






































































































































as well as
resulted in
separatelY
lakhs "

an enabling clagse in the suPPIY
th" 

-iii. 
JxPired batteries being

incurring an avoidable loss of

order,
issued

Rs"7"32

2a.Delayininstallationofatesteguipment
A test equipment required for the navigational

system in airc-raft 'R' tt= triot"hased i-n January T9B7

from abroad .t " cost of ns'rZ'es lakhs (FE fs"!"6O
lakhs)., rt wJs rec"ived at organisation 'Y' in Jan-

uary Lg87 where it was pac-f1-a after checking its
serviceabllity- The "tq""i="iion 'Yt advised Air
Headquarters 'irg) il iugust 1987 to a1lot the

equipment to ri"id tx' as continuous disuse of the

equipment was 1ikeIy to render it unserviceable'

-!he equipment was accordingly al--lotted (october
1-e88 ) 

-to uri["=]i, 
";J-;iirir€"d (November l-eBB) '

The equipment- remained in -the Unit without either
being used ot "t,"t' 

being taken on charge' In April
l-989, Air HQ t".rrott"d th; equi-pment- t" unit ' z'
and unit 'x' d;;;;i;;"J it to tiern- in June l-e8e" on

opening the "otliqn*"nt 
at unit '2" it was seen

that packing ";i", 
issue vouchers and other relevant

documents ,"t" 'oi==i"q' . 
on receipt of a copy of

issue voucher from organl-sation 'Y' in october 1989'

several accessories ana publications required. f?'
second line maintenance '"tL 

also found deficient"
This was ."p"1{"J-fo air Ho in November 1989. or-
ganisation 'vT ir;l'n'-'no' tr'"- "q"ipment 

had been ini-
tiaIly stored, diq not. accept any responsibility for
any deficienci ""a ft"1ea^iirat 'ir tn" documents had

neln sent bY it (JulY 1989) '

The Ministry stated in September .L99L that no

damage or discrepancy o""uir"a r^rhile the equipment

was in transit' The otq"t'1=ttion 'y' had not ini-
tial'y sent -.;; "iiti".i 

-ii"rt with- the equipment

and thes" ,"tL" ieleased nV it in May 199'1' The Min-

istry added thJ installition of the equipme-nt-Y1=

;;ili"aed i" -iii"L lssr but it was vet to be commr-s-

sioned.

Thus, procurement of a test equipment without
determining in advance, t; orq-aniiation where it
could be utilised resuttea in it= non-utilisation
and idling "t investment of' Rs 'L'7 "65 lakhs for over

four Years-

2L. Damage to aeroengines in transit

Three new aeroengines costing Rs"1'36 croreF

suffered aa*Jq*=--*-nif" in transit by road from an

equipment o"iJi"t"--"i.arr Force unit' The damages

occurred ar.-io transhipment of aeroengines done en-

route by tne Larriers inout vrhich the Air Force au-



thorities were ignorant' No claim could be pr9-
ferred againsl th; carriers as the receiving Air
Force unit had given a clear receipt to them' These
three ..to"rrginG, await repair i; the.-Base Repair
;6;4, penainj setting up of repair faciliLies' rhe
aetaiis- of the case are as under:

Equipment Depot (Depot). d?FPatched new aero-
engines to an-air^Fot"" t,''it'in batches of four' two

u",i five in August, September and November l-988 re-
spectively. These were received in September'
November and December 1988 respectively' Since there
,"t" no signs of any external damage -on the
.eio"ngine "i="=, 

the carriers were given clear re-
;"ipt iry the unit- on unpacking in the. same month
of receipt of a batch, the unit found that five
ieroengiri"= *"t. in damaged condition' The discrep-
ancy rlports raj-sed by tne unit on the depot were

not accepted nV in" titter on the grounds that the
aeroengines h;a been loaded carefully' their issue
supervised'ly a eli.a of. bfficers and pre-despatch
cnlcx carried out by quality assurance staff'

The contract concluded by the depot with the
carriers stipufated that the g6odp wgyfd be conveyed
from the aepot to its final destination in the same

vehicle unless the vehicte broke down and cause un-
due de1ay. rn tnat case, the carrier was to furnish
details of trin=tiiprnent done and also undertake the
r"=p""=inirity r"i any damage to !h" consignment'
furlnerl the Air f'orCe Equipment Regulations pre-
scribed that ift" unit rlceiving the consignment
should ascertain if the packages nad.been damaged in
Lransit and in the event of any suspi.cio.n' the pack-
age was to be opened, if. required, in the presence
of carriers, 

-r"-f."=".,t.ti.r" ind a note of the cir-
cumstances made i-n the carriers' receipt note'

A Court of Inquiry convened by the unit in
April l_989 to &quiie into the circumstances under
which aeroengin'es were received in damaged condition
found that in" consignment had been transferred
through three civil tiucks from the depot to -the
unit. The court of Inquiry concluded that the dam-

;t; occurred auting -!h; tr-anshipment which was done

without any supervision of Air Force staff" ft rec-
ommended that lction should be taken to recover the
claim of damages from the contractors'

However, no claim could be lodged against the
carriers as the unit had given a clear receipt tc)

them. As the ieceipt of the aeroengines in vehicles
other than the or*l in t'rhich these were load-:d by

the depot was within the knowledge of the unit' the

"r".t ieceipi ;i;; to the carriers was avoidable '
TheMinistryst-ateainoctober]-gglthattheenroute
transhipment of the aeroengines was not reported by
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