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PREFACE 

Government commercial concerns, the accounts of which are subject to audit 
by the Comptroller and Auditor General or India (CAG), fall under the 
following categories: 

• Government co mpanies, 

• Statutory Corporation and 

• Departmentally managed commercia l undertakings. 

2. This Report deal s with the results o r audit of Government companies 
and Statutory Corporati on and has been prepared for submission to the 
Government of Tamil Nadu under Secti on 19-A of the Comptroller and 
Auditor General' s (Duties, Powers and Conditions of Service) Act, 197 1. as 
amended fro m time to time. 

3. Audit of the accounts of Government companies is conducted by the 
CAG under the provisions of Section 61 9 o f the Companies Act, 1956. 

4. Jn respect of Tamil Nadu Warehousing Corporatio n, which is a 
Statutory Corporation , CAG has the right to conduct the audit of its accounts 
in additi on to the audit conducted by the Chartered Accountant. appo inted by 
the State Government in consultation with the CAG. In re pect of Tamil Nadu 
Electricity Regulatory Commission, the C AG is the sole auditor. The Audit 
Report on the annual accounts of Tamil Nadu Electric ity Regulatory 
Commission is forwarded separately to the State Government. 

5. The cases mentioned in this Report are those, which came to notice in 
the course of audit during 201 2- 13 as we ll as those which came to notice in 
the earlier years but were not dealt with in the previous reports. Matters 
re lating to the period subseque nt to 201 2- 13 have also been inc luded, 
wherever necessary. 

6. Audit has been conducted in conformity with the Auditing Standards 
issued by the Co mptro ller and Auditor General of India. 

v 
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OVERVIE\V 

1 0\'er\'iew of Government Com anies and Statuton Cor orations 

AudiJ of Government Companies is governed by 
Section 619 of the Companies Act, 1956. The 
accounts of Govenmrent Co111panies are audiJed by 
Statutory AudiJors appoillted by the CAG. These 
accounts are also subject to supple111entary audiJ 
conducted by the CAG. AudiJ of Stahltory 
Corporatums is governed by their respective 
legislations. As 01t 31March2013, the State of Ta111il 
Nadu /rad 64 world11g PSUs (63 companies and 011e 
Statutory Corporation) and 13 11on-working PS Us (all 
companies), which employed 2.80 fakir employees. 
Tire State PSUs registered a turnover of r70,673.64 
crore as per their /aJest ft11alised accounts. Tlzis 
turnover was equal to 9.49 per cent of State's Gross 
Domestic Product indicating the important role 
played by State PSUs in the economy. The PSUs /rad 
accumu/aJed losses of r 38,233.61 crore as per their 
latest finalised accounts. 

Investment in PSUs 

As on 31 March 2013, tire i1tvestme11t (capital alld 
lollg tenll loans) i11 77 PSUs was r 83,235.55 crore. 
Power sector accounted for 92.23 per cent of total 
invesh11ent a11d Service sector 3.20 per cent i11 
2012-13. The Governmellt co11tributed r 13,917.89 
crore towards equity, loans and grants/subsidies 
duri11g 2012-13. 

Performance of PS Us 

As per latest finalised accou11ts, out of 64 working 
PSUs, 43 PSUs earned a profit of r6J5.29 crore 
a11d 19 PS Us incurred a loss of r 14,232.03 crore. 
The major contributors to profit were State 
Industries Promotion Corporation of Tamil Nadu 
Limited ( r 182.32 crore), Tamil Nadu Power 
Fi1Zance and Infrastructure Development 
Corporatio11 Limited (r95.72 crore), Tamil Nadu 
Newsprint and Papers Limited ( r 91.48 crore), 
Tamil Nadu Industrial lllveshne11t Corporatioll 
Limited ( r 35.04 crore) a11d TIDEL Park Limited 

' Clremiai ( r34.98 crore). In respect of Tamil Nadu 
Civil Supplies Corporatio11 Limited a11d Tamil 
Nadu Transmission Corporation Limited, the loss 

is compensated by the State Govemment and 
Tamil Nadu Generation and Distribution 
Corporation Limited, respectively. Heavy losses 
were incurred by Ta111il Nadu Generation and 
Distribution Corporatio11 Li111ited ( r 13,321.33 
crore) and all the eight State Transport 
Corporations ( r856.52 crore). 

AudiJ noticed various deficiencies in the fu11ctio11ing 
of PSUs. The Audit Reports of the CAG for the 
last three years (2010-2013) reflect losses to the 
extent of r 3,282.85 crore and infructuous 
investments of (216.96 crore by State PSUs. This 
could have been controlled with better 
111anagement. Tlrus, there is tremendous need and 
scope to improve tire functioning and enhance profits. 
Tlze PS Us can discharge their role better, if they are 
financially self-reliant. Greater professionalism and 
accountability in the fwrctioning of PSUs is also 
called for. 

Arrears in accounts and winding up 

21 worldng PSUs /rad arrears of 25 accounts as of 
30 September 2013, of which four accounts pertained 
to earlier years and the remainillg were 2012-13 
accounts. Tlzere were 13 non-working PSUs 
including two under liquidation. Tlie Government 
may expediJe closing down non-working companies 
for which closure/liquidation orders were already 
issued and for balance companies take appropriate 
actio11 after exercising due dilige11ce. 

Quality of accounts 

Tlie quality of accounts of PSUs needs improvemenJ. 
During the year, out of 64 accounts finalised, the 
Statutory Auditors of Government companies had 
given unqualified certificates for 34 accounts, 
qualified certificates for 29 accounts and 
disclaimer ill respect of one account. There were 
47 instances of non-complimrce with Accounting 
Standards. Reports of Statutory Audilors on intemal 
control of the companies indicated several weak 
areas. 

vii 
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2 Performance Audit relating to Go\'ernment Companies 

Performance Audit on the Augmentation of Thermal Generation Capacity of 
Tamil Nadu Generation and Distribution Corporation Limited 

Duri11g Xl Five Year Plan (2007-12), the State of Tamil 
Nadu pla1111ed capacity additio11 of 7,8()8 MW to meet the 
deficit of power. This included 3,270 MW of capacity 
additio11 by TANGEDCO of which 2,500 MW of power 
was proposed to be from four thermal projects. While the 
two thermal projects at North Che1111ai Thermal Power 
Statio11 Stage-II (2 X 600 MW) (NCTPP) and Mettur 
Thermal Power Station Stage-II/ (1 X 60() MW) (MTPP) 
hm•e already suffered time o~·ernm of 24 to 31 months, 
the balance project.~ were either not taken up or 
aba11do11ed midway. Co11seque11tly, the actual capacity 
addition of TANGEDCO by the e11d of March 2012 was 
011/y 112 MW which were from hyde/ a11d gas based 
power stations and increased to 712 M'H' due to 
completio11 of J1TPP in October 2013. To assess the 
efficiency and effectiveness of implementation of thermal 
projects, a Perfon11a11ce Audit was taken up from April to 
August 2013. 

Pre-impleme11tatio11 arrangement.~. p/an11ing and 
financial tie-ups 

• TANGEDCO did not formulate any pre-order criteria, 
for impleme11tatio11 of the project~ by laying down 
activity-wise schedules for each pre-order activity and 
took 28 months for finalising investment approml 
after getting administrative appro1•a/ for the projects. 

• TANGEDCO obtained coal linkage for all the three 
units whe11 their capacity was fixed as 500 MW each. 
After e11ha11ceme11t of capacity of the units to 600 MW 
each, it did 1101 obtain the enhanced coal linkage from 
Ministry of Coal, Go~·ernmenl of India implying that ii 
would hm·e to be dependent 011 imported coal for 
addilio11a/ capacity of JOO MW each for these u11its. 

Cost estimatio11 and project fi11a11cing 

• TANGEDCO did 11ot pass 011 the additional interest 
burden of f 58.68 crore to BllEL as per the 
contractual terms. 

• Ill respect of MTPP, arrangement of the project 
finance in two spells instead of in one spell led to 
avoidable interest burden off 33.16 crore. 

• TANGEDCO could 1101 avail interest rebate of f 36.J.I 
crore from Power Finance Corporalio11/Rural 
E/ectrificatio11 Corporatio11 due to tle/ay in completio11 
of the projects. 

1 ward of .-1m•ra. 1 \ 

• Award of contract for Unit-I of NCTPP to BHEIJ 
under Engineering, Procurement, Construction -c11m
Fi11a11ce basis by TANGEDCO deviated from the 
guidelines of National Electricity Plan (NEP), 20()7 
which did not allow arrangement of financing 
packages from the ma11ufach1rers/suppliers as it could 

vi ii 

reduce competition among the bidders. 
• TANGEDCO could 1101 avail the benefits of 

Mega Power Projects due lo award of NCTPP 
unit-I/ on nomination basis instead of under 
International Competitfre Bidding (/CB) route 
as required. 

Project management 

• There were delays up to 718 days in appro1•i11g 
the drawings furnished by the contractor of 
MTPP and delays of 12 and 22 months in 
furnishing the Project Authority Cert(ficale 
and Esse11tiality CertificaJe respectively, in 
respect of NCTPP which was essential for 
importing the equipment required for the 
project. 

• Ambiguity in tender specification regarding 
Railway siding led to stoppage of work from 
April 2010 to June 2012 and avoidable cost 
escalation of ~. 7 I crore. 

• The guidelines of Ministry of E11viro11me11t 
and Forests (MOEF) with regard to <.ero 
discharge outside the plant boundary were 11ot 
adhered lo. 

• Incorrect choice of installation of semi-wet 
bottom ash handling system instead of dry 
system would result in loss of revenue of 
f I 4. I 5 crore per a1111um. 

• Due to non-readiness of the ash handling 
system, the excessive usage of oil to generate 
steam led to additional expenditure of r 63. 71 
crore. 

Supporting sen-ices 

• Co11structio11 of the third dedicated coal berth 
at E1111ore Port was delayed and expected to be 
completed 011/y in 2015-16. The present 
contingency plan to operate coal berth of a 
private firm would result in additional 
expendihlre off 6.55 crore per annum. 

\ u11-adllere11ce to pollutin11 co11trol req111reme11t 

• Co11struclio11 of intake sea water c/101111e/ for 
NCTPP was completed without obtai11i11g the 
required permission from Coastal Regulatory 
Zone (CRZ)/Pollution Control Authorities. 

• /11stallatio11 of Efj1ue11t Treatment Plant 
required for segregation of oil waste was not 
completed as prescribed by the Tamil Nadu 
Pollutio11 Control Board (TN PCB). 



Conclusion 

• Delay of more than two years in completio11 of these 
projects was due to (i) pla1111i11g deficiencies such as 
not firming up the size of the projects and mode of 
executio11, non-synchronisation of water facility, etc., 
and (ii) delays i11 implementation 011 account of delay 
in approval of drawings, issue of Project Authority 
Certificate/Esse11tiality Certificate and stoppage of 
work for more than two years due to incorrect tender 
specifications for railway sidi11g etc. Delays i11 coal 
ha11dling and ash handli11g systems were also noticed. 

• The project monitoring was deficient as dedicated 
project monitoring team was not constituted as 
envisaged and the project monitoring information 
system included ill the scope of work of EPC 
co11tractors was not implemented till date (December 
2013). 

• Despite delays in project execution, TANGEDCO did 
11ot f r.x the responsibility for the delays either at its end 
or 011 the EPC contractors. 

3 Com Hance Audit Observations 

Overview 

• Due to delay in completion of thermal projects 
with a capacity of 1,800 MW, the State was 
deprived of TANGEDCO's own ge11eratio11 to 
the extent of 22,557 Million Units. This 
resulted in purchase of power from other 
costlier sources. 

Recommendatio11s 

TANGEDCO should: 
• have a plan for pre-order activities. 
• prepare accurate and realistic tender 

specifications. 
• comply with e11viro11me11tal norms for disposal 

of effluents. 
• expedite implementation of ash handling, coal 

handling and other supporting facilities for 
thermal projects and 

• continuously monitor the progress of projects 
to ensure timely completion. 

Audit observations inc luded in the Report highlight de fi cienc ies in the management of 
Public Sector Undertakings with sizeable fin anc ia l implications. Irregularities pointed out 
inc lude the fo llowing: 

Exte nsion of undue benefit of ~53.85 crore to three Information Techno logy (IT) 
companies. a private firm and contractors . 

(Paragraphs 3.2 to 3.5) 

Loss of ~283.84 crore due to purchase of power by TANGEDCO at higher rates in 
contravention of the Governmentffamil Nadu Electric ity Regulatory Commission's 
directives, incorrect interpretation of statutory provisions for effecting HT power supplies 
etc. 

(Paragraphs 3.7 to 3.14) 

Three State Transport Undertakings purchased On Board Units for tracking of buses 
without financial arrangement fo r the ir operati on resulting in blocking up of investment of 
~1.95 crore. 

(Paragraph 3.6) 

Some of the important Audit observations are given be low: 

IT Spec ific Special Economic Zone ventures taken up by E lectronics Corporation of 
Tamil Nadu Limited had defi ciencies such as absence of feas ibility studies and Detailed 
Project Reports, establi shment of two SEZs in unsuitable location of mining and rocky 
areas. Further, two SEZs were formed in the same ar ea without ascertaining market 
potentia l. Consequently, the Company could market only 37 per cent of the developed 
lands and 13 per cent of IT space to allottees after completion of six SEZs between March 
2010 and May 201 1. 

(Paragraph 3.1) 

ix 
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State lilllldlustries J?mmotfon Cm]Jll[])ll."atfon of Tamil Nadu Limited extended unintended 
benefit of Z43.27 crore by not· adopting current market rates in the allotments made to 
three IT companies. 

. (Paragraph 3.2) · 

Tll:JDEL Park Coiimbatl[])]re Liimftteirll and TIIC.IEL JBfo~lP'ark Limited paid interest free 
mobilisation advance of Z47.13 crore to private contractors in violation of Tamil Nadu 
Transparency in Tenders Act, 1998 and suffered interest loss of ~4.35 crore. 

(Paragmph 3.3)_ 

Tam.H Nachn Gelllleiratfon m.lld Distdbo.ntion Cm."poratim.Jl. Limited 

Purchased power from a private trader at higher rates in contravention of the directives of 
the State Government and Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission (TNERC) 
resulting in avoidable extra expenditure of ~254.05 crore. · 

(Paragraph 3. 7) 

Failed to explore the coal mine allotted for two of its upcoming thermal projects resulting 
in de-allocation of the coal blocks and loss of n 2.19 crore. 

(Paragraph 3.8) 

Failed to avail the entitled benefits of Clean Development Mechanism from the private 
power producers resulting in loss of revenue of ~ 11. 72 crore. 

(Paragmph 3.9) 
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CHAPTER- I 

1 Overview of State Public Sector Undertakin s 

Introduction 

1.1 The State Public Sector Undertakings (PSUs) consist of State 
Government Companies and Statutory Corporations. The State PSUs are 
established to carry out activities of commercial nature while keeping in view 
the welfare of people. In Tamil Nadu, PSUs occupy an important place in the 
State economy. The State PS Us registered a turnover of {70,673 .64 crore1 for 
201 2- 13 as per the latest finali sed accounts (September 20 13 ). This turnover 
was equal to 9.49 per cent of the State Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of 
{7,44,474 crore for 2012- 13. Major activities of the State PSUs are 
concentrated in Power, Transport and Other Service sectors. The working 
PS Us incu1Ted an aggregate loss of {13,616.74 crore as per the latest accounts 
finali sed (September 2013). They had 2.80 lakh2 employees as of 
31 March 2013. 

1.2 As on 31 March 20 13, there were 77 PSUs (76 companies and one 
Statutory Corporation) as per the details given below. Of these, two3 

companies were li sted on the stock exchange(s). 

Type of PS l 's Working PSl"s '.\on-\\orking PSl's4 Total 

Government Companies5 63 13 76 

Statutory Corporation 

Total 6~ 13 77 

1.3 Audit of Government Companies is governed by Section 619 of the 
Companies Act, 1956. According to Section 617, a Government Company is 
one in which not less than 5 l per cent of the paid up capital is held by 
Government(s). A Government Company includes its subsidiaries. Further, a 
Company in which 51 per cent of the paid up capital is held in any 
combinati on by Government(s). Government Companies and Corporations 
controlled by Government(s) is treated as if it were a Government Company 
(deemed Government Company) as per Section 619-B of the Companies Act. 

4 

14 companies finali sed their accoun ts for the years other than 2012- 13. 
As per the decai ls provided by 64 PS Us. 
Tami l Nadu Newsprin t and Papers Limited and Tamil Nadu Industrial Explosives 
Limited. 
Non-working PS Us are those which have ceased to can-yon their operations. 
Inc ludes 6 19-B companies. 

1 



Working PSUs 

Non-working PSUs 
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1.4 The accounts of the Stale Government Companies (as defined in 
Section 6 17 of the Companies Act, 1956) are audited by Statutory Auditors, 
who are appointed by the Comptroller and Auditor General of lndia (CAG) as 
per the provisions of Section 619(2) of the Companies Act. 1956. These 
accounts are also subject to supplementary audit conducted by the CAG as per 
the provisions of Section 619 of the Companie Act, 1956. 

1.5 Audit of the Statutory Corporation is governed by it respective 
legislation. CAG was the sole auditor for Tamil Nadu Electricity Board 
(TNEB) till its reorganisation (October 20 I 0) and trifurcation of TNEB into 
three companies l'i::. ., TNEB Limited, Tami l Nadu Generation and Di tribution 
Corporation Limited (TANGEDCO) and Tamil Nadu Transmis\ion 
Corporation Limited (TANTRANSCO). Al present, in Tamil Nadu, there is 
only one Statutory Corporation vi::.., Tamil Nadu Warehousing Corporation. 
Its Audit is conducted by Chartered Accountants and supplementary audit by 
the CAG in pursuance of the Stale Warehousing Corporation Act, 1962. 

lnYestment in State PSUs 

1.6 A on 31 March 20 13, investment (capital and long-term loans) in 77 
PSUs (including 619-B companies) was ~83,235.55 crore as per details given 
below: 

(~in crore) 

21.106.78 61.91!UJ4 83.024.82 7.61 7.6 1 83.032.43 

77.08 126.().1. 203 12 203.12 

Total 21,183.86 62,0.&.&.08 83,227.9.& 7.61 --- 7.61 83,235.55 

A summarised position of Government investment in the State PSUs is 
detailed in Annexure-1. 

1.7 As on 3 1 March 2013, 99.76 per cent of the total investment in the 
State PS Us. was in working PSUs and the remaining 0.24 per ce111 was in non
working PSUs. This total investment consisted of 25.46 per cent towards 
capital and 74.54 per cent in long-term loans. The investment has grown by 
322.36 per cent from ~19,707.42 crore in 2007-08 to ~83,235.55 crore in 
2012-13 due to huge loans availed by State Transport Undertakings and Power 
Companies from sources like banks and other financial institutions as shown 
in the graph below: 

2 
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The investment in power sector was the highest which had increased by 
409.24 per cent from ~ 1 5,075.2 1 crore in 2007-08 to ~76,768.47 crore in the 
year 20 12- 13 taki ng the share in the total investment fro m 76.50 per cent in 
2007-08 to 92.23 per cent in 2012- J 3. 

ud2etary outoo. orants/subsidies. ouarantees and loans 

1.9 Detai ls regarding budgetary outgo towards equity, loans, grants/ 
subsid ies, guarantees issued, loans written off, loans converted into equity and 
interest waived in respect of the State PSUs during the year are given in 
Annexure-3 . Summar ised details for three years ended 201 2- 13 are given 
below: 

(~in crore) 

Equity capital 
12 5,731 .34 12 1,556.98 13 885.50 

outgo from budget 

2 Loans gi\'en from 
5 Jl I. I l 7 1,647.41 3,261.00 

budget 

3 Grants/subsidy 
15 6,851.59 18 2.355.57 19 9.771.39 received 

5 Loans converted 
1.235 .13 

into equity 

6 Loans wriuen off 0.98 

7 lnteresl/pennl 
3 20 1.63 0.05 

interest written off 

8 Total waiver (6+7) 4 201.63 1.03 

9 Guarantee~ issued 4 86.05 3 4.003.69 6 28,67 1.09 

JO Guarantee 
12 5,94 1.77 12 9,72 1.89 11 16.95 1.26 commitment 

1.10 Details regarding budgetary outgo towards equity, loans and 
grants/subsidies fo r past six years are given in a graph below: 

These arc the actual number or Companies/Corporation. which have rece ived 
budgetary support in the form of equity. loan. subsidies and grants from the State 
Government during the respective years. 
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-+- Budgetary outgo towards Equity, Loans and Grants/Subsidies 

Budgetary support in respect of equity, loans and grants/subsidies showed an 
increasing trend from 2007-08 to 20 12- 13 mainly due to increase in equ ity and 
subsidy by the State Government over the years to electricity companies and 
Tamil Nadu Civil Supplies Corporation Limited. 

1.11 PSUs are liable to pay guarantee commission to the State Government 
upto 0.5 per cent of the amount of guarantee utilised by them on raising cash 
credi t from banks and loans from other sources including operating Letters of 
Credit. During the year 20 12- 13, guarantee commission of '{276.75 crore was 
payable by 11 PS Us. Out of thi s amount, '{276.0 I crore remained unpaid 
which included '{275.77 crore in re. pect of TANGEDCO. 

bsence of accurate fi ure for investment in PS Us 

1.12 Figures in respect of equity and guarantees outstanding as per records 
of the State PSUs should agree with that of the figures appearing in the 
Finance Accounts of the State. In case the figures do not agree, the concerned 
PSUs and the Finance Department should reconcil e the differences. T he 
position in this regard as at 3 1 March 2013 is stated below: 

(~ in crore) 

Outstanding in Amount as per Amount as per Difference 
respect of Finance Accounts records of PSUs 

Equity 10.740.40 I 1.740.07 999.67 

Guarantees 23,379.6 1 16,95 1.26 6.428.35 

1.13 Audit observed that the differences occurred in 11 PSUs and 6 PSUs in 
respect of equity and guarantees, respectively. Reconciliation of difference 
was pend ing since April 2004 in case of one PSU7

. The Principal Secretary to 
Government of Tamil Nadu, Finance Department was addressed (August 
20 13) and hi s attention was drawn to the need for reconciliation of figures in 

Tami l Nadu Sug&r Corporation Limited. 
s 
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Finance Account and a furnished by the companies in their respective 
accounts. The Government and PSUs may take concrete step to reconcile the 
differences in a time bound manner. 

Performance of PSUs 

1.14 Financial results of PSUs, financial pos1t1on and working results of 
working Statutory Corporation are detailed in Annexures 2, 5 and 6 
respectively. A ratio of PSUs' turnover to State GDP shows that PSUs' 
activities in the State economy is significant. The table below provides details 
of working PS Us' turnover vis-a-vis State GDP for the period 2008-13. 

(~ in crore) 

Particulars 2007-08 2008-09 2009-IO 2010-11 2011-12 2012-B 

Turnover8 38.040.09 42.534.33 47.578.39 55.193.64 65.8~.92 70,673.6-i 

State GDP 2,79.287 2,28.479 2.41. 122 5.47,267 6,39,025 7.44.474 

Percentage of 13.62 18.62 19.73 10.09 10.30 9.49 
turnover to Scace 
GDP 

(Figures of State GDP for 2012-13 are advance estimates reset with base year as 2004-05). 

QJ 
I.. 
0 
I.. 
<..; 

·= 
~ 

Turnover of PS Us has increased continuously from 2007-08 to 2012-13 and 
increased by 85.79 per cent in 2012-13 as compared to 2007-08. Percentage 
of PSUs' turnover to State GDP increased from 2007-08 to 
2009- 10 but declined thereafter upto 2012- 13. 

1.15 Losses incurred by working PSUs of the State during the period 
2008-13 as per their latest finalised accounts is given below: 

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 201 1- 12 20 12-13 

1000 

-1000 D D ..... 
-3000 

"l 
~ 
Ill .., 

..... 
-5000 N 

~ .., 
(62) ..... 

-7000 '? 

-9000 (64) ..... ..... 
.,; .., 

- 11000 ~ 

-13000 
Q 

'IJ 

(66) 
.., 
::? ..,. 

- 15000 -: ~ ..... .c <:i 
~ (67) c; ..,. 

(64) ' (64) -' 
CAggregate loss incurred during the year by working PSUs 

(Figures in brackets show the number of working PSUs in respective years) 

Turnover as per the latest finali ed accounts as of 30 September 201 3. 
6 



Chapter-I Overview of Government companies and Statutory corporation 

Working PSUs of the Sta te collectively incurred continuous losses from 
2007-08 to 201 2-1 3 which increased from ~ l ,3 59. 37 crore to ~ 1 3,6 1 6.74 crore 
during the same period though there is a marginal decrease in 201 2-13 as 
compared to the previous year 20 11- 12. 

As per the latest finalised accounts, out of 64 working PSUs, 43 PSUs earned 
a profit of ~615 . 29 crore and 19 PSUs incurred a loss of ~1 4,232.03 crore. In 
respect of Tamil Nadu Civil Supplies Corporation Limited, the entire deficit of 
income is compensated by the State Government in the form of subsidy. In 
respect of TANTRANSCO, the entire expenditure is reimbursed by 
TANGEDCO on actual basis till further orders of Tamil Nadu Electricity 
Regulatory Commission on determination of tariff for transmission charges. 

The accounts finalised as of 30 September 201 3 indicate that major 
contributors to profit were State Industries Promotion Corporation of Tamil 
Nadu Limited (~ 182.32 crore), Tamil Nadu Power Finance and Infrastructure 
Development Corporation Limited (~95 .72 crore), Tamil Nadu Newsprint and 
Papers Limited (~91.48 crore), Tamil Nadu Industrial Investment Corporation 
Limited (~3 5 .04 crore) and TIDEL Park Limited, Chennai (~34.98 crore). 
Heavy losses were incurred by Tamil Nadu Generation and Distribution 
Corporation Limited (~1 3,32 1. 33 crore) and all the eight9 State Transport 
Corporations (~85 6.52 crore). 

1.16 Losses of working PSUs are mainly attributable to defic iencies in 
financial management, planning, implementation of project, operations and 
monitoring. The Audit Reports of the CAG for the three years ending March 
201 3 refl ect losses to the extent of ~3,282.85 crore and infructuous 
investments of ~21 6.96 crore by State PSUs. This could have been controlled 
with better management. Year-wise details from Audi t Reports are stated 
below: 

(~in crore) 

Particulars 2010-11 2011-12 2012-U Total 

Nel loss 11 ,33 1.50 14.0 10.66 13,616.74 38,958.90 

Controllable losses as per 
1,322.42 1.343.99 6 16.44 3,282.85 

the CAG's Audit Report 

Infructuous investment 38.89 176.12 l.95 2 16.96 

1.17 The above losses pointed out in the Audit Reports of the CAG are 
based on test check of records of PSUs. The actual controllable losses would 
be much more. The PSUs can discharge their role better if they are fi nanciall y 
self-reliant. The above financial situation points towards a need for greater 
professionali sm and accountability in the functioning of PSUs. 

9 Serial Number 55 to 62 of Annexure-2. 
7 



Audit Report (Public Sector Undertakings) for the year ended 31 March 2013 

1.18 Some other key parameters pertaining to State PSUs are given below: 

(~in crore) 

Particulars 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 

Return on capital 
0.17 NTL10 NfL NrL NlL NIL 

Employed (per ce111} 

Debt 16,136.56 23,878.24 30,902.55 46,792.10 43,157.68 62,o+4.08 

Turnover 38,CM0.09 42,534.33 47,578.39 55.193.64 65.80-i.92 70.673.60 

Debt/tumO\er ratio 0.42: I 0.56:1 0.64:J 0.85:1 0.66:1 0.88:1 

Interest payments 1.582.58 2.059.37 3.397.17 4.436.43 5,808.14 6,649.97 

Accumulated lo&ses 9.32-k65 13.207.60 21,297.39 33,621.12 59,636.87 38.233.61 

(Above figures pertain to all PSUs except turnover which is for working PSUs). 

1.19 The State Government has not formulated a dividend policy for 
payment of minimum dividend. As per the finalised accounts as of 30 
September 2013, 43 State PSUs earned an aggregate profit of ~615.29 crore 
and 11 PSUs declared a total dividend of ~74.5 Jcrore. Of this, major 
contributors of the dividend were Tamil Nadu Newsprint and Papers Limited 
(~34.6 1 crore), State Industries Promotion Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited 
(~ 14.48 crore) and TIDEL Park Limited, Chennai (~ 13.20 crore) aggregating 
to ~62.29 crore, which worked out to 83.60 per cent of total dividend paid 
(n4.5 1 crore) during the year 2012-13. 

Arrears in finalisation of accounts 

1.20 Annual accounts of Companies are required to be finalised within six 
months from the end of the relevant financial year under Sections 166, 210, 
230, 619 and 619-B of the Companies Act, 1956. Similarly, in case of 
Statutory Corporations, the accounts are to be finalised, audited and presented 
to the Legislature as per the provisions of their respective Acts. The table 
below provides details of progress made by working PSUs in finalisation of 
accounts by September 2013. 

SL. Particulars 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 
No. 

J. Number of working PSUs 64 66 67 64 64 

2. Number of accounts 
54 61 63 67 64 finalised during the year 

3. Number of accounts in 
arrears 31 35 39 25 25 

4. Number of working PSUs 
20 19 26 21 21 with arrears in accounts 

5. Extent of arrears (years) I to 7 I to 8 I lo 9 I to 3 1 to 3 

1.21 In addition to the above, there were arrears in finalisation of accounts 
by non-working PSUs. Out of 13 non-working PSUs, two 11 PSUs had gone 

10 

II 
NIL indicates that Return on Capital Employed was negative during those years. 
Tamil Nadu Steels Limited and Tamil Nadu Magnesium and Marine Chemicals 
Limited. 

8 
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into liquidation. Tamil Nadu Goods Transport Corporation Limited and Tamil 
Nadu Institute of Information Technology Limited have submitted winding up 
proposals and hence their accounts are not considered due. Three12 

Companies have submitted their accounts for the year 2012-13 and six 13 PSUs 
are in arrears from one to eleven years. 

1.22 As of September 2013, the State Government has invested n7,161.93 
crore (Equity:~4,400.29 crore, Loans:~3,263.52 crore, Grants :~ 137.30 crore 
and Subsidy: ~9,360.82 crore) in l 1 PSUs (including one non-working PSU) 
during the years for which accounts have not been finali sed (Annexure-4) . In 
the absence of accounts and their audit, investments and expenditure incu1Ted 
cannot be vouchsafed. 

1.23 Administrative departments overseeing the activities of these entities 
have also to ensure that accounts are finalised and adopted by these PSUs 
within the prescribed period. The Principal Accountant General, Economic & 
Revenue Sector Audit, Tamil Nadu (PAG) has brought out the position of the 
arrears of accounts to the notice of the concerned administrative departments 
every quarter. Arrears in accounts were noticed in 21 working PSUs upto 
2012-13 . Their net worth could not be assessed in Audit. The matter was also 
brought to the notice of the Chief Secretary/Finance Secretary, Government of 
Tamil Nadu in the Apex Committee meeting held in April 2013 by the PAG. 

1.24 It is, therefore, recommended that Government should monitor and 
ensure timely finalisation of accounts with special focus on arrears and 
comply with the provisions of the Companies Act, 1956. 

Windin u of non-workin PSUs 

1.25 There were 13 non-working PSUs (all Companies) as on 3 1 March 
20 13. Liquidation process had commenced in two' PSUs. The number of 
non-working Companies at the end of each year during the past five years is 
given below: 

12 

13 

14 

companies 

Tamil Nadu Graphites Limited, State Engineering and Servicing Company of Tamil 
Nadu Limited and Tamil Nadu Sugarcane Farms Corporation Limited 
1. Tamil Nadu Agro Industries Development Corporation Limited, 2 . Tamil Nadu 
Poultry Development Corporation Limited. 3. Tamil Nadu Leather Development 
Corporation Limited, 4. Tamil Nadu Film Development Corporation Limited, 
5. Tamil Nadu State Construction Corporation Limited and 6.Southern Structurals 
Limited. 
Tamil Nadu Magnesium and Marine Chemicals Limited and Tamil Nadu Steels 
Limited. 

9 
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1.26 Details of closure stages in respect of 1315 non-working PSUs are given 
below: 

SI. No. Particulars Companies 

I. Liquidation by Court (liquidator appointed) 2 

2. Voluntary winding up 4 

3. Closure, i.e., closing orders/instructions issued but liquidation 
3 

process has nol yet started. 

4. Merger orders issued and pending implementation 2 

5. Others 2 

1.27 The process of voluntary winding up of companies under the 
Companies Act is much faster and needs to be pursued vigorously. However, 
there was delay in closure of these companies due to (i) non-settlement of 
disputed claims (Tamil Nadu Magnesium and Marine Chemicals Limited, 
Tamil Nadu Sugarcane Farms Corporation Limited and Tamil Nadu Steels 
Limited), (ii ) non-closure of accounts (Tamil Nadu Film Development 
Corporation Limited and Tamil Nadu Agro Industries Development 
Corporation Limited), (iii) decision pending from State Government on 
writing off proposals of the Government dues (Tamil Nadu Poultry 
Development Corporation Limited) and (iv) decision regarding merger 
pending with Registrar of Companies (Tamil Nadu Institute of Information 
Technology - TANITEC), with Ministry of Company Affairs (Tamil Nadu 
Graphites Limited). Tamil Nadu Goods Transport Corporation Limited which 
was under liquidation had been directed by the State Government to be 
merged with State Express Transport Corporation Limited for which the 
approval of Company Law Board was awaited. The Government may 
consider expediting closing down its non-working companies for which 
closure/liquidation orders have already been issued. As regards the remaining 
companies, the Government may take appropriate action after exercising due 
diligence. 

Adverse comments on the accounts and Internal Audit of PSUs 

1.28 Fifty six working companies forwarded their 63 accounts to PAG 
during 2012-13. The audit reports of statutory auditors and the 
ole/ upplementary audit of CAG indicate that the quality of maintenance of 

accounts needs to be improved substantia ll y. The details of aggregate money 
value of comments of Statutory Auditors and the CAG are given below: 

(~in crore) 

Decrease in profit 8 134.03 8 27.70 9 53.40 

Increase in profit 4 1.78 2 2.90 4 286.70 

15 As of 30 September 20 13. 
10 
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Increase in loss 10 89.56 14 8,704.64 12 9,117.30 

Decrease in loss 3 65.50 2 0.97 2 47.86 

Non-disclo~ure of 
2 

material facts 3 69.57 

Errors of classification 13.07 2 2.89 2 172.90 

1.29 During the year 2012-13, Statutory Auditors had g iven unqualified 
certificates for 34 accounts and qualified certificates for 29 accounts and 
disclaimer in respect of one Company. Compliance of the Accounting 
Standards (AS) by the companies remained poor. There were 47 instances of 
non-compliance with AS in 19 accounts during the year. 

1.30 Some of the imponant comments are stated be low: 

State Trallsport Undertakillgs (2012-13) 

• All the eight 16 STUs collectively did not provide for pension to the extent 
of ~8,792.40 crore on actuarial basis as mandated in AS- 15. 

State Express Transport Corporation Limited (2012-13) 

• The Company did not provide for penalty of ~ 13.64 crore towards non
payment of employees contribution (~ 11 4.34 crore) and its contribution 
(~54.57 crore) to Provident Fund Trust. 

Tamil Nadu Tea Plantation Corporation Limited (2012-13) 

• The Company did not provide for the additional contribution to the 
Gratuity Fund based on actuarial valuation as mandated in AS-15 
amounting to ~23.95 crore resulting in understatement of loss. 

Electronics Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited (2012-13) 

• The upfront lease rent (~279.5 8 crore) received for allotment of plots in 
Special Economic Zones was not treated as income resulting in 
understatement of profit and over statement of current liabilities and 
provisions. 

• Incorrect classification of the va lue of the saleable land as fixed assets 
instead of as stock-in-trade resulted in overstatement of fixed assets and 
understatement of current assets by ~ I 13.24 crore. 

Tamil Nadu Generation and Distribution Corporation Limited (2011-12) 

• 

16 

Non-provision of ~67. 79 crore payable to windmill generators towards cost 
of energy has resulted in understatement of Other Current Liabilities and 
the revenue de fic it by the same amount. 

MTC ({ 1,5 12.00 crore), TNSTC. Yillupuram ({ 1,346.00 crore), 
TNSTC. Coimbatore ({1,327.00 crore) , TNSTC, Kumbakonam ({I ,280.00 crore), 
TNSTC. Madurai ({ 1,039.00 crore). TNSTC. Tirunclveli ({830.00 crore). 
TNSTC. Salem ({788.00 crore) and SETC ({670.40 crore). 

11 
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• Non-provision of refunds for various power evacuation works had resulted 
in understatement of Other Current Liabilities as well as Net Prior Period 
Charges by ~ l 0.68 crore. 

• Revenue from sale of power is overstated by ~8.48 crore due to excess 
accounting of revenue in Chennai Electricity Distribution Circle (North), 
which also resulted in overstatement of Receivables by a similar amount. 

1.31 The lone Statutory Corporation 17 submitted its accounts for 2011 -12 to 
the PAG during the year 20 12- 13. Audit Report of Statutory Auditors and 
sole/supplementary audit of the CAG indicate that the quality of maintenance 
of accounts needed improvement. Details of aggregate money value of 
comments of Statutory Auditors and the CAG are given below: 

(~ in crore) 

Particulars 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 

No. of Amount No. of Amount No. of Amount 
accounts accounts accounts 

Decrease in profit I 2.64 --- --- I 3.55 

Increase in loss I 394.86 2 300.87 --- ---

Non-disclosure of 
1 12.75 

material facts 
--- --- --- ---

Errors of 
1 11.78 1 825.39 

classification --- ---

Correctness of 
balance exhibited in 
accounts not I 20,242.42 I 26,431 .93 --- ---
susceptible of 
verification 

1.32 Statutory Auditors (Chartered Accountants) are required to furnish a 
detailed report on various aspects including internal control/internal audit 
systems in the companies audited in accordance with the directions issued by 
the CAG under Section 6 19 (3) (a) of the Companies Act, 1956 and to identify 
areas which needed improvement. An illustrative li st of major comments of 
the Statutory Auditors on possible areas for improvement in the internal 
audit/internal control system in respect of 37 companies for the year 2011-12 
and 45 companies for the year 20 12- 13 is given below: 

The internal audit system needs to 
be strengthened to make it 
commensurate with the size and 
nature of the busi ness 

6 4 

17 Tamil Nadu Warehousing Corporation Limited. 
12 

IO, 11 , 18, 38, 
50 and 51 

6 , 11, 15 and 50 
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2. There was no internal audjt 
standards/manual/ guidelines 

2 2 24 and 38 2 and 39 prescribed by the companies for 
conduct of internal audi t 

3. Proper records showing full 
particulars including quantitative 

5 
11 , 18. 34, 50 

34 
details and location of fixed assets and 54 
were not maintained 

4. The existing system of monitoring 
recovery of dues needs to be 

6, 35, 52, 56, 58, 
strengthened by preparing age- 3 8 8. 10 and 60 

59, 60 and 62 
wise analysis of debtors and 
periodical monitoring 

5. Companies did not have any 5, 8, JO, 11 , 
2.5, 10, 11, 15, 

defined fraud policy 14, 23, 24, 26, 
22, 24, 25, 26, 30. 

18 18 31 , 34, 36, 38, 
32, 34, 36, 39, 40, 

40, 4J , 51 , 53, 
41 , 59 and 63 

54 and 63 

6. Companies have no IT 3, 4, 6, IO, ll , 
3, 4,6, Jl , 17, 22, 

stracegy/pJan 14, 28, 31, 32, 25, 28, 30, 32, 34, 
18 20 34, 38, 5 1, 54, 

35, 55,56. 57, 59, 
57,58,60,61 

60, 6 1, 62 and 63 
and 63 

7. Documentation of software 6, 12. 22, 34, 56, 
programs not available with the 7 

60 and 62 
companies 

8. Companies have not fixed 
minimum and maximum limits for 4 3 30, 32, 34 and 39 
maintenance of stores and spares 

9. Companies did not make ABC 
analysis for effective inventory 3 30, 36 and 39 
control. 

10. Companies did not evolve proper 2. 3. 4, 6, 28, 57, 
security policy for 8 

60 and 6J 
software/hardware 

11. There is no system of making a 
business plan, short term/long term 

3 6 3, 53 and 54 
3. 4, 22, 30 53 and 

and review the same vis-a-vis 63 
actual 

12. Companies did not have Vigilance 8, J4. 26, 3 l , I, 11 , 12, 22, 30. 
Department J l 13 32, 34, 38, 4J, 32, 34. 36, 39, 41 , 

51, 52 and 54 52, 53 and 63 

13. There is no Internal Audit System 2 18 and 25 

13 
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Recoveries at the instance of audi 

1.33 During the course of compliance audit in 2012- 13, recoveries of ~46.94 
crore were pointed out to TANGEDCO. Out of this, an amount of ~19.47 
crore (including ~I 8.25 crore pertaining to earlier years) was recovered during 
the year 2012-13. 

Disinvestment, Privatisation and Restructurin of PS Us 

1.34 There was no disinvestment, privati sation or restructuring of PS Us in 
the State during the year. 

Reforms in Power Sector 
Status of implementation of MOU between the State Government and the 
Central Government 

1.35 The State Government formed Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory 
Commission (TNERC) in March 1999 under the Electricity Regulatory 
Commissions Act, 1998, with the objective of rationalisation of electricity 
tariff, for advis ing in matters relating to e lectricity generation, transmission 
and distribution in the State and issue of licences. CAG, who is the Auditor 
for TNERC has issued Separate Audit Reports (SARs) upto 2012-13. The 
SARs upto 201 1-1 2 have been placed in the State Legislature. During 
20 12- 13, TNERC issued 16 tariff orders including one on determination of 
Tariff for Generation and Distribution of TANGEDCO. 

In pursuance of the decisions taken at the Chief Ministers' conference on 
Power Sector Reforms held in March 2001, a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) was signed in January 2002 between the Ministry of Power, 
Government of India and the Department of Energy, Government of Tamil 
Nadu as a joint commitment for implementation of the reform programme in 
the power sector with identified milestones. 

Commitments made in the MOU, except the fo llowing have been achieved as 
reported by TANGEDCO: 

Commitment as per \10L Targeted Status (as on 31 March 2013) 
completion 
schedule 

Reduction of Transmission December As per provisional accounts ofTANGEDCO for the 
and Distribution losses to 15 2003 year 2012-13, Transmission and Distribution losses 
per cent worked out to 20.95 per cent. 

I 00 per cent metering of all September All services except the agricultural and hut services 
consumers 2012 have been metered. The Government requested 

(September 2009) TNERC for extension of time for 
three years from I October 2009 for installation of 
meters in the agricultural and hut services. TNERC 
accepted Government· s request and approved for 
extension of time for three years upto 
l October 2012. As the time extension granted by 
TNERC for fixing of meters was expiring on 30 
September 2012. a petition was filed by 
T ANGEDCO before TNERC seeking extension of 
time of 25 months from I October 20 I 2. TNERC 

14 
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Commitment as per MOl1 Targeted Status (as on 31 \larch 2013 ) 
completion 
schedule 

vide its interim orders dated 27 February 20 13 
directed T ANGEDCO to furni sh Government 
response to the proposal. Response from the 
Government to TANGEDCO"s proposal is c;rill 
awaited (December 20 13). 

3. Current operations in March 2003 As per the accounts finalised for 20 J 1-12, 
distribution to reach break- TANGEDCO had incurred loss on'l3,32 l.33 crore. 
even 

4. Energy audit at 11 KV sub- January As on 3 1 March 2013, in I, I 02 feeders (out of l.587 
stations level 2002 feeders identified with loss of more than 10 per 

cent), the losses were brought down to below I 0 per 
ce11t. The reduction of losses in the balance 485 
feeders involve large capital works such as erection 
of sub-stations. 
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CHAPTER- II 

Performance Audit on the Augmentation of Thermal Generation Capacity 
of Tamil Nadu Generation and Distribution Corporation Limited 

Executive Summar\" 

During XI Five Year Pla11 (2007-12), the State of Tamil 
Nadu pla1111ed capacity additio11 of 7,808 MW to meet the 
deficit of power. This included 3,270 MW of capacity 
addition by TANGEDCO ofwhic/r 2,500 MW of power was 
proposed to be from four thermal projects. While tire two 
thermal projects at North Chennai Thermal Power Station 
Stage-JI (2 x 600 MW) (NCTPP) a11d Mettur Thermal 
Power Station Stage-JI/ (I X 600 MW) (MTPP) /rave 
already suffered time overrun of 24 to 31 mo11ths, tire 
bala11ce projects were either 11ot take11 up or aba11do11ed 
midway. Co11seque11tly, the actual capacity additio11 of 
TANGEDCO by the e11d of March 2012 was only 112 MW 
wlriclr were from hydel and gas based power stations a11d 
i11creased to 712 MW due to completion of MTPP i11 
October 2013. To assess tire efficie11cy a11d effective11ess of 
impleme11tatio11 of thermal projects, a Performa11ce Audit 
was take11 up from April to August 2013. 

Pre-implementation arra11geme11ts, planni11g and financial 
tie-ups 

• TANGEDCO did not formulate any pre-order criteria, 
for impleme11tation of the projects by layi11g down 
activity-wise schedules for each pre-order activity a11d 
took 28 mo11tlrs for fi11alising investment approval after 
getti11g administrative approval for the projects. 

• TANGEDCO obtained coal linkage for all the three 
units wlre11 their capacity was fixed as 500 MW each. 
After e11lrancement of capacity of tire units to 600 MW 
each, it did 11ot obtain the e11lra11ced coal li11kage from 
Mi11istry of Coal, Govemment of l11dia implying that it 
would have to be depende11t 011 imported coal for 
additional capacity of JOO MW each for these units. 

Cost estimation and project financi11g 

• TANGEDCO did not pass 011 tire additional interest 
burden of ( 58.68 crore to BHEL as per tire contractual 
tenns. 

• In respect of MTPP, arrangement of tire project fi11011ce 
in two spells instead of i11 one spell led to avoidable 
i11terest burden off 33.16 crore. 

• TANGEDCO could not avail interest rebate of f 36.14 
crore from Power Finance Corporation/Rural 
Electrification Corporation due to delay in completion 
of the projects. 

A ward of contracts 

• A ward of contract for Unit-I of NCTPP to BHEL under 
Engineering, Procurement, Constructio11-cum-Fina11ce 
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basis by TANGEDCO deviated from the 
guidelines of Natio11al Electricity Plan (NEP), 
2007 wlrich did not allow arrangement of 
financing packages from tire 
manufacturers/suppliers as it could reduce 
competition among tire bidders. 

• TANGEDCO could not avail the be11efits of 
Mega Power Projects due to award of NCTPP 
Unit-II on nominatio11 basis instead of 1111der 
International Competitive Bidding (ICB) route 
as required. 

Project ma11agement 

• There were delays up to 718 days in approvi11g 
tire drawings furnished by the co11tractor of 
MTPP and delays of 12 and 22 months in 
furnishing tire Project Authority Certificate 
and Essentiality Certificate respectively, in 
respect of NCTPP which was essential for 
importing the equipme11t required for the 
project. 

• Ambiguity i11 tender specification regarding 
Railway siding led to stoppage of work from 
April 2010 to June 2012 and avoidable cost 
escalation of ( 3. 7 I crore. 

• Tire guidelines of Mi11istry of Enviro11ment 
a11d Forests (MOEF) with regard to zero 
discharge outside tire p/a11t boundary were not 
adhered to. 

• Incorrect choice of i11stallation of semi-wet 
bottom ash handling system instead of dry 
system would result in loss of revenue of 
r 14.15 crore per amwm. 

• Due to 11on-readiness of the ash handling 
system, the excessive usage of oil to generate 
steam led to additio11al expenditure of ( 63. 7 I 
crore. 

Supporting sen•ices 

• Co11structio11 of tire third dedicated coal berth 
at Ennore Port was delayed and expected to be 
completed 011/y in 2015-16. Tire present 
conti11gency plan to operate coal berth of a 
private firm would result in additional 
expenditure of r 6.55 crore per ammm. 
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Von-adhere11c1' to pollutio11 control requirement 

• Co11struction of intake sea water chan11el for NCTPP 
was completed without obtaitling the required 
perm1ssron from Coastal Regulatory Zo11e 
(CRZ)/Pollutio11 Control Authorities. 

• Installation of Efjlue11t Treatment Plant required for 
segregation of oil waste was not completed as prescribed 
by the Tamil Nadu Pollution Control Board (TNPCB). 

Co11clusio11 

• Delay of more than two years in completion of these 
projects wa.~ due to (i) planning deficie11cies rnch as not 
firming up the size of the project.~ and mode of 
execution, non-synchro11isation of water facility, etc., 
and (ii) delays in implementation on accou11t of delay in 
approval of drawi11gs, issue of Project Authority 
Certificate/Essentiality Certificate and stoppage of work 
for more than two years due to incorrect lender 
specifications for railway siding etc. Dela}'S in coal 
handling a11d ash handling systems were also noticed. 

• The project monitoring was deficient as dedicated 
project monitoring team was not constituted as 
envisaged and the project monitoring information 
system included in the scope of work of EPC contractors 
was 11ot implemented till date (December 2013). 

Introduction 

Company profile 

• Despite delays in project execution, 
TANGEDCO did not frx the responsibility for 
the delays either at its e11d or 011 the EPC 
contractors. 

• Due to delay in completion of thermal projects 
with a capacity of 1,800 MW, the Stale was 
deprived of TANGEDCO's own generation to 
the extent of 22,557 Million Units. This 
resulted in purchase of power from other 
costlier sources. 

Recommendations 

TANGEDCO should: 
• have a plan for pre-order activities. 
• prepare accurate and realistic tender 

specifications. 
• comply with environmental norms for disposal 

of effluents. 
• expedite implementation of ash handling, coal 

handling and other supporti11g facilities for 
thermal projects and 

• continuously monitor the progress of projects 
to ensure timely completion. 

2.1 The Tamil Nadu Electricity Board (TNEB) was formed ( 1 July 1957) 
as a Statutory Corporation under the Electricity Supply Act, 1948 for carrying 
out the functions of Generation, Transmission and Distribution of electricity in 
the State. With a need to re-organise the State Electricity Boards as per the 
requirement of the Electricity Act, 2003, TNEB was re tructured (June 2009) 
into three new Companie viz .• TNEB Limited, the holdi ng company, its two 
subsidiaries viz., Tamil Nadu Generation and Distribution Corporation Limited 
(TANGEDCO) and Tami l Nadu Transmission Corporation Limited 
(TANTRANSCO). Whi le TANGEDCO is involved in generation and 
distribution of electricity within the State, T ANTRANSCO manages and 
controls the transmission of electricity and grid operations in Tamil Nadu. 
T ANGEDCO, which was incorporated on 1 December 2009. commenced its 
functions from 16 March 2010. 

TANGEDCO is under the administrative control of the Energy Department of 
the State Government. The management of TANGEDCO i vested in a Board 
of Directors (BOD) compri ing Chairman-cum-Managing Director (CMD), 
four full time Directors, a part time Director and three ex-officio Directors 
from the State Government. The day-to-day operations of T ANGEDCO are 
carried out by the CMD with the assistance of Director (Generation), Director 
(Distribution), Director (Projects) and Director (Finance). 

The financial position and working resu lts of TANGEDCO for the last five 
years upto 2012-13 are given in Annexure-7. Analysis of the financial 
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·~~:~::d w~~~:·:e~ul~·(::iion: for:·;::~:=~::"" -·-
(i) TANGEDC018 suffered huke losses in an the five years upto 2012-13 

with accumulated losses in~reasing from Z17,413.92 crore in 2008-09 
to Z38,480.48 crore during 2012-13. 

. I . 

(ii) The negative networth alsolincreased from Z7,623.43 crore in 2008-09 
to Z26,248.17 crore in 2012

1

-13. . 

(iii) As TANGEDCO was dependent on borrowed funds for meeting· the 
Capital and Revenue e~penditure, borrowings. increased from 
Z21,502.31 crore in 2008-09 to Z42,207.48 crore in 2012-13. 

(iv) The revenue deficit which las at Z7771.39 crore in 2008-09 increased 

(v) 

to Z. 13,321.33 crore in 2011

1

1_12 but the same decreased and remained at 
Zl 1,679.07 crore at the end of 2012-13. 

The revenue deficit was mainly on account of demand for power in the 
State being· met mainlytlrrdugh costlier external sources (ranging from 
59 to 68 per cent during Z008-13 as detailed in Allllllllexure-8) due to 

. . . I ' . 

inadequacy of TANGEDC<D's own generating capacity.· Further, there 
were increases in the cost bf all the input components, viz., fuel cost, 
employees cost, interest, fidance charges etc. 

·. I 
. . I . 

·Capacity addition programme of IANGEDCO 

2.2 The National Electricity Plan released by the Central Electricity 
Authority (CEA) in April 2007 aitned to provide access to· electricity for all 
households by 2012. As per the brojections made by the CEA in the 17th 
Electric Power Survey of India (published in March 2007), the estimated peak 
demand of energy in Tamil Nadu tly the end of 2011-12 was 14,224 MW. To 
meet this peak demand, a total installed capacity of atleast 17,780 MW19 was 
required. Against this requiremeJt, the total generating capacity within the 
State including the sources of ce~tral and private generating stations at the 
beginning of 2007-08 was 10,098 ~W. To meet the shortfall in power supply, 
capacity addition of 7,808 MW w~s planned in the State's XI Five Year Plan 

. (2007-12). This included capacity addition of 3,270 MW by TANGEDCO of 
which 2,500 MW capa~ity was planned . through thermal power stations. 
However, the actual capacity addition by the end of 2011-12 was a meagre 

I 

266 MW out of which TANGEDCO's share was only 112 MW which were 
from hydel . and gas based po+er stations. The capacity addition of 
TANGEDCO increased to 712 MW after commissioning of 600 MW Mettur 
Thermal Power Project (MTPP) i~ October 2013. Thus, the actual capacity 
addition was far less than the tequirement. A table indicating projects 

I . 

.identified for capacity addition by 'if ANGEDCO during the XI Plan Period and 
the actual addition is given in Abllllex1l.llre-9. As a consequence, the power 
deficit which was 1,826 MUs at thb close of 2007-08 increased to 16,141MUs 
in 2012-13. As estimated by CEA.I the deficit would further increase to 26,442 

I 

. I . 
The entity is referred to as 'QIBB upto 31 October 2010 and as TANGEDCO 
thereafter. I 
At 80 per cent Plant Load Factbr (PLF) as per Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulat~ry 
Conunission's (TNERC) norms. I · ·. · 
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MUs by the end of201 3- 14. 

udit Framewor 

Scope and methodology of Audit 

2.3 During the XI Plan period of 2007- 12, TANGEDCO planned to take 
up four thermal projects of 2,500 MW capacity, but actually took up only two 
thermal projects viz.., North Chennai Thermal Power Project Stage-II (2 X 600 
MW) (NCTPP) and MTPP Stage-III (600 MW). The contract for Unit-I of 
NCTPP (600 MW) was awarded (January 2008) to the sole bidder viz., Mis 
BHEL selected through Internati onal Competitive Biddi ng (ICB) for 
Engineering, Procurement, Commissioning (EPC)-cum-Finance contract for a 
price of ~2,475 crore. Subsequently, TANGEDCO also awarded (June 2008) 
the contract for Unit-II of NCTPP (600 MW) to BHEL on nominati on ba is 
for a price of ~2.1 75 crore considering the sav ings in time in execution of the 
project and the benefits of common pares for both the projects. The contract 
for MTPP (600 MW) was awarded (June 2008) to Mis BGR Energy Systems 
(BGR) selected through the ICB route for EPC contract for a price of 
~3, I 00.06 crore. All the three contracts had a duration of 39 months. The 
stages of implementation of the projects are given below: 

Activit~'/l\1ilestone NCTPP Unit-I NCTPP Unit-II MTPP 

Date of approval b) BOD December 2005 June 2008 June 2006 

-
Date of award of the January 2008 June 2008 June 2008 
conLract 

Scheduled date of May 20 11 November 20 11 September 20 I I 
completion 

Stages of completion by the On tria l run from On trial run from Commercial 
end o f December 2013 July 2013 December 2012 operation achie\ ed 

in October 20 13 
- -

Anticipated date of January 2014 January 20 14 ---
completion 

Time overrun with reference 3 1 months 25 months 24 month~ 
to the actual/anticipated date 
o f completion 

Approved co~t of the project 3.095.29 2.7 18.75 3,550.04 
(~ incrore) 
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Activity/r.lilestone NCTPP Unit-I NCTPP Unit-II J\1TPP 

Latest revised cost('{ in crore) 3,552.38 2,813.58 3,550.04 

Increase in cost excluding 457.09 94.83 Nil20 

Interest During Construction 
('{ in crore) 

From the above table, it could be seen that MTPP achieved the commercial 
operation in October 2013 and the two units of NCTPP were under trial run 
from December 2012 (Unit-II) and July 2013 (Unit-I). The projects have 
already suffered time over run of more than two years and the cost of the 
project increased by ~551.92 crore. Jn addition, the Interest During 
Construction (IDC) borne by TANGEDCO increased from the estimated level 
of~ I, I I 0.22 crore to~ 1,690.8 1 crore as of March 2013. 

Apart from the above, TANGEDCO planned capacity addition of J ,500 MW 
through two thermal projects at Ennore Thermal Power Station (ETPS) 
expansion and Tuticorin Thermal Power Station (TIPS) Expansion. 
TANGEDCO also entered into a Joint-Venture Agreement (JV A) with BHEL 
and formed (December 2008) a JV company "Udangudi Power Corporation 
Limited". However, these thermal projects did not materialise and the JV A 
with BHEL was terminated (March 20 13). As the planned increase in own 
generation of TANGEDCO was mainly from the thermal projects at NCTPP 
and MTPP, audit took up the Performance Audit of three units of these two 
thermal power projects from April to August 20 13. 

The Performance Audit covered the areas of Planning and Financial 
arrangement, Award of contracts, Project Implementation and Monitoring by 
TANGEDCO. The audit methodology involved scrutiny of planning files and 
policy decisions at the Government level and the Headquarters office of 
T ANGEDCO and scrutiny of records at the project offices at NCTPP and 
MTPP. The audit methodology consisted of explaining the audit objectives, 
criteria, scope etc., to the Management in an Entry Conference held on 3 April 
2013, interaction with the personnel of audited entity and analysis of data with 
reference to audit criteria and issue of draft Performance Audit report to the 
Management. 

~m Rtu Mftl tiM 
2.4 

• 

• 

• 

The objectives of Performance Audit were to assess whether: 

plans for capacity addition were formulated considering demand forecast 
of power and were in line with National/State Policy; 

contractors for executing the projects were selected as per laid down 
policies and were awarded at the best competitive rates; 

projects/contracts were managed efficiently and effectively at all stages; 

Revised cost does not include the following pending additional claims totalling 
'{120.03 crore, vi::.., site grading - '{17.46 crore, auxiliary steam works - '{2.73 crore, 
Foreign exchange variation - '{80 crore. additional cost of generation for extended 
trial run period - '{5.19 crore and railway siding work - '{ 14.65 crore. 
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• adequate monitoring mechanism and Management Information System 
existed to monitor activities at all levels. 

Audit Criteria 

2.5 Audit criteria were sourced from the following: 

• National Electricity Policy, National Electricity Plan, CEA guidelines; 

• Regulations/Orders of Central Electricity Regulatory Commission (CERC) 
and Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission (TNERC); 

• Acts relating to Environmental laws; 

• Standard procedure for award of contracts; 

• Minutes of Meetings of BOD and committees of TANGEDCO. 

Audit Findin s 

2.6 The audit findings were reported to TANGEDCO and the Government 
in October 2013 and discussed in the Exit Conference held on 3 December 
2013. The Exit Conference was attended by the CMD, Director (Projects) and 
Director (Finance) of TANGEDCO. The Government replied to the Audit 
findings on 2 December 2013. The views expressed by TANGEDCO in the 
Exit Conference and the reply of the Government were considered while 
finalising the Performance Audit Report. Audit findings are discussed under 
four headings viz., Planning and financial tie-up, Award of contracts, Project 
implementation and Project monitoring. 

Plannin and financial tie-u s 

Delay in Pre-order activities 

2.7 Timely completion of pre-order act1v1t1es, ;.e., from project 
conceptualisation upto issue of work orders ensures that the projects are 
completed as scheduled. Audit noticed that TANGEDCO did not formulate 
any pre-order criteria, laying down activity wise schedules for each pre-order 
activity and took 28 months for finalising investment approval after getting 
administrative approval for the ongoing projects (Annexure-10). Audit 
analysis of the time overrun revealed the following: 

Non-adherence of Central Electricity Authority's guidelines 

2.8 As per the existing guidelines (March 2005) of the CEA, generating 
companies may invite bids under International Competitive Bidding (ICB) 
specifying a range of the unit size such as (500 plus 20 per cent) MW instead 
of specifying the unit size as 500 MW to get competitive bids from large 
number of manufacturers. The CEA's guidelines further stipulated that inputs 
like coal and water needs to be tied up and environmental clearance obtained 
for the maximum size of the project specified in the range. 

Audit noticed that TANGEDCO was not aware of CEA's guidelines when it 
approved the proposal (December 2005/June 2006) to execute the 
I X 500 MW NCTPP (Stage-II) and MTPP Stage-III under EPC contract. It 
became aware of the CEA's guidelines only in February 2007 and adopted the 
same for enhancement of the plant capacity of both the projects to (500 MW 
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plus 20 per cent) in February/October 2007, Thereafter, the contracts for 600 
MW projects were finalised during IJanuary/June 2008. Thus, failure to adhere 
to CEA's guidelines on size of thelthermal projects led to an avoidable dday 
of more than one year to decide the capacity and mode of execution of the 
projects. Further, TANGEDCO di~ not arrange coal linkage and finance for 

. I . 
the maximum enhanced capacity of 600 MW initially as per the guidelines of 
CEA which led to short fall in a,rra~gement of indigenous coal and additional 
financial commitment for MTPP I which are discussed in the subsequent 

I . . 
paragraphs. I . . 

The Government replied (Decemb~r 2013) that considering the major issues 
like environmental clearance, coal Iiinkage, commitment for water supply, etc., 
time taken for these pre-order activities was found reasonable. The fact, 

. however, remained that after the project was approved by T ANGEDCO in 
December 2005 and June 2006, the size of the project was firmed up only in 

. . . I . . 
· February/October 2007. The delay was attributable to TANGEDCO's 

indecision about the size of th~ project and hence was unreasonable. 
Moreov~r, as per the ~-i~elines I.of CEA, TAN~JEDC? was requ~ed to 
arrange mfrastructure facihties required for the maximum size of the project. 

. . I . 
· Non-synchronisation of water facility . . 

2.9 TANGEDCO had permissidn from Public Works Department (PWD) 
. for drawal of 76 cusecs of water tfom river Cauvery for the existing Mettur 

Thermal Power Station (MTPS). 9ut of this permitted quantity, MTPS had 
been drawing water to the extent ofi'43 cusecs from September 1981 onwards. 
Subsequently, the Government adcorded permission (November 2006) to 
TANGEDCO to utilise the balancb quantity of 33 cusecs for the proposed 
MTPP. Even though permission ofjPWD was to be obtained by TANGEDCO 
for construction of a leading channel for drawal of water exclusively for 
MTPP, TANGEDC~ included ~h~ f'ork of c~nstructio~ o~ lea~ing channelin 
the scope of BGR without obtammg the reqmred penmssion from PWD. As 
per schedule, the work was to be completed by BGR by January 2010. 

fa the meantime, TANGEDCO beJme liable to pay arrears of ~14.46 crore to 
I , 

PWD from May 1991 to March 2008 due to revision of royalty charges for 
drawal of water from ~60 to ~sd1o per 1,000 m3 from May 199L Non~ 
payment of arrears of royalty chargys became a bottleneck as PWD authorities 
refused (July 2011) permission to BGR to carry out the leading channel work 
in the PWD's permitted area near river Cauvery. Consequently, the work was 
stopped between, July 2011 and I May 2012 by BGR and was resumed 
thereafter after a:n amicable set9ement for payment of the arrears in · 
instalments was reached (April 2012). Though the commercial operation of 

. I , 

MTPP commenced by October 2013, the construction of leading channel work 
was completed only upto 30 per tent by that time' which implied that the 
dedicated water supply for the plan~ has not been arranged till date (December 
2013). .. . I . 

The Government replied (Decembeli 2013) that though the site for construction 
ofraw water intake was handed ovbr to BGR in·June 2008, the methodology 
and drawings for water channel was' submitted by them only in May20U, i.e., 
after a delay of 35 months. D~ring the exit conference, the CMD of · 
TANGEDCO stated that the abovJ work was not a critical activity. These . , .··. I . 
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I 
I 

replies were not convincing because. the dispute on settlement of water dues 
w~th PWD was pending from June 2008 onwards. Without resolving the 

I . . . . . 

di$pute with PWD independently, TANGEDCO shifted the responsibility of 
obtaining permission for drawal of water to BGR which led to over all delay 

I . . 

of;four years. · . 

D~tailed Project Report (DPR) 
i 

2.10 Preparation of accurate DPR is a critical activity in planning new 
prpjects. Audit noticed that T ANGEDCO ·awarded (September · 2006) 
preparation of DPR of both the projects with capacity of 500 MW each. After 
en;hancement of the project size from 500 to 600 MW and after issue· of Letter 
of\ Acceptance for· both· the projects between January and June 2008, · 
TANGEDCO prepared the revised DPRs (between March and July 2008) to 

· suit the requirements .of 600 .MW power projeds. 

A~· per the guidelines (April 1992) of Planning Commission, GOI for 
I . 

pr~paration of feasibility reports for power projects, the DPR was to be 
prbpared before tendering/contracting of projects. However, Audit noticed 
th~t in respect of MTPP, the DPR was prepared (May 2008) after receipt of 
biµs (March 2008) and that specifications given in the DPR were matching a 
bidder's quotation. . To iUustrate, the technical parameters for the major 
equipments, mentioned in the revised DPRs, was the· same as quoted·. by a 
bidder and the make arid model of steam generator, steam· turbine mentioned 
by a bidder were also tallying with the make and model mentioned in the 
DPR. ·This indicated.that the DPR did not assess independently the technical 
reguirements for the project before tendering as envisaged by the Planning 
Commission. · · 

Due to delay in preparation of revised DPR for the 600 MW MTPP, finance 
for the project was arranged from Power Finance Corporation (PFC) in two 
instalments instead of in one instalment as discussed in detail vide I . . 
P¥agraph 2.14. 

I 

Coal linkage 
I 

2.!n Coal requirement for the thermal projects is allotted by the Ministry of 
q)al (MOC), GOI through the Letter of Assurance (LOA) for coal linkage· 
b4sed on the implementing agency's applications, As per the conditions of 
LpA, the implementing agency should achieve the critical milestones 
mentioned in the LOA within 24 months Of its issue, failure of which would 
attract furnishing of additional commitment guarantee. This LOA was to be 
fqllowed by a Fuel Supply Agreement. (FSA) between the implementing 
agency and MOC after achievement of an the milestones mentioned in the 
LpA or based on an assurance by the implementing agency to achieve the 
Commercial Operation Date (COD} within the. stipulated time. · Failure to 
aqhleve COD would attract imposition of penalty by MOC. · · 
• I 

B~sed on the approval of MOC (December 2006) for coal linkage for both the 
pr;ojects from Mahanadi Coalfields Limited (MCL) at the rate of 2.31 million 
MT per annum, MCL issued LOA (October 2010)21

. 
i 

MCL issued LOA in March 2007. and modified the same in October 2010 consequent 
on enhancement of plant capacity to 600 MW for both the projects. 
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Audit observed that: I 

(i) As per commitment given ih FSA in respect of MTPP, COD should be 
I . . 

achieved by the end of December '.2012. Similarly in respect of NCTPP Units 
I 

K & H; COD should be achieved by the end of June 2013 and August 2013 
respectively. As COD for MTJPP lwas not achieved till September 2013 and 
for NCTPP Unit-K & U tiU DecemJder 2013, the liability towards penalty as per 
the conditions of LOA has already kccnied to the tune of ~2.78 crore22

. 

The Government replied (Decembbr 2013) that s:i.nce the COD of MTPP was 
. I . 

achieved on 12 October 2013 and lwas expected for NCTPP in January 2014, 
the penalty may not be finally levied. The fact was that the accrual of penalty 
for non-achieving the COD was a~ per the terms of FSA, whereas the waiver 
is at the discretion of MOC which+ yet to be made (December 2013). 

(ii) The FSA between TANGEDCO and MCL was signed in December 
2012. As per CEA's guidelines oflMarch 2005, the implementing agency had 
to arrange the coal linkage requir

1

ed for the maximum plant capacity, even 
before tender finalisation. However, TANGEDCO had initially obtained 
(March 2007) coal linkage of 2.31 billion MT per annum for 500 MW project 
and sought (July 2008) for additiohal linkage for 100 MW only in July 2008 
consequent on revision of plant sizJ to 600 MW. . . 

Audit observed that the modified ILOAs received (July/O~tober 2010) from 
MCL indicated the revised capacity of the units as 600 MW, but there was no . 
corresponding increase in allotme*t of coal and the linkage of 2.31 minion 
MT per annum given for a 500 MW project remained unchanged. Thus, 
TANGEDCb failed to initially apply for coal linkage for maximum plant 
capacity of 600 MW as per the gu!delines of CEA, which resulted in linkage 
of coal obtained from MOC forl 500 MW capacity. This implied that 
T ANGEDCO would be dependent Ion imported coal for additional capacity of 
100 MW each for both the projects. 

Du~~g the exit. conference, the I CMD . of TANGEDCO stated that the 
add1tmnal coal linkage was the Rrerogat1ve of MOC. The fact, however, 
reniaine~ that TANGEDCO did no~ obtain coal linkage for the maximum plant 
capacity at the initial stage itself, jwhich resulted in shortfall in coal linkage 
mentioned above. I 

Cost estimation, lnvestme1nt approval a1nd Project financing 

Cost Estimation 
I 

2.12 As per · the estimate (2009) of CERC, the normative cost of 
construction of a coal based· th~rmal project was ~4.39 crore · per MW .. 
Compared to this estimate, the I approved cost of two thermal projects 
(excluding KDC) by TANGEDCO ranged between ~5.33 crore 
(NCTPP-Unit K)23

. and ~5.23 crorel per MW (MTPP). Thus, the excess cost 
above the normative cost of CER<C worked out to ~1,068 crore for both the 
projects (AnJiu~x1lllire-11). I 

I -
NCTPP Unit-I ~0.20 crore, NCTRP Unit-TI W.51 crore and MTPP- ~2.07 crore. · 

I 

Unit II of NCTPS not considered as it was taken up on the basis of suo motu offer 
from BHEL. I . 
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Financing of the projects 

2.13 The guidelines of National Electricity Plan (NEP), 2007 stated that 
competitive bids for supplies and services may not include financing packages 
from manufacturers/suppliers as it is likely to reduce competition among the 
bidders and that financing arrangement for project could be separately done 
through financial institutions. However, TANGEDCO deviated from the 
guidelines of NEP and decided (June 2007) to invite global tenders for NCTPP 
on EPC-cum-Finance basis. In this connection, Audit observed that: 

e As per the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) entered into (April 
2007) between Rural Electrification Corporation (REC) and TANGEDCO, 
REC would extend finanCial assistance of ~16,000 crore for investment in 
various projects.· By the end of J°'ne 2008, though there was unavailed 
portion of REC finance to the extent of ~5,151.97 crore, TANGEDCO 
instead of availing the above funds, decided to invite global tenders on 
EPC-cum-finance basis. · 

o The decision to implement the project under EPC-cum-finance mode 
through BHEL resulted in TANGEDCO losing competitive bids from 
other bidders capable of executing the project without financial 
arrangement by themselves. 

® As per the offer of BHEL (November 2007), the finance for the project 
was to be arranged by BHEL at an interest rate of 11 per cent per annum 
fixed for the first five years. However, the project finance arranged by 
BHEL attracted an interest rate ranging from 11.25 to 12.75 per cent per 
annum. Though BHEL later agreed (December 2009) to bear the 
additional interest over and ·above 11 per cent as per the terms and 
conditions of Letter of Acceptance, TANGEDCO did not claim the 
differential interest which worked out to ~58.68 crore for the period upto 
September 2013. 

The Government replied (December 2013) that the tender under EPC-cum
finance was resorted to in order to obtain long term finance for the project. It 
also stated that the additional interest would be recovered from BHEL after 
commissioning of the project. The fact remained that the expectation of 
T.ANGEDCO to have international competitive terms was belied as only one 
domestic bidder viz., BHEL had eventually participated in the tender. 

2.14 The DPR for MTPP of 500 MW, prepared (September 2006) indicated 
the estimated cost as ~2,777.25 crore (excluding !DC). Though TANGEDCO 
subsequently enhanced the capacity to 600 MW and floated (November 2007) 
the tender, in line with the CEA's guidelines of 2005, it applied (February 
2008) for finance from PFC, indicating the estimated cost as per DPR for 500 
MW. After PFC sanctioned (March 2008) project finance of~2,221.80 crore 
at an interest rate of 11 per cent per annum, TANGEDCO once again sought 
(July 2008) additional finance considering the revised cost of Z3,719.64 crore 
for the 600 MW capacity project. PFC sanctioned (December 2008) an 
additional loan of ~442.20 crore at an interest rate of 13.5 per cent per annum. 
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As the enhancement of the plant capacity to 600 MW was known to 
TANGEDCO in October 2007 itself, it should have arranged for finance 
considering the maximum plant capacity at the time of first application in 
February 2008 itself and got the interest firmed up at 11 per cent per annum. 
This fai lure led to sanction of project finance of ~442.20 crore at an enhanced 
interest rate of 13.5 per cent per annum with commitment towards avoidable 
additional interest burden of ~33. 1 6 crore24 for the first three years in which 
the interest rate would remain constant. 

During the ex it conference, the CMD of TANGEDCO stated that the size of 
MTPP was not finali sed at the time of applying for finance and hence finance 
was sought for 500 MW project. The reply was not convincing because the 
size of the project was actually firmed by the Board of T ANGEDCO in 
October 2007 itself. Moreover, CEA guidelines clearly stipulate that all inputs 
should be tied up for the max imum size of the project and not for the 
minimum as was done by TANGEDCO. 

2.15 As per conditions of sanctions of project finance both by PFC and REC 
in respect of NCTPP and MTPP, there would be an interest rebate of 0.25 per 
cent for maintaining commissioning schedule of these units. As there was 
de lay in COD of a ll the three units, interest rebate of 0.25 per cent could not 
be availed to the extent of ~36.14 crore from the scheduled date of COD (May 
20 11 for NCTPP Unit-I, November 2011 for NCTPP Unit-II and September 
2011 for MTPP) upto December 20 13. 

ward of contracts 

2.16 As stated in Paragraph 2.3, BHEL was selected through ICB route for 
Unit-I of NCTPP and was given the contract for Unit-II of NCTPP on 
nomination basis, considering the savings in time in execution of the project 
and the benefits of common spares for both the projects. The EPC contract for 
MTPP was awarded (June 2008) to Mis BGR Energy Systems (BGR) selected 
through ICB route for a price of ~3 , I 00.06 crore. Analysis of the tender fi les 
of these contracts revealed the following: 

Award of contract to BHEL 

2.17 As earl y as in November 2005, T ANGEDCO was aware that 180 acres 
of vacant land along with coal handling, raw water, ash disposal systems were 
already existing in NCTPP complex for development of a plant capacity of 
2, 150 MW. Moreover, a private promoter had already obtained environmental 
clearance for setting up of two units of 525 MW capacity each in this 
complex. The GOT introduced (November 1995) Mega Power Policy for 
providing impetus to large sized power projects in the country which 
envisaged various incentives such as exemption from Customs and Excise 
Duties. These benefits would accrue onl y if the additional capacity of the 
power project was more than 1,000 MW. Considering all these aspects and 
the antic ipated deficit of 1,464 MW of power by 20 I 0-1 1, TANGEDCO could 
have planned for capacity addition of two units at NCTPP. However, it 
decided (December 2005) to implement the project as a single unit of 500 MW 

24 Calculated al the differential rate of interest of 2.5 per cent per w11u1111 on ~442.20 
crore for three years. 

27 



Audit Report (Public Sector Undertakings) for the year ended 31 March 2013 

capacity. Subsequently, the size of the unit was increased to 500 MW plus 20 
per cent in line with the CEA guidelines of 2005. After finalisation of tender 
for Unit-I of 600 MW in favour of BHEL in January 2008, TANGEDCO 
received (March 2008) suo motu offer from BHEL for implementation of an 
additional unit of 600 MW by it. Accordingly , TANGEDCO decided (June 
2008) to hand over Unit-II to BHEL on nomination basis. 

Audit further observed that: 

• In a span of few years, TANGEDCO changed its planning from two units 
of 525 MW each to one of 600 MW and again to two of 600 MW each 
indicating indecisiveness of T ANGEDCO about the size of the project to 
be executed. 

• Though GOI, Ministry of Power accorded (February 2010) the Mega 
Power Project status to NCTPP, TANGEDCO could not avail the 
envisaged benefits of exemption from Customs and Excise Duty as GOI 
rejected (July 20 I 0) the claim of TANGEDCO for these exemptions citing 
that the Unit-II of NCTPP was not awarded through ICB route. 

Both the CMD of T ANGEDCO and the Government in their reply stated 
(December 2013) that the condition viz., award of contract on ICB route for 
exemption from Customs and Central Excise Duty was introduced only at a 
later date after award of contract for this project, which could not be foreseen. 
These replies were not convincing because the possibility of finali sing the 
tender for both the units through ICB routes was pre existing, considering the 
common infrastructural facilities and environmental clearances, etc. If only, 
TANGEDCO followed the competitive tender process through ICB route for 
both the units, it could have reaped the benefits of mega size power project. 

Pro· ect im lementatio 

Time Overrun 

2.18 As per Letter of Acceptance of the contract for both the projects, 
BHEL and BGR were required to commence the project works in February 
2008 (Unit-I of NCTPP), August 2008 (Unit-II of NCTPP) and June 2008 
(MTPP) respectively and hand over the thermal plants to T ANGEDCO in 39 
months. Against this schedule, the projects had already suffered time overrun 
of more than two years as indicated in the Annexure-12. Delay in major 
activities of the projects were due to: 

Delay in approval of Drawings 

2.19 As per the tender specifications, T ANGEDCO had to offer its remarks 
on the drawings and design documents furnished by the EPC contractors 
within two weeks from the date of receipt of the drawings. Out of 3, 116 
drawings for civil, electrical , mechanical and instrumentations works received 
in respect of NCTPP, there was delay in approval of 282 drawings by 
TANGEDCO (which constituted 9.05 per cent of the total) ranging from 5 to 
718 days. The delays were mainly due to multiplicity of decision making 
agencies within TANGEDCO and joint decision with the consultant. 
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Similarly, in respect of MTPP, B!GR claimed that the project suffered time 
over run of 6 to 12 months due to tpe above delays. 

The Government replied (Decemb~r 20B) that the delays were committed by 
BGR for submission and resubmi~sion of drawings after attending to queries 
of TANGEDCO. . The fact, powever, remained that monitoring by 
T ANGEDCO for demanding subn:llssion/resubmission of the drawings by the 
EPC contractors in a time bound rdanner was not effective. 

Delay in furnishing Project AuthJrity Certificate agg,d Essentiality Certificate 
- I 

2.20 The Export Import.(EXIM~ Policy 2007-12 of the GOI envisaged levy 
of 'NIL' /concessional Customs Duty for imported items used by the EPC 
contractors in the infrastructure prlojects after registration of the project with 
the Customs Authorities bas:ed on Project Authority Certificate 
(PAC)/Essentiality Certificate (EC)25 issued by the implementing agency. 
Though the Letter of Acceptance !tor Units-I & II provided for issue of the 
PAC and EC by TANGEDCO, :i.t did not specify the time limit for issue of the 
said certificates. Audit noticed ~hat TANGEDCO delayed furnishing the 
above certificates by 12 and 22 mdnths respectively from the date of Letter of 
Acceptance. As a result, BHEtl could not register the project with the 
Customs Authorities for claiming !the exemptions in time, which resulted in 
delayed supply of equipment like boiler, turbine, etc and consequent delay in 
erection of these equipment as stat~d in Anne:xuire-12. . 

The Government replied (Decemb~r 2013) that the PAC/EC was furnished by_ 
T ANGEDCO as and when such I request was made by BHEL. The fact·, 

. however, remained that TANG~DCO was not pro-active in getting the 
PAC/EC in time. ! 

Ambiguity in tender specification I 
I 
I 

2.21 The tender for EPC Confract of MTPP stipulated that the projed 
facilities for . coal handling should include "suitable augmentation of the 
existing railway siding and marshalling yard facilities at Mettur Thermal 
Power Station". During the pre-~id meeting_ (January 2008), TANGEDCO 
clarified that the augmentation of railway siding facilities was required to 
accommodate 20 coal wagons· onl the inhaul side26 of the proposed wagon 
tipplers27

. However during July 2009, the Railway authorities advised that 
I . 

both inhaul and outhaul lines of tippler lines should be able to hold 30 box 
wagons plus a· diesel loco to ensJre guaranteed receipt of raw material and 
capacity improvement on a long tbrm basis. The Railway authorities further 
advised T ANGEDCO to have dikcussions with them on this issue before 
finalisation of the proposals. Desbite the above instructions from Railways, 
T ANGEDCO decided (December :2009) on its own that the track's handling 
capacity would be restricted to· adcommodate only 20 wagons due to space 
constraints. Later on, however, baked on the insistence of Railway authorities 
for a handling capacity of 30 ~agons, TANGEDCO issued (June 2012) 

I 
Essentiality Certificate is issued Ito EPC contractors, who were not selected through 
ICB routes. I 

25 

The receiving point of the coal w~gon. 
The mechanical device which wo:uld unload coal from the coal wagons. 

26 
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change of scope order to BGR for accommodating 30 wagons at a cost of 
n4.65 crore with time extensions upto September 2012. As of December 
2013, the work remained incomplete. 

Audit observed that TANGEDCO failed to ascertain the actual requirement of 
wagons from the Railway authorities before 'finalisation of the tender 
specifications. Even after knowing (July 2009) from Railways the actual 
requirement of facilities for handling 30 wagons, it went ahead with facilities 
for 20 wagons only resulting in forced stoppage of work from April 2010 to 
. June 2012. In the meantime, the estimated cost of work increased 
from no.94 crore to ~14.65 crore, which led to an avoidable cost escalation of 
~3. 71 crore. 

The Government replied (December 2013) that the change of scope order 
issued in the interest of TANGEDCO was an unavoidable one. The reply was 
not convincing because TANGEDCO had direct information about the 
requirement for 30 wagon capacity in July 2009 from Railways itself, but it 
ignored the same till June 2012 which resulted in avoidable delay and cost 
escalation as discussed in the above paragraph. Moreover for a project of this · 
size, co-ordination with all the stake holders is imperative. 

Non~adherem:e to the conditions regarding environmental clearance 

2.22 As. per the conditions (September 2007) governing environmental 
clearance for MTPP issued by Ministry of Environment and Forests (MOEF), 
GOI, there shall be zero discharge outside the plant boundary and the treated 

. effluents shall be re-circulated within the plant boundary. The tender 
specifications, however, stipulated (November 2007) that waste water from.all 
the sources in the power plant area would be collected and as far as possible 
used for green belt development within the plant area and the excess water, if 
any, would be discharged into the nearby stream. The tender also stated that 
all the MOEF stipulations should be complied with by the contractor. Thus, 
there were inherent contradictions· between the MOEF requirement and the 
ambiguous tender specification. 

· When BGR demanded (February 2013) extra time of six months and cost 
(without mentioning the amount) for execution of the Effluent Treatment Plant 
as stipulated by MOEF, TANGEDCO refused (February 2013) the change of 
scope and directed BGR to proceed with installation of effluent treatment 
facilities .as per the terms of contract. Audit observed that TANGEDCO failed 
to incorporate the requirement of MOEF in exact ·terms in the tender 
specification. The present decision to proceed with effluent treatment as per · 
the tender specification would imply that TANOEDCO would be deviating 
from the pollution control norms ofMOEF. 

The Government replied (December 2013) that the non-compliance with 
statutory requirements was due to mis-interpretation of the contract clause by 
BGR, who insisted on change of scope for adhering to the statutory 
requirements. The fact, however, remained that such mis-interpretation was 
only due to ambiguity in the tender specification and contract clauses. 
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- I 
Incorrect choice for bottom ash handling system 

I 
2;23 Combustion ofl coal in thermal generation plants generates ash. The 
finest particle of ash which is known as 'top ash' is in dry form and the ash 
containing sediments bf coal is known as 'bottom ash' which needs further 
combustion for converlsion into dry form. As disposal of ash in dry form is 
easy arn;l environmeniaUy friendly, the MOEF stipulated (1999) that every 

I 

coal or lignite based thermal power plant should draw an action plan to phase 
out dumping and dispdsal of fly ash on land. fa line with this policy, both the 
DPR and tender spbcifications for NCTPP Units I & ff envisaged 
establishment of ash ~andlillg system for extraction of ash only in dry form. 
As per notings (JunJ 2010) of TANGEDCO, the extraction of fly. ash 
including bottom ash ~n dry form not only conforms to the Pollution Control 
norms but also reduce boal consumption due to heat recovery from the bottom 
ash, generates additiobal income by disposal of the dry ash to the cement 
companies and saves lusage of raw water for disposal of ash in semi.:.wet 
conditions. 1 

! 
Despite the above advantages, the work for bottom ash handling system given 
(January/June 2008) to: BHEL for Units I and II provided for semi-wet system 
of extraction as proposed by BHEL instead of dry system. 

Audit observed that aJ per TANGEDCO's own estimation, the extraction of 
bottom fly ash in dry fbrm would fetch additional revenue of ~14.15 crore per 

I • • 

annum on account of qisposal of fly ash to cement companies, lesser usage of 
coal etc. Due to its acceptance of semi-wet system instead of dry system for 
bottom ash handling,! TANGEDCO lost an opportunity of earning this 

I 

additional income. 
. I 

Delay in installation of ash handling system 

2.24 As per the coniract entered into with BHEL, the ash handling system 
for NCTPP was to lbe completed by December 2010. However, the 
completion was delayed due to the delay in award of contract, subsequent 
delay in submission ck drawings and slow progress of works by the sub
contractor, etc. Consequently, the work was completed only partially28 in 

I 

February 2013. The Unit-II of NCTPP which was synchronised in December 
I . 

2012 was operated with the partial load of 200 to 400 MW during the summer 
period to tide over the power deficit. During this period, the unit could not use 
coal as main fuel due to non-readiness of the a!)h handling system and had to 
be dependent on High [speed Diesel (HSD) and Heavy Furnace Oil (HFO) to 
generate steam.· The aC:lditional cost of using HSD and HFO during March to 

I 
May 2013 worked out to ~63.71 crore. 

The Government repliJd (December 2013) that sustained operation in NCTPP 
was possible only wHen heavy oil was used as a support fuel and hence 
additional ~xpenditure iwas inevitable. Audit has already considered the usag~ 
of heavy 011 as support fuel and has commented. only on the extra usage of 011 
which was due to non ~eadiness of the ash handling system. 

I 

28 
I 

Against six silos (temporary storage facility) required for ash collection, only four 
silos have been coµipleted. 
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Delay in award of contract for ash disposal 

2.25 TANGEDCO cal led for (August 2012) tenders from cement companies 
for lifting the dry fly ash of NCTPP Unit-II and finalised the tender in January 
2013. However, it actuall y awarded the work order to two cement companies 
in April/May 2013. In the meantime, the 26,750 MT of dry fly ash generated 
during the trial run operation was dumped in an ash dyke located seven KMs 
away from the main plant and TANGEDCO incurred an expenditure of ~0.73 
crore for such disposal. Audit observed that had TANGEDCO awarded the 
contract for lifting of fly ash immediately after finalisation of the tender, it 
could have not on ly avoided the expenditure of ~0.73 crore but also earned a 
possible revenue of ~1.67 crore by selling the dry ash to cement companies. 

The Government replied (December 2013) that the disposal of ash during the 
pre-commissioning period in the ash dyke was neces ary as it would contain 
traces of unburnt carbon and oil which would not be usable by the cement 
companies. The reply was not convincing because the unit continued to be 
under trial run till date (December 2013) whereas the cement companies 
started lifting the dry fly ash after they received the work order in April/May 
2013. Had T ANGEDCO issued the work orders for lifting of fly ash 
immediately after the synchronisation of the unit, it could have avoided the 
additional expenditure and earned the possible revenue. 

Support services 

Coal handling arrangements 

2.26 Coal requirements for the existing units of North Chennai Thermal 
Power Station (NCTPS), Ennore Thermal Power Station (ETPS) and MTPS 
are met through indigenous and imported coal, which are transported from 
various sources to the Ennore Port. The Ennore Port has two dedicated coal 
berths for T ANGEDCO. The coal di scharged from the coal berths is 
transported to the existing thermal stations of NCTPS, ETPS and MTPS. 

Deficient port infrastructure 

2.27 To meet the add itional requirement of 8.16 million MT of coal per 
annum for both NCTPP/MTPP, TANGEDCO proposed (March 2007) 
construction of third dedicated coal berth of nine million MT capacity per 
annum (in addition to the existing two coal berths of 12 million MT capacity 
per annum). The work which was proposed to be taken up during 2013-14 by 
Ennore Port Limited (EPL) on "Build Own Operate Transfer" basis has not 
commenced till date (December 20 13). In addition, TANGEDCO assigned 
(September 2010) installation of shore unloaders for the existing two coal 
berths to one of its joint venture company viz., NTEC Limited and the work is 
expected to be completed only by 2015-16. Pending installation of the third 
coal berth and shore unloaders, T ANGEDCO entered into (January 2013) an 
agreement with Chettinad International Coal Terminal Private Limited 
(Chettinad) for usage of their coal terminal for one year from the COD of 
NCTPP and MTPP with annual financial commitment of ~6.55 crore per 
annum as a contingency measure. 

Audit observed that the availability of a dedicated third coal berth would have 
ensured uninte1TUpted supply of coal to thermal stations besides lesser 
turnaround time for ships for unloading of coal resulting in considerable 
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savings to TANGEDCO. Thoughltheneed for third coal berth along with two 
shore unloaders was anticipated as early as in March 2007, these works are 
only in initial stages of implementation till date (December 2013) resulting in 
the proposed contingency pla:n ~ith additional commitment of ~6.55 crore 
per annum. It is pertinent to ~ention that T ANGEDCO had already paid 

. ~l.05 crore for handling 3.21 llakh MT of coal. to Chettinad between 
September and November 2013. I 

The Government replied (December 2013) that installation of additional coal 
. I . 

berth was delayed. due to an interim injunction imposed by the High Court .of 
Madras in July 2010, which wJs vacated in September 2011. The fact, 

. however, remained that even afte~ the lapse of two years from the vacation of 
stay, the work was at the initial le'[ els of implementation. 

Delay in completion of additimnall coal conveying arrangement. 

2.28 TANGEDCO earmarked :(June 2008) ~50. crore for installation of 
. conveying arrangement for an·additional quantity of 16 million MT of coal per 

. I 
·annum for the upcoming NCTPP and MTPP. The arrangement was scheduled 

to be completed in February 20111 i.e., well before the anticipated completion 
of these thermal projects. However, the tender for this work was initiated only 
in September 2010 and contract atarded in February 2011 at a lumpsum price 
of 't71.50 crore. Though the work was scheduled to be completed in February 
2012, the work remained inconiplete till date (December 2013). In the 

·meantime, four extensions of timJ were given to the contractor, the latest one 
. I . . 

uptd December 2013.· Audit obse~ved that: 

@ Delay of 26 months upto September 2010 for initiating the tender was 
attributable to the inaction on the part of TANGEDCO as the study on the. 
capacity of the coal conveyin~ arrangement was undertaken by it only in 
March 2010. In the meantime, there was an avoidable cost escalation of I . . 
't21.50 crore. I 

e The contractor who was expec~ed to complete the project in February 2012 
has been given continuous e~tensions of time upto December 2013 with 
probable completion by Janu~ 2014. Thus, the coal handling system 
which was considered as on~ of the critical milestones of the project 
remained incomplete till date (Oecember 2013). 

. I 

The Government replied (December 2013) that TANGEDCO was taking all 
possible steps to commission tHe additional coal conveying arrangements 
before operation ofNCTPP at fuUlload. . . 

Non adherence to environmental!and pollution control requirements 

2.29 As per the consent letter ~March 2013) of the Tamil N adu Pollution 
Control Board (TNPCB), the NC'JD'PP should utilize only the existing sea water 
intake and disposal structures ahe1dy provided for the NCTPS-Stage-1 In case 
of a need for erectio~ of any ne~ sea water intake or disposal structure, the 
same shall be . established only I after getting clearance under -the Coastal 
Regulatory Zone (CRZ) Notification, 2011. ' . 
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It was, however, seen that 

• The work of construction of intake sea water channel for NCTPP was 
completed (February 2013) without obtaining permission from 
CRZ/Pollution Control auth01ities. 

• The construction of sea water intake channel was completed in February 
20 13 with a delay of 25 months from the scheduled date of completion. In 
the meantime, TANGEDCO allowed six extensions of time to the 
contractor. Though the contract envisaged levy of LD at the rate of half 
per cent for every week of delay subject to a maximum of 10 per cent 
(~9 . 8 l crore) of the contract price (~98.10 crore), the Chief Engineer 
(Projects) imposed (February 2013) on! y ~ J. 19 crore towards LD and 
proposed waiver of the balance amount of ~8.62 crore on the grounds that 
there was no loss on account of the delay committed by the contractor. 
Audit observed that the waiver proposal was not approved by the BOD till 
date (December 2013) as required under the delegation of financial 
powers. 

• TNPCB issued consent order (19 March 2013) with a condition to 
discharge effluents partly on land and partly into sea through Ennore 
creek. The condition also required that the effluent discharge should not 
contain constituents in excess of the tolerance limits of pollution control. 
Though Unit-II was on trial run in December 201 2 and Unit-I in July 20 13, 
the c ivil works of the effluent treatment plant was completed upto 60 per 
cent only by the end of November 201 3, though it was considered essenti al 
for segregation of oil waste. 

• An Environment Management Cell and Disaster Management Plan which 
is mandatory as per the conditions of TNPCB has not yet been put in place 
in NCTPP till date (December 201 3). 

Project monitorin 

2.30 While taking up the two projects for execution , T ANGEDCO decided 
(June 2008) that a dedicated project monitoring team would be formed to 
avoid delays on its part. The monitoring team would also report the delays on 
the part of the EPC contractors and disputes for amicable solutions since 
timely execution of the projects was T ANGEDCO' s immediate requirement. 
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I 

Audit noticed that: I 
I 

i 

A dedicated Projedt Monitoring Team was not constituted as envisaged 
both for MTPP andlNCTPP. . . 

I . 

Common problems I in execution of the projects like .obtaining clearances 
from various authorities such as environment, PWD, railways etc., were 
not addressed in ti~e leading to avoidable delays .. 

. . I 

Adequate staff to tjionitor the projects at the Headquarters and site were 
not deployed at the ~nitial stages of project execution. 

I . 

I . 
® Drawings and specifications returned to the EPC contractors for revisions 

I . • 

wer~ . n~t moni~o~ed leading to . delays in completion of detailed 
engmeenng/drawmgs. 

e The Project MoniLring Information System for managerial planning 
~hough included in\

1 

the scope o_f work of the EPC contractors was not 
implemented by the contractors till date (December 2013). 

• Analysis of six imp~rtant activities in execution of the main plant of both 
the projects revealed that the momtonng mechamsm did not ensure hmely 
completion of thes9 activities and there were delays ranging from two to 
five months in co~encement of boiler erection, three to nine months for 
boiler drum lifting, 16 to 30 months for boiler hydraulic test and 10 to 24 
months for boiler light up. Similarly, there were delays ranging from 9 to. 
30 months in turbipe bearing gear completion and 9 to 30 months for 
synchronisation of tpe units with the grid as detailed in Annexure=12. 

I 

The Government clairhed (December 2013) that the project construction 
activities were monitoted by the respective site Chief Engineers and for 
speeding up the proJect · implementation, regular review meetings at 
Government and CMD1 level were held. The fact, however, remained that 
despite the above arrangements, the project implementation was delayed due 
to avoidable reasons a1s discussed in the earlier paragraphs. A dedicated 
project monitoring tea~ would have been more effective as envisaged. 

Impact analysis 

2.31 Analysis in audfr to assess the :impact of delayed project execution are 
discussed below: i . . . . . 

@ As per the projecti0ns made in the DPR, these projects would generate 
11,731 MU of energy per annum. However, th~ projects were delayed for 
a period upto 25 months from the scheduled completion due to various 

I . 

reasons as discussed in the previous paragraphs .. The delays in completion 
of these thermal units of a capacity of 1,800 MW had deprived the State of I . . . . 
TANGEDCO's own generation to. the extent of 22,557 MUs which led to 

I 

·purchase of powerftom other sources (Annexmre-13). 

35 

I 
I 

..... , 



TNERC rejected 
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• As per Regulation 17(5) of the Tariff Regulations 2005, the licencee 
company has to get the capital investment plan approved by TNERC 
before filing an application for determination of the tariff. Though 
TANGEDCO had invested { 6,365.96 crore on NCTPP Units I & II till 
date (December 201 3), it had not got approval of TNERC for such 
investments before filing the tariff application nor had apportioned the 
investments into equity and borrowings. It however, submitted (March 
2013) tariff petition to TNERC claiming an amount of {l ,065.09 crore as 
equity investment in MTPP and return o n equity of V4.56 crore during 
201 2- 13. But TNERC observed that there was a mix up between capital 
and revenue accounts and capital borrowings have been diverted to meet 
the revenue expenses and disallowed (June 201 3) the return on equity. 
Thus, TANGEDCO had been deprived of the recovery of return on capital 
employed in respect of MTPP through tariff from the consumers. 

The Government replied (December 20 13) that TANGEDCO would once 
again claim return on equity in its revised Tariff Petition for the year 201 2-13. 

• As per the contractual terms of MTPP, maximum LD of 10 per cent of the 
contract price and penalty at {107 crore per month of delay was to be 
levied. In respect of NCTPP, the penalty was to be at the rate of 0.5 per 
cent for each week of delay from 40th to 43rd month and at 0.75 per cent 
during 44th and 45th month and one per cent beyond the 45th month without 
any ceiling provided these de lays were attributable to the EPC Contractors. 
However, TANGEDCO allowed several Extensions of Time (EQT) for 
both the projects without fi xing responsibility for the delays either on itself 
or on the EPC contractor and without deciding the impact of such EOTs on 
time and cost over runs of the project. While BHEL was allowed blanket 
EOT without any time limit, BGR was given the latest EOT upto 
December 2013. Though an amount of V ,418.07 crore was leviable as 
LD and penalty as per the contractual provisions till September 201 3 in 
respect of MTPP and upto December 2013 in respect of NCTPP (as 
indicated in Annexure-14), TANGEDCO had already re leased 82 per cent 
of the total amount due to the contractors and the balance amount retained 
was onl y {2, 188.67 crore (September 201 3). Under the circumstances, 
recovery of the LD/penalty as per the contractual terms as and when 
decided is uncertain. 

The Government replied (December 201 3) that the extensions of time were 
given without prejudice to the levy of penalty. The fact, however, remained 
that TANGEDCO was yet (December 201 3) to initiate action for levy of LD 
even after noticing delay of more than two years in respect of NCTPP project 
and after commissioning of MTPP in October 201 3. 
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"" .t; tTf!tttt1 
• TANGEDCO, with the main aim of overcoming the critical power 

deficit situation in the State, planned addition of 3,270 MW of power 
by 2012. Accordingly, it took up two thermal projects with a capacity 
of 1,800 MW at NCTPP Units I and II and MTPP. Though these 
projects were slated for completion before the end of 2011, only MTPP 
has been completed by October 2013 and the other two units of 
NCTPP in which TANGEDCO had already invested more than ~6,300 
crore are under trial run till date (December 2013). 

• Delay of more than two years in completion of these projects was due 
to (i) planning deficiencies such as not firming up the size of the 
projects and mode of execution, non-synchronisation of water facility, 
etc., and (ii) delays in implementation of projects on account of delay 
in approval of drawings, issue of Project Authority 
Certificate/Essentiality Certificate and stoppage of work for more 
than two years due to incorrect tender specifications for railway 
siding. Delays in coal handling and ash handling systems were also 
noticed. 

• The project monitoring was deficient as dedicated project monitoring 
team was not constituted as envisaged for both the projects and the 
project monitoring information system for managerial planning 
included in the scope of work of EPC contractors was not 
implemented till date. 

• Despite delays in project execution, TANGEDCO did not fix the 
responsibility for the delays either at its end or on the EPC 
contractors and allowed periodical extensions to the contractors. 

• The delays in completion of the thermal units of 1,800 MW capacity 
deprived the State of TANGEDCO's own generation to the extent of 
22,557 MUs which led to purchase of power from other costlier 
sources. 

Thus, TANGEDCO's efforts to augment its own generation even during 
power critical situation was inadequate. 
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Recommendations 

TANGEDCO should: 

• Have a plan for pre-order activities to avoid delays in project 
implementation. 

• Ensure that the tender specifications are accurate and realistic to 
avoid post-tender modifications. 

• A void delays in approval of drawings and designs to expedite project 
implementation. 

• Comply with the environmental norms in disposal of the effluents 
discharge from the thermal units. 

• Expedite implementation of supporting facilities such as coal 
handling, port infrastructure, water arrangement, etc., to attain the 
maximum generation of power from thermal plants. 

• Regularly monitor the progress of the project to ensure 
implementation as per schedule. 

• Analyse the reasons for the delays to fix responsibility. 

38 



CHAPTER - III 
I 

Com Hance Audit Observations 

Important audit findings noticed as a result of test check of transactions of the 
State Governme nt companies are included in thi s Chapter. 

Electronics Cor oration of Tamil Nadu Limited 

3.1 Establishment of Information Technology specific Special Economic 
Zone 

Introduction 

3.1.1 The Special Economic Zone (SEZ) scheme was introduced (April 
2000) by the Government of lndia (GO £) wi th the objectives of providing 
Internationally Competiti ve Environment fo r earning foreign exchange, 
attracting Foreign Direct Investment and generating direct and indirect 
employment. With the growing importance of SEZs throughout the Country, 
the State Government accorded (August 2006) permission to Electronics 
Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited (Company) to establish Information 
Technology (IT) specific SEZs in Chennai and Tier-II 29 cities. Accordingly, 
the Company took up establishme nt of eight30 SEZs and so far (March 201 3) 
incun-ed ~399.27 crore on these SEZ projects. The investme nt inc luded 
~65 .03 crore of GOI' s Assistance to States for Development of Export 
Infrastructure and Allied Activities (ASIDE)31

. 

3.1.2 The status of completion of SEZs and allotme nts made to the IT 
entrepreneurs from the SEZ as on March 20 I 3 is given in Annexure-15. 

From the Annexure, it could be seen that SEZs establ ished in e ight locations 
with an investment of ~399.27 crore largely remained idle defeating the 
objecti ve of formation of SEZs in these areas as was ev ident from the fact that 
the percentage of allotment ranged from 6 to 42 (except in Sholinganallur). 
To assess the effi ciency of the Company in forming the SEZs and to ana lyse 
the reasons for low occupancy, Audit conducted a study of seven out of e ight 
SEZs (except the SEZ at Hosur) during May to Jul y 201 3. Audit findings are 
di scussed below: 

29 

111 

11 

These incl ude Madurai, Trichy. Coimbatore, T irune lveli and Salem. 
Chennai (Sho linganall ur). Tirune lve li . Madurai (two). Coimbatore, Trichy. Salem 
and Hosur. 
AS IDE grant is sanctioned by GOI th rough State nodal agency for export oriented 
infrastructu re projects. 
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m ttl itffl 11 nm 
Planning 

3.1.3 Planning of SEZ is a vital pre-operati ve role which facilitates arranging 
activities in a phased manner by the developers of the SEZ. However, the 
Company's planning in formulation of SEZs was deficient as detailed be low: 

Selection of correct location of SEZ 

3.1.4 As per the consultant, the IT companies prefer SEZs which are well 
connected with Highways and have the feas ibility of prov iding basic 
infrastructure such as water, power, etc. This could be ensured by conducting 
feasibility studies before commencement of projects. However, Audit noticed 
that: 

• Out of seven SEZ projects test checked, the Company did not prepare 
feas ibility studies for SEZs in Madurai, Salem and Ti runelveli. 

• The unproductive investments in SEZs at T irunelveli and Salem, which 
were located in rocky and mining areas had a lready been commented in 
the earlier Reports of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the 
year ended 31 March 2010 and 20 I I (Commercial) - Government of 
Tamil Nadu, respecti vely. In respect of the SEZ at Madurai - Vadapalanj i, 
the land was di vided into two parts without any connectivity due to 
existence of railway li ne between the land which became a bottleneck for 
marketing of plots in these SEZs (discussed vide Paragraph 3. 1.11 ). 

• Though the feas ibil ity study for the SEZ at Trichy indicated that it was 
predominantly a residential city and not an ideal second generation IT 
destination, the Company went ahead with the constructi on of an IT park 
without the strategy for marketing of the plots. This defi ciency had 
affected the marketability of the SEZ in that the occupancy was only 18 
per cent of the available space (6 1,126 sq.ft.) even after two years of 
completion of the IT park building in this SEZ in February 2011 . 

Absence of Detailed Project Reports 

3.1.5 As per the guidelines of ASIDE, the Company should prepare DPR 
before implementation of SEZ. Audit noticed that: 

• In respect of six out of seven SEZ projects (excepting Trichy) test 
checked, the Company first issued (July 2007 to August 2009) tender 
notices and awarded contracts for execution of common infra tructure and 
IT buildings without any DPR. Later, it issued (April to October 2009) 
work orders for preparation of DPR which violated the guidelines of 
ASIDE. 

• As per the State Government's instructions (December 1996 and May 
1997) fo r any investment above ~two crore, clearance by the Project 
Investment Committee (PIC) of Government of Tamil Nadu is mandatory. 
Even though the Company addressed (August 2008) the Government for 
clearance of project investments in respect of a ll the even projects test 
checked, no clearance was issued by the Government till date (December 
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2013). Consequently, these seven projects which invo lved an investme nt 
of ~390.34 crore were implemented by the Company without PIC' s 
approval. 

Land Alienation/ Ac( uisition 

3.1.6 During implementation of SEZ projects, the Company acquired 
1,588. 13 acres of land through Government alienation/allotment at a cost of 
~226.76 crore. Scrutiny of the land acquisition fil es of seven SEZs test 
checked indicated that: 

• Though the Company had surplus funds ranging from ~ 159 crore to 
~221.51 crore during 2007-09, it delayed payment of land cost of ~23 
crore to State Industries Promotion Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited 
(SIPCOT) (being the seller of the land) up to 272 days (from 16 October 
2007 to 13 Jul y 2008) resulting in payment of avoidable interest of ~0.54 
crore32 for lands acquired in Tirunelveli. 

• The conditions for payment of cost (~37.93 crore) of 26.77 acres of land 
taken over (during 2006-07) from the Government for formation of SEZ, 
Coimbatore provided for payment of interest at 12 per cent per annum 
from the date of takeover up to the date of payment of the land cost. 
However, the Company did not pay both the land cost and interest till date 
(December 20 13) but sought (2006-07) for waiver of interest from the 
Government. As the waiver proposal was not accepted by the Government 
till date (December 20 13), the Company is facing a liability towards 12 
per cent interest amounting to ~27.31 crore. 

• In respect of the SEZ Trichy, the Company paid ~24.03 crore for 
alienation (January/March 2007) of 147.6 l acres of Government land. 
But, the actual measure ment of the land during re-survey (October 2008) 
was only 141.78 acres resulting in overpayment of ~93.98 lakh for 5.83 
acres of land, which matter was yet (December 20 13) to be resolved by the 
Company. 

• In respect of SEZ, Illandhaikulam (Madurai), the Company was yet 
(December 2013) to pay the agreed (November 2006) amount of ~ 1.0 l 
crore to Hindu Religious & Charitable Endowment (HR&CE) Department 
for 7 .14 acres of te mple land acquired by it. Further de lay in making 
payment wou ld resu lt in avoidable payment of interest and non-transfer of 
title deeds in favour of the Company. 

Execution of SEZ rojects 

3.1.7 In seven SEZ projects test checked, the Company created common 
infrastructure facilities such as roads, water, sewerage, etc., at a cost of 
~ 122.03 crore and constructed IT Park bui ldings in three SEZs at a cost of 
~43.29 crore through private contractors. The project facilities were 
completed in six out of seven projects and the remaining project at Salem was 
under progress till date (December 20 13). These projects have already 
suffered time overrun of 5 to 42 months (up to December 20 13). The status of 

Worked out at five per cent per w111wn being the difference between the interest of 
15.5 per cent paid and the average in terest of 10.5 per cent per annum earned on 
fixed deposit. 
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the projects executed is furnished in Annexure-16. Audit analysis of the 
contract management of seven SEZ projects test checked indicated the 
following: 

Creation of Common Infrastructure facilities 

3.1.8 In respect of Sholinganallur and Coimbatore projects, the estimated 
cost prepared (July/August 2007) by the consultant was ~26.44 crore and 
~ 11.90 crore respectively. Against these estimates, the awarded cost to the 
lowest bidders was ~34.62 crore and ~ 19.05 crore, which was in excess of the 
estimated cost by 31 and 60 per cent respectively. Subsequently, the estimates 
were revised (December 2007) based on schedule of rates of 2007-08 and the 
tender excesses were scaled down to 13.15 per cent (Sholinganallur) and 
l l.14 per cent (Coimbatore) by the consultant. The BOD, while reviewing 
(January 2008) these awards directed formation of sub-committees to ensure 
the correctness of the offered rates of lowest bidders. However, the sub
committees were neither formed nor the reasons for such non-formation of the 
sub-committee recorded. Audit observed that the estimates were prepared by 
the consultant in July/August 2007 and the quotations received from the 
bidders were evaluated and contracts were awarded in November 2007. 
Therefore, recasting of estimates in December 2007 after award of contract 
was not in order. 

3.1.9 In respect of SEZ Tirunelveli, the land cost of ~23 crore for take over 
of 500 acres of land from SIPCOT included development charges amounting 
to ~22.25 crore. As per the terms of allotment, SIPCOT had to develop the 
land alJotted to the Company in a phased manner for which the above 
development charges was paid. However, the Company, after taking over 
(April and July 2007) the barren land from SIPCOT, incurred capital 
expenditure of ~13.75 crore for development of the land from its own sources, 
which was unwarranted. The Company is yet (December 2013) to make any 
claim on SIPCOT for reimbursement of the development charges incurred by 
it. 

3.1.10 Audit further noticed that the Company obtained (July 2007) the 
approval of GOI for establishment of SEZ in Tirunelveli in an area of only I 00 
acres. But it awarded (July 2009) the contract for conunon infrastructure 
facilities in an area of 380 acres at the cost of ~32.90 crore. As GOI approved 
creation of SEZ only in l 00 acres of land, the Company subsequently 
restricted (December 20 I 0) creation of infrastructure in l 00 acres of land and 
the revised work orders were issued for a value of~ 12. 76 crore and the work 
was finally completed in March 20 11 for n3.75 crore. Audit observed that as 
per Clause 12(2) of the Tami l Nadu Transparency in Tenders Act, 1998, the 
authority may cancel the tenders in case of large changes in the scope of work. 
As the work was scaled down from 380 acres to l 00 acres, the Company 
should have cancelled the tender and resorted to fresh tender. Instead, it 
accepted the rate of n2.76 crore offered by the same contractor which was 35 
per cent over and above the estimated cost of ~9.42 crore without ascertaining 
the reasonableness of the reduced scope of work and was against financial 
propriety. 
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3.1.11 In VadapaJanji project, out of 245.17 acres of land acquired 
(January/February 2007) by the Company for SEZ, only 12 acres of land had 
direct access to the National Highways and balance portion was located 
beyond Madurai - Bodinayakanur railway line, which cuts across the SEZ 
land. The Company itself noted that the construction of Rail Over Bridge 
(ROB) was an essential pre-requisite to connect the SEZ land with National 
Highways to facilitate smooth flow of traffic. Therefore, it proposed (October 
2007) to construct ROB at a cost of ~ 12 crore for inter connecting the SEZ 
land and also obtained sanction for I 00 per cent finance from ASIDE grant. 
However, the Company did not take up the construction of ROB till date 
(December 2013). The reason for such deferment was also not on record. 
Though the Company did not take up the work of ROB, it created (January 
2011) other infrastructure facilities for a value of ~15.47 crore. This 
deficiency affected the marketability of IT plots as discussed vide Paragraph 
3.1.13 

Construction of IT ark buildin s 

SEZ Tirunelveli, Illandhaikulam and Trichy 

3.1.12 In addition to creation of infrastructure facilities , the Company took up 
construction of IT park in three SEZs at Trichy, Tirunelveli and Madurai 
(Illandhaikulam) at a value of ~43.29 crore. Examination of files relating to 
civil works revealed the following: 

• As per Rule 14(9) of Tamil Nadu Transparency in Tender Rules, 2000 
(Tender Rules) the finally executed quantity of items shall not vary more 
or less than 25 per cent of the requirement mentioned in the tender 
documents. It was, however, noticed that in all the three SEZs the finally 
executed items of major works vi~. , civil works, electrical and other items 
varied from 38 to 473 per cent as detailed in Annexure-17. Moreover, in 
all the three SEZs, the Company executed additional works not 
contemplated in the original agreement such as high voltage air
conditioner system, improvement to road works, installation of fire 
fighting equipments, miscellaneous electrical items, etc., to the extent of 
~5.30 crore without inviting tenders. Had the Company prepared a proper 
DPR and correlated the estimates with DPR, large scale variations between 
the awarded works and the executed works could have been avoided. As 
these items were executed without calling for fresh tenders or ascertaining 
the reasonableness of the rates, the execution of the same violated the 
Tender Rules. 

Allotment of SEZ land/s ace 

3.1.13 The Company allots SEZ land to the entrepreneurs on 99 year lease 
basis by collecting upfront lease charges. The lease charges are fixed based on 
the market value obtained from the Revenue Authorities of the State 
Government and after obtaining the approval for fixation of lease charges 
from the Government. The details of SEZ wise availability and allotment of 
plots are indicated in Annexure-15. Out of the total allotable area of I, 114.71 
acres in seven SEZs test checked, the Company so far (December 2013) 
allotted 416.81 acres of land (37 per cent) which included direct allotment of 
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l 80 acres of land by the Government in SEZ, Sholinganallur. Similarly, 
against 1.79 lakh sq.ft. of IT park building completed (February/ August 2011) 
in three SEZs at Tirunelveli, Ilandhaikulam and Trichy, the Company so far 
(December 2013) allotted 23,055 sq.ft. (13 per cent). The balance portion of 
IT park (1.56 lakh sq.ft.) remained vacant for more than two-and-half years. 

Audit observed that: 

• The Government while directing the Company to take up SEZ projects 
specifically instructed (August 2006) adoption of the Public Private 
Partnership (PPP) mode of execution of SEZ projects to minimise its 
investment as was being followed by Tamil Nadu Industrial Development 
Corporation Limited, which also implements SEZ projects. The 
Government further directed the Company to engage a consultant to 
identify the suitable PPP partner for successful implementation of the 
projects. However, the Company neither engaged the consultant nor 
adopted PPP model for execution of SEZ projects. 

• The Company took up concurrently the SEZ projects in all the Tier-II 
cities without having on hand the feasibility report or DPR to analyse the 
cost-benefit of the investments. 

• The Company eITed in selecting mining and rocky areas for SEZs at Salem 
and Tirunelveli and did not construct the ROB in SEZ Vadapalanji, which 
was considered essential to operationalise the SEZ. These factors affected 
the marketability of the plots in these SEZs. 

• The Company also took up two SEZs at Vadapalanji and Illandhaikulam in 
Madurai simultaneously without assessing the market demands. Allotment 
of 135 acres to three allottees made (September 2007) in SEZ Vadapalanji 
was subsequently cancelled (November 2009 to January 2010), based on 
the request of the allottees, indicating the absence of demand in the area. 

• In respect of three SEZs at Trichy, Tirunelveli and Illandhaikulam, the 
occupancy till December 2013 was 13 per cent of the total space available. 
During operation of SEZs, the Company would recover maintenance 
expenditure incurred by it from the allottees on monthly basis. In respect 
of three SEZs mentioned above, the unrecovered portion of maintenance 
expenditure in the last two years up to March 2013 due to poor occupancy 
amounted to ~0.91 crore. 

Above factors led to poor marketability of five33 SEZs test checked resulting 
in project facilities created at the total cost of ~184.57crore largely remaining 
unproductive. 

Audit further observed that: 

• 

33 

1-l 

During 2005, the Government allotted 180 acres of land owned by the 
Company to three34 IT companies in Sholinganallur at a much lower price 
of ~48 lakh per acre against the then prevailing market rate of ~2. 62 crore 
per acre. Even though the Company suffered a loss of revenue of ~385.20 
crore on these allotments (~2.62 crore - ~0.48 crore per acre X 180 acres), 

Coimbatore. Ilandaikulam, Vadapalanji, Trichy and Tirunelveli. 
80 acres to one IT company and 50 acres each to two lT companies. 
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it did not claim compen ati on fro m the Government till date (December 
201 3) for the loss incurred. 

• During the period from September 2007 to October 2009, the Company 
allotted 11 2.5 acres of land in Illandhaikulam, Vadapalanji , Trichy and 
Tirunelveli SEZs to 12 entrepreneurs. Though the cond ition of allotment 
stipulated that the entrepreneurs should commence their business acti vities 
within two years of a llotment, none of the allottees paid the balance lease 
amount of ~1 9.03 crore nor commenced the ir commercial operation till 
date (December 201 3). Thus, the allotments made in these SEZs did not 
fulfil the basic objecti ve of increasing foreign exchange earnings and 
employment generation. However, the Company did not take any 
deterTent action for these lapses till date (December 20 13). 

• Though the policy of the Government for the year 2011 - 12 high I ighted the 
need for aggressive marketing for sale of IT plots, the Company did not 
have any business plan to market the remaining 697.88 acres out of 
I , 114. 7 1 acres of saleable land in seven SEZs te t checked. In September 
2011 , the Company sought financial assistance of ~4.86 crore for road 
show and exhibitions for improving the marketability of its land. But, the 
Government has not responded to the proposal so far (December 201 3). 
As the Company did not have any alternate business plan on hand for 
marketing of plots, the balance land continued to remain idle for more than 
two years. 

The matter was reported to the Government/Company in October 2013; their 
reply wa awaited (December 20 13). 

The Government directed the Company to establish IT specific SEZs in 
Tier-II cities considering the benefits of increased foreign investment and 
creation of massive employment opportunities within the State. However, 
the IT SEZs taken up by the Company in cities other than Chennai did 
not fulfil these objectives as: 

• SEZs were established without conducting feasibility studies and 
without preparation of DPR. 

• The land acquired was unsuitable for SEZs (Tirunelveli and Salem). 

• In Madurai, the Company took up two SEZs (Vadapalanji and 
Illandhaikulam) without ascertaining the market potential. 
Moreover, the land selected for Vadapalanji was not contiguous. 

• The Company could market only 37 per cent of the land and 13 per 
cent of the IT space to the IT companies. This was an off-shoot of 
taking up the ventures concurrently in all the Tier-II cities without 
ascertaining the marketability of these facilities in these areas. 
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State Industries Promotion Corporation of Tamil Nadu 
Limited 

3.2 Unintended benefit 

Unintended benefit of ~43.27 crore was extended to three firms due to not 
fixing upfront lease charges for land allotment based on current market 
rates. 

State Industries Promotion Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited (STPCOT) 
engaged in industrial development of the State, leases out developed industrial 
plots to entrepreneurs and collects upfront lease charges for 99 years from the 
allottees. 

While fixing the upfront lease charges for plots, SIPCOT considers the cost of 
acquisitjon of land, expenditure incurred on creation of infrastructure facilities 
and its profit margin. However, in respect of Siruseri Information Technology 
Park (SITP), where the market price of land was appreciating rapidly, SIPCOT 
decided (June 2006) to fix upfront lease charges by floating tender. 
Accordingly, it allotted (December 2007) 0.43 acres of land to Mis DSM Soft 
Private Limited at ~4. 1 0 crore per acre based on the highest offer received in 
December 2007. However, SIPCOT did not continue the tender system for the 
subsequent allotments in SITP as detailed below: 

(i) Mis Cognizant Technology Solutions (CTS), an existjng al lottee of 
35.8 acres of land at SITP was allotted (October 2011) I 4 acres of land at 
~4.10 crore per acre adopting the rates of the tender in December 2007. After 
obtaining the BOD' s approval (September 2011) for this allotment, SIPCOT 
collected the lease charges of ~57.40 crore in October 2011. 

(ii) Similarly, SIPCOT allotted (June 2012) 18 acres of land to Mis Infotel 
Broadband Services Limited (lnfotel) and one acre of land to Mis Vodafone 
South Limited (Vodafone) (January 2012) on 99 years lease at ~4.10 crore per 
acre and the payments were received in June/September 2012. 

Jn this connection, Audit observed that: 

• SIPCOT's decision in June 2006 to adopt tender system for land allotment 
at STTP was based on the fact that the price of land in Siruseri in the 
vicinity of SITP was appreciating rapidly indicating the need for adopting 
its lease charges based on market price. However, the allotments were 
made in 2011 and 2012 based on the rates fixed in 2007 implying that 
SJPCOT had lost the benefit of appreciation in the land value between 
2007 and 2011/2012. 

• In the absence of any attempt by SIPCOT to ascertain the market value for 
SITP land, Audit worked out the value of the land during 2011-12 and 
2012-13 as ~5.06 crore and ~5.67 crore respectively by indexation method 
prescribed by the Government (at 12 per cent per annum) on the market 
value of ~3.21 crore per acre (for 2007-08) intimated by the District 
Collector, Kancheepuram for SITP. An independent verification by Audit 
of the records of Sub-Registrar, Thiruporur indicated that sale 
consideration of ~5 .45 crore to ~IS. 71 crore per acre of land was adopted 
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for sale of land in and around the SITP project area during 2008- 11 . These 
factors indicate that the rate of ~4.10 crore per acre fixed for the above 
three allotments by SIPCOT was low and did not re fl ect the current market 
price during 20 11- 12. Thus, by not adopting the latest market rates for 
fixing the lease charges or at the very minimum, by not indexing at 12 per 
cent per annum, the market rates intimated by the revenue authorities. 
SIPCOT lost the opportunity of earning additional revenue of ~43.27 
crore, which resulted in an unintended benefit to the three private firms. 

SJPCOT replied (December 20 12) that it was allotting land on 99 years lease 
bas is at the rates fixed on cost plus service charges and it did not adopt the 
market rates in respect of any of its industri al complexes. The reply was not 
tenable because the Company considers the market value of the area as one of 
the parameters for revising the plot cost periodically. Moreover, in respect of 
SITP the directions of BOD for fixation of upfront lease charges based on 
tender was not complied with. 

The matter was reported to the Government in June 20 13; their rep I y was 
awaited (October 20 13). 

TIDEL Park Coimbatore Limited and TICEL Uio-Park 
Limited 

3.3 Unintended benefit to private contractors 

The two companies violated the provisions of Tamil Nadu Transparency 
in Tenders Act, 1998 and paid interest free mobilisation advance of ~47.13 
crore to 26 contractors. Consequently, these companies had to forego 
interest of ~4.35 crore. 

The State Government enacted (December 1998) Tamil Nadu Transparency in 
Tenders Act, 1998 (Tender Act) and notified (October 2000), the rules thereon 
(Tender Rules) stipu lating the procedures to be followed by the Government 
Departments and State Public Sector Undertakings for finalisation of tenders. 
As per Clause 14 (4) (b) of Tender Rules, mobi lisation advances may be paid 
to the contractors up to ten per cent of the value of the contract against bank 
guarantee and shall be recovered in the subsequent bills along with interest. 

Audit noticed (January and February 20 13) that between August 2008 and 
September 2012, both the compan ies issued 26 work orders for a total value of 
~484.58 crore35 for various c ivil works and released interest free mobilisation 
advance of~ 4 7 . 13 crore. 

Audit observed that: 

• TICEL Bio Park availed loan from banks carrying an inte rest of 12.25 per 
cent per annum and the outstanding loan as on March 2011 and 20 12 was 
~ 1 4.60 crore and ~ 1 2.44 crore respectively. Similarly, T ide! Park 
Coimbatore Limited executed the c ivil works only through borrowed funds 
of ~200 crore carrying an interest of 11 I I 1.25 per cent per annum. If these 
companies had levied interest on mobilisation advance as per the Tender 

Tide! Park Coimbatore Limited ( 16 work orders for a va lue of ~327.09 crore) and 
T ice! Bio Park Limited ( 10 work orders for~ l 57.-+9 crorc). 
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Rules, they could have saved payment of interest to the extent of ~4.35 
crore36 (Tidel Park Coimbatore Limited: ~3.28 crore and TICEL Bio Park: 
~ 1.07 crore). 

• The scheduled completion of the contracts mentioned above was between 
May 2009 and December 2012. However, it was noticed that 17 out of 26 
contracts were delayed beyond the due dates with time overrun of I to 34 
months (calculated up to January 20 13 upto which the information was 
made available). This indicated that the basic objective of release of 
mobilisation advance, l'iz., timely completion of the project was not 
achieved in these contract . 

• The agreements provided for recovery of mobilisation advance within the 
scheduled date of completion. But the overdue amount of mobilisation 
advance of the 17 work mentioned above was ~26 crore (Tidel Park 
Coimbatore Limited: ~24.53 crore and TICEL Bio Park Limited: ~1.47 
crore), which led to blocking up of funds of companie with the 
contractors. 

Thus, by extending interest free mobilisation advance in contravention of the 
Tender Rules, these companies had foregone interest of ~4.35 crore, which 
resulted in extension of unintended benefit to private contractors to the same 
extent. 

TICEL Bio-Park Limited replied (November 2013) that it need not follow the 
Tender Rules as the payment of interest free mobilisation advance was made 
with the approval of its BOD. The reply was untenable because the Tender 
Act and Rules are to be followed by all the Government Department and 
State PSUs. 

The matter was reported to the Government in September 2013; its reply was 
awaited (October 2013). 

State Ex ress Trans ort Cor oration of Tamil Nadu Limited 

3.4 Unintended benefit to a private firm 

Failure to include a clause for levy of Liquidated damages and Payment 
of enhanced Excise Duty on chassis supplied beyond the delivery schedule 
resulted in an unintended benefit of ~4.05 crore to a private firm. 

State Express Transport Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited (SETC) 
purchases more than 80 per cent of its chassis requirement from M/s Ashok 
Leyland Limited (AL) at the rates finalised by the Institute of Road Transport 
(IRT)37 through tender. A review of supply of chassis by AL to SETC 
indicated that: 

• 

16 

AL did not adhere to the supply schedule during 2009- l 0 and 20 I 0-11 . 
During 2009- l 0, AL supplied only 30 out of I 00 chassis ordered within 
the scheduled delivery period of October 2009 and in 

Worked out at the rate of 12.25 per cent per annum for Tice) Bio Park and I I per 
cent per annum for Tidcl Park Coimbatore Limited. 
Society fom1ed by the Government for common procurement of chassis, tyre<,. tubes, 
spares, etc.. for all the State Transport Undertakings. 
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20 I 0-1 I , it did not supply any of the ordered quantity of I 00 chassis 
within the scheduled de li very period of December 20 LO. The balance 
quantities were received in both years from February to April 2011 and 
2012 respecti vely. 

• During the two years ending 201 1-12, the purchase orders for supply of 
I 00 and 473 chassis by AL were issued in October 20 I 0 and November 
2011 respectively. However, SETC entered into agreements with AL in 
May 20 11 and April 2012 respectively after receipt of 65 out of JOO and 
121 out of 473 chassis ordered during the above period. 

• While IRT had issued a common format of agreement incorporating the 
penal clauses for delays in supply to all State Transport Unde11akings, 
SETC did not adhere to thi s format during 20 11-12 and did not incorporate 
the clause on Liquidated Damages (LD) in the agreement. 

The financia l implications of these deficienc ies are discussed below: 

(i) As per the supply schedule of 2011 - 12, AL was to commence supply 
by December 20 11 and complete 90 per cent of the ordered quantity of 473 
chassis by February 2012. AL, however. delivered on ly 62 chassis (13 per 
cent of the ordered quantity) in February 2012. The balance quantity was 
supplied38 between March and November 2012. SETC proposed (April 20 13) 
levy of LO of ~2.89 crore for the delays in supplying the c hass is ranging from 
4 to 36 weeks upto November 20 12, but could not enforce the same for want 
of LD c lause in the agreement. 

(ii) The terms of PO provided for payment of Excise Duty at I 0 per cent. 
However, SETC e ntered into an agreement with AL on 12 April 20 12 and 
agreed to pay applicable Excise Duty and Cess at the time of supply . In the 
meantime, GOI increased the basic Excise Duty on chassis from I 0 per cent to 
12 per cent ( 17 March 20 12) and decreased to 11 per cent ( 12 May 2012). As 
SETC made payments for Excise Duty on the date of supply as per the terms 
of agreement, payment of increased Excise Duty for the de layed supply of 37 1 
chassis from 17 March 2012 to November 2012 resulted in an avoidable extra 
expenditure of~ 1.16 crore to SETC. 

The Government replied (August 2013) that it directed SETC to recover ~4.05 

crore being the LO and excess amount of Excise Duty paid to AL. 

TIDEL Park Coimbatore Limited 

3.5 Undue benefit to a private contractor 

TPCL extended undue benefit of ~2.18 crore to the civil contractor by 
exceeding the provisions of the agreement. 

Government of Tamil Nadu ordered (February 2007) estab lishment of a new 
Joint Venture (JV) company vi~ .. Tide l Park Coimbatore Limited (TPCL) 
jointly by E lectronics Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited (ELCOT) and 
Tamil Nadu Indust1ial Development Corporation Limited (TIDCO) to 

March 2012 - 60 chassis. April 20 12 - 70 chassis. May 20 12 - 122 chas~is. June 
2012 - 48 chass is. July 2012 - 63 chassis and August to November 2012 - 48 
chas!>is. 
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implement the IT Special Economic Zone (SEZ) in Villankurichi in 
Coimbatore di strict. The GOI certified (May 2008) that TPCL would be the 
co-developer of the SEZ project and ordered (June 2008) exemption from levy 
of duties and taxes including Value Added Tax (VAT) on materials used for 
development of SEZ. Similar notification was issued (March 2011) by the 
Government of Tamil Nadu with retrospective effect from May 2008. 

TPCL awarded (September 2008) contract for civil works for a firm price of 
~206.89 crore (excluding VAT) to M/s B.E. Billimoria & Company 
(Billimoria). As per tender conditions and provisions of the agreement 
between TPCL and Billimoria, the payment for civil works was to be made 
excluding VAT. When the project was in progress and the State 
Government's notification on VAT exemption was awaited, TPCL made an 
unsolicited offer (April 2009) to Billimoria to reimburse VAT paid on the 
material procured for civil works and accordingly reimbursed (March 2009 
and April 20 I 0) VAT amounting to ~2.98 crore in two instalments. 

After receipt of VAT exemption notification (March 2011) from the State 
Government, TPCL recovered (April 2011) the reimbursements made during 
March 2009/April 2010. However, Billimoria claimed (May 2012) that VAT 
was charged by numerous traders/vendors before receipt of the State 
Government notification and it was not practicable to claim refund of VAT 
from these traders as per the notification. Therefore, TPCL once again 
refunded (October 2012) ~2.18 crore of VAT. 

Audit observed that: 

• By virtue of the exemption notification issued by GOI in July 2008 and as 
per the conditions of tender/agreement, Billimoria was not entitled for 
reimbursement of VAT on the materials used for SEZ project. As such, 
TPCL's suo motu offer in April 2009 to refund VAT was not wan·anted 
even at the first instance and was an undue favour to Billimoria in excess 
of the agreed payments. 

• As per Government notification dated March 2011, it was the 
responsibility of the traders/vendors supplying material for SEZ projects to 
get refund of VAT from the Commercial Tax Department by submitting a 
declaration issued by the contractors of SEZ projects and countersigned by 
the co-developers of SEZ i. e., TPCL. However, TPCL refunded VAT at 
the second instance from its boITowed funds which not only violated the 
Government notification but also resulted in undue benefit to Billimoria to 
the extent of ~2.18 crore and avoidable loss to itself to the extent of ~2.95 
crore (including loss of interest of ~0.77 crore39

). 

TPCL replied (September 2013) that it reimbursed VAT as per tender 
conditions and in the absence of Government Order for VAT exemption. The 
reply is not tenable as the tender conditions stipulated that TPCL would not 
reimburse in any case the taxes paid by the contractor irrespective of the same 
being included in the quoted rates or not. Belated receipt of Government 

39 Calculated at the interest on borrowings at the rate 9f 11 per cenl per annum for the 
refund of n.18 crore from March 2009/April 20 I 0 up to August 20 11 for the first 
refund and from October 2012 to July 2013 for second refund. 
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Orders for YA T exemption cou Id not explain reimbursement of VAT by 
TPCL which was not provided for in the tender conditions stated above. 

The matter was reported to the Government in July 20 13; their reply was 
awaited (October 20 13). 

State Trans ort Undertakin s 

3.6 Idling of equipment 

Purchase of On Board Units by three State Transport Undertakings 
without having financial arrangements for their operations led to 
equipment worth ~1.95 crore lying idle for more than three years. 

The Vehicle Tracking and Control System (VTCS)40 creates two way 
communication between On Board Units (OBUs) fitted into buses and a 
centralised server which uses the g lobal positioning and geographic 
information systems to locate the movement of buses. VTCS was initiated 
(2003) as a Centrally sponsored scheme and was implemented (2006) as a 
pi lot project in Metropolitan Transport Corporation Limited (MTC) and State 
Express Transport Corporation Limited (SETC) up to September 2008. 
Subsequently, MTC purchased (December 2008) 495 OBUs at a cost of 
{83.60 lakh and connected the same with the central data centre installed 
during the pilot project. Between January 2009 and September 20 12, MTC 
incurred { 2.87 crore41 for operation of the 495 OB Us. 

During fi nalisation of rate contract for purchase of chassis for 2009- 10, the 
nodal agency of STUs viz., T he Institute of Road Transport (IRT) fina lised the 
rate contract for purchase of OBUs at the rate of { 13.000 per unit. 
Accordingly, three STUs, vi~ .. MTC, Tami l Nadu State Transport Corporation 
(Madurai) Limited and Tamil Nadu State Transport Corporation (Coimbatore) 
Limited purchased (July 2009 and March 20 I 0) J ,500 OB Us costing { 1.95 
crore. 

Audi t further noticed that the above STUs were already incurring operational 
losses in their acti vities and MTC was incurring around { I 0 lakh per month 
for operation of the OBUs already install ed. Given this background. none of 
the STUs, which purchased OB Us du ring 2009- 10, analysed the fi nancial 
feas ibility of operation of OBUs before purchasing them in large scale. 
Consequently. since the OBUs were received (August 2009 and March 2010). 
they were kept idle till date (December 20 13) as MTC did not connect them 
with the centrali sed server ava ilable with it and the other two STUs d id not 
purchase the requisite software nor did they establish the data centre necessary 
to put into use these OBUs. 

40 

41 

The advantage of the system includes (i) tracking and trac ing the buses to know its 
position and route history, (ii) intimating the passengers about the expected anival 
time of buses at the selected bus stops and (iii) inter voice active response system 
with the crew of buses during break downs. 
The operat ional expenditure includes annual maintenance charges/service charges 
paid lo Ashok Leyland for maintenance of the centralised server positioned in their 
premises (~69.20 lakh), charges for project management to Siemens Limited (~85.14 
lakh). annual maintenance for data centre and LED d isplay (~55.0 I lakh) and leased 
li ne charges and si m charges to Bharat Sanchar Nigam Li mi ted (~77.35 lakh). 
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Thus, by purchasing OBUs without having financ ial arrangement for their 
operation, three STUs kept the equipments worth ~ 1.95 crore idle for more 
than three years without any beneficial use. 

Two of the STUs, viz., MTC and TNSTC (Coimbatore) Limited admitted (July 
2013) that the OB Us purchased were not operated till date due to their 
financial crunch but added that efforts were being made to install the OBUs in 
the buses in future. 

The matter was reported to the Government in September 2013; their reply 
was awaited (December 2013). 

Tamil Nadu Generation and Distribution Cor oration Limited 

3. 7 A voidable extra expenditure 

TANGEDCO incurred avoidable extra expenditure of ~54.05 crore due 
to purchase of power at much higher rates in contravention of the 
directives of the Government of Tamil Nadu and Tamil Nadu Electricity 
Regulatory Commission. 

Tamil Nadu Generation and Distribution Corporation Limited (TANGEDCO), 
purchases power from Co-generation power plants42 and bio-mass power 
producers on the basis of long term Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) and 
from power traders through tenders. TANGEDCO noted (October 2008) that 
co-generation/bio-mass power plants contemplated rescinding the existing 
PPAs with it and tried to sell power at higher rates to the traders. 
TANGEDCO further noted that such a move would result in recycling of 
power at a higher cost to it by the traders and therefore, approached (October 
2008) the Government to issue orders restrai ning these generators from selling 
power to any organisation other than TANGEDCO by invoking special 
provisions of Section 11 (i) of the Electricity Act, 2003. Based on the above 
proposal, the Government issued the orders on 27 February 2009. 

Meanwhile, Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission (TNERC) 
directed (14 October 2008) TANGEDCO to terminate the existing PPAs of 
co-generation and bio-mass power producers and issue a separate tender for 
purchase of power from these sources to enable it to revise the price of power 
supplied by these sources based on market rates. Contrary to the above 
directions, the Board of TANGEDCO decided (November 2008) to keep the 
PPAs in abeyance and permit them to sell power generated by use of coal 
during the crushing and non-crushing season to third parties under short term 
intra-State open access system. While taking the above decision, the Board 
was not apprised about the earlier submission made to the Government in 
October 2008, restraining the power producers from selling power to the 
traders. 

Subsequently, TANGEDCO invited bids on two occasions (May 2009/May 
20 10) from power traders for supply of 500 MW power and issued (July 
2009/August 2010) purchase order to Reliance Energy Trading Limited, PTC 

A!. per TNERC' s tariff orders, co-generati on means a process by which two or more 
form of energy including e lectricity, is produced. 
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India Limited and Tata Power Trading Company Limited43
. The purchase of 

power from PTC and Tata Power Trading Company to the extent o f 1,587 
Million Units (MUs) (out o f the total purchase of 1,894 MUs), at the rates 
ranging from ~4.74 to ~6.75 per unit was actuall y sourced from the co
generation plants and bio-mass based power producers within the State. 

Audit ana lys is of these purchase indicated that: 

• The Government Order o f February 2009 directing all power generators in 
Tami l Nadu to supply all electri city generated either to TANGEDCO or to 
any other HT consumer within the State was actuall y at the behest of 
TANGEDCO. However, TANGEDCO's subsequent dec ision to a llow the 
power producers to sell the power to the traders contradicted its earl ier 
stand and the Government order of February 2009. As TANGEDCO also 
fa iled to initiate the tender process for purchase of power produced by co
generation units/bio mass generation plants within the State as per the 
directi ves of TNERC, it was forced to purchase the same power fro m the 
traders at higher rates. 

• When the tender for purchase of power from traders wa under 
finali sati on, TNERC rev ised the tariff for purchase of power from co
generation (April 2009) and bio-mass (May 2009) power producers which 
ranged from ~3.801 to ~3.836 per unit. Under these circumstances, 
purchase of power generated by 23 such co-generation/bio-mass units 
within the State through traders at rates ranging from ~4.74 to ~6.75 per 
unit was in excess of the fa ir price fi xed by TNERC and resu lted in 
addi tional extra expenditure to TANGEDCO to the extent of ~254.05 
crore. 

The Government admitted (November 20 13) that the power offered by PTC 
included the power generated by some co-generation units within the State and 
further stated that in as much as the PPAs with these co-generation units were 
kept in abeyance, acceptance of these source of power was in order. The 
reply i not tenable as the PPAs with the co-generation units have been kept in 
abeyance and the same power was purchased th rough power traders at much 
higher rates. Thi constituted extra expenditure to the tune of ~254.05 crore 
by TANGEDCO. 

3.8 Jnfructuous expenditure 

Inadequate follow-up by T ANGEDCO in exploring the coal mine 
identified as source of fuel for two of its upcoming thermal projects led to 
not only losing the source of fuel but also resulted in financial loss of 
~12.19 crore. 

M inistry of Coal (MOC) allotted (July 2007) the Mandakini B coal block in 
Odisha, with estimated coal reserves of 1,200 million MTs to TANGEDCO 
and three~ Public Sector Undertakings (PSUs) of other States. The allotment 
with equal share to each of the PS Us required that the allottees should jointly 
or th rough a separate company formed for thi '> purpose, apply for Prospecting 

The trader was issued letter of acceptance only in August 20 I 0. 
Odisha Mining Corporation Limited, A-.sam Mineral Development Corporation 
Limited and Meghalaya Mineral Development Corporation Limited. 
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Licence (PL) and also jointly furnish Bank Guarantee (BG) equivalent to · 
Z97 .50 crore within three months of allotment. Milestones45 for development 
of the block were also prescribed with a condition that in case of slippage in 
adherence to the milestones, the allotment would be cancelled and 50 per cent 
of the BG invoked. 

A review in audit of the progress achieved in exploration of the coal block 
revealed that from the date of allotment, the joint efforts taken by the PSUs 
were insufficient and the project became a non-starter as none of the critical 
milestones was adhered to. Even though formation of a separate company 
jointly by all the four aUottees was the first step for applying for PL, it was 
fmmed only in February 2009 i.e., after a delay of more than 15 months. 
Further slippages in achieving other milestones like purchase of geological 
report, filing application for mining, submission of mining plan, request for 
forest clearance, land acquisition etc., with delays ranging from two to 2 112 . 
years resulted in MOC issuing three show cause notices (October 2009, 
October 2010 and May 2012) and finally cancelling the allotment itself in 
December 2012. Fifty per cent of the BG equivalentto Z48.75 crore was duly 
invoked as per the conditions of allotment. As there was no possibility of 
taking up the project further, TANGEDCO decided (April 2013) to exit from 
the joint venture. 

Audit observed that while approving the investment proposal on this captive 
mining project, the Board of TANGEDCO directed (October 2007) that any 
investment/BG was to be released only after formation of a separate company 
and after exercising due diligence as to the capabilities of that company to 
successfully undertake mining exploration. However, TANGEDCO released 
(April-October 2008) its share of equity (Z two crore) and BG (Z24.38 crore) 
even before formation of the separate.company. Had TANGEDCO exercised 
due diligence and invested its share in the project as directed by the Board 
an~ closely monitored implementation of project, it would not have suffered 
loss of zl2.19 crore (being TANGEDCO's share in z48.75 crore of BG 
invoked by MOC) as a result of de:.allocation. 

Thus, inadequate follow-up by the allottee PSUs including TANGEDCO in 
deyeloping and exploring the coal mine which was identified as a source of 
fuel for two upcoming thermal projects not only resulted in losing the source 
of fuel but also in financial loss of Z12.19 crore to TANGEDCO. 

While concurring with the facts, the Government replied (November 2013) 
that the concept of joint allocation of one coal block to many PSUs of different 
State was unwork.able. It added that though it incurred capital expenditure 
considering the long term benefits of the coal min.e, the project failed only due 
to non issue of PL by the Odisha Government. 

The fact, however, remained that MOC resorted to de-allocation not only 
bebause of slippage in obtaining PL, but also due to non achievement of other 
milestones and· unsatisfactory progress in development of the coal mine and 
end-use plants by the allottee PSUs. The fact also remained that TANGEDCO 

45 Milestones, inter alia, included (i) purchase of Geological report by October 2009, 
(ii) obtaining approval for mining plan by June 2010, (iii) obtaining forest clearance 
by April 2011 and (iv) obtaining Mining Lease by October 2011. 
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prematurely relea ed its share of BG and equity even before formation of the 
separate company resulting in the stated loss. 

3.9 Loss of revenue 

TANGEDCO failed to comply with Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory 
Commission's orders regarding sharing of Clean Development 
Mechanism benefits resulting in loss of revenue of ~11.72 crore. 

As per the Clean Development Mechanism (COM) adopted by United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climatic Change (UNFCCC)46 and ratified 
(August 2002) by the GOI, all projects leading to real, measurable and long 
term mitigation of green house gases in the country are entitled to COM 
benefits. The COM would be in the form of Certified Emission Reduction 
(CER) credits issued to e ligible entities of the country which have been 
registered with UNFCCC which could be sold to other organisations 
throughout the world. TNERC, in its comprehensive Tariff Orders issued 
between March and May 2009, stipulated that COM benefits should be shared 
on gross basis starting from J 00 per cent to the developers in the first year and 
thereafter reducing by l 0 per cent every year ti ll the sharing becomes equal at 
50:50 between the developer and the distribution licensee (TANGEOCO). 
The above decision was reiterated by TNERC in its revised tariff order issued 
in Ju ly 2012. 

Audit conducted a test check to verify the extent of compliance of the 
stipulation of TNERC by TANGEDCO and observed the following: 

• 

• 

46 

47 

48 

49 

TANGEOCO had so far entered into agreements with 35 power projects . 
As per UNFCCC registry , all these projects had obtained COM 
Registration. However, in none of these projects had TANGEDCO 
initiated the modifications in the clauses of the agreement for sharing of 
COM benefits in line with the tariff orders of TNERC till date (December 
2013). 

As per UNFCCC' s monitoring reports;n 19 out of 35 projects which 
obtained COM certification had actually earned COM benefits for the 
monitoring period from January 2003 upto August 20 J 2 equivalent to 
66,34,770 credits. As TANGEDCO had not incorporated the required 
clause in the agreement for sharing of carbon credits as stipu lated by 
TNERC, it lost its entitlement for a share of 3,90,628 credits. The value of 
these credits amounted to ~ 11. 72 crore48 (at the exchange rate of US $ 649 

for each credit and ~50 per US $). Audit ascertained (June 20 13) from 
another State PSU viz ., Tamil Nadu Newsprint and Papers Limited that it 

This is an environment treaty with the goal of preventing human interference on the 
climatic system. 
Monitoring of carbon emissions is carried out on a monthly basis with the data 
required for calculation. transmitted to an accredited agency who prepares monthly 
CER reports. These monthly reports form the basis for the monitoring reports. 
TANGEDCO"s share worked out for the periods after issue of TNERC' s tariff orders 
from March 2009 for wind, bio-mass and co-generation. 
Minimum of the average price of CER during the period December 2008 to 
December 20 11 as per the World Bank Report on State and Trends of the Carbon 
market 20 12. 

55 



Audit Report (Public Sector Undertakings) for the year ended 31March 2013 

traded carbon credits at the rate of Euro 1.52 to Euro 13.13 per credit 
during 2009-10 to 2012-13. 

The Government replied (November 2013) that based on Audit Observation , 
TANGEDCO had taken initiative to collect the share of COM benefits and 
once its collections are made, the same would be passed on to the consumers. 

3.10 Delay in.filing appeal 

TANGEDCO failed to appeal in time before Tamil Nadu Electricity 
Regulatory Commission (TNERC)/Appellate Tribunal for Electricity 
(APTEL) which led to loss of opportunity of recovering additional cost of 
~1.90 crore. 

Ind Bharat Powergencom Limited (IBPL), a coal based thermal power 
generating company at Tuticorin requested (17 September 2009) TANGEDCO 
to accept the power generated during the trial run of its first unit of 3 X 63 
MW plant. T ANGEDCO agreed to purchase power from IBPL and pay for 
the energy pumped into grid at 90 per cent of the purchase rate of firm 
power50 as approved by TNERC. Between 17 September and 31 December 
2009, IBPL supplied 33.29 Million Units (MUs) of power to TANGEDCO. 

Later on, TANGEDCO directed (March 2010) IBPL to approach TNERC for 
fixing the rate for the power supplied by it. Based on a petition filed (August 
2010) by IBPL for fi xation of the rate and settlement of its dues, TNERC held 
( 19 October 20 I 0) that: 

• The payment for entire supply of 33.29 MUs of power be made at the 
lowest fuel cost of a similar type of coaJ based thermal station. 

• Ennore Thermal Power Station (ETPS) was a comparable station and its 
variable cost during October to December 2009 at ~ 1 .94 per unit (as 
indicated by TANGEDCO) be paid to IBPL. 

• An appeal, if any, was to be filed against this order with APTEL within 45 
days from the date of its order. 

Audit noticed that though the time limit for fi ling appeal with APTEL against 
this order lapsed on 3 December 2010, TANGEDCO did not file any appeal 
within the due date. However, the Board of Directors of TANGEDCO 
decided (May 201 1) that ETPS was a 40 year old thermal station and hence, 
its normative variable cost was not comparable with the power station of 
IBPL. Therefore, T ANGEDCO worked out the normative variable cost of a 
new 63 MW plant similar to that of IBPL at ~1.37 per unit and filed (June 
2011) a review petition before TNERC and also sought condonation for the 
delay of 231 days in filing the review petition. 

As TNERC declined to condone the delay and dismissed (June 2011) the 
review petition, TANGEDCO filed (December 2011) an appeal before APTEL 
for condonation of delay. APTEL also dismissed (May 2012) the petition of 
TANGEDCO on the ground that the delay in fi ling review petition with 

50 
Firm power means the power committed and contracted by generators of power and 
infirm power means Lhe energy supplied over and above Lhe firm power and is 
interruptible at shon notice. 

56 



Chapter-Ill Compliance Audit Observations 

TNERC was not properly explained. Consequently, TANGEDCO paid 
(November 2012) ~6.46 crore to IBPL for 33.29 MUs of power supplied by it 
at the rate of ~J.94 per unit. 

Thus, TANGEDCO lost an opportunity of representing its case before TNERC 
and APTEL for recovery of additional cost of~ 1.90 crore51 paid to IBPL. 

The Government replied (October 20 13) that TANGEDCO filed the review 
petition not with the intention of fighting the tariff awarded by TNERC, but to 
establi sh the principle that the tariff for 'infirm power' should not be made 
taking into account the variable cost of old plant. The fact, however, remained 
that there were delays in filing the review petitions both before TNERC and 
APTEL. 

3.11 Loss of revenue 

There was revenue loss of ~l.49 crore due to incorrect interpretation of 
the statutory provisions for effecting High Tension service connection. 

As per the provisions of 29 ( 12) (ii) of the Supply Code issued by TNERC in 
July 2004, for any group housing/commercial complex having a total demand 
exceeding 5,000 KV A and requiring LT service connection, the consumer 
shall provide a space for establishment of a Sub-station (SS)/Switching 
Station. However, there is no such provision in respect of HT and EHT 
service connection requiring more than 5,000 KV A. Further, a per the 
regulation of the Tamil Nadu Distribution Standards of Performance, 2004 
(Standards of Performance), a new HT service connection has to be extended 
to the consumers within one month from the date of receipt of application in 
thi regard. 

ECCi Info Park Limited (ECCi), Sholinganallur app lied ( 13 June 2007) for an 
HT service connection for a maximum demand of 6,500 KV A. As per the 
demand (15 June 2007) of TANGEDCO, ECCi also submitted (October 2007) 
an undertaking to compensate T ANGEDCO at double the market value of the 
land not provided by it for establishing a 33/1 1 KV SS within their premises. 
Based on this undertaking, TANGEDCO registered ECCI's application for 
supply of HT service connection in January 2008 and accorded (May 2008) 
administrative approval for the service connection. However, the demand for 
compensation for land was withdrawn (August 2008) by TANGEDCO as 
ECCi requested (June 2008) to reduce load requirement from 6,500 KVA to 
5,000 KV A. After collection (December 2008) of service connection and 
other charges amounting to ~21.62 lakh applicable for 5,000 KVA service 
connection, the supply avai lability notice52 was issued by TANGEDCO on 9 
February 2009. 

From the above, it could be noticed that TANGEDCO took 20 months for 
effecting service connection to ECCi from the date of receipt of application 
i.e. , on 13 June 2007 to date of effecting service connection i.e. , on 9 February 
2009. This was in excess of one month time prescribed in the Standards of 
Performance of TNERC. Audit analysis of the delay indicated that: 

51 

52 
~ 1.94 - ~ 1.37 = ~0.57 per unit X 33.29 MUs. 
TANGEDCO wil l levy demand charges from the date of issue of supply availabil ity 
notice. 
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• ECCi requested for supply of service connection for their IT industry 
which is classifiable as HT service connection and not the places of group 
housing/commercial complex. Therefore, the direction by TANGEDCO to 
ECCi to provide for the land for their SS within the premise and 
subsequent directions to g ive an undertaking to pay double the market 
value of the land was unwarranted. TANGEDCO decided in July 2007 to 
provide service connection to ECCi from its own upcoming SS at 
Shol linganallur (which was actually commissioned in February 2008). 
Even after this decision, there was subsequent delay of seven months in 
registering (January 2008) the application received in July 2007 and 
further delay of 12 months from the date of commissioning (February 
2008) of their new SS to date of effecting the service connection (February 
2009). These avoidable delays cau ed a revenue loss of ~ l .49 crore.53 

The Government in its reply (November 20 13) attributed the delay of even 
months up to January 2008 to the incomplete application submitted by the 
applicant and not providing space for SS. It added that further delay of six 
months from June to December 2008 was on account of time required for 
taking some policy decisions by TANGEDCO. It also stated that every effort 
would be taken to reduce such delays in future. The fact, however, remained 
that apart from the delays committed by applicant, the delay of 12 months on 
the part of TANGEDCO in effecting the service connection after 
commissioning of the new SS in February 2008 had caused the above 
mentioned revenue loss. 

3.12 Overpayment of Customs Duty 

Failure to obtain updated information on concessional duty before 
embarking on the imports coupled with non obtaining the certificate of 
origin in the prescribed format from the channelising agencies led to 
overpayment of Customs Duty amounting to ~0.93 crore. 

To meet partial requirement of coal for its thermal stations, TANGEDCO 
imports coal through channelising agencies. TANGEDCO makes payment to 
the channe lising agencies for the imported coal at an all inclusive High Sea 
Sales54 Contract rate excludi ng Customs Duty. The Customs Duty would be 
paid directly by TANGEDCO to Customs Authorities. 

Consequent to the Preferential Trade Agreement entered into (August-October 
2009) by the GOI with the Association of South East Asian Nations 
(ASEAN), coal imports from Indonesia (which is part of the ASEAN) were 
extended a concessional customs duty of four per cent with effect from I 
October 2010 and three per cent from l January 2011 (against the normative 
rate of Customs Duty at fi ve per cent). To avail the concessional duty, the 
importer has to make a claim furni hing details of import along with a 

53 

54 

Being the maximum demand charges foregone for I I months from March 2008 Lo 
February 2009 in respect of 90 per cent of 5,000 KV A aclually sanctioned at ~300 
per KV A after allowing one month Li me for effecling the service connection as per 
Lhe Standards of Regulations. 
High Sea Sales (HSS) with reference to Seclion 5 (2) o f the Central Sales Tax Acl 
refers to a sale that lakes place in Lhe course of import of goods into Lhe terrilory of 
India and is effected by a Lransfer of documenls of ti tle to the goods before the goods 
have crossed the custom. frontiers of India. 
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'Certificate of Origin ' in the prescribed format signed by authorised 
signatori es. 

Audit noticed that TANGEDCO issued (August 2010) a Purchase Order (PO) 
for import of three lakh MTs of coal from Indonesia through Tamil Nadu 
Newsprint and Papers Limited (TNPL). As discharge of coal against the PO 
was made after 1 October 20 10, the import was eligible fo r the concessional 
customs duty. But, TANGEDCO did not avail the concession as the condition 
regarding 'Certificate of Orig in ' was not fulfilled in the import, which was due 
to not obtaining the certificate in the prescribed format from the authorised 
signatories of Indonesia by TNPL. 

It was further noticed that TANGEDCO was not aware of the avai lability of 
the concession till September 20 11 as it was the Clearing and Forwarding 
agents of TANGEDCO, M/s SICAL Logistics limited who informed about the 
availability of the concession by which time, most of the consignments had 
already been discharged. 

As Customs Duty was paid at the normal rate of five per cent instead of at the 
concessional rate, TANGEDCO paid excess Customs Duty amounting to 
~0.93 crore. TANGEDCO made an attempt to recover the amount from TNPL 
after being pointed out (March 20 12) by Audit but the attempt was not 
successful as TNPL rejected the claim stating that the assessment and payment 
of customs duty was made by TANGEDCO on its own without consulting it. 

Thus, TANGEDCO's failure to obtain updated info rmation on the concessions 
available and their requirements resulted in non avai ling of concessional duty 
amounting to ~0.93 crore. 

The Government replied (November 2013) that since the notification for 
concessional Customs Duty became effective from 1 October 2010, the same 
could not be anticipated by TANGEDCO when it issued PO to TNPL in 
August 2010. The reply was not convincing because as per the conditions of 
PO, the payment of Customs Duty was to be made by TANGEDCO directly to 
Customs Authorities based on the 'Certificate of Origin' to be provided by 
TNPL. However, TANGEDCO fa iled to avail concessional duty as it was not 
aware of the updated concessions availab le and thus was not able to obtain the 
certificate in the prescribed format from TNPL. 

3.13 Loss of interest 

Inordinate delay in closure of work order of a deposit contribution work 
resulted in belated recovery of the cost which resulted in loss of interest of 
~0.85 crore. 

TANGEDCO while sanctioning (February 2005) a new Extra High Tension 
service connection for supply of 5,000 KV A to M/s New Zirconium Oxide 
Sponge Project (NZOSP) in Tuticorin District also decided to erect two 
dedicated feeders from the 230 KV Auto Sub-station (SS) at Tuticorin up to 
the premises of NZOSP at the cost of consumer. 

The estimated cost of two dedicated feeders chargeable to NZOSP at ~4.87 
crore was remitted by NZOSP in March 2005 and the feeders were energised 
in September 2007. However, TANGEDCO finalised the cost of erection of 
feeders only in January 20 12 after a delay of more than four years at ~6.62 
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crore and requested (June 20 12) NZOSP to remit the balance amount of~ 1.75 
crore. The amount was remitted by NZOSP on 29 June 2012. 

Audit observed that: 

• Though the work of energisation of the dedicated feeders wa completed 
a early as in September 2007, TANGEDCO finalised the completion 
report and worked out the actual expenditure only in January 2012 after a 
delay of four years and four months. This has resulted in belated cost 
recovery by T ANGEDCO. This was in contravention of the stipulation of 
the Regulation 45( 1) of the Di tribution Code of TNERC, which provided 
for collection of the co t of improvement works from the consumers 
immediately on completion of the works. 

• As T ANGEDCO is mainly relying on borrowed funds for its working 
capital requirements, the delay of 54 months (January 2008 to June 20 12) 
for recovering the cost of ~1.75 crore (after giving due allowance of a 
rea onable period of three months for closure of work orders) implied that 
TANGEDCO suffered intere t loss of ~85 .44 lakh55 during that period 
which was avoidable. 

The matter was reported to the Company/Government in July 2013; their reply 
was awaited (October 20 13). 

3.14 Loss of revenue 

T ANGEDCO violated the prov1s1ons of Tamil Nadu Electricity 
Distribution Code in respect of multiple service connections under Low 
Tension supply which resulted in loss of revenue of ~0.71 crore. 

The Tamil Nadu Electricity Supply Code (Supply Code) and Tamil Nadu 
Distribution Code (Distribution Code) regulate the supply and distribution of 
electricity in the State. As per Regulation 27 (13 and 14) of the Distribution 
Code, an establishment or a per on will not be given more than one serv ice 
connection within the same door number or sub door number unless there is a 
permanent physical segregation of the area for different service connections. 
Further, as per Regulation 5 of the Supply Code, when the recorded demand of 
the single Low Tension (LT) service connection exceeded 11 2 KW, the 
consumer has the option of converting the LT service connection to High 
Tension (HT) service connection or pay excess demand charges for the 
additional load over and above the sanctioned demand. 

Test check (April 20 12 to February 2013) in Audit of five revenue billing 
units of TANGEDCO revealed that there were 14 multiple LT ervice 
connections hav ing combined sanctioned demand of more than 11 2 KW in the 
same premises not having permanent physical segregation. Even though 
exces demand charges for the sanctioned demand exceeding 11 2 KW were 
required to be collected as per Regulation 5 of the Supply Code, TANGEDCO 
did not levy them from the con umers till date (December 20 13). 
Consequently, T ANGEDCO suffered a revenue loss of ~0.7 1 crore for the 
period from April 2012 to September 20 13 (the period up to which the latest 

55 Rate of interest adopted is I 0.85 per cent, which is the average rate of interest at 
which TANGEDCO availed Cash Credit from 18 banks from 2008 to 20 I I. 
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billing particulars were available). It is pertinent to mention that to ensure 
compliance to the above provisions of the Codes, instructions were issued 
(October 2012) by TANGEDCO Headquarters to a ll the Regional Chief 
Engineers to conduct inspection of premises. But the above instructions were 
not complied with so far (December 2013). 

TANGEDCO replied (Ju ly 2013) that the fie ld officers of TANGEDCO had 
been instructed to issue three months notice to all premi es having more than 
one LT service connection for conversion to HT connection and that the 
effecting of multiple LT services had been strictly controlled. The fact, 
however, remained that pending conversion of multiple LT service 
connections into a s ingle LT HT connection, loss of revenue pointed out by 
Audit would continue. 

The matter was reported to the Government in July 2013; their reply was 
awaited (December 2013). 

[d§!t§011 
3.15 Follow-up action on Audit Reports 

Explanatory notes outstanding 

3.15.1 The Audit Reports of the CAG represent the culmination of the process 
of scrutiny starting with initial inspection of Accounts and records maintained 
in the various Government Companies and Statutory Corporations. It is, 
therefore, necessary that they elicit appropriate and timely response from the 
Executive. Finance Department, Government of Tamil Nadu had issued 
instructions (January 199 L) to all Administrative Departments to submit 
explanatory notes indicating corrective/remedial action taken or proposed to 
be taken on the Paragraphs and Performance Audit Reports included in the 
Audit Reports within two months of their presentation to the Legislature, 
without waiting for any notice or call from the Committee on Public 
Undertakings (COPU). 

The Audit Reports for the years 2008-09, 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011 - 12 were 
presented to the State Legislature in May 20 J 0, September 20 I 1, May 20 12 
and May 201 3, respectively. Eleven out of 14 Departments, which were 
commented upon , had not submitted explanatory notes on 52 out of 79 
Paragraphs/Performance Audit Reports, as of 3 1 October 201 3, as indicated 
below: 

Year of Audit Total numher of Numher of Paragraphs/Performam·e 
Reporl l'aragrnphs/Performanl·e A uclit Reports for \\ hkh explanator~ 
({ 'ommerdall Audit in the Audit Reporl notes wen• not ren•i\'ed'" 

2008-09 24 6 

2009-10 19 14 

2010-1 I 20 18 

2011-12 16 14 

TOTAL 79 52 

56 Paragraphs/performance audit reports for which no explanatory notes were received 
but discussed by COPU are excl uded. 
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Department-wise analysis of the pendency is given in Annexure-18. The 
Energy Department is responsible for non-submission of large number of 
explanatory notes. 

Compliance with the Reports of Committee on Public Undertakings (COPU) 

3.15.2 The Action Taken Notes (A TNs) to the paragraphs included in the 
Report of the COPU are to be furnished by the concerned Departments within 
six months from the date of presentation of these reports to the State 
Legislature. Replies to 146 paragraphs pertaining to 27 Reports of COPU 
presented to the State Legislature between January 2003 and May 2013 had 
not been received as of 31 October 2013 as indicated below: 

YearofCOPU Total number of Reports Number of paragraphs in respect of 
Report invol\'ed which replies were not received 

2002-03 5 5 

2003-04 2 5 

20~-05 I 3 

2006-07 1 5 

2009- 10 7 47 

2010- 11 3 40 

2011- 12 3 24 

2012- 13 5 17 

TOTAL 27 l-l6 

Response to Inspection Reports, Draft Paragraphs and Performance Audit 
reports 

3.15.3 Audit observations noticed during audit and not settled on the spot are 
communicated to the heads of the Public Sector Undertakings (PSUs) and 
departments of the State Government through Inspection Reports. The heads 
of PSUs are required to furnish replies to the Inspection Reports through the 
respective heads of Departments within a period of four weeks. Inspection 
Reports issued up to March 2013 pertaining to 70 auditee units disclosed that 
3,384 paragraphs relating to 800 Inspection Reports remained outstanding at 
the end of October 2013; of these, 200 Inspection Reports containing 613 
paragraphs had not been replied to for more than two year . Department-wise 
break-up of Inspection Reports and audit observations outstanding as on 
3 l October 2013 are given in Annexure-19. 

Similarly, Draft Paragraphs and Performance Audit Reports on the workjng of 
PSUs are forwarded to the Principal Secretary/Secretary of the Administrative 
Department concerned demi-officially seeking confirmation of facts and 
figures and their comments thereon within a period of six weeks. However, 
seven Draft Paragraphs forwarded to various Departments during the period 
from June to October 20 J 3, as detailed in Annexure-20, had not been replied 
so far (December 20 J 3). 

62 



I· 

I Chapter-Ill Compliance Audit Observations 
1u5 *»WWW iii 1 ?#B"R'*$Ab¥ '9ri ""'**"" ¥-~'4•· Ml%§?pt+i ·M G Wii f o Q ii#i9&ii'""'ffW·¥§AA·i*t #J ri'E?·pt._, . ..,.,.., 

It is recommended that the Govem~ent should ensure that (a), procedure exists 
for action against the officials who fail to send replies to 
Inspection Reports/Draft Paragraphs/Performance Audit Reports/ATNs on the 
recommendations of COPU as perl the prescribed time schedule, (b) action to 
recover loss/outstanding advances/overpayments is taken within prescribed 
time and ( c) the system of respondihg to audit observations is revamped. 

I 

Chennai 
The 1April20141 

New Delhi 
The 3 Aprfi. 2014 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I· 

I 

i 
I 
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I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

(SUIBHASHJINI SIUNIV ASAN) 
Principal Accountant Ge.llll.eli"all 

(!Economic and R.evel!'me S~ctor Arnrilit)? · 
TamUNadu 

Countersigl!lled 

I ~. 
i ,,,r(J. 
i ~ ~"f 
! "1'..::i I .'I. 

i (SHA~HI JKAN'JI' SHARMA) 
Cmnptroller and Auditor Geneirall of Indfa 

I 
I 
I 
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I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

ANNEXURE-1 

(Referred to in paragraph 1.6) 

Statement showing particulars of up-to-date paid-up capital, loans outstanding and manpower as on 31 March 2013 in respect of 
Government companies and Statutory Corporation 

I Tamil Nadu Fisheries Development 
Corporation Llmilcd (TN Fishcncs) 

I Tamil Nadu Forest Planlmion Corporation 
Limited (TAFCORN) 

I Tamil Nadu Tea Plantation Corporation 
Limited (TANTEA) 

I Arasu Rubber Corporation Limited (ARC) 

Tamil Nadu lndus1rial lnvcs1men1 
Corporation Limited (TllC) 

Fisheries Apri l 1974 

Environment June 1974 
and Fores! 

Environment August 1975 [ 
and Fores! 

Environment August 1984 I 
and Forest 

Micro. Small I March 1949 
and \1edium 
Enterprises 

446 --- ---

3.76 --- 1.88 

5.96 I --- I --- I 

8.45 I --- I -- I 

266.02 17.47 

67 

4.46 3.47 

5.64 -··-

5.96 I --- I 

8.45 I --- I 

283.49 

(Figures in column S(a) to 6(d) are~ in crore) 

--

---

--- I 

--- I 

-- 3.47 0.78·1 I 
(005•1) 

-- --- -- I 

9.02 I 9.02 I 1.51: I I 

-- I --- I co.09:1> I 

281.02 I 281.02 I o. 99: 1 
(1.09:1) 

152 

369 

6,375 

153 

516 
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SI. Se<·lor amt nam<' of llll' C1111111:111~ :\:1111<' of lht' :\lonlh and l'aid-up i:apilal Loan' nul,l:uulini: al lhe do,<• of 21112-U IM1I :\lanpo\\ er 
:'\o. Departnwnl ~ear of e1111il~ 

inl'orpn- ralio 
ration 2012-U 

(pn•\iou' 
~e:ir) 

Slak C1·111ral 01h1·1·s Tola I Sl:1k Central Oll11•rs Total 
Gml'rn- GoH·rn- (;un·rn- Gmern-
ment ment llll'lll llll'lll 

(I) (:!) (.1) !4) :'!al :'(bl :' (l') :' (dl 6 !al ,, (bl ,, (l") "td) (71 (Ill 

6. I Tamil N;1du Handloom Development I llam.llnom. I Septemher I 2.67 I ... I 1.62 I 4.29 I . .. I . .. I . .. I -··· I . .. I 14 
Cnrpor.ition Limited IT!' Handloom) 1 landicrafl\. 1964 

Textiles and 
Khadi 

7. I Tamil Nadu Small lndustncs Development I ~li ..:ro. Small I March 1970 I 8.70 I --· I -- I 8.70 I --- I --- I ... I --- I ... I 407 
Corpor.uion Limited IT"< SIDCOJ and Medium 

Entcrpmc' 

8. I Tamil '.\ladu Adi-dr.i' id;1r !lousing and Adi-dra,·idar f"ebruary 63.44 44.94 --- !08.38 0.09 I --- I --- I 0.09 I --- I 305 
Development Curpor.uiun Limned and Tribal 1974 
(TMIDCOJ Welfare 

9 I Tamil Nadu Transpon Oc\·clopmcnt Transpon March 1975 43.03 ··- 18.71 61.74 ... -- --- -- --- I 29 
Finance Corporauon Limited !TDfCJ C0.16:1} 

10. I Tamil Nadu Bad.ward Cl;L\SCs Economic Backward Novcmher 12.27 --- --- 12.27 ... ··- --- --- --- I 18 
Development Corporation Limucd Classes and 1981 
ITABCEDCOJ Mo't 

back\\ard 
cla"e' 
Welfare 

11. I Tamil Nadu Corporntion for Development I Soda! I December I 0.40 I 0.38 I --- I 
0.78 I --- I --- I --- I ... I --- I 606 

of\'v'omcn Limited <TN Women) Welfare and 198.3 
Noon-meal 
programme 

12. I Tamil Nadu Urhan Finance and , .\lumc1pal :V1arch 1990 .31.02 --- 0.98 .3:!.00 --- --- 259.09 259.09 R. IO:I I .35 
lnfraMructurc Dc\'elopmcnt Corpllration Adminj,. (9.6.3:1) 
Limited tTUFIDCO> !ration and 

\"'atcr 
Suppl) 
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SI. Sector and name of thl' Compall) 
:\o. 

(I ) (2 1 

13. I Tamil Nadu Minoriucs Economic 
Development Corpor.itinn Limited 
(TAMCOl 

14, I Tamil Nadu Industrial Development 
Corporation Limited (TIDCO) 

15. I State Industries Promotion Corporation of 
Tamil Nadu LimJted (S IPCOT1 

16. I Tamil Nadu Police Housing Corporjtion 
Limited (TN Police Housing) 

17. I TIDEL Park Lurnted (TIDEL. Chcnnai) 

18. I Tamil l\adu Rural Housmg and 
Infrastructure Development Corporauon 
Limited (TN Rural I lousmg) 

:'\amc of the 
l>cparllm•nt 

(,,, 
Backward 
Clas'c' and 
~1o'>t 
backward 
cla.,,c., 
Welfare 

lndw,trics 

lndu,trics 

Home 

lndustrie., 

I Rural 
De\'clopmcnt 
and 
Panchayat 
Raj 

\lonth and Paid-up rnpital 
)car of 
inrnrpo· 
ration 

State Cent ml Others 
(;oHrn· Go\'crn-
mcnt mcnt 

(.JI S (a ) s (b l S (Cl 

August 1999 2.05 

.\.1ay 1965 72.Q3 ... ... 

.\.1arch 197 1 123.lJI -- -

April 1981 l.00 ... ... 

Dcccmber ... . .. 44.00 
1997 

January 1999 3.00 . .. . .. 

69 

Loa ns ouhlandini,: al the closl' of 2012-U 

Total Stall' Central Others Total 
Gmern- Gon~rn-

men I ment 

S id i ,, (al ,, (h i 6 (Cl 6 (d l 

2.05 71.26 71.26 

72.Q3 175. 13 . .. . .. 175.13 

123.91 ... . .. . .. ·-

l.00 ·- ·- ... --· 

44.00 . .. . .. . .. . .. 

3.00 

l>cbt 
Cllllil) 
ratio 
2012-U 
I pre\ ious 
) Carl 

(71 

34.76:1 
(25.33:1) 

2.43:1 
(3.12:1) 

--

... 

·-

Armexures 

\l:1111mn cr 

1111 

6 

I 62 

I 260 

212 

39 
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SI. Seetor and name of the ( "ompan~· 

'.\o. 

(II 121 

19. Nilakottai Food Pad .. Limiled <t\ilakoua1) 

20. I Guindy Industrial fatale lnfra,tructure 

2 1 

:!:! 

23. 

24. 

25. 

27. 

Upgradauon Company 1Guindy Estate) 

I Tamil Nadu Road lnfraslruclurc 
Dcvclopmenl Corpora1ion !TN Road 
I nfra~tructurc) 

I Tamil :--:adu Road De\ elopmcn1 Company 
Llnuted (TNRDCl 

I IT Exprc\\way 

I TIDEL Park Coimbatore Limited 
(TIDEL.Co1mba1ure) 

I AdyarPoonga 

Tamil Natlu Sm;1ll lndus1rics Corporauon 
Limited (T:\NSIJ 

'.\ame ofthl' 
Department 

(.,I 

lndu,trics 

Micro. Small 
and \1ed1um 
Enterpn..es 

I Hi!!hways 

Highways 

Highwa)'s 

lndumies 

Municipal 
Admini.,-
1ra1ion and 
Water 
Supply 

.\1ir.:ro. Small 
and Medium 
En1erprises 

I 

.\lonth and 
~·ear of 
im·orpo· 
nttion 

(41 

April 20(1-t 

June 2004 

.\1arch 2005 

Septcmhcr 
2010 

Juoe 2007 

October 
2008 

Scptcmhcr 
1965 

State 
(;on-rn· 
llll'llt 

S <al 

-
··-

I 5.00 

--

-·-

·-· 

0.10 

:!0.00 

Paid-up capital 

('entral Otht>rs 
(;on-rn· 
llll'llt 

s (hi s (l') 
-·· 068 

··- O.Dl 

I ·- I --

... 10.00 

·-· 44.05 

•.. 133.00 

-·- ··-

70 

Loans outstandini: at the dost> of 2012-1.\ Dt>ht .\lanp1mer 
ec1uit~ 
n•tin 
2012-J.\ 
I pre,ious 
~earl 

Total State c·.,ntral Others Total 
(;on-rn· <;mern· 
llll'llt llll'llt 

S1d1 (1 lal ,, (hi 6 (l'I 6(dl 171 1111 

0.68 

0.01 

I I I I I <:!OO.oo: l > 

I 5.00 I -- I ·- I ·- I ... I - I 10 

10.00 -· ·- 27.10 27.10 2.71:1 I 94 
( l.50: l) 

44.05 - -- 182.42 182.42 4.14:1 I 29 
(3.22:1) 

133.00 35.00 ··- ·-- 35.00 0.26:1 I 13 
(0.28:1) 

0.10 --- --- -- ... ·- I 10 

20.00 10.66 10.66 O.'i3: I 141 



Amiexures 

SI. Sector and name of the Com pan~· Name of the :\lnnth and Paid-up capital Loans outstanding at the close or 2012- U Debt l\1an1mwer 
:'lln. Department ~·ear or cquit~· 

incorpo- ratio 
mt inn 21112-U 

(pre,·inus 
~·earl 

State Central Others Total State Central Others Total 
Gonrn- GO\'ern- Gcl\'ern- Go\'ern-
ment ment mcnt ment 

II I 12) (.,) (·0 5 (a) 5 (hi 5 (l"I 5 1<11 6 (a) 6 (h ) 6 (C) 6 (d) (7) (I!) 

28. I Tamil Nadu Te:1.til.!s Corporation Limited I Handloom. I April 1969 I 1.54 I ... I . .. I 1.54 I 1.12 I ·-- I -·-- I 1.12 I 0.73:1 I 168 
(TNTcxtib) Handicraft ... 

Textiles and 
Khadi 

29 I Tamil Nadu Zari Limited (TN Zari) I Handloom. 

I 
December 

I 
0.34 

I 
... 

I 
·-- I 0.34 

I 
0.24 I -· I --· I 

0.24 

I 0.71:1 I 113 
Handicntfls. 1971 (0.71:1) 
Texulcs and 
Khadi 

30. I Tamil Nadu Handicrafts Development Hand loom. I July 1973 I 2.05 I 1.16 I 0.01 I 3.22 I - I - I --- I -- I -- I 145 
Corporation Limited CTN Handicrafts) Handicrath. 

Textile~ and 
Khadi 

-- I [ndustric' 31. I Tamil Nadu Salt Corporntion Limited I July 1974 I 6.34 I --- I --- I 6.34 I --- I - I --· I --· I --·- I 62 
fTNSalt) 

32. I Tamil Nadu Sugar Corporation Limited lndustrie' October 79.59 ··- 1.00 80.59 80.87 - 18.53 99.-10 1.23: I I 326 
rTASC01 1974 (1.26:1) 

33. I Tamil Nadu Cements Corporation Limited Industries February 37.-12 ... ··- 37.-12 --- --- - -- - I 827 
fTANCE:'l.1) 1976 

34. I Pcrarnbalur Sugar Mills Limit<!d (PSMJ Industries July 1976 --· --· 37.62 37.62 25.97 - 22.35 48.32 J.28:1 I 266 
(subsidiary ofTASCO) ( 1.30: I) 

35. I Tamil Nadu Minerals Limited (fAMlN1 Industries April 1978 15.74 ... ·-- 15.74 -- - -· ... ··- I 1.468 
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SI. Sl>t' lor and name of llu· (. ·ompan~ '.\mm· or the .\lonlh and Paid-up capital Loan\ ouhtandini: al the doM• of 21112- U l>eht \lanp•m l'r 
No. l>l'parlml'nl ~car or l'<111il~ 

im·orpu- ruliu 
ration 21112- D 

fpn·\it111\ 
~l·arl 

Stall- < ·l·ntrnl Othl'r- Total Stall' ( 'enlral ( llhl·r- Total 
(;o,l'rn· (;mern- (;uH·rn- (;o,t·rn-
men I llll'nl nwnl llll'lll 

(11 f21 di f-ll s hi I s fhl s fl') s f<li fifa l ,, (h i (1 {Cl 6 fel l f7 1 fll 1 

36. I Tamil Nadu Magnesite Limited Industries January 1979 I 16.65 I -- I --- I 16.65 I --- I --- I ··-- I -- I - I .W7 
CTANMAGI 

37. I Tamil :>;adu lndumial E'l.plosi\cs Limited Industries Fehruilf) 22.14 --- 4.89 27.03 45.62 --- O.o7 45.69 1.69:1 I 404 
<TIELJ 1983 ( 1.69:1) 
---

38. I Tamil "ladu Medicinal Plant farms and Indian Scptembcr 1.00 -- - 1.00 -- -- --- -- -- I 106 
Herbal Medicine Corporation Limited Medicine 1983 
(TA!\.1PCOLI and 

Homeopathy 

39. I Tamil :'\adu Painh and Allied Products I Micro. Small I November I --- I --- I 0.02 I 0.02 
l.11n11cd CT APA Pl and Medium 1985 

Enterprises 

40. I Tamil N;ulu Newsprint and Papers Limned I Industries I May 1988 I 24.45 I -- I 44 .93 I 6938 I --- I -- I 1.00434 I 1.00434 I 14.48:1 I 1.924 
T!'\PL) 

41 I Tamil :-.ladu Power Finance and I Energ} I June 1991 I 50.00 I - I - I 50.00 I -- I -- I --- I - I --- I 26 
Infrastructure Development Corporation 
Limited CT!" Powerlin) 

42. I Udangudi Power Corporation Limited Energy O.:cernbcr I -- I --- I 65.00 I 65.00 
< Udangudi Power) 2008 

43. I TNEB Limited Energy December I 8.885.18 I - I -- I !!.885 18 
2009 
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46. I Tamil Nadu Touri-.m Development lnfomiauon I June 1971 I I0.43 I --- I -- I 10.43 I -- I --- I --- I --- I (0.08:1) I 478 
Corporauon Limited ('ITDCJ and Touri-.m 

47. I Tamil Nadu Ci' ii Supplies Corporation Co-0pera1mn. April 1972 52.86 --- -·· 52.86 --- --- --- --- -- 13.758 
Limited IT'-:CSCJ Food anJ 

C<>n,untCr 
Pnlle<:liun 

48. I Poompuhar Shipping Corporation Limited Highway-.& April 1974 20.53 --- --- 20.53 ---- --- --- --- --- 130 
IPSCl \1mor Pon' 

49. I Elcctro111c\ Corporutmn of Tamil Nadu lnfonnation March 1977 25.93 --- ·-- 25.93 --- --- --- --- -·- 168 
L11111tcd (El.COT> Technology 

50. I Over-ea' Manpower Corporation Limited L.aoour& November I 0.15 I --- I --- I 0.15 I --- I --·- I --- I ... I -- I 12 
IOMPC> Employm~nl 1978 

51. I Tamil :>ladu State Marketing Corporation Prohibition Ma} 1983 15.00 ... --- 15.00 ··- ·-- ··- --· ·-- 27.218 
Limited CI AS MAC> & Exci'<: 

52. I Palla\an Tran,port Com.ultancy Service~ Tran,pon fcbruary --- ··- 0.10 0.10 ... --·- ·- --- . .. 9 
Limited (PTCS) 1984 
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SI. Sector and mime or the ( "ompan) '.\amc or the '\lonth and Paid-up capital Loans outstandini: at the close or 2012- U Debt '\Ian power 
I\o. Department )ear or equit) 

inl·orpo- rntio 
mt ion 2012-U 

I pre' ious 
)t•ar l 

Stale Central Others Total Stall" (\·ntral Others Total 
<;mern- Gon•rn- GmHn- (;mern-
llll'llt mcnt llll' lll mcnt 

Ill 121 (.\1 141 S tal s lh l S ll"I 5 (d i (1 (II ) 6thl 6 tcl 6(d l 17 1 tll l 

5.l I Tan11I Nadu Medical Sel"\ Kcs Corporation Hcahh & I Jul] 1994 I 4.04 I -- I --- I 4()4 I I --- I --· I - I I 41-1 
Limited <TN Medical> Family 

Welfare 

54. I Tamil !'ladu E'·sCl"\1ccmcn·s Corporation Puhlic(b- j fonuary 1986 I 0.23 I -- I --- I 0.23 I - I --- I -- I --- I -- I 91 
Limited 1TI:..\'.C01 'en icemen) 

55. I Metn>poli1an Trampon Corporation Tr.in,pon Octohcr 432.42 -- --- 432.42 --- --- 78.72 78.72 0.11!:1 I 23,519 
Limited ('\1TC1 2001 (0.21:1) 

56. I Stale Lxpre" Transpon Corporauon Tr.mspon January 2002 260.30 --- --- 260.30 12U4 -- 143. IJ 204.47 1.02:1 I 7.231 
Limited !SETC) !0.89:1) 

57. I Tamil 'adu Stale Transpon Curpor.ition Transpon Dcccrnhcr 219.12 --- -- 219.12 152.3.J -- 41.81 19.J.15 0.89:1 I 17,555 
CCoimhalorc) L11111tcd 2003 (1.06:1) 
(TNSTC. Co1111ha1ore) 

58. I Tamil l\iadu State Transpon Corporation Transpon Deccmhcr 163.22 

I -- I - I 
163.22 I - I --- I 

68.24 

I 
Ml.24 I 0.42:1 I 24,1}08 

(Kumhakonam) limned 2003 (().45: I J 
(TNSTC. Kumhakonam) 

59. I Tamil Nadu Stale Transpon Corporation Transpon Deccmhcr 66.89 --- -- 66.89 18.26 - 47.67 65.93 0.99: 1 I 13.()75 
!Salem! Limi1cd (T'-iSTC. Salem> 2003 ( 1.80: I) 

60. I Ta1111l l"adu State Tr.m,pon Corpc>ration Tran<.P<>n Deccmhcr 105.38 -- -- IOSJR --- --- -- --- (0.71:1) I 24,+tO 
(\'illupuramJ l .. 11111ted 200.1 
(TNSTC. Vill upuram) 

61 . I Tamil '>adu Stale Tran,p<in Corporation Tran'P<'" January :!CX>4 398.09 - - 398.09 I - I -- I 41.0X I 41.0S I 0.10:1 I 15.021 
(Mudurai) L11111tcd (TNSTC. Madurai) (0.10:1) 
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I . Tamil Nadu Warchou\mg Corpor.nion 
ITA:"'<WAREl 

St>ctor \\ ise total 

Total B (All sector wise working 
Statutory Corporations) 

Grand total (A+B) 

Co
operation. 
Food and 
Con,umcr 
Protection 

Ma) 1958 3.81 3.80 

·' ·81 .um ... 

·' ·81 .l!IO ... 

11,667.36 S0.211 9,396.7S 
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A 1111exures 

7.61 376 

7.61 ... .. ...... ... ... .. . .'76 

7.<11 ... ... ... ... .. . .'76 

21.11.i .. w -l,9.H.27 ... 56,911(1.77 (11 ,9111.0-l 2.9.,:1 2.110,.,111 



Audit Report (Public Sector Undertakings) for the year ended 31 March 2013 

Tarml Nadu Agro lndu,tne' Dc\'elopmcnt 
Corporation Limited <TN \GROJ 

2. I Tamil :'\adu Poultry De,elopment Animal I July 1973 I U7 I - I --- I 1.:27 
Corporation Limited (TAPCO) Hush;indry 

& r l\hcric' 

J. I Tamil .Sadu Sugan:mu: Farm' C'orporauon ,\gricuhure Fi:oruary 0.28 -- -- 0.28 
Limited <T~ Sugarcane) 1975 

6. I Tamil .\Jdu Steel' l.111111ed (I \J Steels) lndu-iric' '••<mh<< h 
I 

-

I 
-

I 
3.92 

I 
5.84 

I 
-- .L4:6 I 0.50 2.68:1 

191<1 12.68: 1) 
-

7. Tamil Nadu Graphites Limited lndu,1ric' March 1997 O.IO - -- 0.10 
Ill\ Graphite') 
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SI. Sector and name of the Compan~· :\ame of the \lonth and Paid-up capital 
:\o. llcpartmenl year of 

i111:or110-
ration 

State Central 
GO\'l'rll- Gmcrn-
men I mcnt 

(I) (2) (3) (ol) 5 (al 5 (11) 

8. I Southern Structural\ Lm11tcd CSSLJ lndustnc' October J4.35 o.w 
1956 

9. I Srntc Eng1m.:cnng and Servicing Company Micro. Small April 1977 --- ---
of Tam1l l\i1du Limned CSESCOTJ and Medium 
l'ub,idial') of TANSii £.:.ntcrpri,cs 

10. I Tamil Nadu L<!ather Development Micro. Small I March I 2.50 I ---
Corpomuon L1m11ed cTALCOJ and Medium 1983 

Enterpmcs 

11. I Tamil Nadu Film Development Corporation lnformauon April 1972 1191 -·--
L1m1ted CTN Film) & Tourism 

12. I Tamil Nadu Gooch Tran,port Corporation Tran,port ~farch 0.27 --
Limited (Th Gooch) 1975 

13. I Tamil Nadu ln,titutc of lnfomlation llighcr February I 5.10 I -
Technology OANITEC> Education 1988 

Sector "iw total 19.28 ---
Total C (All sector wise ~on-working 72.71 0.114 

Government companies) 

Grand total (A+B+C) 11,740.07 50.32 

Note 
Above include~ Section 619-B Companies at Sl.No. 17. 19. 20. 22. 24 and 40. 
Paid-up Capital includes Share Application Money. 
Loan '> outstanding at the close of 2012-13 rcpre~ent long-te rm loan-. only. 
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Others 

5 (C) 

0.15 

0.50 

I ---

--

0.06 

I ---

0.06 

-LU 

9,401.01! 

A 1111exures 

l.o;m' out,tandini: at the dow of 2012- U l>cht :\JanpO\\l'r 
e11uit~ 
ratio 
2012-U 
(11reviou' 
year I 

Total State Central Others Total 
Gmcrn- (;mern-
llll'llt ment 

5(d) (1 (a) 6(b) 6(l") ,, (d) (7) (!I) 

34.54 70.85 -- --- 70.85 2.051 
(2.05 I J 

0.50 --- --- 3.43 3.43 6.86: I 
(6.701) 

I 2.50 

13.91 

I 
19.53 

I 
-

I 
--

I 
19.53 

I 
1.40:1 

( 1.40·1) 

0.33 

I 5 10 

l'U-l 19.5.\ --- --- 19.53 1.01: I ---
77.08 117.95 --- l!.09 126.fl-l 1.<...i: I ---

21 ,191..17 5,049.22 --- S<i,994.86 62,0 ..... 01! 2.9.\:I 2,1!0,.\!1 1 
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ANNEXURE-2 

(Ref erred to in paragraph 1.14) 

Summarised financial results of Government companies and Statutory Corporation fo r the la test year for which Accounts were finalised 

SI. Sl'l'lor ancl '.\am•• of Pl•riod of 
'.\o. lhl' ( "omp:m~ .\n·ounl' 

111 

,\ 

I. 
-
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 
-
8. 

121 

\\ orkini: ( ;m •·nnm•nl 
l'nmpanil'' 

.\(;t{ llTLTl 'IU·: ,'\; 

.\LLIEI> 

TN f'i,hcrn:' 
- -· - ..... ____ 
T A r COR:-.1 

TA:-;T EA 

\RC 

, TllC 

T'.\' H:mul1xlm 

T'\i SIDCO 
---· 

TAlllX:O 

9. j rnrc 

10. TABCLOCO 

11 I Tl' \\'omen 

(.\1 

:?.01:?.-IJ 

201:?.-JJ 

2012-U 

2012-13 

w 12-n 

20 12-13 

20 11 - 12 

:?.OJ 1-1:?. 

2012- JJ 

2012- 1.3 

2011-12 

Yl'ar in 
\\hkh 
finali-.·d 

'"' 

20IJ- 14 

.:?OJJ- 14 

.:?OU- 14 

2013-14 

20 11·1-' 

:?.OJJ. J4 

20 1.:?- 13 

2012- 13 

20 13- 14 

20D-14 

2012-U 

'.\l'I Profit(+ 1n ·""(.I 

'.\et l'rnfit/Ln" lnll'rl''' l>•·pn•l'iation '.\l'I 
hl'fnrl' lnll'rl'sl l'rofil/ l .oss 
and l>l'pn·· 
l'iatiun 

S 1:11 s lhl s (l") s 1<11 

4.84 ... 051 4 .• u 

3.L!ll 0.10 OJS 3.:?.81 

7.:\5 0.9,1 :?. .. W 4.03 

<-12.~o -- 0.57 1-1.1.D 

142.42 106.60 0.78 35 ()4 

0.66 0.55 - 0. 11 

6.77 -·· IUS 6.42 

1.76 0.75 0.25 0.70 

140.22 135.32 0. 10 4.80 

5.16 :?..07 0.04 J.OS 

3 .. 14 - 1.02 2.32 

78 

(Figures in columns S(a} lo 11 a re 't in crore) 

Turnmer lmpal'l nf Paid- Al'l'Umulated ('apital Rl'l11n1 on l'•·n ·entai:l' 
.\l'l'Olllll up prnfit(+I/ Emplo~·l'd' ( 'a11it:1I lfrlnrn on 
l'lllllllll'lllS rnpital Lo" l·l Emt>ln~•·cl' ( 'apital 

Empln~l·d 

(61 171 (!!I (91 I IOI t 111 ( 121 

400.08 -'-"6 7.05 .:?9.0.1 4.33 14.92 

76.50 5.M JJ750 151.77 .1.:?.91 :?.1.40 

7:?..04 5 90 (-).:? 1.9 I .12.63 4.96 15.20 

22.07 8.45 D.62 -'9 18 r->3 n 

19'.!.95 283.49 {-)6-1.90 1.435.95 1-' 1.64 9.86 

3. 10 4.29 (-) 1.90 9.16 0.66 7.21 

8 I. I I 8.70 76.13 82. 13 6.42 7.82 

16.56 IOlUS J4.:?.2 160.5S 1.5 I 0.94 

146.S I 61.74 84.14 1.437.26 140.12 l).75 

4.79 l:?..27 13.89 126.46 5.12 4.05 

I 10.63 0.78 10.76 10.38 232 22.35 



A1111exur es 

14 TlDCO 2011-12 2012- 13 39.75 26.13 0.19 IJ.43 53.77 72.Q3 135.58 (-)55.38 W.56 

15. SIPCOT 2012-13 2013-14 186.14 -- 3.82 182.32 50397 123.9 1 57023 2.341.88 182.32 7.79 

16. TN Police Homing 20 12-13 2013-14 6.41 0. 13 0.41 5.87 18.46 1.00 21.05 34.44 6.00 17.42 

17. TIDEL Park. Chcnnai 2012-13 2013-14 41.20 - 6.22 34 98 59.41 44.00 234.70 155.25 34.98 22.53 

18 TN RurJI Hou~ing 2009-10 2012-13 0.20 -- --- 0.20 -- 3.00 0.22 85.15 020 0.23 

19 Nilakollai 2012-13 2013-14 0.()6 0.05 -- 0.01 --- 0.68 (-)0. 14 1.21 0.06 4.96 

20. Gumdy fatate 2011-12 2012-13 (-)0.94 --- --- (-J().94 0.23 0.()1 -- 1.9 1 (-J0.94 

21. TN Road lnfmstructurc 2011-12 2012-13 0.41 --- 0.0.3 0.38 1.15 5.00 0.40 12.77 0.38 2.98 

22. TN Road De,elopment 2012-13 2013-14 13.88 2.70 2.28 8.90 23.04 10.00 12.24 3487 11.60 33.27 

23. IT E.xpn:'' Wa) 20 12-13 20 13- 14 28.68 19.58 6.50 2.60 42.73 44.05 (. )-1.40 245.M 22. 18 9.03 

24. TIDFL. Coimbamrc 2012-13 2013-14 (-)2.69 13.55 4.34 (-)20.58 8.46 IJ3.00 (- 121.53 400.38 (-)7.03 

25. Ad1ar Poonga 20 12-13 2013- 14 0.66 --- --- 0.66 1.00 0. 10 0.93 1.03 0.66 6-l.08 

26 T!CEL Bio Park 20 12- 13 201J-14 3.43 0.20 1.57 1.66 8.52 85.65 6.72 139.73 1.86 1.33 

27. TANS! 2011-12 2012-13 11 10 4.04 0.64 6.42 97.75 20.00 61.43 288.65 10.46 I 3.62 

28. TN Tc"i lc' 2012-13 201.1-14 0.28 --- 0.04 0.24 ,31.55 1.54 (·)1.61 (-)2.78 024 

29. T\; :t.ari 2011-12 2012-13 0.05 O.Q3 0.10 (-)0.08 J425 0.34 1.99 2. 11 (-)0.05 

30. Tl\ 1 landicrafl, 2012-13 2013-14 1. 13 --- 0.30 0.83 .30.64 3.22 3.20 8.10 0.8.3 I 10.25 
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SI. S<•t·lor and Na ml' of l'niod of \'••:ir in N1•t l'rolilt + )/l.o,st-l Tunmn•r lmpa1·1 of l'aid-1111 ,\1·1·1111111lat1·d ( "apital Rl'turn on l'l'n ·•·nlaJ:l' 
No. 111<' l '111111m11~ 1tl·l·c1unts \\hkh .\ n·o1111t l'apil:1I 11rnfit( + )/ emplnyt•d' <'apilal return on 

linaliwd Nl'I prulit/h"s lnkn•st l>q1n·l'iati1111 Nl·t l'Olllllll'nls 1.o" (-1 l'lllpl o:l'l·d~ l'llpil:tl 
hl'lcir1· inkn·st 111·01it/ln" l'llllllnyed 
and ckpn·-
c:iatinn 

(I) 12) (.\) (41 Sta l s t h ) s (l") Sid i ( (t) (7) (~ ) (9) (I()) 111 1 (12 ) 

31. TN Salt 2011-12 2012- 13 3.97 0. 19 0.93 2.85 20.55 6.34 7.86 15.04 3.04 I 20.2 1 

32. P\SCO 2012-1.1 20n-14 10.74 5.0 1 0.47 5.26 104.65 80.59 (-)74.38 26.99 10.27 I .38.05 

33. TANCEM 2012-13 2013-14 (-)2.31 2. 10 2.56 (-)6.97 209.87 37.42 (-)19.02 53.18 (-)4.87 

34. PSM 2012-13 2013-14 (-)0.14 8. 11 0.60 (-)8.85 85.49 37.62 145.10 (-)27.25 (-)0.74 

35. TAMfN 2012-13 2013-14 2.81 0.04 1.66 I. II 122.23 15.74 82.17 60.96 1.1 5 I 1.89 

36. TANMAG 2012- 13 2013-14 14.36 5.13 1.15 8.08 83.95 16.65 4.16 (-)5.06 13.21 

37. TIEL 201 1-12 2012-13 (-)8.30 2.62 1.08 (-) 12.00 37.55 27.03 (-)98.31 (-)48.80 (-)9.38 

38. TAMPCOL 2012- 13 2013-14 I. I -I O.Q3 0.53 0.58 18.06 1.00 10.71 6.46 0.6 1 9.44 

39. TAPAP 2012-13 2013-14 0.29 0.08 0.01 0.20 2.31 0.02 1.25 1.28 0.28 21.88 

40. TNPL 2012- 13 2013-1-1 387.44 120.97 174.99 9 1.48 1.861.26 69.38 752.-16 1.954.59 212.45 10.87 

41 TN Powerfin 20 1 2-1~ 2013-14 930.37 83 1.37 3.28 95.72 <)59.02 50.00 263.83 8,344. 12 927.09 I 11.11 

42. Udangudi Power 20 11 -12 2012-13 0.10 --- --- 0.10 --- 65.00 0.56 65.57 0. 10 I 0. 15 

43. TNEB Limited :WI0-1 1 2012- 13 --- --- 0.06 (-)0.06 --- 4,501.20 (-)0. 10 25.84 (-)0.06 

44. TANTRANSCO 2011-12 2012- 13 1.441.96 1. 151.05 290.9 1 --- 1.707.06 2.334.01 (-)4.031.85 8.838.76 1.151.05 I 13.02 

45. TANGEDCO 2011- 12 2012- 13 (-)9, 113.21 3.588.06 620.06 (-) 13.321.33 22.627.00 -1.55 1.22 (- )26,801.41 13.1 89.03 (-)9.733.27 
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A 1111ex11res 

SI. Sector and '.\a me of Period uf \'ear in '.\el l'rolilf + 1/l.0-sf · I TurnoHr h111>acl of l'aicl-up ..\n:umu- ( "apital l<cturn on l't·n·cntai.:l' 
'.\o. the Compan~· account.' \\ hich ..\n:ount capital lall'cl t•mplo~ t-cl ' rn11ital return 1111 

linaliwd '.\ct prnlit/lns' lntcr~t l>l·prcdation '.\l·t l"Olllllll'll1' prnlilf+I/ l' llll'lu~cd' rn11ital 
hcfon· interest profit/lo" 

'"'" f-1 l"llllllO~'l•cl 
and clcprc-
dation 

n 1 <21 t31 t.JI s tal s fhl S tel s tell fttl t71 1111 t\11 t 1111 tlll 1121 

SEl<\'ICE 

46. ITDC 2012 13 2013- 14 15.55 O.Q7 3.32 12.16 99.95 10.43 35. 15 67.34 12.23 18. 16 

47. TNCSC 2010- 11 2011-12 68.68 62.87 5.81 --- 10.292.55 5 1.56 --- 2.5 10.40 62.87 2.50 

48. PSC 2011 -12 2012- 13 1.50 0.69 0.30 0.51 492.05 20.53 5.06 749 1.20 16.02 

49. ELCOT 2012-13 2013- 14 18.16 8.09 2.42 7.65 14.59 25.93 39.24 382.37 15.74 4. 12 

50. OMPC 2012-13 2013- 14 0.26 -- O.oJ 0.23 1.44 0. 15 0. 16 0.01 0.23 2.300.00 

51. TASMAC 201 1-12 20 12- 13 32.69 32.44 1.72 (-) 1.47 21,5 14.62 15.00 (-)1.56 19.74 30.97 156.89 

52. PTCS 2012-13 20 13-14 0.4 1 0.49 0.02 (-)0-10 0.63 0 .10 (-)0.61 0. 19 0.39 205.26 

53. TN Medical 2012-13 20 13-14 6.63 --- 4.86 177 41.27 4.04 14.69 4599 1.77 3.85 

54. TEX CO 20 11 -12 20 12-13 7.54 -- 0.05 7.49 9 1.43 0.23 54.35 53.12 7.49 14. 10 

55. MTC 2012-13 20 13- 14 55.67 77.40 76.41 (·)%. 14 1,235.72 432.42 ( -) 1.439 .30 (-)675.60 (-)20.74 

56. SETC 20 12-13 20 13- 14 (-) 17.93 60.02 45.79 (-) 123.74 469.20 260.30 (-) 1, 134.80 (-)646.55 (-)63.72 
-
57. TNSTC. Coimbatore 2012-13 20 13- 14 (-)47.43 66. 15 54.43 (-)168.01 1.092.62 219. 12 ( ·) 1,390.02 (-)943.42 (-)101.86 

58. T NSTC. Kumbakonam 20 12-13 20 13- 14 39.60 67.44 60.27 (-)88. 11 1.403.97 163.22 (-) 1,080.23 (-)635.21 (-)20.67 

59. TNSTC. Salem 2012-13 2013-14 (-)35.17 39.8 1 25.9 1 (-) 100.89 789.34 66.89 (·)766.09 (-)582.77 (-)61.08 

60. TNSTC. Villupuram 2012- 13 20 13- 14 52.43 43.28 55.78 (-)4663 1.389.77 105.38 (-)775.22 (-)473.30 HUS 

61. TNSTC. Madurai 20 12-13 2013- 14 (-)1.32 16.39 47.47 (-)85. 18 948.40 398.09 (-l l.744.67 (-) 1.1 84. 12 (-)48.79 

62. TNSTC, Tirundvcli 2012- 13 20 13-14 (-)42.74 68.83 34.25 (-) 145.82 67 1.59 44. 15 ( ·) 1.295.21 (-J l ,029. 15 (-)76.99 

63. Arasu Cable TV 2012-13 20 13- 14 9.88 2.84 1.84 5.20 15 1.66 25.00 (-)9.84 44.49 8.04 I 18.07 

81 



Audit Report (Public Sector Undertakings) for the year ended 31 March 2013 

82 



A1111exures 

SI. Sector and '.':itnll' or l'l'riod or \"ear in :\et Profitl +I/ Loss(· I Turnon·r Impart of Paid-up Accumulated Capital lkturnon Pl"n"l'ntai:c 
:\o. till' l'omp:m~· m:counts \\ hich An·ount capital profit(+ If l'lllplo~l'd' rnpital return on 

finali,ed '.\l't lnll'n·st l>eprl'- '.\t"t t·omnumts Loss (·I t•mplo~ro' ca11ital 
profit/loss dation profit/lo" emplo~ed 
hefon• 
inll'rest and 
de1>re-
ciation 

(I I (21 (.') t-'1 S1a1 s (hi s (t•) s (di (61 171 1111 (9) (Ill) 1111 1121 

:\L\ :'\l' FACTl'RI !\G 

6. Tl\ Steels 1999-00 2000-01 (. )0.1!0 8.til . .. (· )9.-'l ··- 3.92 (-)71.31 (-)20.5-' I (-)0.80 

7. TN Grnphih!s 2012-13 201.'\- 14 -·· ·-- ·-· -·· -- 0.10 (-)0.10 0.01 

8. SSL 2010- 11 2012- D (-) 1.59 10.52 0.08 (·)12.19 . . . 34.54 (-)201.74 (-12.54 (·)1.67 q- SESCOT 2012-13 2013-14 (-)0.02 ... -- (· )0.02 ·- 0.50 (-)8 .79 0.0 1 (-)0.02 

10. T\LCO 2011-12 2012-13 ··- I 57 ·- ( )1.57 ... 2.SO 

NOTE: 

# Capital Employed represents Net Fixed Assets (including Capital Work-in-progress) PLUS Wo rking Capital except in case o f Finance Companies/Corporations, where the Capita l 
Employed is worked out as a mean of aggregate o f the opening and closing balances o f paid-up capital. free reserves. bond'>. deposits and borrowings (including refinances). 

$ Return on Capital Employed has been worked o ut by adding Profit and Interest charged to Profit and Loss Account . 

@ This does not include accumulated lo-.s of '{34,74 1.35 crore relating to erstw hile Tamil Nadu Electrici ty Board upto October 20 I 0 as the restructuring process and transfer of the 
balances to TANGEDCO and TANTRANSCO is pending till date (December 201 3}. 
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ANNEXURE-3 

(Referred to in paragraph 1.9) 

Statement showing equity/loans received out of budget, grants and subsidy received/receivable, guarantees received, waiver of dues, loans written off 
and loans converted into equity during the year and guarantee commitment at the end of March 2013 

I . TN Fi,heric~ 

2. TAFCORN 1.46 CGJ 

3. TANTEA 1.06 (S) 

4. TIIC 3.96(S) 

s. TN Handloom 

6. TN SIDCO 7.65 (5) 

7. TAHOCO IJ.26 103.18 CS) 

2.78 !Gl 

0.25 (0) 

11.29 ($) 

3.58 (SI 

84 

2.78 CG) 

1.46 CG) 

0.25 (G) 
1.06 {Sl 

15.25 (Sl 

11.23 {$) 

103.18 (SJ 

(Figures in columns 3(a) to 6(d) are~ in crore) 

271.75 

3.30 3.30 

21.82 



A1111exures 

12. SIPCOT --- - I0.37<Gl --- --- 10.37 (Gl 
---
13. Guam!) blah: --- --- 2.00 <G> 18.05 <GI 1.20 CG) 21.25 <G> 

14. T:-1 Rural llou,ing --- - 7.',6() ( (i) 0.()2 (GI - 7J.62 CG> 

15. , IT Exprc" Way -- --- 13.79CG) - 13.79<G> 
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19 TA'.'-TRANSCO 0.05 

20. TA:"GEDCO 0.05 3,261.IXl 4.48 IG) 4,457.2.' ISl 

'.!I. · ·nix: - - 0.55 CG> -
22. TNCSC o.:m - l,27H5CS) 4,9CXl.OO IS l 

'.!.'. El.COT - - 3.82 !GJ 0.46 !GJ 
·- -
24. TJ\S\1AC - - -- --
25. MTC 2.64 - --- 21\.51 CGJ 

26. SBTC 37.94 - ---

27. TNSTC. Coimbatore 33.92 -- 418 !SJ 77.15 CSJ 
-

28. TNSTC. Kumbal.onarn .U9 -- - 55.66 !SI 
' -~ --
29. TNSTC. Madurai 2.35 - 0.69!_GI 50.36 IS) 

2-1 T:-;src. Villupuram 3.36 - - J.061Sl 

l NSTC. Tirum:hcli 2.48 -- -- 17.75 !GI 
27.28 CS) 

--
-
---
--
--
---
---
--
--

--
---

4.4!\ (Gl 
4.457.23 CS> 

0.55 CG> 

6,174.45 (Sl I 
4.21! !Gl 

--- I 
21\.51 !GJ 

- I 
XLHCSJ 
--

55.661S1 

0.691G1 
;'\IU6CS> 

~---

3.06CS) 

17 75 CG) 
27.28 !Sl 

86 

28.493.45 J<>.367.07 

- I 20.00 

70.00 I 70.00 

- I 3.50 



A Subsidy includes Subsidy receivable al the end of year. 
'G' indicates Grants and ·s· indicates Suh-.idy. 

A 1111exures 

Except in respect or companies which finalised their accounts for 2012-13 (Serial numbers I to 5. 8. 12. 15 to 17. 21. 23. 25 to 32) the figures are pro' isional and as given hy the 
companie-.lcorporations. 
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ANNEXURE -4 
(Referred to in paragraph 1.22) 

Statement showing investment made by the State Government in PSUs whose accounts were in arrears 

I. I TN SIDCO 

I 
2011-12 8.70 2012.13 --- I --- I ---

2. TAHDCO 20 11 - 12 I 08.38 2012- 13 13.26 

3. I TN Women 2011-12 0.78 2012-13 --- --- 119.19 

4. I TAMCO 2011-12 2.05 2012-13 --- --- ---

5. I TN Rural Housing 2009-10 3.00 2010-11 --- --- 0.02 
2011-12 0.02 
2012-13 0.02 

6. I Guindy Estate I 2011 - 12 I 0.01 2012-13 --- --- 18.05 

7. I TNEB Limited I 2010-11 I 4,501 .20 2011-12 & 3.600.00 
2012-13 783.98 

--- ------

8. TANTRANSCO 2011-12 2334.01 2012-13 0.05 
----------- -----

I I 
9. TANGEDCO 2011-12 4.551.22 2012-13 0.05 3,261.00 ---

10. TNCSC 2010-11 51.56 2011-12 1.10 --- ---

88 

(~ in crore) 

I 3.58 

I 

I 0.01 

I 
--

4.457.23 
--

4.900.00 



ANNEXURE-5 
(Referred to in paragraph 1.14) 

Atmexures 

Statement showing financial position of Tamil Nadu Warehousing Corporation 

(~in crore) 

Particulars 20IO-ll 2011-12 2012-13 
( Pro,·isional) 

A. LIABILITIES 

Paid-up Capital 7.61 7.61 7.61 

Reserves and Surplus 58.06 63.41 67.82 

Subsidy 0.16 0.15 0 .14 

Trade Dues and Current Liabilities (including pro\'ision) 35.06 36.76 42.15 

Deferred Tax Liabilities 0.21 3 .99 3.86 

Insurance fund 4.41 4.81 6.11 

TOTAL 105.51 11<,.13 127.69 

B. ASSETS 

Gross Block 52.83 54.34 54.91 
-

LESS: Depreciation 18.74 19.88 20.90 
·->--- -

Net Fixed A'>sets 34.09 34.46 34.01 
~ ·-

Capital works-in-progress J. I I --- 14.51 
-

lnYestments --- --- ---

Current Assets. Loans and Ad\'ances 70.31 82.27 79.17 

TOTAL 105.51 116.73 127.69 

c. CAPITAL EMPLOYED' 7 70A5 79.97 85.5~ 

Capital Employed represen ts Net Fixed Assets PLUS Worki ng Capital. 
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ANNEXURE-6 

(Referred to in paragraph 1.14) 

Statement showing working results of Tamil Nadu Warehousing Corporation 

('t in crore) 

Particulars 20 I0-11 2011-12 2012-13 

I. Income 

(a) Warehousing charges 

(b) Ocher mcome 

31 .99 

4 .16 

34.65 

5.97 

( Pro\'isional) 

34.49 

6.01 

TOTAL .'6.15 -10.62 -10.50 

2. Expenses 

(a) Estabh,hment charge' 16.78 17.58 16.32 

(b) Other e'Cpen-.es 6.17 7.93 15. 10 

TOTAL 22.95 25.51 .'l.-12 

3. Profit (+)I Lo's (-) bcfo re tax 13.20 15.1 I 9 .08 
-

4. Other appropriationvad justrncnt-. 3.82 8.00 2.78 

5. Amount available for d1 vidend 9.38 7.11 6.30 

6. Dividend for the year (e :-.eluding di\ idcnd tax) 0.80 1.52 1.52 

7. Tot:il return on Capihll Emplo~·ed 938 7.11 <dO 

8. Percentage of Return on Capital Emplo)·ed 1331 8.89 7 . .'6 
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A1111exures 

ANNEXURE -7 

(Referred to in paragraph 2.1) 

Statement showing financial position and working results of TNEBff ANGEDCO for 

the five years ended 31 March 2013. 

(a) Financial Position 

(~in crore) 

Particulars 20118-0lJ 20119-10 2010-1 l''S 2011-12 2012-B 

I A. I II to l.11.10 to 
I Pnn i-

31.10. IO 31.03.11 
sional ) 

Paid up Capital 2.370.50 2.470.50 3,805.63 2,547.80 6,006.38 9,453.47 

Reserves and re. erve 
7.419.99 8,444.42 9. 143.99 1.182.91 2.160.69 2.778.84 rund"I 

Secured (LT) 2 1,502.31 32.019.17 39.586.72 19,412.1 4 32,935.19 42,207.48 

(a) Unsecured NTL NIL NJL NIL NIL NIL 

(b) Current Liabilities 
12.045.78 15,162.33 15.87 l.53 20.741.09 27.180.09 33.080.34 & Provisions 

TOTAL ·B.338.58 58,0lJ6A2 68,-407.87 ·B.88.'.9-' 68.282 .• l:' 87.520.B 

Gross Block 25.247.27 27.689.28 29,198.35 24.167. 16 25.083.38 27.529.21 

Less: Depreciation 10,155.74 10,969.80 11,504.69 7,822.02 8.434.5 1 9,056. 13 

Net Fixed Asseh 15,091.53 16,719.48 17.693.66 16,345.14 16.648.87 18.473.08 

Capital works-in-
3,970.65 5,708.50 7, 144.65 5,885.62 10.227.92 11 ,771.42 progress 

Investments & other 
assets 

303.63 590.69 690.97 7 11.14 979.3 1 1,333.47 

Current Asset'>, Loans 
6.529.89 7.352.71 8.050.28 7,447.44 13.442.33 17.485.60 and Advances 

Accumulated losses 17,4 13.92 27,708.56 34,741.35 13,480.06 26,801.41 38,480.48 

Subsidy receivable 28.96 16.48 86.96 14.54 132.51 (-)23.92 

TOTAL ·B.338.58 58,0lJ6A2 (l8,-407.87 -43.883. 9-4 68.282.35 87.5211. U 

Debt: Equity 9.07:1 12.96:1 10.40:1 7.62:1 5.48:1 4.46:1 

Net worth59 (. )7 ,623.43 (·)16,793.64 (-)21,791.73 (. )9,749.35 (· )18,634.34 (-)26,248.17 

Working capital60 (. )5,515.89 (-)7,809.62 (-)7,821.25 (. )8,240.03 (-)13,737.76 (-)15,594.74 

Figures are in respect of TNEB till 3 1 October 20 10 and T ANGEDCO thereafter. 
Net worth represents paid-up capital pl11s resen es and reserve funds less accumu lated losses. 
Working capital repre ents current a'>scts less current liabilities. 
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(b) Working Results 
(~in crore) 

1. Income 

(i) 
Revenue from 

15.425.60 16,760.87 I l.674.83 8,321.33 20.555.59 26,688.82 
sale of power 

(ii) 
Revenue from 

1.83 1.61 1.672.17 964.01 688.57 2,071.41 4.457.23 
subsidy & grants 

(iii) Other Income 386.64 410.96 301.56 150.77 27 1.38 321 .54 

2. Expenditure 

(i) Purchase of 14.482.42 17,052.71 l 1.257.96 9,169.06 21.034.51 25.740.83 
power 

(ii ) 
Generation of 4 ,703.23 4.328.60 2,583.83 2.344.48 6.1 10.07 6.6 14.61 
power 

(iii) Employees cost 2,909.16 3.392.92 2.445 .06 1.541.07 3,980.02 3.903.5 1 

Administrative 224.80 243.24 135.19 88.70 211.43 237.42 
(iv) and General 

expenses 

(v) Depreciation 775.48 845.68 539.43 246.7 1 620.06 652.70 

(vi) 
Interest and 2.276.24 3.185.60 2.521.94 1.656.46 4.252.27 5.500.39 
finance charges. 

(vi i) Repairs and 436.70 347.94 165.55 120.32 310.33 379.66 
Maintenancae 

Other debit, prior 
period 

(vi ii) expenditure and (197.16) 524.96 888.59 1.45 616.55 1.713.75 
extraordinary 
items 

·(r\OT'.~!1• B 26,005.19 29,921.65 20,537.55 15,168.25 37,135.2..i ..i..i,7..i2.87 
, +nu 

LESS: Interest 
(ix) 589.95 783.01 564.36 374.06 9 15.53 1.596.21 

"' Fig ures are in respect of TNEB til l 3 1 October 2010 and T ANGEDCO thereafter. 
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ANNEXURE-8 
(Referred to in paragraph 2.1) 

A1111exures 

Statement showing percentage of power purchase out of power available for sale 

(in Million Units) 

Net Power Generation 26,731 25,430 13.300 9,880 25.494 23,099 

Power purchased 37,983 45,027 28,345 17,592 43,578 44,109 

Total power available for sale 64,714 70.457 41,645 27,472 69,072 67,208 

Percentage of power purchased to 58.69 63.91 68.06 64.03 63.09 65.63 
total power available for sale 
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ANNEXURE -9 
(Referred to in paragraph 2.2) 

Statement showing list of projects identified for capacity addition by TANGEDCO 
during the XI Plan Period 2007-2012 and the actual addition 

Planned Actual Addition 
I.Thermal Pro·ects 

NCTPP 
MTPP 

Total 
2.Gas Pro· ect 

Valuthur Additional 
Total 

3.H del Pro· ects 

Bhavani Kattalai Barrage-IT & 
lII 
Bhavani Barra e- T & Tl 
Kollimalai 
Kunclah Pum d Storaae 
Mo ar Ultimate Sta e 
Pro'ects u ~tream river Vai ai 
Total 

In MW 
500 
500 
500 

1000 
2500 

In MW 
95 
95 

In MW 
60 

20 
20 

500 
25 
50 

675 

1. Thermal Pro· ects 

NCTPP 
MTPP 

Total 
2.Gas Pro· ect 

Valuthur Additional 
Total 

3.Hyd IP . t e ro.1ec s 

Bha' ani Kattalai Brunge-II 
Periyar Vaigai Micro I &II 
Other Mini Hvdel 
Total 

4. Wind 
Less: Deletion of life completed 

demonstration wind farms 

In MW 

0 
0 

In.MW 
92 
92 

In MW 
30 
6.5 
2.6 

39.l 

62 Both the units of NCTPP were under trial run ti ll date (December 201 3) and commercial operat ion of 
MTTP was achieved in October 201 3. 
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Annexures 

ANNEXURE - 10 

(Referred to in paragraph 2. 7) 

Statement showing time taken at various stages from approval of projects by TANGEDCO to COD 

SI. Project Date of 
Board 
apprornl 
for taking 

Date of ell\ ironment 
dearam·e h~ \IOEF :\o. 

up the 
project 

I. :\orth Chennai Thermal Pont.'r Projt.'ct 

Unit-I (I X 600) I 12.12.2005 I 09.10.2006 (Original 
for 2X525 MW) 

. 
600 

I ,,
2 06 

.,
008 

I 21.11.2012 
Umt-11 ( I X ) - · ·- (Revised for 600 MW) 

Unit (I X 600) 18.09.2007 (original 
for 500 MW) 

01.08.2011 (revised 
for600 MW) 

Date of 
ill\ estmcnt 
appr<nal 

24.04.2008 

13.10.2008 

Actual/ 
Anticipated Date 
of Commercial 
Operation (CODI 
of project 

January 2014 

January 2014 

95 

Time taken 
from project 
appro\'al to 
investment 
apprornl 

28 

3 

Time taken from 
in\'estment apprornl 
to actual/anticipated 
COD 

(In months) 

68 
(till December 2013) 

62 
(till December 2013) 

Total time t:iken 
from projl•ct 
appro\'al to 
actual/ antid1>ated 
COD 

96 
(till December2013 ) 

66 
(till December 2013) 

59 I 87 
(till September2013) (till September2013) 
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ANNEXURE - 11 

(Referred to in paragraph 2.12) 

Statement showing comparison between the approved cost of projects and normative cost as fixed by CERC 

(~in crore) 

Proj l'l't Total ,\pp rowel Pl·r l\IW .\ ppro\'l'cl Pl'r 1\1\\' rnst Pl·r '.\I\\' cost as I >iffl'rl'lll'l' hl't wel'n Total l'Xl'l'SS l'Xf>l'mliturl' of 
mpadt~ l'tlSt l'llSt l'OSt l'Wlucling fi\l'd (20119) h~ pl·r MW approwcl thl· projl'l't 
nn l\IW I inducling induding l'Wluding If)(' c·..:1u· l'\ducling rnst without 11>(' 

II)(' IJ)( ' II)(' IDC I Rl'\ isl·cl I and as pl'r 
Original lfr\'iSl'cl l 'ERC 

DD [>() D.O D.o 

NCTPP-1 I 600 I 3.095.28 5.66 2.750.24 4.58 0.19 
(Original) (Original) (Original) (Original) (Original) 
3.552.38 5.92 3.195.93 5.33 4.39 I 114 I 564 
(Revised) (Revised) (Revised) (Revised) 

0.94 

(Revised) 

NCTPP-11 - ! --
600 2.718.75 4.53 2.399.79 

I 
4.00 4.39 

(Original) (Original) (Original) <Original) 
2.813.58 4.69 2.473.21 I 4.12 
<Revised) <Revised) I (Revised) (Revised) 
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A1111exures 

ANNEXURE - 12 
(Referred to in paragraph 2.18, 2.20 and 2.30) 

Statement showing delays in achievement of major project milestones 

.'.lain Plant 

lloiler erection 18.01 .09 01.06.09 5 months Due to 17.07.09 31.07.09 --- 27.07.09 29.09.09 2 months - Inadequate 
commencement commitment of Bl IEL and labour force and non-

'uh-vendors for other sequential supply by the 
project~ resulting in delayed contractor. 
delivel) of 'upply and non-
availability of sl,;illed labour. 

---
Boiler drum liftinA I 

I I 
3 month.... Delay in 

20.06.09 12.04.10 9 months. As above. 17.12.09 25.03.10 
iswe of EC for I 

11.02.10 I 25.02.10 
availing concessional 
customs/excise duty 
-

Boiler hydraulic I I 
1 30 months - Delay in i~sue 6 months - Inadequate 

test 22.05.10 16.11.12 
of PAC for availing 

19.05.11 16.03. 12 
I 0 months - A-.. 

28.09.10 18.03. 11 
labour force and non-

conces~ional customs/e\c1se above. sequential supply by the 
duty. contractor. 

32 months - Due to 14 months - Delay in 7 months. Delay in 
commitment of BllF.L for manufacture, supply. erection by the 

Generator Stator I 07.09. 10 I 12.02. 13 I other projects. 06.()3.11 29.05. 12 despatch and erection 16.06.11 20.01. 12 contractor due to 
manufactunng process for of Generator Stator. inadequate men and 
equipment was delayed. . machineries. 

Turbine Bearin~ l I I 
9 months - Dela) by the 

Gear 
20.11.10 06.06.13 30 months - As above. 19.06. 11 13.10.12 

16 months - As 
30.03.1 I 20.01. 12 

contractor due to 
above. inadequate men and 

machinenes. 
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Boiler light up I J0.11. 10 I 28.11.12 I 24 months - As above I 29.05.11 I 11.0-t. I 2 I 
11 months - As 

24.03. 11 30.01. 12 
I I 0 month, . A., ahove 

above 
-

23 months - Delay 
12 months - Delay m 

Cooling Water 

I I 1

23 months - Delay due to 

I I 
February I due lo realignment of 

gelling approval from 
30.01. 11 28.02. 13 realignment of channel in 17.03.11 23.03.1 1 19.03. 12 PWD and o,Jow progress 

Pump House 
Ennore Pon area. 

20 13 channel in Ennore 
of work by the 

Pon area. 
contracto r. 
--

1 1 

Delay in execution of thi s 
Inordinate delay in Non-deployment of 

Coal Handling i 28.11.11 
Still execution of this Still sufficient work force. 

Plant 
Still pending work by the sub-contractors 27.07.11 

pending work by the sub- 21.04.11 
pending materials and 

ofBHEL contractors of BHEL machineries. 

Delay in finalisation of Delay in finalisation 
Additional Coal 

I 
February I S 11 d" I te nder and delay in approval February Still of tender and delay in I 

NA I NA I NA 
Handling plant 2012 

u pen mg . 
2012 pending of drawmgs (Tecpro). approval of drawings 

(Tecpro). 

Delay in linalisation 
Delay in finali sation or type of type (dry/semi-

I 
I Nearing I Insufficient manpower Ash Handling I I S 11 d' I (dry/semi-wet) of ash and Still wet) of ash and abo 

Plant 
02.02.1 1 ll pen mg al d I · b · · d 0 1.08. 11 

pending delay in submission 
14.0-t. l I comp le- engaged by the 

so e ay m su m1ss10n an 
ti on 

approval of drawings. and approval of 
contractor. 

drawings. 

1 

Delay due to Nearing 
Non-deployment of 

Fire Protection 

I 17.03. 11 I Still ndin I Delay due to inadequate 
I 15.09. 11 I 

Still 
inadequate 24.03.11 comp le-

suflicient workforce, 
S)stem pc g manpower. pending materials and 

manpower. ti on 
machineries. 

I I I I I I I Still 
I Delay in finalisation or 

Railway Siding I NAb' NA NA NA NA NA 12.01. 11 
pending 

scope of worl-. by 
TANGEDCO 

63 NA - Not in the EPC scooe. 
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Ambiguity in 

Effiuent Treatment 
specification regarding 

Plant (Zero NA NA NA NA NA NA W.08.10 
Still discharge of treated 

Discharge) 
pending emuent. Also work 

was delayed by lhe 
contractor. 

I 30 months. Due Lo delays as I 
I 

16 months. Due to 9 months. Due to delay 
8) nchronisalion I 05.02.11 I July1013 03.08.1 1 17.12.12 delays a.\ stated 13.06.1 1 04.05.12 in completion of the 

stated above. 
above. Main Plant. 

COD (Sustained 

I 
Anticipated 

131 months. Due Lo delays as I I Anticipated 25 months due to 

I I 
124 months. Due to 

Generation of 600 I 23.05.11 in January 15.11.11 in January delays as stated 21.09.11 12.10.13 delay m completion ot 
MW) 2014 

stated abo\e. 
2014 above balance of plants. 
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ANNEXURE - 13 

(Referred to in paragraph 2.31) 

Statement showing loss of generation due to non-commissioning of thermal projects within scheduled time 

SI. 

No. 

Name of the Project Scheduled date of' 
commissioning as 
per contract 

Anticipated/actual 
COD 

No. of months 
delays in COD 
(upto 
September 2013) 

1 I NCTPP-Unit I I 18.05.11 I January 2014 I 29 

2 NCTPP-Unitll 15.ll.11 January2014 22 

3 MTPP 24.09.11 October 2013 24 

100 

Annual energy 
generation 
after auxiliar)' 
consumption 
as per DPR 
(MUs) 

Possible 
Generation 
during the 
delayed period 
(MUs) 

Actual 
generation 
during the 
delayed period 
(MUs) 

Generation 
Loss 
(MUs) 

3,910.46 I 9.450.28 I 2.61 I 9,447.67 

3,9 10.46 7.169.18 535.97 6.633.21 

3.910.46 7.820.92 1,344.61 6,..1.76.31 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

i) 

ii) 

iji) 

iv) 

64 

ANNEXURE - 14 

(Referred to in paragraph 2.31) 

Statement showing amount released to the contractors, balance available and LO/penalty leviable for delays 

100 % Value of the Contract -Gross 2,475.00 2, 175.00 3, l 14.71M 

I I 00 % Work Done Portion 2,211.15 2,08 1.90 2,796.49 

I I 0 % Retention Recovery 22 1.11 208.20 279.65 

I 90 % Value of the Contract Paid 1,990.04 1,873.70 2,5 16.84 

Balance Payable 263.85 93. 10 3 18.22 

Security Deposit (BG) 247.50 217.50 310.60 

Retention amount 221.1 1 208.20 279.65 

With held Amount Additional 10% Nil 28.94 Nil 

Balance Payable 263.85 93.10 318.22 

Bank Guarantee 247.50 217.50 310.60 

Including ~ 1 4.65 crore towards additional cost for railway siding works. 
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Annexures 

(~in crore) 

7,764.71 

7,089.54 

708.96 

6,380.58 

675.17 

775.60 

708.96 

28.94 

675.17 

775.60 
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ANNEXURE-15 

(Referred to in paragraph 3.1.2 and 3.1.13) 

Statement showing status of completion of SEZ and allotments made to the IT entrepreneurs as on March 2013 

SI. 
No. 

Name ol' the SEZ Extent of 
area (In 
acres) 

Land cost 
(~in crorc) 

Cost incurred towards(~ in crorc) 

~ 
(2) 

Sholinganallur, 
Chennai 

2. I Coimbatore 

3. Vadapalanji 
(Madurai) 

4. I Illandhaikulam 
(Madurai) 

5. Trichy 

6. Tirunclveli 

7. Salem 

8. HosurM 

(4) 

Common 
infra
structure 

(5) L:!j I 152.09 I 43.52 

61.59 7.98 20.72 

245.17 9.35 15.47 

I 28.91 I 3.92 I 8.78 

147.6 1 24.03 14.28 

500.00 23.00 13.75 

53.30 4.65 5.51 

174.47 1.74 5.00 

h5 Hosur project was not includ~d in the scope of Audit. 

IT Park Total 

(6) (7) 

--- 20.72 

--- 15.47 

I 15.65 I 24.43 

14.25 28.53 

13.39 27.14 

--- 5.5 1 

2.19 7.19 
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Grand Net Arca Balance 
Total allotahlc allotted area 
(~in crorc) area 
(4) + (7) 

(In acres) 

(8) (9) (10) (11) 

• • 

28.70 45.19 

I 
19 

I 
26.19 

24.82 188.15 12 176.15 

I 28.35 I 20.75 I 7.33 I 13 .42 

52.56 106.73 27.00 79.73 

50.14 409.62 125.00 284.62 

10. 16 36.91 11.50 25.41 
-

8.93 108.25 20 88.25 

Percentage 
of balance 
land 

(12) 

I 
58 

94 

I 65 

75 

69 

69 
,_ 

82 
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ANNEXURE-16 

(Ref erred to in paragraph 3.1. 7) 

Statement showing the status of the SEZ projects executed 

:\allll' of the :\mm· of the O r ii:inal Actual Date of Date of Date of Due Actual Time 
SEZ l'ontrnl·tor l'ontrnct Ex pen· Tender Ai:rceml·nt Commence· Date of Date of 

.. 
merrun 

•alne diture mcnt rnmplction compktinn lln 
months I 

Common Infrastructure (~in crorcl 

Shohnganallur. P&C .14.62 43.52 26-07-2007 22·11-2007 14·11·2007 19·11-2008 13-05-2010 18 
Chcnnai Construc11on\ 

Pri\ alc 
Lim11cd 
!P&Cl 

llandhaikulam. P&C 7 . ...a 8.78 28-10-2008 20-01-2009 20-01-2009 20-07-2009 31-03-2010 9 
Madurai 

VadapalanJ1. P&C 14.99 15.47 28-10-2008 20-01-2009 20-01-2009 20-09-2009 27-01-201 I 16 
Madurai 

Tirunel\'eli RPP 32.90 13.75 22-03-2009 27-07-2009 30-09-2009 27-I0-2010 31-03-2011 5 
Con,tructions 
Pma1e 
L11n11ed 
IRPP) 

Trich} RPP 14.22 14.28 22-08-2009 09-07-2009 22-09-2009 9-03-2010 23-03-2011 13 

Coimbatore RPP 19.05 20.72 03-08-2007 10- 12-2007 01.02-2008 31-07-2008 09.05.2011 34 

Salem Thiruch11n11n- 9 . ...a 5.51 22-011-2009 16-11-2009 16-11-2009 1 6-07 -20 JO In progress 42 
balam 
A'soc1a1e;, 

Total U2.66 122.0.\ 

IT Park Building 

T1runehcli "IAPC 13.92 13.39 00-02-2009 00-09-2009 30-09-2009 2J-07-2010 25-03-201 I II 
L111111cd 

llandhaikulam. URC 15.99 15.65 00-02-2009 05-10-2009 14-09-2009- 5-08-2010 14-02-2011 6 
Madur.ii Con1,1ruc uon 

Privmc 
Limited 

Time overrun in respect of works under progress was ret:koncd upto December 201 3. 
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ANNEXURE-17 

(Referred to in paragraph 3.1.12) 

Statement showing details of works executed in excess of the agreed quantity 

(~in crore) 

SI.No. Name of the sub-work Value as per Value as per execution Percentage of 
agreement (including new work) \'ariation 

SEZ, Tirunelveli 

I. Office building 5.05 6.96 38 

2. Electrical sub-station work 0. 11 0.29 164 

3. Approach road 0.37 1.1 l 200 

4. Pump room 0.17 0.62 265 

5. Electrical works 0.16 0.72 350 

6. HVAC works 0.2 1 0.69 229 

SEZ, Trichy 

I. Office bui lding 3.8 1 6.83 79 

2. Road work 0.08 0.36 350 

3. HVAC works 0.19 0.79 3 16 

4. Electrical works 0 .1 5 0.86 473 

SEZ, llandhaikulam, Madurai 

I. Office building 4.32 6.80 57 

2. Electrical works 5.39 10.00 86 
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ANNEXURE-18 
(Referred to in paragraph 3.15.1) 

Annexures 

Statement showing Paragraphs/Performance Audit Reports for which explanatory 
notes were not received 

SI. No. Name of the Department 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 Total 

I. Energy --- 9 9 7 25 

2. Transport l --- --- 2 3 

3. Co-operation, Food and ConsDmer 2 --- --- --- 2 
Protection 

4. Prohibition and Excise I --- --- --- I 

5. Industries I 3 2 3 9 

6. Agriculture I --- --- --- l 

7. Information Technology --- 2 4 --- 6 

8. Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises --- --- I --- I 

9. Adi Dravidar and Tribal Welfare --- --- I --- l 

10. Health and Family Welfare --- --- I --- I 

11. Home --- --- --- 2 2 

TOTAL 6 1-' 18 1-' -., ='-
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I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

I I. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

ANNEXURE-19 

(Referred to in paragraph 3.15.3) 

Statement showing Department-wise outstanding Inspection Reports 

lmJu.,tries 16 33 100 

Micro. Small and Medium Enlerpnses 3 11 42 

Information Technology 2 7 29 

Information and Tourism 2 4 8 

Agriculture 3 

Prohibition and Excise 4 10 

Rural Development and Panchayatraj 2 6 21 

Energ.} 8 667 2.934 

Transport 10 10 42 

Animal Husbandry 2 3 6 

Health and Family Welfare 2 6 JS 

Adi Oravidar and Tribal Welfare 3 8 

Bad.ward Cla<;se'>. Most Backward Classes 2 4 7 
and Minority Welfare 

Public (Ex-servicemen) 5 16 

Home 3 13 

Public Works 2 12 

Highways and Minor Ports 4 11 52 

Handloom, Handicrafts, Textiles and Khadi 4 9 32 

Environment and Forests 3 5 18 

Co-operation. Food and Consumer 2 4 11 
Protection 

Labour and Employment 3 

Municipal Administration & Water Supply 2 

Gnind Total 70 800 3,38-' 
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ANNEXURE-20 
(Referred to in paragraph 3.15.3) 

A1111exures 

Statement showing Department-wise Draft Paragraphs/Performance Audit Reports, 
reply to which were awaited 

I. Information Technology October 2013 

2. Industries 3 June. July and September 20 13 

3. Transport September 20 13 

4. Energy 2 July 2013 
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Glossary of Abhre,·iations 

SI. ~o. Abbrc' intion Description 

I. 1 AL Ashok Leyland 

2. I APTEL Appellate Tribunal for Ekctricit) 

3 AS t Accounting Standards 
·-

4. ASE.\'\ Association of South East Asian Nations 

5. I ASIDE Assistance to the States for Development of E:-.port Infrastructure 
I 

6. ! ATN", Action Taken oles 
-

7. BG Bank Guarantee 
- - -

8. BGR BGR Energy Systems Limited 

9. BHEL Bharat Hca\} blectricah Limited 
-----

10. BOD Board of Dirt'ctor-. 
--- - ------

I I. BQR Bid Qualification Requirement 
·- - - ---

12. CAG Comptroller and Auditor General or India 

13. CDM Clean Development Mechanism 

14. CEA i Central Electricity Authorit) 
-

15. CER Certified Emission Reduction .. - - -
16. CERC Central blcctricit) Regulatory Commission 

--- --
17. CMD Chamnan and ~tanagmg Director 

18 . COD Commercial Operation Date 
·-

19. COPL1 I Commillee on Public Undertakings 

~e 
-

I Coastal Regulation Zone 

21. DPR 1 Detailed PrnJect Report 

11 EC ~-:c . ssenualtt) erttltcate 
·---

23. ECCi ECCi Info Park Limited 
~ -- -

24. EHT Extr.i High Tension 
..... 

25. ELCOT Electronics Corporation of Tamil . adu Limited -
26. EOT Extension of lime 

27. EPC Engineering. Procurement and Conslmction 
......... - --

28. 
' 

EPL Ennorc Port Limned 
-

29. rTPS Ennon: Thermal Power Station 

30. E>..1\1 Export Import 

[ FSA 
-- ------ --- -

31. Fuel Supply Agrceml.!nt 
--... ., 

.) _, GDP Gross Oomc:: ... tic Product 
~ 

33. I GO! 
I 

GO\crnmcnt of India 

34. I HFO Hca' y Furnace Oil 

35. HR&CE Hindu Religious and Charitable End0\rn1ent -
36. HSD High Spt.!cd Diesel 
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SI. :\o. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. ,_____ 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

67. 

68. 

69 . ..___ 
70. .._____ 

71. 

72. 

73. 

Ahhre\ iation 

HT 

IBPL 

ICB 

me 
IRT 

IT 

JVA 

KVA 

KW 

LO 

LED 

LOA 

LT 

MCL 

MGQ 

MOC 

MOEF 

MOP 

MOU 

MT 

MTC 

MTPP 

MTPS 

MUs 

MW 

NCTPP 

NCTPS 

NEP 

NZOSP 

OB Us 

PAC 

PAG 

PFC 

PIC 

PL 

PLF 

PO 

A1111ex11res 

Description 

High Tension 

Ind Bharat Power Gen Com Limited 

International Competitive Bidding 

lntere<,t During Conslruction 

Institute of Road Transport 

Information Technology 

Joint Venture Agreement 

Kilo Voll Ampere 

Kilo Watt 

Liquidated Damages 

Light Emitting Diode 

Letter of Assurance 

Low Tension 

Mahanadi Coal Fields Limited 

Minimum Guaranteed Quantity 

Ministry of Coal 

Ministry of Environment and Forest 

Ministry of Power 

Memorandum of Understanding 

Metric Tonne 

Metropolitan Transport Corporation Limited 

Mettur Thermal Power Project 

Mettur Thermal Power Station 

Million Units 

Mega Watt 

North Chennai Thermal Power Project 

North Chennai Thermal Power Station 

National Electricity Plan/ Policy 

New Zirconium Oxide Sponge Project 

On Board Uni ts 

Project Authority Certificate 

Principal Accountant General 

Power Finance Corporation Limited 

Project Investment Committee 

Prospecting Licence 

Plant Load Factor 

Purchase Order 
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SI. '\o. -\hhre' iation l>l'scription 

74. PPA Power Purcha.,e Agreement 

75. PPP Public Private Partnership 
----------

76. PS Us Public Sector Undertakings 

77. PWD Public Works Department 

78. REC Rural Electrification Corporation 
-

79. ROB Rail Over Bridge 
-·- ----

80. SA Rs Separate Audit Reports 
•· --- -------------

81. SETC State Express Transport Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited 

82. SEZ Special Economic Zone 

83. SIPCOT State Industries Promotion Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited 

84. I SITP I Si~~~ ~~-fonnatio~ __ Technology Park 

85. · sq.ft. ~quare feet 

86. SS Sub-Station 
-

87. STUs State Transport Undertakings 
-- -- .. r-- - .. - - ---- -----

88. TANGEDCO Tamil Nadu Generation and Distribution Corporation Limited 

89. TANTRANSCO Tamil Nadu Transmission Corporation Limited 

90. TlDCO Tamil Nadu Industrial Development Corporation Limited 

9 1. TNEB Tamil Nadu Electricity Board 
- -·- ----· --- .-----

92. I TNERC Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission 

93. TN PCB Tamil Nadu Pollution Control Board . . 
94. TNPL Tamil Nadu Newsprint and Papers Limited - - - -- ---

95. TNRDC Tamil Nadu Road Development Company Limited 
~-- --- -

96. TNSTC Tamil Nadu State Transport Corporation 
- ----------- -

97. TPCL Tidel Park Coimbatore Limited 
-

98. TIPS Tuticorin Thennal Power Station 
-- ~t-- ----------

99. UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
- ------- -- ----------

100. VAT Value Added Tax 

IOI . VTCS Vehicle Tracking and Control System 
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