial and Accounts Rules 
r Annual Progre Report of the WRD CP 
};:;>- Rajasthan Fanners' Participation in Management of Irrigation Systems Act, 

2000. 

( Scope and Methodology 

The field tudy of the Performance Audit for the period from 20 I 1-1 2 to 
2015-16 wa conducted in the office of the CE, WRD Jaipur, NCP, Sanchore 
and EEs, NCP, Sanchore. Apart from these, records of Deputy Conservator of 
Forests (DCFs) at Jalore and Barmer were also scrutinized as funds fo r the 
plantation were allotted to the e DC F . 

The broad audit objecti ves, scope and methodology of Perfo1mance Audit 
were discu sed in the Entry Conference held (April 20 16) with the Secretary, 
WRD, Raja than, Jaipur. The audit findings were di cussed in the Ex it 
Conference held (October 20 16) with the Additional Secretary cum Chief 
Engineer, WRD. T he replies of the State Government received (October 201 6) 
have been considered while finalisi ng the Performance Audit Report. 

I Audit Findings 

Origina lly, flow irrigation system wa adopted in the NCP. On the ba is of 
finding of W APCOS, as discu sed above, pre sure irrigation by u ing 
sprinkler/drip system was made mandatory in the entire command area. 

2.1.1.1 Non-utilisation of irrigation potential in Culturable Command 
Area as envisaged in project report 

One of the unique features of the NCP wa to adopt micro-irrigation system 
uch as drip and sprinkler irrigation y tern. Thi wa envi aged in the project 

report fo r effi cient water u age. The area was to be considered a CCA on 
completion of all civil and mechanical works relating to construction of canal, 
diggies and installa tion of micro-irrigation system. 

The progress reports of the divi sions selected disc losed that the civil works5 up 
to the ex tent of 97.32 p er cent and mechanica l works6 up to the extent of 
88.06-96.02 per cent were completed as of March 2016. The CCA irrigated 
was shown as 2.15 lakh hectares (87.40 per cent) again t the tota l command 
area of 2.46 lakh hectares. The fact that the 2. 15 lakh hectares area shown a 
irrigated was not correct a out of 2 183 diggies completed, on ly 1193 diggies 

5 Construction of diggies. pump room. ump well , boundary wall. etc. 
upplying. laying. jointing, testing and commissioning of pipeline and insta llation of mono block 
pumps. 
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I 
(55 per cent) were electrified till March 2016. The area irrigated by farmers by 
taking water from minors by arranging their own water pumps instead of 
sprinkler/drip irrigati<5rti·csystem jwas also incorrectly included in the CCA 
irrigated. The irrigation potentia~ created, therefore; could not be utilized as 
envisaged in the project repo~ because of non-electrification of diggies 
( 45 per cent). · [ . 

The State Government stated th~t the irrigated area had increased from 0.18 
lakh hectares in 2006 to 1.60 lal<lh. hectares in 2016 but target of electrification 
of diggies could not be achieved due to educational and economic 
backwardness and lack of undef;standing and faith among the cultivators. n 
was also stated that utmost efforjts at departmental level were being made to 
accelerate the pace of electrification of diggies. The reply of the State 
Government contradicts with th~ facts mentioned in the progress report that 
the CCA of 2.15 lakh hectares was irrigated. The actual area irrigated only 
through drip and sprinkler irrigdtion system was to be adopted in the CCA 
irrigated. In the absence of electrification of diggies, the CCA was being 
irrigated through flow system. Itihad the serious risk of water logging due to 
excessive recharge of ground water by overdrawal of water thereby defeating 
the objective of economic use of water and preventing of water logging. 

It is recommended that elkctrification work shmuld be executed 
simultaneously with the canal ~orks. The remaining diggies (45 per cent) 
should be electrified mn priority basis. 

I -~ 

. I 
The construction of Surachandl minor of Bhimguda Distributary having · 
discharge capacity of water of Q.715 cumecs7 was completed in September 
2011 at a cost of ~ 3.71 crore. The CCA proposed for the minor was 
6369 .31 hectares and 51 diggies ih the command area were to be constructed. 

To utilize the water of this mino~ for irrigation, the work of laying, jointing, 
I 

testing and commissioning of distribution network was awarded (February 
. I 

2011). The work was scheduled to be completed by 4 March 2012. The 
contractor when submitted the dtawing and design for· laying pipeline in the 
command area, it was found that! 3391.04 hectares of CCA covering the area 

I . ., 

of 25 diggies were Government land. In the command ar~a, of these diggies, 
sprinkler irrigation system wak not developed. · In the remaining a:rea 
(2978.27 hectares), the work oflaying of pipeline, installation of pump set and 
construction of 26 diggies was! executed . by incurring an expenditure of 
~ 4.93 crore up to October 2015. [ 

n s~owed that proper survey wa~[ not conducted b~for~ ?reparing the D_etailed 
Project Report (DPR} for assessrµg the actual ava1lab1hty of CCA at s1te and 
the Surachand minor was constrUcted without proper planning and assessing 

I 

the actual requirement of diggief. This resulted in avoidable expenditur~ on 
construction of canal of higher d~scharge capacity. The avoidable expenditure 
on the minor· could .· not be worked out in Audit since . the :minor was 
constructed long back. . I 

I 
7 Cubic metre per second 
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The State Government stated that in the sanctioned DPR of the project, CCA 
of each diggi was taken as determined by the consultancy firm8

. In the instant 
· case;when the work of laying of High-Density Polyethylene (HDPE) pipeline 
was taken up as per the alignment fixed by the Consultant, the Department for 
the first time noticed that the area of 25 diggies, ouLof 51 was lying either 
under forest land or was saline but prior to this, the construction ofSurachand 
minor had been completed. · 

2j.'f.3 A w~rd of 'civil and 1ne~·~aiiiCa1 ·. \;J'6il{S 
, ( · .. ··. ·.yd.~~l{~ .. a~!~~f~~;~~tj~~ti,~~;il~~;~~.l.i:l~ ! 

1 

• 

,'· •• re .. 

Para 14 (vi) of the revised guidelines (1998) of Central Water Commission for 
environment monitoring of water resources projeds envisaged that Command 
Area Development (CAD) plan should be prepared and implemented in such a 
manner that gap between irrigation potential created and utilized was 
minimized. This was meant to ensure that the outlay on the project was 
converted into enduring outcome in. the form of assured and sustainable 
irrigation benefits to farmers. 

It was noticed that the civil works of various minors/sub-:i;ninors were awarded 
between February 2007 and October 2009 and completed in 2011. The 
mechanical works were, however, not completed (May2016) due to awarding 
of' the works separately to other contractors during the period between 
December 2007 and November 2008. This resulted in bloc;king of funds of 
~ 72.11 crore9 incurred on civil works and depriving the farmers of assured 
and sustainable irrigation benefits for more than five years. It was also noticed 

. that in compliance to the order issued (July 2010) by WRD, the civil and 
mecpanical works were being awarded simultaneously to the single bidder on 
nirnkey basis. Keeping in view the CWC guidelines, had the decision to award 
the civil and mechanical works simultaneously to single bidder been taken 
earlier by WRD, blocking of funds on the civil works could have been avoided 
an.d could have provided the benefit of irrigation to the farmers side by side. 

The State Government stated that awarding of civil and mechanical works 
separately resulted in lack of coordination between civi1 and mechanical 
contractors arid therefore, composite civil and mechanical works were 
awarded from 2010-: 11. It was also stated that during 2008-12, available canal 
water was utilized because of the completion of civil works. The fact remained 
that the farmers utilized the water using their own water pumps and timely 
bt;mefit .o.f irrigatiqn to the farmers as envisaged in the project report was not 
provided. · .. , 

Rules 298 .. ·and '3 51 · · of Public Works . Financial and ··Accounts Rules 
(PWF&AR) provide·that the availability ofland'is apre.:requisite and it should 
be acquired well in advance. No work should commence .'on' land which has 

Mis Taha! Consultancy 
Division-I '{ 17 .29, II-'{ 15.24, III-'{ 21.06, N- '{ 11.26, V- '{ 7.26 
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not been ~hysically in possessitn or has not~een dulymade ov~r by the 
responsible civil officer. [ 

It was observed that the works[ of execution·. of earth .work, si~gle' precas.t ·· 
cement concrete (PCC) block lining, pucca structure, diggies, pump room, 
sump well and boundary wall of Malwar sub-minor and Karawadi minor were 

. I 

awarded (Febru~ry 2010) to the\ contractor fo~ ~ .. 1.33 crore. ~he _stipulated 
date of completion ~as NovembFr 2010. The work of Karawad1 mmor could 
not be completed within stipulated time, as owner of the land created obstacles 
and obtained a stay order from tHe Court. As the matter could not be finalized, 
the work was withdrawn (April ~011), under clause 32 of the Agreement. The 
contractor was paid ~ 1.12 c~ore ·~or 84 per cent completion of work. 
Subsequently, after a gap offiveyeats~tlle remaining work ofKarawadi minor 
was awarded (June 201~) to :ahqther contractor for ~ 20.88 lakh wi~h 
scheduled date of completion.as 119 September 2015. The contractor was paid 
~ 11.95 lakh (March 20l6). I 

I 

Due to not following the governing rules for ensuring the availability of land 
before commencement of work) the work was delayed for more than five 
years. This also postponed the bef1.efit of irrigation to the farmers. 

The State .Government stated tl:~at the w~rks were allotted after. issuance of 
land award but due to court stay and non-vacating of land by'a cultivator till 
September 2016, the works reibained incomplete. The fact remained that 
works were allotted without ascertaining clear title of land. I . 

I 

The Department had acquired ~833.353 hectares land for_construction of 
various canals/distributaries/mirlors/sub-minors, etc. The compensation of 
~ 65.45 crore was paid up to Match 2016 but mutation of the land in the name 
of the Department was not done] As a result, the land acquired had not come 

. . . . I 
under the deartitle of the Department. · 

·The State Government stated thai the process of mutation of acquired land was 
in progress. I 

It is recommended that land ac~uired should be mutated in the. name of the 
Department as early as possible to avoid any possible encroachment and 
legal complications~ · · \ · · : · · · :; : · · 

I 

The Rajast~an ·Farmers' ParticiJation in Manageme~t of. Irrigation Systems 
Act, 2000 (RFPMIS · Act} was introduced (July 2000) to govern the 
distribution of water among the !farmers. Accordingly, farmers' organizations 
had to be constituted in the cmnmand area of any irrigation project. For 

. I 

operation and management of irrigation system, elected bodies of farmers 
namely WUAs at primary leiel10

; Distributary ·Committee at secondary 

i 

I 
. .··.· . . ' 

1° For preparing plan for maintenance, e~tension, imprnvement, renovation and mod_emization of 
irrigation sysfe1TI including distributary knd field drains · 

I 15 . 
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level 11
; and the Project Committee at project level 12 had to be formed. The 

Government of Rajasthan (GoR) a lso framed Rules, 2002 under the Act. 

I 2.1.2.I Lack of Participatory Irrigation Management 

According to Section 4 of RFPM IS Act (Act), there shall be one WUA for 
every water user area, consisting of all the water users who are land owners in 
such area as members. Section 17 of the Act stipulates that the WUA shall 
prepare and implement a plan of maintenance, extension, improvement, 
renovation and modernization of irrigation system; regulate the use of water 
among the various outlets; promote economy in use of water; monitor flow of 
water in irrigation, etc. Similarly, under Section 6 and 8 of the Act, one 
Distributary Committee for two or more water user areas and one Project 
Committee for the project area shall be formed for execution of the functions 
as given in section 18 and 19 of the Act. 

lt was observed that against the requirement of 2236 WUAs to be fonned, 
only 2145 WUAs were formed (March 2016) and only 1885 WUAs were 
handed over the assets. It wa also ob erved that in absence of electrification 
of diggies (45 per cent) and collection of water charges, the WUA were 
largely not functional. Similarly, no Di tributary and Project Committees were 
formed in any of the water user areas. As a result, the work to be assigned to 
these committees under the Act could not be performed. 

Section 17 of Act stipulates that WUAs shall prepare and implement a 
warabandi schedule13 for each irrigation season. For this, WUAs were al o 
required to maintain certain registers, inventory of irrigation system, accounts, 
etc. It was observed that no warabandi schedule had been prepared by any of 
the WUAs formed and no mechanism existed in the Department for 
verification of records, regi ter , inventory of irrigation system, etc. 

The State Government stated that WUAs were not supposed to prepare the 
warabandi schedules but had to implement the warabandi schedules. The 
Department had prepared the warabandi chedules according to the HDPE 
pipeline design and capacity of motor pumps. The reply was not tenable as 
section 17 of RFPMIS Act stipulated that WUAs should prepare and 
implement warabandi schedule. The warabandi schedules were not 
implemented by WUAs even in areas where diggies were electrified. The State 
Government did not addre on the formation of Distributary and Project 
Committees. 

The Department should ensure formation of Water User Associations, 
Distributary and Project committees and transfer of assets to the Water User 
Associations according to provisions of RFPMIS Act. 

11 For preparing operational plan for the extension, improvement. renovation, modern ization and annual 
maintenance of both distributaries and medium drains and to regulate the use of water among various 
WU As 

12 For approving plan for the extension, improvement, renovation, modernization and annual 
maintenance of irrigation system including major drains. 

11 Warabandi schedule is a system of water allocation to water users by tum according to an approved 
schedule indicat ing the day, duration and time of supply. 
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One of the consequences of lacJ ~f participatory irrigation management was 
the problem of water theft from t~e main canal, distributaries and minors. 

In the N CP, compulsory pressure! irrigation was adopted by using sprink!ers ·or 
drip. It was observed that the Narmada Main Canal and its distributaries and 
minors suffered the problem of 1Water theft by nearby cultivators who ·lifted 
water from canals to irrigate their fields by using motor pumps. A campaign 
was launched (28 April to 30 April 20°16) to remove motor pumps and other 
encroachments from Narmada\ Main Canal and a · number of motor 
pumps/engines and pipes were seized. It was observed that no such campaign 
was undertaken for checking draWal of water . from distributaries and minors, 
although these also suffered the problem of water theft. 

. I 
The Government . stated that ut~ost efforts were being made to remove all 
encroachments from the canal sy~tem. · . 

The DepaittmelfDt shoMJd develop\molJ'Ditoring mechanism to prevent liftiJJ'Dg of 
irrigatiolfD water from ca/J'Dals by farmers till• the Water User Associations 
become fully f uni:tiolfDal f 

Section 17 of RFPMIS Act stipulates that the WUAs should prepare demand 
and collect water charges. Sectioh 32 stipulates that all the amount payable or 
due to farmer's organization, if ~ot paid on dema1:1d, should' be recovered as 
arrears of land revenue. 1 

. . . I . 
It was noticed that against an i outstanding demand of ~ 18.75. lakh and 
~ 60.80 lakh raised by ·nivisions~Hand IV, NCP, Sanchote, only~ 0.17 lakh 
and z 1.65 lakh respectively werb recovered from farmers during 2011-2015. 
Division-V did not even raise the! demand of water charges al1d Division-I and 
HI did not have the information of collection of water charges. 

Accordin$ to section 24 of the fA.ct, the funds of the farmer's organisation 
would comprise grants received from the Goveminent as a share of water tax 
collected in the area of operatid,n. · n was observed that no mechanism was 
developed to make available the share of water tax to the WU As. ill addition, 
as per the data pertaining to Na~ada Main Canal, 227.63 mcum14 to 597.0'l · 
mcum water was received during July 2011 to June 2015 and 0.80 lakh to 
2.15 lakh hectares area was irri1gated. No demand for Water charges was~ 
however, raised by Division-V] and only an amount of·~ L82 lakh was 
collected by Divisions-U and N. I . .. . 

The State Government stated t~at due to presence·' of mistrust and politics · 
aino~g the cultivators, the recov~ly of water charges for elected body was a 
very difficulfjob. It further ad4ed that patwaris were not available in the 
project for recovery of Water charges. The reply of the State Government 
indicated the lack ·of petsuasio~ :md monitodng by the Department as the 
collection of water charge_s was an important element in participatory 

! 
14 Million cubic metre 

I 

17 



dJ:.dit Report/Economic SZftor) (or the year ended 31 Marcl;,J,016 

management. Absence of recovery/less recovery also had an adverse impact 
on the upkeep and sustainability of the project. 

Th,e RFPMIS Rules, 2002 were framed for flow system of distribution of 
water. In NCP, drip/sprinkler irrigation system was adopted under which water 
was to be distributed through diggies and WUAs were to manage the 
distribiition of water from diggies. Therefore, some amendments as suggested 
in i project report (Appendix-2.1) like diggi-wise formation of WU As, 
responsibility of WRD for maintenance and repair of pre-diggi canals till 
formation of Distributary Committees, formation of Consultancy Committee 
for providing all nature of consultations, etc. required to be made in the rules 
wc:rre not carried out. The State Government accepted the facts. 

I • -

The State Government may carry out necessary amendments in Rajasthan 
Farmers' Participation in Management of Irrigation Systems Rule, 2002 for 
stiengthening of Water User Associations. · 

I 

Plantation of trees along canal system· and on the boundaries of the fields of 
farmers had been proposed in the project report. This was required for bio­
drainage to drain out any excessive ground water. Besides, for vertical 
drainage, conjunctive use of surface and ground water had been proposed in 
the project command to prevent water logging. 

I 

Pursuant to the suggestions of the MoEF, Go I stipulated that environment 
action plan be prepared, a study was conducted (September 1998) by 
W:APCOS. WAPCOS found that introduction of flow irrigatioi115 might lead·· 
to water logging in most of the command area in a few years. This might pose 
a serious threat to agriculture. One of the measures to be adopted for drainage 

. in the low lying area was planting of trees of certain species 16 along canal 
system. These species have deep roots and provide adequate bio-drainage to 
drain out the excessive ground water. For the purpose of planning for 
plantation, an average consumptive tree water use of 30 litre per day/per tree 
in [the flow area and 20 litre per day/per tree in the Ned area was proposed. A 
provision of ·z 74.88 crore for plantation along canal side was made in· the 
project report .. 

It was obser\red that against the alloted budget of z 9.57 crore for Barmer and 
z 37.46 crore for Jalore between the period December 2010 and January 2016, 
Z 5.11 crore and z 17.75 crore respectively were utilized for plantation. The 
physical targets for plantation along the main. canal, distributaties and minors 
Wyre fixed (July 2011) in 3941 running km for DCF, Barmer and DCF Jalore 

15 i It is a method of irrigation in which water is transported by natural flow.· 
16 Arjun, Babu!, Jangli keekar, Farash, Khejri etc. 
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which were to be achieyed upj to 2012-13. Against the target fixed, the 
plantation was done i1fop.ly 197[7 running km (50.67 per cent) up to March 
2016. In addition, plantation of ~pecies other than the species mentioned in 
project report was done .. • I . 

• I 

Due to lesser plantation and ~lanting of. species other than the species 
mentioned in p~oj.ect report, the/ objective of providing bio-drainage in the 
command area suffered. The pni>ject authorities had also not monitored the 

I 

plantation of species;of{jlants with reference to the aiin of bio-drainage. . I . . . 
The CE NCP, Sanchere'stated (J\4ay 2016) that budget allotment for plantation 
work was directly made to the ~orest Department. Therefore, the number of 
plants and species were decided by Forest Department. The DCF, Jal ore stated 

I . 

(June 2016) that plantation was done as per budget. allotted. The replies were 
not convincing as the very purp~se of planting. specific species was to ensure 
bio-drainage. By shifting the onus in this regard to the Forest Department, the 

I . 
WRD abdicated its responsibilit)r of monitoring .and supervising the project. 
Besides, only 47 per cent of the ,budget allotted for plantation was utilized by 
DCF, Jalore which indicated in~dequate plantation done. The reply of the 
State Government was awaited (cDctober 2016). 

I 
[, 

)~i.:J~i;'{G~!!llip~tiv~i~~~:r!?ritr~~i.i~J?'Ii~:.s"!!i-.tl~~~w~i~i';i!~~~~~~~((~:··~1~~::.:;~t~:·.: 
I 

There was a great possibility oflwater logging within ~ few years because of 
·the high static ground water tab:le; saline/alkaline soil in the command area 

I 

and with the introduction of c;anal irrigation. It was, therefore, proposed 
(August 2007) by WAPCOS that one of the measures to be adopted for 
drainage of low lying- area may be conjunctive use of surface and ground 
water. This would drain out the ~ntire annual.ground water recharge including 
the water. recharged due to irrigation application. A mandatory provision of 
conjunctive use of_ ground and s~rface water (30:70 ratio) was proposed in the 
command area. Ground water. was to be used by the farmers with surface 
water for vertical drainage and to prevent rise in ground water table. It was 
also stated in the project report that the cultivators would have wells in their. 
fields for ground water and wbuld be taking surface· water from diggies 
through sprinkler pipes. As per/project report,. the position· of existing Dug 
cum Bore (DcB) well against required number of wells for pumping out 
ground water was as under: j · 

Number of required DcB well in z~ne area · 5063 3428 9134 17625 

Number of existingwells 3068 87 3694 6849 

Difference in number ofrequired ~ells 1995 3341 · 5440 10776 

Source: Project report and information provided by CE, NCP, Sanchore. 

The above position indicated thJt large numbers of wells were required to be 
dug. It was envisaged in the project report that motivation would be provided 
to the.farmers to dig more wells ~nd make greater use of ground water. 

I .· . . . . .... 
17 Area in which water is transported by napiral flow .... · . . · 
18 Area in which water is lifted from lower!level to higher leve!with the help of pumps. 

i 
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H was also observed that no action was taken by the Department to ensure the 
cbnjunctive use of grotnid and surface water. 

The State Government stated that due to availability of limited :staff in the 
project, the data regarding number of wells existing in the project area was not 
aV:ailable. The reply indicated lack of action by the department to ensure 
implementation of conjunctive use of ground and. surface water to prevent 
water logging. 

It is.recommended. that conjunctive use of ground and surface water as per 
provisions of the project report should be ensured besides the plantation of 
specified species of trees. 

1·~2h?3:3. ·f{~~Jlarge ~~~~.Q'fr~t~iYi~f;ig'f c>u11:c1·:<vai~[·:~~fiiiori'it~f¢4 .·;.·:~.'~i.1~~- ~s$···:\,:I 

Paragraph 17.23 of the projec(rep:ort envisaged establishment of piezometer 
wells for regular monitoring of quality and recharge of ground W(:lter in the 
project area. For this purpose,. a provision of z 2.14 crore was taken in the 
pr9ject report for establishing 277 piezometer wells in the project command 
but no piezometer wells were established .. 

The State Government stated that the level of ground water was being 
measured by the Ground Water Department. The Department, however, 
intimated (June 2016) that no piezometer wells were established. The reply did 
not mention that in the absence of establishing piezometer wells, how the_ 
quality and recharge of ground water in the project area was being monitored 
by: the Department. · · 

15231~4~1 A:v~id~bie. e.:t1>·~ijC1itur~;9~~~<>.µ~!tfictio~.~I;~aditj6J!~11~~nJil~~·;,::'F· . I 
The t.echnical estimate of work for construction of additional lamina 19 on 

I . :··.·. . . . 

Arriiyali Lift Minor at km_16.700 to 17.000 was sanctioned (July 2014) by EE, 
NCP Division-IV, Sanchore for z 3,8.64 lakh. As per its technical report, the 
re~son for providing additional lamina was that the . canal portion in this 
particular reach was in heavy filling20 and strong_ winds blowing in the region 
damaged the banks of the canal. The work of additional lamina was completed 
(December 2014) and payment of z 38.34 l~kh was rriade (February 2015) to 
co~tractor. 

It was observed that as per communication (14 June 2013)of the SE, NCP 
Circle-H to CE, NCP, Sanchore, the reasons st,ated for providing additional 
lamina in the .project report were not based ori facts: The main reason for 
takirig additional lamina was that the net head difference calculated for canal 
,syphon21 was worked out as 0.640 metres22 whereas at site, it was only 0.380 
metres. This caused that· the designed discharge of water· could not pass 
through the canal syphon. It was also noticed that the decision taken for 

19 'A layer of sedimentary rock, organic or other material. 
20 ' ' . • ' . . ' 

Filling of earth by more than three meters. 
21 

A tube used for drawing .liquid from one container to another on a lower level 
22 

Difference between full storage level of canal at km 17.000 (45.555 metres) and atkm 18.850 (44,915 
!11etres) . 

20 



.• _,'..o Chapter II: Peiformance Audit 

construction of addition~I,~Iamina tas a temporary solution of the problem and 
for remedial measures, an.estimate of z 3.70 crore submitted (August 2014) to 
SE; NCP Circle U, Sanchore .. IThe approval of the same was pending 

. I 

(October 2016) for approval. Had the canal been designed properly, it would 
. . . I 

have avoided an expenditure of z p8.34 lakh incurred as a temporary measure. 
Besides, action to fix responsibility for faulty design of the canal was not 
taken. · · · ! 

The State Governmenf;st~ted th;it/the work of additional lamina was taken up 
to keep the canal banks stable an,d safe. The reply was not tenable as stated 
above, additional lamina··would ~ot have been required if canal banks were 
constructed .after proper design. I · . · 

i 

i 

Under clause 2 of the Contract: Agreement, the contractor was liable to pay 
compensation for not· maintaining the pro-rat a progress of the. work. Under 
clause 5, on the ground of unavoidable hindrance in execution of work, the 

. . I 
contractor should apply for extension of time for completion of work to the 
engineer-in-charge within 30 days! of the date of the hindrance. The competent 
authority would grant such extens~on within a period of 30 days from the date 
of receipt of application from cortractor and should not wait for finality of 
work. i · .... 

It was observed that 18 works (iA.ppendix-2.2) were in progress even after 
expiry of the stipulated date of fomplietion. The Department, however, had 
neither taken action under clause! 2 of the Agreement against the contractors 
for not maintaining the pro-ratd, progress of the works nor was any time 

• I . 

extens10n granted under clause 5 ~f the Agreement. 
. I . . 

The State Government stated that 112 out of 18 works were pending due to not · 
. . .,, .• I . • 

providing electricity- for testing: In five works,· civil works were in progress 
along with mechanical works and[ in respect of one work, time extension was 
under consideration. The reply "1as not tenable as span.:.wise time extension 
was to be granted as per provision of the Agreement or the contractor had to 
be penalized for not maintaining the progress ofw()rk accordingly. 

I • 
. I . 

Similarly, the execution of worl<:s23 of the . different minors, sub-minors of 
Baiera Distributary (off taking ftom km 16) and Basan sub-minor of Vank 

. . I . . . . . . . 

Distributary (off taking from 7.88 km) of NMC was awarded (December 
2011). on turnkey basis to a contr~ctor24 for z 12.48 crore. The stipulated dates 
of commencement and completio* were 22 December 2011 and 21 December 
2012 respedively. The contractoi, despite issuance of several notices by the 
Department, failed to commenc~ the work. As a result, compensation of 
z 1.25 crore was imposed (Augu4t 2012) on the contractoriunder clause 2 of 
the Agreement. The action· to getl the work completed at the risk and cost of . 
the contractor under clause 3(c)i -of the Agreement was· also taken by the 
Department. It was observed thatrecovery of only z 7.65 lakh had been made 
on account of compensation ou~ of the earnest money and the remaining 

I 

23 Earth wo~k, single PCC block lining, pucba structure, pump room, sump well and supplying, laying, 
jointing, testing and commissioning of[ distribution network including designing and layout of 
mechanical works. · . __ .

1

. 
24 Mis Banco Construction, Gwalior 

I 
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amount of z 1.17 crore was yet to be recovered from the contractor (October 
2016). . 
The State Government stated that action under Public Demand Recovery 
(PDR) Act was being taken for recovery ofhalance amount of { 1.17 crore 
from the contractor. 

The work of construction of· pumping stations at km 0 .400 of Kothra Lift 
Minor and at km 17 .100 of Gudamalani Lift Minor was awarded (August 
2009) for { 1.41 crore. The work was completed (November 2011) at a cost of 
{ 1.01 crore. 

ff was observed that during construction of pumping stations, payment of 
earthwork (29747.73 cum) was made on the basis of rates given in the Basic 
Schedule of Rates (BSR), 2008 of Public Works Department (PWD). The 
rates of earth work in BSR of PWD were higher in comparison to the BSR of 
WRD wh1ch resulted in extra payment of { 25.12 lakh to the contractor .. 

The State Government stated that it had been clearly provided in the BSR of 
WRD that rates given in BSR of PWD would be applicable for building works 
and since the construction of pumping station was a building work, the rates of 
BSR of PWD were applied. It further stated that if BSR of WRD was adopted, 
the Department would have to allow extra lead for disposal o.f excavated earth. 
The reply was not tenable as in the case of pumping station, earthwork was 
done in large area and not in trenches as provided in BSR of PWD. Besides, 
there was uniform provision of initial·· lead in both BSRs. and, therefore, 
application ofBSR of PWD was not in order. 

I ~~lA.4 Mi~ design f~:sf~otco~ci!i.~tedJor.:c~m~iit c~ncr~·;~·~orks; .. ;,.· · ' ·· 1 

Clause 4.5 of specific condition of contract provides that concrete mix sh~ll be 
designed on the basis of preliminary test. 

In the works25 awarded to various contractors, the ratios of ingredients i.e. 
cement, water, sand and aggregate in · concrete mi~ material were pre­
determined in the estimates. Preliminary test was, however, not conducted and 
the concrete mix was not designed accordingly. 

The State Government stated that in the contracts where cement concrete was 
in lesser quantity, the provision of design mix being impracticable was not 
included in the agreement. It was added that where minimum level of cement. 
consumption per cubic metre was less than 250 kilograms, mix design was not 
tq be conducted. The reply was not tenable as concrete mix was not designed 
despite inclusion of the above specification in the agreement. In absence of the 
concrete mix design, the right proportion of ingredients could not be 
detemiined and specific strength, workability and durability of concrete could 
not be ensured. -

25 Earth work,pucca structure and single PCC block lining of various distributaries/ minors/sub-minors 
and construction of diggies, pump room, sump well boundary wall, etc. 

22 



. Chapter JI: Peiformance Audit 
'"'- •&- ,ri'•-:SW*"'#'" +Af1orF"#}ip.rix¥;M, AIP-'~•n ,,, .... ~,·#?· ;+~-- i ,__. b-5t-Y ·~-o"'S - -ifi§c .. ..-;;;·&i#f$.<Mi¥ff"tiffeii· ·.4•:;;:_ -fr'' 

I 
Funds for NCP. are provided tprough . regular budget allotment by State 
Government . under capital · heaif of accounts. Funds under Accelerated 
Irrigation Benefit Programme are ialso received as central assistance from GoI. 

The ~roject report eriv~sage? thatlshare,cost of< 246.65 c_r~re ~as payable by 
Pubhc Health and Engmeenng Department (PHED) for utxhzatlon of Narmada 

. I . . 

water for drinking water supply scheme. It was observed that against the share 
cost, only . < 10 crore was adju$ted to NCP head, < 100 crore was lying 
unadjusted under head 8443-Deposit-HI in NCP Division-I, Sanchore since 
April 2013 ,and< 136.65 crore ha1 not been realized from PHE~. .. . 

The Department stated that < 51 crore had further been received from the 
PHED and, ~fforts ·at the ·level of the State Government were being made for 
recovery of the remaining amountj of < 131. 65 crore. · 

~t~11t~~r :'J~lii ~ i>:. 

Prov.ision df plantation of trees oJ either side of main. canal, distributaries and 
minors had b¥en ~aken under subJhead M-plant~tion of the project report with 
the objective of controlling the gr6und water recharge through bio-drainage. 

It was observed that an expendi~re of < 1.22 crore was incuired from sub­
head M-Pla~tation on constructiov··or buildings such as residence of Assistant 
Conservator of Forest; Forest chowki, Forester'.s office, etc. and purchase of 

. vehicles, computers and printers ds detailed below for which no provision was 
made in the project report. I · _· ·.. .·. · . 

1 (<in lakh) 
~~~~~~~"""'".;;;'; 

2 14.02· 29.96 

3 Officd,~nd'communicatiorl Management 1.00 10.96 
, • I 

']['~fall I 27~541 941.B 
I 

. . I 
Source: Information provided by DCF, Barmer and Jalore'. · 

, . .. I . .· 
Finance Department~ GoR had diFected (September 2014) the Department not 
to incru: any ~)(penditure_on theseJitems but p_rior to this, the above _mentio.ne_d 
expenditure of< 1.22 crore had already been mcurted on the above items. This 
resulted in extra financial.burden ckn the project.· · ·. · 
. . . I 
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The work of execution of earth work, pucca structilre and block lining of 
Bhimguda Distributary was awarded (December 2005) to a ci:mtactor26 by EE, 
NCP Division-V, Sanchore for z 19.67 crore. The work was to be completed 
by 18 June 2007. The contractor firm furnished (December 2006) Bank 
Guarantee of z 75.00 lakh and z 50.00 lakh (February 2007) issued by Bank of 
Baroda, KFTZ Branch (Kutch) in support of the security deposit. The bank 
guarantees were valid up to 18 June 2008. 

The WRD extended (October 2007) the stipulated date of completion of work 
up to 28 February 2008. The contractor· firm did not complete the work and as 
such, compensation of z 35.17 lakh was imposed (January 2011) under clause 
2 of the agreement and action to get the work completed at the risk and cost of 
the contractor under clause 3 ( c) of the agreement was taken. The remaining 
work was allotted to another contractor for z 9.33 cFore. 

The validity of the bank guarantees was, however, not extended beyond 
· 18 June 2008. The bank denied encashment of bank guarantees stating that it 
was not its responsibility to make payment after expiry of validity of the bank 
guarantees. Had the bank guarantees been renewed, Z 1.25 crore could have 
been recovered out of the amount of compensation of z 6.18 crore levied 
under clause 3 ( c) of agreement. 

Note-1 below Rule 595 of PWF&AR provides that register of bank guarantees 
should be kept in Division office in the personal custody of the EE. He would 
review th.e register to take timely action for extension pf the period or 
encashment. of the bank guarantees, as required. The requisite action was not 

. taken at the level of concerned officer. · 

The State Government stated that disciplinary action against officials at fault 
was m process. 

. .. 

An adminiStrative sanction was issued (October 2015) by Disaster 
Management and Relief Department, Rajasthari. · fof . immediate relief/ 
rehabilitation of main canal/distributaries damaged due:tb heavy rains in 
monsoon season of 2015. · · · · 

State Government allotted (March 2016) budget of~ 15~96 crore. Against the 
sanction issued, an expenditure of z 15.87 crore was incurred during 2015-16 
on immedi;ite repair and rehabilitation of flood damaged·c~nals. 

As per 1lule 21 of General Financial and AccountsRhles (GF&AR), an 
enquiry about the quantum and extent of loss should be conducted in case of 
flood; cyclone, fire, earthquake etc., and its report. sh<:)uld be submitted to 
Department concerned/Government. It was, howeyer; observed that no such 
enquiry had been conducted and the Department had'.uot even tal}:en action to 
probe the reasons of the flood and take re!lledial ~easures to prevent futur.e 
recurrence. 

The State Government accepted the facts. 

26 Mis Mepa Bhai Mandan (now MMC Proj~ct), Gandhi Dham· 
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:~1'l,t:~'.~,~~lP~~1~!~~i!x~J;.s,1>~ct!Pi.: 
. I . . . 

Paragraphs 3.4.9 and 35.5 of Manual of Water Resotirces provide that SE and 
EE would. inspect all Jimpordnt and major construction works. The 
~epam:nent issued (May ~009) / a circu!ar fixing the yearly norms2

_
7 for 

mspect10n of works and mght h~hs outside the· headquarter. The details of 
achievements against norms are given in table below: . · 

Table-1: Details of achievemeni against no:rms in respect of nnspectiol!Ils 
and night halts I 

2011-12 88 (8.33) 75 (21.88) 96 (-) 24(66.67) 35 (63.54) 72 (-) 

2012-13 91 (5.21) 81 (15.63) 96 (-) 22 (69.45) 56 (22.23) 72 (-) 

2013-14 . 88 (8.03) 72 (25.00) 101 (-) 24 (66.67) 71 (1.39) 11 (84.73) 

2014-15 86 (10.42) 48 (50.00) 113 (-) 30 (58.34) 40 (44.45) 52 (27.78) 

2015-16 89 (7.30) 102 (-) 84 (12.5) 28 (61.11) 72 (-) 77 (-) 

I 

Source: Information provided by CE, NCP, Sanchore. . . 

During 2011-16, the targets of idspections and night halts· were not achieved 
by EEs. The shortage of night halts in Division.:.u was from 58.34 to 69.45 per 
cent; in Division-IV, the shortagejwas up to 63.54 per cent; and in Division-V, 
it wa& up to 84.73 per cent. The SEs and EE-I and EE-HI did not provide the 
information. I . 

The State Government stated that aU the engineers were inspecting the works 
as per norms. The reply was not b~sed on fads as record maintained in various 
NCP Divisions showed shortfaH ib inspections/night halts. 

. . I . . . 
~_,.,,--,,=--==-==-~,...,,,..---.,,--,.==~ 

~,·~~'.f~~·:.~Q)i~~~!P1ttst:~ 

. The change in scope of work resJlted in extension in completion period from 
2003 to ·2013 and more than fi~e times increase in overall cost. Various I . 

activities like civil work of distributaries, minors and sub-minors; land 
I . 

acquisition;. earth work; mechanical works like supplying, laying, jointing, 
I 

commissioning of pipeline and installation of mono block pump sets; and 
electric connection to diggies werl1e, however, not fuUy completed as of March 
2016. . 

The irrigated area was shown as :2J5 lakh hectares (87.40 per cent) whereas 
. only 1193 diggies (55 per cent) Jere electrified till March 2016. It shows that 

the command area shown as nhga,ted was not actually irrigated through 

--.. -1 .. ·· 
27 Norms for inspection of work CE-30, ACE-90, SE-90, EE-96 and for night halt CE-20, ACE-60, SE-

60, EE-75. . I . . . . 
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sprinkler or drip irrigation system, which was the key element of the project. 
The areas··irrigated by farmers by taking water from minors by arranging their 
own water pumps, instead of micro irrigation system, were incorrectly 
included in achievement of Culturable Command Area irrigated. The land 
acquired for construction of canal, distributaries, minors and sub-minors was 
not mutated in the name of the Water Resources Department. 

Out of 2236 Water User Asso~ia~ions to be formed, on~y_2.1451ssoci_ati~ns 
w:ere formed and 1885 Associations were handed over assets hke d1gg1es, 
pipelines and mono block pumps. The Distributary and Project Committees 
were not formed in any of the water user areas. In absence of electrification of 
diggies (45 per cent) and collection of water charges, the Water User 
A.ssociations remained largely non-functional. Necessary amendments in rules 
framed under 'Rajasthan Farmers' Participation in Management of Irrigation 
Systems Act, 2000' were not carried out to strengthen Participatory Irrigation 
Management. Collection of water charges was an important element in 
participatory management and absence of recovery/less recovl3,ry indicated 
lack of monitoring by the Department. Besides, it would hav& an adverse 
impact ori the upkeep and sustainability of the project. The Narmada Main. 
Canal ·and its distributaries and minors suffered the problem of water theft by 
nearby cultivators who lifted water from canals to irrigate their fields by using 
motor pu11J.ps. 

Due to lesser plantation and planting of species other than the species 
mentioned in the project report, the objective of providing bio-drainage in the 
command area suffered. The project authorities had not monitored the 
plantation· of species of plants with reference to the aim _ofbi9-<l?~inage. There 
had no action been taken by the Department to ensure the conjunctive use of 
ground and surface wa!er for drainage of low lying areas. 
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;i{~tr!idii~... .. 
The Common Effluent Treatme~t Plants (CETPs) are considered a viable 
treatment solution for collective or centralized treatment of effluent, 
particularly generated from sclaH and medium scale industries. CETPs 

· potentiaHy help in achieving treatment of comqined waste water from various 
industries at lower unit cost. The~e also help to facilitate better monitoring and 
compliance with waste water dis9hargestandards. · 

. . . I . . 

Under the Water (Prevention and Control of PqHution) Act, 1974 (Act), every 
industry has to provide 'adequate treatment of its effluent before disposal, 
irrespective of whether . it is dikcharged in stream, land, sewerage or sea. 
Rajasthan State PoHution ConP-01 Board (RSPCB) is the facilitator to 
coordinate and provide financial ~ssistance, technical guidance .and monitoring 
of the CETP~. As .per section 11/ (1) ( f) of the Act, the functions of the State 

· Board are to mspect sewage/trade effluent, works and plants for the treatment 
of sewage' and trade effluent, tb review plan's, specifications . or other data 
relating to plants set up for thd treatment of water and the system for the 
disposal of sewage or trade efflu~nt or the grant .of any consent as required by 

this Act. . . . . . I . . . · . 
In order to· manage the CETP, I there should be a Special Purpose V ~hide 
registered under an appropriat~ statute. The operation_ and maintenance of 
CETP are done by the Trust reg1~tered under the appropnate stafute. . . . . . I .. . . . . 
,,--.,....,.=-=...,.---,-,.~====~ 

~~i!Ji~ifigfil§'ii~ti( 

The MoEF, Gol initiated an _inn~vative scheme in .1991 for CETPs ~o promote 
common facilities for treatment of effluent generated from Small Scale 
Industries (SSis) located in clus~ers. The scheme was revised in March 20p, 
according;to which Central, Statf and proponent share was fixed as 50:25:25~· 
Prior to this, the share w~s 25:25:50. The current central share is restricted to 
~ 1.50 crore per Minion ·Litre D~ily (MLD) foroa CETP without Zero Liquid 
Discharge (ZLD) subject to a /ceiling:' of ~ .. 15 crore and for project with 
provision of ZLD, it was restricted to.~ 4.50 crore per MLD subject to a 
ceiling of~ 20 crore. . · · I · · . · . 
In Rajasthan, 14 CETPs were e~tablished in five districts, five in Pali, six in 
Banner arid one each in Alwar, !Jaipur and J~~pui between the period 1983 
and March 2016. ·· · . 
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The scrutiny of records for the period from 2011-12. to 2015-16 was conducted 
(March-May 2016) in respect of all 14 CETPs at Regional Offices 1 (ROs), 
Head office of RSPCB and Central Laboratory. The,records were examined to 
ascertain· whether assessment of requirement of CETPs and. planning for 
establishment of CETPs were adequate. The impact · of the scheme on 
environmentatpollution and the role of the RSPCB in monitoring the working 
of CETPs \Vere also scrutinised. 

The reply received from the State Government (August 2016) has been 
co~sidereci while finalising the paragraph. . 

According to the Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1974, one 
ofthe main functions of the RSPCB was to niake a comprehensive programme 
for the prevention, control or abatement of pollution of streams and wells in 
the State and to secure the execution thereof. The Board was also required to 
collect and disseminate information relating to water pollution and tO advise 
the State Government· on any matter concerning the prevention, control or 
abatement of water pollution. 

~~f~:f ~(f);;f ¥l~~11~~~~~~~~~1~tr:;~·~~~~2;~~.!~~1\~1~~~~r~:};·.}~~~~~~~~~i(if~t 
It was observed that the Board did not prepare any comprehensive programme 
for establishing CETPs in areas where large numbeF of SSI and medium scale 
industries were functioning without proper treatment of effluent. The RSPCB 
also did not prepare a policy for conducting periodical survey for identifying 
industries which were contributing to water pollution in the State. The RSPCB 
did not provide information like category wise number of industries running in 
th~ state; ii.umber of industries connected either .with the Effluent Treatment 
Plants (ETPs) or CETPs; quality/volume of effluent discharged per day; steps 
taken to adopt better treatment option after examining the compatibility, etc. In 
absence of.relevant data and information, the RSPCB was not in a position to 
fulfil its mandate . regarding prevention, control or abatement of water 
pollution. This was also manifested in absence of any policy or comprehensive 
programme for establishing CETPs; as discussed in succeeding paragraphs. 

The State Government stated· that identificatiOn of polluting units was a 
continuous· process and new units were identified by the Regional Officers 
during their routine inspections. It further stated. that the Board also 
maintained .records of all the water polluting units established in major textile 
dusters of the State. The reply of the State Goveflllrient was not convincing as 
data/records relating to quality/volume of effluent discharged per day and 
steps taken' to adopt better treatment option, etc.· were not maintailled by the 
Board. 

1 Jaipur, Pali, Bhiwadi, Balotra and J~dhpur 
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I 

The Board should prepare a crmprehensiv~ programme for establislf,ing 
CETPs in areas where large mi,mber of smalVmedium scale ind11;st1'ies are 
functioning without proper trea¢ment ofeffeuent. There should be a proper 
system for periodic survey and i~entifYing the polluting units. · 

. I 

~:~.1~i1~:u.i~i~9fv~i~P:f.h1g~f~r,eJ•l~hX~~i!ihg;~jfu~~~:~,:;t~;'~1,~~-:··· 
! 

I . 
The Sanganer area in Jaipur distri~t is well known as a centre for production of 
traditional hand-printed textile fabric. As per joint survey conducted (29 April 
2013 to 2 May 2013) by ~he team members of RSPCB, District 
Administration, District Industrie~ Centre and Revenue Department, about 893 
textile dyeing and printing units! were in operation in and around Sanganer 
area. About 12.3 million litres or effluent per day were being discharged by 
these units on open land and in Draryawati river without any treatment. 

In absence of effluent treatment plants, industrial waste was being released 
continuously without treatment bn open land causing deterioration in quality 
of ground water. There was disbharge .of hazardous chemicals by the textile 
units into the Draryawati rivbr. Various studies2 manifested that heavy 
metals Hke Nickel, .Lead and[ Cadmium concentrations were above the 
various national and international permissible limits in the vegetables and 
cereal crops. Consumption of fbodstuff with elevated level of heavy metals 

. may lead to high level of accuniulation in the body and thereby cause health 
disorder like nausea, vomitin'g, hypertension, sporadic fever, anaemia, 
cardiovascular collapse and dea~h> · . 

Hon'ble High Court of Rajasthan had passed order (May 2015) that in 
compliance of its previous order (March 2004), the polluting units should have 
been shut down till installation or CETP or relocated to a different place. The 

I 

High Court also ordered (April 2015) that all such units which were running 
without obtaining 'No objection ~Certificates'. (NOC) from the RSPCB should 
be shut down immediately. Inj compliance of these, the RSPCB issued 
(between 2010-14 and April 2015) directions for closure and disconnection of 
electricity and water supply to a* 893 units. Electricity connection of only 51 
units out of 893 was disconnecte~ during April 2015 to August2015. 

The RSPCB, therefore, except issuing notices had neither taken any concrete 
action against all such pollutink units· nor taken any concrete measure for 
setting up of CETPs by polluting,units in a timely manner. 

;;N Qi{;61J·~;~rf6n ~t~rii·a~il(ri~~~m~lii~f1afi· F:~~~~~?"iJ~~~a 
I . . 

The Sanganer Kapda Rangai Chhapai Association assured (August 2015) by 
I . 

way of an affidavit in Hon'ble High Court ofRajasthan that till the installation 
of CETP within a period of o~e year (August 2016), each and every unit 
would establish indiviqtial ETP if two phases: 

~ Major units discharging mor~ than 1000 Kilo Litre per Day effluent would 
have their functional ETPs ~ithin 30 days. 

. I 

. I 
2 (i) International Journal of innovative r~search in science, engineering and technology (July 2015). 

(ii) International Journal of!~eology; earth and environmental sciences. (January-April 2014). 
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)» All other units would have their ETPs within next 30 days. 

The Hon'ble High Court ordered (August 2015) that the RSPCB would 
continue · to inspect and supervise the establishment of ETPs as well as 
construction of CETP. RS PCB would also submit a report immediately on the 
expiry of two months about the progress made. · 

. ' . 
fo compliance of the Court's directions, a joint team comprising officials of 
District Administration, Jaipur Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited, RSPCB and 
representative of Association inspected 221 units out of 776 member units of 
the Association during October 2015 to January 2016, though the deadline had 
already passed in October 2015. Of these, 165 units had installed ETPs, 21 
uriits were in process of installing ETP and 35 units did not install ETPs. 
Further, out of 165 installed ETPs, only 22 (13 per cent) ETPs were found 
operative. hi order to evaluate the performance of ETPs, samples of 24 units 
were collected and analysed by the Board during December 2015 and January 
2016. The. results of 23 out of the above 24 units indicated that the samples 
exceeded· the parameters of pollutants. Action taken by the RSPCB against 
defaulters was not found on record. 

The State Government stated (November 2016).that all 776 member units had 
installed individual ETPs and the work order for installation of CETP at 
Sanganer had been awarded (September 2016) but the construction had not yet 
started. The reply was not in consonance with the facts as out of 776 ETPs 
installed, only 296 ETPs were in operation (November 2016). In absence of 
establishing CETP, and non-operation of ETPs, the textile industries were 
continuously releasing effluent into Dravyavati river or on open land. 

The Annual Report (2010-11) of RS PCB envisaged plan_to establish eight new 
CETPs in .industrial clusters of three districts3

• The RSPCB was required to 
motivate the industries for setting up of CETPs. 

H was observed that no progress for setting up of CETPs had been made so 
far. Information regarding number ofETPs installed in these districts, volume 
of effluent discharged, physical and chemical characters of the .effluent and the 
site where the effluent was being discharged was not provided by the RSPCB. 

The State Government did not address on establishment of these eight CETPs. 

Due to non-establishment of CETPs in these districts as required, the 
objective of prevention, control and abatement of water pollu~iOJ:l_ suffered. 

We noticed the following significant points during te~t check of records of 
CETPsin the concerned Regional Offices. 

The mdustrial Town, Pali has -SSis, which are largely located in its four 
. industri·al areas namely Mandiya Road, RIIC04-I and II and Punayata. There 

3 Alwar (five), Bikaner (two) and Hanumangarh (one) 
4 Rajasthan State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
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I . 

are about 550 red category5 u~its !engaged in textile processin"g like bleaching, 
mercerizing, dyeing and printing of cotton and synthetic fabric. All five 
CETPs in Pali were operated by Pali Water Pollution Control Treatment and 
Research Foundation (PWPCTRF). The CETP units I and HI (Mandiya and 
Punayata Road) were closed pre~ently (July 2016) due to upgradation work 
since July 2015 and Novemb_er ~0115 respectively. 

=~~~===:-= 

Conveyance system plays ari iihportan~ role in cost effectiveness of the 
treatment besides ease in planfop:eration. In Pali district, where about 550 red 
category textile units were conne?ted with CETPs, the effluent discharged by . 
these units (except Punayata roaCl located units) was being carried through 
tankers to CETPs. The industries I of Pali were being incurring around { three 
crore every month on conveyande which was more expensive than conduit 
pipeline. After treatment, water ~as being discharged into Bandi river through 
openNallah. I 

• I 

It was observed that in the me~ting (July 2011) headed by the Principal 
Secretary, Environment in the I presence of Chairman, RSPCB directed 
PWPCTRF to lay a conduit pipeline in RIICO industrial area I, U and 
Mandiya Road industrial area. Subsequently, a decision to lay pipeline by the 
PWPCTRF in RIICO industrial! area I, II and Mandiya road was taken 
(September 2013) in the meetin~ of Monitoring Committee chaired by the 
District Collector. No work was, liowever, executed despite lapse of about five 

I 
years since decision (July 2011) ~as taken by the Government. The National 
Green Tribunal also recommended (8 October 2015) that RIICO should 
construct dosed conduit system !for conveyance of effluent from individual 
industries. I 
][n Pali, conveyance through Jiping system could have been feasible, 
appropriate and economic as. all homogeneous member industries are located 
. close to each other. fu absence! of conduit pipeline and transportation of 
effluent by tankers, the possible discharge of effluent or left into river or open 
drains without treatment could rlot be ruled out. There was no mechanism . 
evolved by the RSPCB to ensur~ that effluent were discharged in the CETP · 

. inlet and not elsewhere. I 
i 

The State Government stated thatlit was vigilant about the issue and following 
up with the Trust to ensure to lay down closed conduit pipeline in the 
remaining areas also. I 

i 

i 
H was observed from the records of Regional office, Pali that the industrial 
units at Pali had "discharged effltlent in excess of the quantity prescribed by 
RSPCB~ due to which overflowinlg effluent got mixed with. city sewerage and 
flowed into the river Bandi. In m~y instances, RiICO drains and many of the 
city roads were also full of efflue4t due to overflow; 

To overcome the overflow probl~m and to ensure that fueiriber Units should 
not contribute their effluent in excess of the prescribed quantity and to treat the 
trade effluent up to the conforn}ing limits of the prescribed standards, the 

5 Highly polluting .units I 
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Board had issued directions (September 2013) to the PWPCTRF. The 
directions were to operate the CETPs at 50 per cent of the capacity so that it 
would be able to meet the standards as prescribed under Environmental 
(protection) Act, 1986 and to ensure that the member units run at reduced 
capacity (SO per cent). The RSPCB further enhanced (February 2014) this 
limit up td 60 per cent. 

The PWPCTRF did not make available any record regarding implementation 
of discharge restriction on memberunits. fu absem:e of which, compliance of 
the order could not be ensured. The results of various reports of RSPCB 
indicated that treated effluent discharged by CETPs contained pollutants in 
excess of the prescribed standards. There was nci mechanism developed by the 
RSPCB to check whether the discharge restriction was being adhered to by the 
CETPs and member units. 

The State Government stated that it had directed the Trust to ensure that- the 
member units did not discharge effluent beyond the allowed quantity .. It was 
also stated that RO, Pali was conducting regular inspections and monitoring to 
ensure that the quantity of effluent remains within the restricted quantity. The 
reply was not tenable as the order issued (October 2016) by National Green 
Tribunal for closure of units discharging effluent in river Bandi till the joint 
inspection of CETPs was carried out. . This showed that the problem of 
overflowing persisted (October 2016). 

According to MoEF, Gol guidelines (March 2012}, the inlet and outlet effluent 
·standards of the CETP should be complied with irrespective of the degree of 
treatment •. i.e. primary, secondary or tertiary. The RSPCB prescribed 
(26 November 2015) parameters in the 'consent to operate' to the concerned 
CETP Trust. 

' . 

Scrutiny of analysis results prepared by Central Laboratory revealed that out 
of 240 samples collected during Auglist 2012 to January 2016 from CETP-I, 

_ H, Ill and IV and four samples during 2015-16 from Unit VI, 87 per cent 
- samples were not in consonance with the prescribed parameters and Total 
Suspended Solids (TSS), Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD); Chemical . · 
Oxygen Demand (COD), Oil and Grease exceeded the set standards 
(Appendix-3.1). This showed that the functioning of CETPs -in Pali ·District 
was unsatisfactory and waste water was not being treated so as to conform to 
the prescribed standards. Resultantly, CETPs were still discharging polluted 
water into Bandi river. No concrete steps were taken by the Board to ensure 
that effluent standards were achieved. 

The State Government reply did not address the audit observation. 

1 · '.3i1.2~~r li~irada,ti~ll}:#!"*~clt~o}9g}': ":~_:c, . · •:_G.:~~~~t: ·'11 Dl'.~}~ :-,,,.~~~~.t~\ ,_ ·.: ? ; c, f-·~; : I 
According to reports of Infrastructure Leasing and Financial Services 
Ecosmart Limited (September 2009), the appropriate technologies were to be 
identified, based on the characteristics of effluent to arrive at the probable 
combination of treatment technologies. 
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The CETP Units I, U, HI and ry, Pali District were designed for treatment 
upto secondary6 level and Unit YI upto tertiary7 level. H was also observed 
that Units I and HI were not in operation due to upgradation work for tertiary 
treatment. The only Units II, Njand VI were :running and Unit V was under 
construction (July 2016). The CETP Trust proposed (February· and March 
2016) up gradation of technology upto tertiary level for Units H and N and 

I 

Units V and VI were proposed (January 2015) for ZLD. Most of the CETPs 
were established betw_eep. 1983-~009 and were.required timely upgradation to 
ensure to meet the prescribed noqlis for treated effluent. · 

The State Government~=stated thdt the State Board was continuously pursuing . 
.. I . ·. 
the Trust to upgrade and retrofit the CETPs so that the treated effluent was 
able to meet the prescribed no~s. H was also apprised that the up~adation 
and retrofitting of CETP unit-In had recently been completed and resuhs of 
newly constructed CETP-VI were continuously improving. The reply of the 
Government, however, was not Specific as to Whether the treated waste water 
was within the prescribed norms. i 

Treated water discharged by C~TPs into Bandi river failed to achieve the 
outlet parameters thereby causifig risk of deterioration in quality of river 
water. 

·The Board should initiate au:tihn against units which regularly failed to 
achieve the prescribed paramet~rs and should ensure that no treated water 
was released into the main stre*m unless prescribed standards were met. It 
should closely monitor the problem caused by excess discharge and overflow 
of effeuent and take concrete action against defaulter units. 

- I 
I 

. I 
A CETP with the capacity of 6 MLD was established (2004) in the Bhiwadi 
Industrial Area to treat industrial effluent, by RIICO. The operation and 
maintenance of CETP was handcid over (June 2007) to Bhiwadi Jal Pradushan 
Nivaran Evam Anusandhan Saiititi (Samiti). The Samiti e~ecuted (February 
2011) a trust deed and was na~ed as Bhiwadi Jal Pradushan Niva_ran .Trust 
(BJPNT). The CETP was upgraaed (2009) for treatment up to tertiary level 
and the capacity was being upgr,ded upto 9 MLD. · 

. . 

· Scrutiny revealed that the efflue*t after treatment from CETP (Industrial area, 
Bhiwadi) was being pumped through a closed conduit pipeline upto the Sabi 
river. As the outlet parameters8 fere not fulfiUed by the CETP since 2012-13 
and ·polluted water continuously affected the farmers land, dosed conduit 
pipeline in Khushkhera industrial area was blocked by the local farmers as a 
mark of protest. The treated w~ter was flowing on vacant plot of RIICO in 
Khushkhera industrial area (Mich 2016). Scrutiny of inspection reports9 

: 
I 

6 Secondary treatment involves purificatio1n of waste wat.er primarily with microbial action. 
7 Tertiary treatment includes sand filters; ~ctivated carbon filters, micro filtration, ultra filtration, nano 

filtration, reverse osmosis, ion exchange, evaporation, uv filtration etc. · 
TSS, COD, BOD etc I · . 
Inspection report of Assistant Environpient Engineer, Regional Office, Pollution Control Board, 
Bhiwadi ' 
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further revealed that the treated water was getting mixed with untreated water 
released by industrial units of Khushkhera industrial area. 

It was also noticed that the results of outlets did not improve though the 
RSPCB had issued notices 10 to the Trust. Unscientific disposal of treated water 
on open land in Khushkhera industrial area and its mixing with untreated 
hazardous waste water, thus, defeated the objective of setting up of CETP in 
the area. 

The State Government stated that Board had been taking all possible steps to 
resolve the issue related with disposal of treated effluent. The BJPNT had 
commenced tertiary treatment and upgraded processes and had also attained 
the norms of di charge prescribed by the State Board for about last two 
months. The reply was not convincing as CPCB and RSPCB in their test 
reports (September 2016) confirmed that outlet parameters were not being 
achieved by CETP. 

3.1.2.6 Unscientific sto e ofllazanloas slad e 

As per condition given in the consent to establish, the s ludge generated from 
the CETP was to be stored under the covered shed and di sposed of as per the 
provis ion of the Hazardous Waste (Management and handling) Rules, 2000. 

Review of records and site inspection (April 20 16) by audit for examining the 
working of CETP disclosed that huge quantity of dr ied hazardou ludge was 
lying on open Kaccha land without covering shed near a residential area. 
There was a covered tin shed built for the purpose of keeping s ludge lying 
vacant. This practice was continuously being adopted by the CETP operators. 
RSPCB al o in its various in pection reports 11 had mentioned that hazardous 
waste was being kept on open land. RSPCB is ued (December 2014) a show 
cause notice to the CETP. The position, however, remained unchanged (July 
2016). 

The State Government confinned the facts and stated (August 2016) that the 
RO, Bhiwadi had written a letter to the Trust (May 2016) directing it to stop 
the practice of storing the sludge in open area. 

IO 5 September 2011, 13 December 2012, 3 1 March 2014, 4 June 2014, 7 September 2015 and 13 
January 2016 

11 13 November 2014, 28 February 2015 and 12 January 2016 
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Picture: Dried hazardous sludge lying near a re idential area outside CETP Bhiwadi 

In Bhiwadi, treated water was being released on open land where it was 
getting mixed with untreated effluent. Besides, there was no scienti fi c storage 
of sludge as huge quantity of hazardous Judge wa found lying on open 
Kaccha land without shed. This posed danger to the environment and could 
be harmful to the res idents. 

CETP Jodhpur 

The CETP with hydrau lic treatment capacity of 20 MLD in Jodhpur by 
Jodhpur Pradushan Niwaran Tmst (JPNT) was establi shed (2004) to treat l 5 
MLD alkaline effluent of textile mi lls and 5 MLD acidic effluent of steel re­
rolling mi lls. Acidic waste water is received through HOPE pipeline and 
alkaline waste water through RIICO open drain and conduit pipeline laid in 
July-August 20 15. The open RIICO drain near the CETP collects alkaline 
waste water from industrial drains apart from collecting industrial sewage and 
domestic waste water generated from res idential colonies enroute. The CETP 
presently treats the effluent up to tertiary level. 

According to MoEF, Gol guidelines (March 201 2), guarantee of performance 
at full design load should be ensured by the RSPCB. 

Scrutiny revealed that CETP was never operated at the optimum capacity of 
20 MLD. During the year 201 3-14, 2014-1 5 and 2015-16, average treated 
effluent was only 9.32, 9.16 and 11.59 MLD respectively which was far below 
its capacity. 

On being pointed out, JPNT intimated that inlet parameters of Potential of 
Hydrogen (pH) of CETP did not match with the designed criteria of CETP. 
One by one upgradation works were undertaken and in absence of stand by 
arrangements, CETP did not utilize its full capacity in the past. The reply itself 
admitted the fact that there was under-utilization of CETP due to non­
adherence of inlet parameters by member units of CETP. No punitive action 
was, however, taken by RSPCB against defaulter units. 
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The State Government stated that the Trust had now engaged an expert agency 
to ensure proper operation and maintenance of CETP and it wa expected that 
CETP wou ld be operated at its optimum capacity in near future. 

During scrutiny of records of Regional Office, Jodhpur, a major problem of 
overflowing of untreated effluent was noticed. ln the in pection report (June 
2014) of Regional Officer, RSPCB, Jodhpur, it was mentioned that the total 
flow of alkaline waste water was 46.478 MLD 12

. The treated alka line wa te 
water during the ame period was onl y 10.468 MLD and remaining 36 MLD 
effluent was discharged into Jojri river through RIICO open drain. Other 
inspection reports and documents a lso confirmed the di charging of effluent 
withou t treatment. During June 2010 to November 2015, RSPCB in 37 out of 
50 samples analyzed, fo und that outlet parameters were not achieved. It was, 
thus, evident that release of untreated waste water was leading to pollution in 
Jojri river. 

l t was further noticed that the Zonal Officer, CPCB al o pointed out (Augu t 
20 12) that around 50 per cent of the effluent load recci ved through RIICO 
drain wa discharged into Jojri river without any treatment. The CPCB issued 
direction (Apri l 2013) to the RSPCB for preventing di charge of effluent. 
RSPCB was expected to issue d irections to the CETP Trust and compliance 
was to be ensured. RSPCB issued how cause notices 13 to the CETP Tru t. 
The problem of di charging of untreated waste water, however, continued 
(March 2016). RS PCB, thus, failed to take concrete steps to prevent overflow 
by indu tTial units. Resultantly, huge quantity of untreated waste water wa 
being di charged into Jojri river. 

The State Government stated that waste water fl owing in open RllCO drain 
was mostly domestic effluent from the industria l uni ts or nearby residential 
areas. The reply of the State Government was not tenable as it was evident 
from the In pection Report (September 20 16) of RS PCB that untreated 
industrial effluent was flowing in R llCO open dra in. 

Overflowing untreated effluent di charged by industrial units flowed through 
open RIICO dra in into Jojri ri ver thereby causing water pollution. 

(}.t.2.9 Absence of pre-treatment by member industries 

Effluent fro m indu trial processes requires some fonn of pre-treatment prior to 
sending the effluent for further treatment at CETP to minimize corrosion and 
clogging and to prevent reduction in biologica l treatment process efficiency 
due to tox ic constituents. 

In Jodhpur, where heterogeneous industrie were operating, pre-treatment at 
individual industries would have been more conducive in the operation and 
maintenance of CETP. In a joint in pection w ith the representative of the 
RSPCB, audit ob erved (April 20 16) that pre-treatment was not being done by 
the member indu tries and effluent received at CETP was not in consonance 

12 From 16 June2014 ( I pm) to 17 June2014(12pm) 
13 

3 1 March 20 I 0 , 4 February 20 11 , 30 ovember 20 12 and 22 May 2015 
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I 
with the inlet parameters. It was pbserved t1;mt pH of effluent in Acidic Grit 
Chamber was only one instead ?f between 5.5 and 9 as required and the 
·chamber was full of solid sludge ·up to about 3 feet. In absence of pre­
treatment, CETP had never utiliz1ed its full capacity of treatment and outlet 
parameters were also not achievdd. ·No monitoring mechanism to check the 
inlet parameters of member indus'.tries on a regular basis was evolved by the 
Board. Action taken against defaulting units was also not found on record. 

. I . 
The State Government stated thht it would ensure that primary treatment 
facilities were properly operated py the units so that operation of CETP did 
not get affected adversely. I 

I 
According to the directions (M~y 2014) of Department of Environment, 
Government of Rajasthan, the en~lre waste water after treatment upto tertiary 
level should be reused. / 

It was observed that CETP, Jodh,pur was upgraded up to tertiary level. The 
CETP was discharging treated w~ste water into the sam~ channel from where 
it was drawing untreated water r~sulting into mixing of treated waste water 
with untreated waste water. Duririg ;visit of CETP campus, it was found that 
the treated waste water was flo~ing · into RIICO drain. The CETP operator 
intimated that treated water wa~ being used . in chemical ·preparation and 
horticulture. This was not convinCing as there was no evidence to support that 
the entire treated water was being ~e-used for the above purposes. 

The State Government stated .thJt· the treated effluent could be utilized for I . 
agriculture/horticulture purpose and- the Trust had been directed to make 
necessary arrangements. I· 

i 

I . I 

The MoEF, Gol sanctioned (Mmlch 2010) Central share of { 7.02 crore for 
I . . . 

construction of two CETPs (VI & VI) : at Pali. The RSPCB sanctioned 
(February 2010) State share of {/7.58 crore; Against the sanctioned amount, 
GoI releas~d (March 2010) firsti instalment of { 41.13 lakh each for both 
CETPs. This amount was, however, released (January 2013/January 2014) by 
the RSPCB to implementing ageri.cy with delays ranging between 35 and 45 
months. The RSPCB released State share of ~ 2.00 crore to implementing 
agency ({ 1.00 crore each for twd CETPs) in February ·2010 and { 3.13 crore 
during 2015-16. Thus, Goishare iand State share was less received by { 6.20 
crore and { 2;45· crore respectively: 

. ' .. : . ' ·- ! 
The State Governm.ent: stated that iGoI released { 41.13 lakh in March 2010 for 
each CETP which was subsequently transferred to the Trust after ascertaining 
the progress as _notified u~der t~e/ scheme. It further stated that the S~ate _share 
of Unit VI, Pali was pendmg w1tli the State Board for want of extens10n m the 
date of validity for release of payrhent from Department of Environment, GoR. 

. i 

I 
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The fact remained that this also. caused delay14 in construction of CETPs V 
and VI w~ich were scheduled to be.constructed by 2010. 

,~ 3f:i~4~;J.;,~~l{1iJ£c~Tu~ti~oi~~t~f:y,.:1Jf; 

. In December 2009, State Gove~ent accorded sanction for establishing 
eight15 new Regional Laboratories for analysing samples of ajr and water as 
part of re8tructuring and strengthening of RSPCB. 

It was observed that the laboratories in Balotra and Pali were not established 
(May 2016) whereas out of total 14 CETPs established in Rajasthan, 11 
CETPs were· being ·operated in Balotra and Pali districts. The District 
Magistrat~, Pali had also directed (July 2013) the Regional Officer, Pali to 
establish a laboratory within three days. No laboratory, however, had yet been 
established (May 2016r 

T)le State Government stated that regional laboratories were uridet 
construction and would be made operational by January 201 7. 

~~~:;k4;~51\f~t!V:~tioifar::~~inil~/w~~~~liti?~;:~:Q~()~giit\!ittH,'~~~12~~t.•;'ii'<'~,:s~i1~~~1r,1;~;;: 

As per MoEF communication (March 2012) to RSPCB, RSPCB was expected 
to publicise Centrally Sponsored · S9heme. Camp/workshop was also to be 
organized, if needed, with the SSis to familiarize them with the nuances of the 
scheme so that maximum SSis could be benefitted. 

It was observed that no such camps/workshops were organized. ill absence of 
this, the required publicity to generate awareness of the benefits of scheme 
c0uld not be made. 

" ' ' . 

The State Government stated that it had taken all possible action to edu~ate the 
industries about various funding scJ:iemes. There was no supporting evidence 
noticed which confirmed that motivational camps/workshops were organized 
by the RSPCB. 

· i·~tf~4J31.<ii:Q9~·eiiii;t~~~lt~f:~t~ci~iq~~;NJ!b,~i~t~~~P£~tj¥~l~fft£~.;~~:5:;:t~;d;j~~~~·~i1:~.;:ji'-
consent to establish/operate a CETP is given by the RSPCB to the proponent 
under Section 25 and 26 of Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 
1974 and under Section 21(4) of Air (Prevention and Control of Poliution) 
Act, 1981. Authorization for operating a facility for collection, disposal, 
storage, transportation and treatment of hazardous waste is given. under 
Hazardous Waste (Management; Handling and Trans'-bound(!.ry mov~mept) 
Rules, 2008. The consent to establish/operate is. to be given within four 
months .and authorisation for sludge management within 120 days from the 
date of application. This is valid for the period specified therein. · 

It was observed that inJO cases dilling the period 2009-10 to 2014~15., there 
was an inordinate delay in issuing consent which ranged between 24and1612 
days. ill six cases, t4eFe was delay of 72 to 1863 days in issuing authorization 

14 CETP-V under construction and VI completed in August 2015 
15 

; Balotra ~1mner), Bharatpur; l3hilwara, l3ikaner, Chittorgarh, Kishangarh (Ajmer), Pali and Sikar. 
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for ~ludge. management. : It was also. observed that. ·the consent to 
operate/authorization were· made 11 effecfry~ retrospectively from the date of 
appHcation for the period under which CETPs remained operational. . 

The State Government stated that ~he Board wa~ putting all possible efforts to 

:address this/ssue. · . . I : ·. · . . . . . ·, .. 

~~~-~~~:l~f~Ji~~~-~:«>·r~tttt:µz~t:_p&~rtf :I!!~t#(brl}jg.:~.~t 
. . I ·. 

As per paragraph 7.10.7 of MoEF guidelines (March 2012), a three tier16 

monitoring mechanism was to be[ evolved. It was ·noticed that no third party. 
monitoring mechanism was evol~ed. The RSPCB stated that there was no 
provision for third party monitorink, which was not correct. . 

. I 

The State Government, however,[ stated that it would ensure· submission of 
analysis report from third party bylthe CETP. . · . · · · . 

. I ~ . . . 

~t3'J,f·Uf~:~ ~- '.:~rfil~i!9~~f[t;qti~~l'Ji~1~~P.()~t\. 

Under Section 18 (1 ) (b) of Wate~ (Prevention and Control of PoHution) Ad, 
1974, the CPCB issued directiqns (September 2008) to the RSPCB for 
initiating monitoring programme bf all CETPs at least every quarter. It was 
also directedto take up foHow up ~ction against;industries/CETPs which were 
not complying with the prescriHed standards. The ·Action Taken Reports 
(ATRs) were to be ~ubmitted to th~ CPCB regularly. . 

. I . . 
The CPCB had written (December 2013 and August 2015) letters to RSPCB 

. . I 

about non-receipt of ATRs regularly. · · , · · . 

The State Government apprised tJat onli~e data was behig transferred to Stat~ 
and CPCB server. The reply was ~ot convincing,as the information required to 
be furnished as per quartedy AT~ was not being tr~nsferred online on CPCB 

se~:r.. , . I . . . . 

~~~~~(~~~:e1i~;;:~~~~i~~,~~!~:~,,-~~~:~cf ~~,~;,"~f~-~~a:tn<iw'ili=;~,,,, ;,~;,'.a3C1~1?fi61t~,, 

As per MoEF,·GoI guidelines (Ma~ch 2012), member industries of CETP were 
to monitor spee:i.fied quality pararbeters and flow rate of the effluent on daily. 
basis. They had to submit the mbnitoring da~a to CETP operator on regular 
basis. The CETP operator was t~ monitor spedfied quality parameters and 
flow .rate at outlet of CETP on daily b&sis and IT based linkage was·to·be 
provided by the CETP operator t6 the RSPCB. The CE'.f P. .operator was· also 
requited to :submit the monitorin~ data to the RSPCB 6n a regular 'basis. The 
RSPCB was to ensure display of24 hour_data on its _website~ The RSPCB had 
. I ' . . 

issued instructions (December 2914) for installation of GPRS based. flow 
meters at inlet and outlets of CET4s as well as of all· member industries. ·· .. 

!twas observed in twelve17 CETPs out of 14 that: GPRS based flow meters 
were installed (January 2016) witH an inordinate: delay of five years. Further, it 
was observed that in three distrlcts, 18 IT ·based linkage was not set up by 

. -- . . . I . 
16 At industrylevel, SPCB level and third piµty level. 
17 CETP-II, IV, VI Pali, CETP-1, II, III Ba!btra, CETP Bithuja, CETP-1 & II Jaso!, CETP- Jodhput, 

CETP-Bh~\Vadi, CETP-Machedi, Jaipur I · · · ·. . ·. · 
18 Alwar, Jaipur and Jodhpur · · · · · · · · · ·:.: · 
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member industrial units of CETPs while in Barmer District, though a 
Supervisory Control And Data Acquisition system (SCADA) was established 
by the member industrial units, no data was being generated (May 2016). As 
such, the RSPCB was not in a position to adequately monitor the adherence to 
inlet parameters and flow rate of effluent. 

The State Government stated that the CPCB issued directions (March 2014) 
and imposed final deadline as 31 March 2015 which was further extended to 
September 2016. The process was delayed due to limited internet connectivity 
and now the online data from CETPs wa being received at the State Boards 
server. The Government did not apprise about non-setting up of IT based 
linkage by member industries of CETPs. 

testing by Centnl aad Regioaal Laboratory 

As per RSPCB's directions (March 2014), the samples of treated effluent from 
CETPs19 were to be collected and analyzed every week by Central Laboratory, 
Jaipur and Regional Laboratory, Jodhpur. The Chief Scientific Officer (CSO) 
was to monitor the same on a weekly ba i . 

It was observed that Central (Jaipur) and Regional Laboratory (Jodhpur) did 
not achieve their targets. During 2014-15 and 2015-16, only 131 amples of 11 
CETPs were collected and analysed against required 94 1 samples leading to 
shortfa ll ranging between 64 and 100 per cent. 

ln reply, CSO stated (February 2016) that in absence of required manpower, 
targets had been revised and analys is wa to be done on a monthly basis. The 
reply was not convincing a targets were revised in December 2015 and were 
to be made applicable subsequently. The huge shortfa ll in ample testing 
indicated failure on the part of the RSPCB to monitor the sample and ensure 
that prescribed effluent standards were met. 

The Board should ensure that samples of treated effluent from Common 
Effluent Treatment Plant are collected and analyzed by Central and 
Regional Laboratories as per norms and prescribed standards are mel 

3.1.5Ce• b '1• 

The Rajasthan State Pollution Control Board had not prepared any 
comprehensive programme for establishing Common Effluent Treatment 
Plants in areas where large number of Small Scale and medium scale 
indu tries were functioning without proper treatment of effluent. It did not 
have a policy for conducting periodical urvey to identify industries which 
were contributing to water pollution in the State. The Board also failed to take 
any concrete step fo r setting up of Common Effluent Treatment P lant in 
Sanganer, Jaipur in a timely manner. 

The functioning of Common Effluent Treatment Plants in Pa li District was 
unsatisfactory as the treated waste water did not conform to the prescribed 
standards. As a result, Common Effluent Treatment Plants were discharging 
polluted water into Bandi river. In Common Effluent Treatment Plant, 
Bhiwadi, huge quantity of dried bazardou s ludge was lying on open Kaccha 

19 Pali, Jodhpur, Balotra, Bithuja and Jaso!. 
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land without covering -shed ne~r a residential area. The Common Effluent 
Treatment Plant, Jodhpui:- nevet operated at its optimum capacity. Further, 
there was.excess discharg~ of effluent by industrial units and large quantity of 
untreated waste water: was diJcharged into Jojri river. Common Effluent 
Treatment Plant, Jodhpur~ disch~rged treated waste water into same channel 
from where it was withdrawing .!untreated water resulting in mixing of treated 
waste water with untreated waste water. 

Consent to. operate/autherizatioh was being given with retrospective effect 
without ascertaining the compliance with the conditions included in the 
consent letter. No third p~rty mbnitoring mechanism was evolved. There was 
huge shortfall in collection a1d analysis of samples to ensure that the 

I 

Prescribed effluent standards were met. . l 

I 
·;3j~I{a:1~~!1I'i1i;:M11.I~r'?l!1~g~1u,:!l~·1ili1>t'5vem~!Jti1>;6i.~~i-~:. 

I 
'.:JnI~?cili~i9'~:_:;~~::: 

Rajasthan Minor Irrigation Im1rovement Project (RAJAMIIP), assisted ·by 
Japan International Cooperative: Agency (HCA), was approved (March 2005) 

. by GoR. The objective of the pr~ject was to increase agriculture productivity in 
south eastern region of the sdte by rehabilitating existing minor irrigation 
facilities and improving water 1*anagement and agricultural practices, thereby 
enhancing agriculture income a~d ·alleviating poverty. In order to achieve the 
desired objectives, three comportents i.e. civil works, technical and institutional 
support ser\rices and consulting 1~ervices were determined. The main executing 
agency and the focal point in implementation of the project was. the Water 
Resources Department (WRD). !The Agricultural Department was responsible 
for implementation of agricultufe extension activities and Medical and Health 
Department was responsible for controlling malaria. 

As per the minutes of discussio~s (November 2004) among JICA, Govemnient. 
of India and Government of Rajasthan, 393 sub-projects having CCA of 
1.54 lakh hectares were sdeded for rehabilitation. Of these; in 353 sub:­
projects having CCA of l .4S lakh hectares, civil works20 and capacity 
building21 programmes were exbcuted and in remaining 40 sub-projects, only 
capacity building programmes ~ere organized. The project scheduled to be 
completed by March 2013 was actually completed in June 2015. 

. . - . . I 
-- ., . - . . . . . ·. . 

. . : . 
I 

I 

. I 
20 (i) Rehabilitation, renovation, and upgtadation of dams and distribution systems of minor irrigation 

· · schemes (ii ) related survey, investigatil:in and design works. · · 
21 To help WUAs to build their capacity in book keeping, water management, technical matters, 

leadership, equal water distribution, abicultural activities with a view to enabling them to perform 
their functions and to enhance agriculttire productivity. 
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I Finuclal Muagement 

The original cost of the project was ~ 6 12.29 crore, of which ~ 481.45 crore 
was to be financed by the JICA on the tenns and condi tions22 envisaged in the 
Loan Agreement (3 1 March 2005) between JICA and GoI. The remaining 
~ 130.84 crore (administrative cost and taxes) was to be borne by the GoR. 
Under the project, ~ 431.34 crore was spent up to June 20 15. 

The position of allocation of funds and expenditure incurred on sub-projects 
during 2005-06 to 20 15- 16 was as under: 

Table 1: Position of allocation of funds and expenditure incurred 
c~ in crore) 

Year Water Resource Agricldhlft Medical ud Hnltll Total 
Department 

AlloUlettt E~ Alemellt E ........ Alletmellt E ....... Allemnt Espndltare 

2005- 11 178.l 7 27.64 0.36 0.19 0.09 0.00 178.62 27.83 

2011 - 12 104.07 79.61 4.90 1.32 0.22 0.05 109. 19 80.9 

201 2-13 141.52 131. 73 3.40 2.00 0.25 0.03 145. 17 133.76 

2013-14 131.10 98.86 3.00 2.71 0.45 0. 13 134.55 101.70 

2014- 15 92.34 70.82 2.38 1.45 0.28 0.23 95.00 72.50 

201 5-16 15.00 14.57 - - - - 15.00 14.57 

Total 662.20 423.23 14.04 7.67 1.29 0.44 677.53 431.34 

Source: Information provided by SE, PMU, RAJAM IIP, Jaipur. 

Audit Scope and Methodol 

The scrutiny of records for the period 2011 -12 to 2015-16 was conducted 
(February-May 201 6) in eight23 out of 35 divisions selected by adopting simple 
random sampling method. In addition to this, records of CE, Investigation, 
Design and Research, lnigation Management and Tra ining Institute (IMTI), 
Kota and SE, Project Management Unit (PMU ), RAJAMIIP were also 
examined. As the project was started in 2005, the main focus of audit was to 
ascertain whether the project was full y implemented in accordance with the 
action plan prepared; the technical and institutional support services were 
provided to ensure successful implementation of the project and progress of the 
project was monitored with reference to the action plan. 

The replies (August 20 16) of the State Government bas been con idered while 
fi nalizing the issue. 

Audit Findin~ 

I 3.2.1 Implementadon 

The deficiencies noticed m implementation of action plan are narrated m 
succeeding paragraph . 

22 The loan provided by the Government of Japan is an Overseas Development Agency loan at favorable 
conditions of an interest rate of 1.3 per cenl per annum and repayment period of 30 years including 
grace period of 10 years. 

1~ Ajmer, Bhilwara-11. Bundi, Chittorgarh, Dausa, Dungarpur, Sawai Madhopur and Sirohi 
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According to Minutes oLDiscu~sion (MoD) (November 2004), GoR should 
ensure timely execution<of prbject by meticulous planning and adequate 
monitoring in view of 'the limit1ed period available for improvement of sub-
projects. ..· · · j 

It was observed that loan amounting to-~ 481.45 crore was sanctioned by TICA 
under RAJAMIIP. Out',;,Qf this,: ~· 304.18 crore (63.18 per cent) only was 
utilized and reimbursed betweeri March 2007 and July 2015. The shortfall in 
utilization. of loan was due to !under-utilization of budget by all the three 
implementing agencies i.e~ Water Resources, Agriculture and Medical and 
Health Department. · ! · 

I 
' I 

The State Governll1ent stated that provision for price escalation, ·physical 
contingency and interest during !construction amounting to ~ 79.34 crore was 
made in MoD and due to award~ng of most of the works below G-schedule24 

rate this amount could not be utilized and reimbursed by HCA. The reply was 
I 

not tenable as total cost of a~l civil works as per DPR shown in Final 
Completion Report {May 2015) bf the project was ~ 303.47 crore whereas the 
amount of contract value of theJe works was shown as ~ 364.89 crore which 
was higher than the G-schedule btes. Besides, the Department had paid price · 
escalation in many cases and th~re were many incomplete projects~ discussed 
in succeeding paragraphs. : 

I 
I 

~~~$;j:;~~;~p:~,i~:'ii!'i~2.mii·l~fi<>Ii;;()i'iilt~i~~ti·'.r:{ ·. 
.. . . I 

According to Term of Referenc~25 (Attachment 10) of MoD, Engineering and 
Mapagement (E&M) Consulta~ts were ~o.- be. appointed to assist GoR in 
.c.arrying out: (a) screening and a'ppr~isal of sub:..projects in terms of technical, 
economic, social and enviromne~tal aspects; (b) engine.ering works induding 
survey, investigation, design, I estimate, tender preparation, evaluation, 
construction supervision and monitoring; (c) review, monitoring and evaluation 
of· trafuing and institutional ~trengthening ·activities; (d)· guidance and 
monitoring of WUAs, information and capacity building; (e) review and 
monitoring of agriculture extensfon, pro-poor and health components; and (f) 
overall project management. I 

I 

•I.' 

.. --~ . 
I 

I· 
! 

I 
! 
I 

'· 

24 It is a schedule of quantities and pric~s included in contract document. . 
25 The E&M Consultant shall assist the GoR in smooth com!nmiication and coordination with JiCAfor 

the project implementation and provid~ necessary advice to GoR about ITCA procedures and, also 
help in preparation of disbursement request to J~CA . . ! . . 
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The contemplated date of completion as per action plan enclosed with MoD 
and actual date of completion of various aetivities are as per table given below: 

Selection of Management CE (ID&R) and Ocfober 2005- March2008 
and Engineering PMU 
Consultant 

2 Execution of Survey, PMU January 2008 December 2011 
investigation and design 

3 Completion of PMU December 2011 June 2015 
rehabilitation work 

4 Start of WUA formation · PMU February 2006 October 2007 

5 Agriculture extension Agriculture March 201-2 March 2015 
Department 

6 Health Component Medical & Health March2012 March 2015 
· · Department 

7 Training WUA/ PMU &IMTI March 2012 June 2015 
Government officials 

Source: Final completion report of consultant as on May 2015 and information provided by SE, 
PMU, RAJAMIIP, Jaipur. 

It could be seen that there was a delay of 30 montTu.s in appointment of E&M 
Consultant which adversely affected all activities under civil work component 
like screening and appraisal of sub-projects, survey, investigation, design, 
estimate and tender preparation. As a result, the project -was delayed and 
completed in June 2015 against the stipulated completion date (March 2013). 
The delay in appointment of E&M Consultant was due to delay in procedure of 
tendering and lack of coordination between WRD a11d JICA. ·- -

The State Government 'stated that E&M Consultant was engaged for the first 
time in WRD and for"getting necessary approval'for the appointment of E&M 
Consultant, normally 12 'to 18 months were required. The fact was that the 
target date for appointment of E&M consultant as per MoD was October 2005 
and it took abnormally long time to appoint the E&M consultant. 

As per attachment 6 of MoD, the project would sup_]!)ort formation and capacity 
building ofWUAs in the project area. WUAs would take over the management 
and maintenance of the whole system of the minor irrigation scheme. For 

· sniooth functioning of WUAs, provision for construction of buildings was 
included in the action plan. Rule 351 of PWF&AR stipulates that no work 
should be . commenced on land -which had not been duly made over by the 
responsible civil officer. Rule 298 (1) also stipulates that availability of land 
was a pre- requisite for planning and designing of a work. 
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It was noticed that lfr WUA bJildings26costing ~ 24.15 lakh could not be 
. I . 

constructed due to non-availability of land. The work orders for construction of 
WUA buildings were issued without ascertaining the availability of land in 
these cases. This also hampered the plan of strengthening of WUAs in 
discharge of their duties cifmanag~ment and maintenance of sub-projects.· . 

The State .Government stated t~at suitable land was not provided by the 
respective Gram Panchayats due to non-availability of land and dispute among 
farmers. ' 

! 

As per Final Completion Report (~ivil Works) prepared by Consultant27
, out of 

353 sub-projects covering CCA of 1.48 lakh hectares selected under 
RAJAMllP for rehabilitation in! the State, work of 295 sub-projects was 
completed. Work of five sub-projects was completed without additional works 

. I 

stipulated in scope of work. Three sub-projects were completed without 
ancillary works and work of 14 ~uh-projects was in progress. 36 sub-projects 
covering 14,678.7 hectares (9.94 per cent) area of cultivable land with contract 
value of ~ 27.22 crore were cldsed prematurely/dropped after incurring an 
expenditure of~ 15.31 crore (56]2 per cent) leaving incomplete works of 23 

. I 

dams, 36 irrigation systems, 15 WUA offices, 33 linkages to watercourses, 29 
fixing of outlets, 18 installation 9f measurement devices and 21 watercourse 
rehabilitation works. Due to dropping and premature closure of sub- projects, 
the objective of the project to prqvide irrigation to the farmers in the CCA as 
envisaged could not be achieved c;ompletely. 

In two sel.ected divisions28
, im~rovement of minor irrigation projects was 

. approved at contract price of~ Q.32 crore. It was noticed that these projects 
could not be completed withit the stipulated period of project. After 

! . 
completion (June 2015). of the project period, these incomplete projects were 
treated as finalized. An expenditure of ~ 3.91 crore was incurred cm these 
projects. No concrete steps wer~ taken by the Department to complete the 
minor irrigation projects within thb prescribed time. · 

I 

The State Government stated thit 23 sub-projects at incomplete stage were 
treated as finalized due to non-rJceipt of bids in remaining works even after 
repeated invitation. Eight sub-pr6jects were dropped with the concurrence of 
JICA. ·The facts remained that ~espite having financial assistance at a low 
interest rate the Department could, not. complete the projects as envisaged. This 
resulted in non-accrual of desired benefits to the people in the command area. 

i 

?~z1~.2~f:;,·~~t~~:~cJ~~i1~~tg;~~ffi~i~~~,~~~.~11~WJ1~:~~~~~si~tj:i~~ttkiri'; 
One of th~ major ~bjectives of ~he project was to improve the performance 

- 1. . . 

efficiency . of the surfoce irrigation system and strengthen support to 
agricultutai through increased i involvement of users. The watercourse 
rehabilitation works of the sub...:,projects·· commenced after signing of MoU 

26 Ajmer-I (11), Sawai i\iladhopur (1) Bhilwara-II (2) and Bundi (2) 
27 GITEC Co!l~ult GmbH, Germany I . . ·. · 
28 Dausa and;Saw!li Madhopur I 
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between WRD and WU A's. WU As were to> participate in survey, plam1ing, 
designing.and executfori of works related_ to watercmirse rehabilitations. 

Als per reports of the Consultant; the zone wise StqtuS of work orwat~rcourse 
·rehabilitation completed up to 31May2015 wa.s as;given below: 

. ' ~~~~~: .~:·>.;s;;;:;::,:::,::::7::.:'"1~;#0~;;::;--.;1~.·-,;q;.;· . 
~enJrtllr101 1:::·::::;:::: .• '.'Shi>itfall ~of 

, ~{~~~~e~~~1: 

Jaipur 13,679 1,497 89.06 1,755.25 954.80 45.60 

Jo
1
dhpur . 4,132 166 ; 95.98 ~83.21 343.00 41.19 
' 

Ko ta 2,755 95 96.55 468.73 404~05 13.80 
' 

uaaipur 5,241 198 96.22 l,7H.43 954.20 44.25 

Total 25,801 1,956 . 92.42. 4,518.62 2,656.05. 41:22 

._ Squrce: Status report of consultant as on 3 i May 2015. 

I(is evid~nt rrom the abo~e table that between 89.06 per centa:nd 96.55 per 
cent construction . of structures remained incomplete in the above zones. The 
s:Q.ortfaU• ih terms of length of watercourses. completed ranged between 13.80 
p~r cent and 45.60 per cent up to 31 May 2015 .. The reasons,for shortfall as 
m:entioned in the report' of the Consultant were lower sanctioned rates, than 
m;arket rates; no provision of advance payment to ;WUAs; farmers did not see 
merit in rehabilitation works; and unwillingness of farmers to give up land for 
watercourses. Non-completion of works of cdnstruction of watercourse 
structures resuhed in failure to check the water losses and, non-enhancement of 
cultivable area to the desired extent. The farmers were deprived of benefits of 
irrigation facilities within the scheduled time. . 

• '1 '1 ~ . - • . : -- : • 

T~e State ,Government stated that WUAs had expressed their unwillingness to -
· · execute die watercourse rehabilitation- works because watercourses . already 

existed .. It was also stated that existing. watercourses were being maintained by . 
the respective farmers. It appeared from the reply that steps were either not 
taken to motivate farmers and address the issues pbinted out by. Consultant or 
the 11.ctfon piaµ was flawed. · . 

~easurement · devices30 help . in ac~urate: acc~untilig for .. pr~per~ · allocatio~ of 
-water. · 

It 1was noticed that in selected divisions, ~ 1.10 croie was spent ~ri. installation 
of measurement devices. In order to ensure the utilization of measurement 

' . . . . 31 . . .. ·. . . . 
devices,· warabandi schedule · was to be prepared and record related to flow of 
water was 1 to be maintained· by WUAs. SE (PMU) had issued (Odober 2012) 
diirections for use. of measurement devices. There was also a _provision in DPR 
of sub-projects for installation of measurement devices to ensure dptiinum 

29 1 
It in~ludes cross drainages and Nakas constructed by farmer~ for irrigation ofland .. 

· 
30 i Instrument that shows the extent; quantity or degree of something: · 
31 

Waraband(schedule is a system of distribution of water allocation to water users by tum according to 
: an approved schedule indicating the day, duration and time of supply. · -
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I 
utilization of water. It was also di~ected by SE (PMU) to submit the progress of 
installation .of measurement devices and the calibration mechanism adopted for 

. . I 

measurement atJunior/Assistant/~xecutive Engineer level. .·· 

The information furnishe-d by dijVisions in relation to measurement devices 
revealed that warabandi schedule was not prepared and implemented by any 

··wuA. The record relating to tHe monitoring of flow of water as well as 
distribution of water to the differ~nt land users was not maintained by WUAs. 
;As a ·result, optimum utilization df water was not ensured. The expenditure of 
~ 1.10 crore incurred on· installa~ion of measurement devices, thus, did not· 

I . . 
yield any benefit. [ · 

The State Government stated thatfwarabandi schedule was not directly related 
to measuring devices. It was applicable only after water distribution below the 
outlet. The ~epl!'. was not confi~cing because warabandi schedule was 
necessary for JUd1c10us and economic use of water and WUAs were to measure 
and control the flow ofwater throtgh measuring devices. 

i 

The project was scheduled to be( completed in March 2013 but due to non­
completion · of works within scheduled time, the completion period was 
extended up to June 2015. The WRD issued (July 2015) directions for final 
submission of claims up to 23 Juty 2015 failing which individual liability was 
to be fixed. It was noticed that EE, WRD Bhilwara-H did n:ot submit claims of 
~ 6T66 lakh. In absence of timel~ submission of claims, the Department had 
created State 9overnment's liability of~ 67 .66 lakh. 

The State.G~~e~ent stated that ~he pending liabilities would be paid from its 
fund after getting permission from the Finance Department. It added that 
disciplinary action against the defiulting officers/officials was in process. 

I 
'· .~~.2 .. 1~.s.~ .• ~ri}¥s:~f~~ .• · ... ·.~~#,~~r~s:. :i~,~~~;,\{9t:~.­
.. . . . ;p()!lu~~d w::.i~~ti»,fo th~:~~~~J ~. . ·. 

During physical verification by kudit (April 2016) with the officers of the 
Department, it was noticed that the Left Main Canal of Guvardi Minor 
Irrigation Project passed through [a textile factory32 and polluted water of the 
factory was being discharged in the canal. Also, there was a possibility of !heft 
of canal water for industrial use. I The concerned Assistant Engineer accepted 
(April 2016) that no atrangeme~ts to prevent theft of water and mixing;.:?f 
polluted water in the canal w'erei made. It was also intimated that directions 
were issued to the factory to sfop 'discharging of polluted water in the canaL 
The pollution of canal water has ~erious consequences for tlie farmers as well 
·as the consumers. of the farm products. . . . . . ·. 

.. I . • . 
The State Govermi:J.ent apprised t~at nece~sary action against the o\vner of the 
factory urider Rajasthan irrigation and drainage Act, 1954 was. in process 
(August 2016). · · · l 

32 Super Gold Suiting Mandpiya. 
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3.2.1.9 Recovery of risk and cost and com nsation of dela 

As per clause 2 of contract agreement, the time allowed for carrying out the 
work should be strictly ob erved by the contractor. If the contractor fai led to 
complete the work in accordance with the time schedule and the delay in 
execution of work was attributable to the contractor. The contractor should be 
li able to pay compensation for every time span. Clause 3(c) provides that the 
engineer-in-charge had power to measure the work of the contractor which 
remained unexecuted and give it to another contractor to complete it. Any 
expenses incurred in excess of the sum to be paid to the original contractor, 
should be borne and paid by the origina l contractor and might be deducted 
from any money due to him. 

During review of selected di visions, it was observed that in 12 sub-projects, the 
contractors did not execute the works within the stipulated time and works 
were executed through another contractors. The compensation under clause 2 
of~ 48.94 lakh and under clau e 3 (c) of~ 3.02 crore levied by the Department 
was not recovered from contractors. 

The State Government stated that efforts were being made for early recovery of 
the compensation amount. 

3.2.2 Tedllllical ud institutional sa rt activities 

3.2.2.1 Nem • d lievement of ta et of health com nent 

As per S.No. IX (3) of Annexure-11 of MoD, the health component focused on 
implementation of measures to control malaria including treatment of 
depressions33 and introduction of speci fi c fish into tanks rehabilitated under the 
project. Breeding of malaria vectors was to be controlled through construction 
of hatcheries for fish in the vicin ity of tanks. 

It was observed that against the target of 38 hatcheries to be constructed by the 
Medical and Health Department during the period 201 1-12 to 2014-15, only 33 
hatcheries were constructed. The CE, WRD allotted ~ 1.20 crore to Director, 
Medical and Health for construction of hatcheries but only ~ 44.26 lakh was 
spent. 

Further, in order to verify the usefulness and effectiveness of con tructed 
hatcheries, Audit conducted (August 20 J 6) physical verification of eight 
hatcheries constructed in Ajmer, Dausa and Jaipur districts with the officials of 
the Department of Medical and Health. During physica l verification, it wa 
learnt that Chief Medical and Health Officers (CM&HO) of the respective 
districts were not acquainted with the areas to be benefited under the scheme. 
In absence of the knowledge of the area and tanks rehabilitated under the 
project, training wa not imparted to the WUAs for transfer of fish from 
hatcheries to the tanks. No fish were supplied to the WUAs of the relevant 
areas for introduction into tanks. No record relating to detection of malaria 
cases was maintained and no impact assessment on infestation was done by the 
respective CM&HO. In absence of fu lfi lment of targets for construction of 
hatcheries and introduction of fish into tanks, the objective to control malaria 

33 Low level area 
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in the specified areas could not ~e achieved. The report of the Consultant also 
confirmed that)nedical and healt~ component was not properly implemented. 

. . I . 

: ~~2.7.2 ~~~~?ccru~1;.~(~eiiefit.~~~tra~ni1:1g Cj~fto :gansfiF and retitl1~~e~t 
'·:S. . .o(overse~s. f~aillea :of:ficiaJs ~l)efore .. cbmplefion of-!'project . ·{."' -~-~-.' '•£ 

I 
Scrutiny of reco~ds of IMTI Kota revealed that Senior Representative, JICA 
conveyed (August 2012} 'no bbjection' to the proposal for undertaking 
o~erseas training in Gerin:any by f 24 part~c~pants. The condit~on was th~t ~ 
might endeavour to ensure. that each part1c1pant serve the project for a penod of 
three years (till expiry of loan)I after return from the overseas training. fu 
compliance, IMTI Kota organiz~d two foreign training programmes from ·24 
September 2012 to 4 October 2012 and 22 October 2012 to 

I 

1 November 2012 for 24 officers 'in Germany. 
I 

During scrutiny of information p~ovided by PMU, it was observed that out of 
24 officers who got overseas training, 15 officers retired and 3 officers were 
transferred to a post not relat~d to . the projed before completion of the 
stipulated period of three years. The knowledg~ gained by the officers through 
training, -therefore, could not be htilized fully and the expenditure of~ 72 lakh 
incurred on it was rendered parti~lly unfruitful. 

I 

The State Government stated ~hat out of 24 participarits, ·two Were from 
administrative service. whose tr~sfers were done by State Government and 22 
were from WRD who were serving/served the project during their service 

. . I 

period. The reply was not acceptable as JICA allowed only those officers for 
overseas training whose services bould exclusively be utilized in the project for 
three years. ! . 

I 

I 

As per attachment 6 ofMoD, the1project would support formation and capacity 
building of WU As in the project area. WUA consisting of an the water users 
would take over the management and maintenance of the whole system of the 

. I 

minor irrigation scheme including assessment and collection of water charges . 
. I 

During review of selected divisi:ons, it was observed that water charges were 
not being collected by WUAs. Only one WUA. in Govta village of Bhilwara-Il 

• ' I . 

division realized ~ 1.13 lakh during 2011-13 .The failure of WU As in realizing 
water charges resulted in no~-availability of funds for operation and 
maintenance of sub-projects {vhich would ultimately burden the State 
exchequer. · / · 

The State Government stated iliat some WU.As had started collecting water 
tariff and with passage of timef they would be more sustainable and would 
perform their responsibility effectively. The fact was that out of 393 sub­
projects, water charges were collbcted in only 13 sub-projects in the absence of 
strengthening the WUAs. / 

The State Government should /carry out an assessment of requirement of 
funds for operation and maintenance of the structures created under the 
project. Water'User.AssociatioJs should be strengthened and water charges 
should be realised for operation/ and maintenance of sub-projects. 

I 
i 
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The ta~k ~f monitoring ~nd evaluation was entrusted on- 23 F ~bruary 2010 to 
DHv India Private Limited and the contract agreement was signed on 2 l\1arch 
2010. The aim of assignment was to assi~i the GoR in monitoring and 
ev_aluation: of project. This included preparation of design, planning and 
coµduct of baseline study and then jo undertake mid-tenn evaluation and 
impact eva.luation of sample sub-projects. -

T4e Consultant submitted the Project Completion Report on 26 May 2015. The 
Cc;msultant clearly indicated in its report that the ev~luation ofthe impact of the 
project was premature due to the following reasons: . , . 

. . . . . . - . 

)> _ hi. few cases, the system had started degenerating and getting damaged 
even before its handing over. , , , -

);. : • The system along.with other jnfrastructures Bke WUA office buildings, 
etc., could not be formally tiransferredto the WU As. -; 

);. -The WUA functjonaries would need intensive follow up and gUidance for 
at leas.tone year after the system was formally ,h.anded.over. In absence of 
such a situation., the-project as a whole ba_se,d on WUAs might collapse. 

- . : . 

]t was stressed that in its present form with no financial base, enforcement 
po~er and authority, the. system could not succeed: in long term. None of the 
sample projects could be formally and fully transferred to WUA. The 
experience of managing the system independently was almost nil. The strµcture 
before transfer showed the symptoms -of damage . which in long run would 
af~ect the sustainability ofthe project. The minor irrigation projects were very 
snian and : might not _have _ adequate revenue and· therefore even __ to remain­
su~tairiable' would regrilarly need. external_ financial: support from Government 
or any 2ther body. - , · · 
.· -.. . ' l . ,. . ;- • . . 

-Tne State ·· Government, stated that the project had been completed with 
remarkable success and the impact of the project was quite)mpressive and 
po~itive in achievement of objectives. The, reply.:wmi not borne out by the Final 
Co.mpletion -_ Report prepared by the Consultant which indicated that the 

-evaluation of the outcome of the project was preinature:. No" other iinpact 
ev~luation ' shldy was carried out ·by the Department and, therefore, the 
Department was _ not iii a position to conclude· ·on achievement of basic 
objectives of the project. 

<It :was .essential that the works were, executed in conformity with the 
construction standards to achieve durability, reliability and sustainability in 

. the'ir functioning. In order to ensure the quality measures in execution of work, 
--, I . ·' . . , . ,. . .: :.· . ·. 

quality control manual was prepared by E&M Consultant. 
. . .,'(·. .. 

Dubg review of records and reports of Consultant, it was noticed that out of 
16014 observations made in respect of poor quaJlity of work by the Site 
Supervising Engineer of Consultant . during inspection of works, compliance 
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. with 2465 ~u~lif~ observations I-was not made. (May 2015) by the ·w:rn. 
Officers. The quahty management and control system was, therefore, deficient 
and compliance to qualify.observJtions could not be.ensured. 

. .· .. I . . .·.. . ·· ... 
The State Government s.t~ted that compliance with the observations had been 
ensured byQualityControl Officers ofWRD beforecomplet:i.on of project. The 
.reply was not convincing as the ptoject completion report was submitted by the . . I . . . .. . . . 
C_onsultantin May2015 and projrct ended in Jtllle 2015. The Department held 
an amount .of { 0.74 :er.ore.to qe paid to the contractors due to non-compliance 
of qualify observations which supported the view that compliance. of quality 
observations was not mad.eo I 

I 

l~i9if . 

The obj~ct:i.ve of utilizing surfac1 water through rehabilit~tion of sub-projects 
was not fuUy achieved due to delJy in completion of activities under civil work 
component. Loan from. Japan International Cooperative Agency could ·not. be 
fuliy availed due to less utiliz~tion of budget by implementing agencies. 
Premature .closure of. sub-projests ·resulted .in_ less creation of capacity for 
storage of water and irrigation ofj Culturable Command Area~ Non-completion 
of work of construction of watercourse structures resulted in non-achievement 

I .. 

of the objectives to check the water losses, enhance cultivable area ulp to the 
desired extent and extend the ben'.efit of irrigation facilities to the farmers. The 
failure ofWUAsinrealizing watdr charges resulted in non-availability of funds 
for operation and maintenance ofl

1

sub-projects. The consultant clearly indicated 
in its report that the evaluation of the :impact of the project was premature and -
the . system to succeed wiH requfre financial base, enforcement of power and · 
experience~of running the system.I 

7'"7,.,,,,.,..-~~~~~== 

.~!i~r~§(~l:Jt;i·~~t-~· 
.I 

~~J~t~~~( 
. . . . ·.· ·. I . . . . i - . . .. 

The scheme of soil and water. coµservation in the catchments of River VaUey 
Projects was started in th~ thir~ five year plan (~962). This sc];i~,me ,w~s 
centrally sponsored. ill RaJasthan, there are four River Valley ProJects34 m 
which watershed35 activities were/ carried out in 52 watershed areas36

. 
. I 

The soil arid water conservation i? the catclnner~.ts of River Valley Projects was 
undertaken under the scheme 'Macro Management of Agriculture' (MMA) up 

. . I , 

to 2012-13: and therea~er under 'Rashtr:i.ya Krish:i. Vikas. Yojana' (RKVY). The 
main objectives of the scheme w'ere to preven~ land degradation and soH loss 
by adoption of multi-discipl~na1:YI integra~ed approach of so:i.1 coriserv~t~on and 

· Watershed :management~ This mduded improvement of land capab1hty and 
moisture regime iri the watersh'eds, promotion of land use to match land 
capability from the catchments to/reduce siltation ofmult:i.purpose reservoirs. 

34 Dantiwara, Sabarmati, Mahi and Chambal · . · . · . · 
35 A region or area ,hounded peripherally byl a' divide and draining ultimately to a particular watercourse 

or body ofwater. ,,. 
1 

.· . · . · · 

36 Abu Road (24), Banswara (11), Begun (IS), Jhalawar (2) · '· ·' 
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The Gol deve loped (2008) Operational Guidelines for Centrally Sponsored 
Scheme of Soil conservation in the catchments of River Valley project 
perceiving the problems in implementation of the programme based on 
di fferent guidelines at different interva ls. 

Under the cheme, the activ ities were divided into following three phases: 

Preparatory Phase: It included Entry Point Activities37 for creating rapport 
wi th the rural community, preparation of detailed project report and 
institutional and capacity bui lding. 

Watershed Works Phase: It included activities like watershed development 
works such as treatment of land, contour bunding, construction of Gabion38 

structure, silt detention structures and water harvesting structure for ground 
water recharge, development of livelihood acti vities for the as et less persons 
and production system and micro enterprises such as livestock improvement, 
fi sherie development, etc. 

Consolidation : It included acti vities fo r completion of various works and 
sustainable management of natural re ources during post project period. 

0 anizational Set-u 

Forest Department, Rajasthan was the implementing agency of the Scheme. 
The Additional Principle Chief Conservator of Forest (APCCF), (So il 
Conservation) exercised administrative control over the scheme and maintained 
liaison with the GoR and Gol. The Chief Con ervator of Fore t (CCF) and 
Director, Project (Soil Con ervation), Kata was the overa ll in charge for 
implementation and upervi ion of the scheme. He wa a sisted by Deputy 
Conservator of Forest (DCF) Project, Abu Road (Sirohi), Banswara, Begun 
(Chittorgarh), and Jhalawar. 

I Funding Pattern 

The expenditure on developmental activitie in the MMA scheme was shared 
by Mini try of Agriculture, Gol and GoR in the ratio of 90: I 0 during the year 
20 11-1 3. During 201 3- 14 and 2014-15, the Central share wa revised to 100 
per cent and from October 20 15, the Centra l and State share was in the ratio of 
60:40. The details of allotment of budget and expenditure incurred are given in 
table below: 

37 It includes the activities based on urgent needs of loca l communities, repa ir, restoration and 
upgradation of existing structures and productivity enhancement activities. 

J~ Wall for retention of water 
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Tabne·l: Details of aUotme~t of budget alllld expem:llituire nl!llc11mredl 
. i · . , ~in crore) 

,,,,:;-:~.,---,,;-;c-:==c-'~~rc-~ 

2011-12 11.68 \ l.30 12.98 .12.98 

2012-13 11.59 11.29 12.88 12.88 
I 

2013-14 05.88 I - o's.88 5.64 

2014-1~ 16,82 I - 16.82 16.14 

2015-16 11.75 /s.10 16.85 15.98 

'folta!Il. 57.72 /7.69 65.41 63.62 

·Source: Information provided by CCF, Kota ahd three divisions. • 
.· : I . 

~i:iiitift:f~_o¥~i~g·~.·t·~[: 
-:::=:-=-:-:;:c~-:-c== 

. I 
Audit for the period from 2011-12 to 2015,..16 was undertaken (February-May 
2016) by covering all four Divi~ions i.e. Abu, Road, Banswara, Begun and 
Jhalawar39

. Besides, records of AFCCF, Soil Conservation, CCF and Director, 
Project (Soil Conservatjon), Kdta were also examined. The audit was 

' conducted with .a view to ascertai~ the adequacy of institutional arrangements 
in .successful delivery . of project and to assess whether soil and· wate~ 
conservation activities were caJ.ied out as envisaged in guidelines and 
adequately monitored, . · .. : I · . . . 
The reply. of the State Govemm~nt (September 2016) has been considered 
while finalizing the issue. I 

. . . .· .· . . I .. . .· .. ·· . . 
. The targets. and achievements in re,spect of the area fixed for land treatment and 
· the structures to be created under the scheme are 'given below. 

. . 'lrabRe 2:. Yeair=vyise posi.tfo~ _([JiJf plb.yskai targets alll\irll aidbiievemell1l.1l: · 

2012-13 : 13449 9187 40.66 52.73 

2013-14 5.469 4900 1494 . 2632 72.'68 46.29 

2014-15 11792 6628 11420 6577 3.15 0.77 

. 2015-16' 10800 5163 10023 4775 7.19 7.52 .. 
Source: Information' provided by CCF, Kota ahd three divisions . 

. : . - : . -

39 In Jhalawar, watershed adivities concluded ,iil 2012-13. 
. .· ··-.. . I . 
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During 201 2-13 and 2013-14, there was shortfall of 40.66 per cent and 72.68 
per cent respectively in re pect of area fi xed for land treatment. ln re pect of 
tructures constructed, the hortfall was from 43.67 per cent to 52. 73 per cent 

during 20 11 - 12 to 20 13- 14. The achievement during 20 14-1 5 and 20 15-1 6 in 
re pect of land treatment was 96.85 per cent and 92.8 1 per cent re pectively 
and in respect of tructures constructed, the achievement was 99.23 per cent 
and 92.48 per cent respecti vely. The hortfall in achievement was mainly due 
to short release of funds against the budget a llotted as per replies furni shed by 
DCF, Abu Road and Begun. The DCF, Banswara did not furn ish any reply. 

Amit F111diags 

3.3.1 Planlllng 

The annual work plans for executing the watershed activities were prepared by 
the Proj ect Implementing Agency (PIA), Forest Department and approved by 
the Ministry of Agriculture, Go!, under the scheme MMA up to 2012-1 3. From 
the financial year 201 3- 14 onward , the work plans were approved by State 
Level Nodal Agency (SLNA) i.e., Agriculture Department, GoR, under RKVY 
to provide flexibility and autonomy to the State in planning and executing the 
activities. 

3.3.1.1 Lack of institutional arran ements at Project Level 

As per paragraph 5.3 of Common Guideli nes for Watershed Development 
Projects and paragraph 14 of Operational Guidelines, the PIA had to set up 
watershed development team (WOT) for providing guidance to Watershed 
Committees (Committees) in preparation of watershed action plans, assisting 
Gram Sabha in formation of Committee and their functioning, organi ing and 
nurturing Self Help Group and User Groups, conducting participatory ba e 
line survey, training and capacity bui lding. Each WDT wa required to be 
constituted with at least four member having broad knowledge and experience 
of agriculture, socia l science, water management, soil mobi lization and 
institution building. The WDT was required to have at least one woman as 
member. 

It was observed that out of four divisions, in two divisions i.e. Banswara and 
Begun, WDTs were not constituted during 20 11 - 16. ln Abu Road and 
Jhalawar, WDTs were not constituted during 201 1-12 and 20 12- 13. ln 
Jhalawar, watershed activities concluded in 201 2-13. l n Abu Road, during 
2013- 14, WDT was constituted but not as per norms. The employee of the 
Department were included a members of the WDT. The preparation of 
detailed resource development plans was not done by the subject experts. The 
Committees deprived of the expert guidance in preparation of annua l action 
plans and functioning of water hed activities. 

The State Government replied (September 2016) that Common Guide lines for 
Watershed Development Proj ects issued in 2008 was not applicable on the 
works executed under the projects as a ll R iver Va lley Projects were sanctioned 
prior to the issuance of the gu idelines. It added that revised gu ide lines on 
Macro Management of Agriculture, 2008 were applicable on the works and it 
had no provision fo r constitution of WDTs. It was also stated that there was no 
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I . 
n~ed to appoint sepa:ate subject f specialis~s as departmental employees had 
wide knowledge of s01l and water conservation works. · . · 

- . i . . 

The reply was not convi:heing. Ptjrcdving the problems in implementation of 
the prograillme based on three sets ofguidelines40

, the Operational Guidelines 
for Centrally Sponsored Scheme I of Soil Conservation in the catchments of 
River Valley Projects were developed in the XlFiveYear Plan. These aimed to 
make the treatment more focused, cpst effective and also to promote muiti­
disciplinary approach involving gfeater public participation in _the programme 
with active· involvement of Grdm Panchayat!Watershed Committees. The 
Operational Guidelines issued h~d provision for constitution of WDTs. ill 

. . , I . ,. 

addition to this, all watershed projects were sanctioned after 2008 and project 
reports prepared for the watershetl projects clearly .provided that Operational 
and -Common Guidelines would/ be applicable for implementation of the 
projects. Thus, non-constitution of WDTs was against the guiding principle of 
decentralization envisaged in the guidelines. Also, the project was deprived of 
expertise required for execution df watershed and other activities. The works 
were executed in an unplanned m~nner and the project suffered as obser\red in 
succeeding paragraphs. I 

It is recommended that as pef provisions of Common Guidelines and 
Operational · Guidelines, Watetshed Development ·.Teams should· be 
constituted to avail knowledge of1ubject experts. 

' i . 
. I 

· .--~~~A;;~lf~PX~~ifoa';~9;~ti~cti.JiiJ~t:~J!'.~~J!ialf~i!~J~tfit~for~~:;;;1{~:.:';'~~--: \·::;··t 
I 

As per paragraph 10.3 of Operatidnal Guidelines, 2008, permane~t structures41 

have'to be constructed in the secohd or third year of the implementation of the 
project. This was to ensure thatf vegetative soil conservation measures like 
construction of contour/graded bunds. supported by. vegetation and. drainage 
line treatments initiated in the fitst year acquired some definite shape before 
supplemental engineering structur¢s were putup in the second or third year. · 

Scrutiny of records in three divi~ions i.e. Abu Road, Banswara and· Begun, 
disclosed that 19242 permanent strtuctures costing ~2.36 crore were constructed 

I 

in the first year of the project contrary to the guidelines. · · · 

The State Government stated that[· all the puce a ·structures were constructed i.n 
the first year after stabilization of watersheds and 61 Gabimi structures were 
loose stone structures which wer~ constructed for detention of silt. The· reply 
was not convincing. The constniction of pucca ·structures, excluding Gabion 
structures, in the first year of treatment defeated the objective of the project of 
preventing siltation and enhancing surface rainwater storage in the -
multipurpose reservoirs. , I 
It is recommended that perma~ent struCtures should be constructed after 
ensuring that the vegetative so~l conservation works had taken shape to 
prevent siltation and enhance surface rainwater storage in the reservoirs. 

. . I 
; 

4° Comprehensive guideline for planning, implementation ·and monitoring ·of RVP arid FPR, Macro 
Management of Agriculture, 2008, Comnion Guidelines for Watershed Development Projects, 2008 

41 Gabion, Silt Detention structures, Water Harvesting structures. 
42 Abu Road (12; ~ 10.37 lakh), Banswara (

1

81; ~ 1.09 crcire), Begun ( 99; ~ 1.17 crore) 
I 
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As per paragraph 6.1 and 6.2 of Common Guidelines for Watershed 
Development Projects,· the Committees shall constitute Self Help Groups 
(SHGs) and User Groups in the watershed areas with the help of WDTs. The 
members of the SHGs would be small and marginal farmers, landless/asset less 
poor agricultural labourers, women, shepherds and schedule caste/schedule 
tribe persons. The SHGs should be homogenous, having common identity and 
interest and dependent on the watershed area for their livelihood; and the SH Gs 
would be provided with a revolving fund of an amount to. be decided by the 
nodal Ministry for improvement in living standard and building up of financial 
resources. The User Groups would be responsible for the operation and 
maintenance of all assets created under the project in close collaboration with 
the Gram Panchayat and the Gram Sabha. 

It was noticed that in all the divisions, SHGs were not constituted in the 
watershed areas. ill their absence, the revolving fund was not disbursed for 
executing the farming and allied activities to improve the living standards of 
the beneficiaries. The objective of the scheme to develop livelihood activities 
for the landless persons, production system and micro enterprises was not 
fulfilled. It was also noticed that in all divisions, no User Groups were 
constituted. The work of operation and maintenance of assets created under the 
project, therefore, suffered. 

·The State Government stated that SHGs and User Groups were not constituted 
due to absence of any provision for constitution of SHGs and User Groups in 
Revised Guidelines of Macro Management of Agriculture. The reply was not 
acceptable as Common Guidelines issued had pi·ovision for constitution of 
SHGs and User Group. The DCFs of all the divisions had also accepted 
(March/April/May 2016) that SHGs and User Group were not·constituted. The 
DCF, Begun stated that SHG would be constituted during 2016-17. 

It is recommended that Self Help Groups need to be constituted to improve 
the living standards of the beneficiaries and User Groups should be formed 
for operation and maintenance of assets. 

As per paragraph 6.3 of Common Guidelines for Watershed Development 
Projects and paragraph 16 of Operational Guidelines, the Gram Sabha would 
constitute the. Committees to implement the watershed projects with the 
technical support of the WDTs. The Committee would comprise at least 10 

. members, half of whoni would represent SHGs and User Groups, SC/ST 
community, woman and landless persons in the village. One member of WDT 
should be represented in the Committee. · 

It was noticed that contrary to the guidelines, there was no representation of 
SHGs and User Groups in the 52 Committees fom1ed in 52 watersheds ih the 
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four divisions: In nine Cofuniitte~s 43
, the number ~f members included was less 

than 10; in five WCs44
, .. there was[ no participation of woman and in Abu Road, 

there was no representati0n of WDT during 2011-12 and 2012-13. Due to non­
constitution of Committees as / per " norms, . community participation and 
involvement of primary staj<:eholders in the planning, budgeting, 

. implementation andmanagementjofwatershed projects could not be ensured. 

The . State Government replie4 that the Revised Guidelines of. Macro 
Management of Agriculture had !no provision for constitution of Committees 
and therefore instead oL Committees, Watershed Development Committees 
(WDCs) were constituted'" The reply was not convincing as Committees were 
not constituted as per the norms p~ovided in guidelines. . . . . · . 

I 

Capacity building support is a crucial component to achieve the desired results 
I 

from watershed development projects. The Common Guidelines for Watershed 
Development Projects included,[ inter-alia, arinual action plan for capacity 
building, pool of resource persdns, well prepared training modules, reading 
materials and mechanism for effe~tive monitoring and follow~up. · 

I . 

~ As per paragraph 19Jof oJerational Guidelines and paragraph 10.1 of 
I . • • • 

Common Guidelines, capacity building and training to the officials, non-
governmental organizations and 

1

farmers would be given the highest priority. . I I 

A state level workshop for leaders of the project, team in charge of 
implementation of each watersh¢d project and officers monitoring the River 
Valley Project~ should be held once in a year .to· discuss the new thrust areas 
and future· action plan for implebentation of the project. The workshop was 
meant to provide an ,opportunf ty for in-dep!h · analysis of problems . and 
measures in relation to the individual watershed project. · 

Scrutiny of records disclosed that! APCCF, Jaipur did not c0nduct even a singie 
State level.workshop for capacity building of the officials during last five years 
i.e. 2011-16. As per paragraph 1[9 .2 of Operational Guidelines and paragraph 
10.1 of Common Guidelines, RegionaVDistrict training programmes would be 
conducted for the. PIAs (in-bharge of execution of various Sectoral 
pragrammes) and at least one traihing programme would be organized annually 
for each catchment area. RegionJl/District level training programmes for PIAs 

. . . I 
were, however, not conducted during last five years i.e. 2011-16 . 

. ~ As per .paragraph .19.3 of Oberational Guidelines and paragraph· 10.1 of 
Common Guidelines; farmers' *orkshop at the project level would· be held 
once in a year, .wherein Government functionaries, in-charge of the watershed 
management projects . and the ! members of the . local community· would 
participate. About 25 participant~ per watershed projects were to be. covered. in 
the workshop every year. · 

43 Watera (Abu Road), Hariyagari (Banswara), Kulantiya, Dhamancha, Dhaurakuri, Muwanda, Phut 
talab, Rath kankra and Naya gawn (Be~n) 

44 Kankarli, Watera, Kalakheter (Abu Road), Dhamancha, Sodarshanpura (Begun) 
. I 
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No farmers' workshop at project level was held by the Banswara, Begun and 
Jhalawar divisions during 2011..;15, As the workshops and training programmes 
as above were not held, the· objective to enhance knowledge and skill of 
functionaries could not be achieved. 

The State Government stated that state level workshop was conducted during 
2011-12 and 2013-14; regional level training programmes were conducted and 
officers trained; and farmers' workshop at project level was conducted in 
Banswara division during 2015-16. The reply was not convincing as no 
evidence in support of the. workshops/training programmes conducted was 
made available and farmers' workshops at project level were also not 
conducted during 2011-15 in any of the divisions. 

It is ~ecommended that workshops and training programmes should be held 
for enhancement of knowledge and skill of functionaries 

During scrutiny of records at Abu Road, Banswara and Begun divisions, it was 
observed that the Corpus Fund deposited in the bank accounts of the 
Committees during the period from 1990-91 to 2012-13 for maintenance of 
constructed . structures was lying . unutilized in the form of Fixed Deposits 
(FDs). The amount of FDs including interest as on March 2016 was ~2.0845 

crore. 

The State Government stat_ed that Corpus Fund could not be utilized as no 
structures Were damaged oi'reported damaged by any of the WDCs for repair 
and, therefore, it was lying in banks as fixed deposits. The fact remained that 
due to non-formation of user groups, the maintenance of the assets was not 
en.sured and the corpus fund meant for maintenance of assets was thus lying 
umitilised. · 

As per paragraph 9 .5 of Common Guidelines for Watershed Development 
Project2008, the Gram Sabha through the Committees should put in place a 
mechanism for collecting user charges from the beneficiaries. No charges 
would be taken from landless, disabled/widow for work done on private or 
public land. The user charges collected should be credited to the Watershed 
Development Fund for maintenance of assets. · 

It was observed that in all four divisions, the user charges were not collected 
from the users of the·assets created under the project. 

The State Government stated that User Groups were not constituted and user 
charges were not collected due to absence of any pr9vis:lon for constitution of 
User Groups and collection of user charges in Revised Guidelines of Macro 
Management of Agriculture. The reply was not convincing as Common 
Guidelines had provision for constitlitfoh of User Groups and, therefore, 
recovery of user charges was necessary for maintenance of assets. 

Ji is recommended that the user charges should be collected for maintenance 
of assets created under the project. 

~ . 
Abu Road (~49.67 lakh), Banswara (~ 94.64 lakh), Begun(~ 64.16 lakh) 
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. i~~i3;~:-n~~1!~~1J~~~t~llm~~,t~C!t:g1r 
·. I . 

Paragraphs: 21 and 22 o:&Dperational . Giiideli~es ~nd paragr~ph 11.1 (85) of 
. Coll1mori Guidelines provide th~t for improving the monitoring system, . a 

website ?n ·. monitori11g system/ for . centrally.· sponsor~d sch em~ ~of s?il 
. c.onservat10n had be~no.,ci:eated by eoI ai_id_ t~e.w.aters~ed-w1se and activity-wise 
data for the ongomg ._ watersheo activities was to be fed by the State 

.· :·Govel11Il1erit on the wtilisite. The jPIA had to s1'binit quatj:erly _progress reports 
·· (countersigned by Committee) to the Watershed CeH cum Data Centre for 
.. . . I . , .. . 

· further submission to the SLNA. IT'he SLNA was required to send the report to 
b~ ; 

·· It was observed that no system -w;as in. place either in the Department or at the 
Ccnni:nitteelevd (basic level ~f i~plementatioii~ to feed/update the da:fa on the 
website. In absence of any drrectwns from the management, the watershed­
wise _and activity-wisy '.data for/ ongoing wor~s were not ~pk>aded on the 
website. The State Government state~ that the monthly progress reports were 

. sent to. higher authorities regulatly. and due to shortage of trained staff and 
availability of r~sources, webLI based monitoring system could not be 
developed. . . . . ', · ·.. ·' . 

- . : . ~3~strz:£tr. ·~P~m;:~i~11r~:ttg!lla ·':·~f;~~r 
·As per par~graph 12.3 ofOperati~nal Guidelines of RKVY, out of the projects 

sanctioned by the. State ·during t*e year, twenty five per cent projects should 
compulsorily be taken up for third party evaluation. ' . . . ' . 

The State Governffient stated thJt the responsibility. of third party evaluation 
vested with the ·Nodal· agency i~J. Agriculture Department. The nodal agency 

I . - -

had repo1;ied (May 2016) thatho ~hird party evaluation was conducted. 
. . ·. . . I: . . . ' . . . : . . . 

As per paragraph 21. 7 of Opera~1onal Gmdelmes and· paragraph 11.1 (85) of 
Common Guidelines, periodic visitS by the regional, state and national level 
functionaries were required to bd made for inspection of the project. No such 

· periodic visits by the national levbt functionaries were observed· for moll.itoring · .. 
·. . . . . I... . ·.· . . 

the project As regards regional/state level ~nctionaries, the State Gov'etnment 
apprised that inspections were cafued out by the CCF and APCCF. ' . ' 
It ii ri!i:(J'mmended tha~ onunl w~!b-based .~oni~oring system shmaM . !be 
d~eloped 'and watershed-wise ~nd cu:tivity~wiie data for ongoing ~at~rshed 
works shouald be uaploaded oio the _welbsite. ·Third party evmuaation shouald !be 

. done for evaluation ofvarious'iattiviti~s of the project. ' 
. "> . . " . ' J ' ' ' 

?~~~;,~~;:~fjW!lJgli~'Ji:,; 

Lack of in~titutionalartangemen~s at project and ~illage'le~elled fo ~plairnied 
execution of project works whidh' defeated the obje'ctive of decentralization. · 

< • •• • '.. • I - . , ... .. . ..-. 
Due to non::.constitlltion of Watershed Development Teams; the Watershed 
Committees were constituted ~Jithout subject. expert/knowledge persons. 
Unplanned construction of perrhanent . structures ·without· ensuring that the 

. ·vegetative Soil conservation torks . had taken shape resillted · in ' non' 

I s9 

, I 

.., 
I 

i ' 
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achievement of the objective of the project to prevent siltation and enhance 
surface rainwater storage in the multipurpose reservoirs. 

Non-constitution of Self Help· Groups resulted in non-disbursement of 
revolving fund for execution of farming and allied activities to improve the 
living standards of the beneficiaries. User Groups were not formed due to 
which the work of operation and ·maintenance of assets created under the 
project suffered. The objective to enhance knowledge and skill of functionaries 
could not be achieved as workshops and training programmes were not held. 

Non-utilisation of Corpus Fund and non-collection of user charges affected the 
maintenance of assets created under the project. Due to non-development of 
online web~based monitoring system, watershed-wise and activity-wise data 
for ongoing watershed works were not fed on the website. Third party 
evaluation of the projects was not done. 

. .. :.I '"", ,,,:~ -· -· . 

Jlnegufa:r flnd1lllsion o:!f pro-rata clblairges of~ 7.414 crnire by the Public Woirks 
Depairtment l[])lffi wo:rks execllllted .by Rajasth.an State Road Devefopm.ent 
Consfrirndion Co:rpoiration Lflmited 

Rules 5(a) and (d) of Appendix V of Public Works Financial & Accounts Rules 
(PWF&AR) (Part-II) provide for recovery of cost of establishment and tools 
and plants charges (pro-rata) at percentage rates by the Division operating the 
Capital Major Heads of expenditure and for work done for other departments 
of the Government, when the cost is chargeable to or recoverable from those 
Departments. 

The Finance Department clarified (February 2012) that ifthe construction work 
was executed by an agency other than the Public Works Department (PWD), 
viz Rajasthan State Road Development Constructicm Corporation (RSRDCC) 
Limited, Rajasthan Housing Board, Avas Vikas Limited, etc., then PWDwould 
not recover agency charges. 

The PWD, Rajasthan, Jaipur accorded (September 2010) sanction of 
z 37.86 crore for construction of Negedia High Level Bridge on Kekri-Deoli 
road in District Tonk. The work was to be executed under Rural ][nfrastructure 
Development Fund funded by National, Bank for Agriculture and Rural 
Development (NABARD). An additional sanction of z 22.95 crore was issued 
on 31May2013. The work of construction of High Level Bridge was entrusted 
(June· 2011) to RSRDCC Limited. The scheduled date of completion of work 
was September 2015. The work was completed in November 2015 after 
incurring an expenditure of { 59.60 crore. 

- ' ·: 

It was observed that PWD Division, Todaraisingh deposited z 33.50 crore 
between March 2014 and January 2015 with RSRDCC Limited for execution 
of this work. The Division, however, debited z 37.86 crore (includingpro-rata 
charges of z 4.36 crore) to the Capital Major Head-5054-Capital outlay on 
Roads and Bridges towards payment made to RSRDCC Limited and 
simultaneously credited (minus debited) z 4.36 crore to the Revenue 
expenditure head 2059 and 3054 Establishment, Tools and Plants. As the 
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Division did not execute the wo* of High Level Bridge, its action to include 
pro-rata charges on the works e~ecuted by RSRDCC Limited was against the 
prescribed accounting and financial rules and was, thus, irregular. This also led 
to capital outlay being unauthoris~dly used for revenue expenditure,. 

The State Government stated (Aphl 2016) that rule 5(a) and (d) of Appendix V I . . 
of PWF &AR provided that rec_overy of pro-rata charges would be made by the 
Division when cost of the work h~d been charged to the Capital Major Head of 
expenditure. It added that Rul~ 6 (h) also did. not prohibit levy of agency 
charges (pro-rata) on these wor~s. The reply was not convincing as in the 
instant case, the work was not · executed by the Department . and no 
establi~hment, tools and plants ~rre deployed .on. the work.. ~.11 ~ctivities46 for 

· executmg the work were done bx RSRDCC Limited for which 1t had charged 
the agency charges from the Department. The action of the PWD to include 
pro-rata charges while debiting tlie Capital Major Head-5054 was irregular and 
not as per the instructions (F~bruary 2012} of the Finance Department, 
Government ofRajasthan. / 

In other case, PWD, Rajasthan, Jaipur accorded sanction ofz24.36 crore for 
construction of Road Over Bhdge on Mania-Marena Road in district 
Dholpur47 

.• The work was entrustfd to RSRDCC Limited. 

It was· observed (October 2015D that PWD Division, Rajakhera deposited 
{23.62 crore during September/ 2011 to September 2015 with RSRDCC 

. Limited for execution of this wbrk and z3.07 crore was debited as pro-rata 
charges on this road. The Divl.siqn, debited z 26.69 crore to the Capital Major 
Head-5054..:Capital outlay Roaq and Bridges towards payment made to 

· RSRDCC Limited. As the Division did not execute the work of Road Over 
Bridge, its action to include pro-~ata charges violated the PWF&AR rule ibid 
and was thus irregular. This alsp led_):o capital outlay being unauthorisedly 
. used for revenue expenditure . i . ·.. ·. . .· . 
The matter was brought to the notice of the Department (January 2016). The 
reply was awaited (October 2016~. · ·: ·· 

I 

Infructuo1ll!s expenditmre of~ ~.99 teimre on upgrnd!ati.rnm l[])f mad 1mrn:dler 
Pradhan Mami.t.ri Gram Sadak jY ojna. . 

' .. . . I . . 
To resolve. the problem of premature failure. -of roads due to. plying of heavy 
mining . vehicles/other heavily loaded commercial vehicles on the roads 
constructed under Pradhan Manfyi Gram Sadak Y ojna (PMGSY), Ministry of 
Rural Development, GoI issued- (May 2011} · guidelines for preparation of 
Detailed Project Reports for rurallroads which provided t~at: . · 

);>- the location of the proposed through road/link road and its connectivity 
with higher order roads was to btj assessed properly in order to get information 
on possible diversion from such higher order roads in the event of non­
inaintenance of such roads or the proposed road providing a shorter route; 

I 
I 

46 Execution like tendering, allotment, mJ.asurement of actual execution of work, site engineering 
activities, preparation ofbiH, etc. i. 

47 Job No. 1072/5054/Distt&OR (March 2007). 
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};> · if the road was taken for upgradation; the normal traffic plying on the road 
for three con_tinuous days (two working days and one weekend as prescribed 
for traffic census data analysis) had to be collected with classification of 
vehicles, laden and un-laden condition for the classified commercial vehicles, 
degree of overloading, if any, etc; 

};> - very high degree of overloading could be considered in the design as this 
was a rmmng area; 

- };> having assessed the expected traffic in the base year, it was to be projected 
for the design life period. Likelihood of additional mining traffic should also be 
taken into account; -

};> due diligence was required in the estimation of possible diversion of traffic 
due to location of the designed road; 

};> having designed the road as per the requirements_ and after making sure 
that the design-was sustainable for the expected heavy vehicle operations, the 
cost estimation was to be done based on the Bill of Quantities for the designed 
road with normal traffic as well as traffic due to heavy vehicles used in mining, 
industry, etc. 

The State Government accorded (October 2009) sanction of { 3.77 crore for 
upgradation of Dhabadeh to Kundayala road in the length of 8.500 km (block 
Khairabad, district Kota) under PMGSY Bharat Nirman (regular PMGSY48

). 

The work was undertaken to strengthen and improve the road as the crust size 
of the road- was inadequate. The work was awarded (March 2010) to a 
contractor49 at an estimated cost of{. 3.23 crore and with stipulated date to be 
completed by February 2011. The work was completed (March 2011) after 
upgradation of the road stretch from 0/0 to 8.150 km.' An expenditure of 
{ 3.99 crore was incurred. . _ 

It :was noticed (April 2015) from the records of Public Works Department 
(PWD) Division, Ramganj Mandi that the designed life of the aforesaid road 
was 10 years. Within a period of only 38 months (March 2011 to June 2014), 
the crust of the road was not able to cope with the requirements of heavy traffic 
due to-diversion of traffic from two nearby roads. Also, the road was adjoining 
an industrial area (RIICO Industrial Park in Kudayala) where almost all the 
transport companies of Ramganj Mandi were located. 

The failure of crust even before the lapse of defect liability period 
(up to 29 March 2016) or within one-third of the design life period indicated 
that at the time of preparation of DPR, the instructions provided in the 
aforesaid guidelines were not -complied _ with- for ensuring construction of 
quality road which could cope with heavy traffic/heavily loaded vehicles. 

Lack of proper assessment of diversion of traffic frorri other roads, degree of 
overloading, non-preparation of cost estimates for normat traffic and traffic due 
to• heavy -vehicles used in mining, - industry, etc. led to expenditure of 
{ 3.99 crore on upgradation ofthe road bdng largely llfructuous. 

The State Government stated (March 2016) that strengthening and upgradation 
works of two nearby roads were sanctioned in April 2013 and work was in 
progress up to June 2014. The traffic of both the roads was diverted on this 

48 Package no. RJ-23-BN-UG-18 -
49 Mis M.M. Construction Company, Taranagar 
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road and this was not presumed a:t the time of preparing the DPR. It was also 
stated that after completion of this road, 250 new Kota stone industrial units 
were established in the industrial ~rea located at Kudayala which increased the· 
intensity of traffic. The reply was not convincing as the PWD Division, 
Ramganj Mandi and PWD Crrclej Kota had admitted (June 2014) that out of 
three roads (including the two ref~rred above) approaching Kota, Dhabadeh to 
Kundayala road was the shortest. [This fact was not taken into account besides 
likelihood of expected additional 1 traffic due to adjoining industrial area. As 
such, heavy mining vehicles/otherjheavily loaded commercial vehicles used the. 
road for going to Ko ta due to whijh the crust of ~he road failed. · 

::l.§.·N911~!~1i~Qr;ci}mn·Eil!~~fi~in?!;ii~.,1itr,~gn1~t:i~~w~Iit~~r;ft2~~.:~~~~1~tigru~.;· 
I 

N ol!l-levy oif compensatioJm o:tf t [ 4.66 ciroire for l!llot-maD.H11.taillllnng the spal!ll­
wise pirogiress of woirlk. am! iirireguifair paym.ent l{))f pirke escafatiion of~ @.44 
cirffre. · i 

I . 

General condition number 7 of Cl~use 45·of contract agreement stipulated that 
price variation clause would be applicable only for the work that was carried 
out within the stipulated time or ~xtension thereof on account of reasons not 
attributable to the conti:actor. The, note below Clause 2 of contract agreement 
also provide<;! that price variation, I if any, unde~ clause 4s. would be admissible 
only on such rates and cost of work, as would be admissible if work had been 
carried out in that particular time dpan. . . . 

Clause 2 of the contract agreembnt provided that if the contractor failed. to 
complete the work in accordancei with the time schedule and the delay was 
attributable to the contractor, he should be liable to pay compensation to the 
Government for every time span.I The entire amount of compensation should 
not exceed 10 per cent of the value of the contract. Clause 3 of the contract 
agreement stipulated that if the c~mtractor did not complete the work and the 
remaining work was executed by another contractor at higher cost, the 
difference of cost should be recov~red·fiom the previous contractor. 

. . I -
~ The Executive Engineer, PubHc Works Department (EE, PWD) Medical 

. I 

. Division, Jodhpur, issued seven work orders between March 2011 and April 
2012 to various contractors forl execution of construction works in S.N. 
. . I , 

Medical College, Jodhpur. Thes
1

e works were scheduled to be completed 
between July 2012 and October t013. The work-wise details of work orders 
issued and expenditure incurreq within the scheduled time are given in 
Appendix-3.2. · / 

Scrutiny of records of EE, PWDI Medical Division, Jodhpur revealed that in 
seven cases, .payment of { 1. 02 crc;ire was made to the contractors on account of 
price escalation (Appendix-3.2). fin· all the seven cases, the ,contractors had 
neither completed the span-wise quantum of work nor the Engineer-in-charge 
had granted span-wise time extension on grounds not attributable to the 
contractors. In view of the above ~revisions ofthe contract, the price escalation 

I . 
charges were not payable to the co:ntractors. · . . 

B~sides, in all the above seven ckses, the ~on tractors had not maintained· the 
. I 

span-wise progress of work. As such, they were liable to pay compensation 
under clause 2 of the contract agrtjement. On review of records of the Division, 

I 
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it wa observed that compensation of < 3. 13 crore as required under the 
aforesaid clause was not levied on the contractors (Appendix-3.3). 

The State Government replied (August 20 16) that in case of price escalation, 
out of total amount of < 1.02 crore pointed out by audit, < 58.35 lakh were 
payable to contractors. Action had been initiated for recovery of the balance 
amount of < 43.57 lakh. In case of non-levy of compensation, the State 
Government stated that a sum of< 18.45 lakh had been withheld from bills of 
contractors and after granting of final time ex tension by competent authority, 
proper action would be taken. 

The reply was not convincing as the contractor had not maintained the span­
wise progress of work as required in aforesaid c lause. Non levy of 
compensation and price escalation made without approval of time extension 
was, therefore, irregular and resulted in undue benefit to the contractors. 

);;- The PWD Rajasthan , Jaipur accorded sanction50 of < 6.55 crore for 
construction of various roads. The PWD Divis ion, Ratangarh and Bengun 
awarded (September 20 I I to November 2011 ) works of al I packages to a 
contractor51 at a cost of< 5. 16 crore52 which were scheduled to be completed 
by February 20 12 and May 2012 respectively. 

Scrutiny of records at PWD Division, Ratangarh and Bengun revealed that the 
contractor had completed (October-November 20 12) the works of< 1.2 1 crorc 
(< 0.5 l crore of package RJ 11 -04, < 0.49 crore of package RJ 11-05 and 
< 0.2 1 crore of package RJ 10-03) only despite issuance of repeated 
letters/notices by the Department. As such, works were rescinded (October­
November 20 12) by the Department applying Clauses 2 and 3 mentioned ibid 
and the remaining works were executed through other contractors after 
incurring an extra expenditure of< 1.1 8 crore53

. 

As per Clauses 2 and 3 of the contract agreement, compensation amounting to 
< 0.52 crore and < 1.1 8 crore respectively, aggregating to < 1.70 crore 
(Appendix-3.4) was to be levied on the contractor. The concerned divisions, 
however, levied and recovered compen ation of < 0.17 crore54 only under 
Clause 2 of the contract agreement. The balance amount of < 1.53 crore was 
unrecovered (October 2016) since October 201 2. 

The State Government stated (February 2016) that District Collector, Churu 
and Jaipur had been informed (January/February 2016) to register a case under 
Public Debt Recovery Act for recovery of compensation. The facts remained 
that the Department initiated action only after pointed out by Audit and did not 
take any effective steps fo r recovery of compensation fo r more than three 
yea rs. 

~0 ~ 4 crore for package o. RJ 11 -04 and 05/RJDF-XVll/M L-lll/20 11 -12 and ~ 2.55 crore for package 
o.RJ I 0--03/SHW/Plan/201 1-12 

51 M/ S Surya Construction Company, Jaipur 
52 ~ 2.80 crore for package No. RJI 1-04 and 05/ RJDF-XV1l/ML-IIV201 1-12 and ~ 2.36 crorc for 

package No. RJ I 0- 03/SHW/Plan/20 11-12 
~3 RJ 11 -05 ~ 33. 17 lakh, RJ 11 -04 ~ 33.85 lakh and RJ I 0-03 ~ 5 1.1 7 lakh 
54 ~ 0. 14 crore against package No. RJ 11-04 & 05 and ~ 0.03 crore against package No. RJ I 0-03 

64 



, 

Chapter.III: .ComplianceAudit 

A voidable expenditure .of ~ 2.0~ croire by inclusion of items of excavaitimm 
of earth, construction ·-of gra~ular sub-base and Haying of compac11:edl 
graded stone aggregate'in the estimates prepared under Gramin Ga1Urav 
Path Scheme I · 

I 
As per circular (De~eml;>er 20~4) of, Public Works Department (PWD), 
Rajasthan, Jaipur, the>construction of Cement Concrete (CC) roads under 
G~a"!tn Gaur~v Path Scheme I (GGPS) would be undertaken on a!ready 
ex1stmg CC/bitumen road and, fherefore; a new sub-base or preparat10n of 
ground for fresh CC toads woulq not be required. It was stipulated that while 
giving the work orders under GGPS, Department would ensure that items like 
excavation of earth, construction pf granular sub-:-base and laying of compacted 
graded stone aggregate were not included in the estimates. This would exhaust 
the entire budget of the Phase-I pf the Scheme given for the pui-pose without 
having quality construction. Accprding to the circular, avoidable expenditure 
on items as mentioned above, wa~ to be taken care of at .all stages to reduce the 

I . 
cost and use the money to connect more areas with CC roads. · · 

The, PWD Rajasthan, Jaipur I accorded (December· 2014) sanction for 
construction of CC roads under GGPS in Merta City and Nagaur divisions of 
Nagaur district and Rajakhera di~ision of Dholpur district. The work orders for 

I . ' 

execution of the works were issued (November-December 2014) by respective 
divisions. I . -

Scrutiny of records {September10ctober 2015) of the divisions revealed that, 
the Department included the ityms of excavation of earth, construction of 
granular sub~base and laying 9f compacted .graded stone aggregate in the 
estimates of works. The works were awarded/executed accordingly.·. The 
Department could have avoided ~n expenditure of~ 2.05 ctore (Appendix-3.5) 
by not including these items in the estimates·· and constructed the CC roads on 
already existing CC/bitumen roacls as per the existing instructions .. This would 

·have helped the Department to trse the money to connect more areas with CC 

roads. · [ . . . 

The State Government in respe9t of Merta City and Nagaur divisions replied 
(January 2016) that the design o( CC roads. was prepared by Mal vi ya National 
Institute of Technology (MNIT)'., Jaipur. It was further stated that the roads 
executed under GGPS were bad1y damaged a11d hence provision of said items 
was taken in the technical estitnates. In respect of Rajakhera division, the 
Government stated (April 2016) that provision of these items was taken· to 
prepare the base for CC road. ! 

The reply of the State Goverrntjent was not convincing as inclusion of these 
items was against· the directionf .of the Government. No sutve~ reports,. in 
support of the roads badly damaged or other reasons were furnished by the 
Government/available in the recbrds. The contention of the State Government 
as regards the the design of the ¢c roads, prepared by the MNIT was also not 
convincing as it was for new alignment of road as per specifications of Indian 
Road Congress-62. 

! 

I 
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Ileidl t® 1lllJID.frun1!:1full expeJIBdli.11:uire l[])f ~ 1. 78 crore 

Paragraph 4.1 of guidelines of Pradhan Mantri Gram Sadak Yojna (PMGSY) 
provided that proper planning was imperative to achieve the objective of the 
programme in a systematic and cost effective manner. Paragraph 11.5 of the 
guidelines. also provided that in case the value of tenders received was above 
the estimates that had been cleared by the Ministry of Rural Development, the 
difference (tender premium) pooled for the entiFe District/State for works 
cleared in a phase/batch would be borne by the State Government. 

The State Government accorded (March 2013) s~nction of { 1.83 crore for 
construction of bituminous road from Indira Gandhi Nahar Project/General 
Reserve Engineering Force road to Bangrala km 010 to 9/055 under PMGSY. 
Technical estimate for the work was sanctioned (April 2013) by Public Works 
Department, (PWD), Zone, Bikaner for { 1.82 crore. The work was awarded 
(March 2014) at an estimated cost of { 2.46 crore and was stipulated to be 
completed by November 2014. Note below the work order·provided that the 
work was to be restricted up to the amount of administrative and financial 
sa:p.ction. As of October 2014, the contractor had executed the work in the 
length of 6.9 km (from 0/300 to 7/200 km) after incurring an expenditure. of 
{ 1. 78 crore. The remaining work in the length of 2.1 km could not be executed 
due topaucity of furids. 

Test check of the records of the Superintending Engineer (SE), PWD Circle, 
Bikaner revealed · that value of tenders received was above the estimate · 
sanctioned and additional funds were required to complete the remaining work. 
In; spite of repeated requests. (July 2014 onwards) IDY field officers, additional 
funds for completing the remaining work were not provided by the State 
Government. The Department finalized the incomplete work after incurring an 
expenditure of { 1.78 crore. 

Awarding of work above the administrative and financial sanction without 
proper funds arrangement resulted in failure to the work and non-fulfilment of 
the objective of road connectivity to that extent even after incurring an 
expenditure of { 1. 78 crore. 

The State Government accepted (March 2016) the facts and stated that the 
work was restricted up to the amount of sanction. issued. There was no 
provision in the guidelines for revised administrative and financial sanction. It 
was further stated (June 2016) that out of proposed 9 km road, construction 
was completed in 7 km and habitations on both sides of the road were 
be:hefitted. It was als9 stated that -saving of {5.00 lakh in package no. 
Rl-08-WB-10-01 would be used to construct gravel road in the remaining 
re~ch of 2 km. The reply was not convincing as technical report enclosed with 
the estimate provided that no habitation except Bangrala. was to be connected 
by this toad. Further, .. Construction of gravel road in the remaining reach of 
2 km would also not serve the purpose of providing all weather road . 
connect~vity to the habitation (Bangrala) as required under PMGSY guidelines. 

ss Package No. RJ-08-WB-10-01. 
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Chapter .JI!: Compliance Audit 

. I . . 
U nauthorftsed utilisatio_n _of fund

1

. s of~ 1. 72 crore sanctioned mmdeir Btlbt 
Finance Commission·, ····· 

I 

Rule 11 of General Financial andl Accounts Rules (GF&AR) provided that a 
controlling Officer should see that the funds. allotted to expending units. were 
expended. in public ,~interest and I upon objects for which the money was 
provided. ·· · ·· I . · · 

. I 
The Public Works Department (PWD), Rajasthan, Jaipur accorded (November 
2012) sanction of~ 1.78 crore for baintenance and renovation of eight roads56 

in Jodhput city under 13th Fina~ce Commission. As per the sanction, the 
expenditure was chargeable to the budget head 3054-Roads & Bridges - 04 
Dis~ct & Other Roads - 800 9the~ expenses - ~02) village r~a~s - (03) 
Mamtenance work on recommendat10n of 13th Fmance Comm1ss1on - 54 
Maintena~ce (Material). The Exebutive Engineer (EE), PWD City Division, 
Jodhpur issued (January 2013) wo~k order for~ 2.07 crore with scheduled date 
of completion as 5 July 2013. The ~ork was completed in December 2013 after 
incurring an expendjture of~ 1. 72 

1

crore. . . 

During scrutiny (January 2015) 9f records of EE, City Division, Jodhpur, it 
was observed that these roads weie urban -roads within the Jodhpur Municipal 
area. The funds sanctioned und~r 13th· Finance Commission under above 
mentioned budget head were mea~t for maintenance and renovation of village 
roads. As such, funds of ~ 1. 72 . crore utilised for maintenance of urban roads 
under 13th Finance Comlilission were diverted in contravention to the sanction 
issued. / 

The State Government stated (February 2016) that the work was executed as 
per th~ ~anction issued by the/ competent· authority under _13th Finance 
Comm1ss10n. The reply was not tenable as roads constructed were urban roads 
within the Municipal limit of J~dhpur City and· funds released under 13th 
Finance Commission were meant [only for the maintenance and renovation of 
village roads. . I . . . 

~~-~fmliY.~l~K~J~:?~~?~~tfiiil!e:~tr. 

Avojdable .expenditure of ~ ~.42 cirore incurred against the rule «Jif 
financial piropriety .on roads a~ready col!llstructedl five to :fifteen mmntl!n§ 
earlier I 

I 
Rule 10 of General Financial and Accounts Rules (GF&AR) provided that 
every Government servant incuding or authorising expenditure from public 
funds should be guided by high standards of financial propriety. Every 
Government servant should also e,nforce financial. order and stri9t economy at 
every step. He was expeded to(: exercise the ~ame vigilance 1n respect of 

I 
56 (1) Puri Tiraha to Bombay Motor CircleJ (2) Jalori gate circle to olyampic, (3) Jalori gate to Go! 

building and chopasni road,(4)Paota choniha to circuit house,(5) Ashuji ki piau to Mandore railway 
station, (6) BDO office Mandore to Gokulji ki piau, (7) Kayalana to chopasni area (8) Nagori gate to 
vidyashala road / 
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expenditure incurred from public money as a person of ordinary prudence 
wou ld exercise in respect of expenditure of his own money. 

The Chief Engineer (CE), Roads, Public Works Department (PWD), Rajasthan, 
Jaipur accorded (December 2014) sanction of~ 20.54 crore for executing 30 
CC roads in village portion under Gramin Gaurav Path Scheme (GGPS) in 
Jhalawar District. The work of construction of roads was awarded (December 
2014) for~ 16.76 crore which was scheduled to be completed by August 2015. 

Test check of records of Executive Engineer (EE), PWD, Divis ion, Thalawar 
revealed that out of 30 roads sanctioned, three roads57 had already been 
sanctioned and constructed 5 to 15 months earlier under other schemes. These 
roads were under guarantee period. Despite knowing this fact, these roads were 
again sanctioned under GGPS and completed in July 2015 after incurring an 
avoidable expenditure of~ 1.42 crore against the rule of financial propriety. 

The State Govenunent replied (June 2016) that these CC roads were not 
removed due to their being under guarantee period and instead of construction 
of these CC roads, new roads58 in village area had been constructed. 

The reply is not acceptab le as there was no administrative and financial 
sanction for the construction of new roads as intimated by the Department. The 
payments were made against the amount booked for the roads sanctioned under 
GGPS. This was irregular as in disguise of construction of sanctioned CC roads 
under GGPS, new roads were constructed for which no sanction ex isted. 

Forest Department 

j3.11 Non-recovery off 1.S2 crore 

I Non-recovery of cost of excavated material oft 1.52 crore 

A Memorandum of Understand ing (MoU) was entered (November 2009) 
between the Department of Road Transport and Highways, Gol and Public 
Works Department (PWD), Government of Raja than for rehabilitation and 
upgradation of existing two lane road, Gomati Chauraha-Udaipur section of 
National Highway-859 to four lane road. This work was awarded on Design, 

Build, Finance, Operate and Transfer basis. The cope of work included the 
provision of construction of 450 meter length tunnel at Chirva Ghat. 

As per MoU and an undertaking given by the user agency National Highways 
Authority of India, the muck including soi l and bard/soft rock ( 112230 cubic 
metre approximately) generated on account of tunnel excavation was to be 
used in the construction of road. The cost of the same was required to be 
deposited by the user agency before commencement of the work on demand of 
the Forest Department. 

Scrutiny of records (May 2015) at the office of the DCF (North), Udaipur 

di sclosed that the department did not raise the demand for recovery of cost of 
~ 1.52 crore60 (as per rates of BSR July 2013) of usable quantity of excavated 

57 
Dhabli se Gailani (t 0.48 crorc), Pidawa Rampuria via Kalyanpura ( t 0.45 crore), Osaw-Mathania 
( t 0.49 crore) 

~R Ln village Sangria, village Rampuria and in village Mathuria 
59 km 177/000 to km 260/100 
60 t 450 x 33669 cum (30 per cent of I 12230 cum) 
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. . I . 
material. The construction work qf the tunnel was completed (December 2015) 
at a cost of ~ 100. 83 crore. [ 

The DCF (North), Udaipur accepted (July 2015) the fact and raised (July 2015) 
the demand on NHAI, Udaipur, the recovery of which was awaited (October 
2016). 1 · 

I 

;~11~Jtli~1qil~ijlil€i(t'~q"jf;g~~¢f!i~~~f:f~n:~·::~~: 
! 

Non.,.smrirendler of GoveJrllll.memi:11: Ilallllidl costing ~ 9.12 crnJre 11:1(]) Revellll1ll!e 
Department res1ll!ltecll ].1m encrnJcllllment of t!:he faJIB.a:ll 

I 

I 
As per r_ule 324 ~2) of Genera~ ~inancial and Accounts Rules (GF&AR), any 
land which was m the possess10n of a Department for departmental use only 
and when any portion of the lahd assigned to it ceased to be required for 
departmental purposes, it should be surrendered to the Revenue Department. 

The non-agriculture land (471j17 bighas) acquired (1975-76) by Water 
Resources Department (WRD) fdr rehabilitation of residents of Galiacoat town 
of Dungarpur District. This land /was evacuated from the site of submergence 
of the Kadana Dam and was allotted to the evacuees free of cost. The whole 
process of rehabilitation was cmvpleted during the period from 1975 to 1980. 
Later on, after more than twenty eight years, the Executive Engineer (EE), 
Mahi Project; Sagwara informed (August 2008) Chief Engineer· (CE), Mahi 
P~oject, Banswara that a~er co~pletion of the process of rehabilit~tfon, 100 
bzghas surplus land costmg ~ 47.68 crore ha:d under the possesswn of the 
Water Resources Department. [ 

The, Revenue (Rehabilitation) Department and Finance (Revenue) Department 
issued (October 2009 and April 2~010) general directions to all Departments for 
transferring the surplus land to l~cal bodies for further allotment. The District 
Collector, Dungarpur and Sub-Divisional Officer, Sagwara further directed 
(January 2012 and May 2012) ! EE, Kadana Mahi Rehabilitation Division, 
Sagwara for demarcation and sutrender of surplus land to Tahsildar, Sagwara 
for transfer to local bodies for fufther allotment. EE, Sagwara took (May 2012) 
stock of surplus land and measur~d it as 76 bighas and 4 biswas which was 23 
bighas and 16 biswas less than th[ land measured in August 2008. 

During the State Government programme 'Prashashan Apke Dwar' (August 
2014), a public complaint was r~ceived about :encroachment on this fand and 
issuance of fake pattas by th

1

b officers of the WRD. ill various inter­
departmental correspondences, EE, Sagwara had accepted that due to shortage 
of staff and budget, it was diffidult to have a proper watch on land and there I . . 
were frequent cases of encroachµient. On directions of the District Collector, 
Dungarpur, EE proposed (Dec~mber 2014) to constitute a Departmental 
committee for examining the maher. No further action in this regard had been 
taken by the Department (April 2016). 

. I 
As the WRD was not in a posit~on to arrange watch and ward, therefore, the 
Government land should have been surrendered to the Revenue Department in 

• I • . . 

1980 itself soon after co~pleti~n of the process of Rehabilitation instead of 
.1· ·, ... -,. I 

. 

I . ! 
! 
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retaining it for three. decades without any use. This resulted in that 23 bighas 
and 16 biswas Government land costing {9.12 crore61 did not remain in the 
possession of the Department and had either been encroached or allotted by 
issuing fake pattas. 

The matter was referred (October 2015) to State Government, the reply was 
awaited (October 2016). · 

A voidablie expendit111l:re on price escalation of f 6.85 c:rore due to 
awarding of work before finalisation of technical estimates 

As per Rules 285 (b) and 348 (a) of Public Works Financial & Accounts Rules 
(PWF&AR), detailed technical estimates should be prepared and sanctioned 
after working out all technical details, completion of surveys, investigations 
and formulation of working drawings/designs. It was a fundamental rule that 
no work should be commenced unless a properly detailed design and estimate 
had been sanctioned. The Water Resource Department (WRD) had issued 
office orders/standing orders/circulars (May 2004 and June 2008) about 
preparation of estimates only after detailed geological investigations. 

The WRD, Zone, Kota issued (October 2007) technical sanction of 
{ 20.57 crore for construction of earthen dam, chute spillway, wing wall, 
training wall and head out sluice at Lhasi Medium frrigation Project in district 
Baran. This was further revised (September 2011) to { 47.64 crore. After 
tendering process, the work was allotted (January 2008) to a contractor for 
{ 24.14 crore and was scheduled to be completed by January 2011. An 
expenditure of { 56.02 crore was incurred till February 2016 and the work was 
in progress. 

. . 

Scrutiny of records at WRD, Chabra-II revealed that after conducting geo-
technical investigati6n (March 2007), Geological Survey of India (GSI) 
recommended that the foundation of spill way might be decided on the basis of 
permeability and geo-mechanical tests on sub-soil in the field as well as in the 
laboratory. 

The WRD allotted (August 2007) the soil investigation work to a private Soil 
Investigating firm 62 which conducted the investigation work between 
December 2007 and January 2008. The firm advised the WRD to get the 
foundation depth confirmed by Geotechnical Engineer/Geologist after 
excavation of foundation trenches. The Senior 'Geologist from GSI visited 
(March 2008) the site, and found calcareous decomposed sandstone which was 
dispersible and hence not a suitable foundation media under water charged 
condition. Considering the complex nature of soil strattim and adverse nature 
of foundation, Chief Engineer (CE), Investigation, Design and Research (IDR), 
WRD, Jaipur advised (April 2008) CE, WRD Zone, Kota to get the opinion of 
Central Water Commission (CWC), New Delhi. The CE, WRD, Zone Kota, 
referred (May 2008) the case to ewe, New Delhi.to investigate and suggest 
the remedial measures as well as to provide the design and drawing for the 

61 23.16 bigha xl7424 = 414691 square feet x ~ 220 (at the DLC rate effective from 
1 October 2014) 

62 
· M/s PNT Design (P) Limited, Kota. 
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I 

spillway. After detail~d investigatibns, visits and model testing, CWC finalised 
(June 2011) the drawing and desig* and thereafter the work was started. 

The awarding of work, without firlalisation of drawing, design and foundation 
strata of spillway and issuing of te!chnical sanction was in violation of the rule 
mentioned ibid. This had not only[ delayed the work for more than five years 
but also led to avoidable payment of price escalation of~ 6.85 crore to the 
contractor. · / · 

The State Government stated f CMar.ch 2016) that effective geological 
investigations were done before approval of drawing and design. It further 
added that geological investigatidn was always carried out ill a small area 

I 

which was representative of the large area. 

The reply was not tenable becaJse detailed technical estimates were to be 
prepared and sanctioned after ~orking ·out all technical details and after 
completion of surveys and investf gations as per rules mentioned ibid In the 
instant case, the work was awarded despite conclusive recommendations by 
GSI, Soil Investigation Firm andf IDR wing of the Department. It was also 
pertinent to .. mention that the State Level Empowered Standing Committee 
accorded revised sanction of wor~ subject to the condition that charge sheet of 

I • . 

responsible officers under Conduct Rule 16 be submitted to the Department of 
Personnel No action in this regard had been initiated (February 2016). 

JAIPUR, 
The 10 FEB 2017 

NEW DELHI, 
.The 17 FEB 2017 

. I 
i 

I
I (S.,ALOK) 

Accountant General 
(Econ~mk & Revenue Sector Audit), Rajasrrhan 

I 
I 

coJntersigned 

I 

IW 
I . (SHASHI ~T SHARMA) .· 

C
1
omptrnller and Auditor General of India 

I 
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Appendices 

''(Refer paragJaph 2.1.2.4; page 18) 
. I 

I 
);> Since the formation of territorial rul~s constituencies in Narmada project can not be 

according to rule 3 of 'Rajasthan Fatmers' Participation in Management of Irrigation 
Systems Act, 2000' as every 'diggi' hJs to have a WUA to manage distribution of water 
from the diggi, the territorial constituerlcy for a WUA will be one chak in which 'diggi' is 
. d I situate . . · I 

);> In addition at the primary level WUAs, there can be a committee of such WUAs of the 
entire village area where minimum ode representative of each WUA will be a member. 

I • 
This committee will look after the interrsts of all WUAs of the village and each WUA will 
act as a constituency of voters for th~s committee. Then there win be distributary and 
project committees with their already[ defined functions. The modalities for the rights, 
responsibilities and functioning of WU As and the village WUA committees wiU have to 
be worked out. I . • . . · · 

);> Rule 50 may have to be revised according to the pattern of water distribution in the 
project. Responsibility of pre-diggi w1ater course in this system will be initially of the 
Irrigation Department till the distributahr committees are constituted after which the M&R 
role upto distributary level could be ta~en by the distributary committee. 

);> A constant assistance from Irrigatiorl Department officials is recommend~d. Farmers 
opined that the department representdtive (AEN level) should be present in the WUA 
committee meetings. This will ensufe discipline in the organization. This will also 
facilitate funds collection and punishm~nt to defaulters. 

);> Representation of all castes in the WU)A management committee should be ensured. This 
is a suggestion that came from the farmers from the point of view of harmony: 

);> System of reward and punishment shJuld be introduced. There should be clear norms to 
I 

punish the defaulters. Rights of WlJA president and managing committee should be 
clearly defined in this respect. Reward and punishment can be ~ither in the form of cash 

. incentive or disincentive (penalty) or itl the forin of appreciation or deprivations. · 
);> A consultancy committee should be aJailable to the WUA office bearers for ~as and when 

needed' consultations of all nature. Th~ committee should have experts from various fields 
like irrigation, agriculture, environment, legal advisor and other related specialists. 

);> Capacity building of WUA is very idiportant to get results. Training of WUA officials 
should be made mandatory in every pr¢ject. · 

);> Clear norms for allocation of water s~ould be defined. Three type of suggestions· came 
forward during discussions. i 
a. Since the water is limited, all fabers big or small should get equal allocation of 

water. This is irilportant for social tiustice. 
b. In one round equal water can be! given and then the remaining water be distributed 

according to requirement. f . 

c. Water should be allotted on the basis of land size. 
);> As the number of women farmer is li~ited, there is a possibility that they are deprived of 

representation in WUA managementi committee. To ensure their representation as in 
Panchayatsystem, reservation for worµen farmers is recommended fo:i; inclusion in rules. 

);> Similarly, reservation for small farmers will give them proper ·deal. 
i 
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Aooendix 2.2 

(Refer paragraph no. 2.1.4.2; page 21) 

Details of cases in which time extension not desired or granted under clause 5 and action not taken under clause 2 of a2reement 

Sr. I Name of work 
No. 

EE Division-JV Sanchore 
1. I Execution of earthwork, single PCC block lining, 

pucca structure, diggies, pump room, sump well 
and boundary wall of Halibav Minor, sub-minor 
km 0 .000 to 7.600, Halibav "A" sub-minor km 
0.000 to 1.000 and "B" km 0.000 to 1.425 of 
taking from km 3.900 left from Yirawa minor. 

2. I Execution of earthwork, single PCC block lini11g, 
pucca structure, diggies, Pump room, sump well 
& different minors, sub-minors of Bbadrai Lift 
Distributary off-taking from 55.600 km and 
supp lying, jointing, testing and commissioning of 
distribution network. HDPE pipe wi th electrically 
operated motor with accessories on the minors, 
sub-minors of Arn iyali Lift Minor off-taking 
from 6.3 10 km. 

Stipulated date of 
commencement 

14.12.2012 

08.07.20 12 

3. Execution of earthwork, single PCC block lining, I 17.08.20 13 
pucca structure, diggies, pump room, sump well 
and suppl yi ng, jointing, testing and 
commissioning of distribution network. HDPE 
pipe with electrically operated motor on 
Sanawada Khurd minor off-taking from 
Dangariya minor km 0.050. 

Stipulated date 
of completion 

13. 12.20 13 

I 01.0 1.2014 

16.08.20 14 

74 

Status of Action taken by I Reasons of delay 
work Department 

Work In Provisiona l extension Standing of crop, 
progress granted by EE upto pem1ission sought for 

31.08.20 14, but not road cutting from 
sanctioned by GREF, land 
competent authority. compensation, ban on 

shift in of util ities. 
I Work In , -Extension proposed by Land acquisition, 

progress EE upto 30.09.2014 but standing of crops, 
not sanctioned by supply of materia l like 
competent authority. baj ri . 

Work m 
progress 



4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

EE Division-II Sanchore 
Supplying, laying, jointing, testing and I 08.08.2008 
commissioning of distribution network (main and 
sub-main) of HOPE pipes for semi permanent 
sprinkler system of command area of Ranoder 
minor of Ratoda Distributary 
Execution of earth work, pucca structure, pump 
well, sump well, diggies and Supplying, laying, 
jointing, testing and commiss ion ing of 
distribution net work (main and sub-main) of 
HDPE pipes with electrically operated motor 
with desired accessories on minor and sub-minors 
of Ratoda Distributary off taking from 44.225 of 
NMC including design ing and layout of 
mechanica l works on turnkey basis 
EE Division-I II Sancbore 
Supplying, laying, jointing, testing and 
commissioning of distribution net work of HDPE 
pipe with electricall y operated motor, desired 
accessories on different minors, sub-minors upto 
34.00 km of SLD off taking from 7.88 of NMC 
including design ing and lay out of mechanica l 
work on turnkey basis 
EE Div.-V Sanchore 
Execution of earth work, pucca structure, pump 
room, sump well , diggies and supplying, laying, 
jo inting, testing and commissioning of 
distribution net work of HOPE pipe w ith 
electricall y operated motor with desired 
accessories on Surachand minor and sub-minor 
of Bhimguda Distributary off taking from 74.400 
ofNMC 

08.07.2012 

17.03.2010 

04.03.2011 

07.12.2008 

07.0 1.2014 

17.03.20 12 

03.03.2012 
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Work 
abandoned 
by 
contractor 

Work 
progress 

Work 
progress 

Work 
progress 

Ill ' -

111 I Appl ied but 
sanctioned 
competent authority 

111 I Appl ied but 
sanctioned 
competent authority 

Appendices 

Contractor withheld 
the work but no action 
under clause 2 and 3 
(c) was taken. 

not I Standing of crops, 
by non-construction of 

pumping house of 
Choura system 
and non-electrification 
of pumping houses. 

not I Due to excess ram, 
by fields were filled with 

water. 
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8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Execution of earth work, single PCC block lining, 
pucca structure, pump room, sump well, diggies, 
boundary wall and suppl ying, laying, jointing, 
testing and commissioning of distribution net 
work of HOPE pipe with electrica lly operated 
motor with desired accessories on Pantail minor 
and other minors/sub minors of Panoriya Lift 
Distributary off taking from 5.375 of Bhimguda 
Distributary of NMC 
Execution of earth work, pucca structure, single 
PCC block lining, pump room, sump well , 
diggies, boundary wa ll and supplying, laying, 
jointing, testing and commissioning of 
distribution net work of HOPE p ipe with 
electrically operated motor with desired 
accessories on different minors/sub-minors of 
Panoriya Lift Distributary off taking from 5.375 
of Bhimguda Distributary ofNMC. 
Execution of earth work, single PCC block lining, 
pucca structure, pump room, sump well , diggies, 
boundary wall and supplyi ng, laying, jointing, 
testing and commissioning of distribution net 
work of HDPE pipe with electricity operated 
motor with desired accessories on system of 
Arwa, Ogata, Dudhwasan minor of Panoriya Lift 
Distributary off taking from 5.375 of Bhimguda 
Distributary including mechanical work 
Execution of earth work, single PCC block lining, 
pucca structure, pump room, sump well, diggies, 
boundary wall and supplying, laying, jointing, 
testing and commissioning of distribution net 
work of HOPE pipe of Bhakhasar minor of 

0l. l0.201 1 30.09.2013 

02.10.201 1 01.10.2013 

2 1.07.2012 20.01.2014 

19.07.2013 18.07.2014 
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Work 
progress 

Work 
progress 

Work 
progress 

Work 
progress 

m I Applied but 
sanctioned 
competent authority 

m I Applied but 
sanctioned 
competent authority 

m I Applied but 
sanctioned 
competent authority 

m I Applied but 
sanctioned 
competent authority 

not · -
by 

not · -
by 

not I Change in structure of 
by G REF road, court case 

regarding land 
acqu isition 
and standing of crops. 

not I Delay in payment of 
by compensation 

to farmers, 
standing of crops. 



Panoriya Lift . Distributary off taking from 
5.375(R) of Bhimguda Distributary of NMC 
including mechanical work 
EE Division-I NCP Sanchore 

12. I Supply, laying, jointing and commissioning of I 05.08.2007 
distribution network (mains and sub-mains) of 
HDPE pipe for semi-permanent sprinkler system 
of command -area of V ank · Distributary Chak 
VNK 3(R) Km 4.625 to Chak 5(L), Km 5.750 
Bhadwal minor Chak BHWl(L) to BHWlO(T) 
and new minor chak newl(L) to new5(T) total 
18 chaks ofNCP 

13. I Supply, laying, jointing and commissioning of I 28.12.2007 
_______ , ___ ,_distribution _network(mai_11s~nd _~!lb-majns)_ ot---·--

14. 

15. 

HDPE pipe for semi-permanent sprinkler system 
of command. area of Tsrol Dis tributary, Siwara 
minor chak SWD l(R) to SWD-8 and Paldi 
minor chak PLD-1 to PLD-7 of Narmada Canal 

Supply, laying, jointing and commissioning of I 31.07.2008 
distribution network(mains and sub-mains) of 
HDPE pipe for semi-permanent sprinkler system 
of command area ofisrol minor andJsrol 'A', 'B' 
& 'C' m.inor and. Isrol Distributary. on chak 1 to 
16 total ch-40 and 4886 ha of Isrol Distributary 
System of Narmada Canal. 
Supply, laying, jointing and commissioning of I 31.07.2008 
distribution ne~ork(mains and sub-mains) of 
HDPE pipe for semi-permanent sprinkler system 
of command area of Vank minor and Bhuwana 
minor and Vank Distributary, on chak VNK 6 to 

Appendices 

04.11.2007 Work in ) Time 
progress sanctioned 

extension I Standing . of crops, 
civil works not 
completed 

27.06.2008 Work in I EE recommended for 
_ 1 ________ 1_progre~ ___ withd~~-~ ___ of --~ork_ 1_ --·------- _ 

under clause 32 and 

30.01.2009 

30.01.2009 
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Work 
progress 

Work 
progress 

action to be taken u/c 
3(c) against c.ontractor 
on12.12.2011 but no 
action had yet been 
.taken · 

m I EE submitted time 
extension case to 
competent .. authority: 
Time extension had yet 
not· been sanctioned by 
competent authority. 

m I CE vide letter ·dated 
05.06.2014 sanctioned 
ex post facto time 
extension but work was 
still in progress 

Standing of . crops, 
electric connection on 
diggies not done. 

Standing of crops 
Civil work not 
completed in Vank 
Distributary 
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16. 

17. 

18. 

3 1 (R) total chak 49 and 4951.28 ha. of Yank 
Dis tributary System of Narmada Cana l 
Supply, erection, testing and commissioning of I 03. 12.201 2 
electrica lly operated motor w ith horizontal 
centrifugal mono block pump set including all 
necessary mechanica l and electrical accessories, 
control panel, filte rs on various diggies tota l 
no.8 1 and CCA 8278. 7 1 ha. on Bambi minor, 
Bawarla minor, Jetha minor, Lalji minor, Janvi 
minor off taking at km. 16.00 of NMC including 
designing on turnkey basis 
Supply, laying, j ointing and commiss ioning of I 2 1.02.20 l 0 
dis tribution net work (main and sub- mains) of 
HDPE pipe for semi-permanent sprinkler system 
and electrically operated motor with horizontal 
centrifugal mono block pumping set including a ll 
necessary mechanica l and electrical accessories, 
contro l pena l, fi lter etc. of command area of 
Akoda and Dhingpura minor of Ballera 
Distri butary of NMC including designing and 
layout on turnkey basis. 
Supply, layi ng, jointing and commissioning of I 2 1.02.20 l 0 
distribution net work (main and sub-mains) of HOPE 
pipe for semi-permanent sprinkler system and 
electrically operated motor with horizontal centrifugal 
mono block pumping set includ ing all necessary 
mechanical and electrical accessories, control penal, 
fi lter etc. of command area of Bandiya, Tail minor 
and Naldhar sub-minor of Ballera Distributary of 
NMC including designing and layout on turnkey 
basis. 

02.06.2012 

20.11.2010 

20.11.2010 
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Work 
progress 

W ork 
progress 

m I EE submitted time 
extension case to 
competent authority but 
not yet sanctioned 

m I EE submitted time 
extension upto 
3 1.03.201 2 but not yet 
sanctioned by 
competent authority 

EE submitted time 
extension up to 
3 1.3.201 2 but not yet 
sanctioned 

Election of WUAs not 
held, e lectric 
connecti on not done in 
diggies 

Civi l work not 
completed 

Civil work was not 
completed 



Appendices 

A endlx 3.1 

(Refer paragraph 3.1.2.3; page 32) 

Statement showing 

CETP Period of Total no. No.of No.of Parameters not 
samples of Tests samples samples fulfilled 
taken .•.. failed passed 

CETP-I, 3.8.2012 to 53 44 09 TSS,COD,BOD 
Pali 18.6.2015 
CETP-II, 3.8.20 12 to 60 51 09 TSS,COD,BOD 
Pali 9.1.20 16 
CETP-III, 3.8.20 12 to 59 49 10 TSS,COD,BOD 
Pali 8.9.20 15 
CETP-IV, 3.8.20 12 to 64 62 02 TSS,COD,BOD, 
Pali 9.1.20 16 Oil & Grease 
CETP-Vl, 8.9.201 5 to 04 04 00 TSS,COD,BOD 
Pali 9.1.20 16 
Total 240 210 30 
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Aeoendh3.2 

(Refer paragraph 3.6; page 63) 

Work-wise details of work orden Issued, expenditure incurred and price escalation oald to coutracton 

SL Name of work NameofFlrm Aareemeat Work Order No. Date of Stipulated Actual date of ·· Amount of Price 
No. No. commencement date of compledon work done escalation 

comoletion paid 
I. Cons truction of Lecture Theatre Mis Sayad Lukman 01/20 12-1 3 EE M/ JU/ 11 - 12/05 15.4.2012 14.01.2013 6.4.2015 1,27 ,62,605 2,02,116 

and Sons dated 5.04.2012 
2. Cons truction of PG hostel at M/s Anandi Lal 116/20 11-1 2 EE M/JU/ l 1- 8.4.2012 7. 10.201 3 Work in 10,38,02,343 8,87,6 13 

MDM Hospital Lalpuria 12/ 165 1 dated progress 
29.03.2012 

3. Construction of Emergency and M/s Anandi Lal 16/2011-12 EE M/PWO Med 15.9.20 11 14. 12.20 12 January 2016 8,83,35,737 13,26,003 
OPD Block at MG Hospital Lalpuria Dn JU/365 dated 

5.9.20 1 l 
4 . Construction of UG Boys Hostel Mis Jai Baba 117/20 11 - 12 EE M/PWD Med 9.4.2012 8.04.2013 25.8.20 15 2,73,56,888 3,23,007 

Building at MOM Hospital Construction Company On JU/ 1661 dated 
30.3.20 1 l 

5. Construction of Mother and Child M/s Neevn Infra. 09/20 11 - 12 EE M/PWD Med 18.7.20 11 17. 10.20 12 30.9.20 13 10,74,57,285 32,90,597 
wing at MDM Hospital Mumbai Dn JU/09/20 11 -12 
(Gynaecology OPD and 

PaediatricEmergency) -
6. Cons truction of Mother and Chi ld M/s Anandi Lal 10/20 11-12 EE M/PWD Med 18.7.20 1 l 17. 10.20 12 30.9.20 13 10,49, 13,92 1 29,88,875 

wing at MOM Hospital (OT, Lalpuria Dn JU/ 162 dated 
Common Nurses and Labour 8.7.20 1 l 
Room and two floor OT for three 
floors) 

7. Construction of Sankramak Rog M/s Fazlur Rehman 17/20 l l- 12 EE M/PWD Med 20.9.20 11 19.07.20 12 23. 12.20 13 6,20,79,366 11 ,73,880 
Sansthan at KN Chest Hospital , Dn JU/400 dated 
Jodhpur 10.9.20 1 l 

Total 1,01,92,09 1 
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""*tii··• ....... if·. ·'"''..,"''ffi'·i§w .. ,..#§# WWS· ;p;;.~~ "P ¥ ... s• 

executed 
Amount of work 
executed· 
Amount of work 
not executed 
Amountof · 
compensation · 

executed 
Amount of work 
executed 
Amount of work 
not executed 
Amount of 
compensation 

Work to be 
executed 
Amount of work . 
executed 
Amount of work · 
not executed 
Amount of 
compensation 

19,67,020 

49,176 

3,10,69,720 

1,04,51,335 

65,23,019 

39,28,316 

98,208 

I 
37,87,864 45,60,561. 

I 
21,22,198 34,58,438 

I' 1,06;110 2,59,383 

15,34,09,599 . 7,41,50,768 

41,77,614 

I 

3,13,321 

13,13,54,004 6,27,08,007 

j 1,17,47,452 I 1,91,41,118 
I 
11,96,06,552 4,35,66,889 

I 9,80, 328 .32,67,517 

I 
'Jf ®tall c@mpe!Dlsati.oim limited t® itenn per cent ®f W([J)JrJk ®nlleir . . . . I . . 

I 
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1,15,80,195 

41,55,970 

. 4,15,597 

8,42,08,722 

2;02,29,121. 

20,22,912 

8,36,10,676 

1,91,41,118. 

6,44,69,558 

64,46,957 

83?(f£].?@(f£f8 
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·:·c~~~!t~Et.i9iA:9f::~~:~9ys~'.ijifSt~l;~1J!l<U~g~1*,~;~~:~'T{ 
' 

Work to be executed 
Amount of work , 
executed: 
Amount of work not 
executed; 
Amount of 
compens<:1.tion 

Work to be executed 

Amount qf work '' · 
executed; . 
Amount of work not 

· ·executed • ·· 
Amount of· 
· compensa#on 

executed 
. Amount of work 

execute4 l ;; _ 
Amount of work not 
executed . 

40,90,756 
52,23,282 . 1,83,65,160 

61,79,373' 

4,63,453 

1,48,24,000 4,44,72,000 .. 8,89,45,000 

53;95,000 · 4,47,66,0dO 5,86,76,000 

94,29,000 . ' 3,02,69;000 

2,35,725 22,70,175 

2,03,69,981 4,06,02,525. 5,34,23,923 

30,86,584 3,39,54,295 

Amount of· · 1,54,329 · 25,46,572 
com ensation 

82·· 

3,27 ,26,045 
2;43,08,359 

. 84,17,686 

8,41,769 

11,85,93,000 

7,02,06,000 

4,83,87;000 

4~,38,700 

73,4141,(fi)@@ 

6;60,05,106 

5,04,99,185 

50,49,919 . 



l 

Amount of work 
executed 
Amount of work not 
executed 
Amount of 
com ensation 

10,14,337 

25,358 

2,63,78,910 

I 
1,44,20,736 

10,81,555 

1rotall com ensatioilll limJited to 1l:enl er cent of work 01rde1r 
• Girand Tofai of com' ell!lsation 

. . 

:·'-:: _.·_ -- --· . . . - . ~ ; . 

. . '.. .--

,o·' .: 

,33.· 

.· · Appendices 

2,44,68,847 

24,46,885 
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Comoensadon under clause 2 

~in lakh) 
Span Fint span up to Second up to Tbtrd .., ..... to 

"•~·· ·,.. 

.... '. ....... .,... 
6.11.2011 9.1.2012 14.12.2011 24.2.2812 21.1.2012 9.4 .. 12 it.i.a ·. ... ... ,r•12 .. . . 

Package 11-05 11-04 10-03 11-05 11 -04 10-03 11-05 J l-04 10-03 11-05 11-04 10-03 11 -05 11-04 10-03 

Work to be 17.97 17.00 78.73 53.9 1 50.99 157.96 107.8 1 10 1.99 177. 15 143.75 135.98 236.19 
executed 
Work - - - - 15.65 20.80 22.1 1 29.1 5 20.80 42.91 39.70 20.80 

executed 

Work not 17.97 17.00 78.73 53.9 1 35.34 137. 16 85.70 72.84 156.35 100.84 96.28 2 15.39 
executed 
Percentage of 2.5 2.5 5 5 7.5 7.5 10 10 
compensation 
Compensation 0.45 0.42 1.97 2.70 1.77 6.86 6.43 5.46 11.73 10.08 9.63 2 1.54 19.66 17.28 42.10 

Limited to ten per cent of Total work 14.38 13.60 23.62 

Grand Total 51.60 

Compensation under clause 3 
Name of Packa2e 11-05 11-04 UM3 Total 
Work not executed 103.51 92.10 198.94 
Difference of T.P in 32.05 36.75 25.72 
percentage 
Amount of compensation 33.17 33.85 51.17 118.19 
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!fu" ·?k'ri 

Merta City 

1. Nagaur 

I 

1. Rajakhera 

RJ-24-
03/5054/GGP/P/ 
2014-15 

RJ-24-. 
01/5054/GGP/P/ 
2014-15 

RJ-3-
02/5054/GGP/P/ 
2014-15 

. 

Appendices 
.. ,., '§ .•. nt,.,;;:;i:...., ·"~b·il di q; b• ·!63 1·~ s ~.,... ;#iii?i.D u.,,w 9 4 "'CO¥i£ -.P..--~•Ffoi9f'·5*'' 

1486.93@ 
~516.00 = 

~ 7,67,255.88 

I Less : Tender :Premium 

20621.64@ 
1~32.00= 

~6,59,892.00 
I 

I 

I 
Less : Tender Premium 

'foll:~Il 

3106.25 cum 6813.57 cum 

I @ . @N48.00= 
1~57.00 = ~30,52,479 

~l,77,056 

I Less : Tender Premium 
'fo11:an. 

IGmllllirll irofail 
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1402.777@ 
~1136.00 = 

~15,93,554.67 
. 1110.277@ 
~1193.00 = 

. ~13,24,560.46 

36,85,371.01 

22.87 per cent (-) . 
8,42,844.35 

28,42,527.@@ 

.5010.50@ 12329346 
~1136.00 = 

~56,91,928.00 
. 5010.50@ 
~1193.00 = 

~59,77,526.00 
16.71 per cent (-) 

2060234.00 
:rn2169U2.®@ 

4688.66 cum @ 9099737 
n252.oo= 
~58,70,202 

18.54 per cent 16,87,091 
741,Jl2,M16.0® 
2@5241285.@@ 
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APCCF Additional :Brinciple Chief Conservator of Forest 
ATR Action Takeh Report 

I B 
BJPNT Bhiwadi Jal!Pradushan Nivaran Trust 
BOD Biological Oxygen Demand 
BSR Basic Schedµle of Rates 

I c 
CAD Command Area Development 
CAG Com troHer\ and Auditor General of mdia 
cc Cement Coiicrete 
CCA Culturable Gommand Area 
CCF Chief Cons~rvator of Forest 
CE Chief Engineer 
CETP Common Ef:fluent Treatment Pfant. 
CM&HO ChiefMediqal and Health Officers 
COD Chemical O~ygen Demand 
cso Chief Scientific Officer 
ewe Central Wat~r Commission -

: ])I 
I 

DCB DugCumBpre 
DCF. . Deputy Conservator of Forest 
DPR Detailed Prdject Report 

I E 
E&M Consultant Engineering\ and Management Consultant. 
EE Executive Engineer 
ETP Effluent Tre~tment Plant 

I G 
GF&AR General Fin~ncial and Accounts Rules 
GGPS Gramin Gaurav Path Scheme 
Gol Governmen~ of India 
GoR Government of Rajasthan 
GSI Geofogical Survey of India 

I H 
HDPE High-Density Polyethylene 

I Ji 
IDR Investigation; Design and Research 
IMTI Irrigation Management and Training Institute 
IOC - Indian Oil c:orporation 

I J 
JICA Japan Intem~tional Cooperative Agency 
JPNT J odhpur Pratfushan Niwaran Trust · 

I 

' ' . 
1· 

I 
I 

' ' 
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Glossary 

M 
MAF Million Acre Feet 
MLD Million Litre Daily 
MMA Macro Management of Agriculture 
MNIT Mal vi ya National Institute of Technology 
MoD Minutes of Discussion 
MoEF Ministry of Environment and Forests 
MoU Memorandum of Understanding 

N 
NCP Nannada Canal Project 
NOC No Objection Certificate 
NGT National Green Tribunal 

p 

PCC Precast Cement Concrete 
PDRAct Public Demand Recovery Act 
PHED Public Health and Engineering Department 
PIA Project Implementing Agency 
PMGSY Pradhan Mantri Gram Sadak Y ojana 
PMU Project Management Unit 
PWD Public Works Department 
PWF&AR Public Works Financial and Accounts Rules 
PWPCTRF Pali Water Pollution Control Treatment and Research 

Foundation 
R 

RAJAMIIP Rajasthan Minor Irrigation Improvement Project 
RFPMIS Act Rajasthan Farmers' Participation lll Management of 

Irrigation Systems Act 
RKVY Rashtriya Krishj Vikas Y ojana 
RO Regional Office 
RS PCB Rajasthan State Pollution Control Board 
RSRDCC Rajasthan State Road Development Construction 

Corporation 
s 

SE Superintending Engineer 
SHG Self Help Group 
SLNA State Level Nodal Agency 
SSI Small Scale Industry 

T 
TSS Total Suspended Solids 

w 
WAPCOS Water and Power Consultancy Services Limited 
WDC Watershed Development Committee 
WDT Watershed Development Team 
WRD Water Resources Department 
WUA Water User Association 

z 
ZLD Zero Liquid Discharge 
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