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, ·,PREFACE. 
. . . . 

Government conimercial concerns, the accounts of which are subject , to 
audit by the Comptroller and Auditor General of India, fall. under the following .. . . . . 

... categories .: 

(i) Government Compariies ; 

(ii} Statutory Corporations ; and 

(iii).·Departmentally-managed. Commercial Undertakings. 

~ 2. This.Report d~als 'with the results of audit of Government Compa-
riies· .and Statutory Corporations including Harya:~a •State· Electricity' Board' 
and h~s been prepared for submission to the Goyernrhent of Haryana . under 0 

Sectfon 19~A of the Comptroller. and Auditor General's (Duties,_ Powers ~nd. 
Conditions of Service) Ad; 1971, as· amended in March 1984. The results_of 
audit relating to Departmentally-managed Commercial Undertakings are 
contained in the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India, . · . 

. · (Ci".il) Government of Harya~. 
···- :_\ 

..... 3. There are, ~owever, .certain companies where Government ~ave 
. invested funds. but the accounts of~vhich are not subjct to audit by the Comp.­
trolfor and Auditor General of India .as Government 0r Government/owned/ 
~ontrolled Companies/C~rporations hold less than 51 per cent of the shares.~ 

· AJist of such Undertakings in which (Jove~nment investment was more than.' 
Rs io fakhs as on '31st March 1984 is given in Appendix 'A'. 

4. In respect of the Haryana State Electrieity Board whiah is . Statutory.· 
C~rporation, the Comptroller and Auditor General. of India is the sole auditor. 

: • :Jn, respect of Haryana State Financial Corporation and Haryana State ·Ware-
.·. housirig ·co~poration he has th~ right to conduct the audit of their accounis' 

foc:kpendently of the audit conducted by the Chartered Accountants appointed. , . 

. Jl' 
J.lnder the respective Acts. . . 

- . - - -

5. · -~he cases mentioned in this Report are those which came. to notice . 
· in the . course of audit of accounts during the year 1983-84 as.well as ihose which: 

had come·. to notice in;~arlie~ years but could not be dealt y;ith in previous 
·Reports ; matters relating to the period subsequent to 1983G84,have also bee~ 

~ ;· focluded wherever considered necessary. · 

,_.·· 

..... _· .. ~_. .. - . 
·-·--- -~--------··-- - -

,~ .~·- ... ~~~ 
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. · · 1!07~ · i>etroimallce of the 'comp~mes 

~: 

" . ·~ 

-

..... 

1,07. 1. The following table gives details of .five· companies which· earned 
profit during the year 1983-84 with comparative figures for the previous year 

Serial Na:me of company. Paid up eapital Profit 
num-
ber 

1982-83 1983-84 1982-83 1983,;84 

(Rupees_ in lakhs) 

1. · Haryan~ State· Industfial 
. Development Corpora-
tion Limited 7,87.58 9,30.58 37.41 28.84 

2. Haryana State Small Indus- . 
. trj~s· and Export Corpora-
tion Limited ·53,75 60.75 14.98 13.90· 

'3°~ Haryaria Seeds HevelOp-
ment Corporation 1,40. 86 1,84 .04 7.00 8.28 
Limited 

4; Haryaria Minerals :Limited. 24.04 24.04 4.66 0.39 

5. Haryana ·.Breweries .. ·1,20.08 1,20.08 0;38 1'5. 68 ., 
Limited 

. 1.07.2. The following table gives the details of one company which 
. " . in,curred loss during 1983-84 with comparative ftgures for the previous year: -, .··--

=.· 
"'<.. 

).- ~ ·. Name of Company 
i. 
[· :· , . 

~•. 

\ 
;! ~ -

. . 
t ·~. . • . - .. ·;\ . - ... < : -: . 

Haryana State Handloom · and 
·· · · Hari.ciicrafts . Corporation Limited 

. ·. . / · .. 

Paid up capital Loss 

;.·.'.·. '.· 

1982-83 198.3-84 • 1982-83 . 1983-84 

61.00 92.00 17.51 . 14.32 

--------------- -----. -----------~--""- ·---=---,,---_o:. ___ -~~---.-.. -·-- ---·- -· -------:; ; 
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1.07 .3. 'l'he working results of 10 companies (including 3 subsidiaries) 
'which had fina"Hsed their accounts for earlier years are analysed in the table 
given below 

Seri a! Name.of company Year of 
number accounts 

1. Haryana State Minor Irrigation 
(Tubewells) Corporation Limited 1978-79 

2. Haryana ·Harijan Kalyan Nigam 
Limited 1978-79 

3. Haryana Agro-Industries Corporatio·n . 
Limited 1980-81 

4; .Haryana Dairy Development Cor-
pora ti on. Limited 1982-83 

5. Haryana Land Reclamation and 
Development Corporation Limited. 1982-83 

6 .. Haryana Economically Weaker Sec-.~ 
tions Kalyan Nigam Limited 1982-83 

·1. · Haryana State Electronics Develop-
ment Corporation Limited 1982-83 

Subsidiaries : 

8. Haryana Television Limited . 1978-79 

9. Haryana Con cast Limited 1982-83 

JO. Haryana Tanneries Limited 1982-83 

Paid-up Profit(+)/ 
capital Loss(-) 

(Rupees in fakhs) 

6,89.94 ·. (+)29'.37 

1,84.65 (-:-)0 .04 

2,09.66 (-)72.45 

2,57. 35 (-)55 .93 

1,20.30 (-)37 .13 

31.00 (-)5.12 

) . 

0.01 (-)1 .. 83 

19 .40 (-)12.29 

2,19.96 (-)95.98 

76.00 (-)50.31 

... 

-

f;., 

l 
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. . 1.07,4. · The accumulated losses in' respect of 11 companies (illcluqing 4 
~ubsidiaries) amounted to1 Rs. 15,52.12 lakhs against their paid-up capitalot~ 
R'S. 18,35.70 lakhs. Particulars of 5 Companies (including 3 subsidiaries) the ' 

· accumulated losses of which had exceeded their paid-up capital are given below : 
:. . . . ' . . -

.Name of company 

Haryaria Television Limited 

Haryana Concast Limited · 

Haryana Dairy Development Corporation 
Limited· 

Hacyana Tann~ries Limited 
. . . i 

HarY,aha Electronics Development Corpora-
tionLimited 

Total 

Year.of 
accounts 

1978~79 

1982-83 

1982-83 

198+-83 

1982.:83 

Paid-up Accumu-
capital lated 

loSS· 

· (Rupees in lakhs) 

19.40 . 64.78 
-:~. 

2,19. 96 4,47.57 

2,57 .35 3,99 .11 

76.00 2,45:91· 

0.01 . 1.83 
~ '.~1 ~ 

5,72.72 11;59 :10 

Lbs: Under section 619(4) of the Companies Act, -1956, the Comptroller 
·and Auditor Gcneraloflndia has a right to comment upon and Sl,lpplein~nt .the 
. ~udit'reports of the company auditors. Under this provision a.review of the. 

arinual accounts of Government Companies was conducted in _selected cases. 
·. · _Some of the import~nt errors/omissions,. etc., noticed in the course of review 

of the accounts. are indicated below : 

~ (1) .!faryana State Minor Irrigation (Tubewe//s) Corporation Limited-1978-79. 

(i) The profit M Rs. 29.36 lakhs' was over~tated by Rs. 1,3i.29' iakhs 
_1 on account of not).- provision of depreciation (Rs. 23.86 lakhs); non~proviSiOll 

-~ -· . 

· of interest (Rs. 36:62 lakhs), over statement of receipts (Rs. 49.25 lakhs), _less/ 
non-provision ofenergych~rges (Rs.-18.65 lakhs), non~adjustment of losses--·­

--011 account ·of fire (Rs. 0.36 iakh) and non provision of iniscellaneo~s revenue 
· -~e~penses (:Els. 2.55 lakhs)~ .. · . · .. ,_ . 

\ _· 
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(ii} Obsolete/unserviceable stqres and'spare part~ valuing Rs. 3.25 lakhs 
were. include.d in the stores and spare parts, which were written off in N ovem­

. ber. 1979. 

(2) Haryana Dairy Development Corporation Limited-1981-82. 

(i) Assets valuing. Rs, 67.51 lakhs transferred. wi.thout considera- ;_, 
tion, to Haryana Dairy Development Co-operative Federation Limited were 
not disclosed. 

(ii) The net loss of .Rs. 48.89 lakhs had been understated byRs. 4.57 
lakhs ori account of non-provision of penal interest. 

(3) Haryana Agro Industries Corporation. Limited-1980-81; · 
' 

(i) Net loss of Rs. 82.96 lakhs was understated by Rs. 12.13 lakhs- on 
account of non-provision of liabilities (Rs 1.60 lakhs), over valuation of stock 
in trade (Rs. 1.85 lakhs), under provision of interest (Rs. 1.43 lakhs), under 
charge of depreciation (Rs. 3.22 lakhs), capitalisation of repair and maintenance . 
charges (Rs. 3.59 lakhs) and shortages of wooden crates not written off 

(Rs. 0.44 lakh). 

· (ii) Unserviceable items of stores valuing Rs. 0.41 lakh were induded 
in the stores and spare parts and no provision was made. 

(iii). Unserviceable goods valuing Rs.· 9.33 lakhs was included in the '1 

. finished goods: 

(4) Haryana Seeds Development Corporation Limited-1982-83. 

The net loss of Rs. 4.56 lakhs had been understated by Rs. 2.28 lakhs 
on account of over valuation of closing stock (Rs. 1.09 lakhs), over valuation 
of work in progress (Rs.0.83 lakh) and non provision 'of the cost of tags attached 
b.y Seed Certifying Agency (Rs. 0.36 lakh). 

\ 
(5.) Haryana State Industrial Development Corporation Limited-1983;.84. 

Rupees 4.29 lakhs being the value of material lying at site classified 
'under fixed assets instead under current assets. 
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(6) Haryana Television Limited-1978-79; 

. The- lo$'. ef Rs_. 12;29 lakh~· had: b~n un<lers.t-ated by.~.· 4.48 la~ '.(}nt. 

.. account of non-provision ofliabilities (R~ 0;98;J~k:h), over-valuation 9f finished · 
goods (Rs. 2,35 lakhs) and non-provision for doubtful advances (Rs. 1.15 Iakhs). 

' . . ' . . 

(7) Haryana Concast Limited-1982-83. 
. . 

The-net foss of Rs; 9,5.98 lakhs:was undeAs_tate.d:t,orthe. ex.tent. oj R~ 24~7.~: 
lak.hs on. account of over valm\.tion . qfr ra~ nia.ter.i~l- aµQ._finisb.e~ stoGk~ 
(Rs. 8.04 lakhs), non/under provision for liabilities (Rs. 14.12 lakhs) and llQQr~ 
adjustment of rejected claims (Rs. 0.60 lakh)_. . . 

(8) Haryana Minerals Limited-'-1983~84. 

The profit of Rs. 0.39 .lakh was overstated by. Rs. 2.57 lakb on ~f;:~o.Iin.t 
of non-proYision for doubtful advanc~s (Rs. 1.05 lakbs), . d_qutful. d,epts_ 
(Rs. L46 lakhs) and advances against employees who left the services of. th~, · 
Company (Rs. 0.06 lakh). 

(9)_ Haryana Br.eweries.Limited-1983-8 f.. 

(i) Current li_abilities and pro:visions did. not·include:Jfa&ilit<y. of Rs. 9i92-0 

'> lakhs on aceo.u'J.t ·of .balance amount of' price. of mash- cumwart'. kettte-. 
• (iR.s. LH fakhs), sales, tax (Rs. 7.04. lakhs) an:d1purchase"1-ax·(Rs~ tc.7.7°lakhs-)i 

. . ' .~ 

(; 

(ii) The profit .. of Rs. 15.68 lakhs was overstated by Rs. l},U la.khs .. QQ -

account of over valuation .of closing stock (Rs: 1.87 lakhs) and' non-ptovis.i~n 
ofi.d,~pi:e_ciation: G~s. Q;0~Jakh-)~ 

c:::..::.::....~·..:...:..:~.--~--- -· . -·------" ---------~------- ---- ----------.-·-- ------------------- --
_,.J > 
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SECTION Il 

HARYANA STATE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
LIMITED 

01. Introductory 

The Haryana State Industrial Development Corporation Limited 
:ISIDC) was incorporated on 8th March 1967 to promote and operate schemes 
)r industrial .. development primarily in the med ium and large sectors in the 
late . 

. 02. Capital structure 

The authorised capital of the Company is Rs. 12 crores consisting of 
1.20 lakh shares of Rs. 1,000 each. As on 31st March 1984 the paid-up capital 
:if the Company wholly subscribed by the State Government was Rs. 11,03.58 

akhs . 

The borrowings of the Company as on 31st March 1984 aggregated 
Rs. 6,52.89 lakhs comprising State Government loans (Rs. 1,62.68 lakhs) and 
1oans (Rs. 4,90.21 lakhs) from Industrial Development Bank of India {IDBI) 
.Jnder refinance scheme. The loans from State Government include interest 
!Clue amounting to Rs. 12.53 lakhs as on 31st March 1984 which was not paid 
1though the Company had sufficient funds in fixed deposits (Rs. 4,63.52 lakbs). 

2.03. Working results 

Interest on loans advanced to the assisted units , service charges from 
industrial units and commission from underwriting of share issues are the 
main sources of income of the Company . Profits before tax during the three 
years up to 1983-84 were Rs. 18.34 lakhs, Rs. 37.41 lakhs and Rs. 28.84 lakhs 
respectively. While the Company had been e~rning profits and the retained 
profits and special reserves up to 1983-84 had accumulated to Rs. 25.06 lakhs 
and Rs. 43.51 lakhs respectively, it has not declared any dividend so far (Mayl985). 

2.04. Underwriting operations 

2.04.1. The Company undertakes underwriting and participation in 
preference/equity shares of ir.dustrial units in Haryana. Before underwriting 
~tares , r:o pre-appraisal about the viability of the units was made by the 

·-

• 
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Company ~nd the underwriting was done on the. basis .ofappraisaLmade by 
~hy financial institution from which the unit had taken loan. The Cotnnany 
had underwritten shares of 31 Companies of the aggregate value of Rs .. 2,72.63 
fakhs up to 31st March 1984: . Out of this, only Rs.18.86 lakhs were subscri­
bed by the public and the .. remairiing shares of Rs. 2,53.77 lakhs in 31 units 
(preference shares: Rs. 1,17.67 lakhs andequityshares: Rs. 1,36.lOlakhs)'"had 

. to be subscribed by the Company . 

. 2.04.2. As per ·agreements executecF with the industrial units . :th,e 
- preference shares were to be redeemed within 12'years. · As on 31st March 1984, 

investments amounting to Rs.18 .. 61 iakhs made in preference shares of 5 units we~~ 
· due. for redemption but these have not been redeemd bythe units .concerned . 

. The delay in redemption of tl).ese preference shares ranged between Uo 3 ye~rs. 
_,. 

2.04.3 .. The funds required for underwriting.the shares of the industrial 
units were made available .in the form of advances to the Company by the State 
Government. The position ·of funds available with the Company for underwri­
ting of shares and the extent qf their utilisation for the four · years up ·to · 
1983-84 was as under:- "' " 

Year Funds Funds ··P.ercentage.or 
available utilised utilisation· 

· (Rupees in lak.hs) 
-. :. ·:- ·.:;-.\ 

. 1980-81. 92.60 21.95 23~70 
" 

-._·_-. 

1981-82 .100.65 45.77 4?.~48 

1982-83 - 54.88 9;38 '17'319 
·- ~ .' . -. 

1983-84. 85.50 ~il Nil· ... 

Total 77-10· 
-···_-.. 

~-· -. 

.. , . It would be seen from the above that (i) the utilisation of fun4.~~(iµ 
equity shares of 8 industrial units) during: the· three years qpto ·~987~8~,; ,was 

_· extremely poor and (ii) no underwriting· was done during 1983-84 though ~:.S~gl 
· of Rs; 85.50 lakhs was available with the Company. The object for which 
· the funds were· advanced by the State Gov~rnnient to the Company was ~ddt, .. 

. -~,~ ..th~refore, achieved in;any of the.'years. · 
;- ..... 

> '• • I: 

~-.....:..~-----·-- --------;--- -·-·--------.... :. 
. •• .-J 

'':<," 
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.2.04A. It was also noticed in test check during audit (April· 1984) 
that: 

(i) From : 1974-75 to 1983-84, the Company invested Rs. 1,36.10 lakhs 
in equity shares of 14 industrial units, of which only one ·concern, in which 
.investment ·of Rs. 15 Jakhs was made in 1978'"79, has paid dividend of 

. Rs. 0.90 lakh (at, 6 per cent) in 1982~83. 
i 

(ii) The shares of only 5 industrial units were quoted in the stock exchange. 
Th.e market value of these quoted shares as on 31st March 1984 was 
Rs. 45.56 fakhs ~s against the actual investment of Rs. 89. 50 lakhs. 

{iil) Out of 19 industrial units in which the investment of the Company 
wa·s in the shape bf preference shares valui.ng Rs. 1, 17 .67 lakhs (March 1979), 
5 uaits (including. one subsidiary of the Coinpany) had not paid any dividend 
{Rs . 27.78 lakhs) on shares valuing· Rs. 29.99 lakhs .. The default ranged 
between on~ to thirteen years. The aggregate amount of dividend recoverable 

\ . . 

on preference shares in respect of 16 defaulting concerns (including five 
units, who had not paid any dividend so far) works out to Rs. 40.72 fakhs." 

2.05. Nomination of dilirectors on the boards of assisted units 

the Comp~ny ha.d a right to nominate its representatives as directors 
on the Boards of assisted industrial units during the pendency of loans/ invest­
mentin share capital. Against 61 such assisted units, the Company had nomi- . · 
nated directors iri 54 units up to November 1984. General guidelines were 
issued for the first time (February 1978) by the Company to the nominee directors 
for furnishing their comments on items of interest discussed at the Board's 
meeting of the units or which had otherwise come to their notice. The nominee 
directors were required to send brief reports immediately after each Board's 
meeting and also to send a report once in a quarter about their assessment 
of the performance of the assisted units. The Company had, however, not 
maintained records to Watch the receipt of the progress reports and for taking 
further follow up action. The Management stated (November 1984) that follow 
·up action was taken by the Company on whatever reports were received. 

I 

2.06. Term lending to andusfriall 11mits 

2.06.1. The Company started term lending under the IDBI refinance 
scheiµe from March 1979. Under the Scheme the Company sanctions term 

·.!, 

J 
J 
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1~an a:ssistan.ce up to Rs.·:90 lakhs in each case tQ the. industrial units.. being 
set up in .the State . . The amount of loan is disbursed subjeCt fo sanctfon 
of refinance by IDBI on the terms and conditions stlpulated by them and other 

.. financial institutions giving loans along with ·the Company. The a.ssistance 
· · is provided t.o . the µnits where the project cost of the unit does not exceed: 

-Rs. 3 crores and paid up capital"'and reserve do not exceed Rs.·2.50. crores~ ·· . . 
~' 

The Company received 106 .loan applicatioris for Rs. 46,50.92 lakhs, ··· 
out of which loans amounting ___ to_Rs .. _2.6,4Q_A~ l_akhs were sanctioned to 58 

It·.·.·.-.. ,'~ ..• ···~ .. ·':\. · 

1
applicants durt.·ing R19781~17990to77191 8k3h-84t. A

30
ga.indst tt~is1 the.tComptan

3
y
1 

tdisbM· tirs~~ ·· 
. oans amoll:n mg to s. , .. · a s o m us na. um sup o s _ . ar\JJI 
. 1984 .. The delay in disbursement ofJoaµs to remaining 28 units was attri-. 

~t · buted by the management (November 1984) to delay in completion Of -
1 .. · forri'ialides by- the loanees. .36 applications for Rs. 13,49.87 lakhs were either 
i. . .. · · __ calicelled or withdrawn and 12 applications for Rs. 6,60.62 lakhs . were pending 

; . .__: · .. 

"I 
~· -
• .. -· 
~: 

I. 

l 

.as on 31st March 1984. 

2.Q6.2. The total turnover at n()rmal level of production and employment 
. potential of these units to whoni loans were sanctioned was estimated by the 
Comp~ny at Rs. 3,59,22 lakhs arid 8,114 persons respectively. The Company 
had no information about the actual turnover and the employment generated 
by _these units. · · . . · -

2.06~3~ As on ·31st March 1984, a sum of Rs. 10,86.91 lakhs 
(Rs. 10,24.21 lakhs pr_incipal and Rs. 62. 70 lakhs interest) was outstanding 

·against ~O industrial units. Out of this a sum of Rs. 1,44.67 lakhs (inclUding 
··: interest: Rs: 62. 70 lakhs) was in default against 9 units which was 13.3 per cent 

pf tofal. ,outstandiD;g amount. 

2.07. Setting up of industriall units 

2.07.'l. As against 70 letters . of intent/industrial licences (estimated 
iB. ' c .. ost : . Rs. 3,49.20 c~ores) obtained by :th~ Corripany up to 31st Mar9h 1984. 

·only . 5 projects wentinto commercial production, 40 projects were ll;nder consi., 
deration and 25 projects ()n which a sum of .Rs~ 10.61 lakhs 'was spent were 

..; . " dropped after the letters of intent were cancetied by Government. · 

· > 2.07.2. Two pr'oje~ts set up in small scale sector were on going . 'and 
.. 20 projects .were under conside~atiori (amount spent up to 3lst·Mafoli 1984: 

R!!: 37;·48 lakhs) for which no letters or iritentwere obtained by the c·ompany. · 
- . ', . .,,- . 

~- . f 
r1 

. . -~ 

./ 

.:-; .... 

.... ------ ........ --- -- "--·- ------------- .. -·-------~~___, 
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2.07.3. Development expenditure of Rs. 7.86 lakhs in respect of 19 

projects (out of 25 projects) in respect of which the letters of intent were C!ln- · 
celled and Rs. L29 lakhs in respect of 21 other projects for which no letters of 
intent were obtained was written off by the Company during 1973-74 to 198~-84. 
An amount of Rs. 2.75 lakhs spent on .the remaining 6 projects out of 2~ in 
respect of whjch letters of intent were cancelled wa'> yet to be written, off by the 
Company (December 1984). 

l 

2.07.4. The Company had thus· been able to set up only seven units 
and the paid-up capital and working.results of these units as on 31st March 1983 
a.re given below: 

i !)ate of in-
Paid up capita.I 

Unit~ Date of _,------- Accumulated Percent-
corpora- commence- Tot.ii Company losses (-)/ age of 

tiOQ ment of share profit ( +) las~ 1,0 
commer (as on 31st paid-up 
cial pro- March 1983) capital 
ductioa 

(Rl,lpees in lakh~) 

Haryan<a Breweries . September febrµary 1,20 ·08 66·48 (_c)49 ·27 41 ·0 
Limited ' 1970 1974 

Haryana Tanneries September December 76·00 53·00 (...,...)2,43 ·O~ ~19·8 
'Limited · ' 1972 . 19'76. 

Haryana Television . December January 19:40 14·39 (-)91 ·80 473 ·2 
Limited 1973 1975 

Haryana Concast November Nove1I19er 219·96 1,34 ·91 (..,..,)4,47 ·57 203 ·5 
Limited '1973 1975 

Haryana :P~terg,ents February ~une 1979 94·00 .24·44 (-)2,54 ·52 270 ·8 
·Limited ·, i974 . 

. Haryana Matches J,une 1970 March 1973 12·48 12·48 (-)16 ·75 134 ·2 
Limited 

Haryana Minerals December December 24·04 24·04 (+)6 ·02 
Umited :1972 19n 

From the above it: may be seen that : 

(i) . Six units were running in losses and, out of tll.t;lse the accumulated 
losses of:' 5 .unit~ ·were much more tha.n th_eir paid-up capital. 

(ii) No proj~~t was set UJ> aft.er February 1974 thouah the Company 
b,~d created a separate project divi~ion for t_his purpose ancl. the expendi~ure of 
. thy div.ision on salary and allowances from 1974-75 to f983-84 worked. out. to 

~ 

,, 
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Rs. 40 lakhs (approximately). The M~nagement stated(November.1984)thatthe. 
prgject.division had been working on consolidating. the work.of ·existing projects 

. and 'helping in term 1ending · actiyities Which .start~d in 1978~7Q. . 

· The. reply of the Management is not tenable as the acc~rri.ulated· loss~ 
· Ii" in these units, except in case of ifaryaria Minerais Limited; ·ranged between 41 

. ·per cent and 413;2 per cent. The pllrpose for which the profat division was set 

1i 
·up had thus not bee::i ·achieved. ·- ___ -..... ___ __ . . . 

(iii) In .the case ofHaryana De_tergents Limited, a, scheme of rehabili­
tation was s.tated to be.under consideration by bringi,ng a change in management. 

. . -.. (iv) Ha:ryana_ Matches Limited was in the process of winding up: . 
2.07.5. Quoted slllares 

Theshares subscribed by the .·co~pany werequoted in stock•dcharige iri .. 
res,pect of 3 units only (including. 2 subsidiaries).' The face value and q·uoted 

.. market valµe in respe.::t of the shares of these units as on 31st March 1984was 
as under : . ' . 

Name of unit ~umber of 
sh1res·. 

Face value 
·per sfo:re 

Quoted. 
mai'ket 
value 
pe·r share· 

· TOt1l fac:e/ Total 
acquired market 
value value 

· .. (Rnpees in lakhs) 

. Haryana Brewefi·es Limited 6;64,852· 

20,58,565 

. 2,44,400 

(Rupees) 

10 2 ·15' 66·49 14·i9 

· - Bary.ma Con~1:>t Llmited 

Har.yana.Detergwts Limited 

10 

10 

4·00 

10·00 

1,85 ·8!) 82·34 

24·44 24·44 

P,' 

-·- ---
'2,76-7'3 1;21 Oi 
---- ---

·.·ft may be.· seen froi.n the above that the-realisable value of the investment· 
of Rs. 2;16.7J lakhs made by the Company in these units .had cori.~e down to 

·~ Rs. ·1,2r:o'7Takhs only'.: ' 

Five lakh shares .of the face value of Rs; 50 lakhs of ·· II.aryana Concast 
· Limited were acquired ·by the Company at par during 1982~83 against the lnarket 
value ofRs. 2fflakhs; ·· Ihe reasons for acquiririg these sha~es·havip.g market 
~~ltfo_ ofRs~ 2ff lakhs for Rs. 50 fakhs were not; on record. · 
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2.08. Setting up of industrial estates 

2.08.1. For promotion of industries, the Company undertakes develop­
ment of infrastructure facilities comprising acquisition of land, development 
of industrial areas/estates by providing roads, drainage, water and electricity, 
construction of factory sheds and shop cum flats and allotment of such plots, , 
sheds, etc. Estates were being developed on no profit no loss basis. The Comp­
any, however, had not been preparing any annual programme setting out the 
physical targets to be achieved during a year. 

Against 23 industrial/commercial estates sanctioned (estimated cost : 
Rs. 16,10.85 lakhs)up to 31st March 1984, only 13 estates (actual expenditure 
Rs. 6,01.52 lakhs up to March I 984) have been developed. Six estates (actual 
expenditure Rs. 4,25.86 lakhs up to March 1984) were under development 
and 4 estates (actual expenditure : Rs. 4.85 lakhs up to March 1984) were 
abandoned/held in abeyance. 

2.08.2. In 13 developed estates, 1,038 plo~s were carved out and 84 sheds 
were constructed. Out of which 995 plots and 84 sheds were allotted to the 
entrepreneurs up to 31st March 1984. Out of 1,079 plots/sheds allotted, only 
211 units have started production. As on 31st March 1984, 43 plots/sheds were 
lying un-allotted with the Company. The reasons for non-allotment of these 
plots were not on record. 

2.08.3. As per the terms of agreement an allottee of plot had to start con­
struction of unit within six months ; complete it within two years and commence 
production wthin three years of allotment of plot failing which the plot was 
liable to be resumed. I 17 plots were due for resumption as on 31st March 
1984 on account of the above defaults but these have not been resumed by the 
Company so far (May J 985). 

2.08.4. Six industrial estates comprising J 61.25 hectares of land were 
under development (March 1984) and 643 plots and 154 sheds at an estimated 
cost of Rs. 9,51.26 lakhs were proposed to be carved out/constructed. As 
per project estimates these estates were to be completed within one year. But 
four estates could not be completed within the stipulated period of one year. 

The Management stated (December 1984) that two estates had been com -
pleted in October 1984, one estate was in advanced stage of completion ; work 
on one estate was partly held up as land owners challenged the acquisition of 
land in the Court and the work on two estates was in progress. 

-t 

L 
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2.08.5.. As· per clau~e 21 of the agreement an allott~ wo~td be liable to' -· 
pay on d.emand the proportionate maintenance charges as determined by · tlhle - ·· 
Company within fifteen days of the reciept of . letter of deniaD:d, -in cas('i: .· ·· · 
the maintenance of the industrial area-was not taken over by the local body after·. - · 

t:o five years. The Company had been incurring expenditure on mainteQance of .. · 1( 
. 4 estates beyo,nd the period of 5 years~ but no demand notices in terms of agree<>. · · · · -

·. ment had been issued to the allottees so 'far (March 1984). Th.is had resulted! 
in loss of revenue of Rs. 17.13 laklis to tlie Company due to non recovery of · ... · 
maintenance charges in respect of 3 estate8 alone (for which info~matioxi was 
available) beyond.·the period of five years .of completion. , 

_ · · T~e managementstated (November 1984) that the niatter regarding charg~· ·. 
ing of maintenan~e cost was under. active c~nsi<leration of the Compahy • 

. Some of the important points noticed in audit (April 1984) are given. 
·below: . 

2.08.6. ·.- Industrial Estate, · AmbaJa Cantonment 

: - In 1970, the State Government acquired 50 acres of land at a cost olf 
Rs. 6.44 lakbs for setting up ~ndustrial estate at Ambala Cantonment .. The land 
was ·handed over to the Company in June 1974 for setting up ind11~triai est~te 
for .scientific aIJ,d electrical goods. The area was found (April 1974) to be.fl.oo~. ,-r 
prone by the development committee formed by the Company. The Superintenda 
.!ng Engineer, Public. Works Department, Buildings and Roads; Kamal, wlb.o, 

. inspected the site in January 1975 emphasised the' co~struction of p~otectilon · ... ' ' 
bundh . . · The Company · accordingly constructed a protection bundh 
in 1977-78 at a cost ofRs. 2 '..18 lakhs (Rs. l;64 lakhs towards cost of ·additional . 
land acquire.d for the bundh and Rs. 054 lakh towards co~struct.ion cost), · 
The prote~tion bundh around indus~rial estate breached during h.eavy-rains in1 : 
A~gust 1978. Construction of another ringbundh at an estimated «?Ost·of: .. 
R.s: .4.:84 lakhs (excluding the cost of additional land measuring 11. 76, acres) .. 
·:sanctioned by tlie State Government in 1979-80 · was yet to be compietedl _ ··' 
(Nov~rn,for .1984). _ · . · · ' · 

:-~ 

. The Company caFved out 130 plots and incurred devefopment expenditure . 
of Rs._36.05lakhs up.tOJlst March 1984. 119 plots were allotted·by the Com" : ~: 

·· pa1_1y up_. to March- 1984. As the industrial estate was develop~d in flood prone . : 
area, there was not.much progress in setting up the'fo.dustries and only:23 cll\l!lilts ~: . .. - . -
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contd be set up by January 1984. ·The- Progress of developm_ent of estate was re­
viewed by the Management from time to time and keeping in view the slow pro­

. gtess, the Manage)nent allowed remission of I to 4 instalments of principal, 
interest and delayed interest amounting to Rs. 1.29 lakhs to 16 allottees. 

The Company resumed IO plots during the period from May 1_982 to 
January 1984 and 26.,plot(were·resumed in February-March 1984, against which 
a.s.um of Rs. 8.29 lakhs was outstanding towards principal and interest.· Further 
35.aUottees were in default to the extent of Rs. 0.91 lakh as on 31st March 1984. 

The Management stated (May 1984) that the development of the estate · 
·was taken Uf> at the instance of State Government and the land was also acquir­
e~{. by the State Government. The Company, however, did not analyse the 
viability of the estate in spite of the area being flood prone, before taking up its 
development. 

2.08. 7. Alfotmennt o( nimdunstrhnl! ]lllfots at.lower rates: 

: . _The company revised the rates of first allotment/re-allotment of resumed 
o'.r su.rre_ndered·plots with effect from 1'5th September 1982 of industrial estates 
at Gurgaon and Dundahera to Rs. 85 per square yard, and of industrial estates· 
atl(undli, Murthaland Yamunanagar to Rs. 60 per square yard. The allotment 
letters in 35 .cases, however, were issued at old rates (Rs. 23 to Rs. 53.82 . per 
square yard) after the above revision', for which no ,reasons were on record. 
This resulted in short realisation of Rs. 21.66 lakhs towards the cost of these 
plots. 

2.08'.8. Undue favm11r to a party iiim allotment of industrial plot 
. ' . 

The Comp_any allotted a half acre plot to a party under non resident 
lnd_i~n category in May 1977 at Rs. 29.90 per square metre in Dundahera 
Phase-I. As per agreement the party was to start construction work within 
6 ~onths,, complete erection and installation of machinery within 2 years 
and to start production within 3 years of the date of allotment of pl'or; . 

·The party did not start the construction work and the plot was resumed· hi. 
A-prili 1982, i. e;, after the expiry of 4-1/2 years. The request (May 1982) of 
Hie-party fot'rest'Oration of the plot on the ground that the construction could 

. n.otb.e taken up for ;Want of timely approval of plans by HUDA, registration 
by:· 'Djrector . .of Industries,. non:.,availability of cement, etc., was not 

" 

- > l 
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fldq~ded_ ·t9 -by the Company. __ · However, another piot measuring 2040 
sq~~~-m.~tres at Rs. W.90 -per squ.are ~etre against.the revised rat~Qf 

- . - -- - - - - - - T 

Rs; 102 per square metre in Dundahera Phase-I was allotted - to t_l\e 
party in· November 1982. 

AUotment of plot at old _rate (29.90 per square_metre) was n01. in accor­
daiice with the decision (Septem})er -1982) of the Company not ·to ·aUot/re-
allot .plots~at old. rates and had resulted in loss of Rs. 1.47 -lakhs; - - -

2.;08.9~ Industiial ~state, -P-mnclbkula-- ---- __ 
. -

ln -1974; tb,e Company c!ecidecl to cons~ruct 25 sheds .- at Panchkuli Jin 
Phas~~fat.a;n estimated cost of Rs~ 37.20 laklls"for renting outto the entrepre~ 

- ·p.eu,r~. · The C01pp(l.ny incurred :'In expenditure of Rs. 41 ;75 lakhs on tliese 
she4.s up to 3ht March-1984 rostilting in excess of exp.enditure over estimates 
by Rs. 4.55 lakhs. 

The Company' with a view to enable the entrepreneurs to take up instal-
- lation c;f"m:achinery~ etc., decided (January 19-76) to allot incomplejtesheds and 
to charge the rent from the date of completion of sheds.. The shecis wer&ial­
lotted between May 1976 and December 1979. · The·aUottees aefaulted:!iµ;''~Y­
.ment ofrenLsince January 1978 and as on 31s.t Ma:rch 1983 the accumulated 
arrears of rent amounted to Rs. 1428 "'lakhs. _ The Company:neither cancelled 
tb,e.lea~e;deeds n~r-resumed the p.lots in ter~s of agreement. . . .· ·.· . . 

The Company invoked -arbitration clause ·against 19 allotte~ fa October 
1983 .. and ·th'e :arbitrator ·gave award (December· 1983 to February t984) ·in 
favour of th~ Co111pany. -As per the ·award -the allottees were ·required :to. dep~­
~it 25per cen( of the accumulated rent with interest (12 p'er cent) within 30 days 
of tb.e _date of a.ward. and the balance in 15 equal 'mcmth1y instalment~ -With in­
ter<~st · -(12 per c-ent) ·hi addi ti~n - to regular monthly rent. It was fixrther ·stat~4, 

. th~t ln case of defau~t -in the payment of arr~~rs of rent in theaforesrudma~. 
thti- allotte~s would be evicte.d without -.notice. The Company, however; '-re­

-_ c~ived up to March1984, Rs. L09 lak.hs from 5 allottees towards 25p~r-cem 
ar~ears of rent. The remaining 14 allotte~s againstwhom a sum·of<Rs.15745 
lakhs :was due (March- 1984) t0;wards arrears -of rent did not . deposiLthe 

-·am.ount' in accordanGe. with-the award. The Compal}y -had n.o(taken:11;qy 
·a:ctiono·to ta-ke possession· of the ·sheds from defaulting all~tt~s ill t~r~ Oi 
n~. - . -

; - -~ :; l ·. 

<. 

-~ 
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The accumulated arrears of rent up to 31st ,March 1984 worked out to 
Rs.· 16.74 lakhs. Tpe reasons for not initiating action for the resumption. of. 
sheds were not on r¢cord. · 

(ii) A Committee under the chairmanship of Director of Industries de-. . I 

. cided (August l977): to charge rent from Ist May 1977 from 9 entrepreneurs,. 
who had got the po~ssession of sheds by that date and from 19th September ": 
1977 from 8 entrepre~eurs, who had been asked to take possession by that date .. 
Contrary to this the Company, agreed (November 1977) to charge rent from 
Ist November 1977 ~ubject to the condition that the case would be referred to 
State Government a:nd the decision of the Government as to date from which 
the rent should be c~arged would be final. The case was, however, not refer-
red to the State Goyerhment. This decision of the Company .had resulted 
Jin short assessment rifrentto the exetent of Rs. 0.47 lakh, which was in contra­
vention to _the decis~on of the Committee formed for the purpose. · 

There were de~ays ranging betwe~n 10 months to 25 months in the al­
. lotment of 7 sheds for which no reasons were on record. The lease deed 

agreements had also hot been executed in 6 cases. 
I 

. 2.08.10. No!IR-riecove!lY oft' l!"elll\t imd re-allotment at fower rates 

The Company allotted (May 1976) a shed measuring 3,018 square 
feet at Panchkula (Phase-I) to a party on the m.onthly rent of Rs. 918.40. 
The formal possessidn of the shed after its completion was given to the party 

. on 19th September !977 and the lease deed was signed in December 1977. 

The Director !of Industries, however, cancelled (June 1981) the licence 
· for frade as the party did n.ot show any progress. No action to terminate the 
lease d~ed and for the resumption of the shed was taken by the Company, 
though the party had not made payment of the ~onthly rent. The Company 
terminated tP.e lease : deed only in June 1983 and resumed the possession of the 
shed . in July 1983. : . 

... 

The delay in ~aking · action for resumption of the shed had resulted in q 

accumulation of rent to the extent of Rs; 0.79 lakh (up to June 1983). · The 
. ' . 

Compa.,n~ has not taken any action for the recovery of the rent · so far 
(December 1984). 
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· 2.0s.iL Abandoned estates .- .. .. -.. · ~. .· .. ·.:. 

.. . . _ (i) In 1971-72, the Company decided to set up commercial estates at 
. , . Sonepat and Faridabad at_ an estimated cost of Rs. 16.80 lakhs and Rs. i6.81 
.· · Iakhs r~spectively. The Company paid Rs. 0.21 lakh a~d Rs. '1.85-lakh~ to-

,.. . 'b\ . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. ' . . . 

, . - wards the cost of land in March 1972 and August 1972 respectively .. Tb,ese · 
estates were co~sidered to be un-remU:nerative and the Company decided 
(February: 1973) .to drop the scheme at Sonepat. The expenditure incurred 

'4' up .to 3'1 ~t March. 1983 . on tliis-- es·tite-worked: ·oufto Rs. 0.30 lakh . 
. ·/ .. 

The matter· for the refund of cost of land (Rs. 0.21 lak°h) wa:s take~: µp 
-·~ with:. th~ --~o~errunent .in March 1973. - The :refund· was awaited 
· · . (Pecernber :1984); 

i· ... _ -: ', .... ":.,.. ··.'" -: ..... · :- .. '. .• .:: ... ' 

i' · · No decision· 6n .the second estate at Faridabad ·on which the Company· · y · . . h~d -iµcurred ·an expe11diture of Rs. 2.49. lakhs up to 31st March 1984 · 4ad 
~~·: . ··•· · b.e.en.take~ so far (December 198~)~ ./ 

··;. .~ ' - · / .. ·: (ii) In 1977, the State Governtnent entrusted . the Co~pany with the.· 
constru~tion . of she~s for setting up. ancilliary . :un.its {or an industrial unit at : 

•,:-.: 

· Jatheri. . The State Government grante_d in March 1978 a loan of Rs. 6 lak,hs. 
. . . . . ·: ... ' 
to. the Company towards .the costofland and construction of sheds on the basis 

'. ~f:.estimateci cost.. The C()mp
1
a1iy w~s. allotted 2.?i acre~ onand at~ co~t oi_. _ 

Rs ... 0.82J~k4 in· August 1979 and th~ possession. was taken· by it in· De.cember. · 
i979. ·However, the industrial unit for whiCh the sheds were to be · const~u~ted 

- state<J. '(March 1983) that it wa~ not .intere~teci ·in the project due to ~bn~~ar 
. delay. The Company had incurred R~. 1.02 lakhs (including cost of land) .. 

•- · · on the project up to 31st March 1983. "' 
. ~ ' . '· ~ ... 

. . . ~-
·.·· .• ,.,., _. ·Neither responsibility had been fixed ·by the Company for the delay in 

'>. · ·execution'.~f ~he worlc- nor ac~ion taken to utilise the land (December· i984). 
~ . . . ' . . . .; .. 

· 2~09.- Acco~ting systex.n · and internal audit 
j • ~ I . • 

• 
· · . 2;0~f.':I.. The Company . has not .Pr~p~red _any accaunting manuarlay- . 

,•' . ,J. 

ing down. th~. ac~ounting .. · policies · a~d · pr~ced'u~es for exercising · effective·· 
. financial. controL ·-A consultant' nrm was entrusted with the st11dy of ~o.ri<ingi .. 

.. : . ·proee~hp.:e . ~md. ~rep~rat~on -. of accounts/office manua1 in :ne,c~lllber )~~L 
·· - Advanc~ payments '.amounting to Rs .. 47 ,soo ~ere ~a~e ~o the fiffii· _d~ri~g 

·· : _ · N~~~!Ilbe(il9.81. to Margh 1982which were ill'e~cess of agreed f~e of Rs. 4~.@Q~ 

I , 

__ ,;_ _____ -----·-----~-.. ~------....:~ 
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The firm was required to submit its report within four and half months, but 
had not submitted the same so far {May 1985). 

The Management stated (April 1984) that Rs. 2,500 were paid fur prepara­
tion of project profile of photo type setting and printing project and, that as 
the whereabouts of the sole proprietor of the firm were not known no suit 
had been filed against the firm. 

2.09.2. A firm of chartered accountants was engaged (Juae .197~) 

on retainership basis at a monthly fee-of Rs. 400 (Rs. 500 from June 1981) for ~ 

conducting internal audit of the Company.The reports submitted by the firm 
were, however, not put up to the Managing Director/Board of Directors. 

The Company has, however, create.ct an internal audit cell in September 198'3 
charged with the duties of vouching, helping in finalisation of accounts, con­
ducting audit of expenditure, devising ways and means to streamline tbe 
a~ounting system, etc. 

The Management stated (Novemb~ 1984) that the reports of .internal 
audit cell were now being submitted to the Managing Director .from time to time . . 

The Company since inception had been following . mercantile system of 
acco'Unting both in regard to receipts as well as- expenses up to 1982-83. How­
ever, it had changed the system of ·accounting from·mercantile to cash basis 
fram the year 1983-84. The adoption of cash system of accounting is~ontrary 
to the accepted principals of commercial accounting and maadatory provisions 
of section 209 and 211 of the Companies Act,il956. 

2.10. Other topics of interest 

2.10.1 . Extra expenditure 

Against open tenders• for' the supply "f 16 }Akh ·brio.ks for Hindustan 
Machines Tools (HMT) ·ancllliary complex, Panchkuta, four tende1s 
were received, which were opened . on 25th October 1978. None of the 
tenderers deposited earnest money required as per Notice Inviting Tenders 
(NIT). ' Firms 'A', 'B' and ' C' quoted Rs. 195, Rs.197-:and Rs .. 210 pertthousand 
bricks against non-sponsored-coal · (coal to be procured by,themselves) while 
firm 'D' quo_ted · Haryana Schedule.of rates pJus royality and sales ~ax, if C·oal 
was· supplied by the Company. lt 'did not; however, :quote rates for supply · 'Of 

'bricks against non-sponsored coal. These firms were asked in February 
1~79 to quote . r.ates against non-sponsoredi·coaLthough· firm 'A:, ~·')and C' 

r 
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had already quoted their .rates agafost s~ch coal. However, firm' D' quoted 
· (A1)ril · 1979) .Rs. 205 pe:r thousand bricks plus carriag~ charges (Rs. 24.35 per· 
. thcriisaiJ.d'bricks) again.st non-sponsored coal. The order for supply of'J Iakli 
,fuick:S'was placed· on firm'D' in·May. 1979 and foll payment ~(ifs. 0;62 lakh) 
wairmade in advance ju 'contravention of the provisions of the supply order 

'Ii" on>tlie ground that t~e bricks were in short .• supply. 

For the. balan~e 13lakh bricks: the Company invited .fresh tenders in 
-~. September 1979. · frirespo~se~ .... CJ.fr~is:were received from three firms and the 

IO_west.offer:·of Rs. 27~:65.,per thousand bricks wasfrom firm 'D' which, had 
... supplied~ 3 fakh bri~k~ at· Rs. 205 per tho~sand bricks. The order of 13 lakh 

bticks-w~placed.onfirm,'D'in October 1979atits quoted rateofRs. 279.65 
··per thousa,nd bricks. - - . 

.. - - I 

. The non-acceptance_ of the lo~est ·offer of Rs. 195 per tho.usand bricks 
of.firm- 'AJ received ':in October 1978 without recording any r.ea.sons · has 
res1:1lted.in: an: extra expenditure of Rs. 1.20 lakhs. -

The Management stated (April 1984) that the lowest .. offer of firm 'A' 
was not accepted as the firm had mentioned delivery period of one year 
instead of 6 months and the work was time bound. The reply is not tenable 
as the Co~pariy placed order on fir'm ·o~ for 3 lakh bricks in May l979, i.e., 

·.after the expiry of 6 months wi.th delivery schedule of 6 months and order for 
13-- lakli bric~s was placed in- October 1979 with deHvery schedule upto 
March-1980. 

i.10:2. Avoidable loss of interest 

. In November 1975, the Company raised a·.short term loan of. Rs. 10 
- lakh~ (at12 per cent per anrium interes~ payable every month) from Haryana , 

School Education Board · for advancing to Haryana Polysteel Limited (now 
· t - :H_a.ryana Concast Limited). The loan ·was gliarant~ed by the State Government 

an~ was repayable within six months, which was ·fiirther extended up to 12th 
·August 197.6. Accordin-g to the arrangement approved by the State Govern-

. ,i., · ment; the loari was to oe. repaid on receipt of the amoupt from the Haryana 
. Conc5a~t.:Limited. .-Haryana Concasi Limited, howeve~, d.id not repay the loan ' 

' .. , . e~~ept' monthly instaiillent of interest. . 
" 

- ; ~- . I~ September 197.7, the Company converted the ·loan into equity share .. · 
~apital and the repayment o~ loa~ and interei!t thus . became the iiability of the 

-· ....... .. . < . 

1 · ... ·~. ~ 
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Company. Inste~d of discharging the loan immediately _from the availabl 
' ~ 

funds, the Company approached (June 1977) the State Government for 
sanction of Rs. 10 lakhs for repayment of the ~above loan·. The Government 
advised (February 1978) the Company to repay the loan out of Rs. 40 lakhs 
placed at its disposal in October 1977 for establishment of Public Sector 
Projects/preparation of feasibility reports. Out of Rs. 40 lakhs, Rs. 34 lakhs 
were invested by the Company in short term deposits at 21 to 4 per cent 
interest initially f 6r the _periods ranging from 30 to · 95 days which w~s sub­
sequently extend~d for the same period. The total funds that remained 
invested in short -term deposits, however, ranged l;>etween Rs. 15 to Rs. 52 
lakhs during the period from_ .November 1977 to June 1978. The loan ~as 

·finally paid by the Company in April and June 1978 in two equal instalments 
of Rs. 5 lakhs each. 

Delay in re~ayment of loan, even when its payment had become the 
liability of the Company, in spite of sufficient funds lying in short term deposits, 
resulted in an avoidable paymerit of interest amounting. to Rs: 0.50 lakh for the 
period from November 1977 to June 1978. 

· 2.10:3. Irregular . payment of bonus 

The Company has been paying bonus/ex-gratia at 8.33 per cent to its 
employees drawing .emoluments even in excess of Rs. 1600 per month in contra­
vention of the·provisions of Payment of Bonus Act, 1965 from the year l979-80. 
The amount of bonus/ex-gratia paid in contravention of provisions of Bonus 
Act to the employe~s who were drawing emoluments over Rs. 1600 per month 
for the pericd frcm 1979-£0 to 1982-83 works out to Rs. 0.74 lakh. 

The Managepient stated (November 1984) that the policy to be followed 
in future was unde~ examination. 

2.11. Suwming up, 

(1) The Company had underwritten preferenc~/equity shares of 31 · 
industrial units. As on 31st March 1984 investment of Rs. 18.6llakhs made in 
5 units· in preference· shares was due for redemption but these have not been 
redeemed by the units concerned. The delay was ranging from 1 to 3 years; 
Dividend recoverable amounts to Rs. 40. 72 lakhs in respect of 16 defaulting · 
units. 

!, 

<. 
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(2) .. 1n r.espect ofS units,. the shares of which were quoted in the stock 
exchange, the market va_lue ofthe shares was Rs. 4556 lakhs as' against the actuali . 
inv~st~ent of Rs. 89.:50 la~hs. 

(3) .Out ofloans of Rs. 11,90.77 Iakhs disbursed to 30units, Rs. 1,44.67 
• lakhs were in . d.efault from 9 units. 

. . . 

. (4) . Six out of se~~n : projects; set- up-by-the Company were runnirig in 
~' losses from the beginning.·. -The accumulated Jos~es of~ projects were 134,204, 

271;320 and 473 per cent. of their paid-up capita_!. 

'· 

(5) Rupees 2.75 lakhs spent on 6 projects in respect or'which letters 
·()fintent·were cancelled were .yet to. be written off by th~ Company. 

· (6) The Company .. undertook development of23 industrial estates on. no 
profit no loss basis and 13estates had been completed, .6 estates were in prog= 
ress. Four estates were abandoned/held in abeyance on which an expenditure 
of Rs. 4.85 lakhs was incurred'. . . . . 

· (7) ·Rupees 17.13 lakhs on account of maintenance charges in respect 
of' 3 estates beyond the· period of 5 years of completion · were not recovered . 

. , .· . . . '' . 
. . ' . . 

_ (8) Setting up of an industrial estate in flood .prone area resulted fo 
av.oidable loss of Rs. 1.29 lakbs on account of remission of principal and interest 
to the allottees. Further, 35 allottees were in default to the · extent of 
Rs: 0.91 lakh as on 31st March 1984. 

(9Y A suil1 of Rs. 21.66 lakhs was short realised. due to nm1-implemen~ . 
tation of revi~ed rates of :allotment of plots . 

. (10) The allottees of sheds in Panchkula estate were def au.Hing _in paymeint 
of r~nt, which had accl1mulated to the extent of Rs. · 16.74 lakhs as on 
31st March 1984. 

(11) A surri of Rs. 0.48 lakhs was paid to afirm for' preparing account~ 
ing maimalofthe· Company. The firm did not . submit any report and 
whereabouts of the prop~ietor of the fim1 was not known to the Company.· 
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SECTION ill 

HARYANA STATE MINOR IRRIGATION (TUBEWELLS) 
CORPORATION LIMITED 

3. O 1. Introduction 

Haryana State Minor Irrigation (Tubewells) Corporation Limited 
(HSMITC) was incorporated on 9th Jaouary 1970 as a wholly owned State 
Government Company. The main objects of the company are: 

(i) to take over from the Government of Haryana, the existing system 
of State owned irrigation and augmentation tubewells ; 

(ii) to instal_new tubewells for direct irrigation and augmentation of 
water supplies in the existing or future canal systems and to 
undertake the installation and construction of tubewells and other 
connected works on behalf of other parties ; and 

(iii) to engage in the manufacture and sale of spare parts, machinery, 
tools, tubewells equipment, etc., for development of minor 

irrigation and high capacity lift irrigation pumps, gates for 
canals and to undertake structural works, etc. 

3.02. Capital structure 

The authorised capital of Rs. 6 crores at the time of formation of the 

Company. was raised to Rs. l 0 crores in March 1977 and to Rs. 20 crores in 

1980-81. The paid-up capital as on 31st March 1984 was Rs. 9,99.94 lakhs . 
which included Rs. 2,10.84 lakhs representing the value of net assets taken 
over from the Government (Irrigation ·Department). In addition, the Company 
borrowed funds from Government and financial institu tious. The outstanding 
loans as on 31st March 1984 aggregated Rs. 95,69.56 lakhs (State Government: • 
Rs. 42, 74 ·00 lakhs ; banks and other institutions ; Rs. 52,95.56 lakhs) . 
Out of this a sum of Rs. 22,10.32 lakhs was over due for repayment 
(Principal : Rs. 10,56.40 lakhs and interest : Rs. 11,53.92 lakhs), as on 

31st March 1984. 

3.03. Working results 

The accounts of the Company for the year 1979-80 and onwards were in 
arrears. 
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·. Provisional accounts· pr~pa~~(i .. by. the .Co.fi1-paf1Y' dis9losed,~that- the losses · 

inc1:1rred by the Company ·during the three years i:ip to_·1983-84were R:s. 1,54 39 · 
lakhs, J.~s. 2,05;94-iakhs a~d:Rs:2;8i.I~rlakhs 'fl;)spectively and the accumulated . 
loss ~son.31st Mach 1984 stoo!;lat-Rs.'6-,41':99-lakhsafter taking into account . 

. Rs. ~,99.07 lakhs towards the claims for forced . .idle hours of augmentatio~ 
, tlibewells: (on· account df" less demand) duri!lg . .1978-79 (Rs. 82 lakhs), :l98J ;.82 

"· ·. (Rs. ·7g554:takhs) arid J982.:33 {Rs .. 38.53 lakhs), which were.not a_ecepted:-by:.tlni .. 
Irrigation ~Department (January 198)). . . . . 

: fl 3.04. ~- Pedor,mance :analysis · 

$ 

. Theactiyities of the Colllpany mainly .comprise installation,.running 

· and -·~aintenance of direct frrigation tubewells and alJ.gmentatioff tubewells.-and 
ser:Vices connected therewith, lining of water~ourses, contract and deposit 

. works, etc. The,perfori:nance.of. activities .. connected with ~installation, Tunn.,· 

. ing and maintenance of tubewells, Contract work of Massani barrage, etc., 
has ·been analysed in the. succeeding paragraphs 

3.05. cDirecUrrjga_tion bibewells 

J.05.L .J'he Company on its formatio_n took over 637 direct irrigation 
tubewells from the Irrigation Dt:)partment., The number of .tubewells:instaHed 

antl'.brought ·under operation increased to ,J,494.whi:J.e 22l·ttibewells.were:in 
process· of installation (March 1984). 

. _ .The ·table below ·indicates ·the targets and achievements regarding . 
C01J1Dli~S.ioning; of'direct :irrigation·tubewells' for the· four yea:i:s up to 1983~84: . 

· · .. - Year 
. . . - . 

. ·.1980 .. 81 

1'981-82 

.. 1982-83 

. f98g::g4 

-, ... ... ~- delay in acquisition bf land; 

. . . 

. ·,Target Achievement Shortfall · 

'99 

60-

49 

.J9 

57 

26 

.37 

-.6 

42 

-3.4 

12 

cl3 ,;_, 

.· ... 
. . ~ -- , 

.~. · .... ( '. :; . 

·.· - "delay in..re~e~ph>f.ll)ater~atd~e;to:heavy ~power cut·in industries<; 
. . '· . . . _,..\ ... 

... ·. ·--.. ·~ ~ ·' . . .. 

··. i 

.1 

. I 
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- shortage of diesel and lubricants ; and 

-delayed decision of spacing criteria by Agricultural Refinance 
Development Corporation . 

3.05.2. The project reports for various schemes of direct irrigation 
tubewells envisaged that each tubewell would run for 3000 hours in a year. 
The utilisation of these tubewells as compared to the projected hours during 
the three years up to 1983-84 ranged between 3 and 47 per cent. Due to 
this low utilisation, the Company consistently incurred heavy losss~s and 
the total loss on this activity amounted to Rs. 11,10 ·42 lakhs up to 1983-84. 
The wodd~g results of direct irrigation tubewells for the three years up to 
1983-84 are given below : 

Year Expenditure Income Loss 
(Rupees in lakhs) 

1981-82 '1~ 2,28 ·28 83·42 1,44 ·86 

1982-83 3,26 ·14 95·30 2,30 ·84 

1983-84 4,12 ·05 83·28 3,28 ·77• 

According to the Management (July 1984) the major reasons for under 
utilisation of direct irrigation tubewells were : 

(i) inadequacy and imbalance in power supply, as on an average 
power was available for 4-6 hours per day only ~gainst anticipated 
12-15 hours ; and · 

(ii) introduction of flat rate of power charges by the Haryana State 
Electricity Board for supply of power to private shallow 
tubewells. 

3.06. Augmentation tubewells 

3.06.1. The augmentation tubewells are used for augmenting water 
supplies in canals according to the requirements intimated by the Irrigation 
Department. The Company had installed and brought under operation 
1,007 augmentation tubewells (including 279 tubewells taken over from the 
Irrigation Department up to 31st March 1984). In addition the work on 157 
tubewolls was in · progress. 

•01CciuJcs R.•. 1, 89. 67 lakhs roccived as grant from Small Farmers Development 
Ai>ri cy (R~. t. l9. 17 lakhs) and Rural Development Agoncy (Rs. 70.50 Iakhs) in earlier 
y~us and taken as income in tho year 15>83·84. 

,_ 
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3.06.2. · The . working . results of augmentation .tubewells for the threie 
years up to 1983-84 are ~iven below · 

Year Expenditure Income · Loss 

(Rupees in lakhs) 

. Ill'> 1981-82 

··1982-83 

. 3,60 ·07 

4,99 ·86 

2,81;53 78'·54 

4,6f ·33. 33;53 

~· 1983-84 5,40 ·95 3,28 ·99 . 2,H ·96 

1ti 

,.j 

It may be seen from the above that· the losses of augmentation tubewells 
increas,ed sli.arply from 38.53. lakhs in 1982-83 to Rs. 2,11.96 lakhs ~n 1983,.81 . 

. · .. •.·~. The Management stated (July 1984) that the increase in" losses was mainly 
dtie to under utilisation of tubewells on account ofless demand of water by-the 
Irrigation: :Department. 

3;07. The follo~ing points were noticed during the course of audit : 

· 3.07.1. Measurement of work$ 

(i) The scheme for installation of 158 augmentation tuhewells along' aug­
mentation canal {Government scheme) included, inter alia, construction. of 
carrier .. channei (link IV) to carry water •of ten tub.ewells to be installed along 
the,said cha1lnel.. The following works of link IV were allotted to contractors · 
in:November 1980, January_ 1981 and February 1~81, respectively : · 

' ·. . ' 

(i) Earthwork and brick lining between RD 2000-,-4000 

(ii)· lEa.rthwork and brick lining between. RD 1750-2000 

(iii) Earthwork and brick lining betWeen RD 500---1750. 

.. ·.The first .two .. works were entrusted to the same contractor. He commen~ · 
ced. work in .. December 1980 ·and January 1981 and payment ~n running biUs.· 
on the basis of measuremertts recorded l?y Coip.pany .officiaYs were made to 
him up to· February 1982 · (Rs. L38' -lakhs). After that the contractor 
demanded·.· further payment.(Rs .. 1.40 lakhs) for the work stated to have been 

. done ·by him. T;o ·:verify th~· claim of the contractor· joinfindependent'measute~ 
~ents of the W()~k don_e were taken by two sub-divisional officers ~n 18th June · 
1~8f>.the results of. join(. me~urements. revealed that the ·earthwo* 
.- ·;._:_:::·.·· • l ' •.•. 

·------------

~,.; · .. 
.. 
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already measured by the company officials on the basis of whi~h the contractor 
was paid was in excess to the extent of 1059.32 cum (Rs. 0.05 lakh) in RD 
1750-2000 and 9838.44 cum (Rs. 0.40 lakh) in RD 2000-4000 involving 
an excess payment of Rs. 0.45 lakh. 

The contractor went in for arbitration in January 1983. The arbitrator 
gave award (December 1983) in favour of the contractor for Rs. 4,214. The 
Company filed an objection application (February 1984) against the award and 
the decision thereon was in favour of the contractor (October 1984). 

The contractor to whom the earthwork and brick lining work of link 
IV at RD500- 1750 was allotted (February 1981) left the work in March 1982 
and did not turn up again. In this case the joint independent measurements 
were taken through the two sub-divisional officers on 24th June 1982 and it was 
noticed that earthwork measured earlier and paid for was in excess to the 

extent of 4826.38 cum involving an overpayment of Rs. 0.22 lakh. The 
contractor also went in for arbitration in March 1983 but the award was 
awaited . 

. The management stated (July 1984) that disciplinary proceeclings 
against the defaulting officials have been initiated. 

(ii) The installation of the 10 tubewells was completed at a cost of 
Rs. 11 lakhs (approximately) by April 1981. The expenditure on the construction 
of the carrier channel up to March 1983 was to the tune of Rs. 22.54 
lakhs. The object of construction of the carrier channel was to carry water 

of these tubewclls for irrigation purposes. The non-completion of the carrier 
channel has resulted not only in blocking of funds but also in non-fulfilment 
of the object of making available water for irrigation in the State and loss of 
revenue to the Company. 

3.07.2. Advance payment for bricks 

(i) Civil Construction Division, Kamal purchased 2.50 lakh 1st class 
bricks from contractor 'A' a kiln owner of Sakra (Kurukshetra) in July 1980 
at Rs. 220 per thousand bricks for lining of the channel. Full payment amo­
unting to Rs. 0.55 lakh for the bricks was made to 'A' in July and August 
1980. An undertaking was given by him that bricks would remain in his 
custody and would be supplied to the Company according to its requirements. 
It was also agreed that bricks would not be sold by him and no rent on land 
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used for safe custody of bricks would be charged by him.. Out of. 2.50 fakh 
.·bricks, l.47 lakh bricks(value : Rs: 0.3~ lakh)were received by the Company 
.·during· February 1982 to March 1983. It was.noticed (May 1982} by the sub­
divisional officer incharge of the work that the bricks supplied included 0.20 
lakh pilla (half burnt) bricks. Contractor 'A' was asked to supply the balance 
1.03 lakh bricks and replace the pilla bricks but he neither supplied the balance 
quantity nor replaced the pilla bricks. A complaint regarding . non-supply 
of 1.03 lakh bricks and non--replacement---of 0.20 lakh pilla bricks. lodged. 
with the· police against contractor 'A' (September 1983) was closed by .the 
Police in November· 1984 on the. ground that there was no substance. in 
the complaint. 

·. (ii) The . material at site. accounts maintained by the junior engineer 
·revealed that out of 1.27 lakh bricks (excluding 0.20 lakh pilla bricks) only 
0.89 lakh bricks had been transferred to other works between February 1982 
arid March ·1983, and 'there was a closing balance of 0.34 lakh ·bricks. Thus, 

· there was a further shortage of 0.04 lakh bricks . 

. For cfassif ioation of 0.20 lakh pilla bricks as 1st class bricks · in the 
measurement books and non recovery of cost of 1.03 lakh bricks (Rs. 0.23 )akh) 
not supplied by the oontractoi 'A' the· junior engineer iµcharge of the stock 
who left service of the Company in December 1981 wit_hout giving notice and 
handing ·over charge, had · been held . responsible by t~e Management . 
. and notice issued to him in September 1984. ·A civil suit has been filed 
against him in December 1984, which is pending in the Court (May 1985). 

;•' 

3.07.3. Aqueduct wor"fs on Ghaggar river 

(i) The scheme for 'installation of augmentation tubewells in Ratia ji.rea' 
·involving an expenditure of Rs. 6.55 crores and financed by the World Bank 
p.rovided for installation of 150 tubewells along various carrier channels and 
the main feeder.· carrying wate1~ to the Bhakra main br~nch. En route, the 
main feeder passed ·through an . aqueduct on the Ghaggar river; Forty­
two tuoewells were installed upstream and '102 tubewalls down stream of the. 
niairi feeder·· from the ·aqueduct. ·· 

. "Forty-two tubewells installed upstream of the main feeder from the 
aqueduct were energised and brought in operation between January and 

. Apr.il 1983.~ . On 6th.· April 1983, a portion of lined carrier channel along with.a 
bridg~ close by ·upstream. of. the aqueduct was damaged puttiilg ·the tubewells. 
out of operation. . . . ; . 

· ... 
. . . . . -----------·--· ______ ., __ --=------ ------------,--------------·--- --- ·-·---- - ..•.. _,. _____ ·---·, -- - ---- - -- -- - -----____ __.,__ 
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The Managing Director constituted (11th April 1983) a committee of 
Chief Engineer (Works) and Superintending Engineer of Tohana Lining Circle 
to enquire into design, adequacy, quality of masonry work, compaction of 
earthwork and to estimate the cost of damage and fix responsibility for the 
lapse. 

As per findings of the Committee (May 1983) the main cause of failure 
was that the construction staff did not plac~ the backfill material properly 
and wi~hout proper compaction which resulted in loss to the extent of Rs. 0.77 
lakb. 

The Management stated (July 1?84) .that action against officials concern­
ed on the basis of the recommendations of the committee had been initiated. 

(ii) In the meantime Haryana State Electricity Board (HSEB) had star­

ted billing minimum demand charges and service line charges in respect of 42 

tubewells which were upstream and energised between January and April 1983. 

Thirty tubewells were brought in operation in stages during 1983-84 and connec­
tions of 12 tubewells were d isconnected in January 1984. Th( Company had paid 
up to March 1984 a sum of Rs. 0.98 lakb as minimum demand charges and ser­
vice line charges t o HSEB for the period the tubewells remained out of opera­

tion. 

J.07.4. Infructuous expenditure 

The scheme 'Installation of 75 tubewells in Rania and Baraguda block', 
Inter alia, provided for installation of 19 tubewells along link II carrier channel 
(Rori branch) which was to carry water to the Ottu feeder. Notification for acqui­
sition of land for the channel was issued by G overnment in October 1980 but 
the landowners obtained stay order (February 1981) from the court against acqui­
sition of land. In the meantime, Tubewell D ivision No. Ill, Sirsa installed 
seven tubewells along the alignment of the proposed link II channel between 
December 1980 and March 1981 and got these energised in July 1982 in spite of 
the fact that the proposal to construct link II channel was dropped in April 1981 
due to non acquisition of land. 

Ottu feeder was quite far away from these tubewells and on experimental 
basis, one of the seven tubewells at RD 21 O/L was Jinked (March 1983) with 

this feeder by laying 7,730 ft. long RCC pipe line at the cost of Rs. 2.46 lakhs. 
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The remaining six tubewells were not linked with the feeder. and ultimately power_ 
supply of the six tubewellS was got disconnected on 15th February 1983: As'·a 

: tesult of this, the Div~sion had to pay demand charges and servi_ce line charges . 
:.of Rs. -0.76 fakh to the HSEB for the period fromAugust 1982 to March 1984 
without running the tube.wells. This could have been avoided had the tubewells. 

~\ .been not energised keeping in view that the proposal for construction of the link ·.-

channel_ was dropped. This has resulted in bl()cking up of f~nds to the extent 
of Rs. 14.36 lakhs made on these six tubewells: 

3 .07.5. _ Non=operatio.n .'of tubewells , 

Five augmentation tubewells on left bank of Narwana branch came ill 
the alignment (side slope/edge) of Sutluj Yamuna Link (SYL)·canal constructed · 
· py the Irrigation Department and. had become inoperative since January 1977, 
. April 1978,. October 1979, January 1980 and February 1980 respeetively. In 
order to save these tubewelis and keep .them in operation suitable protection 
measures by raising the tubewells and constructing pucca structure around them 
were considered and the matter was taken up (January· 1977)~ with the Irrigation 
Department. But no action was taken either by the Irrigation Department or 
by the Company. 

_The Company lodge9- claim of Rs. 7.10 lakhs for loss ofrevenue up to 
March 1983, in June 1982 (Rs. 5.83 lakhs), in August 1982 (Rs. ·0.23 lakh) m. 
De~ember 1982 (Rs. 0.52 lakh) and in March 1983 (Rs. 0.52 lakh) withirrigation 
Department due to closure. of these tubewells. However, the Company with-

. drew the claim (February 1983) after the Irrigation Department agreed to meet 
t4e cost of protective measures to ma,ke these tubewells operative. The. Com­
pany ·prepared (February 1983) an estimate amounting to Rs. l. ll lakhs for pro.-

1, viding: protective measures and sent the same to Irrigation Department . for 
I . : -

,.., 

providing the funds. 
. . 

In the meantime the Company continued to incur expenditure on mini- .. 
mum energy charges. Up to March 1984, a sum of Rs~ 1.06 lakhs was paid to 

.,_ . -
theHSEB on this account. The tubewells are still inoperative (July 1984}; t~ree 
!ubewells- were subsequently .. gotdiscom1ected (t'Yo in April 1982 and one ~n Jul~ 
1983).' 

__ · ._. __ ._. ----- --
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The Management stated (July 1984) that as the Iriigation Department 
. failed to provide nefessary remedies a claim for Rs. 8 lakhs had again been lodged 
with them by the field officers. The matter is still under correspondence with 
the Irrigation Department (May 1985) . 

. 3.08. Contract work-Massani Barrage 

3.08.1. Th~. Massani Barrage Project taken up by the State Government ,.. 

in October 1980 envisaged .the construction of a flood control barrage on the 
Sahibi river near village Massani in Mohindergarh district. The project inclu- ;.! 

ded (i) construction :of 173 metre long barrage having. 18 bays of 10 metres width 
each; (ii) raising of embankment ; (iii) construction of Massani canal and feeding 
channel ; and.(iv} allied works, at a total cost of Rs. 35.96 crores .. 

' 
On the request of the Company, Government allotted (February 1981) the 

work of constructioµ of barrage to it on work order basis at the rates offered 
by a lowest tenderer, (estimated value : Rs. 3.50 crores) in response to the tenders 
called by Irrigation Department. The Company ~ommenced the execution of 
work in March 1981 by further allotting the work to sub contractors. As per 
tentative accounts of the Company it incurred a loss of Rs. 26.96 lakhs in 1981-82 
and 1982-83 and eatned a profit of' Rs. 63.43 lakhs in 1983-84 in the execution. 
of the work. A tes.t check in audit revealed the following points : 

3.08.2. After the allotment of work on work order basis the cross sec­
tions were jointly taken (March-April 1981) by the Company and the Irrigation 

: Department to facilitate the measurement of excavation work to be done. 

The Company got ex~cuted the earthwork through two contractors during 
March ~June 1981 aJ1d payment of Rs. 2.89 lakhs for 35,821.5 cum was made on 
the basis of measurehients recorded by the junior engineer in charge of the work. 
The executive engine~r in charge of the division subsequently brought out (Octo­
ber 1982) that taking into account the cross sections recorded before the. com~ " 
mencement Of the w~rk, the total quantity of earthwork executed worked out to 
32,448.5 cum which included 6,739 cum of earthwork presumed to have·been 
done with the help of dragline and dozers. The net quantity of work done by 
the contractors worked out to 25,709.5 cum for which the contractors shoul~ 
have been paid to Rs~ 2.16 lakhs. Thus there was an excess payment of Rs. O. 73 
lakh to the contract~rs for earthwork which was neither recovered from them 
nor responsibility fi:x:ed for excess payment. 

. I 
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The Management stated {July. 1984) that. the :matter ·was being investi= 
gated departmentally. 

. . ' . . . . .. . . ~ .. 

3.08.3. The Irrigation Department recovered from the Company Rs. 2.51 
lak:hs as hire charges for use of dragline and dozers with which earthwork to the 

ie.. extent of 6,739 cum was reported t:o have been done during April to July 1981. 

However, the contractors had also be0n paid for the quantity of earthwork done 
with the help of machi~es .without recovering the hire charges~ . 'fhe use of 

~· dragline and dozers proved very costly as_ the.company received from the Irri= 
gation Dep~rtment only Rs. 6 per cum for earthwork done as against Rs. 37 per 
cum spent by the ·company towards hire charges of machines. 'fhe Company 

· had neither established the proper use of machinery nor worked out tl~e amount 
of hire charges recoverable from the . contractors. 

3.08.4 .. The .Company issued work order (March 1981) after illviting . 
tenders, to a cont~actor for supply of 5,000 cum each of 5-10. mm anci 10-20 mm 
size coarse aggregate at Rs. 79.15 per cum and Rs; 75.75 percrim (f.o.r. at site) 
respectively .. A junior engineer of the company measured in June 198r·the. 
quaritity of coarse aggregate supplied by th~ contractor as 1;910 cum (5~10 mm 
size) and.2,223.90 cum (10-20 mm size) a_nd check measurement was carried .out 
by the sub-divisional officer. The material supplied by the contractor remeaSur= 

· - ed by .two executive engineers in October 1981 and quantities of aggregate supp=· . 
lied by the .cont_racior were found to be 1,324 cum (5-10 mm size) and 1,652 .. 69, c 

cum (10-20 mm size). By tb,at time the contractor had already been paid 
•Rs. 2.75 lakhs for 1,522 cum (5-10 mm size) and 2,040 cum (10-20 mm size) of 
aggregakre.sulting in excess payment of Rs. 0.45 lakh. · The contractor, how= 
· ever, insisted on further payment of Rs. 0.45 lakh based on the quantities. origi= > 
. mi.11)' measured by the junior engineer. · :-;; 

In November 1981 the contractor went in for arbitration and· the Arbi.; ·c· 

~ . trator awarded (March 1983) Rs. 0.44 lakh in favour of the contractor. As the 
_) . Company did not implement the award, the .contractor filed a suit in the Court 

···(May 1983) against the Company. 

·..; The Management stated (July 1984) that an 'appeal had been filed in the 
Court· against the arbitration award and that·departmental .action against the 
defaulting officials concerned had been initiated. Howeve.r, the appeal was· 

. pending in the court and action against the defaulting officials was stiU in 
·. prqgress. (June . 1985). · · · · 

3:os.5. · Massani . Construction Division, : Rewari, . entrusted with the 
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execution of contract work of Massani barrage was maintaining a store under 
the charge of a junior engineer. In June 1982 the pliysical verification of store 
by a sub-divisional officer revealed shortages of coarse aggregate and GC sheets 
amounting to Rs. 0.95 lakh. 

While the case of above shortages was still under process another shortage 
amounting to Rs. 0.14 lakh ·~Jamuna sand) was noticed against the same junior 
engineer in March 1983. The Company was yet to fix responsibility for the 
above shortages and effect recovery from the concerned official. 

The Management stated (July 1984) that the cases were under in vesti-
gation. 

3.09. Purchases 

3.09.1. Tenders for supply of 153 automatic auto-transformer starters 
(9 items) for motors of different capacities were opened in January 1981. The 
offer of firm .'A' in respect of 124 starters (5 items) was found to be the lowest 
and technically acceptable. However, the offer was not accepted on the ground 
that starters supplied by this firm earlier against the order placed in April 1978 
were not giving satisfactory performance and that the supplies were delayed. 
Orders were placed (April 1981) on firms 'B' and 'C' whose offers were found to 
be second lowest. 

It was, however, noticed that as per report received from the field, the 
performance of the starters supplied by firm 'A' against the order placed in April 
1978 was satisfactory and that the delay · in supply pertained to only one item out 
of 5 items ordered on the firm which was for reasons beyond its control. On 
the contrary, there were complaints of unsatisfactory performance of starters 
supplied earlier by firm 'B'. 

Thus due to rejection of lowest offer of firm 'A' the Company had to 
incur an extra expenditure of Rs. 4.47 lakhs in the purchase of starters. 

3.09.2. Tenders for supply of 615 ball bearings and thrust bearings of 
12 different sizes were opened on 27th March 1981. In all 12 firms tendered, 
out of which three firms deposited the earnest money and their offers were 
considered and the remaining offers were ignored. The rates quoted by firms 

J 

\ 

J 



. ··w·~;''W atrd''C';were found' to be the first second and> third lov\(est. ; The co¢~· , . 
t -: . ~ah)r~liad'"earlier ·be~~ ·ctealing with firms 'R'. ·aritf 'C' and ·orciers ·ror· si~ifar ite!p~ : 
I . h~ci been placed on them while firm •_A•· was new. Another firin 'D'. also "sell.t 

:its<:offef"'"whicli was·receiv:ed late and was not coiisider~d; . The Co1Ilpai:ly, h9w­
·evef; decided' in·April";1~98lto ignore all the three offers as the' rates quoted by 

· ~; :them did ·nohti.spire confidence-and there was· doubt about supply 6f genuine 
pfOdttCtr; . . . :. ' . - . - , - .. 

·L- ff 

.... 

·c. · F~~_sh enquiries. were made-{May-:.1981 )-from firin .. ':b' . (ign~r~ng its·. off~r 
; of Mar~h1981 which was received iate) for quoting rates fora.II tli~ 12. sizes -~f 

· 'SiQF'ma~e.aricPfrom--fitm·'ff for·foU.r·sizes of0 NBc··make. · While-firm·'E' 4id 
t • ~ · ,:nat?·responctto·thd'eriquity;·fi:rm "r>'~:quoted t!Vtay 1981;tne r~tes ~hicii·were 

1i ·- · · · -'.i_fugher thftn·the ~fites-~qnoted-by it _ifr March 1981. · 'Fh~ iresh-ritfer of' firm 3'D' 
1 > · · .. -- .:~'was acCepte<l .. without obtaining any earnesfmop:ey ~n the. gtound that -the said. 
·r ... ·.• . :,fiini~as'authorisetl i"epresentative of foreign manufacturers:arid order for suppiy 

J~· .. ;of :24 beirings (value : Rs. 63.64 lakhs) was placed on it in JUlj, t98f. ·· . • · 

••·· .. . . ft was noticed-that while _firm ~B' had also. qu~ted (March1981) for SKF 
·make'. bearings, firm 'C' hadassuted that it was a member qfAli Ind.fa B~ii .Be_a,t­
. ring Merchants Association, which as per policy of the Government 'of India was 
. 'impo~tihg· bearings o~ beliaif of the members and that they woul,d ~upply the 
.. b:earings in original packi~gs of tlie foreigri ihamifa~turers. Th~ extr~·:expe~&­

. - tll.se:on tne basis of rat~s oir~red by firm ·:if a~ct ·c· works out to.R.s.2.30·1aktis 
. ::a:nci~·Rs> z.rs'·"l~klis respeptively. . . . . . . . , .. · ..... -

.. 

. '' > 3~'09:3. Tenders for purchase 'of 40 surpb~rsible Pllll1P~ were invited a~d 
:.opefred;in :Marcli-t98t · .. Four tende~s were r~ceiveci .. The t~ri'd.~rs'orftims}A' · 
i·itri&~tr-·were not coftsidei:ed OU th~ grou~d that their offers ~e~e r.eceived.wim~. 

-; : . ~ . . . 6ufduiiest money. .'.! Firm'A~ hadn.ientioned that the req:Uired.e~rneistm~!i_~y 
' ' t . i ~ . .. ..• . . . . .·. . . ''. ' ·. . ·, . . ' .· .· '.; ' . . ', . . 

j I • 'frad'not·b'een furnished by it as it was registen~d with DGS &D and. thatif the . 
i . \.• ·~~m6st·ll10ll~Y Was stih"insist~d-upon, ft wci'uict"deposit the Salll~. The.fi~m .. was, 

·.; . - .. ' . .·. ·. ·.• . . ... .·... . · .. -· •. . . . . . .. "!. - . . ... , .. 

..J · : · however, nofasked to deposit the earnest money" thoug)l its offer ;was the lowest 
'. : . .=.·(R~.;5~;s56:~o per pufup).'.:Th~'tetj~ers_.offin#s.~C' and 'D;·which.we~e,·;a,c~b~-

- -. '.:'Jiahfed\yitI{'·eamestm~ney"were c0~sidered and the.offer ofµrrii. 'p' ... :\V,as'.iej~~.~d , 
:' :~-tM' Jh~ ··~filups ~trered were of. higher_·. r~ting. . Th~; C_oiP.p_a~y. p,laced . order. (1ltly ·. 

?\1~st)'f'~tsttpply· of IJpumps on fii~ 'C; at its ~uoteci"rate of R~:, .. 65,789·p~! pu~p; ·_ 
.. ~.-··-~::: :.; ~<: 

i 
~- 't· .... ;_-',···:~ 

, 
1. 

i 

~-··~·~-:~--~.· ---------··---"-----..: __________ _::._ __ ~_.;,... 



,. 
! 

! __ 
;- -

38 
_.,. I :: . . - . . ,". 

The non-acceptance of the lowest offer of firm 'A' .who was readyto depo..; · 
.~it the ea~nest money and placing the order ()Il firm 'C' at higher rates resul~d 
'j1{an ext~a expenditure of Rs: 1.83.lakhs. · · · 
• .. I . . , - . 

· 3.09.4. Similarly, for the purchase of six· sub~ersible pumps durip.g . 
Decembe~ 1981, the offer of firm 'E' (Rs. 26,059 per pump) which was !~west 
and, technically acceptable was not considered on the ground th~t the firm failed_ 
· to send tP,e pumps for testing at the Company's workshop, Kamal, though 
there was: no such condition in NIT. Ignoring the offer of the above firm the 
company pla~d order at higher rates (Rs. 30,659 per pump) on firm 'C' resulting . 
·1n ·an ext~a expenditure of Rs. 0~28.iakil.· 

' . . . 

3.09.5.. Tenders for supply of 14 hallow shaft LT motors (30 HP 1449 
RPM) were opened in March 1981. The offers of firm 'A' (Rs. 9,880 per motor) 
. ~:rid firm ·:B' (Rs. 13,977 per motor) were :the first and second lowest and were as 
per specifi.cations advertised by the· Company. However, the purchase c_om­
in.ittee in its· meeting held in April 1981 decided to. recall the tenders without assi" 
grung ·an~ reason. 

Tenders were reinvited in May 1981 and opened and considered in June 
1981. Out of the three offers received, the rates quoted by firm 'B' (Rs. 16,374 .. 
per motor) was found to be the lowest and an order for supply of 10 .m:otors 

: was place,d on it (August 1981). 
. · Du6 tO non~acceptance ~fl~west offers received in March 1981, ihe Com-

pany had ~o incur an extra expenditure of Rs.-0.65 lakh in the purchase cif motors 
' ai higher rates. Even comparing the rates quoted by firm 'B' in its earlier offer 
_with that ,at which the order was subsequently ·placed the extra exp~nditure . 
· works out to Rs. 0.24 lakh. 

. ' 
_ 3.09.6. Agrunst the requirement of 6,000 metre pipes (6" dia heavy duty) 

' ·an order :for the supply of 4,"000 metres of pipes at Rs. 106.38 per metre was 
··placed on a New D~lhi firm in September 1979 .. The supply _was completed 
· :b}i the firtn in Jan~ary 1_980. The Superintending E:'ngineer, Tubewells Circle 
. ··:No. III, Kamal sent a purchase reqi.iisition for 3,000 metres of pipes in Februa~y 
_ _ 1980 .. · o~ ~nqUJry, the authorised agent Of the above fir~ informed (~arch ),9BO) 

the company that they were prei:>ai:ed to supply 2,000 metres or more pipe~ ~t the 
. ''oid rates. ~ However, fresh tenders were invited and opened i_n May 1980~and 
. . I . . ., . . ·. . . -... . 

:. ' the rates ·quoted bi the New Delhi firni were found to be the lowest. . The firm 
·· .. : stibsequently ·revised (June -1980), the rates to Rs. 124 per. metre and __ an o~der · 

c "for supply ·of 3,000 metres of pipes was placed oh this ·firm at enhanced J:'.ate~ j~ 
· · • Jilly 1980: Non~av~iling of the Jirms, offer of March 1980 for supply ~f pfpes .. 

at old ra~es resulted in:an avoidable expenditure of Rs. 0.54 l~kh; . 
. , 

I ,. 

.. 
_·-:-

.. -~ 

-.... -: 

·-~ - .. ~ .. ,_~ 

~ 

·.~--~:; 

. : r-



I 

---,--.,----,----~·llllUllJ 

; '. <.·~ .. /_ 
• f' ••. - •. :·~ , .. '. -

.... ,. 

: _., -

.-
. ~ -

39·. -· . •' .. 

. . . . . Th~ Management stated (July 1984) that the: repeat or.der was not placed 
as the quantity required was mere than 25 per cent· but this was n~t tenable 
. as the firm h~d offered (March 1980) to suppty: 2,000 metres ·or more pipes at 
'..old rates. · - · · 

. . 

~ · 3.10. Non-realisation of sale proceeds of water · 

The po.sitio~ of amount i:eco~~rable in respect of water supplied through ·.- ·· 
direct irrigation. tubewells and augm~rtt~ti~~ tubewells at the end of each' of.the .. 

.. ·four _years: up to i98.3-84 was as under: 
. . ·. . :·~. . 

·Year 

· 1980-81 

•• 1981-82 

; 1982-83 •. 
. :· ..... 

.. 1983-84 

Amount outstanding 

Direct 
irrigation . 
tubewells 

Augmentation 
tubewells 

(Rupees in lakhs) 

1,55 .99 

. 1,41.20 

1~60. 75 

1,41.35 

1,05.29 

1,20.12 

3,82.TX 

6,53 ~ 04. 
. . 

.. , 

. . .. .. It will be seeri from the above that heavy amounts w~re outstanding in _ · .. 
:: .·respect of both direct irrigation tubewells and augmentation tubewells. The - · .. 
. outstanding amount recoverable in respect of augmentation tubewells had 1been· 

• 

··, :):ttcreasing year after year and no.effective steps had been taken by-_ tP.e Company .. _ 
fo recover the same. 

,;_·-

""2 -ill' +:3.11. Other topics of interest 

· ... . :3 :11 ]. Irregular payment of deputation· allowance 

.a · :' .. , Irl December l975, Irrigation Department appointed 16 Assistant · ~ngi~ · 
. . ·nee~~'and posted -them with th~ Compa·ny .·against th; existing vacancies.' 'In 
:· . ·.~ .. ·.:~.fanu.afy t~76, the'State_ G~verrment fir cliH.d tl1e general'. terrns._!Jrd co~di~ions .. 

/'::·,~or'dep{it~tion ·for the officers and staff cftbeluigation · bepartmerit cieputed to 
:·.~ff· .. · ' ; : .... \• .. ' ·· .. ; ._, . ·. . . .. '. . • -.· .. . ·. ·; 

·• : <1Jie ~omp~hy. In, pursu:a~.~e of the t~riris and cor:d~tio11s laid dowµ:,by 
. 

,-_ . 
. ·: ;.~:- .. 

~· - -: : . 
-· ___ .__ ____ . ___ __::..:_ __ ._ ________ ...:.___ ______ , ___ "· --- --- -·- ------------- ------ . . 

-.--- ---------------
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Government, the Engineer-in-chief, Irrigation Department ordered (Septem­
ber 1976) the Company to make payment of deputation allowance to the newly 
recruited assistant engineers posted with the Company. 

The Finance Department, inter a/ia, clarified (May 1977) that for the 
purpose of admissibility of deputation allowance, the term, 'Deputation' would 
cover only appointments made by transfer on a temporary basis and in public 
'interest. Appointment of serving employees either by promotion or by 
airect recruitment in comf)etition with outside candidates, whether on a per­
manent or temporary basis would not be regarded as deputation. Similarly, 

permanent appointments made by transfers would also not be treated as depu­
tation. 

The "Engineer-in-Chief without taking into account the clarification given 
by the Finance Department ordered (June 1978) that the deputation allow­
ance was also payable to a ll newly recruited non-gazetted staff by the Irrigation 
Department and directly posted to the Company, as in the case of assistant 

·engineers. 

In December 1978, the Irrigation Department promoted 13 assistant 
-engineers to the rank of Executive Engineers and also posted with the Company 
against existing vacancies. The Engineer-in-Chief, in September 1979, clarified 
that since they were ~cr.ior m0~t sub·divisional off'.cers in their parent depart­
ment, they were aim ut itkd to de p 1tation r ciy t•rder the "]\Text telow Rule" 
and as such the CoU'pany paid derutaticn a ll owance "it r out confi1ming the 
dates from which the proforma promotions were due to them. 

In reply to the reference made by Irrigation Department, the State Go­
vernment clarified in June 1982 tha t newly recruited officers directly posted 
with tbe Company or serving officers posted on promotion to higher ranks were 
not entitled to deputation allowance. 

On the basis of the re~or_ds of the Company made available to audit, it 

bad been assessed that the Company had paid in excess, deputation allowance 
to t~e extent of Rs. 2.30 lakhs up to January 1983. Neither responsibility for 

irregular payment had been fixed nor the extent of unauthorised payment to non­

. gazetted staff assessed. The matter was reported to Government in 

· · septem ber 1983; reply was awaited (May 1985). 

. .. :,,: 

.. 
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- -__ ,a_J,J.2. · -.4v..aidable pii.yni_ent . .of.salesta~. , _'. __ , .... :~- ~~':: _ , ___ _ 
_ -_ - Under the Central Sales Tax Act, _'C' form"can~heJsstted ,:q.y ~,-:c~gis~e.fed 
- . dealer in order to avail the concessional rate (3 per cent) of central sales tax if 

_ ~i-fne;.goods purchased on ''C' form are meant for re-sa,le 'and/or "th~ ·a~aler pro- -
--~~ssesthe material/goods for sale. 'The ;Company :was a regiiit~red -~:foa1eiWlth 

~, Sales Tax Department. For the purchase of materiaifst0i6s • :iJqtlrfec'f 'for-.fbe 

-, 

_ . _mrui.ufacture of pum,ps .and other aHied pr~ducts for - sale_.tp_.the _.,_frrigation I -

f<' D~partment, other Government Departments a:ad 0utside ,par.Ji~, ._~O' .. (<;rm 
can be-used to avail the. ~oncessionc,il rate 9f sales tax. ;-,:H~-~:v.er:.-Jc¥-~-;ilie 
materiaf pur~hased:for own use of the Company, the-sales tax":~~ pa-ya bl~ at 

--'-ifwlf':ipres-cfibed .·rate (10-per cent). The· taxation autl7ofifit"is· -\\ibi1e~ firafo:ir.g 
;(Mey 1977)The sales tax assessm~nt' for the year T975:.7o -;r~jected"the~ ·:pu_r­

,~_;·crra~~s-~worth Rs. 85Jakhs against 'C'forin{on wlffoh·s~les tax'-at'3'p~r'i:eiit\vas 
-. paid)_ and ordered (30th May .1977) for :payment o( additiOrral· 7 pef-cent ;s~le~· ?fax 

:.~1110.untin;gto .Rs. 5.95 lakhs on the _g~o:und -that· th~. ma:teri~]/cqmp.onents p~r-
- .:chased were:consumed for the _purpose other than for resale._ )Che C9mp-'1riY 

ipaid"thisadditio~al-sales tax amounting to.Rs. 5:95lakhs,en22nd~J~4'~J~JJ. 
;· ... - :. . .. . .. .; ' . . . . - ·. !:· ;. ·.·. 

' - - However, it was noticed later 'on (Novemb'er 1971) ;that"'th~'-~p\ircltases, I 
'. o_f Rs . 85 Iakhs rejected by sales tax authci!ities against 'C''f orm facltrtlecffuttf~r·-

-~ ~~l..,a11d.stores worthRs~.,32.67,lakhs .~purc4ased_for.-the .m~n11f~9~uve-of pumps 
-.· Jor,sup.p~y tto Irrigation:D,f?pattment., Tperefar~ ... sales, tax .tq, .tpe ~.e~teu4 of 

-- ·. ' .. ~-

- Rs. 2.29 lakhs en the above purcba~es was not~ l~via,b~e. T~e-- abo.v.e : f~£ts,;ieie 
- _not brought to the notice ofthe sales tax authorities at the time of asEessment for I --

.ihe.y.ear, 1975-}6. . The Coin,pany also Jaileq .to fi1e.an-~ppeal a,gainst- the above _­
assessment order W!thln 60 days from the date ofthe.<order ~S--._.,presp~iced -
under the General· Sales Tax Act . 

. -: ~~~ ·-.' ; ··.·,.. ... 
·. . . . 

. However, the Company filed (8th March 1978) suo:-motoi-ap~al;re_ques-
( _-- ting for revision of-the assessmen:t - order which was rejected by the .Comrriiss,- i 

__) -- -_ i~~~.r on 30th April 1979'. No responsibility fot the lapse bad been fixed by the I 
___ ~- _ Management (December 1984). . _ _ _ _ - --- ; 

3. i.2: ~umming up · I · -
- - I 

·_-_- - _-_ . _ (1) The Haryana· State Minor Irrigation (Tubewells) Corpor~tion I --
- : - .,Limited w~1.s' incorporated -in Jar.uary 1970 for undertaking minor irrigation. J 

- ~,Pf?Je~ts. ,- TheCompany· s~ffered loss~s of Rs. 1,54.39 _Ia~hs,,Rs:2,05.94 l~,khs l ~ 
~ and Rs~-4;81.14 lakhs dtmng the three years up to 1983:-84~ _ - i 

-- - - - - - \ -

i 
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(2) t,494 direct irrigation tubewells were under operation and their 
· utilisation was .ranghi:g between 3 to 47 per cent. 

(3) The Company made. payment for 2.50 Jakh bricks at kiln site 
and against this only 1 .41 fakh · bricks were received. The remaining briCks 
costing Rs. o.:23 fakb.. were misappropriated. !-' 

(4) Du~ to non placing of the back fiU. material properly, a portion of 
lined carrier channe] along with a bridge close by upstream of the aqueduct ;., 
.was da~aged :resulting in a loss of Rs. 0.77 lakh .. 

(5) irlhe. power supply of six tubewells was disconnected as these were 
not linked with the feeder: This resulted in the payment of Rs. 0.76 lakh as 
demand and service Hne charges without running the tubewells in addition to 
blocking of inv~stment (Rs. 14.36 Iakhs). 

(6) In t.he contract- work (Massani barrage) the Company made an 
extra payment 'of Rs. 0.73 .lakh for earthwork and did not work out the hire 
charg~s recoverable from the contractor for use of dragline and. dozers. The 
shortages of coarse aggregate, GC sheets and sand worth Rs. 1.09 Iakhs were 
um.der investigation .. 

(7) The lowest offer of a firm for supply of automatic auto transformer. 
starters was not accepted! and purchases were mad.e from s~cond Io.west. firm at 

\ an extra cost of Rs. 4.47 Iakhs. 

(8) The deputation allowance Rs. 2.30 lakhs paid to 29 assistant engineers 
• I . 

was not admissible. 

. The review was reported to Government in August 1984; reply was 
awaited ·(May 1985). \ 

·~ 
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- .. · · .. ·>··HARYANA AGRO INDUSTRIES CORPORATION LIMITED: r 
:·.· ..- .. ·.-.. ·.·.:.~~:·):.~·.;~~-~; .· .. ,;> ; . ' ' .. ~ .. 

. ·, .:-·'.·~jf!J~ :iJr~egular payme11t to staff 

.. ~': .·"··· :·' T.he State Goverllfoent revised {February 1980) the pay'.sca!es of:its ~xh.:
1 

• : · · 

· .• ~ ployee~ w1.th effect from lsf April1979. In pursuanee* ·of tliis, tlie Compa·nyafa~' -," · .:' 
· revise9-in Augu~t/De~em!Jerl980_the · pay scales o(its ·employees fropi ht· · 

.. . AprH1979 .. The Managing: Director further. enhanced (April 19Sl)U~e-reviseQ!: . 
. ·~ ·. pa.y$cales o(cettain cat'egories of staff, wfrh effect froinl st April-i 97·9,·wiihq~~ . · 

. -<>J>t.aining t4e approval of the Board of Directors. The Board (December 1 Q82)- '· 
... ·.: . ·dfo :no(~pprove the enhancement and. ordered stoppage of . payments .• Jin th~ . 

::;·~ii'n0:rt~~ ·seales forthwith~· The Board further ordered that the details. or' tiliie. 
. .. ~ 

~-. \;;~~hlar paymentalreadymade to the employees: be placed before it;~ .. 
, .. 

' > _The. ainount of irregular payinent for the period from April 19.79 'to 
d .· :._.;t)e;ceinber 1982 works out to -Rs. 1. 72 Iakhs. . . -

··:--

.. r .s: <°~The :qiatter was referred by the Company to the -State G~vern~ent .· .:~: 
· · (Fehr.miry 1984) for ~dvice for taking: legal and administrative action tto effoot - :i 

.~ . .; 

-I· 

.recoveries. · 

> .. · Goyernment to ~horn the matter was reporte.cU~formed· Audit (iuly • · 
.. :·:·;.':.·l9?4}that the~ overpayments ·couldlega!Jy be·r~~overed from the emplQy~s 

· : .. · :· C-qtlcerned failing which the Managing ·Director could certainly be. ·held liab~!ii t < 

... Jbr.'this fos~ .. ·!twas farther stated that the Compan)' had been ask~d-t~ tEik~~ ·' . 
. .. . . :f uhller' ·~ecessary action•. iri. fhe matter. ' 

.; ;,·~·" :::· .:. -.~: : ... : ~ . ' . 

The.further developments were awaited in Audit (May 1985)~ · ' 

-4;02·. · ::pu~chase of : gll~l)ly bags 

.. . .. _ •. , >f'or Rabi 1983 crhp~ the State Goverrimellf allott~d 3 per cent .. share ~f- . 

. •. . . ; W~~at ptocurement in ::iihryaria to the Company. . Accordin°gly. for achie~i)Jiig 
· · ., - a.fa.rget of procuremenfof 5.04 lakh quintals ·of wheat, the Company deddeCll to 
>: ·purclia_se 5.10 lakh gu~ny bags and floated tenders in March· 1984. The B.ciard · 
'~t::>t< .c:()fDfrecfors constituted ~{6th April 1983) ·~purchase committee for fiqal!isirig . . 
)~~('. d:hef~nders. Offers received from 7 firms were opened on 8thAprill983. ··.'"irim~ ~ '·· 
/.' i._'(i:}~Qff~r offifm 'A' for 2 Ia~h: bags atRs0-:528 per 100 bags free on lorry· Cal~u~ta/: .. \. 
" · '. +~~q~fr~l~.htit~te .of Ri .. ~68.80 f.o .. r de§tination) ~a~: found fo ·be the· fow~(-'. 

~· ": .. r. '-".~::< :··.c.' '· - . .. · • . . 

. ___:;, 

. .. -
~. . .- : ··-

-- ·-
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but it was observed that none of the firms had deposited the full amount of 
earnest money with the tenders. 

. .· .. ~ .. 
Though the purchase committee decided to call the parties for negotia-

tions. on 11 th April 1983, firm 'A' was not called for negotiations, reasons for 
w~ch were not recorded. On 11th April 1983 offers of four more firms were 
received before negotiations. 

•.,"!It. 

The lowest rate offered by firms 'H' and '1' were Rs. 520 and RS'. 525'-per 
100. bags- f.o.r. Calcutta (equivalent f.o.r. destination rates were Rs. 660.45 
and,665.68 respectively). These offers were ignored by the Committee on the 

gr-0uildS that they had not deposited earnest money and their quotations were 
rtdeived- after opening oftenders. After negotiations with 5 firms, orcters 
fe.Fi3 lakh and I .50·_1akh gunny bags at Rs. 685.40 per I 00 bags f.o.r. destina:. 
tion were placed on firm 'B' of Delfti and firm 'C' of Sonepat respectively 
(though they had not deposited the full amount of earnest money) without 
takiiig into account the rate of Rs. 668.80 per 100 bags f.o.r. destination of the 
lowest firm 'A'. While returning the earne'st money, it was, however, intima­
tl:d:b){ the Company to farm 'A' (13th April 1983) that its offer being higher 
~ rejected though. nothing was. on record about rejection/consideration 

of the off er. 

·- The rejection of lowest offer of firm 'A' for 2 lakh bags without any 
?ecorded justification resulted in an extra expenditure of Rs. 0.33 lakh. On 
Hie oasis of rates offered by firms 'H' and 'I' the extra expenditure in the put­
ctlase of 4.50 lakh bags worked out to Rs. 1.12 lakbs and Rs. 0.89 lakh res­
pectively. The reasons for accepting th:e tenders of 'B' and 'C' though they too 
did not deposit .the full amount of earnest money were not on record. 

... 

(ii) Against · the requirement of 5.10 lakh gu nny bags for Rabi crop 
.19~3. a_s arprove? by the Board, the Company purchased only 4.50 lakh bags ., 

~up to t'9tb May 1983 with the result that it fell short of bags. R~sons for short '-

i..p~r.~as-e wer.e; not on record. Emergent demands for bags started coming 

I. 2 
~~om procurem_ent centres in May 1983. To meet the demand of bags sh.ollt 
tei:m. tenders for the purchase of 0.60 lakh gunny bags were again floated on 

I. ) 6th .. May 1983. The tenders were opened on 28th May 1983 by a sub­

j; : ~omrnitte.e (consisting of 5 officers) appointed by the Managing Director and 

p ~~~~. iate: ?f Rs. 618.75 _.(I?~' 100 bags f.o .r . destination) qu~ted by a Delhi 

1: 
II 
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·. · ·:,·· ... ~·.:.:-~_-,(t~-ii..: ... ·:/;:s·.<'.~.~\ :~·.- : .. -. ·. · · ~- { .;.: · :::··: ·· . ·,·. · .· ·. · ; __ :-.. '-.· ~- · ._;''. : ... · · :. ~-· ·- "/. · --~-~ · ·· ... · -.:-· ·:. : . .-:--~>-:? ::·.·. -~ 
I,: , .· · .. firli.;~~pfou~d;to,bethe:lo\V.est;}:'Thetenders were not ~considereci·by-theJ~tJ;i.;,."'; : ~ 
\_ :<--ch~~e'.C~mmittee-oiithegr'burid:that.these should ;have·been·dpened·by;ibli1d:_:;, _ 
.~.}::L:'~hdt'.fi>V~ih~ ~ub:.committee:. : .iiie P~rchase Committee also· did not- -decide' any> -
.\.:i,f~);:,,:,~bhfuse' ofiction with th~ resµltiha(I;J.b pµrchal?e of g~nij.y bags was mad~.--,-· Due_ 
:,~~·:·:,·J1p\1~li~~v~ilabilit~ of ~~nri~b~~~;-the C~mpany. could ~ot achieve th~.,-tai:$r~;., -

- \- '.I'he shortfall in P~?cur~e)llEmt of ·",wheat works out - to 0._3§ . lakh ~9:jn~I~;, -
.- As the Company- was getting a: margin of Rs.-6 per quintal of wheat 'pfocure'ct 

i:\.!!,P.Cl~Uv~r~4:~(?, F,?q~·:,9.qF~()f8;tiqµ -of India, fr was-Aeprived of~~ e(lrnjng of 
·R,s; .2~ 16\}a.£r~~i-4#r:~_9i'.~,Q:ll,~ay,aUabiJity of gup.~y b~g.s. , .. -- -- ----7-'c--~": __ 7 _ 

i~~1~1J:~~,~~,i~if~r\v~'r~portedto ~overnment i~ June J 984; r~\ily wa; a>t&ifed' 

·~ ;~~~·:[i1::4m3~,'?:l!;xport'·or'defectiv<3·-canned _products , - -- · . 
: ,~1~-:~ _~: ~ :1: 1;:l;~t~{~!fi: i4~~~: ;::;-~t ._( ,_.~- -~. ~ ~. , ' ~:h~' : ' f ~ -. • ': ~ • ' • - • • 

::~.:'.;~J./ft~P,{~~:)g!i,._~,t9,'9.4At;lCt-. .f~µi,1, P.@~~i;sjn,g, pl_~pJ,, __ of - the 'company at.' Murthal'. . 
-.fiK:\:"l~Tli~~ri,g~ge<lYsin_~e J.uly 1976} in- the producti9n of various fruit products fo~ s~l(_ 
!~)~ii;HJft,;~~~-~~f~~~~R~.-a~fbad~ ;~:T~~ -~~P?rt :?f ffui~ prqdlicts is partly ~ade t~9:~~~-
'.f~~,.;_r:;_ ._S~~te T~admg Cqrporat10n (STC) and the Company also makes export of the.~ 

:~~:;/---1Hi'.~~9'4iif1i:·a·i~~chy io-f~reli~ ~aricefa: · - - - - . ·>.· __ 

?'_S'_ f'' · .. ·,.--::' 'Iii April-1982, the Company .entered-· iiitb ·an: agreement with ST€-f6r'_, 
tt,)./}( /supply (to b~ coinpleted ·by January 1983) of differ en~ kinq~ of canned . fruit· 
!;\:::< t\_ . pr6duets· ·(l, 125 tonnes) to a buyer in USSR. The Company engaged a contfa:C'- , 
~~~++< tQrrf.oi;~fil~ing-\and pa~kin:g of cans .. Three consigmne~ts comprlsing 153 toniles -

~'.'-,:(~ hc,.~\(~~l~~:::lls'.21._.,i~l~khs) of m~ngO ·· jui~~~ . rr}:a!J:go\ ~~in. and_n}a?¥? pu~p- -~~!:_~: -_ 
l'/)~;':;':F::y~f.,~~?~~tot~efoi:e1gll: buyer m October 1982; ·At ~he destm.at10n the con~lgI1~ .-
l:_\1'::?f/,"~~nts:wert?1~.p~cted (January-March 1983) .as .~tipulated.-m· .. the -ag~eement ... 
vi.:: :>j · ·.Ma~ufacturing: and ·pa<;king defects (i:e., deforma;tion, dyep .rust, sweHjng"_-
~}-· ... ·• ·.·' ·:' .:·.-, . . .. . .. , . ·: . . .- ·. . ·. ·. . .. ·.· .. ·.·· ~ 

_leakage, le~s pulp conteiJJs, etc.) were· p_oip.ted out during inspection. These 
-•. d~f~,cts coµld b,~ve beeq ~voided h~4 prqp~i:. control aJ;ld :checks :at ~-aiiufactti~: :. - - -

'.; _ :d*g,.:f.illing and pack~W~,:~tage beenexercised by the Company. · 1\s the~~pp1ies _ 
· · ' -\v:~te(pqt".f()und to 1Je;Hi qphfirrnity wit.h the-spedfications, the~f6r~ignL:;bt!Yei": - • -

~c;;~~t,f i~i(f '~i;[l~~;;~;;'.l;;;;;;~~g;~;.~;;:;;f~j:µ~::l •··· .• 
-- ·a¢9-J<~tecL_, a\s . rio- -iristruc~fons wMe received wgarding _th~. balance _amount ·- -· · 

.! __ :_:"A:·:~:·::·; ..... ;.:\/:· .. ?-~'\<~:\:-;::,:: ··_:~ :- .. ... . . ·:· -. ;~ ·-· .'·, : .. ·. . . . - . _- .. _;·_:·: ·£· 

~ )·~:·;·-~'.''.th:·:\_' ' ':' -. . : '. - . ·- . / . . --_~:-- \ 
·::; .... ~,:"i : .· ·;· , .. ', ·./ • . 

----·--~· --·-··--··~~-----' 
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(Rs. 0.92 lakh), the same was released by STC to the Company against a 
bank guarantee furnished by it. No responsibility for the supply of defective 
canned fruit products had, h~wever, been fixed by the Management so far 
(May 1984). 

The matter was reported to Government in June 1984; reply was awaited 
(May 1985). 

4.04. Purchase of mangoes 

The Food and Fruit Processing Plant of the Company at Murtha! is engaged "' 
(since July 1976) in the production of various fruit products for sale in home 
market and for export. 

In April 1982, the Company decided to prccure ~CO tc.nnes of mangoes 
of different varieties (totapari : 300 tonnes; hasina : 250 tonnes and fazli: 250 
tonnes) by inviting tenders for executing an export order of mango products 
to U .S.S.R. The lowest rates offered by a Nagpur firm are given below : 

Variety of 
mangoes 

Totapari 

Period 

15th May to 31st May 1982 

1st June to June 1982 

25th June to 5th July 1982 

Fazli 15th June to 30th June 1982 

Hasina 

1st July to 10th July 1982 

10th July to 25th July 1982 

26th July to 10th August 1982 

Quantity Rate per 
Kg. 

(Tonnes) (R upees) 

200 1 ·65 

200 1 ·55 

200 1 ·65 

125 1 ·70 

125 1 ·75 

125 1 ·60 

125 1 ·70 

The Management decided to place order en this firm for 300 tonnes only 
in the first instance and for the balance quantity it was decided (14th May 1982) ~ 

that a survey of the mango producing area be conducted by the Purchase Com­
mittee by 24th May 1982 to ascertain the market trend. The intention was that 
in case the rates of the Nagpur firm were still found lowest as a result of this 
survey a further order for the balance quantity could also be placed on this 
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\ .. . ~:·::·:)·,·~:~h'~' ...... ~:.·.,_. .. ;- ... ~-· .· . '--·. - .. , ... -\ ' . . ,,. ··;: .. · ; -·~xi~w~ as· its· offer was open up.to', 29th May 1982 .. Ari order for 300 tonrtes'.'bf . 
·:.·in~~g0es(Totapari) at RS'~ 1.55 (200 tonnes) and Rs; l.65 (100 tonnes) per' ~g~'.was 

· ... ~ ·,·piact;d on tlll~ firm on 1stJitµe' 1982 and the supplies were to be. made· during 
~/ ,;Jst to 20th June-1982 (2PO. tonnes) and 21st June to' 5th July 1982 (100 

.'. J1·1~·::: toii.nes)respe~tively:1.'-, : ; • .' . . 
·.- .':. 

.. ,~ .. . · A.gaihst the abov~ prder. the. finni~upplied on!Y ~~6.13 tonnes of mangoes 
at its quoted rates (Rs .. J°.55 per'Kg.) an<l: demanded (June 1982} iucrea.se-in-rates -

. for-the'b~lab;&':qtianfity on' the groµ'.rid ihatinang~ crop was badly~ hit.by'rains, 
' . ., an:a,foyfa6lie i11: the c6a'~tai area/ Th6~gh th~ contract.ed rate. w~~ f ifm and DO 

~1:}.,,;' .\:'./dr.Je1·i·'fn1eure/es-~lation- clause .existed i~" th~ pur~hase order, the. con:ipany 
")\\:) .. : .-"_:;ab6~pted .the incr.~asedrafo of Rs. 1.85 ·per Kg. The firm supplied .;·135 js .. 
· - · ·., · · • 'tonnes of mangoes at t)1~ ·increased rates resulting in· an extra e_xpenditure of 

.· . '. ·· .. 'Rs; O.Jf lakh.: . 

, .. :'i. '·. 

'' · · ~ ·_.No survey of the mangoes producing area was conducted by the Purchase-
: :doIDiriittee and only rates 'from· pelhi'.rtiarket. were ascertained by .an offi~er . 
·~f the compan,y on.8th 'June 1982 a~d that too after the expiry .of the Vf111di_t{of ... 

\' 

' ·;the· offer' of Nagptir firm.' Tlieni.tes in Delhi market were fo~nd to be "ra.nging 
·. :· '

5 b~tw~en ~s.- 2:2s to i,'so per Kg .. It vrns, therefore; _decided· (1i th June 1?~2) - .·.· · 
··.·to. re:;;te;der. i or itie bal~nee· qu~ntity. Accordingly, tenders were re-irryit~d. ~nd 

the same Nagpur ffrm's rates were the lowest an·d after negqtiations, order fot 
:sll.pply .of 4oo·t~nnes of mangoes at Rupees 2.08 per kg. ··was placed on thiS· 

.·c\· .. : 

. .. . •. 'ffrn:i .• ob 26th. JUne JQ8i, .- An ordet for s\lpply ~f 88 tqnne~. of F~zli mangoes.­

. -.: . ;\at.1ls. 2.07 p~r kg. was ~lso pl9.ced OD 28th July on a Murad . Nagar firm after 
.. ··.'::ne~~tiati9ns. ·. . .> . . · 

·. :· ··<-'.'-)·._·. 
";/:.·· l. 

-" •·. >:i'< ·c . , ,. . . . . . . · · · · · < . · . · · · - . .. . . . 
_; : ' · \;:;· .:: , · ..... · Against :the ahC>Ve orders, the Nagpur firm. supplied 224.364 tonnes and 

' "- ·.· ~ .. :.:fyft!~adNagar firm 87.995 tonnes of mangoes. The-purchase.of' mangoes against_ 
<b'i4~t;; placed in JUne 1982 at high.er ,rates resulted in an addtional expenditure· -'-' ' 

A ~ · ~f:R~J;fi7 lakbs .. Altliough both the pur.cJ:iaifo orders dated. 1st June 1982. and . 
26thJrtne 1982 placed on the Nagpur firm proyi~ed for the purchase_ of balance 

2~>;: .·.· ·- qua~tlty'. at. the risk an·d co~t 9f the defaulting supplier the provision was not 
.:·;;, .·._ .- · .... _.-- ..... ,\ .. '. .. - . . 

1 • . } , ·:>,ljnvoke(,l .by the Company and the ptirch9ses were. niade from the same firm at· 
· · ·.· ~:~t·:bjgher . .rates~ .·.Though the Nagpurfinn failed to ·.make the .supplies,· neither -· 

L/I>-~#..~lty'. \\l~s · 1i:n:posed n~r earn,est rµoney. d~posits forfeit~d. . 
!:·: :; -.;···, '.· ••.. 

.. . ~< -' .- ::-:·. '( -, ,~ .. · ·- . -. '·, -
- : -·- ·.': 

- ... , 
--- : ... '.·---~ .. : ________ __:__ --·-: .... ~- ;__ --·--·-·---_:~:...a,. 
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The Management stated (April 1984) that the survey of the producing 
·.area could not be conducted due to non-availability of the Chairman of the 

Committee anP, that the General Manager was also busy in the plant. -

The ~atter was reported to Government in July 1984; reply was awaited 
(May 1985). ·" 

4.05. Non-execution of export order 
I 

°The 8ompany obtained (April 1982) through State Trading Corporation 
(STC) an export order for supply of 120 tonnes of Canned pineapple jam to 
a buyer in USSR. As' per terms arid conditions of the order (i) supplies were 
to be completed by November 1982. and. (ii) 10 per cent penalty was leviable 
on value of tin-executed order. The Company did not effect supplies even with­
in the extended period ·due to non-procurement of pineapple fruit for produci~ 
ing the jani. 

Due to! non-execution of the order, · STC levied a penalty of Rs. 0.70 lakh 
(equivalent to 5 per cent of the value of order) by invoking bank guarantee. The 
request of th6 Company (June 1983) for waiving the penalty was not accepted 
by STC on the ground that other supplier~ from Delhi had supplied pineapple 
jam for export to USSR during the same period and there was, therefore, no 
valid ground: for not executing the order. 

The General Manager stated (December 1983) that th.e export of pine­
apple jam to USSR could not be made owing to delay in effecting purchase 
of pineapple. 

The II].atter was reported to Government in June 1984; reply was 
awaited (May 1985). 

. ~ 
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>, 
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.. 1 ·SECTION :V 

H,AifYANA:tONCAST LIMrTED. · 
'• ·', .,, .. 

Avoidable :payment.~f;··~a~age~ 

/. Under Emplpyees' Provident .. ·Fund and Miscellaneous Provisions' A.ct, 
1952, the_ Cogipany;wasr~quirecito pay employer's and e~pioy~es' contribution 

. .. 0Cproyid~n(f11n~ffra:wii~~ f)~s}:o:n::. <and ·4~pp'sit 'lirikeff . iilsuranee_scomributiOn_ 
, _ ·• ~•-,. , '··~md · aaJiiigisµ:ativ~_1·cti~tg~sH,\vrthin'· ;i5:·_1days1or'the1cldse ·or-every' inpnth to.>the c~ · 

· ':: llegi9ii ~f :?f bvi~iintrfuhd• 'Ci:l-hlmisSJ oiler. 1H~we\fer,;th e ·'Cpmpahy' 'did 1fot· 111·ake. ·• . 
. . p~yhJ:~~~-/6L:itg :9wri~ · as well as the employees' ·contribtteion?fofthe pedo'd·:f.rom 

· ·.;; .. '. ) <: .P~~inbet ._ 1978 ·to April i 980 withiu the stipula1 ed peri_od and . the~e were delays 
'>~::: · :· {·:t~~~fog{rom • 6 to 79-·: days in. deposting the a.mounts~ - ··· 

. , '· .. >'~ ... .'~~~· . ~.. . . : . . .· .. ·, l 
• ·· •· ·, The -Regional .Provident FU:nd Commissioner -after issue -of -show:.ca:use · 

c , • µ(>ti~· (A.ugu,st 1980) to ··the Company impose~ damages amoiinti.ng to Rs.- 0.32 
.-,, ··. /.·l~lch for the· delay& ln>p~yments. · . 

... . ' . · .. The Con1pany. (No~emb~r 1980) approached the ·~egiortal Provident 
: :Fund· C~mmissfoner for. ,waiv1ng th(i da~ages on the ground ·that t4e de~ays 
. in -deppsiti11g. the. '.;~motmts -~ccurred due to lack of. 'trai~ed provident·.· Jund .. 

. · · . · 3:ssistant and financial pl'obl~in owing to sti-ike in the factory in June and July ' 
; .. :;::, l979.' :_The- Commissioper -found n~ merit in the Company's coutention a~d 1 . 

. ... .· 6tciered .'.for re,covei'{~f damages (Rs; 0.32. lakh). The amount was de,posi~d 
. . . : . . . ~- . . . . .. . . . . '· . . . - . . \ : . . . ' . . . 

by llie Cmµpany iii December ·1981. . , . ·· ·. · 
.. .. . . ; .. •· . , ;,-

'.-'.<. 

\ . :. _:. > The Management_ stated (February 1984) that dueto. financial strin· · 
, ·.··· ,-gencies during the period. December· 1978 to April -1979, the Company had 

'. c, ' :_: :_-~d_#i,iplted in depositing its •OWn as ~ell a~ the .employees' contribµtion,s. The .• 
· ~· ;')I:}~-fl:~~~qns ·advanced by·tlie Mangement in·Febfuary1984to·an audit·querywere 

· - <'>:'/)~(variance wiihthosegiven·to the Regional.Provident Fund Com!1}issioner for 
''.~gi~.a.I of d~mages. :No responsiqility for the lapse. had been fixed by the 

: M~:bigemen t. . . . . _. . · . · · 
. <~ 1 . ' :.·:·:~7.fhe·matter:was reported-to Gove.tnmenfin :M;ay 1984; ·reply was await;;' 

. , . :ed .J1'1a.Y 1985). - . 
. - ~ ~~ :· 

·-·· ... 

····_, '. ffX;< : Acpoi:c]ing to a notification issu~d by.tl1e Government. of-India in· June' 

·. J9.~~-~,~t~fff 6f excise dtjty)vas aUowed·on steeljngots· to the extent of so D1uch 
, . .-·-·:·.~~'./:>'.·:·.~>/<·-:-:. - -. . . , .. . . . ~1·,_ ·r .- . . , : .. -. -

"·'.:_·;·. ·-·--

"·: .. '.'· -.:.:· : . - . . ' 
. ---------"--~- --~----.-·--~---------··-·--·--····· 
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of duty leviable thereon as was equivalent to the duty of excise already paid · 
. ! ' 

on inputs purchased'; and used· in m1nufacture of sucii ingots.. The claims 
were admitted .. by the Central Excise authorities within six months from the date 
of clearance . of t.he goods provided the Company followed the prescribed 
basic statutory requirements. ,.; 

. i 

· The ~ompany purchased ·duty paid raw mate~ials, viz., ferro silicon, 
ferro vanadium and:ferro manganese during the period June to October 1980 ~ 

'i .' ... 

and used them in t4e manufacture of steel ingots on which Rs. 0.28 l.akh was 
admissible as excise duty set off. 

' 

The Company neither filed the required declaration with the Central 
Excise authorities nor furnished details regarding receipt of the inputs along , 
. - . I 

with the .evidence of payment of duty thereon. The claims for the refund of 
excise duty (Rs. 0.2S lakh) subsequently lodged (Januar:y 1981) by the Company 
were rejected by Ceritral Excise authorities owing to Compay's failure to comply 
with the basic statut,ory requirements. 

No respo11sibility forthe lapse had been fixed by the Company so far · 
· (July 1984) . 

. The matter ~as reported to Government in August 1984; reply was. 
awaited (May 1985); 

I 
'-
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:: l :SECTION VI ..... I . 
l . ; · ,:; .. H~ryana · Hirrijan Kalyan Nigam Li~ited I ~B;~: .. ?.OL Noa:uillisation of the earmarked funds ·· 

! . :j~;: · .. 

I ~-- . 
,. . - . - '··.· . ·. ·.· ·.. . \ : . 

. -The f?tate ·G()vetnfuent de-eided ·(February 1983) to undertake, ·through. 

.'···' 
·/.' ·: 

I 

! 

I· t:. -

l ., .. ·~ . 

the Co~pany,_adcl.ltfop~f progranime J()r economic. development" of members · ·. 
ofSchedule,d c~stes 111 the State f or1

which ·.special assistance· of Rs;~3/7S;-30-Iakhs 
was rec.eived Jr~m the . CentraY Goven:imerit for· utilisation on nhie ·-schemes 

. I 

. . . -. ·:.. '\ :,_~ :: · :: . ·:; ... , - ;·:- ·~ r -. : . -~ .. - :. . . , : . . - . - . . . .. • . . . . . . . . 

.. > _dur~11z' tlieJinanCial ye:=li- 1982-83. · The State ·Government released the funds 
aD1~~~fin_g· t~ll~. 3,75'36 Iakhs to the Company betweeh 29th March 1983 and 

··''~i~(iyi~rch 1983. · The amount could .not, however, be utilised by the Company. 
;,·4U:I-ing · the year 1982.;83 .. On receipt of a letter fr9m the Stat~ ·aov~rnment. 

-~:; -.... <: O~ -~:30_th_··:·:M:arch 1983 · sugg~Sting-the c~mpany to in vest surplus_ funds· 'in· fiXed·-
~- · · • t· dbp()sits scherr.le: of Haryana State ElectricW Board (HSEB)and Haryana St~t~ 

·l\1inorJrdgition (Tubewells} Corporation limited (HSMITC), the Company.· 
<placed· Rs. 3. crores i11.fixed . depqsit with the HSEB on 30th March 1983. in· 

.

1 

.. > ~. anticipation .of the apprc>Val oi the Board without finalising any terms and con~ 
:· '- ditidns ··and w1thout eyed assessing. its immediatei future requirements. .I~ _, . ·. 

-- \ " , ·:- A.pril.)983 the Cot;ipany approa~hed the HSEB for the release of R~'. 3 crores 
'. · ·., -.hNtii.red 'urgently fa~. meeting expeIJ,Ses _on the new scheme. But HSEB 'rdeas~ci ·· 

>\o~lyRs.1 crore on: 26tlrAugust 1983 .. The bafance amount of Rs. 2 crores was I 

:·~pai4·by HSEB o~_ly during June 1984 .to November. 1984. Interest amounting-
. _;tp'.R$. 16.31 l~l~hs· (at·~ per cent) for the· period 31st March 19.83 _to_'23,rd 

· · .: N°oVeinber i984 was al~O pa~<l by ~SEB during April 1984 to J)ecember 
·.· __ -· )1984; ··The manageinenf' stated (Jun.e '.1985) that in- view of the directive: · 
· · ; is~tled by the Re.serve. B~nk of India, -a claim . for additional interest ·of . 

·_ ·.j~:S.'6.'53 lakhs (at7 per;C'ent).has been lodged with HSEB in Febru3:rY 19.8S~· . 
· .. ··~ '·?~''?:-:' . ·. . : : . . ·' . ' .. ' . · .•. · ·.~· 

..J . , · .~< ·_;~·::'The· Company furtheneceived Rs. 1,58 .20 lakhs as special ce'ntral s.ubsidy 
.. -<lifr'in:i(J983-84 making a total of Rs. 5,33:50 lakhs available with it for· utilisation; .. · 

···• :'\t · · on'.th~isdiemes. · The Co~pany had been able to utilise on thr~e ~ch~mes only 
· ... · Rs'. 3'26°:87-lakh~ (inchidirig Rs. 3,16:93 iakhs-spentcin one sche~e against· the 

.. ·.··:. :.' --.... .. ·- .· . . . .. . 

... / aliocatioll of Rs; 3, 16.50 }l!_khs) for undertaking t}le additional programme for· 
.;_:·. ~co"nomic ·ci~velopment s9 far (Mar~h 1984). l'he receipt' of fonds frorP. Govern-

! r r • • ~ • • • 

. ·. ·: inert( was· iri· advance of actual reqqirements. . . ' 
· :;> ... ; ... ·. <··:~}.:;._~:1::.:~r.:<.', :·;' . . :· . _ . . . ·· -~- ·. . · : ·: . . . · · · 

·· .. · ' :: .·. ~ :i,'.·,_J'hecmatter was reported to (foverriment in fone 1984 ; reply \vas a.w~iteq -
i > ;),~¥-ay:: J9S5). ' - - .. ·.~ . .•. "· .. 

,__ _. ·.; .. _··. 

\ ·.··· 
t .. ·-------~-' 
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SECTIONVIl 

Haryana Land :Redamation and Development Corporation Limited. 

7.01. Misappropriatio11/shortage. of gypsum 
I 

The Company u,nder pilot project sponsored by the Government of India . 
.in 1975-76, started procurement and distribu~ion of gypsum for reclamation 
of saline and alkaline land in the State. The gypsum was distributed by the 
Company at subsidised rate which was met out of subsidy received from the 
Central/State Go~ernment. . The task .of procurement, grinding, bagging and 
distribution of gypsum was entrusted to the regional office of the Company 

at Kamal, 

The gypsum received during 1975-76 in Regional Office, Kamal from 
the grindig contractor in unstandard bags was not being weighed and was stored 
in the open (both sides of Karnal bye-pass) , without any watch and ward 
arrangements. No· periodical physical verification of the gypsum stock was 
conducted during 1975-76 to October 1978. 

· During physical :Verification of the gypsum stocks conducted by the Company 
for the.first time in November 1978; shortage of 2,1'86.084 tonnes was noticed. 
Out of this a quantity of 1,880.060 tonnes was reportedly salvaged by the regional : 
manager from the storage site, leaving a net shortage of 306.024 tonnes (value : 

Rs. 0.44 lakh) .. 

In March 1980, while the Company initiated action for the realisation of 
outstanding dues of gypsum sold, another shortage of 247.655 tonnes of gypsum 
(value :Rs .0.41 lakh) ~n account of double accountal of sales by issue of duplicate 
bills in June 1975, came to notice. On °this, the Company had to refund to 
Government the excess subsidy amounting to Rs. 0.12 lakh received by it. 

After the regi~:mal manager resigfiled from the service ano his resig~ation 
accepted (June 1982), an enquiry into the shortages, was conducted by the Comp_ 
any in December 198?-. The enquiry officer (an officer of the Company} found 
the ex-regional manager responsible for the shortage of 553.679 .tonnes of gypsum 
(value : Rs. 0.85 lakh) referred to earlier. 

A complaint for the shortages filed against the ex-regional' manager on 
I ' . . 

·23rd April 1983 was µot registered by the Police on the ground that no criminal 

l 
. f 

i 
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ac.1-;was committed and the Company shouldtake departmental· action for effect-_ 
ing recovery.for the loss. However, at theinstance of State Government;_the 
case.was registered by the .p0lice in December -1983 and the results. of the 
police investigation are awaited (May 1985}. 

I 
=J 
--j _ - -. · (B) ~The .entire quantity · of gypsum · (1,880.060 tonnes) salvaged . 

. ~ from storage site at Kamai was shifted (February. 1980)by the ex­
regional manager to ·company's farms at Munak (1000 tonnes) and Kawi (880.060 
tonnes) through a single challan by paying transportation charges of Rs. 0.24 · 

-ti 'Iakh. The gypsuni was showrias used on farms on 20th April. 1980 (88(f060 
tonnes) and in between 31st May 1980 to 15th April 1981 (1000 tonnes). - . 

~-. 
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_ Another enquiry belatedly conducted by the Management in September 
.1983 . in the transfer and use of gypsum iri farms revealed that : 

- (i) Ou~ of 1;880.060 tonnes of gypsum transferred to Mu_nak and Kawi 
farms which \Vere under the cbarge of ex-regional manager, only 
873.945 tonnes· were shifted to the farms- and the remaining 
1,006.115 tonnes of gypsum (value :'Rs. 2;24 lakhs at subsidised 
cost} was not shifted to th~ .farms and mis-appropriated by the 

. ex-regional manager and. · the· . records of the farms were 
manipulated to show the receipt and use of gypsum in thefanns. 

(ii) Even the. 873 ·945 tonnes of gypsi;m (value. :Rs. 1.94 lakhs at , 
. subsidised cost) received in the. farms which contained 50 

per cent· mud and pebbles and shown as used on farms on 31st 
March 1980 w_as also misappropriated by the ex-regional Manager 
as there was. no evidence to show that the gypsum was applied 
in f~rms and no labour was employed for _applying such a 

__ huge quantity of gypsum in fields. 
· .(iii) As against ~s. 0.24 lakh paid for transportation of 1,151 tonnes . 

of gypsum to farms by trucks, the quantity transported by trucks 
as per truck operators- bills was only 688.945 tonnes (185 tonnes 
transported by company's tractor trolleys) aµd the transpor­
tation charges· (Rs. 0.09 lakh) for balance quantity Were also · 
embezzled by the ex-r~gional man~ger. 

_ A_s. the use of gypsum (l,880.060 tonnes) on the farms could not be es­
tablished, the · Company became liable to refund- to· Government the entire 

-,s-µbsidy amounting to R~. 2.07 lakhs received by it. The reasons . for delay 
. in~h<)lding enquirie~ and allowing the regional manager to leave the service 

Without holdillg enquiry in shortages were· not on record. · . - . - . ' ~ - . . . 

-~------- ---------------· ·-·' -----:----------~---·----------- ___ :__, ___ -:-------~ 
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The .. Ma~age:i;n,~nt. stat¢ (May 1984~. that since there- was a,p1:ima.facie 
case of eµ,ipezzleµieµt/:qiis-a:pprop:dation,, a, criininal. · case. against the .e» 
.c:e$iQnal ma11ag;~r,:, hfl4~ been lodged~ with Kamal Police in February. 1984-::and · 
the matter was under investigation. by tb,em. 

' 

The matter was reported. t.Q .. Goyern~ent.in,Au~~t.. 1.9,8.4 ;,rwly"'was · 
. ' awaited (May 1985). 

,, 
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t - .. HARYAN'.A BRFW'ER1ES LIMITED r -_ 8.01. Purchase of barley malt .. . ::..: 
i·", .... : 

~-· 

"' ;) . 'tFo:t ·-prodUctidn Bf, b'eer ·:atitH1g :the per!oo. !tom October '. 1978 to 
Mar~ ·-1919, 'lfh'e :e-6hi};ltny'assessett '(April -19·7g) the teq'llitefaent of barley 
malt as 520 tonnes:. In Aptil ·1~78'1tniited "ei:iqliffies were issued to 7'ifirms~ · 
The first four lowest· Offers received were- as .. given ,below : 

· FftWt 

A :,18 
'C 

.n··· 

· Ra_te pei ·tonne 

(Rupees) 
2~140 
2,350 
2,394 -
2,467 

. Thoil~h 't'he offer ·of'the firm 'A' whkh was the lowest, indicated (15th 
. Mv.iy '1978) ¥hat 'its earlier ·supplies tcdhe 'Company had been approved, it was 
.riot accepted on the ground that the Company had no experience with the rirm 

- 'A' and was not sure about the quality of.~oecls o'ffered, However-, ;·a tfial 
· order for supply of lOtonnes of mait wa~ placed on this firm on 9th June 1978. 
-0-n. tthe :sa'nie dale · ·ordefs 'ror-~ilance ·quanfity. '(5-so t6nnes 'including 40 
tonnes incteared 'w1th6u't: ·any· rre-c6tc:fed 'teasons)'wete p-lac~d with Olher firms 

. at negotiated rate (Rs. 2,350 per torine) equal to the \rate ·Offered· 1by 1fitfn 

'B'. A chemical analysis conducted in June 1978 in respect of the supply 
.· eifecYed 1'.ly mm 'f\~ 'proved that "the 'qtfality was satisradtoty. ·the contention 
- of the -Compa:ny that iFhad ho •ex·pefience ·'with the firm ·was ·not· tenal5fo 
· as the firm. bad earlier supplied material· of acceptable quality to the Com­
_ pany in 1974-:75. 

I I. .11 

' Q 
....! 

r 

Although the suppliefl were to be made in a. ·phased manner starting 
ftomYbctober 1978, --ord~rs for the entire quantity were 'placed with "firms 
'B', 'C' and 'D' at higher rates of Rs. 2,350 .per tonne on 9th June 1-978 
.wit:hout waiting for -the results of the amilysis of the trial supply '.from 
the -firm 'A'.and this resu_lted in an additional expenditure. of Rs. 1.16 lakhs. 

~~1re · matter was. reported to Governmeht .in May 1984 ; rejp1y was 
aw~ited (May 1985)> 

·-·--··-·7--·-----·-·- -------- ----· 



9.01. Jntroduction 

CHAPTER II 

STATUTORY CORPORATIONS 

SECTION IX 

There were 3 Statutory Corporations in the State as on 31st March 
1984, viz., Haryana State Electricity Board, Haryana Financial Corporation 
and Haryana State Warehousing Corporation. 

A synoptic statement showing the summarised fin ancial results of the 
Corporations based on the latest available accounts is given in Appendix •C'. 

9.02. H aryana S tate Electricity Board 

The Haryana State Electricity Board was constituted on 3rd May 1967 
under Section 5 ( l) of the Electricity (Supply) Act, 1948. The working 
results, operational performance, detai led reviews on Western Yamuna 
Canal Hydro Electric Project and Material Management Orga nisation and 
some other aspects of working of the Board have been dealt within 
Sect ion X of this Report. 

9.03. Haryana Financial Corporation 

The H aryana Financial Corporation was established on 1st April 1967 
under Section 3 (I) of the State Financial Corporations Act, 1951. 

9.03. l. Paid-up Capital 

The table below indicates the details of paid-up capital of the Corpo­
ra tion for the two years ending 31st March 1984 :-

1982-83 1983-84 

(Rupees in Jakhs) 

(a) State Government 2,30. 65 242.65* 

(b) Industrial Development Bank of India 
(IDBI) 2,15.66 225.66 

*Includes R~ . 17.00 lakhs, shares for which issued in 1984-85. 

56 
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1982-83 1983=84 

(Rupees ill lakhs} 

.~·· . (c) Schedqled Banks, Insurance Companies, 
Co-operative Bank and other Financial 
institutions · 34.26 34.26 

to. " 

t 

.; 

(d)' Parties other than (a), (b) and (c) 1.50 L50 

Total 4,82.07 . 504.07 

9.03.2. Guarantees 

The State Government had guaranteed the repayment of 'share C~pital 
of Rs. 504.07 lakhs under Section 6 of the Act and payment of minimum 

. :dividend thereon at the rate of 3 to 5 per cent. The table below indicates 
the d.etails · of other guarantees given by the Government for re-payment 
of Joans raised by the Corporation and payment. of the interest thereon · 

:Bbnds 

Fixed 

.. ··:·' 

Particulars 

and debentures 

deposits 

Total 

Year of 
guarantee 

1968-69 to 
1983-84 

1967-68 

Amount 
guaranteed 

Amount 
outstanding 
as on 31st 
March 1984 

(Rupee~ in lakhs) . 

1980.00 1,870.00 

100.00 37.20 

2,080.00 

No 'guarantee was ·invoked during the year . 

~------ ------------- ----- ---- ,--·-·--- ·-----·--·------ - - ••. c •• ·-· --- ·----···- ----- -- -· --- /J 
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9.03.3. Financial .positioll!l 
' 

The table below summarises the· financial position of the Corporation 
under broad headings for the three years up to 1983m84 : 

Capital and liabilities 

(a) Paid-up capital , 
• t 

(b) Reserves and surplus 

(c) Borrowings: 

-Bonds and debentures 

--,Deposits 

-Others 

(d) Qther liabilities and 
provisions 

Total 

Assets 

(a) Cash and bank ba~ances 

(b) Loans and advance~ . 

(c) Net fixed assets 

(d) Other assets 

Total 

Capital employed* '· 

198lm82 

4,37.07 

6,25: 13 

13,20.00 

49·42 

12,41 ·79 

6,20·46 

42,93 ·87 

1,52·12 

38,80 ·78 

10·62 

2,50 ·35 

42,93 ·87 

33,86 ·09 

l982m83 1983-84 

(Rupees in lakhs) 

4,82.07 

8,10.74 

15,67. 50 

44·44 

J8,69 ·74 

824·77 

55,99 ·26 

37·35 

51,67. ·99 

16·92 

3,77 ·00 

55,99,26 

40,68 ·24 

504·07 . 

•837.93 

1,870.00 

37·20 

22,16 ·17 

7,51 ·20 

62,16 ·57 

55 ·37 

58,27 ·69· 

20·39 

3 ,13·12. 

. 62,16 ·57 

49,39 ·76 

. '*Capital employed" represents the mean of the aggregates of the open­
rng and closing balances of paidmup capital, bonds and debentures, free 
reserves, borrowings '(including -re-.finanoe) and deposits. 

\_ 

..,, 
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9.03.4 .. ·'Working , result~. 

· The, following 'tabfo. gives the details.· of, th~" worki~g resUlts ef the 
Corpo~atio~ for three years up to 1983-84 ·: 

. ·'°' ~Particulars . 1981-82 . 1982-83 1983-84 

(&up~es . in lakha) 
~ 1. Income· 

.. 

· ~ltiterest op. . loans an(} · 
adV~n~ 

-O.ther1 income 

Total 

2. ExP,.en&esr~ 

-Intere~t . on . .long terms loans 

-Other . Expen~es 

.Total 

. . 3. Profit before tax 

4.~. Surplus1 brougl.lt forwa(d 

5.- Pro:i.tision for tax · 

_ 6i Other appropriations ·:· 

. 7;~ DiW.O,end (3 to 5 per cent) · 

8.;. Total return on capital 
employed·• 

._., 

. 9. :: . R§te of r~turn on ,Ga.PP~ 
employ~d 

·~· 

4,75 ;93 

15·29 

. 4,91 ·22 . 

1,70 ·21 

1,24 ·07 

2,94 ·28 

. 1,96 ·94 

O·(H 

66·62 

.1;,16 ·70 

13·63' 

3,(f} ·15 

.. · lP ·&4 

· ' 9.oo.s;- -Di_s)>m~m~tf~dl. reco:ver~ of Joans~: 
.- ._, '. . .. ·. . . 

.. 6,00 ·54 

14·26 

. 6,14 ·80' 

2~09 ·31 

1-,26 ~75 

3,36 ·06 

2,78 ;14 

94·28 

1;69 ·50 

14·92 

4,88.:05 

(per··cent):· 

l2·00 

3,~7 ·&8 

39·30.' 

3,67 ·18 

2,23 ·20 

84·&1t 

3,07 ·81 

59·37 

20 ·5'1, . 

23·1Si 

1~··73 

. 2,~2 ·57 

5·7 

·: 'Ebe . ~rma.tJ.ce ~the : Corporatio~ iri . the disb~sement/recoY,ecy of . 
. , - . . ' . ·; 

... ;,_· . . - . 
:·': . ' ::-~ ~ ~ :.:·~ \;· 

·--~.-:-~----~--'--------·--···· - ..... ·. -· --·· ······· .. ....:.·~·" 



loans during~ the throe years up to 1983-84 is indicated below : 

Serial 
number 

Particulars 

(1) Applications pending at the 
beginning of the year 

(2) Applications received 

Total 

(3) Applications sanctioned 

(4) Applications cancelled/with· 
drawn/rejected 

(5) Applications pending at 
the close of the year 

(6) Loans disbursed 

(7) Amount outstanding at 
the close of the year 

(8) Amount overdue for re-
coveey (including suit filed 
cases)•• 

(9) Percentage of the defaults to 
total loan outstanding 

1981-82 

Number Amount 
(Rupees in 
lakhs) 

119 7,94 ·46. 

600 44,00·15 

719 51,95 ·21 

401 21 ,04 ·72 

181 11,79 ·47 

137 16,95 ·74 

387 8,27 ·34 

1,387 38,21 ·31 

549 10,89 ·12 

.. 28 ·50 

198U3 

Number Amount 
(Rupees in 
Jakhs) 

J3.7 16,95 ·74 

810 48,01 · 44 

947 64,97 ·18 

603 31,23·41 

261 24,19 ·23 

83 5,83 ·47 

564 16,85 ·98 

1,705 51,03·86 

571 13,63 ·74 
(per unt ) 

. . 26 ·72 

1983-84 

Number Amount 
(Rupees in 
Jakhs) 

83 5,83 ·47 

863 47,92 ·59 

946 53,76 ·06 

642 27,28 •59 

252 20,68 ·ts• 

52 3,52 ·92 

572 13,56 ·60 

1,987 57,62 ·89 

733 19,50 ·00 

. . 33·84 

Cumalative since 
ince,tion 

Number Amo unt 
(Rupee.sin 
lakhs) 

6,318@ 2,66,53 ·98 

6,318 2,66,53 ·98 

4,452 1,49,67 ·56 

1,814 98,17 ·77 

52 3,52 ·92 

4,070 81,11 ·79 

1,987 57,62 ·89 

733 19,SO ·00 

@ Includes 13 applications (amount : Rs. 77.02 Jakhs) received from erstwhile Punjab Financial Corpora tion a t the time of 
re-organisation of States. 

• Excludes part amount rejected (Rs. 226.37 Jakhs) . 

••Break-up of principal and interest was not available. 

J 
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. The fql~owing is. the 
than ·suit filed cases). · · 

P:ei-i'od '~.. · 

. . .. . ~. 

·~ Up to l .year 

l to 2 years 

" Over 2 years 

Total 

. --: 

age0 wise analY,sis of the overdue' arilount' ( other1.: · 

- . . -·. ' 

Ntmibe:r Amount overdue for. recovery Tota.U 
of cas.es. 

Principal* Interest 
(Rupees in . Iakhs) 

234 52 ·19. 41 ·28 93·47 

19 10·47 8·66 i'~f·1'3 . 

1.2 29·06 .69'·66 9S·_n· 

'265 91 ·72 l 19 ·60. 
. ' 2~11 ·32 -

.. _.. -':.:-.~,'The abo_ve exdude~ Rs. 17~38 ·68 lakhs ·in respect of' 468 cases· in 
I . . . . ·which suits ha~ been filed for recovery of d\i~s. 

~·. 

\. -

•.· 9:a4 .. · Hairyana Warehousing Corporation 

9.iO~.L. Haryana ·Warehousing. Gorporation was established on.lst~November 
!967 - under section 18(i) of the Warehousing Corporations Act, 1962. · 

· _ 9.04.2 .. Paid0 up Capit~B 

: -·_ ~The paid-up. capital of the-Corporation as on 31st" Marcli'-1984 \vas 
Rs. 4,38.07 · lakhs.-(State Government : Rs: 2.19.04 lakhs and C~ntral Ware0 

hpusi~g ·Corporation : Rs. 2,19.03 lakhs) as· against a paid~uircapit~f of 
-Rs.· 4,12:07 lakhs (State Government : Rs. 2,06.04 lakhs and Central Ware~ 

. ~prisi~g corporation·: Rs. 2,06:03 lakhs) as on 31st March 1983':'·' 

! ;: -:: .. ·. , 9}04,J'.~: Guarantee§ 

,f _____,, 
l 
) 

i 
.: .. ·· 

. · The ·State · Government · had guaranteed the repayment of loans · pf 
. ·. \~{). : . . . . . . . - . .. . . . . . . . .- . ' . . : . ',. ' 

Rs.~J~ll.75 lakhs· and Rs. 2,70:00 lakhs drawn during i977:.78:and 1979::.go 
.· - .. . ·- . . •.. ' -

-:.; 

Q' orespectively: The Corporation obtained loaxw~ of Rs. 2;64.50!)akhs-·,froni 
j~~.-.~~tionalised qanks (United Commercial Bank : . Rs. 99.50 laldi,~~· J~unjab 

. Nation~J ·Bank : Rs: 1,65 lakhs). The loans were refinanced under a s9heme - . 
· ~ · sponsdr~a · by ·the' ·A'griculturai, Refinance Development Corporation (no~ _ 

· Nati~n~l~Agricuiturai. B_an:k for-Reconstruction and Develo:gment),.ag~inst:which 
. _·a :'s~~· 6r Rs. -1;32.99 -lakhs was outstanding as on 31st March 19S4 .. -

.... ·· . .; •.. · ... : ,; _________________________ _ 
· - · _,·;: ,:::~1°Exeltides·· amounts~· which'have•not: become du:e.ontaccount•of-sancdon · · 

.: ~of,·~oiat¢rium · ·.in r~p~~ment ·or- loans. . ·· . · . -
.-.. . -
'· '~ 

-.:.. 

i -·· 
----- ~ .· ._ :;·'.: .. :,._>>; ''-.. .. 

~· _.:·~~-· ·._::; __ . -~~~------···---~ -..... _ . ..:: .. __ · __ .: __ _ .. 
_;_ ·-·- -· --·-'-· ····--·---·--· ~··-·--·--·-----=---·------

jl 
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9.04.4. Financiall position 

The table below summarises the financial position of the Corporation 
under broad headings for the three years up to 1983-84 : 

UabiRities 

(a) Paid-up cap~tal 

(b) Reserves and surplus 

(c) Borrowings ' 
. I 

(d) Trade dues; and othel!" 
current liaqilities 

Total 

Assets 

(a) Gross block 

(b) Less . 
Depreciatio~ 

(c) Net fixed assets 

(d) Capital work-in-progress 

(e) Investments : 
. i 

(f) Current assets, loans and 
advances 

Total 

Capital employed* 

1981-82 1982-83 

(Rupees in lakhs) 

3,72.07 

1,24.42 

2,12.50 

1,04. 76 

8;13.75 

7,03 .22 

86.07 

6,17.15 

o.77 

1.00 

1,94.83 

8,13. 75 

7,07.22 

4,12.07 

1,28.13 

1,73. 21 

1,36. 63 

8,50.04 

. 7,67.12 

1,02. 6i 

6,64. 51 

13.98 

1.00 

1,70.55 

8,50.04 

6,98. 73 

1983-84 

4,38.07 

1,75. 91 

1,86. 39 

1,32.38 

9,32. 75 

8,26. 56 

1,21. 46 

7,05~10 

58.10 

1.00 

1,68. 55 

9,32. 75 

7,41.27 

*Capital employed represents net fixed assests plus. working capital. 
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-The following table gives' the details of the wo_rking results- of the 

Corporation for the three years up to 1983=8~ 

,· .. 
·1981=82 1982-83 - J983-84 -- ·$)· -

(Rupees in fakhs) 
·~-

. Wa:tehousftng Charges 1,51.16 2,01.57 2,38. 91 

Ot4.er_ inc.ome 4.83 6.65 19.01 
" 

· Total -l,55.99 2,08.22 . 2,57.98 

--~· ...... . --

· (2) Expenses 

-Establishment ch~rges 57.87 62.65 76.~8 ....... 

-. foterest - 12.65 22.66 22~03 

. -· · _•·. Other expenses 86.91 1,00. 50 l,-04.~3 

.. ·.-:.:-. . .1· 

· Total 1;57 .43 1,85.-81 . 2,02. 84- :. 

iq· · Jj)~ ·Profit (+)/Loss(_:_) 
.... ·; . 

before tax F-)1.44 (+)22:41 (+)55.14 

(4) Profit _ brought : forward 0'.48 0.17 . 0.63 

- :'JS). Previous year's adjustment 

(+)10.97 (~)1.23 (+)13.74 
- . 

- - (net) . 
. ... :._, 

·.· . ··.:.·· 
.. ··: ,··: . 

. '·. . , 

•.I 

. ·.·; 

-----;----- ----------·.-------------- - ------ ·--- -- ···- ··' ______ ,______:_ __ ~.:.;-----~--~·- .. 



(6) Other appropriations (exclud­
ing profit taken into 
balance sheet) 

(7) Dividend paid 

(8) Total return on capital 
employed 

(9) Rate of return on capital 
employed 

9.04 · 6. Operational performance 

64 

1981-82 1982-83 

(Rupees in lakhs) 

7.09 

6.09 

11.21 

1. 59 

20. 73 

17.38 

45.07 

(Per cent) 

6.45 

1983-84 

69.21 

.. 21. 11 

77.17 

10.41 

The following table gives details about the operational performance 
of the Corporation for the three years up to 1983-84 : 

Particulars 

Number of stations covered 

Storage capacity as at the end of 
the year-

(a) Owned 

(b) Hired 

Total 

Average storage capacity utilised 
during the year* 

.Percentage of utilisation of 
average capacity 

Average expenses per tonne 

Average income per tonne 

1981-82 

68 

2,53,400 

1,80,693 

4,34,093 

3,70,923 

88.2 

42 . 44 

42.05 

1982-83 

68 

(Tonnes) 

2,67,400 

2,09,125 

4,76,525 

4, 19,823 

88 .3 

(Rupees) ~ 
44.26 

49.59 

• Including that of godowns closed during respective years. 

1983-84 

68 

2,78,400 

2,12,285 

4,90,685 

4,11, 139 

83 .9 

49.33 

62.75 

'-

-
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.. .,.-. 65, ' 
SECTION X 

i, -:i. 

HARYANA STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD 

lQ ·01. Capital 

· ~,, · ·The capital requirements of the Board are met from loans from the 
'~: · Government, the public, the banks and financial institutions. . 

The aggregate .. ~f.long-term loans (including loans from Government) 
·obtained by the-Board was Rs.· 89,.830~70.lakhs .at the end of 1983-8~·· ~and. · 

. •' ·-· . . ' . .· . 

~. represented. aJi increase of Rs. 12,405.12 lakhs, i.e. 16.02.per cent on ·long~ 
. term loans of Rs. 77,425.58 lakhs at the ·end of· the· previous ,year, 
.petans· c:ifloans. obtainedfrom.different.sources and ··outstanding· at the close of 
th~~2 years up to 1983-84 was as follows: 

' \ 

Source 

Stat.e. Gov~rnmeilt (indl!ding 
.. capitalised interest chdrges) · 

' . 

0tlier, sources 

.· . ·{i) '.Public borrowings 

(ii) Loans from 

' . (a). Life Insurance Corporation 
.· ofifodia .. 

·. (b) RuraL;Electrific.ation _Corpora-

Amount outs-tan.ding 
. as on 31st March 

:eercentage_ 
Increase(+)/ 

-----·-----Decrease(-) 
1983 ·1984 

, (Rupees in lakhs) 

5,10,25 ·27. .5,83,79 ·25* (+)14 ·41 

86,35 ·50 98,73 ~oo (+)14 ·33 
'' 

67,53 ·20 71,06 ·13 C+)s ·22 

33,56 ·19 41,92 ·54 (+)24 ;92. 

J . _ tion 
·" 

~· . .(c) Agricultural Refinance. Dev-
. .: ___ · ;elopment .Corporation 

9,67·12 10,07 ·47 (+)4 ·!1 

3,17 ·28. 2;"15 ·26 (-)32 ·t5 
•: ?· 

(d) Housing and·Urban Develop-
. . :qrent Corporation . . . , .--- .. . 

*The outstanding amounts as per statement Number 18 of the Finance Ac~uia ts is 
Rs: 522·12 ~rares. '.fhe difference-of Rs. 61.67-. crores represents (i) Rs; $4.24 crotl!lS 
b.~ing tl:te -,Boaf4.~s share, of the assets arid ·uabiliti~s of; the Composite -,pupjab . State .. 

· · ·· <El~ctrlcity ,.Boa~d· "acc~utited for by the Boarci in its accounts provisionally; in the ratio 
- ~fj~¢:<;1 qi th~ q~v~r~eiit of India. I,lending de~erminatio11 of the exact rntio. n~ .~ilith 

.. these-:were toJje -appo~tioned amongs~ t~e success0rstates. On 31st l\1;ar<!h .f~q'7 j !l_Qd(ii) 
·: . . Rs:·(~)- :tS1 crON8 uod~r reconcilja.tiori, ' . . . . . ' . .. . . . .· 

' . '" . . - ~ . . .. · . . . 

___ ·.:_~:.:_ ~~·~-~--· _:..__._:__..:........_· __ ._· _.:....._.:.:.: .. ··_: -~----·- ... ...: _________ ,_...:~-·- -·--· ---~ .:..:: ·::. --· --

-
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(iii) Bins discounted under IDBI 19,45 ·90 51,65 ·60 <+)165 ·54 
·scheme· I 

' (iv) Others ·44,25 ·02 . 38,91 ·45 (-)12 ·06 

Total 7,74,25 ·58 8,9S,30 ·70 <+)16··02. 

10. 02. Gu~rantees 
. - ~ 

Government had guaranteed the repayment' of loans raised by the Board 
·to .the extent of Rs. 2,90,87 ·74 lakhs and the payment of interest thereon~ 

·The amount of principal guaranteed and outstanding as on 31st March 1984 
· was Rs. 1,84,42.00 lakhs. . . "'.! 

:10.03. Financial. positfon 
The financial position _of the Board at the end of the three years up to · 

1~83-84 is given below: 

Liabilities 
(a) Loans from Government 

. I 

(b) Other long-term loans* 

( c) Reserves 

(d) Current liabilities 

· Total . 

.Assets. 
(a) G~oss fixed assets 

I 

(b) . Less : Depreciation 

: {c) Net fixed assets 

( d) Capital work~ill-progress 

(e) Current assets 

(f) Accumulated loss 

Total 

. Capital employed(* 

1981-82 

4,45,29 ·12 

2,32,11 ·80 

35,96·13 

1,80,19 ·55 

8,93,56 ·60 

5,60,34 ·86 

50,66 ·63 

5,09,68 ·23 

·1,68,37 ·42 

2,13,14 ·60 

2,36 ·35 

8,93,56 ·60 

5,44,99 ·63 

1982-83 . 1983-84 
(Rupees in lakhs) 

5, 10,25 ·27 . 5,83, 79 ·25 

2,64,07 ·09 3,14,65 ·27 

25,72 ·40 17,35·69 

2,67,94 ·87 2,94,07 ·41 

10,67,99 ·63 . 12,09,87 ·62 

6,41,05 ·00 6,92,81 ·36 

50,66 ·63 51,24 ·39. 

5,90,38 ·37 6,41,56 ·97 

2,37,99 ·02 ·3,07,89- ;28 . 

. 2,24,81 ·62 2,60;41 ·37 

14,80 ·62 -

10,67,99 ·63 12,09,87 ·62 
.·i 

5,47,25 ·12 6,07,90 ·93 

·· · _ * Other 1ong~term loans include bo.nds, deposits, consumers' ·contribution for service 
~-~ . ' . 

. · ,.· ' *"' capital ~!Jlployed represents net fixed assets (excluding capital works-in-progre~s) 
plu.f ~o.tkfum capital. ·' . . ' . . · .... • ·.·.. .. . . ...... ·· 

...... 

\) 

.... ~: r ·:· 

~ 
~-~ 

I 

-~ 

\_ 
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10;94. _Wo_r.~iilg results 

·. 10.04.t: The working results of the Board for the three years up .to 
• 1983~84 are summarised below : 

1981-82 1982-83 -1983~84 

. (Rupees in Iakhs) 

(a) Revenue receipts 1,19,12 ·20 1,-34,69 ·7.1 1,65,09-·67 

(b) ·Revenue expenditure 1,13,20 ·56 1,22,49 ·28 1,34,60 ·57 

· (c) Gross surplus 5,91 ·64 12,20·43 30,49 ;rn 
.~ .. - , . .t. 

·.The revenue· receipts of the Board during the three years up to 1983~84 
wer~Jlot.adequate after meeting the operating, maintenance and management 
expenses .(i.e., gross surphls) to meet fully the o,ther liabilities mentioned in: 
se9tfon 67 of the ·Electricity (Supply) Act, I°948 ... and therefore, q1e Board 
distributed the available gross surplus towards. the liabilities according to· the 

. . ·- . I 

priorities laid down therein, as detailed below : · , 

Gross surpl_us available 

Transfer from general reserve 
·.-·. -. - . -

. T9tal available for appropriation 

.. -~\\ .. · ~ . 

~ppfopriations . 

_:_payrrfent of interest on loans not 
guaranteed under section 66 

~payment'of interest on loans gli~r~ 
... · ·anteed under section 66 

.. · - '. 
-. <: 

. 1981~82 1982-83 

(Rupees in lakhs) 

5,91 ·64 

8,51 ·77 

14,43 ·41 

8,32,00 

8,47 ·76 

12,20 ·43 

12,20 :43 

9,73 ·47 

14,91 ·24 

1983:-84 ·. 

30,49 ·H> 

30-49 ·10 ' ·~ .. 

10,84 ·50 

12,64 ·~5 . 

~. , .. -- : 

i 
~-<~:~-~-~·- ~-~:-.-~ ~ -" . : -·, 

J . ... .· 
---------

1'· 
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1981-82 .1982-83 1983-84 

(Rupees in lakhs) 

-total ap,proprfati9n towards interest . 16,79. 76 24,64.71 23,48.65 

7,00. 45 -appropriations towards repayments 
of loans raised uhder section 65 

-total appropriations 16;79. 76 24,64.71 30,49.10 

-total return on c~pital employed 5,91. 64 12,20.43 30,49 .10 

(Per cent) 

-rate of return. . 1.09 2.23 5.02 
i 

• I 

As the revenue receipts were not adequate to meet the revenue expenditure, 

including interest qn Government loans and depreciation during the three years 

up to 1983-84, the: following charges towards interest on Government loans 

and depreciation fot the respective years were not being.provided for in the 
accounts of the Board : 

Particulars of charges 

not provided for 

Interest on loans from 
Government 

Depreciation on fixed 
assets (carried over in 
terms of section 68 of 
the Act) 

TotaJ. 

1981-82 1982-83 

(Rupees in lakhs) 

1983-84 Cumulative 

as on 31st 
March 1984 

23,60.58 26,03. 91 .. 29,63. 58 . 1,78,40. 57 

14,08.40 15,48. 30 18,12.91 76,11.63 

37,68.98 41,52.21 47,76.49 2,54,52;20 

F 

[ 

\... 
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·· 10.04.2 .. If the charges mentioned·above.are taken. into .. account, the . 
total actualreturn on capital employed for all the thr~e years would be as 
d~p1cted iri the following table · · 
·: .. -. . . 

... (a) - Gross surplus 

·, 
,·.I,.· . . . : 

. {b)(i) Provi§1on made towards 
··. ·~ · jnterest on loans other.than 

loans from Government 

~-

(ii) Charges not provided 
tow~rds interest on .loans 
from Government. and depre~ 
ciation (vide paragraph 
· 10.04~ 1 supra) 

.Total .. 

(c) Actual defi.Cit if all the 
charges are provided . for 

r (a:"-b) 

, .. 

(~)· Add interest on long-t~rm 
loans 

::i ( e) .Actual return c c+ct) 

.(0 _ Percentage ~of actual return 
· . · . on capital empl~yed · 

1982~83 

(Rupees in lakhs) 

5,91. 64 12,20.43 30,49. !0 

16,79. 76 . 24,64. 71 . 23,48.65 

37,68.98 41,52.21 47,76.49 

66,16. 92 

.(-)48,57' 10 .· (-)53,96.49 (-)40,76.04 

40,40.34 50,03.27 52,25.05 

(-)8,16:76 ~· ~ (-)3,93.2~ 11,49 .01 

• 1.89 

·' 
~~----.:::.....-------------------~-- -··----· ---· -· ... ··- .. ·- ······ . --··--· -------------- ·-·-·--·----·--·--------·-! 
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10. o5. Operatfonalper'tormallke 

10. 05. 1. '. The following table indicafos the operational perf orriiance 
of the Board fo~ the three years up to 1983m84: 

· Particulars 

0) Installed caRacity 

(i) Thermal 

(ii) Hydro 

(iii) Others 

Total 

(2) Normal maximum demand 

(3) Power generated 

(i) Thermal 

(i_i) Hydro 

· (Iii) Others 

Total 

Less'-Auxiliary Consumptfonn 

(4) Net power gen_erated 

(5) Power purchased 

(6) Total power .av.ailable for sale 
(4+5) . 

1981-82. 1982m83 

(MW) 

477.5 417.5 

696.0 721.0 

3 .. Q 3.2. 

1176. 7 1201. 7 

843•0 869.0 

(Mkwh) 

. 1570.27 1498.20 

3197.79 3309 .41 

0.04 o.oi 
4768.10 4807.62 

240.38 229.65 

4527.72 4577.97 

147.30 190.07 

4675.02 4768:04 

1983-84 ~-

477.5 

818.0 

3.9 

1299.4 

959.0 

1376.14 

3251.99 

4628.13 

219.78 

4408.35 

288.45 

4696.80 

.. , 

~J 

":' 



-----,11'-
! 
:.t. 
.f 
:J 
'.t· ., 

\. ... 

_J 

71 
• (7) Power sold {including power used 

0Il'-Beard's work} 

(8) Transmission and distribution loss 

,J~ (9) Percentage of generation to insfal­
led capacity 

.(10) Percentage of transmission and 
~ distribution loss 

(11) Number of units generated per 
KW·of installed capacity 

3866. 77 ' 39.46A8 

808;25 821.56 

(per cent) 
46;26 45.67 

. 17.3 

4052 

17.2 

(Mkwh) 
4001 

3954.61 

742.13 

40.55 

15.8 

.. ' · \ 10 ;.Q5 ·. 2. The following ta.bl~ gives other details about the working of the 
. Board as ~t the end of the three years up to 1983-84 : 

Particulars 

· . (1) Villl).g~.11/towns ekctrilied 

· (2) Pump sets/wells energised. 

(3)" Number of sub-stations 

( 4) Transmission/distribution lines 

· (i) Htgh/medium voltage 

(ii) Low voltage 

.Jotal . 

~- (5) · Connect~d load 

(~} Number of consumers 

-e (7) Numben of employ.e~ 

.. 
· (9) Percentage of expenditure on staff 

to tot~l reve nue expenditure 

1981-82 

6,731 

2,37,229 

240 

41,748 

67,821 

'1,09,569 

2563.310 

13,46,223 

1982-83 

(Number) 
6,731 

2,51,989, 

'237 

. (Kilometres) 

46,176 

73,729 

f,19,905 
(MW) 
2742".98 

(NPPJ,Qers) 
14,38,398 

32,378 ' 33;027 ' 
. (R.up~a .-m. 

lakhs) 
37;57 ·07 .. · 3.7,81 ·07 

33;19 
, (Ber. cent) · 

30·87 

1983-84 

. 7,152 

2,61,450 

252 

~5,735 

76,(~·89 

. 1,44,424 

2899.45 

15,26,667 

33,484 

42,90;·93 

31 ·44 
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The following. table gives the details of power sold and revenue, expenses 
and profit/loss per Kwb sold during three years up to 1983a84 : 

1981-82 1982-83 1983-84. 
i· 

(Mwkh) 
·i 

(1) Units sold- 1 
-e; 

(a) Agriculture 11,98 ;32 13,50 ·47 13,01 ·38 
.,\ 

(b) Industrial 13,57 ·61 ·14,56 ·18 13,42 ·85 

(c) Commercial - 82·75 93 ·95· 96·26 

(d) Domestic 2,72·86 3,45 ·87 3,77 ·98 

(e) Others 955·23 700·01 836·20 

Total 3666·77 3946 ·48 3954·67 

, 
(Pai.se) 

i 
30·81 34·13 (2) Revenue per Kwh 41 ·75 

(3) Expenditure per Kwh 

(i) Without taking into account 29·28 31 ·04. 34·04 
interest and depreciation· 

(ii) After taking into account 
. interest and depreciation 

43·37 47·81 52·05 

" 
(4) Profit (+)/Loss(_;_) per Kwh \. 

(i) Without taking into account C+)1 ·53 <+ )3 ·09 C+)1 ·71 c., 
interest and depreciation 

(ii> After taking into account (-)12 ·56 
interest and depreciation 

(-)13 ·68 (-)10 ·30 
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10.06. WESTERN YAMUNA CANAL HYDRO ELECTRIC PROJECT . 

10.06. l.- -Introductory 

. A project . report for harnessing the hydro-potential available in· the · 
t: . Western Yamuna Canal was prepared by the Board (October 1977} and sub--. 

mitt~d to· the Government of India in. October 1978. 

The project envisaged in two stages,. the development of hydro-potential 
available,between proposed Huthnikund barrage on tbe Y amuna .and Dadupur 
pon<l: on the Western Yarrnma Canal. Under stage-I, it was proposed to 
>construct a 17 ·88 kilometres long ·hydel channel t~king off from the existing 
Wes~rri Yamuna Cana.lat RD 762 metres (2500 feet) and tbree power houses 

. e each having 2 units of 8 MW ea h between the existing Tajewala Head Works 
· across the Yamuna and badupur pond, Stage-IT of the project ·envisages 

construction of a powe.1· house. having 2 units of 8 MW each between the pro= 
posed-Hathnikund barrage and the take-off point of the· hydel channel under 
Stage-I of the · project 

Stage~I of the 1project was cleared by the Planning Commission in 
Ma.rch ·1980-,. but the approval of stage-II (Power Reuse-I) was withheld till 

. the proposed .Hathnikund barrage was cleared by the Government of India. 

10.06.2. · Commissionii•g schcrlule 

The initial constructio:1 schedule for Stage-I envisaged commissioning 
of one unit of the first power house by January'.1983 and every subsequent unit 
at an interval of 2 months thereafter; thereby. commissionin.g the last unit by 
March 1984. 

This schedule was revist:;d from· time to time. According to thi) Board's 
latest asessment (1983), the tLrce power houses were expected to be commission­
ed during D~cember 1984-'-February 1985 (not commissioned up to March 

.. , _1985), February-,-April 1986 and April-Jurie 1987 respectively . 

. The revision in the commissioning · schedule was attributed. by the pro: 
·. ject authorities (December .1983) to·. unpredictable strata, acute d.1:watering. 
· proplem, lowering ·of full supply level, . etc. 

. . ~~ :-~ '·. ; .. 

- . ·-· . _______ ,_.____ .•. ____________ .. 
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10.06.3. Cost .estimates 

The project (Stage-I and II) was estimated to co_st Rs. 58.18 crores as per . 
the projections made in the project report (October 1977). The cost inci:eased 
to Rs. 75.88 crore~ as per the revised estimates prepared by the project 
authorities in Octo~er 1983. e.· 

The escalation in estimated cost was attributed (October 1983) by the 
prnject authorities to : 

(i) increase in the cost of civil works like excavation, lining, power 
houses 1

. buildings, ·the bye pass channel, etc., owing to general 
inflation in the cost of labour material rates in the market ; and 

(ii) increase in the cost of dewatering due to paying scant regard to 
the technical advice of Research Institute, Roorkee. 

10.06.4. Execution of the project 

Before undertaking execution of the project, detailed survey and investi­
gations· of the area. regarding topographical and geological conditions were 
conducted by the p~oject authorities during · April 1976-May 1977. The 
Central Water Commission (CWC) and Central_ Electricity Authority (CEA) 
were appointed (June 1977) as consultants on time and cost basis with a ceiling 
of Rs. 30 lakhs as fees (Rs. 23.43 lakhs paid up to March 1984). 

Certain aspects regarding execution of this project involving financial 
implications of Rs. 1,12.40 lakhs (approximately) were commented upon in the 
Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the years 1981-82 

· and 1982~83 Civil Government of Haryana. Further test check of the records 
of execution of the project disclosed the following: 

10. 06 .4. L Dewateriqg of sub-so ill water 

Preliminary studies about the strata along the . proposed hydel chann,el 
carried out by the project authorities at the time of preparation of project reports 
disclosed that the sub-soil water level (SSWL) up to the first 10 Km was below 
the q~signed bed level· of the channel whereas it changes abruptly thereafter at 
a ·depth of 2 to 3 metres. To faci)itat~ the excavation of the hydel channel and 
the power house pits,· the level of sub-soil water· was required to be depr~ssi:;d. 

The UP Irrigation Research Institute (lRJ), Roorkee was approached (December 
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1978) to conduct studies in this behalf and suggest suitable methodology for - . 
· d~pressing- the sub-soil water level. The IRI Roorkee advi'sed (November 
· 1979) that from the consideration 0f economy and convenience, the cojistructibn 
ofohy.del channel sh011td be started from tail end, to facilitate drawing seepage 
water in Dadupur pond by gravity. In reg3;rd to exoavat:i-oh of p-ower 1rouse;.IV 

. .pit ~he JIRI, Ro.orke~ advised-(June 1980) boring of 56 tubewells -around it to 
.facilitate the depres8ing of SSWL of the pit area. It also suggested that . the 
work of excavation of pit should be . ta,ken up only after the hydel channel · 
down stream power house-IV was completed. 

'Bisfegaraing ~he advice of· the IRI Roorkee, · for un'.dertaking the 
'eifaV-atfo1r Hf'·chartnel frbril the tail end, i.e., from RD 181'50 M to up-stream, 
th\;'project ahthtlrttre's ii.Hotted the excavation work of the entire channel down­
'§tfeam·-poW'er h'oUs·e-t\r in July 1'980 (RD 11830M tO 16200 M) and April 
·19s1 (l~2oo M to i8JSO M) and the work was taken up immediately arter allot­
, nrehi: ill ati . these rea:che's. . According to the project · auth~rities the excava­
librt of the channel ill this manner dbstructed the gravitational flow of sub-soil 
~wMer anti resillteti in blockade of sub;;soil water at various lacations of the 
'eftaiiri.'el causitig . 'sertous tl:ewatering problems. . 

Tlie n·on-executibh of the ea.rtli'Work of the 'channel in aceordance witb . . 

the concepts of dewatering advised by the IRI, Roorkee had contributed to consi-
derable slippage in the commissioning schedule. Apart from the overall 
·~~calaHoh iii the project cost 'due to general rise in cost of equipment, materials 
'ab.d labohr, not tackling the d"ewatering problem had the follo~h1g 
tepurcussfons : 

(i) Abandonment and reailotment of works down-stream power house-'liVi-=­
As _per the ·-contracts for excavation of channels awarded i~ Juty 1980/April 
198.1, the dewatering-of sub-soil water was to be ,done by tb:e"'project ;a:mhoiities 
t<?_ facilitate. the excavtion. All the firms abandoned .the work (August .. Septemoeir 
1-982) on account of difficult. working conditions created as 'a result .<)f,failure 

·on, the part of the project autnotities to ca:rry out dewatedng -and -sougnt 
, enJianced rates for excavation of earth. one of the firms had, 'however, iresunr~d 
.the: '.work {February 1983) on persuation but represeritedfor:extira ·rates ~far 
.working underflowing water: The left 'over ·work,· in respect ·1of11secondfirin 
(RD. 16200 M to :18150. :M} wb.ich 'demanded enhaneed rate,·ofiRs; l3.2B:iper 
~ was retendered. ,'3:nd . allotted at its risk '3.hd cost .to . 'anbther fitm 
(June 1983) at Rs. 18;25 per cum resulting in an extra cost of Rs. 8.25 ;;fakhs. 

. , I 
! 
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The extra cost of Rs. 8.25 lakhs includes a sum of Rs. 2.74 lakhs which 
became payable on account of rehandling of 16531 cum of excavated earth. 
No such rehand.ling was envisaged in the original contract and the project 
authorities had stated (January 1984) that this cost could have been avoided had 
the supervisory offioers been vigilant and got the earth dumped in the deficit port- t 

ion of the reach instead of allowing the contractor to dump the excavated 
earth in spoils. Responsibility in the matter had not been fixed (May 1985). 

(ii) Construction of escape channel- The Commissioning of the power -
houses is dependent upon the completion of entire channel. Due to failure to under 
take construction of channel in the manner suggested by IRI Roorkee owing to 
non-completion of a portion of channel, the project authorities in order to 

commi~ion power house-II and III independent of power house-IV decided 
(July 1983) to link the hydel channel from up-stream power house-IV with 
Western Yamuna Canal (Main line upper) by constructing an escape channel 
at an estimated cost of Rs. 50 lakhs. The channel had been designed and 
was under model studies with IRI Roorkee at a fee of Rs. l lakh (Rs. 0.50 lakh 
paid in October 1983). The escape channel would lose its utility after comp­
letion of the remaining portion of the channel along with bye-pass channel 
around power house-IV. 

(iii) Widening of pits of power house-Ill and IV-At the time of taking up 
the excavation, extent of earthwork of power house-III and IV was assessed 
at 88,000 cum and at 1,34,000 cum respectively. In actual execution, however, 
the pits were further widened due to adoption of open dewatering system ins­
tead of boring tubewells. The extent of additional excavation done in respect 
of power house-III pit was 66,000 cum while additional excavation was 
estimated to 91,000 cum in respect of power house-IV pit (sti ll under execution) 
involving additional f inancial 1'urden of Rs. 9.13 lakhs and Rs. 12.17 lakbs ... 

respectively. Besides, Rs. 9.9 0 lakhs would be required for additional back 
filling in respect of power house-ill pit (additional financial burden for back 
filling in respect of power house-IV pit was not ascertainable as the work 
was yet to be allotted). Apart from it an expenditure of Rs. 4.04 lakhs was 
incurred on hiring of 'Drag line' for excavation of earth departmentally 
(under standing water in power house-Ill pit) against which an amount of 

Rs. 0.28 lakh could only be recovered from the contractor by way of reduction 
in rates. 

\. 
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(iv) Cracks in bye-pass channe(of power house-III-The ·work of by~­
pass channel (PH-III) was ·taken up in. September 1981 as a parallei 
activity ·-<along with· 'the excavation of power home-III . pit . 
contrary · to the advice of the design · cell of the· · project. ·. 
;After excavation of bye.;pass .. channel lean concrete and reinfbreenie'nt i was 

®;.laid at_a cost of Rs. 1.2i ·1ak'bs during' March-April ·1982. On 9th April 1982 
due to blowing of the sand. and fines from underneath area of bye~pass channel 

. . ilito the power house pit owing. to the . adoption 'of· open . dewaterlng system, 
~ cracks . occured in the leari concrete laid iri-bye~pass channei. This caused:~-a; 

wasteful expenditure of Rs, 0.24 lakh on lean concrete whiCb Would _further 
i~er~a~,~1,1,rt?-the concrete laid was disrnantalled and depr~ssion mad~.,good. 

~ ~ . . " . ,. .. ' . . ~ 

. ·~ >.The project" authorities while a~ittin:g the fact stated (Januari'.1984) 
that- the actual expenditure on: dismantlement and making good the depres~it>n· 
would. bec~me known only when the work· was carried· out. . .·.· 

. ~··. . . .. · ... 

1();Q6~4. 2. Adopti()n of wrong 'full supply level' · .. ' -- .. . . . . . 

_ · Mention about adoption of wrong "Fun supply level" at the take; off 
point and consequential infructuous earth filling was made in paragraph 7 .11 of . . . . .. . . r 

the Report of the Comptroller and· Auditor General of India for the year· 
1982-83 (Civil)-Government of Haryana. A further test check .(January 1984) 
disclosed instances of extra expenditure aggregating to Rs. 3.86 lakhs_ as are 

. brought out below : · 
']·:.::···· ... , .. . . . . . . ' 

.·. : · (i). TJ:ie work of excavation of channel between RD 3700 M to 4250 M ·,, -r·: .. : i;·.::· ·. ;. . -· . - .. . . . .... 

. was allotted to fiqn 'A' in May 1979. Simultaneously, the work of pre,cas~ 
~ei:iie~_t concrete tile Iin!ng. was also allotted in July 1980 to firm 'B'. As-~ result 

,;"y'jl·. ·.· . . ' . . • • . . 

of 1r~4!'signing the works by the project authorities (January 1981) with red\lc;:~q 
- :·· ;, t\ ;·J ·- . ' 

· FS,L,~ t,¥e ~hannel between these reaches required further deepening and wi<iening. 
o' ~Y· . .'f.} metres .. Firm 'A', when approa~hed in May 1981 refused to .UJld~t:t?-ke; 

. tms'}op at the old rates on the ground that it had already executed the .contracted 
qtI~htlty ,of work. The work of deepening and widening of the channel ha.d:. 

4:- ultimateif to be got executed throug4 c~ntractor 'C' after calling for t~nder~-· 
. (N<lvember 1981) entailing an extra. cost of Rs. t.24 '1akhs. '. . . ... ' ... 

. . . . .·. ··~ . . . . ~ ~ 

· · . .' Meanwhile the firm 1~B' also refuSed (November 1981) to execute tb.ktile',• 
-linj:qg,job·at its contracted rate, at this belated stage.· Tenders:fot.'tile Iinfug·~ 
weiel'.accordi.ngly re~invited: in January 1983: and" the work. :Wa~ allotted :fo;h 
oo.ntracto1UD~_~tan extra cost.of Rsi L92'-laklii.i; .. ·. ·'·"' '- . · !'' 

' . 

------- ----------------·-------------·-· ·---- ----------· --------
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(ii) The work of construction of village road bridge at RD 1750 M 
allotted (April 1980) to contractor 'E' was commenced in May 1980. The 
drawings for execution were, inter.alia, based on ·the bed level of the channel 
with designed FSL at 1062. 65 ft. and accordingly, piers and abutments were 
taken up on that basis, Subsequently, (February 1981) when the implications 
of the adoption of actual FSL 1056.48 ft. were examined by the design cell of the 
project, the piers and abutments of the bridge already constructed were consi­
dered unsafe due to further deepening of the channel. In spite of this, 

the construction work was continued and the piers and abutments came to full 
height in June 1981. 

The consultants (CWC) to whom the matter was referred in February 1981, 
observed that foundation of the bridge would have no embedments in the 
channel bed and as such suggested certain remedial measures for the safety 
of the bridge. These measures cost Rs. 0.55 lakh and could have been avoided 
had the work been taken up initially on the basis of correct parameters. 

The Project authorities stated (January 1984) that the lowering of FSL at 
take off point was beyond their control. The reply was not tenable as the 
actual FSL at take off point was made known to them by the Irrigation 
Department as early as November 1978. 

10.06.4.3. Manufacture of PCC tiles 

(a) The hydel channel up to the proposed power house-IV (approximate 
length 11.6 Km) was to be lined with pre-cast cement concrete tiles to ensure 
stability and minimise loss of water due to seepage. The work of maufacture 
and supply of 76,50,000 tiles (size 300 x 300 x 40 mm) and 1, 16,000 tiles (size 
300x150x40mm) at Rs. 94.90 and Rs. 47.50 per 100 tiles respectively 
was allotted to firm 'F' in October 1979. According to the terms and condi­
tions of the contract, cement (ordinary portland) conforming to IS-269 was to 

... 

be issued by the project authorities. The work was to be completed within a 
period of24 months from the date of allotment, i.e., by October 1981. The firm 
supplied only 30 per cent of the contracted number of tiles up to October 1981 ... 
due to non-supply of cement by the project authorities. It was, however, noticed 
that though 7460 tonnes of imported ordinary portland (Korean) cement 
was allotted to the Board during 1981-82, yet the project authorties, due to their 
failure to make transport arrangement, could lift only 359 tonnes of ordinary po­
rtland cement (OPC). Owing to the shortage of OPC, pozzolana portland cement 

(PPC) was issued to the firm as it was also useable under IS Specifications. 

\... 
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-However, the firm represented against the use of PPC on the ground · 
that it was causing excessive brea,kage. To compensate the firm 20 per cent 
extta·cement was allowed on ad hoc basis in April 1982 which was increased to 
40per cent in March't983 without getting the design mixed with PPC approved 

6: from any Governmentlaborator.y.. The use of extra cement (PPC) resulted in 

extra. expenditure of Rs. I.Of lakhs which could hav~ been avoided had the 
imp~rted cement allocated. to the Board been lifted. 

. ' ' 

t In spite of issue of extra cement the production of tiles did not improve; · 
On the other hand, the firm representech.(May· 1983) that due to heavy losses in 

the wai:mfacture of tiles it would not be possible for it to increase··production 
unless the rates of tiles were increased, in view of the increased cost of iabout 
and material. 

: The Rydel Standing Committee of the Board (November 1983} enhanced 
the rates of about 30 lakh tiles remaining to be manufactured from Rs. 94.90 to· 

Rs .. 120 per 100 tiles (300x 300x40 mm) and from Rs. 47.50 to Rs. 60 per 100 

tiles, (300xl50x40 mm) entailing an extra. financial burden of Rs. 7.50 lakhs 
(approximately) although there was no provision for escalation of rates in 

the contract~ While approving enhanced- ra'tes the Rydel Standing Committee 
recorded that the project authorities had committed lapses in supply of_ ordinary· , 
portland cement and could not provide stacking space for tiles. The manufac­
ture of tiles at the risk and cost of the firm was also consid~red by the Rydel 
Standing Committee as difficult because the firm had all along been rightly 
highlighting the lapses on the part of the project authorities_. . 

10~06.4.4. ~elay in finalisation of tenders 

As per the prescribed procedure preparation and approval of technical 

t estimates was necessary· before floating tenders/allotment of work. Th~ 
project authorities, however, 1n anticipation of approval to the estimates,· 
floated tenders in January 1982~for the works oflaying of PPC tile lining in various 

~- reaches which were valid for acceptance up to 15th May 1982. The Hyde! 
Standing Committee, however, deferred (7th April 1982) its dedsion on allot­
ment of these two works as the technical estimates had not been sanctioned. 

The, estimates were sanctioned o~ 21st April 1982, but still the lowest rates of 
firw 'G' ·could not be availed of due t_o procedural delays due to which the 

. validity of the offer· (up to: 15th May 1982) had expired; Ultimately the works . 

... _______ -----· ---- ··-· ---·---- -- - ---- ·- -- . - -------· -·---- -
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had to be put to tender again in June and November 1982 respectively and 
allotment was made in January and March 1983 to firm 'H'and contractor 'I' 
entailing an extra cost of Rs. 6.26 lakhs. The works were in progress 
(April 1984). 

The project authorities stated (January 1984) that the major cause of 
delay was that the observations/objections raised during scrutiny of tenders 
were not put up in one lot but these went on cropping up as the processing 
of tenders proceeded. 

10.06.4.5. Avoidable extra expenditure 

The contract awarded to firm 'K' in May 1980 envisaged excavation 

in all kinds of soils as per design of the pit of power house-II at RD 3000 M 
at the rate of Rs. 13.85 per cum with a provision for disposal of excavated earth 

within a lead of 200 metres. According to the assessment of the projects 
authorities (October/December1980) , 40,600 cum excavated earth would be surplus 
to the requirement of back filling of the pit which could be utilised without 
any additional cost, by direct carriage within the lead of 200 metres in ad­

joining reach RD2800 M to 2940 M, where earth filling to the extent of 
20500 cum (approximate) was required. 

The excavation work of the pit was commenced in May 1980 and 

completed in November 1981. Initially during December 1980-January 1981 
the excavated surplus earth of the pit to the extent of 10489.27 cum was shown 

as dumped in the filling reach, i.e., RD 2800 M to 2940 M within the excavation 
rates. Subsequently, however, in March 1981 the earth filling work falling in the 
reach RD 2800 M to 2940 M was included in the scope of earth filling work 
awarded to another firm 'L' (RD 1750 M to 2800 M) at its quoted rate of 
Rs.16.12 per cum instead of getting it completed from firm 'K' without extra 
cost. 5195.75 cum on earth was shown as having been filled in reach RD 2800M 

2940M during June-August 1981 by firm 'L' at a cost of Rs. 0.84 lakh. Further 
work of filling in this reach was stopped on the plea that this reach was being 
utilised by power house building contractor as working space, though land 

for the purpose bad already been allotted to him. 

Thus award of work regarding earth filling in RD 2800 M-2940 M 

to firm 'L' instead of getting the same dcne by fi1m 'K' free of cost 

re sulted in an a\oidable expenditure of Rs. 0.84 lakh. 

\. 
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10.06~~t6 .. Excess payment for earthwork 
. . . . 

The earthwork of hydel channel was generally being got executed on 
.composite through rate basis after inviting tenders. The scope of work and the . 
detailed specifications were notified to the prospective tenderers through 
documents at the time of inyiting tenders. The rates quoted were thus compo­
site through rate covering all the items of work· specified therein. The tender 
documents which form pi;ut of the contract specifically lay down that ,;ground 
surface under ail canal embankments where it was below the maximum water 
level. in the canal, shall be scored by making open furrows not less than 20 cm. 
deep ·bel.ow natural ground surface at intervals not more than one meter. P• 

The quari.tit.ies of earthwork for the purpose of taking measurement and 
regulating p11yrnent were . to be worked out by super imposing the 'level' 
attained after execution of the work over the original.'level' taken before the 

. cortiinencement of work. fa view of these, overriding.provisions, the scope of 
work at tendered ra~es was inclusive of 'furrows' and hence the project authori­
ties were not liable to make separate . payment for·. making furrows and filling 
of earth therein. Contrary to this, the project authorities regarded this work as· . 
separate item in .three·· reaches, i.e., RD· 1750 M to. 2800 M, RD 5475 
to 7400 M and RD 7400 to 7540 M and made payments amounting to 
Rs. 2.13 ·1akJ:is for 13,250 cum of earth filling in furi;owswhich would increaseto 
Rs. 2.19 lakhs on release of balance payment on this account. 

10.06.4.7.. Irregular transfer of machinery to contractor 

Firm 'M' engaged in the excavation of power house-IV pit approached . 
(July 1982) the project authorities for help in arrangi,ng earth disposal machinery 
from . an inter-State project at Sundarnagar. According · to the 
norms laid down by the Central Water Commission (CWC) such· 

,,. machinery (at book value) could be transferred only to Gov_ernment depart­
m~rits/undertakings. The project authorities; however, arranged procurement of 
mach!nery (value: Rs. 6.71 iakhs) by taking delivery (September-October 1982) 

,... in,their na~e fromthe inter-State project, . Sundarnagar arid . handed over 
· these to the firm against direct payment by it. By circumventing the purchase 

of machinery in Board's naine at book value against the procedure laid down 
by CWC, the project . authorities provided undu~ favour· to the firm. The 
firm had already suspended (July 1982) the work due to dewatering problem 
and remov~d-ihe 'enttre machinery from the project site. · The matter W(j.S . under 
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enquiry by Vigilance C~ll of the Board. The Hydel Standing Committee in. its 
· meeting (February · 1983) . decided that pension case of the then Engineer-in­

Chlef, under whose orders the machinery was arranged, be kept pending till 
final decision was made. 

I 

10.06.4.8. Purchase of substandarirll l!nose pipes 

Tenders for the purchase of PVC hose pipes requir~d for dewater.ing were 
floated in June 1980. · After opening the tenders the Hydel Purchase Com­
. mittee could not reach any conclusion as to quality and suitability of pipes 
offered by the tendrers1 a~d decided . (November 1980) to constitute a special 
purchase committee con~isting of Director (Construction), an Executive Engineer 
and Senior· Accounts Office.r for the purpose. The committee collected three 

. . ' . . 

spot quotations for 'COSMOS' brand rubber .hose pipes and on its recom-
mendations, an order for the supply 0(2400 metres (4" dia 5 ply) and 300 metre 
(6" dia 7 ply) pipes wa~ placed (January 1981) on· the firin which quoted the 
lowest rate of Rs. 6. 77 l~khs. The material was received against 100 per cent 
advance payment and directly sent to works. "Subsequently, a repeat order 
on the same firm for supply of 895 metre (4" dia 5 ply) and 312.? mefre (6" dia 
7 ply) pip.es was placed'

1 
in July 1981 for an aggregate value of Rs. 3.31 lakhs. 

The first lot of 150 metre pipes against this repeat order received in project store 
atYamunanagar (September 1981) was found of substandard quality as the 
pipes with 4" dia were having 4 ply instead of 5 ply and pipes with 6" dia . were 
having 6 ply instead of 7 ply. This lot as well as the subsequent supplies 
against the repeat order: were taken on stock and issued to works by retaining. 
samples for further ·checking in view of urgent need and firm's undertaking 
(September 1981) to accept the price fixed by the Chief Engineer for the pipes. 
Samples of pipes agains~ both the purchases (original as well as repeat order) 
were got. tested by the Vigilance Cell of the Board through a test house at 
Delhi which disclosed that pipes were below specifications. On the basis of 
recommendations of the committee (comprising Financial Advisor, Director 
(PPI) and one Executive' Engineer) an amount of Rs. 1.28 lakhs (approximately) 
was worked out as recoV:erable from the firm against which balance · payment 
due to it ·was· Rs. 0.45 lakh only. 

The project auth0rities stated (April 1984) that the matter was under 
investigation and the cbncerned officers had been charge-sheeted. 

i 

·"' 

L 
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10.06.5. · Summing up . .,,. 

(i) The Western Yamuna Canal Hydro Electri~ Project (Stage.,,!) 
envisaged· construction: of three power houses, each having 2·units.of 8 ·MW 
·each-at ,an estimated cost of Rs. 45. 7lcrores. · All the three power hcmses whlch 

{!; · wertdnitially scheduled to be commissioned by ,Match. 1984 are now expected 

4." 

,. 

.to:becommissioned by June 1987. The cost of the Project (Stage-I) is now 
estimated at Rs~ 6L63 crores. . 

. ·.· -

.(ii) . Non-.execution of .earthwork of the channel and.pits in accordance . 
with the advice· regarding dewatering- by the Irrigation ·Research Institut~ 

Roorkee contributed to. considerable 4·s1ippage in the . comm1ss10nmg 
schedule and 1avoidable escalation in the cost of the· project on acc.ountof 
(a)'aPa.ndonment and re-allotment· of works, (b) provision of escape·· channeli 
not originally contemplated, (c)widening of pits of power houses, and(d}cracks 
iri bye-pass channel. . . . 

(iii) Re-desigri/rerulotment of.the works due to adoption of revised 
full supply .level of water r.esulted in extra cost' of Rs. 3. 86 Iakhs. 

. . (iv) The enhaneement of rates for m:anufacture and supply of preccast 
cement concrete tiles without any provision for it in the contract resulted 
in extra financial burden of Rs. 7;50 lakhs. 

. ' ' 

'(v) Non°finalisation: of tenders within validity of offers necessitated. 
retendering entailing extra expenditure of Rs.· 6;26J.akhs. 

(vi) . The earthwork of furrows. was . treated as a separate item and\ 
. payment of Rs. 2.13' lakhs was made though ~s per specifications of the items of 

· work awarded to the contractor it was included in the composite rate agreed too' 
·;-

(vii) Samples drawn out of the hos,e pipes (value : Rs. 10.08 fakhs) 
purchased during January-July .1981 and got tested by the Board's Viigifa.nce 

· CeUdisclosed that-the pipes were below specifications. · 
,\· 

The review was reported to Government/Board in July 1984; repliy 
· . Wit,S awaited {May 1985). 

-----·--·-~-~----'~'- ·--· 
. ---· -····---· ---­. -- .... - -- - ··--.-•-- ·- --- . ·- ,, 
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10.07. Material Management 0l!'ganisation 

J.0.07.1. Functions 

. In order to stre.amline its procurement activities. and purchase pro­
cedures, inter alia, the Board constituted a centralised agency namely, 'Material. 
Management Organisation' (MMO) in February 1974. Simultaneously, 
regulations were also framed regarding the procedure to be followed for 
invitation, consideratfon and acceptance of tenders. 

'I'o assess the yearly demand for capital, works with reference to physical 
targets to be achieved, viz., kilometres of lines to be laid and energised, sub­
st~tions to be commissibned, pump-sets to be installed, etc., and for· operation 
and maintenance, the MMO receives the annual indents from Chief Engineers, 

. Operation, Planning and Construction. The following information is fur­
nished along with. indents : 

(a) quantities available on stock ; 

(b) quantities· on order ; 

(c) 

(d) 

quantities ·. indented for ; and 

consumption during the preceding 12 months as per stock issue 
register. 

No material budget was being prepared till the end of 1983-84. · 

10.07.2. Review of purchases 

The number and value of purchase 'orders placed by MMO during 
the fa.st three years were 366 (Rs. 31.25 lakhs) in 1981-82, 285 (Rs. 3L93 falkhs) · 
iJ?-1982-83 and 203 (Rs. 52.48 lakhs) in 1983-84. 

A test check in audit (July-December 1983) ofpurchase cases revealed 
the following points : 

(i) incorrect ass~ssment of the requirement of material ; 

(in) acceptance of unusual terms and deviation from the . purchase 
regulations faid down ; · 

(iii) placing of orders without ascertaining the capability of the 
· tenderers ; : 

(: 
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(iv) •. delays in lodging. claims and taking action for risk putchase . in ·. 
cases of breach of coritracts and mounting arbitration cases ~ · 

· (v} acceptance offaulty price variation clause in deviation from­
pur9hase regulations ; and 

·• · ·(vi) acceptance of goods without adequate inspection . 
. , 

Some cases of puryhases · are discµssed in the. succeeding par~gr1;tphs. 

··;fr 10J)7.2.l. inaccur~te assessment of 'requirement 

-·· 

T~e inc:lerits for the capital. items for schemes of 66 KV and. above 
, a_ryt~q~ired to be submitted, by the Chief Engineer (Planning and Constl'.Uction) 

- at 1east:36/24 months ill adva.nce and inde~ts for other works by the Chi~f 
Engirieer (Operations) 12 months in advance of requirement. On receipt of 
the indents, the MMO prepares consolidated item-wise list of equipment and 
material to be procured . during the year. · 

For the work of providing of new connections the requirement of 4 types 
· ·.of cables was assess~d as 35 Kms during November 1978. The order was 

p1aceCi on two firms in May/June 1979 at rates varying from Rs .. 0.47 lakh to 
Rs. 5:20 Iakhs per Km. The quantity ordered ,aQ.d received was, however, 
fottnd to be less th~n the actual requfrem~nt (Aprff-Jub.e ·1979) and fresh ord.ers 
were.(41.0S Kms) placed in .February/June .1981 ori the basis often9ers invited 

.. in September/December i979. The rates at which orders for additional 
quantity of cables (4L05 kJJJ.s) were placed ~as higher than those of wbic~ 
supplies were procured ~arlier. Had. the requifed quantity of cables been 

.. a~sessed correctly in the first instance the . Board w,ould have sa:Yed 
- Rs.-11.02 Iakhs as detailed below : 

· .. 8,. '{;pe.of.~o~ducto~ \ 
Rate paid AdditiOnal Ext.ra amount. 

paid J • .. ,-:·. 

t:> Unarmoured cable 
625 sq niiii · 
95 sq-mm· 

. 50sq inm 

.:_95 sq mm 
• 3oo;sq mm 
. .'~ '.";. . . .. . . ~.: 

. Total. 

. / 
--~----------

.·per Km. 
(Rupees in 

·. Iakhs) 

1 ·500 
0 ·164 
0·200 
0 ·360. 

. 0 ·750 

· _quan9ty_ · 
purchased 
(in kins.) 

. 2·00 
, 30 ·00 

3 ·45 
·~4 ·60 
.I ·00 

.... ~ ._:, ·.··· 

. 41 ·05 

(Rupees in 
lakhs) 

3·00 
4·92 

.. 0 ·69 
1 ·66 

.o .75-

11 ·02 
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Reasons for the incorrect assessment·of requirement in the first instance 
were awaite<l (March 1985).. . 

10.07.2.2. Accept,anct of umBsuall terms/delayed . supplies 

(i) Under · the purchase reguhi.tibhS clf tlie 'BO-ii.ta, clelivery of the 
~. 

material within the stipulated period· is considered the essence of the · contract 
between the supplier and the. Board. The regulations further lay down that 

. wherd,he'stipj)lier ,'wants ·extehilibfrtitfifedate ofti¢liverytlnder fofre ·majeure 
clause.in exceptional circumstances, he is required to apply for extension before ~ 
expiry of the scheduled date of deiivery. Jn all such cases, the Board shaH 

. have· the o}:jtion to: accept ·any portion of materialand ·cancerthe r·est. The. 
rton•aVaitabirity ·onaw: materfalofany other sifullar eause is'hofto be _ct>iiSider­
ed'as fofre'liiajiiire circumstances uhlkt tliese . regufations. 

By deviating from these provisions, the Board placed' (April 1980) orders 
on six different ,fir~s 'c•, 'D', 'E', 'F', 'G', and 'H' for supply of 46,500 numbers 
of 9 metres PCC poles (value : Rs. i,72.41 lakhs including taxes) at the rates. 
ranging from 'Rs. 3'6L94 to 4o9;49·per: pble ·which;'iliter a/fa, co~tairied a 
provisinn for the noii-cancl~lfatiort-6f the orders without . the ·consent bf tiiefir.thS. 
As per (erms· ahd c'Ohditi'Ons 6f tlie'·'purtfiAse order, ·Hl~e supplies were 'to 'be 
compl<tted by3 rst octobbr. 1980'ari.'d 27th'Apfil f98 t. The ·'stores· Piirchase 
Committee, tSPC) ·~bile · revieWi'ng . Hie:: position of execution of .. these·-·atders, 
observed' (Febfuary. 1981) tliat1 fiitn 'C' 'liad·quoted ·comparatively : l'ower 
equivatent rate' oflts. 3451\Jfa pble : \fWth~t: reduced to:;Rs. 317 ·p'ef pole ih . 
Ap.ril · 19SI)'itfsubsequent 'tender' opened ill 'Decemoef'i'98o.· -aythis ·:-time 
tlle firm 'E' 1iatl alfuost 'ex~cuted Hie ·order and fhe IiumMr · of poles 6'rdeted 
aridactuimy· supplied by'6tber fOur fifu\s 'C', ~D', 'F', arid 'G'-wasis urider ~ 

Name of firm 

c 
D 

F 

0 

Equivalent 
· dte-per pole 
: \ln' rupees) 

409·49 

409·49 

408 ·.94 

361 :96 

··-···-·--·-----

Quantity 
oidered 
(Ni.ifubers) 

9,000 

9,000 

6,500 

10,000 

Quantity Stipulated 
supplied 'delivery 

date 

3,7ll October 1980 

3,685. ·October 
1980 

2,385 Aprii'i981 

8,599 Aprff 'i981 

JI. 

.,. 

·;._ 

\_ 

----
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, ';fhe . .firms> ~C\ 'D~.-·F- &t.-"G' soughtextension of:·ti_me between January : 
. ~ " ' . . . ' . . ..... '· . 

, · aridCOq_tober, 1981· respectively,. i.e.,. after- the :e;xpiry of originaf delivery period 
! .- · · ,Oti-Jbe. ground of non~a.Y.ailabiliW: of:cqntroL items and. delay. in irtspectfon 

. --... :.ofmate.ri~. Jn,~11; svpplyJ~ftUi;l2-0 .p9les. :w.asyet.to.be made.by these.four fitms 
· . t · at th~.' time 9f .e~pin' of th,~ st!i:1µJatoo deliY_fry pe.riod; Dela)(~.d- supply of· _ 
.. < . ·:QilLW:H~sw,~15 a,9.G.eR!hq;wJtb.o.m: any._r.yqlf,,e.st:fr.om tbe.sjx*fjr.in:H1 for extension ... 
. . : : ·in.deii~ery period .. The SPC, taking ·ll9.!e: pf t_b~ nop;-e~cutipn <?f tiie oide~s 
~ ·and downward trend in. rates recommend~d (Jun~ 1981) for canc~llation of 

~al~~c~ qu~nt~ty n~t suppJie~·-by thefi~~~ 'c\•o;, 'F' ~' '9n · !1~~ ··~~~Je~Ti~e 
. Meii).bers .. decided- (August 1981) to grant extension on acc·ount of del~y, 'in 
inspectiohs and non-~vailability. ofco'utroll~d· items.· A~cordin·gty. ~x{erisioh 

-... ·. in': dcli-v~ry .. period on account of deiay~ in inspection and non~av_ai~~~-il!fx· ·.of 
.· ~ontrp>}led -items was worked out and granted in ea~h case by the __ SPC; 

As the extension in deliyery was sought after the .expiry of sch~duled 
.· I '·. • ... ,.. _,.· ·~·;;·· .. 1. -•·.·~" ·. •.-.·.·~ · .. :•.' :j·::,-~t·~ \-

delivery peri_9cl ·the normal condi~ibns if i_ncluqed in the orders. would have · · 
c~~ferred · a right on the: Board to .cancei the iJ~ia~ce q~~~~ity.' ,. :Bµ't .· 'r~~'i~~d 
provisio~ ~fno~~ca~cellati~n of orciei-' ~ith.olit th~,c~nsent'(i the fir~~ .inal!<l~d 

·.. ..: . . . r -~r~ ~ . .:: ..... ~-. • .. ·'..· .. r. __ ·. ~- .• -: .... ~ ... :". ,.,.,.~:--.·• . 

in the orders provided the firms an opportunity :to enforce the delayed supplies 

-W9.~P .t.4.Hr: ~?-~ ~A9,W'A.~51:r~:;tr~)». :e,r..i~G,S, R:f ~'?\~s.: :h~. ;e~J:!l!~}1-:iP accep.; 
· .tfL~,£y: of: · 1-f,9/Ji, P.W-~~ '.e;vep,:., ~~\~r. ,tt\e; p~Pto/. o,fspJ;ieqH~eg, _g~lis~cy: .Pir,iogs· a,t 

an exua .. cost of Rs. 11.3,th .lakhs. · · · · 
' . .. .. .. . . . ''f• "". 

:'.JC\J-re ~\ter .)Y.f;l.~ ~~J?prtttd ~\>, --~he Jlp~r4. in ~~l?~~~e,i; Jg~~; J~ply was 
awaited (May 1985). . . .. 

. . . (ii). Orders for -~l1~J1~~~~,€1.se_,g,~ ~~0.,\0ffi.W~ }?,f;\i~. ~is,.~~ -~~i,:~ · plP:-~~.d. . <;>p~ 
firm.s 'M' and 'N' of Faridabad fo April 1981 at Rs. 65,CO rencr:ne J.o~r. desti::: 

~~, _ :~n1;1iti<).n wi~.price,varia~ion clause. -l'h~. supplies -were to ~ommence within. 4-6 
"-we.eks a£ter. tb.e,date,qf.receipts 9fthe.order and, be co.mplete,d in .lots oL 80/100 

fJ 

.· -;t('.)Jiµy~ per month. (i.e.,. up .. :to . -Octo,ber. 12~1). -J"hef irms, hpwever, · reserYe~ -the.­
~l,l;~::~91.it:W!i¥9~~/dec_r~a~e ,~uantit~es .. at. .tb~_,tim.~,,otdeli:v.ery. up. to 4/5.per cent.. to · 
8/lQ_·percent under packing clause. · The despateh . of material was to he .. ins~ 

, _pect~~ by the Inspector of _t~e. Bo~rd Jor wp.ich the firm was t<? give w,rit~~n,. notice 
·: ; -1:5~~ysfaa~vanc~ .. · . · .· · · · -- · · ····· ' ... , ,, · ., .: · . 

_, > A:g!l~~f :.:?~;~~~~-' ofo.wJs~,·:i\w ,.fitw§, A~P1i~ ~~9: t9-\J,me~ . w~~iJ;!":J.Re 
··.· .. 

-----·-~·--·- ·- -------------~--J... ... 

' i 

'I 

'\ 
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scheduled delivery period. The balance 260 tonnes of wire was supplied 
during the extended (post-facto) delivery period. Meanwhile, the prices of 
GI wires against another tender enquiry opened on 4th March 1983 showed 
substantial decli ne and the lowest rate (f.o.r. destination) quoted by firm 'O' 
of Modinagar was Rs. 6,780 per tonne compared to the average rate of 
Rs .8,485. 09 (including price increase) per tonne applicable in respect of 
purchase order placed in April 1981. 

After execution of the supply of 880 tonnes, the firms 'M' and 'N' offered 
(May-June 1982) 43 ,850 tonnes and 35 tonnes of wire respectively under the 
packing· clause on the plea that they had a right to deliv·er 4/5 to 8/10 per cent 

material in each consignment and S to 10 per cent material on over all supplies. 
The MMO decided (5th March 1982) to conduct inspection of the additional 
quantity offered by the firms although the declining trend in the rate of wire 
was evident on 4th March 1982 and the Board was not bound to accept the addi­
tional supplies offered after the execution of the order because the packing 
variatfon clause was operative along with the original supplies only. The 
additional quantities of 43,850 and 35 tonnes as offered by firms 'M' and 'N' 
were received during May- June 1982. 

Thus as a result of accepting the additional supplies of 78,850 tonnes of 
wire over and above the quantities included in the orders the Board had to 
incur an additional expenditure of Rs. 1.36 lakhs. 

The matter was reported to the Board in September 1983; reply was 
awaited (May 1985). 

10.07.2.3. Procedure for placement of orders for supplies 

(i) According to the purchase regulations of the Board,the Chief Engineer 
(Stores & Purchase) should prepare lists of approved suppliers for various items 
and get these lists approved by the Whole-Time-Members to ensure that tenders 
are submitted by all reliable and known sources of supply for different items of 
purchase. 

The Board has, however, not identified reliable sources of supplies of 
all the items. A case of placement of an order for supply on a firm without 

nrifying its capability and financial soundness is discussed below : 

.. 



..J 

. / 
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.· Four purchase o~ders for the suppy of 975 tonnes of GSS wfre of different 
size~ worth Rs .. 33.27 lakhs were pla~ed on a Faridabad firm'!' in March/April · 

· : 1978 without ascertainfog the financial position of the firm and facilities avajl~ 
able with it to manufacture/supply the product. Earnest mortey was exempted 

~ · . a~ it· was .. registered with the Director of Industries, Haryana. ·The supplies 
·were to be complet~d ·by May 1978/March · 1979 but the fir~ failed to execute 
the orders-~nd risK-purchase of 975 tonnes was · effected from two firms_ of 
Faridabad iil Octo-be~ 1978, August 1979, December 1979 and March. 1980 

: .·· . . . I . . . . - . 

. I 

at an extra cost of Rs. 13.77 lakhs. 

In one of the·cases, the _risk purchase was. made .against limited tender 
enquiry~ It was opined (April/M.ay 1979) hy the Law· Officer of the Board ~hat 
since.the breach of contract took place quite long back, the question of risk 
purchase effected at that stage would be a futile: exercise and that an adjudicator· 
could, however, allow ip. arbitration reasonable compensation keeping in view the 
facts and circumstance.s of t~e ca~e, arid the evidence on record. - It was accqtd= 
ingJy, decided {June 1979) to refer the matter to arbitratfon. ·None attended the 
arbitratfon proceedings from the firms' side. Since notices served upon the 
firm :were being received' back undelivered, legal ~dvise was sought ~s to whether 
the remaining cases might also be . referred for arbitration. 

Based ~n the legal advice, the matter _ was referred to Deputy. -Inspector. 
General(Vigilance) of the Board for enquiry into the assets of the firm. : The 

. jnterim report of the Vigilance Department (February 1980). disclosed that even · 
"electric connection was not released to tbe firm although ·it was registered with 
the Director of Industries, Haryana as a manufacturer of G.I. pipe with tofun 

·investment of Rs. 0.49 lakh only .. 

w' > , The Board stated (January .1982) ~hat on receipt ofneces.sary informati~n 
·. ,froiiithe Vigilance Cell,. legal. actio:n as warranted :would be taken. .Further 

developments are awaited (May 1985). 

. (ii) With a view to provide procedural. safeguards . against firms . n_ot 
honouring ·commitments . as per supply contracts, the Board jssue.d 

··(October 1979) the following executive instructfons : 
' • ,·I 

·.,-::··· .. (a) Each ·transaction .should be. treated as an individual trarisactfoni 
·:· .· ... 

covered by specific contract.. 
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(b)- In the event of a firm not honouring delivery commitments of the 
previous contracts ; th.is fact should be taken as weighing against 
the firm tendering in response to a subsequent enquiry and be 
treated as disability. 

(c) Before issuing the letter of intent of placing the order, MMO 
should squarely put the tenderer that subsequent order would 

only be awarded after the previous one had been fully discharged 
or a reliable undertaking given that it would be done within the 
scope of the previous contract. 

(d) If the firm declines to give the undertaking it would be consider­

ed ineligible for participating in the subsequent order and the 

offer would automatically pass on to the next lower firm. 

Pursuant to the above instructions, firms 'K' and 'L' whose offers 

~·December 1'979) for supply of conductor merited acceptance, were asked 
{Jae.,uary 1980) to give an undertaking for execution of previous orders before 
- ~eptance of their rates. The firms instead of furnishing the undertaking, 
-r.et-tesented that previous purchase cases were under arbitration and should not 
as such be considered a disqualification for placement of orders against the current 
enquiry. The Board, however, decided to avail of the offer of firm 'K' but 
ignored the offer of the firm 'L' under similar circumstances entailing an extra 
'cost of Rs. 3.74 lakhs. 

The matter was reported to the Board in July 1984; reply was awaited 

(May 1985). 

(iii) The purchase of regulations of the Board provide that ordinarily, 
the f ir.m rates quoted by the tenderers should be accepted but the provision of 

, escalation clause may become necessary where the period of supply is sufficiently 

long. Further if the price variation clause is to be included, it should be both 
ways, i.e., for increase as well as reduction in prices of raw material. It was, 

'however, noticed in audit (February 1981) that the Board in August 1978 issued 
"35 orders on 15 firms for supply of ACSR conductors. Out of these orders, 
10 orders placed on 5 firms included price variation clause for adjustment of 

ra~ for both increase and decrease in rates of (aw material. Ten purchase 

, 

"' 
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ord~s .tplaced ·with·. 3 firms inCluded price varratinn ~clau·se ;:Which •in:efoded a ' 
·stiputati'6n ·for upward ! increase only and not ·for any:·tleef'ease in::the;prices ... 
. o.f'~aw material. Due to this depart~re, the Board had to forgo Rs. 4.lff-l~u;hs 
.·.(excluding excise duty and sales tax) on accoun_t of reduction in tile _prices of 

raw material. 

. . · The .Board stated (February 1981) tha_t ill.order to avail of the .various 
offel's for the- quantities of material which could. be supplied within_stip:ulat~<t . 
period, purchase orders were placed on firms which had quoted for price varia~ioll' .· · 
(increas~ and:decrease) as well as.those which,had .. quoted .fer~ptfoe inc~se; 
only~- ,The reply iS not tenable as the.tender~ were invited in two. parts, i.e., -
f i'f~t :part containfag technical and other terms :a-nd con'di'tions and the other part -. 
being price bid ... The Board ·could have :sorted out ·the <-comme_rci:al :tetm.s, 

. · uid-uding applicability ofptic~ -variation both ways i.e., pt:ice·.increase •as•weil-
. as·decrease, to bring it in line with stipulations ma:de, rn: the purchase .regulatiiorts· 

. Jhe-reby 'safeguarding its ·interests. 

· · .(iv) Against a tender en·quiry floated in October- 1979 for·the_:pur~has~, 
of foo km 4 x 50 mm LT PVC unarmoured cable, the basic rate of Rs. 3~9:t4; 
per km (equivalent rate of Rs. 39,214.67 per km} quoted by firm 'P' ofFarida".' 

· bad ~was''- the '•lc>West. ·The Whole Time-Member~ of the Board decideff {23rd · · 
J~Iiu~fy. 1980) tha1Hh_e M;MO should explore the possibility of purchasing . any,· 

; \1uanfity·iav~ilab1e·against theDirector General, Supplies and Disposal (DGS & 
D) fate 'Cbntract · with firms 'P' and: "Q' and the remaining quantity could be 

. I . 

. . procuryd on the basis of lowest price. The. DQS & D when appr-0ach@.cl~ 
. 2~th .January 1980, stated that the Board could place the order on firms 

: ;p'rrarfd 'Q' ·as per terms of the rat_e contract (v'alid -'up to-29th; Februaty 1980}.­
•-~Accordingly, two :Purchase orders for the supply of 195 km. and 805 .km: ca~s. 

. 'were placed on firms 'P' and 'Q' respectively on 22nd Febiuary .1980 -~~ .. nos·&' 
_; ( .-.. ~- .:b ··;rate contract. Besides,. an order for supply• of 100 km w~s piac6ci. rur"firifi. · 

: .. 'P' ~n 21st Febru~ry 19~0 at the quoted rate of Rs. 34,974 pe.r km e.X-.works 
': Jag~fost ·tender e~quiry of October 1979). The Firm supplied 99,964 km of 

-~ cable µp,J:o 27th February 1981 'against the tender~enqu,ilJ'. of October .1979 . 
. 

. . _· -· .. Fil'.m 'Q' refused.to execute the or4er·against-rit:e-oontract·0Ii the~gtonn·ah 
that:the ord~r was •received :(3rd .March 198Q) after the~e;x:piry ,c)f ·the. ,,:. DG8'8ID, 
:rate cqntra~t. Th~. Boar.d cancelled the order~.onfirm 'Q'-in-fanuary 198:1 ~·-·'on · -- • 

.·.·.·:'..the ~dvi6e<bfi£egal Cell, a!rwcll'asth'eiopillionbfD-eiS&D;that·it Was·c:trot-·a; con~-
. · Cludecf.contract.. · · · , · · ··· · 

. ,. 

·.·' 

.~, '. 

·-·.;, 

-·-----~_. _ ___:_ ___ ._. ____ . __ ~------;- -----:-· .. ------·-·-- --·· _____ .::._ ____ . __ :...:. ____ .-________ ,.:.. ----!':"' 



92 

Firm 'P' also djd not execute the order against the rate contract though 
the purchase order was received by · it before th~ expiry of valid.ity of rate 
contract. 

Non-execution of order (on rate contract) by 'P' and delay in placement 
of order on.'Q' resul~ed in an extra expenditure of Rs. 9.41 lakhs. t~ 

. The matter was reported to the Board in July 1983; reply was awaited 
(May 1985). 

10.07.2.4. Delay nn taking risk purchase .action 

The purchase' orders envisage that all matters, questions, disputes, 
diff ere~ces or claims arising out of the contracts entered into by the B·oard may 
be referred to arbitration. The award of the Arbitrator is final and binding 
on the parties to th~ contracts. 

! 

As on 31st M~rch 1984 as many as 65 cases involving Rs. 2,41.59 lakhs 
were in the process of arbitration. The age-wise details of such cases are as 
under: 

'Age Number of Amount. 
cases involved 

(Rupees in 
lakhs) 

Over W years 27 . 1,49 ·95 

Over 5 years but less'than IO years 26 62·60 
. I . 

Over 3 years but less:than 5·years 6 4·77 

Below 3 years 6 24·27 

Total 65 2,41 ·59* 

Of thes~; in 9. :case~, the firms had made counter~claims to the extent 
of Rs. 61.69 lakhs .. These included two cases where a firm had lodged counter­
claims aggregating Rs. 36 ·86 lakhs against the cancellation of purchase orders 

*Excl.udes 20 cases where amount involved was not available. 

~· 

I. 
~-

l 

\, 
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. · : \~?i¥i:;~;;:4~.:i~t5i~ <~f; deliv~ry·\petfod ; ~hough 'the· f irrli 'had be~n · teqriesti#g · ~fbt .· / ·• 
<( ,/,~it~tl§foi{::ii{d~livery p.eriod on accourif'of' (orclma/eure •reasphs.'· Ifi 1ffif~e · : . 

=~·:·.,\ "\·i:6t!i~t6iis~~ thotighsrlits.for recovetyof'Rs 5:86.fakh{Ba.Jheen dect~ed i'n'favtiiir: . 
y;\:':(;i:G~thb-;Bdd~d;·.:tb.e execution petitiOhs c6uM·not b~ 1riledfdr 'want·of cfot~ils 1 of 

-, ~···~:·:~'.~f.op~i~Y,ohhe P,arties fon?erned. 'fhe,2hiihc.es o'f'tecdYety !ri thes~cases ;see~ed_ 
· • '.<.,:to '·beif~mote. In •another ca:se of Maletkdtla ·firm involving Rs: 47.24 laklis, 

.~:.';ttie}ole proprietor had ·shic~· eX:pf.fed 1an,d.~His legaf:;"hefrs ·had :been-. irnplead~d 

i~,-.·i~<.·;,;~~:P_~r~i~s._ · ...... · ;._:1./ .. ·.,,:•>;'. '.:·· -'·~·;:: ... ,.· . ····---~--•·• . 

j •• · ·· Afurther reView"disClosed the fqllowing' : · · · 
:; • . - • .- .. -. ··; '·· ;: : ' I. . L • ~. -_, i • •. · . '" . - . 

··-· ... ·-.·~ .>!.,·.::~ .. ::·;·:.-·j_,:·;>:t-~;.::'t:-,_~',-:~·:·;·~ ··::·~··"".·· ~ /:'<'···.: ~. . .... · .. ,.·: .. ~ ... -- . : ., ·: ... ·. ·. . .·· 
<-'~:,,: ./;'C~:s(?(i);t;;~A"orffe{forthe ''lfat.chase -c)r · 2;2so :Ciis,tdbution fra~sformers .of ,63 · 

_ ·:~t;f~~~ff~E~~Y:1J£Mi\ff ~::_~:~s ''p}'~c~W tih' J~~u~rj i9140n· 'k~rriat~a:'vicih~t' Karkh~~a ·. 
·· F~'.";(>(irttlitft~d;~i(KVt) ·a 1Gbvelrithe'ntofKarhataka Unde.rtakiiig, at the rate of Rs. s:6so · · · 
"i/:~r:;rt:::':f~¥i1ti~k~f9fi:Jer subjectto .· the -price' ··variation '\V:ith.th(; maxhnum.i_ilnit ~f. 
~ ;;c~~~n:;:!t~f{f;.:?6,Qoo ''per transformer. Suj:rplies.were 'to be corripfoted b}; March 
j~.~>< :} >·;'197 'j{ Nb ·.·.acceptance ' w,as ... conveyed .. by .· I(VL 'after the pla~erii6~i of tthe 
~:.--~'_}.::'.: :·::.~~~~f ·¢.~mitiercfal. t~rrris ::;q1:1d~ed by K\fL. :in it~ off et .. su94 as. deliv~o/_, · .. 

;- "·•. < ')i~gii~e~b~. (fis~ ~urcff~se) :-:·~~lid 'p_rfoes,. ifrc:~; were_ ~~s.o .. ,at varia11ce • ':Y~th 
=\ :'"·~ .' /c.. those . md1cated m t_he purchase . order. The Board, however, waived. 
::::;-- ..................... , .... : .· .... :·. ,, .. ·;.,,, .. •',_: ·"·· ... ·' "'" .. : ...... -.,, .. 
=k.;:\: : .(March 1974) .the signing of the c.o'ritract by the firm.on the ground that it. 
31·g.-:"·;·:~as' a'·~tate Gove~nm~ht; 1 Urid~rtaking. 
_J{ciff' . '" ' •" '._ . ..,, ' . . ·" ': .. · ' ~ ' -' . " ' 
l ; -: · . .,_, .. ~ · :'fhe firm \supplied 250 transformers and ·meanwhile, Tepresented in"Ap_i:H 

I
". -_'v -~· f'lQ74·.1th?-t·price increase be allbwed without··: any, 'ceiling. ·The Board, rejected 
·-~)A~ )~~-~-~~b.er.1975) the cl~im for escalation and consequently, the fi~m did nohrlalce 
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the parties, the risk purchase clause could not be invoked and as such the 
Board should release the withheld principal amount of Rs. 32.51 lakhs (due to 
the firm) along with interest at the rate of 15 per cent on this amount, which 
worked out to Rs. 33.58 lakhs (calculated up to 31st January 1982). The decision 
of the Arbitrator was made rule of the Court in February 1983. Finally the Board~ 
paid a sum of Rs. 72.50 lakhs (Principal : Rs. 32.51 lakbs and interest : ' 
Rs. 39.99 lakhs) to the firm in May and July 1983. . . 

The matter was reported to the Board in April 1984; reply was awaited .. 
(May 1985). 

(ii) An order for the purchase of 1,100 tonnes of GI wire (value : 
Rs.36.66 lakhs) was placed on firm 'M' of Faridabad in April 1978 at a firm 
rate of Rs. 3,401 per tonne (less 2 per cent discount) against 100 per cent advance 
payment. The delivery of the material was to be completed by February 1979. 
The firm supplied 867.996 tonnes and for the balance, it demanded an increase 
of Rs. 950 per tonne. The demand of the firm was turned down on the ground 
that th~ rate were firm. The Board in December 1979 and February 1980 issued 
two risk purchase notices to the firm but no supply was received. The Board 
in February 1980 allowed the price increase resulting from increase in the rates 
of controlled raw material and statutory impositions. 

The Board floated a fresh tender enquiry (July 1980), to meet the re­
quirements of 1981-82, for the supply of 880 tonnes of GI wire. In response 
to this tender enquiry, 7 firms (including firm 'M') qupted their rates. Two 
orders for the supply of 440 tonnes each were placed (April 1981) on firm 'M' 
and 'N' of Faridabad at the rate of Rs. 6,500 per tonne. The rate was vari­
able with reference to increase in prices of zinc and wire rod. 

Subsequently, fi rm 'M' was allowed (Aprfl 1983) to supply the balance quantity 
(232.004 tonnes) against the order of April 1978 at kthe enhanced rate of J 

Rs. 6,656.70 per tonne instead of invoking the risk purchase clause resulting 
id' an extra expenditure of Rs. 7.48 lakhs. 

The matter was reported to the Board in June 1982; reply was awaited 
(May 1985). 

t 

10.07. 2.5. PurcbaSt:s without adequate inspection 

(i) The Board, in March 1980, placed an order on firm 'V' of Baroda 



t 

•/. 

for the purchase of five power transformers of 10 MW (66/ 11 KV rating) valu­
ing Rs.46.40 lakhs. All the transformers were suhject to pre-inspection at the 
works Of the supplier. The transformers carried a warranty for 12 months from 
the date of commissioning or 18 months from the date of supply, whichever was 
~rlier. 

Of the 5 transformers offered by the firm for inspection during July­
October 1980, pre-inspection at the supplier's works was conducted in respect 
of two transformers (!st and 4th) only while the other tbre·e transformers 
were accepted without pre-inspection on the strength of test reports furnished 
by the suppplier though the past performance of the firm was not satisfactory .. 
Out of these five transformers, three were damaged within 5, 7 and 13 montlls 
after energisation and two were working with lower insulation resistance values 
than those indicated in the manufacturer's tes t certificate: 

Thus as a result of waiver of pre-inspection, the supply of transformers 
conforming to specifications could not be ensured and also the benefit of 
free repair within the warranty period was lost due to delay in commissfoning in 
respect of 3 transfo rmers which :-vere damaged. These transformers purchased 
at cost of Rs. 27.84 lakhs were still (April 1984) lyfog unrepaired since the firm 
did not own any responsibilty to carry out repairs. 

The matter was reported to the Board in November 1983 reply was 
awaited (May 1985). 

(ii) The Board's purchase regulations provide the order preference, 
at the lowest rate of non-Haryana firms, to such Haryana firms whose offers 
were found to be otherwise technically and commercially acceptable. 

On the basis of short term tender enquiry floated in August 1982 for 
' t purchase of 1,800 distribution transformers of 63 KV capacity, four orders for 
· purchase of 700 distribution transformers valuing Rs. 67 .55 lakhs were placed 
on four firms in November 1982. Of these, one order for the supply of 200 

~ transformers was placed on firm :s· of Haryana as this firm had accepted the 
order preference clause and also undertaken (September 1982) to execute the 
order on the lowest rates quoted by firms outside Haryana. 

As per terms of the purchase order, firm 'S' was required to supply 
transformers conforming to Board's specifications (SD-RE-1/S-35) with 
52 Kg aluminium and 125 litres transformer oil and core loss up to 200 watts 
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and load loss up to 1,300 watts. Subsequently, h:owever, on a request from the 
firm (November 1982) it was allowed to supply transformers having 

higher losses and less weight of aluminium coils/ transformer oil, etc, 
without oorresponding reduction in price. The testing of one transformer out of 

each lot for ascertaining no load/full load loss was also waived in the case of this 
firm only, while other firms were required to adhere to the terms of purchase order. 
This constituted a substantial deviation from the conditions of purchase order 

resulting in undue financial benefit to firm 'S' by way of use of lesser quantity r 
of aluminium/oil and higher transformation losses to the Board. 

The monetary value of the benefit to firm 'S' on account of use of less 

quantity of aluminium and oil on the basis of comparative study done by the 
MMO works out to Rs. 1.41 lakhs. The extent of loss on account of higher 

core/ iron losses was not ascertainable as no such tests were carried out. 

The mattter was reported to the Board in October 1983 ; reply was 

awaited (May 1985). 

(iii) An order for tbe purchase of 25 tents made of top heavy duty 
, double ply water-proof white/ khaki cloth (14' x 14' ) at the rate of Rs. 1,975 each 

was placed (October 1980) by the Controller of Stores, Hissar on a State G overn­
ment Undertaking. The Unde1taking in turn directed its approved supplier 
'R' to execute the order. The tems were offered for inspection on 9th December 
1980 at the Board's store at Hissar but were rejected as* these were found to 
be of poor quality and not according to specifications. 

On 16th December 1980 the rejected tents were lifted by the firm but 
at the same time a request for fresh inspection at a different store located near 
their works was made. The request was agreed to and the same material was re­
inspected by the officials of the new store on 30th December 1980 and accepted. 
Subsequently, one metre cloth of tent was sent to Director, Technological 
Institute of Textile Bhiwani at the instance of Vigilance Cell of Board (on receipt 
of an anonymous oomplaint) to ascerta in the quality of the cloth. The results 
of the sample disclosed that the tents did not possess any water proofing and 

were unfit ·for use. 

Due to acceptance of tents unfit for use the Board had been put to a loss 
of Rs. 0.49 la.kb. No responsibility for the lapse resulting in loss to the Board 

~ been fixed so far (December 1984). 

.. 
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(ii) Avoidable payment of interest 

(a) It was noticed (April 1984) in audit that in 23 cases relating to 
supply of cement during December 1980 to November 1983, there was delay 
ranging from 5 to 20 months in issuing cancellation orders after the expiry of 
the period for which allotment made by the Cement Controller, was valid, result­
ing in delay in processing the claims for refund of deposits. Of these, in 5 cases 
refund (Rs. l.43 lakhs) was still (May 1984) awaited while in 6 cases the Board 
had not applied for refund (Rs. 15.12 lakhs). Due to late receipt of refunds 
to the tune of Rs. 55 lakhs the Board had made an aviodable payment of interest 
of Rs. 9.49 lakhs on the cash credit limit availed during this period. 

The matter was reported to the Board in May 1984; reply was awaited 
(May 1985). 

(b) Against an order for the supply of 3,400 tonnes of steel billets placed 
on Steel Authority of India (SAIL) in November 1981, two rakes (3,400 tonnes 
valuing Rs. 1,28.60 lakhs) were despatched to the Board's Central Store at Delhi 
in Febraury 1982. The despatch documents in respect of one rake valuing 
Rs. 64.30 lakhs were sent by SAIL to its own branch office at Delhi for negotia­
tion against payment to be made by the Board. The documents could, however, 
be got retired after 114 days due to non-availability of funds. Consequently, 
the SAIL charged a penal interest of Rs. 4.42 lakhs at 22 per cent which was even 
more than the rates charged by banks on cash credit availed by the Board. Had 
the documents been got released in time even by availing of cash credit limit as 
was ultimately done, there would have been a saving of interest amounting to 

Rs. 0.50 lakh. 

The matter was reported to the Board in February 1984 ; reply was awaited 

(May 1985). 

10.08. Construction of quarters 

Construction of 14 staff quarters at 33 KV Sub-Station, Kailana was 
completed by the Sub-Divisional Officer, Panipat during April 1976 and February 
1980 at a total cost of Rs. 2.67 lakhs. All the 14 quarters were lying vacant 
since then as no employee was prepared to accept the allotment due to un­
suitable location of the quarters and non-provision of drinking water. The 
Board was paying house-rent allowance to the employees posted at the Sub­

station. 

-, 

IJ , 
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The matter was reported to Government in May 1984; reply was awaited 
(May 1985). 

16.10 Loss due to irregular sanction of contract demand 

According to the provisions in Sales Manual of the Board, "connected 
load" is the sutn total of the rated capacity of all the energy consuming apparatus 
in the consumers' installation which can be operated simultaneously. The 
'contract demand' is the maximum demand agreed to between the consume~ 
and the Board. These provisions imply that the power to be consumed by a ~ 

consumer cannot exceed the connected load, and the contract demand, therefore, 
should not exceed the connected load. Demand surcharge of 25 per cent on 
the supply of power is recoverable as per tariff if in any month the maximum 
demand exceeds by more than 7.5 per cent of the contract demand. 

It was, however, observed in audit (January 1984) that in case of a con­
sumer the connected load was 235.29 KV A, but the contract demand was 
iacreased to 300 KVA(May 1977) without corresponding increase in connected 
load which was irregUlar. The maximum demand recorded, as per maximum 
demand indicator installed at the premises of the consumer ranged between 255 
K.VA and 314 KVA and exceeded the connected load of 235.29 KVA by more 
than 7.5 per cent during the period from August 1977 to April 1984. But 
the demand surcharge of 25 per cent on the supply of power could not be levied 
as the same did not exceed the contract demand of 300 KV A. Owing to 
irregular increase of the contract demand in violation of provisions of the Sales 
Manual, the Board suffered a loss of Rs. 0.36 lakh (excluding electricity duty 

of Rs. 0.08 lakh). . 
The m:atter was reported to Government in June 1984; reply was awaited 

(May 1985). 

10.11. Delay in bank reconciliation and remittances 

As per standing instructions of the Board, the amounts collected towards 

energy bills by the units are required to be remitted by them in branches of 11 
designated banks either on the same day or o'n the next day. The Sub-Divisional 

Officer/Revenue Accountant/Commercial Assistant is required carefully to check 
the pay-in-slips and see that the amount entered therein agrees with the entries 
made in the cash book/remittances register. The banks are in turn required to 

transfer the remittances exceeding Rs. 5,000 telegraphically and for lesser 
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amq~ts ·by maii transfer on the same day to the credit of the Bo~rd's main(«_·· 
~ce~fuits at Chandigarh. . The depositing units should pursue with the banks 

:: ':·. ·. -· · .. · . ~tibh'teinittances .which are either not .credited or short· credited in. their· daily 
·:. · ··'advice to the Board's office and obtain credits for the same at the earliest .. The 

~;._'· ban'ks ~re also required to send statements showing the date-wise collections 
-.. and<transfers to the Central Accounts Office of the Board where reconciliation 
~·· . . . . . 
'.~ is uijdertaken with reference to the details of remittances into banks received 

I. 
I 

·~.. directly from the uniLoffices of the Board. However there was no effective· 
. system to enstire credits having been accounted for in time. in the aceourits -br 
. the ~oifrd; .There were considerable delays in reconciliation· of remittances· in 
· tlfe Cell.ital Accounts Office as the reconciliation for the year 1980-81 was com­

. _'.~pJ#fu"d in July 19S4, fOr 1981-82 in May 1983 and for 1982-83 in March 1984._ 
-j 

:•- .. 
'. ' . ;:D,ue to , hon-pursuance ofremittances by the depositing units and delays 

_,.,. -in ·~~nciliation in the Central Accounts Office,' discrepancies remained un­
. noti.~d/unsettled for long periods. In one case, Rs.0.78 lakh reportedly embeZzll:- . 
. ed.by the Cashier of Pipli Sub-Division between November1980 aJ;Ld February 

___ . . 198i bY tampering with the pay-in-slips of remittances could be detected only 
·in Febru.ary ·. 1982 due to- delay iri reconciliation. The matter was still under in­
vestigation by police. · 

'The delays in remittances of collection also affects the ways and Illeans 
1 <. · · position of the Board and leads to unnecessary payment of interest . on. b~ 
: ... _ ·. 6v~rc1raft/cash credits. A test check in audit of remittances of the 'year 198~~83 

· ·.· .. r,eve~ed that in 7,671 cases (amount : Rs. 22.08 crores) the banks did not . trans~-
" • ~-(er ~ojints promptly and the delays ranged. from 1 ·to 304 days ·even after allow-

itlr(fdays for telegraphic transfers and 7 days for mail transfers. ·out ofinterest 
... 6( :RS. '()5.35 lakhs · paid by the Board -during 1982=83 on . cash. credit/bank· · 

-~~ , ?J~i-~~f~ . baiance~, interest. amounting ·to Rs. 10.58 lakhs could have · b~~n , . -... 
'. ·saved: 1f,. tl.Dlely rennttance had been made of balances from branches of the banks 
. -:; tc{iilain accounts at Chatidigarh in respect of 8 bariks (out of 11 banks) reviewed . 
· · .. di'll:ing:test· check. Besides this . the· reconcilation of credits·. in ·res~ 

1:1 : ·.,,, ' . . . '. .. . . . ·. - . . ...... . 
oflO out of n banks di8closed that a~ounts aggreg~ting R&.16,72 lakhs (RSJ.W · 
lakhs-·for.the year· 1973.,.74 to 1980-81, Rs. 2.79 lakhs for 1981-82. and Rs .. 12;83 

.. Jakhs._for 1~82~83) . had- npt · been credited to Board's ~ui:i~ -up. to. 
·. , . .Dtkember 1983. · . . 

~- .··\:,:;~;..:r -~?:' = - .- _. . 

. · \:{;,;~< The matter was reportec1 'to Board/Government in JanUacy/June . 1984; ' 
r¢ply)wasawaited (May 1985);·, . · · . . · ,;, 

.,.·. 

.· _ _.: .-

~ 
·.I 

1_· --------- ------·- ·-·--·--·-··-·--~ ··-- --·--···-·-- --·- .· _____ ..... :._ .. -:.. ... ------· --.:....------ ·-----· ------· ~-:._l.."·.; 
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10.t'.2: . Fire in Farfdat>ad thermal power station 

During operation of thermal plants, the ash accumulating at the. bo.ttom. 
of the furnace is required to be cleared so as to &.Vl)id outbr.eak of fire due.. to 
build. up of abnormal pre.ssure in the furnace. The variation in furnace pressure 
is to be controlled by the boiler controller of the power house. Due to defect 
iJ?. the ash scrapper system of Unit Ill (60 MW)of Faridabad Thermal Power 
s·tation, the project authorities made make shift arrangements by using com­
pressed air and water to flush the accumulated ash in the furnace bottom 
hopper. 

On 8th December 1983, a fire broke out in Unit ITI and the Unit rem.ai-aed 
shut down during 8th to 24th December 1983. The fire,. which caused damage 
to control cables/equipment was attributed 1'.December 1983) to non-clearance 
of ash· from tfJ.e furnace bottom hopper by the operating sFaff and not controll-
ing the variation in furna~e pressure by the boiler cent.roller. Besides-damage to 
control cables and other equipment valuing Rs. 11.74 Ialdi.s for which a -claim 
had been lodgedi with insurance company (August 1984), the fire- caused. loss- of 
generation of}>Owerto the extent of 12.697 MKWH involving a less of revenue 
ot'. Rs. 40.10 lakbs. 

No responsibility in the matter had been fixed by the Board (May 1985). 

The matter was reported to Government in Jwi.e 1984 ; repl)I was awited 
(May 198S). 

10.a Extra expenditme 

An order for supply of one lakh (increased to 1.10 lakhs in November 
igs2J PCC poles at Rs. 22050 per pole was pJacecf on. a firm of Faridabad in 
April 1982. The poles were to conform to Board's technical specification (one 
cuoic metre of concrete should contain at least 380 kg of cem6Ilt, i.e., 60 K:g per r. 

pole) as well as the relevant provisions made in the Indian Stand<rr~ lnstitu- • 
tions Specification (ISI). The relevant IS specifications referred' to in 
the Board's teclinical specifications provided that the cement to be used in one \. 
cubic metre of concrete should not exceed 530 kg., i.e. 83 kg per pole. Accord-
ing to the stipulations made in the purchase order, the price was to be increased 
by 50 paise per pole for every increase of Rs. 4 or part thereof in the price of 
cement per tonne. The firm was required to intimate the concrete design mix 
indicating tlie natio of aggregat~ and cement tO' be used~befure offering the poles 
for inspection. To ensure the manufacture ofi poles, m acoo.rda.nce-with< tho 



·- __ :··:; ·.~_ .. : ... ····~~--:-. -------:------,,--~-
-- ·/_ ... _ .. · __ 

.. . . -
, 

.,·:: 
::'~· "' .. _, ... ~: ..... ~ ·-· ... 

•.. -:· ·; . 

.-·-: ... ' 

,~pr~.¢ ~pedfications ·-supervision at various stages ·of production was to be· .-
:. !oarilfo'd~. -0ut ·,,by the· representatives of the Board. -, 

=:·· .. · ' .. ······-'· . -. . --· . . .. 

___ : · ;' 'As ··per design of control concrete.mix the concrete sholild ·have attain~d 
<: <~!.~~t~e~gth of 270 to 280 kg. per square centimetre after' four days whereas· the 

_· ~.\ •Strength of the cube tested. dUring stage inspection (May 1982) was found to ·be 
· ~/- · "le8s ':than the minimum requirement of 210 ·kg. At no stage the actual -weight 

~f '6ement was checked as itwas considered ·that strength was the rightctitetion , 
f•: 1tbr checking the quality of ri:rix. ·· 

= 

_; The :;Cfil~f· ;Engmeer,. Purchase Organisation, opined {January 1'983) that 
·s&#te ~other• officer conversant-with. PCC poles should_ be deputed: to the ~8uppliet~s 
w.#Ics ·to aseertairi. -the exact quantity of cement. used in 'the manufacturecof -
.jlql.es,by.iaki.E,g samples of.concretemixa.iidmaking.cub~s·in his presence. An~· 

•.. '.~ot5er ilispecting -Officer (an electrical engineer) was deputed (January 1983) :<tnd 
· as per reports on the test of these .cubes conducted by him (Janaary-Februarry 
·_ '1983) the. average quantity of ,cement consumed per p0le was assessed at 116 .'91 
Jffi. The inspecting .officer, however, stated. that he w.as basically .an ele~trical 

.• eer. while the job was that of a civil engineer. The Chief E~gineer .(Mar.ch 
· 198~}:prqposed deputing a Civil Engineer for _ ascretaining the actuaLqu~iit4y· 
ofcement used ill the .manuf acttlre. of the poles but _the proposal was not· acted 
up~n. -The-Whole-Time-Members while admitti~g a few facts of ,qmissions_and 
co:mmission on the part of individuals felt (Apnl 1983) that the supplie~ had 

• Jbala:nce-Offog~lities in his favour and the matter had to be proceeded within a 
~~anner,safegnarding·'tb.e .interest of the Board .. in as best a manner as posSib1e: 

. ~ ~~eofdingly, -- ~it. wadlecided ;by the 'Board (May 1983) :to allow price variation .. 
. ,·_1fot~past supplies .cm the basis ofthe average ·df the quantity of cement (U6;9l 

.... ~g; ··per :pole) worked out by the inspecting· officer in Janti.ary-Febrilary .1'983, 
.. : and the payment of escalation biU of the ·entire lot of 50,883 poles· was nui.de -

~'Ii-.., ::·a¢ordin.gly.. -
-, ..... ~<..'.:.:: ... 

~f;~;_\> -:l'Ii •Oct()ber 1983,' ithe ·whole-Time-Members, in ·view of the proviSioniofethe __ 
;•01IS·speci£icationdecided in meeting with the representative of tP,e firm {though . 

~ · '\o/e6to (berratified 'by'the-Board) t~ .restrict the use of •cement to the ~axim~ 
-~ · icdlirig:()f•83 ·kg. per pole for h8!lance supplies subject to actuai -consrunption:iof­

..• -' ;3rement ~as determi'Bed on .the .r~sults of tests 0carried ofrt during .inspections i:by ·the -
-'<>_:;:~';representati'Ve!()f ~the Baord. .However, the_ Board ihad received· :so·,,883 ipole_s ~up 
-- ,~:~¥~;,optober 1'983 on·whicb :escalationsrfRs.46.30Jakhs) based·on~cement consump-. · -

. ·.~'.-;#~:'~fJ~fl6·.'9~ ·kg .per·poie··had already been°paid. · · · · ·· · .. ::;; 
. . . -~--~_.-:·, ·:·.. . ·' . . . . - . 

. - ... ~ . .. ' . .-:- . 
·.,__ . 

. ' 
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The Board stated (April 1984) that the price variation for earlier supplies 
up to October 1983 had been paid on the basis of actual use of cement as per 
original contract and as such could not be compared with the maximum consump­
tion of 83 kg. per pole agreed upon subsequently. The reply is no~ tenable 
because as per purchase order, the poles were required to conform to ISi specifi- -

\ 

cations according to which the cement to be used should not exceed 83 kg. per 
pole. Consequently, the additional payment due to escalation in the prices of 
cement on the basis of cement consumed at 116·91 kg. per pole was not justified. 

Had the payment of escalation been limited to consumption of cement 
provided in ISi specification viz., 83 kg. per pole the Board would have 
saved Rs. 14.57 lakbs. 

The matter was reported to Government in June 1984 ; reply was awaited 
(May 19~5). 

10.14. Delay in recovery of enhanced security deposit 

To mobilise cash resources, the Board enhanced security deposit rates 
for supply of energy to the existing as well as prospective consumers with effect 
from 1st April 1981. The existing consumers were required to deposit the 
enhanced security within one month failing which their supplies were liable to 
be disconnected. 

A test check of consumers security deposit registers of 30 sub-divisions (out 
of 153 sub-divisions) up to December 1983 revealed that 378 consumers (in­
cluding 5 bulk consumers) had not deposited enhanced security deposits amount­
ing to Rs. 65·08 lakbs. Rupees 50.57 lakhs were due from 83 consumers (out 
of 191 large consumers) while Rs. 11.54 lakhs were recoverable from 290 medium 
supply consumers (out of 980 consumers) alone. 

On this being pointed out in audit (December 1983) the Board issued > 

instructions (January 1984) to the field officers for taldng effective steps to 
recover the security at enhanced rates from consumers failing which their 
supplies were to be disconnected. Actual amount of security due for recovery at 
enhanced rates in respect of all the sub divisions had not been worked out by the 
Board.Delay in recovery of enhanced security deposits resulted in not achieving 

the main aim of mobilising cash resources. Recovery of enhanced security deposits 
even to the extent of Rs. 65.08 lakhs noticed in audit would have resulted in saving 
of interest on cash credit/overdrafts to tune of Rs. 19.96 lakhs for the period 

.. 



[ 

ms 
June 1981 to December 1983, after taking into account the interest payable . 

. to the consumers on such security. 
. ~ ' . 

The matter was reported to Government in June l984; reply :was awaited\ 
. (May 1985). . 

·c HA:NDIGARH, 
~-""{l?.J• 

The· fl~, 9 St P 19.8.S 
·· (S.K. CHAKRABORTY) _ 

Accountant General (Audit),E[aryana. 

Countersigned 
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-'.\1 NEW DELHI, 
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(T.N~ CHATURVEDI) 
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The Comptroller ·and Auditor General of India. 
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Jurie 1981 to December 1983; after taking into account the interest payable. 
. to. the consumers on such security; .. 

I . . . . . . .···. ·.. . . . . 
i The matter was reported to Government in June 1984; reply was awaite.d 

. (M~y 1985). . . 
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Serial Name of Company 
number· 

(1) 

110 

Name of 
department 

(2) 

"--.'-'-·...-.·· -

. ( Refer~rdP'aragraphs 1.02; p:;igil-1) 

SUMMARISED FINANCIAL' · 

Year of 
incorpo­
ration· 

. (3) 

Year or 
accounts 

'To{~j,; 
capital 

invested 

(4). (5) 

· (Figures in 

\ Rwinmg concerns . . 
1,"· Bazyaila State Minor Irrigation 

(Tubewdl) Corporation Limited 
Irrigation· 1970 ., 1976-71,(April• 

Match)'· · 
23,00 ·00 

l ... 

.,, .. 

;;~ 

· 2. ' Haryana Dairy Development 
Coi,-poration Limi!ed . 

-·:,1'·: . . 

Animal Hus­
. bandry 

3.. Haryana: ·State Small Industries Indl!sfries 
·and, Export Corpdration Limited 

1971~78' .23,93 ·77 
(April-March) 

1978~79 '31,05·60 
(April-March) 

. 1969 19,81-82 7,4~ ·56 
(April.March) · 

1982-'831; ·. 6,28 ·38 
.· (A~ril~Mar~h) 

19ti7' 1982-83 l,35 ·65 
(July-June) 

1983-84 
(July-June)' 

1,45 ·67 : 

4. Haryana Economically Weaker 
Sections Kalyan Nigam Limited 

Social Welfare 31st 1982-83 · 

5, Haryana Land Reclamation and Agriculture 
Development_Corpoi:ation Limited 

6. Haryana Agro Industries CorPoi'ac Industries 
tion : Limited 

7. Haryana State H~dloom and · Industries 
Hand,icrafts Corporation Limited 

s. Hai'yaaa Harijan Kalyan Nigam Social Welfare . 
· _ · Limited ; . .. 

lViarch-1982 (lViarch · 
·· 82-March 

'83) . 

I 1974 1982~83 
(April.March) 

.1967 1980~81 : 
(July-June) 

1976 1983-84, 
(Al)ril~March) , 

' 1971 1978-79 
(July-Jun.e) .. 

'~;~~ - -
% ~·· 

1,61',~~ .· 
. '~{ 1:' 

4,44 ·~~ I) 

1~68 :61 

2,43 ·13 

. . . •··-••-····-·---·•••---- •• • • ···•-·••• • -···- ---~··•·· ---· -~~--=·.:=O 
--~---------·----·--,------

1: 
·~:o.......:;:....o..~ 

·:·· 

I 
I 

I 
l 
~ . l 

~-·_u...:_ 
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,_· .. ·· ., .. 

. J1L "· ,, 
- : ~ ;:~ ... 

_\:'.;): r" • • 
: ~ .~.>~-:,<.. ·~;~.· ,·. 

'· ,; : ·Ji·:".' . .. 
,?:;!;,. RESi[tTs OF GOVpRNMENT ogMrA.NJES' 

:\ .r· 

. : .;.-· 

• ..• ·· 1 

~· I.._. -~ • I '.' • ... _. ' •• • ' : .• 

Total inter~ Interest t6talieturn Capital · . Total return Percent- · Percent-· 
est cha.rge"d .·· 0nlpng . -on·capital. --emplOyed .on c~pital ·age_ of age of· · 

· .. to profit · , . terms' ·_· in:vested · · · · . employed total , total 
. and lOsv ,- · foans : . · . . : (6+8)" - . ·(6+ 7) .. : ,return· . t-eturn~ 
ac~t:', ( \· ._. · «. · · · · · · ·· , ·:on,·~capi•-::on· capi-

·, " ··· fal · ·tai•· 
' .• . ,· ·'... . . i~~ste.~----- employed . :· . :: 

.. . _,,. (B) 
·1:·1 ·.' ... ,· -

f . '. ~'(9): . (7) . .. . -(8). L c' , flf nS 5 toU are~ la~s ofrupe.,) 

1.;._·_--_ .. ?f !~,\'JJ~: :: ' . :;:-: .· . :::: :: 
" 'tc+)29:~ir\· · i,76'Uo ·· 176·06 
.f - ~- ...... , 

I.:. 
!\ ·.•·· 

- i:• ...... 

. ;{(.,....)48 :·89 .3,J:35 . ·.-.·. 
33".35 

(9) . ~10) . (11) :: 

lS,41 ·19 ),77 .37 

17,75 ·83 93·85 

23,65·57- 2,05 ·43 

1,73' ·56 

95·01 

2,05 ·43 

(~)15 ·54 - 4,19 ·97 (-)15 ·54 

~;1 .. \·· ·. -. 
~i .· ·'.l _ . 

. 39_·46 (~)l(i ·47 3,74 ·25 -C-)16 ·47 
~'·_·--1 .. '.·"· 

~ ·~.· 
;;.\ 
: .. _:: 

_i • ~ 
··1 -_.) •' .• 

·:·.:·, 

.-/ ... -~. :. 

(+)14 ·98 

.{:h)13 ·90 . .::n:$9 · 
-... 

(..;,.)5 ·12. .-. 

' .. 

0·04 

0.·~6 14·26 362·45 

• .... ~ 0 (~)5.:i2. . 25 ·57 

,;,_. . :' 

9,·65 .3-·.12 .(-)34 ·01 ' '69 ·71 

_·(-)72";45 

(-)14 ;32 

. . . 

· (~)O ·04 .. 

. . ·i 

., ... 
- .. ,· -

46·33' 

5 ·79. 

0 ·28" 

1 '62 (.,.:...)70 ;g3 5~19 '35 

' (..-.::)14·32 1,40 ·79 

·. 0 ~28. 0·24 2,43 ·13 

.. .. 
···' 

~' : .. 
' 

,' . · .. '·'. 

'15 '80 

25·29 

.(~)5 ·12-

·27 ·48. 

_(__,.)26 ;12 

(~)8:53 

0·24 

-~---' -· .°':'- _ _:· 

. 002). . . . . .(13), :-' 

(Per c.ent) . 

7·55 9·63 
' 
... 

3·97 5 ·_28 

,. 
6:61 8'·68 

'~11 ·07 

9·7~ 

·' 

0 o-· •• ~ 

. O·JO •. 

. - ~ . . 

"· 

.- " 

-
~ 
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·en· (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Uf. Promotional Development 1Undertaki11gs ~ 

• 
9 Haryana Seeds Development · Agriculture 1974 1982-83 

I 

2,82 ·1t ~ 
Corporation Limited 1983·84 4,47"89 ;~ 

(July,.June) 
-~J ~· ' { 
f' I' 

10. Haryana State Eleetronics Deve- Industries 15th 1982-83 0 ·01 '' 
Jopment Corporati<m .Limited May 1982 <May 82-

., 
,_; 

March 83) ~· 
1]. Haryana State . Indus.trial Develop- Industries 1970 1983-84 

ment Corporation Limited (April~Marcb) 

m. Subsidiaries of Haryaoa State lfmlh1strial Development Corporation Limnted 

12. Haryana Television Limited Industries 1977 1978-79 72·36 
(April-March) 

13. Haryana Concast Limited Industries 1973 1980-81 3,66 ·68 

1981-82 3,60 ·15 

1982-83 6,17·90 
(April-March) 

14. . Haryana Minerals limited · Indlustries 1972 1981-82 30·44· 

1982-83 28·49 

1983-84 26·63 
(April-March) 

15. Haryana Breweries Limited Industries 1970 1982-83. 1,79 ·37 

198 3-84 1,62 ·48 

16. Haryana Tanneries Limitei:I Industries · 1971 
(April-March) 
1982-83 2,04·49 
(April-March) 

. (A) Capital invest~d represents paid-up capital p/us long term loans and free reserves . 

(B) Capital employed represents net fixed assets (e11eluding Capital works-in-progress) 
j; working capital. 

. (C). Represents mean eapitaJ:employed i.e., mean or aggregate of opening and Closing balances t-

(D) 
of (i) paid-up capital, (ii) reserves and surplu.>, and (iii) borrowings. 

Represents net profit before charging interest, tax provisions and revenues under Sections 
0 36(i) (viii) of the Income-Tax Act, 1961. · · 
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u4iSJf~ .16·8~ .. ·. · · · · 1-00 4,92'17 
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23·82 
·;. __ ··. 

lH~J~"28 38 ;_6_~: · • . 38 ·65 . 6,6;.(12 '46~93 

2·48 

. ·.s ·ul 

_4).3 .. ,_~: 
;7,·0l. · . 

~J~){~3 .;'.ir-::::· ·- (.:....)1··83 (-)2·25 
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:}(~. _:)?O ~31. 

. -· 

·-{2b' 
·. . •.' .~· . : 

·23 ·67 
14.52·· 

··'·-. 

. (+)28 ·84 

33·81 

(C) 
16,4o ·6& 

(0) 
52··24 

:_99,'.58 

33 ·10" . . 41 ·34: ·, ''i2€:;94; . ·73 . 22 
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(APPENDIX C) · 

(JR.eferred to ~aragraph 9.IH page 56) 

SUMMARISED FINANCIAL RESULTS DP 

Serial 
·number 

Name of the Corporation Nameofthe 
department 

Year of in- Period of 
corpo- account 

Total 
capital 
invested ration· 

. i 

(A) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

(Figures in coium.ns 

. 1. Haryana.'State Electricity Board frrigation & 1967 1983-84 9~,580 ·21 
Power 

2. _Harya,na Financial Corporation Industries 1%7 1983-84 52,88 ·83 

3. ·. Haryana- Warehousing €orporation. Agriculture 1967 1983-84 7.9~ ·36 

{A) Capital invested represents paid-up capital pi us long terms loans and free reserves. 
' I I ' . 

(B) Capital employed represents net fixed assets (excluding capital work-in-progress) P.lus work-
ing capital. . · : . . 

. . . ·, . 
(C) · Represents mean of aggregate of op .. ning and closing balances of (i) paid·up capital, 

(ii), bonds and debentures; (iii) free reserves; (iv) Borrowings including i:Jinance; and (v) 
deposits. · 
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' 
STATUTORY CORPORATIONS 

\" 
,. 

:\ . Total· Interest Total ·capital Total PercentQ Percent~ ~·; . Profit . interest on lorig return on employed return on age of age of 
~' 

charged to term capital capital total total i. 

'l profit and loans. .invested employed return return 
-cy loss on capi~ on capi-

account tal in· tal ~· 
vested employed 

(B). 

(7J (8) (9) (10) (11) ·(12) 
. . 

I (13) (14) 

(7+9) 
6 to 12 are in lakhs of rupees)· 

(7+8) 

7,00 ·49 . 23,48 ·65 22,61 ·47 29,61 ·92 6,07,90 ·93 30,49 ;10 . 3 ·23 5·02 

59·37 2,23 ·20. ·2,23 ·20 2,82·57. 
(C) 

49,39 ·76 2,82 ;57 5·3 5·1 
55·14 22·03 22·03 1,20 ·95. 7,41 ·27 1,20 ·95 15 ·1 16·3 

=>" 

, 17578 AG-Govt. Press, Chd. 

•J 
._/ .· 



_/'' 

.·.· 


