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· Government commercial enterprises, I the accounts of which. are subject_ to 
audit by the Comptroller and Auditor General of. India, fall under the 
following categories: · 

(i) · Government companies, 

(ii) Statutory corporations, and 

i 
(iii) Departmentally managed comrhercial undertakings. 

i 
i 

· 2. This report deals with the resblts of audit of Government companies . 
and Statutory corporations including ;,Tamil Nadu Electricity Board and has 
been prepared for submission to the Government of Tamil Nadu under Section 
19-A of the Comptroller and Auditor! General's (CAG) (Duties, Powers and 
Conditions of Service) Act, 1971, as amended from time to time~ The results 
of audit relating to departmentally !panaged commercial undertakings are 
included in the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of 
India (Civil)- Government of Tamil Nadu. 

I 

3. Audit of the accounts of Go:vernment comparues is conducted by 
Comptroller and Auditor General of Itjdia under the provisions of Section 619 
of the Companies Act, 1956.· 

I 
I 

. I - . -

· 4; In respect of Tamil. Nadu El,ectricity Board, which is· a Statutory 
corporation, the Comptroller and Audi.tor General of India is the sole auditor. 
In respect of Tamil Nadu Warehousing Corporation, he. ha5 the right to: 
conduct the audit of their accounts in: addition to the audit conducted by the 
Chartered Accountants appointed by !the State .Government in consultation 
with the CAG. In respect of Tamil Nridu Electricity_ Regulatory Commission, 
the CAG is the sole auditor. The Audit Reports on the annual accounts of . 
these corporations/commission are j forwarded separately _to the State . 
Government. · · 

i 
5: The cases mentioned in this Report are those, which came to notice-in 
the course of audit during 2004-05 as' well as those which came to notice in 
earlier years but were not dealt with itj the previous reports. Matters relating 
to the period subsequent to 2004-05 have also been included, wherever 
necessary. 
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As on 31 March 2005, the State had 68 Public Sector Undertakings (PSUs) 
comprising 66 Government compames and two Statutory corporations (both 
working). The Stale had the same number of Government companies and 
Statutory corporations as on 31 March 2004. Of 66 companies, 14 companies 
were non-working. In addition there were three deemed Go\emment 
companies under Section 619-B of the Companies Act, 1956 as on 31 March 
2005. 

(Paragraplts I. 1 aml J.30) 

The total investment in working PSUs increased from Rs.13,581.35 crore as 
on 31 March 2004 to Rs.14,092.07 crore as on 31 March 2005. The total 
investment in non-working PSUs increased from Rs.84.23 crore to Rs.85.83 
crore during the same period. 

(Paragraplts 1. 2 mul J.15) 

The budgetary support in the form of equity, loans, grants and subsidies 
disbursed to the working PS Us increased from Rs. 1,673.24 crore in 2003-04 to 
Rs.2,564.35 crore in 2004-05. The State Government also granted loan of 
Rs.4.85 crore to one non-working company during 2004-05. The State 
Government guaranteed loans aggregating Rs.499.01 crore during 2004-05. 
The total amount of outstanding loans guaranteed by the State Government 
decreased from Rs.7,378.89 crore as on 31 March 2004 to Rs.5,892.38 crore 
as on 31 March 2005. 

(Paragraplts 1.5 aml J.16) 

Thirty eight working Government companies have finalised their accounts for 
2004-05. The accounts of 14 working Government companies and both the 
Statutory corporations were in arrears from one to three years as on 
30 September 2005. The accounts of eight non-working companies were in 
arrears for penods ranging from one to 13 years as on 30 September 2005. 

(Paragraplt.\· 1.6 aml 1.18) 

According to the latest finalised accounts, 36 working PS Us (35 Go\ emment 
companies and one Statutory corporation) earned aggregate profit of 
Rs.203.46 crore. Out of 38 working Government companies, which finaJised 
their accounts for 2004-05 by September2005, only six companies declared 

ix 
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dividend aggregating to Rs.6.12 crore. Seventeen working Government 
companies and one Statutory corporation incurred an aggregate loss of 
Rs I ,2 12 42 crore as per their latest finalised accounts. Of the loss incurring 
working Government companies, 13 companies had accumulated losses 
aggregating to Rs 1,841 78 crore. which exceeded their aggregate paid-up 
capital of Rs 647 94 crore. 

(Paragraph.'i I. 7, I. 8 and I. 9) 

Even after completion of 20 to 28 years of thei r existence, the turnover of four 
working Government companies had been Jess than rupees five crore in each 
of the preceding six years as per their latest fina lised accounts. Two 
companies had been incurring losses for five consecutive years leading to 
negative net worth. In view of the poor turnover and continuous losses, the 
Government may either improve the performance of these companies or 
consider their closure. 

(Paragraph 1.28) 

Sectoral Rel'iew on Operatio11al Performance of Tamil Natlu Sugar 
Corporatio1t Limited mu/ Peramballlr Sugar Mills Limited 

Tamil Nadu Sugar Corporation Limited was fo rmed in October 1974 with the 
main objective of setting up of new sugar mills and expansion of existing 
sugar mills Perambalur Sugar Mills Limited was incorporated in July 1976 as 
a subsidiary of TASCO. The operational performance of the two sugar mills 
was adversely affected due to: 

• shortfall in the procurement of sugarcane, which was attributable to 
delayed payment of sugarcane procured; 

• the Government directive for making payment of the State Advised Price 
(which was more than the Statutory Minimum Price fixed by the 
Government of India) and transport subsidy cost which resulted in an 
additional financial burden of Rs.29.53 crore; 

• shortfall in the achievement of budgeted production, low crushing rate and 
loss of production hours in excess of the norms which resu lted in loss of 
contribution of Rs 16. 17 crore. 

Consumption of bagasse, steam and power was more than the norms 

The companies were burdened with huge inventory and consequent inventory 
carrying cost of Rs. I 0.39 crore per annum due to non-receipt of release orders 
from the Government oflndia. 

(Paragraph 2) 



Overview 

Sectoral review on Purchase of Wind Energy Power by Tamil Nadu 
Electricity Board 

Tamil Nadu ranks seventh and third in respect of gross and technical potential 
of power generation from wind energy in the country. The Board failed to 
carry out balanced development of all the identified potential sites, resulting in 
imbalance in the generation and evacuation facilities in some areas. The 
recovery of Infrastructure Development Charges from the private wind energy 
generators to create/establish/enhance evacuation facilities was not adequate. 
Some of the important points noticed in audit are given below: 

Audit noticed cases of short recovery of Infrastructure Development Charges 
(Rs. 77.56 crore); revenue loss (Rs.204.87 crore) due to non-deduction of 
transmission and distribution losses; and extra expenditure (Rs.12.96 crore) 
due to non-recovery of line losses. 

Lack of internal control in adjustment. of wind energy generation resulted in 
revenue loss of Rs.8. 76 crore. 

, (Paragraph 3) 

Audit observations included in this Report highlight deficiencies in the 
management of Public Sector Undertakings which resulted in serious financial 
implications. The irregularities pointed out are broadly of the following 
nature: 

• Unproductive expenditure/extra expenditure/excess payment of Rs.80.95 
crore in 11 cases. 

(Paragraphs 4.1, 4. 3, 4. 6, 4. 8, 4.10, 4.12, 
4.14, 4.15, 4.16, 4.18 and 4.21) 

• Instances of loss of revenue (Rs.19.40 crore) in four cases and undue 
benefit (Rs.9.56 crore) in one case. 

(Paragrap/t.o; 4. 2, 4. 9, 4.11, 4.13 and 4.17) 
I 

• Idle investment of Rs.2.36 crore in one case. 

(Paragraph 4. 5) 

• Non-recovery of differential land cost (Rs.2.43 crore) in one case and non­
recovery of short term loan (Rs.1 .84 crore) in one case. 

(Paragraplts 4. 4 and 4. 7) 

xi 
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Gist of some of the important obserYations is given below: 

State Transpor1 Undertakings incurred an extra expenditure of Rs.27. I 7 
crore on Excise Duty and Sales Tax due to failure to negotiate concession \\ ith 
oil companies. 

(Paragrapll ./. 1) 

While entering into lease agreement fo r lease of Go\'emment land, 
Electronics Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited extended undue benefit of 
Rs. 9.56 crore to a joint Yenture company. 

(Paragrapll ./.2) 

Inordinate delay by Poompuhar Shipping Corporation Limited in inviting 
tenders for dry docking resulted in avoidable extra expend iture of Rs .5. 12 
crore. 

(Paragrapll ./.3) 

Delay in replacement/non-replacement of reheater coils in Tuticorin Thermal 
Power Station of Tamil Nadu Electricity Board re$ulted in generation loss of 
11 0. 96 million units and consequent contribution loss of Rs. 13. 72 crore. 

(Paragraph ./.11) 

Failure of Tamil Nadu Elechicity Board to inYite tenders for issue of bonds 
resulted in avoidable extra expenditure of Rs.13.15 crore as interest. 

(Paragraph ./.12) 

Failure of Tamil Nadu Electricity Board to undertake peri odical des iltation 
of Pillur Dam resulted in accumulation of si lt and consequent generation loss 
of 28.04 million units and a contribution loss of Rs.5. 10 crore. 

(Paragrapll ./.13) 

Failure of Tamil Nadu Electricity Board to restrict interest payment to an 
Independent Power Producer as per the Power Purchase Agreement terms led 
to excess payment of Rs.4.14 crore. 

(Paragraph ./. 1./) 

Incorporation of too many companies with similar objectives resulted in 
additional administrati\'e cost of Rs.27.93 crore. 

(Paragrapll ./.21) 

x ii 
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1.1 As on .31 March 2005, there were 66· Govern.merit co111panies (52 . 
working companies .and )4# noll-'Workil1g cqmpanies)'_ and' t~o Statutory 

· , · , . . ·· .. ·· . , I.'.- _ .. . :·· .-· . .. . ·r· ·., 

. · corporations (both working). The St*te had the same number of,Govemllient 
companies and Statutory corporation~ a:son.31 March2004. The accounts of 
'•. . . . .• - · .. ·· . -.- j, : . .- - ". : • 

the Government companies {as defined in: section 617 of the Companies Act, 
1956) are audited by ,Statutory J\.uditors, <wh~ are appointed . by: th,e I 

.Comptroller and Au.ditor General of ~ndia (CAG) as per provisions :of section 
619 (2). of the Companies Act, 195:6.- these accqurits are also. subje:et to 

· supplementary audit conducted by the; CAG as per provisions of sectio11619 of: 
th.e CompaniesAci, 1956,· The State GovernmenthadformedtheTamilNadµ 
Electricity .' Regulatory_ Corimlission!, arid its · audit is ·entrusted to the 
Comptroller and Audi for General of India under S edion i104 '. (2t of the . . I I . ., . . 

Electricity Act, 2003. The audit arrangements of Statutory corporations are as ··· · 
. shown below: .. · ·.. ··.\· . 

Name oHhe 
corporation 

i' 
· Authority for a~dlit'by tllie 'CAG · 

! 
I· 
! 

:Audit iiirangemen t 

Tamil Nadu Electricity 
.Board 

. . - i • . ' . . . . -
Urider. Rule 14 9L the Electricity .Sole ~\ldit by CAG 
(Supply) (Annual lAccourits) Rules, .. · 

# 

·* 

Tami1Nadu· 
Warehousing 
Corporatfon . 

1985 read wl.th Se~tion i 85 (i)(d) or' .. 
th~Eledricity Acd2bo:3·. · · · 

Secticiri.31 (8)~fthe State··< ··· 
Warehol.lsirig Cciiporaticins Ad, 
1962 · I 

"!" .· 

i 
·.·i 

, , .. · 
I 

-i 
i ' 

·Audit by Chart~red 
. Accouritants and 
. · Sl_lpplement~~y audit by CAG 

Non-workirig . c9inpari.ies I are qo~e, which . are under .the pr()Ce~s of .• ' 
liquidatiori/closure; merger; etc. . . :. . . . . · · · . - •.· · · · . 
Earlier provi~ion of Section 34 (4) Mihe Electricity Regulatory'C~mmissions Ad, 
1998wasrepealedbytheEledricitylf...ct;2003. . · ... · .•. · .... ·. .·· ... ' 

. . , .. I "" • . . . ., . , . . . 
The earlier proVision_ .~f Section 6l(2). of the. Electricity (Supply) AC'.t, .1948. was . 
repealed by the Electnc1ty Act, 20031 · · · · · 

. ',-.,. 

I 

l:_· 

'' ·,J 

' !1 
I 
I 
i 

t \. 
I 

·1 
! 
i .· 

J· 
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Invesiment in w01·kiuig PS Us · 

1.2 · · · As oti 31 March 2005, the total investment iri 54_ 'vorking PS Us (52 
Government comp~nies and two Statutorf~otporatioris) ·was Rs. 1~,092.07" . 

. . " . . .•. : ' .' ' .. : .. ·. "" ..• . 

. crore (equity: Rs.2,26J.71 crbre; Jong-te~m loans : Rs:H,830.36 crore) as 
against the same number ·of 'vorkirig PS.Us. with a' tqtai investment of 
Rs.13,581.35 crore (equity: Rs,;_2,09956 crore;Jong terrriJoans:. Rs.Jl,4Sl.79 
crbre) as on 3.1 March 2004. T~e analy~is 9finvestmeJ?,tin worki~g PSUs is 

. given in theJoll6Wjng paragraphs. · l · · 

. ,. .. ' .··.' . '·.: . . ,. .. 

The investment(equity. andiohg;.tertn loans) in various sectors and percentage 
thereof at the end of3 l March 2005 and 31 March 2004 are indicated ,irrthe 
pie charts . 

3. Stat{ dove~ent's investment in the working PSU s \\'as Rs.2,631.41 crore (others:. 
Rs.n,460.66 croreY Figilres as per Finance Accounts 2Q04705 is Rs.2,161.51 crore .. 
The difference isunder reconciliation. . . ' ' . . . . . . 
Long term loans mentioned in Paragraph~J.2, 1.3, 1.4: ( 15and 1.16 are excluding 

• interest acprued and due Ori such loans... . . . 
2 . ' ' 



Chapter-I Overview of Government companies and Statutory corporations 

SECTOR-WISE INVESTMENT IN WORKING GOVERNMENT COMPANIES AND 
STATUTORY CORPORATIONS 

854.77 
(6.06) 

CPower 
OTransport 
•Finance 
• Others 

815.91 
(6.0l) 

136.03 
(1.00) 

678.31 
(4.99) 

ll Power 
OTransport 
•Finance 
• Others 

(Figures in brackets indicate percentage) 
As at 31 March 2005 

Total investment: Rs.14,092.07 crore 

•Infrastructure 

9535.46 
(67.67) 

0 Economically weaker section 
Clndustry 

As at 31 March 2004 
Total investment: Rs.13,581.35 crore 

3 

•Infrastructure 

9154.65 
(67.41) 

0 Economically weaker section 
Clndustry 
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' ' 

.Working Govemmeiit companies 

:Il..3 . _Total investment in working Government compames at the end of 
March 2004 and March 2005 was.as follows: 

·(Rupees iii crore) 

Year Number of Eciuity Loans Total 
companies 

2003~04 52 1,666.95 2,752.14 4,419.09 
: 

2004-05 52 1,744.10 2,804.90 ' 
:_ 4,549.00 

As on 31 March 2005, the tofal. investment in the' wor)<ing Government 
companies comprised 38.34 per cent of equity capital arid 61.66 per cent of 
loans as compared to.37.72 and 62.28 per cen{respectively as on 31 March·· 
WM. , . . . . .. 

The summarised statement of 'the. Government investment in the- working 
Government companies m the form of equity and loans is detailed in 
Amnex1U1n"e-l. 

Working Statutory corporations · 
' . . . 

1.4 . The total investment in the two working Statutory: corporations at the 
·end of March 2004 and March 2005 was as follows: 

· (Rupees in crore) 

Name of corporation 2003-04 2004-05 

Capital Lei ans . Capital· Loans 

Tamil Nadu Electricity Board 425.00. 8,729.65 510.00 9;025.46 

TamilNadu Warehousing Corporation · 7.61 --- 7.61' ·---

Total· '43~;6i ', 8;7k9~65 ! 517.61 .· 9,025.46 
.. :•. ,' 

' ' 

. ' 

}:•, 

The summarised . st~tem~nt of the Governrrient investri).~ht in the working 
Statutory corporations m the> fdtrn: of_ ·equity and 'lo'arts is detaiied m 
Annexure-1.. · · 

Bu(lgetary outgo, grants/subsidies, guarantees, waiver ofllues and. 
conversion ofloans into equity ~--. · 

' ' 

. 1.5 The details regarding budgetary outgo, grant/subsidies, guarantees 
issued, waiver of dues ··and conversion of .loans into equity by the State 

4 



Equity outgo 
from hudget 

Loans giwn 
from hudg~l 

Grants 

(i) Subsidy 
towards 
projects/ 
programmes/ 
schemes 

(ii) Oth~r 
subsidy 

(iii) Tot:1I 
subsidy 

Total outgo 

2-22-5 
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Government in respect of the working Government companies and Statutory 
corporations are given in Annexures-1 and 3. 

The budgetary outgo in the form of equity, loans and subsidies from the State 
Government to the working Government companies and working Statutory 
corporations for the three years up to March 2005 are given below: 

(Amount - Ru11ccs in crorc) 

2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 

Companies Corporations Companies Corpor:1tio11s Com p1111il's Corpor:1tio11s 

No. 

5 

5 

--·-
9 

5 

14 

19• 

• 

Amount No. Amount 'o. Amount u. Amount ' u. Amount o. Amount 

34.35 I 25.00 4 33.46 I 200.00 5 7 1.62 I !<5.00 

19.57 .... .... 4 223.51 .... .. ...... 5 159.02 ...... .. .. .. 

...... I 29.47 --- ..... --- --- 3 !<5.62 I 0.61 

1,373.60 ...... ...... 10 !<94.86 -- .. .... 4 1,0 15.98 I 0.05 

21.!<6 I 2.212. 14 4 7 1.41 I 250.00 7 221.95 I 924.50 

1,395.46 I 2,212. 14 14 966.27 I 250.00 II 1.237.93 I 924.55 

1,.U9.38 I 2,266.61 19• 1,223.2-' 1 .isu.oo 19• 1.ss.i.19 I l ,UICl.16 

During 2004-05, the Government had guaranteed loans aggregating to 
Rs.499.01 crore obtained by 11 working Government companies. At the end 
of the year, guarantees amounting to Rs.5,892.38 crore against 18 working 
Government companies (Rs.2,047.42 crore) and one working Statutory 
corporation (Rs.3,844.96 crore) were outstanding. The guarantee commission 
paid/payable to Government by Government companies and Statutory 
corporations during 2004-05 was Rs.3 . 19 crore and Rs.20.79 crore 
respectively. During the year, the Government waived interest/penal interest 
of Rs.97.28 lakh in respect of Tamil Nadu Handicrafts Development 
Corporation Limited. The Government converted loan of Rs.6 1 crore of 
Tamil Nadu Industrial Investment Corporation Limited into equity during 
2004-05 . 

Finalisation of accounts by working PS Us 

1.6 The accounts of the companies for every financial year are required to 
be finalised within six months from the end of the relevant financial year 
under sections 166, 210, 230, 619 and 619-B of the Companies Act, 1956 read 
with section 19 of the Comptroller and Auditor General ' s (Duties, Power and 
Conditions of Serv:ce) Act, 1971. They are also to be laid before the 
Legislature within nine months from the end of the financial year. Similarly, 

These are actual number of companies/corporation, which have received budgetary 
support in the form of equity, loan, subsidies and gmnt from the State Govenunent 
during the respective years. 

5 
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Audit Report (Coim11ercial)for the year e11cletl 31, Iif:ar~lt 200~ . 

. in the case of Statutqry corporations their accounts are finalised, audited and 
·presented to the Legislature as per the provisions of their respective Acfa'.. . 

It could be. seen from Amrnexure-2 that out Of 52 working Government 
companies ·and two. Statufory. corporations, cmly 38 working companies had 
finalised their accounts for 2004-05- within the stipulated period, ··During the 
period from October 2004 to September 2005, -13 working:Govemment 
companies finalised I4 ac.couhts for the previous )'ears. Similarly, during the -· · 
same period, one Statutory corporation· (Tamil Nadu Electricity Board) 

· finalised its accounts for the previous year.· · 

The accounts of I4 working Govemrnent companies and both Statutory -
·corporations were in arrears for the periods ranging from one to three years as 
on 30 September 2005 as detailed below: · · 

Serial Nuin her of working · Year for which I: Number of Reforence to SI.Nu: nf I 
I No, companies/corporations accounts are i.n years for ·. Aiincxure.2 .. 

arrears· 1 which . 

I· ~Cco~11ts' ~re 
1n arrears· 

.Government Statutory Government Statutory .. 
companies . corporations companies corporatioris 

I.. 1 --- .. 2002.-03, 2003-04 3 
: 

A-22 ----
and 2004-0S 

2. 2 -- 2003-04 and 2004-05 2 A-12 and 29 ---
3. 11 2 2004-05 ·' 1 A"I, 6, 17, 28, B-1 :ind2 

30, 32, 35, 39 ·-
and 49 IQ 51 

.. .· 

. . . : . . . ., . . -
• .- ·, • c"-

The administrative departments have to oversee and ensure that the accounts 
are finalised and adopted by the PS Us within the prescribed period._ Though 
the concerned admiriistr~tive departm~nts were informed every quarter :by 
Audit of the arrears iri finalisation Of accourits, no remedial' measures had_ been 
taken, as a resl.llt of which the net wortli ofthese PS Us could not be assessed -
in audit. - - · . . . 

_.. - \ 

Fimmcial position aml workiiig results of'w<>rking PS_Us-

L1 The summarised financial results of· working· PS Us (Governine~t 
-·companies and Statutory corporations) as per thefr latest finalised accounts· are 
given in AirmexlUlre-2. Besides, statements showing th~ financial position and 

;the working results of individual working Statutory corporations for the latest 
three years for which accounts have been finalised are given in Arnru~x1Ulres~4 
and 5 respectively. · 

According to the latest finalised accounts of 52 . \Vorking Government 
companies and two working Statutory corporations, 17 companies and one 

· Statutory corporation had incurred an aggregate loss of Rs. I 02.29 crore and 
Rs. I, l I 0.13 crnre and35 companies and one Statutory corporation had earned 
an aggregate profit of Rs.202.28 crore and Rs. l. I 8 crore respectively. ' 

_..._ .~ - - _-,-



Chapter-I Overview of Gol'er1i111e11t companies and Statiltory corporations 

Working Govemment companies 

Profit earning working companies aml divide11tl 

1.8 Out of 38,.. working Government companies, which finalised their 
accounts for 2004-05 by 30 September 2005, 27 companies earned an 
aggregate profit of Rs.150.70 crore and only six companies (serial numbers A-
8, 13, 21 , 23 , 24 and 40 of Annexure-2) declared di vidend aggregating 
Rs.6.12 crore. The dividend as a percentage of share capital in the above six 
companies worked out lo 10.17. The remaining 2 1 profit making companies 
did not declare any dividend . The total return by way of the di vidend of 
Rs.6. 12 crore worked out to 0.37 per cent in 2004-05 on total equity 
investment of Rs.1 ,648.13 crore by the Slate Government in all the 
Government companies as agai nst 0.52 per cent in the previous year. The 
State Government has not fonnulated any dividend policy for payment of 
minimum dividend . 

Similarly, out of eight working Government companies, which finalised their 
accounts for the previous years during October 2004 to September 2005, five 
companies earned an aggregate profit of Rs.17.90 crore. Out of these five 
companies, two companies earned profit for two or more success ive years. 

Loss i11c11"i1tg working Govemmeut companies 

1.9 Of the 17 loss incurring working Government companies, 13 
companies had accumul ated losses aggregating to Rs.1,841. 78 crore, which 
exceeded their aggregate paid-up capital of Rs.647.94 crore. 

Despite poor perfonnance and complete erosion of paid-up capital, the Stale 
Go vernment continued to provide financial support to four out of these 13 
companies in the form of loans and subsidy amounting to Rs.161.26 crore 
during 2004-05. 

Working Statutory corporationJ 

Los.\· incurring Statutory corporation 

1.10 Neither of the two Statutory corporations finalised its accounts for 
2004-05. Tamil Nadu Electricity Board, which finalised its accounts for 
2003-04, incurred a loss of Rs. 1, 11 0.13 crore for that year. The accumulated 
losses of Tamil Nadu Electricity Board as on 31 March 2004 were Rs.2,405. 76 
crore, which exceeded the paid-up capital of Rs.425 crore as on that date. 

Operational performance of working Statutory corporation.\· 

1.11 The operational performance of the working Statutory corporations is 
given in Annexure-6. 

These includes five companies, which finalised their previous years' accounts also. 
7 
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it wuld be" see~' from A11mexure::6 that the .pow~r generat-ioffin Tamil NadJ :~ ··_ ·._ 
EiectricityBo ard increased by 9. 69 pe( cent during 2004_~05. - -. . ·-

As ~egards" Tamil N~du ~War~housihg Corporation/ the pertentage ()f cap·acity 
utilisatfori, v\lhiCh was~ 73, per cent in. ~001-62," came down drastically cto 
55per.c~ntin2004;.ff5:·_ · - __ . · 

~ :·,. 

. Retun{mi capitgiel1l]Jloyell 

lJ.2 As per the latesijinalised. accounts (up to Septembe~r 2005);.tlie.'capita:I - -
. - .. ~ .. ·. . . .. ····. . . . . . ... - -. . . . . ._. - .• . . '. . 

employed worked out to Rs.6,808:84 crore in 52· working companies and< _ 
totalretum~-thereon.9-mount~d to RS.G71.99.cr6re," which is,9.87pei·."~e11t as .. -· 

·• compared to<totalretum of Rs:723.39 · crS)re (1-0.26~per qent)_ in.the previ6us · .­
. year ·(accounts finalised ·up to September·. 2004 ).· t~Sin}1fa.rly, theccapi~al . 

employed and . totcil refum thereon in ;case:~. of -the working' Statutor"y · ... 
corporations' •a§ _per the '.lates_f fin~is~d accQunt_s -(up : to. 'Siptemb-er 2005) -. . . 

··worked out to Rs.ll,2A6:89-.crore _and (.:.)Rs.344.16 crorei·respectively a:s " 
against_the totalretuITI. of Rs.721.48 crore in iOOJ-04. The>detaiis~ofcapital --­
empioyed'-and total return on capital employed iI1"c_a~e ofjhe working .. · 

_. Go_vernment companies and Btatufory corporations :are~giveii iIJ. Annexanre.,. 2. · _ .-

= ~· - - • •• -

· · State1s of iinpleme!~tatioii of MQ Ub.ehJ?(!!!.ILtfie ·state Gm'eriuiieut mu[tl~e · 
- Ceiitral Go-i,f!mment · . · . ·. · --- - . - - - · ·· -

.. ~· 

-- .. - --

. l.13 .. In pursuance 'of the' decisicms•taken" ~t the Chief-Ministers' conference .... 
·"on Power Sedo'r R.eforms~",lfeld in March· 20"61, ·a.Mefnoran!;lum -of: 
Understani:lihg.(MQU)was·signed-inJanu·~--2002 between the°Miriis!ry of: 

- -- PoW~r, Government of India and the OepfiltrnenLofEnergy,_ Gove~ent-oL . 
-:· Trunil-Nadµ as ·a.j()int'foffim1tm.entf6rimplemel1ta:tion:ora i:eform:prograrrirrle · _:··· -

in th~ power sedor~ith identi_fjed inilestones: ·· -·-----· - .- - · 
,.· 

.··. _· =- - .. -

-·--" 
. ~ . 

-

.• .• Capital employ~q represent$ n~t- fixed as~~t~ (ihCludi!ig capifaL\\'orkS~in~pr6gresi) .­
. ··plus workiiig :capital. excepf in finance companies_·and" corporations; where it 
. •.represents a mean of aggregate of opening and closing bafonces' of p~icl~up:capital; 

_ ·free res¢rves, bonds, deposits)md borrowirigs (including refinance). · · · .• - · 
.• _ .• ' For calculating,fotal returp .on capital empfoyed, ip.ter_t<Sf(ln borrowed fund~ is added 

. to net profit/siibtracted from the fossas-disi:losed In the~profid111dfoss•accoi.int · · - - -. . . ·- --s· 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

C/iapter-101•erview of Go1•emme11t co111pa11ie.{ a11d Stat11Jory corporatio11.f 

Status of implementation of the reform programme against each commitment 

made in the MOU is detailed below: 

' Appointment of Chai'l>Crson 
1 m State E lectricity Regulatory 

Commission (SERC) 

I 00 per cent electrification of 
all villages and hamlets 

Reduction in transmission and 
I distribul.Jon losses to 15 per 

cent 

I 00 per cent metering of all 
distribution feeders 

JOO per cent metering of all 
consumers 

CtUTent operations in 
distribution to reach at break­
even 

Energy audi t at 11 KV sub­
stations level 

Computerisation of HT & LT 
billing 

January 2002 

By 2007 (64,042 
villages and 
hamlets) 

By December 
2003 

December 2001 

December 2003 

March 2003 

January 2002 

December 2002 

Appointed and 
assumed chargt: in 
July 2002 

63,938 villages and 
hamlets haw been 
el ectri fi cd 

Transmission and 
I distribution losses -

18 per cent 

Completed 

All services except 
agriculture and hut 
services metered 

There was a deficit of 
Rs. I , I 05.50 crore us 
per the preliminary 
accounts for the year 
2004-05 

Introduced in 
January 2002 

HT billing fully 
computerized 

9 

The remaining hamlets 
were electri lied by 
non-conventional 
energy sources 

Transmission and 
distribution losses 
continue to be at 18 per 
cent in 2004-05 ulso. 

Approval of Tamil 
Nadu Electricity 
Regulatory 
Commission has been 
sought to defer 
provision of meters m 
agricultural and hut 
-;ervices till 30 June 
2006 or till State 
Government gives 
subsidy to the Board. 
TNERC's reply is 
awuitcd (September 
2005). 

LT billing in 98 
sections out of2,376 
sections were 
computerized 
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) 

·1-mi--· 
9 .. 'Securitised outstanding due of As per scheme · State Cabinet 

· ·central public sector approved by ·· · approved . 
'undertakings · Goveriunerit of securitisation in 

India ·. : Aprii 2002 .... · . 

10: 'State Electricity Regulatoiy 
· Comniission (SERC) 

: (i) Establisiuuent ofTNERC .· 

· t (ii) Implementation of tariff 
! orders issued by. TNERC 
. during ihe year 

First Tariff 
petitfon to be 
filed by30 · 

. Septei~1ber 2002 · 

. ·· . Go\renui1ent order . 
· isst'1ed ii1 June 2002, . 

Established in · · 
March 1999 · 

Since filed in 
September 2002 and . 
first.tariff revision · 
effected from•.·.· 
March2003 . 

:11:11:1:1:1:1:1:1::1: :1::mair~l{l111:::1:::1:::1:1:1:::11:1:::1:::1:11::::::1:l:l:::11:1:::1:\~:::1::ili::1:::1:::1::::::::: 1:::::llll::1:1i:l:i::;;:l:::::ill:~1::::;1::1ill::1:111:1::1:1:1::l:::: ;,:;:::::1:1:11::1:::1:11::1:l:l:::1:::::1:::::1:1:l:::::::11:1::~:::l::::::1:1:1:::ill:1::: :;::;::::::;::::1:::::1:~:1:1:11:1:::1:1:;1;:::1::1::1:::1:::11:1:::1:::1:::1:::1:::1:::1:: •. . . • •. . . . ... 

11. . Monitoring of MOU Quarterly- . Being 1honitored on · 
quarterly basis, 

: State Electricity Regulatory Comfnission\ 

1.14 ·Government of Tafl1il Nadu constituted .(March 1999) the Tamil Nadu 
.•. Ele.ctricity Regµlatory. Commission (TNERC);· with· three members including a .. ·· 

Chairman, under Section· J 7(1) of the Electricity Regulatory Commissions · 
Act;< 1998:'": ,The Commission: started functioniµg.· with effect .from 1 .·. 
September 1999. The Commission issued its· first tariff notification iri·March. ·.· .... 
2003 .. Accounts of TNERC have been finalised up to March 2004. · 

.. 
-

.· Jm1estment .in: non-working PS Us; . .. ,')· 

·· ·:l.15 ·As oii 31 March 2005,the total investment in 14non-working PSUs · .· 
. (all Government companie_s) was Rs.85.83 crore+ (equity: Rs,38.53 crore; 

· ·•·:lohg"term loans: Rs.4730·crore).as•against the total· investment ofRs'.84.23 
crore . (equity: Rs.38:53 crore; long-term loans: Rs.45 .70 crore) m 14 non­
working companies 8:S on '31 March 2004. · 

Since replaced withSectibn 820) of the ElecJricityAct, 2003. , . . .. 
+. State Government's investment in non-working PSUswas Rs.75.83 crore (others: 

Rs.10.00 crore). Figures as perFinance Accounts2064-05 is Rs.30.57crore.· The 
differe1ice' is under reconciliatioli. · · · · 



Chapter-I Overview of Govemment companies and Statutory corporations 

The classification of the non-working companies was as under: 

(Amount - Rupees in crorc) 

SI .. 10 . talus or non-working 'umber or Investment 
companies companies 

Equity Lon~-tenn 10:111" 

(i) Under liquidation 
. 2A 3.95 NIL 

(ii) Under closure gll 27.31 47.J(J 

(iii) Under merger 2c 5.20 IL 

(iv) Others 20 2.07 NII. 

Total , .. 38.SJ -17.JU 

Of the above non-working PSUs, I 0 Government companies with substantial 
Government investment of Rs.78.56 crore were under liquidation or closure 
under section 560 of the Companies Act, 1956 for three to 15 years. Effective 
steps need to be taken for their expeditious liquidation or revival. 

Budgetary outgo, grant/subsidy, guarantees, waiver of dues and co11 11ersio11 
of loans into equity 

1.16 The details regarding budgetary outgo in the form of loan to the non­
working Government companies are given in Annexure-1. The State 
Government had given loan of Rs.4.85 crore to one non-working company 
(C-13 of Annexure-1) during 2004-05. 

Total establisltment expenditure of non-working PS Us 

1.1 7 The year-wise details of total establishment expenditure of non­
working PSUs and the sources of financing them during the last three years 

• 

A 

ll 

c 
D 

One company, Tamil Nadu Goods Transport Corporcition Limited. which was under 
liquidation, had been directed by the State Government to be merged with State 
Express Transport Corpomtion Limited. Approval of Company Law Board was 
awaited. 
Serial numbers C-7 and 11 of Anncxurc-2 
Serial numbers C- 1 to 5, 9, 10 and 13 of Annexure-2 
Serial numbers C-8 and 14 of Aiu1exure-2 
Serial numbers C-6 and 12 of Annexure-2 

11 
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· uptp 2004-05 are given below: ... 

(Amount - Rupees in crore) · 

Year No:of Total .. Financed by • Others·· . 
establishment PS Us 

. Disposal of ·Government 
expenditure 

investment/ IJyway of 
assets loans 

2002-03 2· 0.62 0.62 ----- --- .1 
-

2003-04 3• 2.16 --- 1.68 0:48• 

2004-0.5 5~ 0.69 
- . 

0:69 --- ---
... 

' - - - - - -
. . 

Finalisr1tion o_(accounts by 1wn;.working·PS..l]s. 

· 1.18 The accounts of eight non-working ·companies were in arrears for 
periods ranging from one to 13 years as on 30 September 2005 as could be . 
noticed from An_nexure-2. · · · · 

~ - - -· - . . . .: 

: Fit~ancial position and working results of non-working PSUs 
- - - - : -

1.19 ~he summarised financial results ·of non-working ·Government 
. companies as pertheir latest finalised accounts are given:in Annexure-2 . 

. · The year-wise details of paid-up capital, netwbrth, cash)oss and a~cumlilated 
· 1oss/profit of non-working PSUs as per theklatest finalised accounts are given 
•below: · · 

(Rujiecsin lakh) 

Paid-u11 
.. 

Cash loss Ycai· oOatcst .• Number of Nctwo1ih Accumulated 
finalised accounts companies capital Joss (~)/profit 

.. 

1989-90 1 32.66 N.A N.A (-)132.55 
-

1991:..92 I . 0.002 ... (-)127.86 6.22 . 127.86 
... 1993-94 l .. .. •. 207.36 (-)0: 12 166.67 (•)207.48 

. 1999.:.2000 2 754.00 H7,928.08 l,308.36 (~)8;682.08 

2000-01 I 27.50 9.88 0.16 . (-)17.62 

2002-03 2 606.90. ·c~)I,679.65 537.19 ·. (-)4,341..72 
.. -. -- . 

. 2003~04 I 510.44 --- --- . H5i0.44 

2004-05 5 1,714.31 (-)2,437.51. --- (-)4,210.95 

--.'. 
- - - . 

* Information in respect.of other companies were not available. 
of. .. · .. . Interest and miscellaneous income. 



Cllaptu-1 Overviitw ofG01•ernme11t co111pa11ie.f and StatuJory corporations 

1.20 Separate Audit Reports of Tamil Nadu Electricity Board (TNEB) up lo 
2000-01 have been placed in the State Legislature. Separate Audit Reports for 
subsequent years are not being placed in the State Legislature as the Electricity 
Act, 2003 has come into effect from 10 June 2003 and it does not contain any 
provision for placing TNEB's Annual Statement of Accounts in the 
Legislature. 

1.21 There was no disinvestment, privatisation or restructuring of PSUs 
during the year. 

1.22 During the period from October 2004 to September 2005, the accounts 
of 43 Government companies (working: 39 and non-working: four) and of one 
working Statutory corporation were selected for review. As a result of the 
observations made by the CAG, one working company and one Statutory 
corporation, listed below, revised their accounts: 

SI.No. Name of the company Year of accounts 

I. Tamil Nadu Civil Supplies Corporation Limited 2003-04 

2. Tamil Nadu Electricity Board 2003-04 

In addition, the net impact of the important audit observations as a result of the 
review of the remaining PS Us were as follows: 

Sl.N Details Number of accounts Rupees in lakh 
0. 

Government Statutory Governm ent Statutory 
companies corpora- compan ies corpora-

l ions l ions 
Working Non- Working on-

working working 

(i) Decrease in profit 5 -- - 3,625.00 -- --
(ii) Decrease in los.s - - 1 -- -- 1,605.00 

(i ii) lncn:ase in profit I - - 124.00 -- -
(iv) I ncrcuc in los.s I -- - 36.00 -- --

13 
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· Audit Report (Commercial) for the year ended JI March 2005 

Errors and omissions noticed in case of Government c01i1panies 

L23 Some major· errors/omissions in; cas~ •of Government companies 
, noticed. during review of accounts are given below: 

. SI. Name of the Company Year of Errors/omissions Ainount 
No accom1ts (Rupees in 

- crore} 

1. Tamil Nadu Magnesite Limited 2004-05 Overstatement of miscellaneous 31.86 
expenditure (to the ~>.1ent not written off 
or adjusted) and under statement of 
cumulative loss -

2. Tamil Nadu Power. Finance and 2004-05 Under statement of current liabilities 2.15 
Infrastructure Development 
Corporation Limited 

3. Tamil Nadu Backward Classes Under statement of interest payment 1.17 
Economic Development 2003-04 
Corporation Limited Non-provision for service charges 0.13 

4. Tamil Nadu Cements . 2003:04 Non-provision for penal interest 0.36 
Corporation Limited 

5. Arasu Rubber Corporation 2004-05 Overstatement of current liabilities and 2.58 
Limited provisions and under statement of 

unsecured Joans 

6. Tamil Nadu Transport 2004-05 Under statement of miscellaneous 3.89 
Development Finance expenditure (to the ei.1ent not written-
Corporation Limited ofl) a.nd overstate1nent of current assets, 

loans and advances 

7. Tamil Nadu State Transport 2004-05 Overstatement of other liabilities and 1.24 
Corporation (Coimbatore) under statement of profit 
Limited -. 

8. Tamil Nadu State Transport 2004-05 6vefstateri1ent ofprofit'for the current .· 1.56 

Corporation (Salem) Limited year 

·. Errors mul omissions noticed in case ofStatu_tory corporation 

· 1.24 Some major errors noticed during review of accounts for 2003-04 of 
the Tamil Nadu Electricity Board are given below: 

SI.No. Errors/omissions Amount 
(Rupees in crore) 

1. Overstatement of deficit due to incorrect computation of 10.74 
interest and finance charges capitalized -

2~ Overstatement of deficit due to incorrect accounting ofTPA 32.09 
incentive credit and collection charges for Electricity tax ' . 

3. Understatement of deficit due to non-provision for differential 17.17 
freight 

4. Non-provision of depreciation on assets already 430 
commissioned 

5. Understatement of deficit due to short provision for insurance 5.31 
and bad and doubtful debts 

Audit assessmeiit of the working results of the T~mil Nadu El(!ctricity Board 

1.25 ·Based on the audit assessment of the working res~Its of the Tamil 
Nadu Electricity Board for the three years up to 2004-05 and taking into 
consideration the major irregularities and omissions pointed out in the 

14 



Cliapte.r-1 Oven1iew of Go"''t!r11111ent co111pa11ies am/ StatuJory corporations 

Separate Audit Reports on the annuaJ accounts and not taking into account the 
subsidy/subventions received/receivable from the State Government, the net 
surplus/deficit, percentage of return on capital employed, capital invested will 
be as under: 

(Rupees in crorc) 

Sl. Particulars 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 
No (Provisional) 

I. Net surplus/(-) deficit as per books of 11 2.57 (-)1, 11 0.13 (-)I, I 05.50 
accounts 

2. Subsidy from the State Government 2,212. 14 250.00 924.55 

3. Net surplus/(-) deficit before subsidy (-)2,099.57 (-)1,360.13 (-)2,030.05 
from the Stale Government (1-2) 

4. Net increase/decrease in net surplus/(-) (-)4.24 16.05 N.A. 
deficit on account of audit comments 
on the annual accounts 

5. Net surplus/(-) deficit after taking into (-)2,103.81 (-)1 ,344.08 N.A. 
account the impact of audit comments 
but before subsidy from the State 
Government (3-4) 

6. Total return on capital employed 790.30 (-)345.34 (-)253.57 

7. Percentage of total return on capital 8.02 -- ---
employed 

1.26 Test check of records of the Tamil Nadu Electricity Bonrd conducted 
during 2004-05 disclosed wrong fixation of tariff/non-levy/short-levy of 
tariff/short realisation of revenue and other observations aggregating to 
Rs. 97.55 crore in 812 cases. The Board accepted the observations in 743 
cases and recovered Rs.8.67 crore at the instance of audit. Besides this, the 
Tamil Nadu Power Finance Corporation has compensated (March 2005) the 
loss incurred by the Board on account of payment of excess interest ta,x of 
Rs.5.97 crore, which was pointed out by Audit. 

1.27 The Statu tory Auditors (Chartered Accountants) are required to f umish 
a detailed report upon various aspects including the Internal control/Internal 
audit systems in the companies audited in accordance with the directions 
issued by the CAG to them under Section 619 (3) (a) of the Companies Act, 
1956 and to identify areas which needed improvement. Directions/sub­
directions under the Act, ibid, were issued to the Statutory Auditors in respect 
of 53 Government companies involving 66 accounts between October 2004 
and September 2005. In pursuance of directions so issued, reports of Statutory 
Auditors involving 35 accounts of 35 Government companies were received 
(September 2005). 
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. Auilit Repori (Coml1wrcial) for tlie year e11ded 3l)'Jarcli 2005 

. An illustratiye resume oLmajor recoillmendations/co111rrients made by. the· 
. Statutory Audi to.rs on pos~ibl~ ln-iproyernents in respect of State Government 

companies ~re indicated in the, Annexm·e;. 7. .. · 

.1.28 Even.after completion of 20 to 28 years of their existence, the turnover. 
of four Government companies (serial numbers A-4; 10, 11, mid· 52 of 
Arnnexure-2) has been less than Rupees five crore in ea:ch of the preceding six 
years as per their latest finalised accounts. Two corhpanies (serial immber A~ 

.. 10 and 11 of Armexure'.'.'2)had 'been incurririglosses for fiye consecritiye years 
·(as per latest finalised accounts) leading to negative iietworth. Iri,·view of 

. · poor tllrnover and. continuous• losses, the Government rriay either impn:nre the 
· performance of these Govtirnrnent companies or consider.their closure:~: 

: - - - - -· 

· 1.29 The following table indicates the 'details regarding number ·of reviews 
- -and paragra.phS pending discussion a:t the ~nd of31March2005: : · · ·. 

---_--

Period of ·. > .. Number of reviews- anci parag~aphs NumbcTof revie\vs/paragraphs · 
•. pending for discussion . Amllit Report · appeared iniheAudit Report·• 

Revie~\'S 
. 

Par:aliraph< .··. · · R.~vi~ws .· · . Paragraphs 

1995-96 4 

1996-97 5 .. 

•· 
24 ~ .. · .· .·. ···.·.I>: 

-,·, 
_ _;. --~-- -_ 

1997-98 5 ·. .15 .• 

1998-99 6 23. 6.- • 19 

J 999-2000 4 24. 4 .. 21 

2000-01 4· 21 . . 4: . 

2001..:02. 3 
. 29 . 23 

2002-03 :· 2 . 27 . .27 
·.-

2003-04 4 

.·-
-~ -·. - ~::. 

1.30 There were three co~panies :ccnzjing under S~ctio~ -619;.B ·-of the 
•.•Companies Act, 1956, Annex11H"e:..s in~ieates the <let.ails of paid-up capital, 

. investment by way of equity, loans and grarits and suI11Illaiised working results 
ofthese companies based on theirlatest aya.ilable accounts .... 
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HIGHLIGHTS 

(Purugraplu 2. 7, 2.9.2, 2.9.3, 2.11, 2.12 a11d 2.13) 

Audit also noticed that: 

dlram~tl.l~~filililml\t.D2liiiiillliJfilll1.at~[~®i1ill 

(Paragraphs 2.16, 2.17 and 2.18) 

(Paragrap/12.20) 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for the year ended 31 March 2005 

2.1 Tamil Nadu Sugar Corporation Limited (TASCO) was formed in 
October 1974 with the main objective of setting up of new sugar mill s and 
expansion of existing sugar mills. Perambalur Sugar Mills Limited (PSM) 
was incorporated in July 1976 as a subsidiary of T ASCO. T ASCO set up 
Arignar Anna Sugar Mills (AASM), which started commercial production in 
February 1977 with an installed capacity of 1,250 Tonnes Crushed per Day 
(TCD) and later on expanded to 2,500 TCD in 1989-90. PSM established a 
sugar mill viz., Jawaharlal Nehru Sugar Mill at Eraiyur, Perambalur District in 
February 1978 with installed capacity of 1,250 TCD, which was expanded to 
3,000 TCD in 1989-90. 

The Government of Tami l Nadu (Government) took over (December 1983) 
Madura Sugar Mills. The assets of Madura Sugar (with an installed capacity 
of 800 TCD) were vested (December 1983) with T ASCO. The installed 
capacity of the mill was expanded to 1,250 TCD in 1984-85. Due to 
uneconomic size of operation and high cost of procurement of sugarcane, the 
mill remains closed since May 2002. 

Chief Executive Officer of each mill is in-charge of overall operations of the 
mill under bis control. 

T ASCO and PSM incurred losses for the five years ended 31 March 2005 and 
their paid up capital as on that date had been completely eroded by the 
cumulative losses. TASCO has incurred a loss of Rs.6.04 crore (provisional) 
in 2004-05, while PSM incurred a loss of Rs.5.80 crore. The main reason for 
the losses incurred by these two mills was the heavy interest burden on funds 
borrowed from the Government and other Public Sector Undertakjngs. Audit 
noticed that these borrowed funds were utilized as working capital , i.e., to 
make payment for sugarcane procurement. 

The performance of these companies was last reviewed in the Report of the 
Comptroller and Auditor General of India (Commercial) for the year ended 31 
March 1991. The Report was examined by the Committee on Public 
Undertakings (COPU) in its l 681

h Report presented to the State Legislature on 
30 April 1994. The major recommendation of COPU was to fix norms for 
permissible loss of sugarcane crushing hours after considering all factors and 
taking into consideration the situation prevailing in private/co-operative sugar 
mills. 

2.2 The operational performance of these companies during the five years 
period ended 3 I March 2005 were analysed by checking the records at Head 
Offices and at both the sugar mills during December 2004 to March 2005. 
The results of the analysis are given in the succeeding paragraphs. 
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C/iapter-II Review relati11g to Govern111e11I companies 

2.3 Audit was conducted with a view to ascertain whether: 

• procurement of sugarcane was economical ; 

• production of sugar was economical ; 

• efficient use of bagasse, molasses, steam and power was ensured; 

• recommendations of COPU were complied wi1h. 

2.4 Audit criteria considered for assessing the achievement of audit 
objectives were to evaluate whether: 

• sufficient area of sugarcane was registered with the companies to ensure 
economical procurement of required quality and quantity of sugarcane; 

• there was e!Tective control mechanism in place to ensure economical 
production of sugar; 

• norms were fixed for generation of bagasse and molasses: 

• norms were fixed for efficient utilisation of steam generated in the mills. 

2.5 The methodology adopted for attaining audit objectives with reference 
to audit criteria were examination of: 

• Government Orders relating to area allot1ed, price fixation of sugarcane, 
sale of molasses, etc; 

• Review of Board Notes and Agenda papers; 

• Visit to sugar mills; 

• Monthly Performance Reports; 

• Budgets; 

• Cost Audit Reports; 

• Stores records; 

• Issue of Audit enquiries; 

• Interaction with the Management. 

Audit findings as a result of test check were reported to the 
Management/Goverrunent in May 2005 and were discussed in the meeting of 
the Audit Review Committee on Public Sector Enterprises (ARCPSE) held on 
3 August 2005. The Secretary, Industries Department, Goverrunent of Tamil 
Nadu and the Managing Director of the companies attended the meeting. The 
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. vieW:s express~d .by the members have been taken into ccmsideration while . 
fi_nalising the review. . . . 
. -·- -. - - : _. -

Audiffindings an~ discussed inthe succeeding paragrapgs: · 
·- - - - - - -~ - -- - ' -

. liiiiii.HBI:niii.Miili.il ... · 
2.6 · ... The .State'Government allots areas~ to each ~ug~r miH. for· proc~rement 
of sugarcane .. Sugar mills then have to. enter into agreements with the ryots in 

_.·these areas to ensure thatthey wouid get enough sugarcane from the.registered 
areas to utilis.e their-installed capacity in full.'. . · · 

· Siwrtfa!l hi s~garc(me procureiozeni · · 

2.7 Based .on: the capacity of the mills and budgeted production,. these mills · 
. arrive at tfie area required to be registered every 'ye~L The details of area .· 

·' ·· required to· be ·registered, area. acfoally registered, sugarcane required .. to be 
. procured and sugarcane p~ocured·are given below: . 

2000-01 . 2001-02 . 2002:..03 . · .. 2003:..04 2004-05 

TA;MIL NAIDU SUGAR CORPORATION LIMJl.TED.(AASM) 

·. L ' . Area.required (in acres) . .. 12;500 . 12,500 . 12,500 ·12,500 . 12,500 

x. Area,a~tually registered·. 
.(in acres) . ·. ·. . . .. 

. 12,101. 11,979': •· ·.-.12,451 
·'·' -~- - . -

.... ·• . 
.· 

. ~--~ ·. . · siwrifrill iirarea regiStiatio~l . 399 .. 49 .J;T73 .. 
(iri acres) · · ... - - --:.·-

. . . 

-- ~ ,. ·- ' 
4,30,000 4,30,000 .. 4,30,000. . 4,3(),000.. . -4,30,QOO 

... 
4.: . Sugiircaile required (MT) . 

Sugarcaneprocured(MT) · · . .4,31,3()5 J,75,964 4,02,016. 3,22,118 ·. 2,91,319 
- ----. -· -

. . 

..... 5. 

. ·6, Shortfall in sugarcane . 
procurement (MT) 

5{936 27,984 ··~.. 1;07.,882 1)8;681 ... 

7. 
. : 

Shortfall in percentage 
- 0 -. - ' •• 

: (a). Area 3~19 4.24 . 0.19 . 14.48 9.38 

(b) ·.Sugarcane procurenient 12.57. 6.51' •• 25.09 32.25 
. . 

. . . 

PERAMBALUR SUGAR MILLS (PSM) 

16,ooo •·· 10.000 16,()(iO "16;00<) ' 16,00<) 1. 'Arearequired (in a2ies). 
- -- - ' 

' 2.. • Area actually registered 15,277 15,382 . 15,724 7,715 . . 10,421 
(in acres) · · 

- - ., ,. 

3. Shortfall in area registration 723. . 618 276 8,285 
: 

.. ·. 5,579 ·. 
(in acres) .. 

.4: '. Stigarcai1ereqiiired (MT) · 5,16,qoo .5,16,000 · 5,16,00Q . · 5,16,000 •.•. 5)6,000 

5. • Sugarcane procured· (MT) 

6~ · Shortfall ituugarcmie 
procurement (MT) 

7. ' Shortfa U iri perceiltage 

(a} Area 

(b) Sugarcane procurement 

. - ~, 

4,67,480 4,38;268 ·. 3;51,480 .. · l,33,917• . 2,75,711 

. 48,520 77,732 . 1;64,520 3,82,083. . 2;40,289 

-
4.52 . 3.86 .· L73 51.78 34.87 

.9.40 15.06 31.88 74:05 46.57. 

:w 

- ,_----



Chapter-II Review relating to Govem111e11t companies 

It may be seen that the shortfall in sugarcane procurement aggregated to 3.29 
lakh MT and 9.13 lakh MT in AASM and PSM respectively during the five 
years ended 31 March 2005. Audit noticed that shortfall in area registered and 
sugarcane procured was due to inordinate delays in payment for the sugarcane 
procured in earlier seasons as discussed in paragraph 2.9 infra. Consequently. 
ryots were reluctant to enter into agreement for sale of sugarcane to these 
mills. 

Despite the shortfall in sugarcane procurement, the mills di verted 50,214 MT 
of sugarcane received during the fag end of the season to other mills during 
the five years ended 31 March 2005. This indicates poor planning in 
sugarcane harvesting and cutting. 

The Government stated (August 2005) that the private sugar mills have 
independent authority and were paying more than the Statutory Minimum 
Price (SMP) in addition to other incentives. Further, Public Sector sugar mills 
were not in a position to go beyond Government rules and regulations. The 
reply is not acceptable in view of the fact that the reluctance of the ryots to sell 
sugarcane to the mills was due to the inordinate delay in payment for 
sugarcane purchased, which affected the procurement since the ryots diverted 
their sugarcane produce to other sugar mills (2002-03 - 47,000 MT, 
2003-04 - 56,000 MT). 

Procurement of !1·11garca11e beyo11d 30 kilometre.\· 

2.8 The transportation of sugarcane over long distance results in drying up 
of sugarcane, delayed crushing and reduction in sugar recovery percentage. In 
view of this, it is imperative for sugar mills to ensure sugarcane availability 
within a radius of 30 KMs and only under unavoidable circumstances, i.e., 
where availability could not be ensured, small areas could be registered 
beyond 30 KMs. Audit noticed that sugarcane procured from distances 
beyond 30 KMs was always more than 50 per cent of cane procured (which 
ranged from 52.11 to 58.45 per cent) during the five years ended 31 March 
2005 in PSM. In respect of AASM, procurement of sugarcane from beyond 
30 KMs ranged from 29.34 to 39.95 per cent of total sugarcane procurement 
during the same period. This also resulted in additional payment of transport 
subsidy as discussed in paragraph 2.9.3 infra. 

Payme11t for J11garca11e 

2.9 Government of India (GOI) announces each year, the SMP payable for 
sugarcane procured. The SMP is computed based on the recovery rate of 8.5 
per cent. Based on the actual recovery achieved in the peak period of the 
previous season and other factors like cost of raising, etc., the SMP payable by 
each mill is fixed . Over and above the SMP, the Government of Tamil Nadu 
had been announcing the State Advised Price (SAP) till 2000-01. SAP was 
higher compared to the SMP and was applicable only to the Co-operative and 
Public Sector sugar mills in the State. The private sugar mills paid only the 
SMP for the sugarcane procured by them. 
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Payment of the State 
Advised Pric~, which 
w;\s more: than th~ _ 
Statutory Minimum 
Price for sugarcane _ 
resulted in a<lclitional 

.: . -
expenditure (If 

- Rs. :1.6.62 cl-ore. 

- Payment of svbsicly 
fur the sugarcane 
proctirecffrom 
distances bey~nd 10 
KMs cast an' 
additlonial burden of 
Rs.1_2.91 crore. -

~udit Report (Commercial) for tlte year e11detl 31 March 2005 
·~I - • • • • • 0 • : •• : ~-. _··, "• • • • 

- . -

In this _connection, the following deserve mention: -
. -

. - . ·2~9J .•. There was.inordinate·de'lay In making payment for sugarcane procured, 
-whichrangedfroni eighttd 16 monthsiriAASM:and-11~to 15 months·inPSM, 

2.9.2. The difference bet\veen the SAP and the SMP was not reimbursed by 
the ~tate Government _The payment of the-SAP tasvan additional burden of 
Rs.12.58. crore on the finances of these sugar mills in 2000-01. Further, in 
order . to pay the difference between the SMP arid the SAP, these mills 
borrowed funds and_iilcurred an expenditure Of Rs.4.04 crore towards interest 
payment. - This resulted_ in additional expenditure· of Rs.16.62 crore in 
2000-01. 

2~9.3 ·The Co-operative.and Public Sector sugar mills in the State pay 
transport subsidy for the sugarcane· procured from distances- beyond 10 KMs_ -­
in addition to the SMP. Though the SMP fixed ·by GO! clearly stipulated that 
the sani.e was payable for the sugarcane received at the factory gate, these 
mills paid, in addition to the SMP, -Rs.12:91 trore as transport suosl.dy ·for 
·sugarcane procured from distances beyond 10 KMs: The Government stated 
(August 2005) that the transport subsidy for sugarcane procured · from 

· distances- beyond -10 KMs was paid based on a circular issued by the Director 
of Sugar. The reply is not acceptable since this has_ put the Public Sector sugar 
mills at a disadvantage. - · - -

liilliti}liUlil~ij~r,r.a,11um1I 
- . 

2~n:1 Sugar· is'produced in sugar mills bf a process called "Double 
Sulphitation'' inethodo The sugarcane ·is· crushed into fine fibrous material and 

_juice extracted. - Bagasse generated during the_ crushing process is used as 
"Boiler Fuel": Sugarcane juice is then heated tcf6S 0 to- 70° in the boilers and 
subjected to simultaneous liming arid sulphitation. At the end of the process, -
brilliant juice at the top is concentrated in multiple effect evaporators to make 
syrup. This is bleached-and then boiled .. The boiled syrup is cured in the three.­
masecuite syst~m ·to get sugar. The irregularities noticed in audit are 
discussed in- the succeeding paragraphs. 

BmlgetVs actual production 

. 2.U The sugar mills prepare a production budget every year. Budgeted 
production vis-:a-vis acrual production for the five years ended 31 March 2005 
in the two mills was ·asfollows: 

Year Budgeted sugar Actual sugar Shortfall in sugar 
production (quint al)• - production (quintal) production (quintal) 

TAMIL NADU SUGAR CORPORATION LIMITED (AASM) 

2000-01 · 3,69,194" ·- - ., 3,74,236 ---

2001-02 4A7,358 3,38,824 1,08,534 

2002-03 4,55,170 4,02,646 52,524 

2003-04 4,18)35 3,74,875 43,260 

- 2004-05 3,81,210 1·- 3,25,765 55,445 ,._ 
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Failure to achieve the 
budgeted production 
led to a contrihution 
loss of R . 7.56 cro re. 
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I 

Yea r Budgeted sugar Shor tfall in sugar I Actual suga r 
production (quinta l) production {quinta l) p roduct ion (q uinta l) 

P ERAMBALUR SUGAR MILLS LIMITED {PSM) 

2000-01 4,36,833 4,25,376 11 ,457 

2001-02 5,42,000 4,32,360 1,09,640 

2002-03 5,62,476 4,44,441 1,18,035 

2003-04 2,75,757 2, 17,896 57,86 1 

2004-05 2,95,000 2,77, l 28 17,872 

It may be seen that the two mills could not achieve the budgeted production 
during the last five years (except in 2000-01 by AASM). The budgeted targets 
were reduced in 2003-04 and 2004-05; even these were also not achieved. 
This was mainly due to non-procurement of the required quantity of sugarcane 
as discussed in paragraph 2. 7 supra. Failure to achieve the budgeted 
production resulted in contribution• loss of Rs.7.56 crore during the last five 
years. 

The Government stated (August 2005) that the budget was onl y an estimate 
fo r production and that the mi lls could not achieve the target due to 
multi farious reasons li ke delay in sugarcane payment in the previo us year, 
delayed monsoon, outbreak of disease, interference of private sugar mills, etc. 

The reply is not acceptable as the mai n reason fo r the short faJ I in sugarcane 
procurement was the delayed payment fo r sugarcane procured during earl ier 
seasons as indicated in paragraph 2.9. 1 supra. 

S11garca11e cmsltiug 

2.12 The detai ls of budgeted sugarcane crushing rate and the actual crushing 
rate achieved during the last fi ve years are given in the fo llowing table: 

Yc:ir Budgeted Actual Shortfall Actual Loss in Recovery Loss in 
crushing crushing in crush.ing sugarcane rate ( In sugar 
r:ite(fCD) ra te crushing days crushing per cml) production 

(f CD) r:ite (fCD) (MT) (quinlal) 

TAMIL NAO S GAR CORPORATIO ' Ll~ l ffED (AASM) 

2000-01 

2001-02 

2002-03 

2003-04 

2004-05 

• 

2,34 1 2,369 -- 187 -- ---
2,506 2,340 166 166 27,556 9.0 

2,500 2,340 160 163 26,080 9.6 

2,505 2,426 79 132 10,428 IO. I 

2,479 2,397 82 127 10,4 14 10.32 

Conlribution per quintal is arrived al by deducling variable cost from the sales 
realisation. 
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Non-:ichie\'ement of 
budgeted sugarcane 
crushing rate 
resulted in 
contribution loss of 
Rs.5.88 crore. 

Loss of production 
hours over norms led 
to a contribution loss 
ofRs.2.73 crore. 

Audit Report. (Co111111ercial) for t/1e year ended 31 March 2005 

--
Year DudgeteJ Actual Shortfall Actual Luss in Rcco\'ery Loss in 

crushing crushing in crushing sugarcane rate (In sugar 
rate (fCD) rate crushing days crushing per cent) production 

(f D) rate (fCD) (l\ff) (quinlal) 

PERAMBALUR SUGAR MILLS LIMlTED (PSM) • 
2000-0 1 3,008 2,847 16 1 174 28,014 9.78 27,398 

2001-02 3,001 2,750 251 166 41 ,666 9.82 40,916 

2002-03 3,000 2,71 6 284 133 37,772 10.24 38,678 

2003-04 2,900 2,086 814 72 58,608 10.64 62,359 

2004-05 2,750 2,294 456 127 57,91 2 IQ.OS 58,201 

From the above table, it could be seen that loss in sugarcane crushing due to 
the shortfall in crushing rate ranged from 10,414 MT to 27,556 MT in AASM 
and from 28,014 MT to 58,608 MT in PSM during the last five years ended 31 
March 2005. This resulted in loss rn sugar production ranging from 10,532 
quintals to 25,037 quintals in AASM and from 27,398 quintals to 62.359 
quintals in PSM; which led to a contribution loss of Rs.5.88 crore in these two 
mills during the above period. 

The Government noted (August 2005) the audit observation for future 
guidance. 

Prod11ctio11 /tours 

2.13 The Committee on Public Undertakings (COPU) in its I 68th Report 
(April 1994) recommended that suitable norms should be fixed fo r the 
permissible loss of crushing hours, after a thorough analysis of all aspects and 
also taking into consideration the situation obtaining in the mills in the 
private/co-operative sector. The Committee also recommended that all e(forts 
should be made to keep the loss of crushing hours within that norm so as to 
attain the break even level of production in AASM and PSM. 

As a follow-up, the Public Sector sugar mills prescribed eight per cent of 
available hours as permissible time loss. Audit noticed that: 

• the actual loss of production hours for various reasons during the five 
years ended 31 March 2005 ranged from 8.40 per cent to 13.45 per cent in 
AASM and from 11.38 per cent to 16.59 per cent in PSM as given in the 
Annexure-9. 

• due to their failure to keep the production hours lost within the norms, the 
two mills suffered contribution loss of Rs.2.73 crore. 

Further audit analysis revealed the following: 

Availability of s11garca11e 

2.14.1 There should be no loss of production due to non-availability of 
sugarcane in an ideal situation; norm of two per cent was, however, kept for 
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such a situation. Production hours lost due to non-availabi lity of sugarcane 
· were 1.72 to 6.95 per cent in AASM and 0.57 to 10.38 per cent in PSM . 

• The loss of hours due to non-availabi lity of sugarcane was in excess of the 
norms in AASM during all the years excepl 2002-03; whi le in PSM it was 
much in excess of norms du ring 2003 -04 and 2004-05 . The loss was mainly 
due to shortage of sugarcane registered and diversion of sugarcane as already 
discussed. 

• Engineering 

2. 14.2 Loss of hours due to engineering reasons was higher than the norm in 
both the mills till 2002-03 . PSM had consistently lost production hours due to 
persistent boiler/turbine troubles during the years 2000-01 to 2002-03 . 
Despite incurring huge expenditure on repairs and maintenance, as discussed 
in paragraph 2. 19 infra, the loss of production hours remained high. 

The Government stated (August 2005) that the boi lers were very old and this 
was attributed as tl1e reason fo r loss of production hours. 

2.15 The major utilities involved in the production of sugar are bagasse 
(fuel fo r raising steam), steam (for rotating the turbi nes to generate power and 
also for use in the process for producing sugar) and power. Bagasse is 
obtained as a by-product duri ng the crushing of sugarcane. The sugar mills 
have five bo ilers (three in AASM and two in PSM) wherein steam is produced 
by using bagasse as fuel. Sixty per cent of steam produced is used for power 
production by operation of turbines whi le balance steam is used in the process. 

Consump tion of hagasse 

2.16 As per sugar industry norms, fo r production of one MT of steam, 
quant ity of bagasse (fuel) required is 0.5 MT. The details of steam produced, 
bagasse consumed and excess consumption over norms are given in the 
fo llowing table: 

SI. 21100-01 200 1--02 2002-113 2003-0-t 200-t-05 
No. 

TAMlL NADU SUGAR CORPORATION LIMITED (AASM) 

I. Steam produced (MD 2, 15,4.t6 1,94,6 18 2,06,956 1,79,978 l ,.t l.708 

2. Bagasse required (MD 1,07,723 97,309 1,03,.n8 89,989 70,85.t 
(one tonne bagasse = two 
torme of steam) 

3. Bagasse used (MT) 1.09,380 99,989 l ,O l,O-l7 75, IH 70.9 17 

-l. Excess bagasse used (MT) 1,657 2,680 NIL NIL 63 

5. Selling rate ofbagasse per .t07 512 695 734 750 
tonne (Rupees) 

6. Revenue loss (Rupees in 6.74 13.73 --- --- 0.47 
lakh) 
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Excess consumption 
ofbagasse over 
norms resulted in 
revenue loss of 

_ Rs; L 89 crore. 

Consumption-of 
steam in excess of -
norm resulted in . 
extra expenditure of 
Rs.2.62 crore. 

' 

, .. 
St i 2000-01 j 2001~02 2002~03 : 2003-04 . 2004-05 • -.· I 

i No. 1- i . . 
i 

PERAMBALUR SUGAR l\1ILLS (PSM) · · 

l. Steam produced (MT) 2,19;674 2,40,805 2,39,745 l,19,354 1,50,076 

2. Bagasse required (MT) i,09,837 1,20,403 1, 19,873 59,677 75,038 
(one tonne bagasse =two 
tonne of steam) 

3. Bagasse used (MT) 1;23,045 1,25,904 1,27,417 ! 61,518 76,967 

.4. Excess bagasse used (MT) 13,208" 5,501 .7,544 1,841 1,929 

5. Selling rate ofbagasse per 407 I 421 725 I 682 1,225 
1. tonne (Rupees)· .. 

.. . I 
6. Re•.renue loss (Rupees in 53.76 23.16 . 54.69 12.56 23.63 

lakh) -

From the table, it could be ·seen that the two mills i~curred revenue loss bf 
Rs.1.89 crore during the five -years- ended 31 March 2005. due to excess 
consumption of bagasse over norms. 

- The Company stated (May 2005) that excess' ccinsumptionof bagasse WaS due 
· _to lower rate of crushing to suit the sugarcane arrival, teething problems faced · 

at the time ofinstalfation-ofswirtg type hamm¢r, fibriser and-breakdown and 
that steps \Vould be taken-to minimise bagasse consumption . 

. 'Cmisumptilni of steimt 

2.17 As already stated, these mills generate in-house power using bagasse as 
fuel in the boiler. As per norms, for generation of 75 units of power, one 
tonne of steam is to be utilised. The details _of power generat.ed and steain 
used during the five years ende~31 March2005. are given in Annexure710. 

·. It could be seen from the Anne:Xure, thadhe consumption of steam has always 
(except in 2001-02 for TASCO) been more than the norm prescribed. This 
resulted in extra expenditureof Rs:2.62 crore 'dµring the five years ended 31 
March 2005. - . -

The Government stated (August ·2005) that· the: steam produced in the boilers 
was used for. generation of power in the turbine· -and the exhaust steam from · 

. the turbine was used for processing of sugar. _The Government also stated that 
the mills had taken steps to install steam -i'nflow meters .. The reply is not 
acceptable, as the. excess consumption has been worked out after taking -in.to 

_account the fact ,that ·only 60 per. cent of steam production was utilised for. 
power generation: 

· Consumption of power-

2~18 · 'For the production of sugar, these mills use power generated with 
. bagasse as ,the.fuel and for. the balance requirement, power is purchased from 
- '"(amil Nadii Electricity Board .. The norm for consumption of power in sugar 
- production is :21 units P,er _tonne- oLs}lgaicane' crushed .. The details of actual 
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Consumption of 
Power in excess of lhe 
norm resulted in 
extra expenditure of 
Rs. I. -'8 c ru r e. 

Year 

2000.0 I 

2001.()2 

2002.()3 

2003.()4 

2004.05 

•• Cllapter-JJ Rel'iew relating to Go1•er1111w11t co111pa11ies 

power consumed by these mills during the five years ended 31 March 2005 are 
given in Annexure-11 . 

The consumption of power in excess of the norm resulted in extra expenditure 
of Rs.1.48 crore during the five years ended 31 March 2005. 

TASCO stated (March 2005) that computed with reference to the norm of 21 
units per tonne of sugarcane crushed and after excluding non-factory and non­
seasonal consumption, there was no excess consumption of power. The reply 
is not tenable, as the norm of 21 units had been fixed after taking into account 
all these factors. 

PSM stated (May 2005) that the consumption of power over the norms was 
due to frequent breakdowns and insufficient sugarcane availability. The reply 
is not acceptable in view of the fact that both these reasons were avoidable. 

2.19 As per the industry norms. repairs and maintenance expenditure should 
be at Rs.30 per MT of sugarcane crushed. The actual expenditure incurred by 
these mills was always more than the norm as indicated below: 

Sugarcane crushed (ln MT) Act ual maintenance Excess expenditure Extra expenditure on 
eJpenditu re per over I he norm repairs and maintcnllnce 
tonne of sugarcane (Rupees per !'.ff) owr I he norm (Rupees) 
crushed (Ru pees 
per MT) 

TASCO PSM TASCO PSM TASCO PSM TASCO PS~t 

(AAS~!) (AASM) (AAS~!) (AAS\!) 

4, 11.133 4,34,774 31.40 38.26 1.40 8.26 5,75,586 35.9 1,233 

3,76,230 4,40,060 37.85 37.71 7.85 7.71 29,53,445 33,92,863 

4, 19,479 4,34,038 32.40 42.87 2.40 12.87 10,06,750 55.86.069 

3,7 1,063 2 ,04,788 39.78 37.12 9.78 7. 12 36.28,996 14,58,09 1 

2,91,319 2,75,711 46.83 21.15 16.83 - 49,02,899 -

Ths resulted in extra expenditure of Rs.2.71 crore. The main reason for high 
repairs and maintenance expenditure, as analysed in audit, is overaged 
machinery, which are long overdue fo r replacement. The Company accepted 
(May 2005) the facts. 

2.20 The other major factors which afTected the operational performance of 
these companies were as follows: 

• The average sales realization per quintal of sugar under both levy and free 
sale sugar quota was always less than the cost of production (except for 
realization from free sale sugar quota by TASCO in 2004-05). 

• The average sales realization per quintal of free sale sugar obtained by 
both the mills during the five years ended 31 March 2005 was always less 
than the All India and State realisation. 
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@ During the three ;ears ended 31 Match 2005 ~ !he -mills couid: hot ~ell -
- 65,411 quintals of sugar valued at Rs:;8.30crore \vithin the perrriissible 
time; resulting in the lapsing of the release order and Consequent interest -
loss of Rs.2.39 crore ·6n the blocked funds.- · - · · · -

The .t\vq mills held an avetage inventbry of S,71;860 _quintals of suga~ 
. valued at Rs.69.27 crore,- representing eight months" sales._ -.Due to non~ 
receipt of reiease•orders ·from Government of India, the mills incurred· an 
inventory cfurying ~bst of].\s.10.39 croreperannum._ · · 

· o The corripaniesJ1ave not been able to reduce .th~ staff strengt_h. -Fc_iilures1to. · -
do so have deprived these companies ofannual saviri~s of Rs.1_.25_yom · 

- . . ,_ . - . 

El These companies have been engaging casual· labo~rers in spite of having 
excess staff strength. and-incurred Rs.1.51 'crore ori. this account during the. 

· . four_year-sertdihg 3 ~ March 2004. . - - . - - -

· 0 -·The State Government-banned (May 2001}export of-mol'1Sses to other- · 
States to_. ensure availability ·of sufficient quantify . tO local. Indian.· Made.· 
Foreign Liquof (UvlFL) units but sugg-ested ffrevie\v _o_nce fb.e- stock 
posfrion of rriolasses.· \vas ~ornfortable. The coJTipariies havec not. s'ought .· 

"• review oLsuch ban so· far (September 4005). in; spite of comfortable 
- molasses stoc.k position prevailing in the State.· · · ··· -

.• : lltiilftiiiiil . 
·-.·- ··'.···:... 

_ 'Tne ·opein11tiomal ·pe~~formance of the twq sugar miI_ls ,~as· aavfrsely . 
. -affected due to shortfall·. in 'the ··prncl.m~menf ·of suganane,. which was. . •.. ·. 

attirnbutmbie to-the imfrd!inate:~defay in makirig~paynieltlltfoa'tliie sugan;~a'ne. 
pn-oc1tn-ed; the State G~vernment's directives· for the payment of the St~n.te •·.: , 
Ad Vised Pn·uce· (whklrn was more than the Statuto1)7 Miltllnmmh Price !bed .' _ ·•·. · 

·by. the· Gove·rifnment ;of iludia) ·and tm~~pon·Cs~lbsid!f .to the· sugartarie::· . 
gn·o,yers by thlSta:fe Puiblic Sedor sugar lniHs. cast an::addiitionai finaniftai • 

•· .. burdellll on the companies.- The companies failed to achieve theJm{Rgeted• · 
. · ·• '·prodiuctirnra; low cnxsfiiiing n-ate arid! loss ofprod!_uctioiiii hours m9re tlJtan On~ ' .• 

no.rms n;esulted in llo~s of tontn·ibo.tiol!ll; .. The_ corisumptiim of. b_agasse, .. ·. 
ste_am aind JPIOWeR' was more -¢han the norms. The companies.wen-~ . 
bun;dened! with huge invenfory a,n<i C()l!lSequent'iriveR.lfory.c.aiTyinlig'cos(, .• ·.· . 

·_ ~ dlue_to llllOll"M"eceipt of releaseorden;s fh)~ the,Go:veirnm~n! offod!ia.. . -..• 

· t1:iifimmiun«1111~ 
~ The compal!llies need to take effective steps to increase . Jhe ·_ 

. pn·ornremeltllt of sugarcane" to e1r11s1twe that the installled capacity for . ·. 
sugarcrurne crushing is utmsed in fo.il. · 

o ·· The State_ Government shoU!l~ :reim:buirse the extra finandal ltiunllellll _ 
home by these 1rnmpruiies. on payment of the State Advised Pn·ite and! · 
tnurispmrt subsidy. - . 

e .. Tlin~ comprurnies need to fake steps to stn·ktly adhen·e to th_e non~s fon· .··_ . 
. Ross of pi'od:m:tion _hours· and consumption o:lf lliagasse;' steam and 
p·ower.·· 
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(Paragraph 3;J) 

(Paragraphs 3.11, 3.17 aiul3:15) · 
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1 · . ·. (Pmragrapk3~18) 

.· ; : ·~ . . · . 

. ; : 



3.1 The wind power programme in India was initiated towards the end of 
the Sixth Plan in 1983-84. As per the latest estimates, the total wind power 
potential in the country had been estimated to be 45,195 Mega Watt (MW) and 
the exploitable potential (technical potential) 14,000 MW; the share of Tamil 
Nadu is 3,050 MW and 1,880 MW respectively. In respect of grosspotential, 
the State ranks seventh in the country and in technical potential, third. · . 

Government of Tamil Nadu, realising the potential of harnessing wind energy, 
set up (1986) 67 wind monitoring stations, out of which 41 were identified and 
declared as potential sites. Only 20 sites have been exploited so far; the 
remaining 21 are ye~ to be exploited. 

3.2 . . Tamil Nadu Electricity Board (Board) set up (January 1986) the first 
demonstration windmill project at Mullakadu near Thoothukudi with 10 Wind 
Electric Generators (WEGs) and a capacity of 55 Kilo Watt (KW) each for 
generation of pov~1er. As these demonstra~ion wi.ndmills proved successful, the 
Board established 109 more WEGs (between September 1986 and September 
1993). The Board did notinstall any demonstration WEG thereafter. The 
total capacity of the Board's windmills as on 31 March 2005 was 19 .265 MW. 

Based on the good performance of these WEGs, a number of private industries 
situated in Tamil Nadu and other States started installing WEGs in Tamil 
Nadu from 1990-91. The cumulative capacity addition by private WEG 
promoters up to March 2005 was 2,020.96 MW, which was 99 per cent of the 
total capacity of2,040.225 MW. 

3.3 The Board extends the following options to a private WEG promoter: 

@ To sell the entire wind energy power generated.by him to the Board. 

"' To adjust the wind power energy generated with the industrial High 
Tension service consumption of his own or sister concern situated 
anywhere in the State after deducting five percent of gross power towards 
commission (wheeling charges). In case, the consumption in HT service 
was less than generation, the unadjusted power could be sold to the Board 
·or banked for future adjustments. 

3.4 The Board is required to create/establish/enhance the infrastructure 
facilities (e.g. setting up of sub-stations, enhancement of power transformers, 
laying/strengthening of transmission lines, etc) to evacuate power generated 

.. by WEGs. The Board has been levying Infrastructure Development Charges 
(IDC) on the basis of the capacity of the WEG to be set up to meet the above 
expenditure. 
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Cit apter-Ill Review relati11g to Statutory ·corporalio11 

3.5 The Board has been purchasing power generated by the windmills 
from 1990-91 . The purchase of wind energy power from the private WEGs by 
the Board and the adjustment of the same with the consumption elsewhere 
during the fi ve years period ended 31 March 2005 were reviewed during 
December 2004 to March 2005. Audit checked the basic records of al l wind 
farm Sub-Stations (SS) and the Electricity Distribution Circles, in which 
WEGs were situated. 

3.6 Audit was conducted with a view to ascertaining whether: 

• the Board followed the general guidelines of the Central and State 
Governments in the creation of infrastructure facilities for planned and 
sustainable growth of wind energy power; and 

• the Board had taken into account its financial interest also in purchasing 
wind energy power. 

3.7 Audit criteria considered for assessing the achievement of audit 
objecti ves were to examine: 

• Compliance of regulations/guidelines issued by the Central and the State 
Governments; 

• Reasonableness of various charges collected from the private WEG 
promoters for development of infrastructure facilities; 

• EfTectiveness of the internal control system for adj ustment of wind energy 
power. 

3.8 The methodology adopted for attaining audit objectives with reference 
to audit criteria were scrutiny of: 

• Guidelines issued by the Ministry of Non-conventional Energy Sources, 
Government of India (GOI) and Government of Tamil Nadu; 

• Power Purchase Agreements {PPA) entered into by the Board with the 
private WEG promoters; 

• Board proceedings; 

• Records relating to pre/post commissioning of WEGs; 

• Visit to wind farm sub-stations; 
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__ . . - ' .·AmlitReporl (Co11n1iercial)fortl1e y_ear ended 31 Mardi2005 

@ -Wind energy power generation st~temenis;. _ --

c.i Purchase/adjustment of wind .energy pow.er record_s; - --

0 - Issue of audit ~nquifies; 

@: Interactions with the Board. -. 

- Audit findings, as a result _ of test -check, were _ reported to the 
- Board/Government in-June 2005- and discussed- in the_._meeting _of the Audit 
Review Committee on Public Sector Enterprises (ARCPSE) held on 8 August 
2005. The meeting was attended by the Secretary, Energy -Department,-· 
Government of Tamil Nadu and the Chairman of the Board. -_ The views · 
expressed by the members have been taken into consideration while finalising 
the review. - - - -

Audit findings ~re discussed in: the succeeding paragraphs. 
- - - . 

3.9 The Board enters -into separate·•Power Purchase Agreements (PPA) __ _ 
with each WEG promoter. Some of the common and important provisions -
contained in the PPA are given below: - - · --

0 The power genenited by the .wi~dmiU is purchased at the rat~_ of Rs.2. 70 
p~r unit on monthly basis. _ 

@ - If the wind .. energy promoter wants to adjust the wind power generated . 
with the consumption towards his HT service connection elSewher'e in the 
State, five per_ cent- of the gross energy.- generated. by -the windmill 1s 
deducted towards wheeling charges: 

e _ WEG promoter has always to maintain the power faQtor above 0.85 .. 
- - • • • .- • ;·· > - - • 

WEG -promoter has to provide two separate meters, one for export of 
power generated -by the windmill to ~the grid and. another for import ·or 
power from the giid. 

3.10 The details of wind energy power generated, adjusted with the 
consumption elsewhere in the State and purchased bythe Board during the 
fiveyears ended 31 March 2005 are given below: _ 

Year Generation Adjusted Purchased Adjusted I Purchased I 
,-·· (Units in Iakh) · · (Percentage Of gcncratirnn) -· 

2000-01 1101.26 756:21 345.05 68.67 31.33 

2001-02 . l,251.87 871.09 '380.78 . . . 69.58 30.42 

2002-03 1;283.27. 878.91 - 404.36 ·68.49 
-

-31.51 

2003-04 1,721.57 1,175:~5 - 545.72 68.30 -. 31.70 -

2004-05 2,544.80 l,682.65 862.15 -66.12· .. · 33.88 
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Fixation oflower rate 
. of recovery for 
Infrastructure 
Development 
Charges resulted! in 
short recovery of· 
Rs.58.67 crore. 

In this regard, foilowi~g d~serve mention: .· 

l!lnlJ11~1!ti11»1:Jir~itlla~11111111m11i1.1r. · · 
.·· 1.. . . . 

. . - :··, --:. 

Infrastructure DevelOpm~nt Charges 
! . . 

3.11 . The ·Board ha5 ·been collecting In[rastructute :Development Charges 
(!DC) from private entrepreneurs based on the capacity of WEG to be set up. 

: .· IDC was revised fou~ tirhes between March 1993 and September 1997, but 
was not revised there~fter till July 29·94. The Board. revised the IDC from . 

, Rs.15.75 latm per MW to Rs.2S..75:1akh.per MW (incliiding Rs.0.75 lakh per 
MW for capacitor bankS) with effect'from 21 August 2004 on this being 

·pointed out by Audit Oafi.iiary 2004). · 

· Audit noticed that: i 
1·-

. -. ) _. ,, . --· - ----:· -
· e due to.delay in revising !DC, the Board coµld not tecoyerRs.18.89 crore, 

as computed by the Board; . . 

@. the Board fixed the T~covery rate ·ofRs.25 lakh~per MW even though it 
estimated an experidiftire of Rs.46.0,6 lakh per l\1W. ·The reasons for fixing . 
lower rnte of reco~ery were not available on record. •·This resulted iil short 
recovery ofRs.58.6?'crofo so far (March 2005). . . 

. . . 

· The Government stated. (~ugust 2005fthat the value ofRs.46.06 lakh per MW 
·was not a realistic figore; the Board had collected Rs.24.41 crore and Rs.230 

·. crore as IDC in 2003-Q4 aiid 2004-05 respectively butspent only Rs.9.39 crore 
: a11d Rs.53 'er-ore during the period. The reply is not acceptable in view of the 
··fact that IDC of Rs.46.06. lakh per MW was comgu_ted by the Board as 
· recorded in its proceeding held on 18 August 2004. Further, the expenditure 

stated to have been indurred did not include expenditure.on transmissiori·lines 
• and installation of trartsformers. The reply is also silent about Trarisinission 
. and Distrihution work~, .\vhich areiri progress. The fact remains that th.ere has 
been a sh~rt recovery of Rs.58.67 crore towards IDC from the private 
entrepreneurs. 

Liiiking o}WEGs to ~oar<Psgrid . 
. . . . I . < . 

- ' . - .· 

3.12 Power from wihd energy is a~ iiifirm power viz:, its availability is not 
conti_nuous. The Ministry of Non-Conventional Energy Sources, GOI had · 
issued various in5tructions/guidelines from time to time (reiterated in the form 
of Best Practices Guidelines issued iii.· December 2003) •to ensure that.the 
capacity gro\Vth in wirid energy power is monitored, controlled and· did not 
hamper th~ -generation1 of power from other sources. These guidelilles, inter 
alia, stipulated that adequate wind power evacuati'on facility should be 
provided by the utilities concerned iri identified potential areas in the States 

·and \Vind energy project should be. commissioned· only •after facilities for rated 
.capacities _had been provided and the system. was pr6perly connected to the 
grid: .. · .. 

! 
I 

. i 
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Audit Report (Crm1111ercial)for tire year e11tletl 31 Marek 2005 

Audit noticed that: 

© against the power evacuation facilities available for 1,286.050 MW in 11 
out of the above 20 · sites developed so far, the Board permitted 
commissioning of WEGs with a total capacity of l, 716.160 MW.. This 
resulted in overloading, leading to frequent tripping of transformers and 
load shedding; . 

e in order to avoid overloading of the Sheribagaramanpudur (SR Pudur) SS, 
the Board decided to construct a sub:..station at Sankaneri at a cost of 
Rs.15.07 crore. Even after commissioning (September 2004) of the 
Sankaneri SS, overloading of the SR Pudur SS did not come down as there 
was no proper power evacuation facility from the Sankaneri SS to load 
centres; 

QI in the unexploited 21 sites, though power evacuation facilities were 
available for 377 MW, no WEG have ·been commissioned so far 

. (September 2005). 

The Government stated (August 20.05) that· due to enormous capacity 
additions, the Board was unable to keep pace and provide immediate power 
evacuation. The wind energy development was not uniform and predictable; . 
lead time of at least 1 Yi years was essential to develop infrastructure facilities. 
The Government further stated that the Board did not restrict any developer 
from choosing a site. This indicates that the Board . did not have an 
appropriate, perspective policy for balanced and sustainable growth of wind 
energy power. 

IJijit.iU\ii~[lii~liiBiib~tgy~[niwl 

3.13 . Based on the suggestions ofthe. Ministry of Non-conventional Energy 
Sources (MNES), the Board. fixed (December 1995) the purchase price of 
wind energy at Rs.2.25 per unit with effect from 1 December 1995, with a 
provision for five per cent annual increase over the previous year rounded off 
to the nearest five paise. In 2000, the purchase price had become Rs.2;70 per 
unit. At_ this juncture, the Board reviewed the purchase price vis-a-vis the 
concessions extended to wind energy generators and its own financial position 
and decided to peg the purchase price atRs:2.70 per unit for the subsequent 

. five years from July 2001. The next review is due in July 2006 . 

. A_udit noticed. that while suggesting the ba5e price for wind energy power at 
Rs.2.25 per unit in 1995, MNES did .not take into account the cost of 

.generation, which should normally be reckoned for fixing the purchase price. 
·Even while ·deciding to peg the purchase price at Rs.2.70 per unit, the Board 

· did not consider this aspect. The financial impact, thereof, could not be 
ascertained in audit. In this connection, it is pertinent to note that in case of 
·purchase of power from Independent Power Producers (IPPs), the purchase 
· price is fixed based on the cost of generation. · 

34 



The Board paid 
Rs.3;20 crore for the 
power purchased 
from Wind Electric 
Generators, which 
did not have 
p~rm:mcnt 

connectivity with.the 
-Board's grid. 

Failure to clccluct for · 
-line loss on purchase 

-of ~vincl energy power 
resulted in extra 
expenditure of 
Rs.12.96 crore. 

:r.v,\:·. ,·.:._·~·.·~_.·" ~ ·r. :(~1.·::-'~~·;·.·~ .. \.,.·,·.~ t:31z«lPt~~::..J11ReV;~;,~ Fe1,itil1i.-i0.''statutory corporation 

I 
Payment for power gen~rated by WEGs --

- . 

. 3.14 While giving No; Objection Certificate (NOC)/issuing taken on record 
letter, it is clearly statedhythe Board that the WEGwould b.e connected to the 
grid • only on c~mpletiqn of permanent feeder arrangement or permanent 
connectivity .. -In order tb enable a WEG promoter to avail of various tax and . 
other benefits, the Board•- connects the WEG to its g"rid for starting and _ 
commissioning purpose~ only. - After the trial run period, the Board would 

_.disconnect the WEG froin-.its grid and reconnect the same to its grid only after 
-permanent connectivity 9onditlons are fulfilled.· -

Audit test checked 90 out of 192 and 128 out of 4 2T WE Gs in U dumal pet and 
Tirunelveli divisions respectively, for which the Board gave connectivity for 

. trial run/commissioning in March 2004 (354 WEGs}and September 2004 (261 
WEGs). Audit noticed !that the Board had given permanent connectivity to 
191 WEGs only till March 2005 and that too, after 51 days to 10 months from -
the date of cominissionipg/trial run. For the remaining 27- WEGs, the Board 
had not given permanept connectivity till March 2005. The Board paid 
Rs.3.20 crore to the promoters of these 27 WEGs for the power generated by 
them. H was also notic~d that the Bo·ai-d did not maintain proper records to 
indicate that the power g'enerated by these WEGs was actually received by the 

- Board. - ·-. ; - - - l - -

The Government stated [(August 2005) that the tie-up approvals were given 
either as temporary or permanent, depending upon the availability of power 
evacuation facilities and the possible wind _generation-. The reply is not 
acceptable in view of tpe-fact that MNES guidelines clearly stipulate tha~t 
WEGs should be . conrnbcted to the grid only after permanent evacuation 
-facilities were made available in accordance with the clause in the PP A. -- - . I - . 

! 

Non-deductionfor line foss 

3.15 In respect of tho~e WEG developers, who opt to sell the entire wind 
power genen1ted by thexp to the Board,. it pays for the power based on the 
meter readings taken at the,WEG end. No deduction towards line loss in the 
interfacing line is made.l Audit analysis of the meter readings taken by the -
Board at the WEG end and 11-t the SS end (which are connected by 11/22 KV 

-dedicated feeders) during 2000-2005, revealed that the· reading at the SS end 
was always less than the reading at the WEG- end .• -The average difference 
between these two pointslwasJ.68 per cent of the reading at the SS-end. 

- i . . 

Audit noticed that in the cas_e or co-generation pow~r and captive power 
generation, two per cent I, of the energy sold to the Board is deducted towards 
line loss. Hence, the Bo~rd should have deducted aHeast two per cent of the 

. ! ' . . 

wind energy power sold Ito the Board towards line loss as in the case of co-
-generation and captive pbwer generation plants. Failure to_ do so resulted in 
avoidable_ extra expendi~ure .of Rs.12.96 crore during the five years ·ended 
Jf March 2005. 

.i 

The Go~ei-nment stated (August 2005) that as several windmills were 
connected to e~ch feeder it was not possible to calculate the individual loss for 
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Non-deduction for 
transmission and 
distribution losses on 
adjustment of wind 
energy power led to 
revenue loss of 
Rs.204.87 crorc. 

Audit Report (Commercial) for the year ended 31 Murc:li 2005 

each windmill. The reply is not acceptable as there is line loss in the 
interfacing line and two per cent is deducted as line loss in respect of power 
purchased from co-generation and captive power plants. 

Absence of provisioti to disconnect idle WE Gs 

3.16 Audit scrutiny of WEGs lying idle for more than 12 months as on 
31 March 2005 revealed that 141 WEGs with a total capacity of 36.86 MW 
were not running for periods ranging from 12 to 116 months in Tirunelveli and 
Udumalpet divisions. Further test check revealed that in Vadakkankulam and 
Perungudi wind farm sub-stations, 13 WEGs with a capacity of 3.700 MW 
were not running; while in the same sub-stations applications for 
commissioning from 18 WEG promoters with a total capacity of 13 .850 MW 
were pending. As there was no clause in the PP A to disconnect WEGs that 
were remaining idle for long periods, the Board could not effectively utilise 
the power evacuation facilities available. 

The Government agreed (August 2005) that the Board was not empowered to 
disconnect the services as there was no such provision in the PP A. 

Transmission anti distribution loss 

3.17 The Board in the initial stages considered installation of windmill 
similar to setting up of captive diesel generating set in a factory premise. The 
transfer of energy from the windmill to the place, where the developers require 
power, was considered to be "displacement" and therefore, no reduction 
towards line losses on transmission was made. After deducting two per c:ent 
of the energy generated towards commission, the balance energy was made 
available to \.VEG developer for adjustment. This commission was increased 
to five per cent with effect from 27 September 200 I , after a lapse of 15 years 
and there had been no further increase till date (September 2005). 

There has been huge increase both in the installed capacity of private WEGs 
and power generated by them. By the end of 2004-05, the installed capacity 
was 2,020.96 MW and wind power generation was 2,544.80 Million Units 
(MUs). In view of this, the concept of treating transfer of power as 
"displacement" was no longer relevant. The Board should have considered 
levying wheeling charges of at least 15 per cent, which was being charged in 
such cases from other sources like co-generation and captive power 
generation. Failure to do so resulted in revenue loss of Rs.204.87 crore during 
the five years period ended 31 March 2005. 

The Government agreed (August 2005) that the line loss up to 11 KV level 
might be about 10 per cent and further stated that in order to encourage Non­
Conventional Energy Sources, wheeling charges were levied at five per cent 
according to the guidelines of MNES. The reply is not acceptable in view of 
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Absence of effective 
Internal Control 
System in adjustment 
of wind energy power 
led to revenue loss of 
Rs.8.76 crore. 

. Ciiaptef-Ill Review relati1!g t~ Stat11tory corporaiio11 
--_ :.. . . - - -. '. - -

thefact thatthere are no:MNES'guidelinesin this regard .. · Further, 15 per cent 
wheeling charges are be~nglevied in respect of purchase of power from other 

· sourc~s.· · I 
I 

- ._ . ~ ·~ . . . ~ - - . . -l- . :· 
·· llitemal c011trol syste11i ; · 

3.18 For the adjustm~rtf of wind· po-werenergy generated by the ·WEG, · 
. meter readings of the power generation are .taken by the Assistant Executive 
En~ine.er a_tiq:.details ar~ forwarded. to; ~~~ .. circles, whe.re the adjustment :is 
carried out Audit notic~d·that: · . i~~ ': · ·· ;_ .. ·. .. ·· .·. 

-- • ! . '·ill·' .. :.r __ \. , .... ' . _·:.- - • 
o in 22 cases, the adjushnent was eff ectec;i' for the WEGpower in excess of 

the qli39tum of power wheeled by them, resulting in revenue loss of 
Rs.8.76 crore. 

• -· • .0- • 

. ·. m. in thre~.cas'es, the WiEGpower valuing_Rs:3.54 crore was adjusted a.gainst 
the consumption of three Ht services although this wind power was stated 
to be ~enerated in circles ·where there were no windmiUs~ 

These cases show that tiier~\Vas 'no effective internal comrolsystem to ensure · 
the_prope~ adjustmentofpoweL · · .. 

·, :_-- .·. - ·1 .· . 

· ·. · . ·· • while·acteptihg the aud~tC>bservations, the Govemmentreplied (August 2005) . 
. that steps were being taken to provide repiote meters and send the readings 

through . e":mail . and forther fer computerise the entire wheeling/banking 
· · · · • ' _ procedure: ' /· < · 1 

• • 

2-22:.....:.9 

.-· .. :.,, 

Umltie be11efittiJ WEGs' ··· 
I . . . . . 

3.19 ··. WEGs.being induc~iye in nature,.:draw reactive power from.thegrid fo 
which they are connecte.d:-. When WEGs draw mon:Lreactive power; the.·· . 

. voltag~ level of the grid: 'fan_s to low levels:. The <lraw_aLof reactive power if 
•.. not ·coiitro_lled·, results. 119t oilly. in poor quruity of power:supplied (due to grid 

. ; disturbance)-buf aiso ynqangers the safety}>fthe grid: . . ... 

- i ... . ·. . . . - . . .. --

.· .. In orµer ·to· partially c9111pensate the .Bqard frorrL tpe._drawar of ·excessive 
, ,Teactive pow_er by.WEGS,_compensationcharges at the rate of 10.paise per uniL 
: of reactive power dra'Wn by WEGs was' levied (June_ 1995). This was 

enhanced to 30 paise per unit.in OctoberJ999 and further enhanced to Rupee 
. one per uirit fo April~OOO: Aggrieved.)y: this· e~aricement; the WEG 
··promoters filed (November 2000) a writ petition challenging the enhancement 

- . J . . - - . • - . 

in the High Court, Chennai: · · 
• i . . .. 

>The Court," while upholding the enhancement of compensation . charges, 
directed thatJhe enhanceinentfrom 30 paise:per unitto Rupee one per unit of 

.. reactive po Wei drawn b~ WEGs would be made applicable only to those WEG • 
promoters. who did not i;naiQfain the Po'Yer Factor (PF) of o. 85 to LOO. The 

· Board, however; did not 'is.sue any amendment to this effect . . 
- : ~ . . 

I ' • - --

On the other hand, the. B,oard divided (November 2002) those WEGs, who did 
not maintain t}l.e PF of 0.85to 1.0~, into two __ categories viz., partially erring 
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Audit Repol'l (Commercial) fol' lite yeal' e11tled 31 Mal'cli 2005 

· WEGs (who draw reactive power up to IO per cent of power exported) and 
erring (those_ who draw reactive power more than 10 pe1; cent of power 
exported). The compensation charges fixed for erring members was Rupee ·· 
one per unit and for partially erring members, it was. 30 paise per unit of 
reactive power drawn. · · 

The action of dividing the erring WEGs into· two categories was neither 
contemplated by the Board earlier nor warranted by the Court judgement. 
This resulted in an undue benefit of Rs. I 0. 78 crore to those WEGs, who did 
not maintain PF of 0.85 to 1.00, but drew reactive power up' to 10 per cent of 
power exported, during the four years ended 3 I March 2005. · 

The Government stated (August 2005) that the Board's aim was to curb 
drawal of reactive power by offering some type of incentive to the WEG · 
promoters, who had reduced reactive power drawal. .. ·The reply is not 
acceptable in view of the fact that the Court's directive t6 levy/enhance the 
compensatiqn charges to th~ WEG promorers who did not maintain the PF of 
0.85 to 1.00, was not complied with. The fact remains that not invoking the 
Court judgement in the proper spirit, has resulted in undue benefit of Rs. I 0. 78 
crore to partially erring WEG promoters, as categorised by the Board. 

liti~l1i~i1~ 
The private wind energy generators accounted for 99 per cent of the total 
installecll capacity of wind energy in the State as on 31 March 2005. The 
Board failed to carry out balanced deveiopment of an the identified 
potential sites, resuiting in imbalance in the generation and evacuatio!fl 
faciHities in some areas. The n~covery of fofrastmctmre Development 
Charges from the wind elflergy generators to create/establish/enhance 
evacuation facilities was not adequate. The Board failed to recover lilfle 

- h>ss and disfriimtfon loss incurred by it on the evacuation of power from 
wind energy generators, ·as was· being done in resp~ct of other co­
generation, captive power plants and independent power prnducers. 
Intenial control· in respect of adjustment of wind energy generation was 
found to be defident. 

0 Steps should be taken to develop all the potential sites to correct the 
imbalance between generation and evacuation faciHities. 

e.· The .Board! shoUJ1ndl ensure that !·ecovery of Infrastructure Development 
Charges _matches the expenditure incurred on this. · 

o Line and d.ishil!mtion loss from the wind energy generators should be 
recovered as is being done from other power producers. 

@ The Board ~hould strengthen intemal control systems in respect of 
adjustment ofwnnd energy generation. 
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Important audit· findings noticed as ~ result· of test -check of tr~sactions. made· 
by the State Government c6mpanies/~tatutory corpOrations are iricluded inthis . 

. . Chapter. · ! 
i 
I 

1ui.i~t.1»1111:::111u111.1 . i · 
! 

l,ili.j.!i!rittJliili!ilfil.iifiliil 
! 

f:. 
j· 

· Faihnre fo negotiate concession ~ith -the oill companies i~esuited in an 
avoidable excess paymenfof Rs.21;11 crore towards Cenfral Excise danty 
and Salles tax on the concession amollllirnt. -

-~ I " -

- - - - ' . : . . . i. - . .. . ~ . -. - .. : . . 

. State Transport Undertakings• (STUs)purchase High Speed Diesel (HSD) oil 
-from. Hindustan Petroleum Corp~ration Limited•·- ·•(HPCL), .•Indian ··oil 
Corporation Limited {IOC) and }3harat Petroleum Corporation Limited 
(BPCL); all Central Pubiic •Sector i Undertakings,· AU the oil companies · 
extended a concession o(Rs.70CJ pe{ kilo litre from l October 2003 ('<vhich 

.. · 

· was increased to Rs.1,250.per kilo litre with effect from 1 April 2005) on the . ·_ 
end· price i.e.; invoice· value including!the elements ofCeritraf ExC:ise Duty and 

•Sales Ta'{, ·. I · -
! 

Section 4 (a) (i) of the Central E*-cise .. Act,. 1944 ·(Ad) on valuation of 
excisable goods for purposes of charging ·excise duty, however, stipulates that.·_ 
"where, in accordance withthenormql practice of the wholesale trade in such 

.goods; such goods are sold by the 'assessee at different price.( to different 
classes of buyers,: each such price sh~l{be deemed t9.be the normalpi·ice of 
such goods· in relation to each class ojbuyers '': · · 

. ' .··. .· . ' . : - .· .. i ,_·_ '.. .. -. -· - ' - . 
As the oil companies extended the concession in the normal course 'pf \vhole 
sale trade,. · the. deemed . - notriJal ·. pd ce for charging . . Central 

. ! . 
f ,. 

~ : • • : : • - _. - - - , • ' • < - • • ': ••• • • : - • -•• 

Metropolitan Transport ·Corporation' Limited; · Chennai; ·.state Ex-press Transport 
. Corporation Limited:· -·chennai, \Tamil Nadu · State ·Transport-• Corporation 
(Coimbatore) Limited, JamilNadu ~tate Transport Cqrporation (Madurai) Limited, 
Tamil Nadu State Transport Corporation (Salem) Limited., Tamil Nadu State 
Transport_ Coi-poration {Villupuiarri) Limited and Tamil Nadu State Transport 
Corporation (Kumbakonam) Limitedt 
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Audit Report (Coimnercial)for:tlie~ear.•eilaed 31 March W05: .· 

··r;xcise Duty and Sales· T~ ofr)fSn·· oil purch~ed by the S1'Us shoiild: h_av~ · · · 
been arriv.ed ai after alfowing cQncessioll.·ih terms: of Section 4· (a).{i) of.the 
Act. -TheSTUs, however~ faiiid to negoti~te with the oil companies to allow 
concession on the basic price before chargfng.CentralExciseDutyand· Sales.· 
Tax in temis of tlie aforesaid provision.· this ·resulted in an avoidal:Jle excess. ·. 
·payment of Central Excise duty: ofRs.9:66 croreonthe concession and Sales · 
tax ofRs. l 7:-51 crore on the concession plus.Central'Excise duty on·~H'sn· oil. 

· purchased by the.sevenSTUs between October 2003 and June 2005. 
' ' . . '.' " ;. ... , .. j '. ' .' . ' . •. ' 

The.matter was reported to the comparues/Goveriuhent iri August 2005; their 
replies had not been receivecl.(September 2005} · · 

- - - . '" :· - . - - - -- . . .~ 

· .. 111111a1.11;~=:=:=i~:=============i=======~~= :~~u1:::n1:111111:::11:11:~::1i111~'.'':=: ·· ·. 

Tine Compaurny extexuied llllndlue !benefit of JRs.9.56 !{Tore, while enter~llllg 
into allll agn'eement fon· tllne ·Ilease of Government ·l~m~. to a join(ventm·e 
p1roject . . . . .. ... . . . .. 

. . The Goverriinent approved '(July l 99o)'establishm:erfr of a:~ofrvvare centre in 
joiilt·Sector by the· Company in association with a private promoter and 
allotted· five acre of· land Jo the Coi1J.pany: ··. The . Goyemment permitted · · 
(Januaryl 991) .the joint venture company viz:; Elcot Ne\v Era Techilofogies 
Limit~d (ELNET) to erit~r upon the land pending fi!lal · or9ers Of1 sale/lease of 
the said land.· ELNET took possession of the land inFebruaryl99L· ·· · · 

. ELNET constructed a softwate park and conlinenced commercial. operation iri 
1996'.. After protracted corn~spondence; the Governinent alienated (14 January 

· t999) 3:34 acre ofland ou(offive acre alldtted earlier. The Go.vemmerit fixed· · ·· 
. (April 2000) theJand value at RS, 19,60,820 per ground. (Rsj,56 crore per 
acre) for the lancland asked the.·eoinpany toremit the hltiourtt.. ·Theextent·of · 
land with ELNET wa5 found (Jµrie 200£l) to be 3.10 acre; as. the· remaining 

·.land was handed over to Chenn~ Corporation for widening of the road. · . . .. 

As per the terms. of alienation. ~rder; theJand could nof be leased oJt by the .· 
Company \yithout the prior; approval· of the G6verl1immt.· .. ·The. Company,· 
however, decided· (February 2001) to lease.ou~ the land .10 El,NET for 90 years·· 
on.a one time··lease deposit ofRs.:14.29 'Ciore: 'ELNET'paidRs.S.19 .·croreiri • 
instalments (between May 2000 and July 2003) to the Company: · · 

'- - - - -_ ' - - ' ' .- . . 

The· Company entered (September· 2004) into 'an agreement,with.-ELNE:F for · 
the lease of 3.10 acre (56.27 grounds) ofland for 90 years from 14.Januaiy 
1999 (the day offwhich land was alienated to the Company), witho'ut getting 
the approval from the Government· ELNET paid (Septeinber2004) Rs.ll. 03 
crore a5 one time lease deposjt and Rs.35.85 la:kh as lease rent (at the rate of · 

. seven per cent)for the period from 14February1991.tol4·J.anuary1999. 

' ,• . '-. 
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·Audit analysis revealed that as per the existing proyisions, the. Company 
should haye collected th~- following amo_untfrom ELNJ;ff for leasing of the _ 
land: · · · 

0 Annual leaserent of ~.~.23 ~roreion fi~eacre froni 14February1991-to 
14January1999 and oni334 acre from 15 Jan1Jaij;·l999to 25 AphL2000 ·· 

·· at 14 per cent of marketvalue of ~up~es twci lakh per ground fixed·bythe 
Collector, Chennai in June 1991; 

·· 0 Additfonal slirchargeofRs.42.66 hikhon the lease rent; · · 
. l ._ . -

0 Interest of Rs. 7 .26 cr~fo (at 12 !peF cent per : annim1) ori lease · rent, 
additional surcharge and one time .lease deposit for the period from April 
2000 to September 2004. 

, - I ~ 

Failure of the Company to· collect leas~ rent for the entire land used -by 
ELNET, additional surcharge as cessJ interes_t on belated payment :Of.lease . 

-. rent/lea.Se deposit as per the existing rules/provisions resulted in undue benefit 
qfRs.9.56 crore io ELNET. . I • • . .. . . . .. 

-The. Company stated -(April 2005) th~t \he State Gov~ffiment had alienated . 
3.34 acre of-land to it and that it would: be proper and justifiable that leaserent 
was collected for the land alienated. The decision to collect lease rent at seven 
per cent ·of the land value.w~ taken ~ffor due delibe~ation and consideration . 
and therate\vas reasonable. . . . . - . 

The reply is· n6t acceptabl~ in view of:the fact that lease .rent for Government . 
land was to.be collected atJ4 per centi(>fmarket valu¢6fthe land, if tlie same 

.· was used for commercial purposes, as
1
-per the existing_rules: Since ELNET 

had .used _the land for commercial purpose, lease rent· should .have been . 
collected at J4 per cent ofmarket valµe. Further, the ·company had aisured 
(Jam1ary 2.004) that . the .. dovernffient. could .. charge lease rent at. 

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

14 per cent of land value for five acre from 14 February I 99 l to 14· January , : . . ' . ' ... - --'· - ': ~ ·,_ . - - .. · i. . .. , ·. . ,. - - ' . - .. ' . . ,- ' . 
1999 and for3 .34 acre from 15 January 1999 to 25 March 2000 . 

. The matter was ~eported to the Govemm~rit in April 200.5; tpeir reply had not . 
· been received (September 2Q05). · · · · · · · .· · 

I· 

. laibinUB.ftlr$.1Ulli~\\lim$.i.JUIH\\IWUtll!.· ... 

:! 

lllllordinate dlefay iin inviting teml!e'n•s fon- dry"'.<locldng repairs and! 
· importing spares.resulted ill1. avoidl.ablle extra expenditiix·e of Rs~5.12 cii·ore~ 

The Company; uses its thre~ ships besides chartering private ships on. need 
basis to ,transp.ort co~ on.behalf o~ tam11.·N~~u Electri,city Board (n:-mB) 
from the load ports m Eastern India to-the discharge ,ports at· Chennai.and 
Tuticorin: . ' .. · · · · 

L 

.. 

.. , . 
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Autlit Report (Commercial) for tlle year.em/et! 31 M(lrclt 2005 

The ship 'Tamil Periyar' was due for dry docking and other major repairs in 
_August 2002. The Company requested (July 2002) the Director General (DG) 
Shipping; Mumbai for extension of time up to December 2002, for carrying 
out dry docking repairs, citing the urgent need to supply coal to Tamil Nadu 
Electricity Board (TNEB) and non-availability of dry docking shipyard. Audit . 
. analysis revealed that the Company was a:ware of the facts that: 

Q extension of time for dry dock repairs beyond December 2002 would not 
be granted by DG (Shipping); 

tl) the lead time for finalisation of global tenders for dry docking wa5 two 
months; and for procurement of spares/paints, it was 45 days. 

In view of the above facts, the Company should have taken immediate action 
to invite and finalise global tenders for dry docking immed_iately after writing 
to DG (Shipping) for extension of time. The Company, however, did not do 
so and invited (29 October 2002) global tenders for dry docking repairs only 
after receipt (18 October 2002) of extension of time by DG (Shipping). 

The Company issued (30 December 2002) a work order on Western India 
Shipyard Limited, Goa (WISL) for dry docking and major repairs. The work 
order stipulated a period of 55 days from the date of dry docking (30 

-December 2002) i.e., up to 23 February 2003 for completion of dry docking. 

The Company, thereafter placed orders (7 January 2003) for the import of 
spares and marine paints through WISL. The spares and paint could be 
received in the ship yard between 25 February 2003 and 10 May2003 i.e., 
only after the scheduled period of completion of dry docking. WISL could not 
complete the dry-docking in time and the ship could be released on 28 May 
2003, i.e., after 148 days of dry~docking as against the stipulated period of 55 /' 
days. , · 

During the extended period of 93 days (March 2003 to May 2003), the 
Company had to charter private ships for transportation of coal, which . 

·otherwise would have been transported by this ship. This resulted in 
avoidable extra expenditure of Rs.5.12 crore being the minimum charter hire 
charges paid by the Company to the private ships. · 

The Government stated (July 2005) that the Company started the procurement 
process after the grant of extension by D9 (Shipping) and after finalising the 
shipyard for dry docking. The ship got delayed due to the very poor · 
infrastructure and non-availability of critical facilities at the yard for early 
completion of dry dock, delayed transportation of paints from Singapore due 
to outbreak of SARS and truckers strike from 1 March 2003. 

. . 

The reply is not acceptable as the ·Company was aware. of the. lead time 
involved in the procurement of spares and paints and as such it should have 
started the procurement process immediately instead of waiting for· the 
extension. As regards poor infrastructure of dry dock, the reply of the 
Government is not acceptable as WISL was selected only on the basis of 
infrastructure facilities available at dry dock. . . 
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Failure to take effective steps fon· the recovery of differentnal land cost 
resulted in the blocking of Rs.2.43 crore. · 

The Company·cancelled(December 1~99) the allotment due to non'."payment 
of differential land cost and ·the interdt thereon. The allotment was restored 

. : . - , .. - ·'·· . . . I .. ' ·. . . 

(April 2000) after receipt of Rs.47 lakh; with a coridition that Square D should 
remit the balance diffetentia] land cost of Rupees one. crore together with 
interest. 

Audit noticed. that the Company did. ~ot. take effective steps to recover the 
amount except writing letters demandi~g the balance amount and interest and 
received (January 2004) only Rs.20 l<)kh. This resulted in non-recovery of 
Rs.2.43 crore (including interest ofRs.1.43 crore as on31January2005). 

I . 

1 · 

The Company stated (July '2005) thati the unit was lying closed with gross 
fixed assets valued at .Rs.35.14 crorel besides capital work in progress of 
Rs. 121. 80 crore; hence, the balance di1fferential cost could be. collected with 
interest as and when the unit is revived. 

* 

;- -
! . 

The Company Square D BiotechLimi
1

ted changed (8 August 1997) its nameto DSQ 
Biotech Limited and again changed (25 September 2001) its name as Origin Agrostar 
Limited. 11 
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Jtudit Report (Co1111l11!rcial) for tlie year e11iled 31Marek2005 

The reply is not acceptable as there is no certainty about the revival of the unit. · 
Further, the Company is neith~r a creditor nor a-shareholder in it and as such, 
iJ: does not have any control on the disposal of its assets .. 

The matter was reported to the Government in June 2005; theirreply had not 
been received (September 2005). 

la11.:::111.:i11s.mm~tt11.:11:M1.t:1i.1i1iam.u1i11-

-l~i.lIIUlnli.::11¥.iitlll@ 

-FallH'ttue- to assess tllne ·suitability· of imported cartoniser resulted in idle 
i1111vestmellllt of Rs.2.36 cron;e. 

-- The Company imported (May · 2000) a sheet cutter' aI1d ream wrapping 
, machine of 50 Tonnes Per Day (TPD) capacity_ along :with a cartoniser to meet 
the growing demand for copierpaper .. The cartoniser, h~ving packing capacity 
_of 150 TPD; was an optional component but the Company purchased it at 

, _Rs.Z.36 cror~ to dispense with manual packing. The cartoniser unit was 
,_. installed In November 2001.. · -

Audit analysis reveaied that the cartoniser unit remained l~gely under-utilised 
as: 

e . in India, universal type packing was more popular than 'Lid and Tray 
type' packing and this cartoniser coul_d _not be use_d fo_r universal type 
packing; · · · · - · · 

GI th~' ,'tid .and Tr~Y-: type' packing' w~ a new _concept to the Indian -
--- conditions~ - ahd biank -cartons -had to be developed. · These newly 

deveiOped blank cartdns were fourid to be weak arid did not withstand the 
multiple handling of the cartons during transportation; warranting freqvent 
changes in vendors and irt the specification of c'artoris; . -

·o _the demand for the cut 'Folio'- size-paperwa5 iri 10 reams/pack but the 
-cartoniser umt was capable of packing the same-in 5 ream.sf pack only. -

-Due to -failure of the cartonising machine~ the -Company had to·· resort for 
manual packing. to meet the full requirement and incurred· Rs.36.08 lakh · 
during November2001 to March 2005. 

Failure of the Company to analyse suitability of the cartoniser unit prior to its 
.. procurement; resulted in under-utilisation ·of investment -of-'Rs:2:36 crore as 

well as avoidabl_e expendifure of Rs.36.08Jakh. -

The Government stated -(J~ly 2005) that the high quality cartons were not 
readily available and the Company had gradually imp.roved the quality of 
cartons. The cartoniser \Vith strapping machine for p~u~king five reams in a 
carton was procured based _on the then prevailing market condition; which 

-later on changed to ten reams packing to minimise labour handling expenses. _ 
44 



- It \Vas further stated thatthe Company 'made use of the caitonisei ,for packing 
2,237 MT, 3,618 MT, 1,5_50 MT and 1j,577 MTofcopierpaper durihgthe four 

-- years ended JFMarch2005: - ._ i: · -
, I 

... . '. . - -- . . . . ·. J .•••. --.- . . · •..• ,- . : .. ·. _· __ ·._ 

-The reply is not acceptable; as the C6P1pany <Jid 11ot analyse the s_uitability of -
the unit considering 'Lid· and~Tray' type packing-·and\the gualityiof cartons 
required for tliis tinit-Tu(Compciny jwas aware: of C!:1tbmers.' _ _re_quifeme11t.0L 

· 10 rearni/pack- even oefore placing otdei forthi:s -unit'. .Furilier, the quantify -
- packed through cartoniser declined frbJl120.32per cent of the fotai' quantity of_-. 

. ' -·- . -__ • -• . -· - . . ~ -·- . ' --i . - . - -- .-- "" . ';' -- -- : --. . - - -- - - - -

·the-copier papers pa~ked m 200l-02.tq~6.21 per ceru m 2004,.Q5. · _ .-
- . I ., - - . -

.:;. -, ; 

- -.•The Coinp'any--entered {F~bruary and \Jun~ 200i)irit<). a'dontract \vith-V6\t!J. 
Paper : GMBH • & Comp~y;', Germimy <_ (V oith) -for rebuilding--• o.f Raper 

_ Machine-l(PM-1) aI1d<speedirigup thb·pfojectof PaperMachine 2 (PM.:2)for -_ 
-_contract' prjce_of Euro 87,0Q;OOO-and]~uro 6J,OO,OOO respectively .. The scope_. -
- of contract i~clu4eddesign, engineeri~g,·manufacturirig,_ supply ofequipment 
. and spare~ and t~chriical ·_ and su'pervi_s()ry . charges . for erection arid 
co'mmissiohing~ ·: Clause 5.01 ;OJ of. th~ contract,·inte1; alia, .stipulated·that_ -

... Voi1h shall. be entirely responsible forjalfta,x~s, Stffillp,duties; lic~nce fees'and -. ·. 
· other such levies, imposed 9utside India: -The Warranty Claµse (8,02)of the 

.• -. con1nict _stipula:t~d thatduri.fig. the pefi6d of warranty: v oith shall; at.the it own' . 
- costand expenses/make good o_rreplasejanY equipment/parphereof: _ -

- ,_ - " - . . - - ·r· - . . . ·- , - -- - . -

0 which may hot ~omp}lywith-1fie sp~cificatfonsJherefor; o~ 
. - - - . ._ - - c' , -- ~ • - - . ~ ~ ·--:: - - - ' ~ 

_0'- . whichmayb'e ofdefe.ctiyeor bf in~ol"reitdesign; of-. 

111 _-_-which -undernormal_andproper tiJe ~d maintenanc~~p~bV(;!Sdefective-,ih 
workmanship or materials> J >> · ·-· 

i · __ 
. • .· . . . . . . . ··. -· •. ' . . . ! . ·• . . . . . . . . j 

Voith supplied the equipment and.con,lmissioned~ the speeded up~PM2-on 14 
September 2002 and- the rebuilt PM 'l on -15 December 2ooi . For the 

- _ equipment supp lied by Voith~- tlie C91Jlpany paid. the customs !ftity as p~r. ' 
Claµse 5.01.03:' - · · ' · · -- - - · · .- - · - - · 

_---~- - -~ - - -·-·: __ < --- ~--:_--- -----: _- _\ __ -. __ - __ r -___ - --.- .. -._- - -_ --. :~---~<:;_< __ -
Audit noticed that 'l\[ipco:-JP rolls suppl~ed; by Voith failed (February and :May 
2003) in both PM:.1-'anµ PM-2:, piem~turely; Voith replaced (June2003) Jhe · · 

- two .failed Nipco~P .rolls -undec warrapfy ·clause as llJ.ese premature 'failures 
were due to •defective design arid ma9.µfacturing; - The Company paid (Jutie> 

. 20,03) Rs.l.07 crore as ·customs dutyj for-.the free rep_facementof defective 
_ . Nipc'<> rolls also oh_ the plea _thafas,per Clause s'.01:03;_ it_had to ·pay the 

-customs:dutf •· - , \ · -" ,, - . -, 
·- i 

.. I 
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.Audit Repmt (Commercial) for tire year e11ded3 J M arclr 2005 

Audit noticed thatthe clause relating to payment of duties, viz., 5.01.03 would 
apply only to the original supplies. As the replacement of rolls was 
necessitated due to the defective design/manl!facture by Voith and whfoh was.· . ; 
to be replaced by it at its cost and expense, the .·Company should have • 
recovered.the customs duty paid onfree replacements from Voith. Failure to 
do so resulted in avoidable extra expenditure of Rs.1.07 crore. 

·The matter was reported to the Company/Government .in May 2005; their . 
reply had not been received (September 2005). . · · 

Disbursement . of short term loan without safeguanling its financial 
nnterest iresuUed il!li non-recovei-y of Rs.l.84 crore. 

Tamil Nadu TelecommuniGations Lill1ited (TIL), a Jomt venture· of 
Telecommunications Consultants India Limited and Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Development Corporation Limited, approached (February 2003) the Company 
for a short term working capital loan of Rs.1 O crore. As per appraisal done by 
the· Company, TTL · · · 

c was depending mainly on Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited for orders, 
·· which had not finalised its orders for 2002-03 ·by that time; 

o . i~curred a cash loss. of Rs.12.19 ~rore and registered a neg~tive growth rate 
(-)64.95 per cent as per the provisionalresults for the nine months period 
ended 31December2002; · 

<:o did not offer any primary/collateral security for -the loan and aiso 
expressed its inability to furnish a 'No Objection Certificate' from .the 
banks from which it was availing working capital loans/advances. Audit 
noticed that normally insistence is on collateral security of fixed. assets to 
cover 100 to 150 per cent of the loan sanctioned for working capital 
purpos_es. 

The Coinpany, in spite of tlw above, sanctioned (April2003) short-term loan 
ofRs.10 crore to TTL and the amouritwas disbu.rsed in May Z003. · 

As per the terms and .conditions of the sanction, the principal amount was to . 
be repaid at the end of 10th month (Rs.3 crore), 11th month (Rs.3 crore) and the 
12th month (Rs.4 crore} from date ofdisbursement. Interest was payable every 
month at 16 per cent per annum from the last day ·Of the month in which loan 
was disbursed. TTL furnished 13 postdated cheques (PDCs}towards payment 
of interest and 3 PD Cs for repayment of principal. 
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· Cltapier~/V Tra1isactio11 Audit Observatiom 

. . . . . -

The interest cheques for th~ first 10 months up to March2004, were honoured 
by the banks. TTL, thereafter reque~ted (April 2004) the Company not to 
present _the five PDCs it had given f~r repayment of principal (Rs.10 crore) 
and the interest for 11th and l21

h months (Rs.14.64 lakh). The Company 
agreed and did not present the PDCs f till September 2004, \Vhen these· were 
dishonoured on presentation. . · : ·. ·. . · 

TTL paid (November 2004 and May 2005) Rs.2.40 crore towards the 
dishonoured PDCs, after a criminal i complaint under Section 138 of the 

.· Negotiable fostruments Act· was filed i(November Z004) in· a Chennai .·Court.· 
•·.·The Company adjusted this amount :against principci.I (Rs.58.78 lakh) and· 

overdue interest (Rs.1.81 crore). TTL owed the Company Rs. 9.41 crore 
towards principal and Rs.17 .47 Iakh towards interest as on May 2005. · 

- l . . . 

. . . . . i •. ·. . . •·. 
TTL paid (24 May 2005) Rs.7.75 cror

1
e, being the balance amount due to the , . 

Company against the dishonoured PD Cs (Rs.1 O crore + Rs.14~ 64 lakh ..,..: 
Rs.2.40 crore), indicating it as full arid final settlementof all the overdues. 
The Company adjusted ·Rs;?.57 crore against principal and the balance 
Rs.17.47 lakh against interest, thus, Ie~viilg a balance of Rs. l. 84 crore against 

·.principal, which is still due'from ITL. '. 
. . . i 

1. 

The chances of recovering of this amoµnt are remote as the Company had not · 
obtained any· security for the 16an, anq TTL had stated that it had settled the 
amounts due in full. 

. -- ' \ .- ~. . . . . . . . - : . 

The Company· stated (July 2005) that[ it sanctioned and paid the short term 
loan to TIL in April 2003 as the earlier working capital loan of Rs. 7.50 crore 
availed by TTL without collateral secm;ity was settled promptly, and postdated 
cheques were obtained for repayment pf both the principal and interest: The 
Company further stated that it was taking steps torecover the balance amount 
also. ! · · 

I 
. I . 

· The reply is not acceptable as at the time of availing earlier short term loan, 
'TTL's financial position was sound an'd obtaining the ppstdated cheques \vas 
not a substitute for collateral security. :Mareover, TIL had. already stated that 
the pay.ment made by it in May. 2005 iwas in full and final s.ettlement of the 
dues. · · ·. · · I ·· · · · . 

The. matter was reported. to the Goverriment in May 2005; ·their reply had not 
been received (September .2005). · ' 
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A~dit Report(Commercial) for the year ended 31 March 2005 

Payment of hulling charges for conversion of paddy pro.cured on behalf of 
Govemment of India into rice at rates higher than those fixed resulted in 
extra expenditure of Rs.82.86 lakh. · 

The Company (as.an agent of the State Government) procures paddy on behalf 
,of Government of India (GOI} under the Decentralised Procurement System 
(DPS) and converts it into rice for distribution under PDS. 

The State Govern~ent for this had _ eritered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) with the GOI which, inter a/ia, ·stipulated that the 
, economic cost of rice. {element~ like cost of paddy; storage charges,·· milling 
·charges (hulling charges), etc.,} would be determined by the GOI anq paid to 
the State Government as subsidy for the quantum· of paddy procured and · 
converted into rice on its behalf. 

Forthe Kharif Marketing Season (KMS) 2003-04, the GOI fixed (December 
2003) the hulling charges at Rs.15 per quintal of paddy equivalent to Rs.22.39 
per quintal of raw rice and Rs.22.06 per quintal of parboiled nee. The 
Company procured3.09 lakh MT ~fpaddy for KMS 2003-04. 

-~ . 

· The Company got 1.46 l~kh- MT of paddy hulled through private hulling 
agents, Audit scrutiny revealed that the Company paid Rs.29 per quintal for 
hulling of raw rice and Rs.33.50 per quintalfor parboiled rice to the· private 
hulling agents against the rates of Rs.22:39 · per quintal for raw rice· and 

· Rs.22.06 per quintal for parboiled rice fixed by the GOI. This resulted iri extra 
expenditure ofRs.82.86 lakh • .. · 

The Company stated (May 2005) that, in the high level .meeting held on 
9 March 2004, under the chairmanship of Chief Secretary;· it was decided to 
hull ·paddy through hulling agents also. to. build ·up rice. stock. The. hulling 

' agents were asked to hull paddy at hulling charges already in: force as per the 
State Government Order dated 19 September 2001. 

The reply is not acceptable in view of the fact that _the GOL intimated the 
hulling charges in.December 2003 and, .therefore, the decision to pay higher 

, hulling charges on the basis of the State Government Order of September 2001 
lacked justification. Further, for KMS 2004-05, the hulling charges have been 
paid at the rates fixed by the GOI. · 

· The matterwas reported to the Government in April 2005, their reply had not 
; beenreceived (September 2005} · 

Rs.82.86 lakh == {620699.38 quintal X (29.00 - 22.39)} + {365690.01 quintalX 
(33.50 - 22.06)} . . 
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. Cliapter-/V Tra11sactio11 Amlit Observations 

The Company suffered a· revenue l!oss of Rs.33.39 fakh due to fixation of 
the second highest offer as the indicative.sales p1ice instead of the highest · · 
offer for sale of granite blocks. I • · · · · · ·. . 

The Company invited (June 2002) limited tender enquiry frcnn six foreign and 
. 14 local buyers for the sale .of dimensidnalgrariite blocks. 'Against the limited 
. tender enquiry, ·one foreign and four local buyers quoted .. S.V Granites; 
· Chenriai quoted the highest rates fo~ five of the six varieties of Yellow 

Zubrana and, all th~ six v·arieties of Cplombo Zubrana .. The offer of Magti 
. ·. Marble Granite Trading, SA, Portugal was the highest orily for one variety of · 

Yellow Ztibrana; ·. · · · · . 

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

. The Company, 'while finalising the tender; noted (18 July 2002) that out.of the 
five tenderers, Magti M~ble Granitel Trading. SA, Portugal was the only. 
established foreign buyer having good market presence in the international 
market formaily varieties cifgranite blcicks, whereas the other tenderers were 
focal buyers having very limited area tjf operation, It. was~ therefore; decided 

. that the rates offered by thfforeign bl1yer. be taken as the rates representing . 
international rriarket rates and other eiigibie tenderers \vere asked fo "match 
these rates. During October 2002 to March 2004, 5,693.751 cubic meters of 

. granite blocks were· sold to the five buyhs·at the above rates. · 
. . . ··:. . . . . . . . i : . :: : .. . .·. < .• : . . .. ·• . . : 

The Governme11t stated (August 2005) ~hat the offer of Magti Marble Gr.~mite, 
· a direct importer with go_od standing in ~taly and other European countries was 

considered to be reasonable sales pricy for export as well as for local sales; 
·hence, this rate was ·extended to other localbuyers also ... · . · 

· The reply is not ·acceptable in view iof the fact that the rates offered by 
S.V.Granites were also well\vithin the prevailing international market rate for 

. the material. Further, the market share: of Magti Marble Granite was poor for 
. this quality Of granite, as they lifted only 93 cubic metre against 600 cubic 
metie committed by themjn the tender, while S.V Granitelifted 535 cubic 
metre against 500 cubic

0 

metre committ~d by them. ~· 

. The decision. to adopt the s~cond hig~est rate as the international ind.icati ve 
price and askingall the other buyers to match the same \vas contrary_ to the 
principle of accepting the highest rates .arid asking the other tenderers to match 
these rates. This resulted in a revenue loss of Rs.33.39Jakh on the sale of 

. - - I . • . . • ' 

·· .. granite blocks. 1 · ·' · 
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Audit Report (Commercii1l) for tlie year e11ded 31 March 2005 

. FaHure to convert the High Tension power connection to Low Tension 
connection in a dosed unit R'esulted in avoidable extra expendittn-e of 
Rs.10.88 !akh on cunent cornsumptionand demand charges. 

· Madura sugar, a unit of the Company was availing High Tension (HT)power 
from the Tamil Nadu Electricity Board (TNEB) with a contracted demand of 
400 Kilo Volt Ampere (KVA). 

As . this sugar mill faced acute shortage of sugarcane for crushing, the State 
· Government ordered (September 2002) the Company to suspend cane 

crushing during the season 2002-03, transfer cane areas allotted to the 
Company to National Co-operative SugarMill, and lay-:off the employees. 

After stoppage of cane crushing activity, the Company applied (November 
2002) to the TNEB for reduction of the contracted demand from 400 KV A to 
90 KV A The TNEB, however, informed the Company that the reduction­
could be effected only after replacing the · existing 11 KV. metering 
arrangement by the Low Tension (LT) metering arrangement and this would 
involve an expenditure of Rs,5.68 lakh. The TNEB further suggested that the 
existing metering arrangement could continue if the reduction in demand was . 
restricted to 125 KV A The Company accepted this and the contracted 
demand was reduced (June 2003) to 125 KVA · 

Audit noticed that as per the terms and conditions of electricity supply by the 
TNEB, if the contracted load is between 66 and 132 KV A, the consumer has 
the option to avail either LT or.HT supply. Had the Company opted for LT 

· supply, it would have been able to save Rs.10.88 lakh (Rs.16.56. Iakh ...,' 
Rs.5.68 lakh) during January 2003 to April 2005 on account of demand 
charges and higher current consumption charges payable by HT consumers. 

The Government stated (August 2005) that in case of conversion to LT, the 
mill would,.have to incur a capital expendifore of Rs.6.86 lakh and that there 
was uncertainty over the continuance or closure of the operation of the mill. 
The Government also stated that had the ~1ill gone for reduction of demand to 
90 KVA, there would have been a saving of Rs.6.96 Iakh and' not Rs.10.88 
lakh. · 

The reply fa not acceptable, in view ofthe fact that the transfer of cane areas 
of the Company to another co-operative mill by the Government pointed to the 
closure of the mill only. While calculatingthe saving due.to conversion to LT, 
the Government had presumed that demand charges would be payable for LT 
services also, which was not factually correct. 
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·Chapter-IV Tra11sactio11 Am/it Obsen1a~io11s 

I· 
! 

.· 

Delay in replacement/non-replacement of reheater coils in Tutkol'in 
Themrnl Powen· Station resulted nn generatioill loss of 110.96 miliion units 
and consequent contribution loss of Rs.13.72 crnre .. · 

! 
\ 

. ·. ! . . . 

Th~ bo'ilers of units 1, 2 and 3 of TJticorin Thermal Power Station (TIPS) 
were comnlissioned between 1979 and 1982. There were frequent failures in 
the reheater coils (one of the comppnents in. the boiler) leading to huge 
generation loss. After inspecting the boiler of unit 2, on the request of the 
Board, Bharat Heavy Electrical Limited (BHEL) suggested (Decemb~er 1999) 
replacement of reheater rear pendent toil assembly in the boilers of all these 
. three units at the next available opporttlnity. · 

Chief Engineer, TIPS suggested (Aptil 2000) that the replacement could be 
carried out in September 2000, Novemper2000 and in 2001 in units 2, 3and1 
respecfo;ely during proposed annuhl overhaul . of · these units. · · The 

· administrative approval for replacement of reheater coils in the three units at 
an approximate cost of Rs. 7.38 crore was.accorded in December 2000. 

After obtaining (March 2001) firm offer from BHEL, Chief Engineer~ TTPS 
~ought (July 2001) approval for the ieplacement of coils at a total cost of 
Rs.l0.53 crore. The admini~tratiVe approval, however, was given in January 
2002 and that too for replacement of reheater coil assembly of unit 1 only ai 
an approximate cost ofRs.3:51 crore. The work/purchase order on BHEL was· 
placed in May/June 2002. The reheater coil assembly was replaced in January . 
2004, though it was planned in August 2002 .during annual overhaul. -The 
reheater coil assemblies in units 2 and~ are yet to be replaced (March 2005). 

i 

Audit scrutiny revealed th~t these replacements could have been completed by 
November 2001 in all the three units during their respective annual overhaul. 
periods. Failure to take timely action for replacement of reheater coil 
assemblies in all the three units, -despite BHEL suggesting this as early as in: · 
December 1999, resulted in avoidable generation loss of 110.96 MU of power 
during January 2002 to March 2005 i and consequent contribution loss of 
Rs.13.72 crore. . 

i 
. . I 

• I : 
. The matter was reported to the Board/Government m March 2005; their · 
replies had not been received (September 2005). .· · 

51 
I 
I 

<: 



-

Audit Report (Commercial) for the year ended 31 March 2005 

Failure to invite tenders for issue of bonds resulted in avoidable extra 
expenditure of Rs.13.15 crore as interest. 

The Government permitted (I 0 June 2002) the Board to raise Rs.500 crore 
through private placement of bonds and extended its unconditional and 
irrevocable guarantee for the principal and interest for the bonds to be issued 
by the Board. 

Audit scrutiny revealed that the Board did not invite tenders to raise the bonds 
and based on a suo motu offer, appointed ( 13 June 2003) Daras haw and 
Company to raise Rs. I 00 crore through private placement of bonds at an 
interest rate of 8.9 per cent per annum. The Board again appointed (July 
2003) Darashaw and Company to further raise Rs. I I 0 crore through private 
placement of bonds on the same terms and conditions as fixed for the earlier 
issue. 

Audit noticed that the Board invited (July 2003) tender for the appointment of 
arranger for further mobilisation of funds. The Board was able to raise 
Rs.404.68 crore between 4 August and 4 September 2003 through private 
placement of bonds at an interest rate of eight per cent per annum at the same 
terms and conditions as were fixed for earlier issues. 

Had the Board followed the tendering procedure for appointing arranger for 
earlier mobilisation also, it could have saved excess payment of interest of 
Rs.3.23 crore up to March 2005 in addition to excess committed liabi lity of 
Rs.9.92 crore ti ll the date of maturity of these bonds. 

The Board stated (June 2005) that it accepted the offer of Darashaw and 
Com'pany after studying the then prevailing market rate and its credit rating. 
All other merchant bankers informally reported that they could mobilise funds 
at above nine per cem and would charge arranger fee. The Board further 
stated that the coupon rate of 8.9 per cent was considered to be the lowest 
under the prevailing market conditions at that time. 

The reply is not acceptable as there are no records to indicate that the Board 
approached/informed the other merchant bankers about its funds requirements. • 
When the Board eventually invited tenders just after a month in July 2003, it 
got the lowest rate of eight per cent. It is pertinent to mention that, when 
tenders were invited by the Board in July 2003 , Darashaw and Company, • 
which raised Rs.210 crore at 8.9 per cent in June and July 2003, offered to 
raise funds at 8.1 per cent. Further, the State Government had mobilised 
Rs.335 crore in June 2003 and Rs.382.97 crore in July 2003 as loan bearing 
interest rates of 6.35 and 6.2 per cent respectively. 

The matter was reported to the Government in May 2005; their reply had not 
been received (September 2005). 
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- ~Chapter-JV Tmu.~acti01iA111lit Observati011s 

Failute to · -undertake• p_eriodicai · ~esiltation -of_ resfrvoir resulte"d in 
accumulation of silt and;consequentt geiien-ation loss of 28J)4 million units 
and contribution loss of Rs.5.10 cron:e:, --

. . 

The Pillur, reservotr is·· aLthe tail ehd of Kundah J-Jydro - Electric• -~roject 
(KHEP) in Nilgiris district. The stofage capacity of the reservoir is l,568 
Million Cubic Feet (Mcft). With this :storage capacity, the Board operates its 
KHEP Power House-IV 6f capacity 2X50 MW so as to- run the machines at 

_ full load during monsoon inflows andtfo{one hour daily during other periods 
as a peaking station~ \ -· · . . . 

The Full Re~ervoir Level (FRL) of the reservoir is f,400 feet with the gross -
storage capacity of 1,568 Mcft. The Minimum Drawn Down Level (MDDL);. 

· {the level below \vhich the hydro machinery cannot be operated for power 
.generation) is· 1,300 feet ~ith a dead ~to~age capacity. of335Mcft; therefore, · 
the net storage capacity ofth~reservoitis 1,233-Mcft. . · •• _ •· - ._ · 

I • • - • . - . 

Audit-scrutiny revealed_ that a Technical•Committee ofth_e Board, formed in 
1978 to get rid of the serious problems faced -due to siltation, recommended 
that desiltation of reservoir should bd carried out every year.·· The reservoir · 

- .was last desilted in 1992: Audit nQticed that the MDDL of the Teservoir 
increasedto-1,365 feet in March 2003 !and-then to lj86 feet in July 2004 due 
to accumulation -of silt. This resulted iri reduction of the original gross: storage -
capacity of 1;568 Mcft to 818 Mcft (Ju.ly'2004). Though the Board formulated· 
several _plans on desiltatiori and o_bta'.in_e<;l the State. Government's approva.I 
(November 2003} for one of its pfa:ns, J?O desiltation I:ias been carried· 011! so far_ 
(September 2005). The .Board had to [1eLout surplus water through spilhvays 

· · - during heavy rains without utilising it for power generation, as the sam_e could. 
not be stored in the reservoir due to reduction in storage capacity 6n,acc_ount __ .··. 
oflarge.accumulation of silt. , · 

. i:-

. . Audit scrutiny revealed thatihe Board! had to let otit 7,289) 73 Mcft of water 
· . from Pillur reservoir during August !:1995 to October 2004 without po\ver 

generation;-,vhich -could have been· stored -and used ,beneficially, had·. the . 
· desiltation been carried out periodic_ally: ~-This resulted in generation loss of 

28.04 million units and contribution Joss- of Rs.5.10 crore during the same 
period, of which Rs'.2:21 _crore was dur:ingJl-ieJast .five years~ · 

The matter w~ reported fothe Board/Govemment in May 2005; theirrepiies 
·had not been received (September 2005): .. . ·. · 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for tlte year e11ded 31 Marclr 2005 

Failure to n·estrict interest payment as per the provisions of ~he Power 
Purchase Agreement resulte_d in excess payment of Rs.4.12 crore to an 
bulependent Power Producer. · 

The Board entered (September 1996) into a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) 
with GMR Vasavi Corporation Private Limited (GMRV) for purchase of 

· power to be generated in its 196 MW Low Sulphur Heavy Stock based power 
project. As per the PP A, the tariff payable by the Board for purchase of power 
included cost of fuel and lubricant, depreciation, return on equity, operation 
and maintenance expenses, interest on debt and working capital, etc. Working 
capital included cost of fuel/ lubrication, operation and maintenance expenses, 
maintenance spares and receivables. 

As per the terms of the PP A, working capital should be Jimited to the lower of 
the Plant Load Factor (PLF) of 85 per cent or average of actual PLF achieved 
during the preceding three tafiff years (excluding Initial tariff year ana Stub­
tariff" year). It was further provided in the PP A that for the Initial tariff year, 
Stub-tariff year and succeeding two tariff years, PLF of 85 per cent would be 

. applicable. · 
- . . 

The commercial generation in the first unit started on 31 December 1998 and 
in the last unit on 15 February 1999. Initial tariff year and Stub-tariff year, 
therefore, would have been 1998-99 and the succeeding two tariff years would 
have been 1999-2000 and 2000-01. The working capital requirement from 
2002-03 onwards would have to be computed based on the PLF of 85per cent 

. or average of actual PLF achieved during the three preceding tariff years, 
whichever was lower (for 2001-02, PLF would be taken as 85 per cent 
because for computing preceding three years' average PLF, third year would 
not be available). 

Audit scrutiny revealed that the Board admitted payments towards interest on 
· working capital based on PLF of 85 per cent instead of average PLF of 
preceding three years for the tariff years 2002-03 and 2003-04. This resulted 
in excess payment of Rs.4.12 crore to GMRV during these two years. 

The matter was reported to the Board/Government in June 2005; their replies 
had not been received (September 2005); 

* Stub-tariff year: Period from the Commercial Operation Date (COD) of the last Unit 
to be commissioned to March 31 first occurring after the COD of such unit. 
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Chapter-IV Tra11sactio11 Audit Observations 

The decision to cancel tenders and float fresh enquiries resulted in 
avoidable expenditure of Rs.96.36 lakh. 

For high value purchases, the Board invites open tenders. The offers received 
are compared with the previous purchase order price of the same item. For 
this comparison, the previous purchase order price is updated based on the 
increase in the cost of major raw materials and the increase in cost of living 
index. The updated price is then compared with the present offer. 

The Board invited (June 2003) open tenders for the supply of 2,000 
Distribution Transformers (DTs) of I 00 KV N22 KV/433 KV capacity. The 
offer of Indo Tech Transformers was the lowest at Rs.73,999/- (all inclusive 
price excluding Sales Tax) out of 17 valid offers, all from Small Scale 
Industrial (SSI) units. The Board negotiated the price twice (July and August 
2003) with the lowest tenderer, who agreed to reduce the rate to Rs.69,030/­
(all inclusive price excluding ST) per OT. The Board, however, decided 
(August 2003) to cancel the tender as the lowest tenderer was not ready to 
reduce the quoted price closer to the updated price of Rs.59,251.46 (as on 1 
April 2003) of the previous purchase order placed in July 2000. 

Against the fresh tenders (November 2003) for the supply of 3,000 DTs of the 
same type and capacity, 15 valid offers, all from local SSI units, were 
received. The offer of Asian Electrical Equipment, Chennai was the lowest 
(L1) at Rs.74,670/- per OT and the offer ofIPL Products at Rs.74,770/- per OT 
was the second lowest (L2). After negotiation (January 2004) both L1 and L2 
tenderers reduced their rate to Rs. 72,500 per OT. The Board asked (January 
2004) all other parties also to reduce their rates to Rs. 72,500 per OT, for 
which they agreed. 

The Board decided (March 2004) to place the orders for 2,665 DTs at this rate 
ofRs.72,500/- per OT, on the ground that the updated price ofRs.73, 135/- (as 
on I December 2003) of the previous purchase order placed in July 2000 after 
allowing 15 percent price preference for local SS! units, was higher than the 
negotiated price. 

Audit scrutiny revealed that the decision of the Board to cancel the tenders in 
August 2003 on the ground that updated price was much lower than the 
negotiated price lacked justification as 15 per cent price preference to SSI 
units was not taken into account while working out the updated price. Had the 
15 per cent price preference to SSI units been taken into account, the 
difference between the negotiated price and updated price would have been 
only Rs.891 per OT, and the Board could have avoided extra expenditure of 
Rs.96.36 lakh for the purchase of 2,665 DTs. 
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The matter was reported to the Board/Government in August 2005; their 
replies had not been received (September 2005): 

F.ainure to put a control system to benefidal use rendered aninvestment of . 
. Rs.31.21 lakh wastefud. -

Parsons Valley Hydro Electric Project was commissioned in March 2000 with 
an installed capacity of 30 Mega Watt (MW) to- generate 57 MillionUnits 
(MUs) of power annually. . · 

The order for supply of generating equipment for the above project included 
micro processor based control system viz., ·Supervisory Control and . Data 
Acquisition (SCADA). The. entire data relating to the generating equipment 
could be stored in this system: This system, once installed in the generating· 

. equipment, helps in monitoring the generating equipment even from a remote 
area.· 

Punjab Power Generation Machines Limited (PPGML), the contractor. for the. 
_ supply of generating equipment supplied this system iri April 1998 at a total 
. cost of Rs.32.85 lakh. The Board paid Rs.31.21 · lakh to the supplier iµ,April 
1998 after deducting five per cent of total cost as liquidated damages· for _the 

· delayed supply. · 

·.Audit scrutiny revealed that this system has not been installed · in the· 
. generating equipment till date (September ioo5) and the power house 
.. operations·were being carried-by the conventional method. The failure ofihe 
. Board to commission this remote control system and put the same to beneficial 
·use had defeated the purpose for which it was purchased and rendered the 

-. ·expenditure of Rs. 31. 21 lakh wasteful. 

The matter was reported to the Board/Government in August .2005; their 
replies had not been received (September 2005). 

Faftlure to procure adequate capacity dewatering pump resulted in 
generation loss and consequent revenue loss ofRs.24.64 lakh. 

Periyar Power House is an irrigation based project and release of water from 
the Periyar dam for power generatio~ is controlled by the Public Works 
Department (PWD) of Government of Tamil Nadu. This power house has 
four units- with an installed capacity of 35 MW each. · 
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Additional Chief Engin_eer{Hydro) of the Board recorded {February 2001) that 
the existing 22 KW (29Shorse power) 'Capacity dewatering pump was worn 
out as it was more than 40 years old and sought replacement for thesame. He 

-further recorded that the dewatering pump was a vital part of the power house_ -
_ having four units and had to be kept)I1 good conditicmto remove leak water in 

the turbines (which was a segular ph~pomerion) and to pump· out -any flood 
water. during emergency ·situations. _ .-- _The Board , accorded administrative -
approval (l\tlarch 2001) for the purchas·e of a new 3 5 HP dewatering pump at 
ari estimated c_ost of Rs):68 Iakh. ~rid budget provision was ma_de for this· -- ' 
amount in : 1000-01. - The new deWatering pump'_ ~as,_ however, not been 
p_~ocured till date (September 2005). : , 

- . ' - ' - . - . . ~ 

Audit noticed that uriit 4 of the power house W(\S. generating (June 2003) _ 
pmver frorn the 200 cusecs of wat~r being released: as· per PWD _directives; 
unit 3 was kept as standby and units ·1 and 2 were_-under repair.-When the 

- - . . ' ·- =. ! . -

defects-in L and 2 were rectified (Jupe 2003) and the repaired units were test·· 
run (4 June2003), the water gushed into the rotary:valve pit anci flooded the -

_- turbine floors in- all the-four units. ·The dewatering pump_ in the -power house. -
was not sufficient - to - drain out -~uch a huge; :quantity of 'tl6od · water. 
Consequently~ all the units had to beishut down: and water \vas let-out-without 
power generation. Two dewatering, pumps Jrorn Tamil Nadu Water Supply 
and Drainage (TW AD) Board were.~rranged and the entire water was {Jumped -
out. - The pump house :w::is put back: into operation ~n 7 June 2003. - Due to 
flooding of the power house; powei generation was suspended for 64 hours 
andiOminutes: -- -... -; !·-- -'·- - -_-_ . --

- . . . . -

-Had the Board made available sufficient capacity de:Watering pump even after 
- - _administrative approval and budget provision, loss of generation of J 0,26, 7_20 

units and copsequent revenue loss of:Rs:24.-64 iakhc_ouldhave beeq-avolded. 
! - - - -

The Board stated (July 2005) that Periyar Power lfou_se;'dewatering system 
was designed to cater to maximum possible Jeakag~ ),lndyr normalconditions 
and in the instant case: flooding .w~s cau~ed not_ ~y n~rmal leakage but by __ 
sudden rupture of end pipes of drams! andatr valve pipes-/ _-

i ·--. - -_ ,' 
The reply is not acceptable in view! _of the fact that the existing ciewatering __ 

-pump was very old and required replacement and the _Board failed to procure 
the 35 HP aewatering pump for whi'ch administrative' approval was.accorded 
in March 2001. · ' •, · f · · -.,,_.\ 

The matt~r was reported to the Gov~r,nment in May' 2oo5; their reply had not _ 
been received (September ·2005). - - --- -

-· ._.-_.-:,. .. 
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Payment of service tax at enhanced rate for the period. prior· fo the 
effective dlate n~su.lllltedl in excess payment of Rs.17.88 fakh. 

The Board avails hire purchase financial assistance from Tamil Nadu Power 
Finance and Infrastructure Development Corporation Limited (POWERFIN), 
a Tamil Nadu Government Undertaking. Principal and interest on these 

-assistances are being repaid in monthly instalments. As per the Finance Act 
2001, financial services were brought under the service tax net. The service 
tax was enhanced from five per cent to eight per cent by the Finance Act, 
2003. The ainendrrient to Service Tax Rules, 1994 to thateffect was published 
in the official gazette on 14 May 2003. As per the gazette notification, these 
amendments cameinto effect from the date of publication, i.e., 14 May2003. 

Audit scrutiny revealed that the Board p~id service tax on hire purchase 
assistance· at the enhanced rate of eight per cent on interest accrued from 
1 April 2003 instead of frotn 14 May 2003, resulting in excess payment of 
Rs.17.88 lakh. 

The matter was reported to the Board/Government m March 2005; their 
replies had not been received (September 2005). 

Introduction 

4.19.1 Corporate Governance is the system by which companies are directed 
and controlled by the managernent in the best interest of the shareholders and. 
others ensuring greater transparency and.better and timely financial reporting. 
The Board of Directors are responsible for the governance of their companies. · 

The Companies Act, 1956 was amended in December 2000 by providing, inter 
alia, Directors' Responsibility Statement (Section 217) to be attached to the 
Director's Report to the shareholders. According .to Section 217 (2AA) of the 

- Act, the Board of Directors has to report to .the shareholders that they have 
taken proper and sufficient care for maintenance of accounting records, for 
safeguarding the assets of the Company and for preventing and detecting fraud 
and other irregularities. · 
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. . 

Further, according to section 292-A of the Companies Act, 1956, notified in 
December 2000, every public limitedi coi;ppany having.paid up capital of not 
less than rupees five crore shall constitute an Audit Committee, at the Board· 
level. The Act also provides that the i,Statutory Auditors, Internal Auditors, if 
any, and the Director in chal-ge of Finknce should attend and participate in the 
meetings of the.Audit Committee but Without voting rights. . 

- . • I . . 

A similar concept has also been intr6duced through clause 49 of the 'listing 
agreement' for listed companies issued by the Securities and Exchange Board .. 
of India (SE}3I), which envisages that 'the Board of Directors shali have an· 
optimum combination of executive aqd non-executive Directors with not less 
than 50 per cent of the Board of Directors comprising non-executive 
Directors .. It also· provides. that listed companies having paid-up capital of 

·.rupees three crore and above should have a qualified and independent Director 
in the Audit Committee. · I ' · · · 

. . . . i- . . . . . ·. . _;· . 

In respect of Government companies~ whose paid-up share capital was less 
than rupees five crore, theState Government had directed (17 April 2002) the · 
Chief Executive Officers of such Government companies. to constitute an 
Audit Committee with the approval of: their Board. TheAudit Committee had 
to take up the inspection ·work biennially based· on the questionnaire attached 
with the above order. The questionnaire contained basic questions on Assets 
Management, Material Management,' Financial Management, Accounts and 
Audit; Human Resources Managem~nt and Company Law matters. The 
Inspection Report submitted by the i Audit Committee was required to be 
placed before the Board for.necessary follow up action.·. 

I . 
! 

· The main components of Corporate Governance are: 

0 matters relating to the Board of Ditectors; 

Directors' Repo~; and. [ 

o constitution of the Audit Committ~.e .. · 

4,19.2 Out of 55 working Govemmertt companies in the State, (three listed 
and 52 unlisted companies), Audit reviewed 46 companies (three listed and 43 
unlisted) as detailed in Annexure-12. i · · 

Boartl of Directors 
• . . . ·I . . . . 

4.ll.9.3 The responsibility for good go:vemance rests on the Corporate Board, 
which has the primary duty of · ensuring that principles of Corporate 
Governance both as imbibed in law !and regulation and those expected by 
stakeholders are rigorously and . yoluntarily complied with arid the 
st~keholders' interests are protected. for this purpose, every company should 
hold the meetings of the Board of !Directors at· regular intervals. Every 
Director should attend· these Board mdetings to share the expertise; knowledge 
and guide the affairs of the Company; : · 

' 
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· Attendance of Directors in tlze Board Meetings 

4.19.4 In TEL, full Board. of Directors was never present in any of the 18 
· meetings.· held during the last four years ended 31 March 2005. Four 
· Government nominee Directors did not attend 25 meetings during 2001.;02 
and 2004-05. Two independent Directors failed to attend 21 meetings during 

... this period; while two independent Directors attended only one meeting out of 
· four meetings during 2001-02 .• 

4.19.5 In TNPL, only one meeting out of 30 meetings·was attended-by all the 
Directors; twenty nine Directors did not attend 13 meetings. 

4.19.6 Two Directors in TTL did not attend any Board meeting duri_ng 
, 2004-05. Twenty five Directors failed to attend 54 mt;:etings during 200_1-02 

and 2004-05. 
: .- . 

· This indicated that the Directors did not actively part1c1pate iri the 
111anagement of affairs of the companies and in the decision making process to 

... safeguard the interests of the c_ompany; 

Vacancyposition of Directors 
- ·. . 

. 4.19.7 The post of Chairman has been vacant from 29 September 2004 in 
•TTL. 

4.19.8 In TNPL, post of one Director was vacant from 5 October 2003 and 
that of another from 19 June 2004. 

Audit Committee 

Role amlf unctions 
. . . : - . . . 

4.19.9 The main functions of the Audit Committee are to assess and review 
·the financial-. reporting system,· to ensure that the financial statements are 
correct, sufficient and credible. It follows·up on- all issues and interacts with · 
the Statutory Auditors before finalisation of annual accounts. The Committee 
also reviews the adequacy of the Internal Control System and holds discussion 
with Internal Auditors. on any significant finding and follow up action thereon. 
It also reviews financial and risk management and evaluates the. findings of 
internal investigation where there is any suspected fraud or irregularity or 
failure of the Internal ControfSystem of .material· nature and reports to the 

·Board. . . . · . 

· Meetings 
- - . . . . -

4.19.10 Clause 49 of the 'listing agreement' with SEBI requires that atleast 
three meetings of the Audit Committee should be held• in a year. TTL, 
however, held only two meetings in 2004-05_: · .· 
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Board of Direct(}nJ -- i 

- - :'_· -- . - - .: : . i . :- -: ·- . 
Attemlanct; of Directors ill tlie Board ff e~tings 
4.19.H The attendance ofDirectors i~the Board. ~eeti~gs was 'not- regufar. 
All the 6irectors were not present in ~II the' Board meetings h~ld by 18"' I 

companies during the last four years eJ1ded31 March2005. · 
l_,, .-

. - -'... -i· ·:._ - ·-.. - _, . ,_ 

. - During the period-from Apiil2001 to!March 2005, one Director of MTC did 
. not attend any of the· 18 111eetings h~ld ·during his tenure. -O~e Diredor of -
Tamil Nadt!State Transport Corporation: (Madurai) Linll.ted also did npl attend -
any meeting held during· 2003-04. i Nine. Directors attended. -one -fo: four 
meetings ouf of 5 to _ 23 'meetingsi held -during their tenure (details -in 
Anm.~xui·e-13). - . . · 1 

·• - -

- - ·- ·-co_-. 

This indicated' '-~hat the'~ Directors': ciict not actively pfu-ticipate 'in _the 
management 6raffairs.ofthe~c6mpanies ·an.ct in the decision mal_<ing process to 

-. safeguard thefotere:Stofthe:X~ompanyJ .· .- · ·' · -- · -
. ~ -~- -· :_. . - ·- . . ' -· . . i 

-. Atte1idanc~ i11Al1l_ui:al.Ge11~~~l-Mee;i~ig'~~ . 
- - - - - ,; . . >i -. 0. - - •• • 

4.19.12 The attendance: of.Directors in the Annual General Meeting of six 
companies Was poor .. ·• Sixtyfour Dire~tors· did not -attend the Annual· Gem~ral 

·Meeting held-' during- the; :period from:_. 200.1-02 'to ···. 2004-05 · ( detmls in 
Axmexure-14). . ! · 

Vacancypositi01i of Directors 

4.11.9.13 Vacancy position ofDirectors
1 
in'respect· of~i2.~ompaniesas detailed. 

in .Anrrexure-15·· indicates that .the-vatancles · pernisted-~fioin Decemb'er 2002.: · · 
- onwards. · · · -·· -_ , 1 · -. · ·• • • - ' . · · 

Audit C01iimittees 
i .. -

~ ·' - - ·... . • · .. Ii .. -~-. ~·- ., . . - ~ ~= ·._ ... - ; ·:. : .- . 

Out of 52 llnli~ted PS Us, the paid up capital of 30 Government companies was .· 
·more than rupees five cioreand that '.of22 Hovernment companies \Vas less 
than rupeesfive crore. · .. · · · ' ---

- . 4.19.14- A review of the compliance with the provisions: of section 292-A of 
the Companies' Act in respect of 30 Qoverriment companies, \yhose paid.,up 
capitalwa5~ more than rupees five cror~ revealed that: . ·•... . ·· . · -__ . -_ _ _ 

. . . . ~- . -_ . . . ·. ! . . . . . . ': .. ~ . - .' : . ,. - . : ~ . 

:e .. · Audit Committees of 11 * Governrilen:(companies ·did not hold discussion 
.·. .• with the external auditors before: commencement of external audit and . 

•c:.after completlon in alf the four years>ended 3lMarch 2005. In three 
· GovefilII1ent companies;(Serial· N~mbers 6, 14 and 30 of Anne::rnire-12); . . - . . ! _. - . -- - . . ·.. . . ,. 

' -- ' . I • - - • 

°" Serial Numbers 5, 7,_9to 12, 14, 18, ~1,24, 25, 27, 30, 31,35, 38, 41and45 of 
Annexure~l .- . _

1 
_ , ·- .· _ 

* Serial Numbers 6, 10, 17, 23~ 32, 38 fo 41,43 and 44 of Annexure~l. 
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the Audit Committee did not review the Annual Financial Statements 
before submission to the Board of Directors. 

e in eight* Government companies, the Statutory and Internal Auditors did 
. not attend . the Audit Committee Meetings and · in one · Oovernment . 
company (Serial Number 16 of Annexure-12), the Internal Auditors did 
not attend· the Audit Committee Meetings _during the four years ended 31 
March2005. . · · 

® in three Governm'ent companies (Serial Numbers 14, 30 and 40 of 
A11mexure-12) the Chairman of the Audit Committee did not· attend the 
Annual General Meeting to· answer the shareholders' queries. 

Compliance witlz Govemme11t tlirectives 

4.19.15 A review of the compliance with Government directives in respect of 
those companies, where the constitution of Audit Committee was not 
mandatory as per the provisions of the Companies Act; revealed that: 

Ill seven# companies had not constituted Audit Committee tin· dafo (March 
2005) and hence, did not conduct biennial inspection on such important 
matters as mentioned in the Goverilment directive; · · 

s though Tamil Nadu Fisheries Development Corporation Limited had 
formed the Audit Committee, it had not conducted biennial inspection as 
directed by the State Government. 

a. Attendance of Directors in the Boanl meetings as well as Annual 
General Meetings was not regular in many oHhe companies .. 

"' Audit Committees of 11 unlisted Government companies did notholld 
disrnssion with the External! Auditors. St~tutory and l!nternal 
A\Ulditors did ll]Ot attend the Audit Committee Meetings of eight 
undisted Goven11ment companies. 

$ Sevell1 unllisted Government companies, where formation of Au.ullit 
Committee was not mm11dat<n-y9 did not coriduct biellmiaH inspectfon as 
directed by the State Govemment. 

The matter was referred to the companies/Government in July 2005; their 
replies had not been received (September 2005). 

~ Serial Numbers 6, 10, 14, 32, 39 to 41 anq 43 of Anllexure-1. 
# Serial Numbers 26 to 28, 31, 3J, 36 and37 ofAnnexure-L . 



Cllapter-IV Tra11saetio11 Autlit pbsen•atiom 

4.2G,1 The Government of Indiahas ¢nacted various Acts to enforce effective 
environmental protection and establiShment of regulating bodies to monitor 
and enforce the provisions of the Act hnd rules, viz., . · . . . . i . . 

"' The Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1974; 
' 

e The Air (Prevention and Control ~f Polluti~n) Act,. i 981; 

.e The Environm5mt(Protection)Act, 1_986; 

. (l) , The H¥ardoµs Waste (ManagemJnt and Handling) Rules, 1989; · 
. . 

·et ··The Noise Pollutioii (Regulation apd Control) Rules, 2000, . 
. ·.. . ··.. ·. I ••. . . •. . 

• Tamil Naclu Pollution CoritroLBoard (TNPCB) formed under the· provisions of 
said Act, prescribed norms for control of various kinds:of pollution in .thermal· 
power stations (TPS)° and other industries. The disposal . of natural 
wastes/effluent into the atmospher~/w8;ter from the cement plant, sugar 
industries and ']['PS.is identified as a major source of pollution. 
. . . . . I . . . . 

4,20,2 The following units were r~viewed for the compliance with . the 
provision of these Acts and Rules by the Public Sector Undertakings (PSUs} in 
the. State of Tamil Nadu; · 

I) Four• units of two State PSU_s; 
. . 

0 ·Two Therm~IPower Stations (TPS)~ out of four TPS of Tamil Nadu 
· I~:Iectricity Board (TNEB); and · ! 

0 Two# State Transport. Undertaki~gs (STUs) out of seven STUs were 
scnitirtised. . : 

I 

The Aµdit findings are discussed in the succeeding paragraphs.· . . . . .. I . 
I 
I 

I 
l 

Alangulam and Ariyalur cement plants of Tamil Nadu Cements Corporation Limited 
(TANCEM) and Arignar Anna SugarjMills (AASM) and Perambalur Sugar Mills 
Limited (PSM) of Tamil NaduSugar Corporation Limited. 
Toothukudi Thermal Power Station (TTPS) and Mettur Thermal Power Station 

· · (MTPS) of Tamil Nadu Electricity Board. 
Metropolitan Transport Corporation Dimited; Cherniai and Tamil Nadu Stat~ 
Transport Corporation (Madurai) Limited: · 

2-22-12a 
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Amlit Report (Commercial) for tlte year e11ded 31 Marclz 2005 

Air Pollutio11 at stack 

Thermal Power stations 

4.20.3 Air pollution is caused by emission of gases like Sulphur Dioxide 
(S02) and Nitrogen Oxide (N02), · and .Suspended Particulate Matter 
(SPM). Audit noticed that the maximum emission of SPM in stack was 
455.83 mg/m3 €to 617 mg/m3 in TIPS and 347 mg/m3 to -1,144 mg/m3 in 
MTPS during the last five years ·ended 31 March 2005 as against the 
prescribed standard of 150 mg/m3 (maximum). The high emission of SPM 
was due to usage of coal having high ash content of 46 per cent. The Ministry 
of Environment and Forest(MOEF), GOI prescribed (June 2002) not to use 
coal containing more than 34 per cent ash but the TPS were using coal 
containing more than the prescribedash content. . 

The excess emission levels of pollutants due to usage of high ash· content ~o-aJ 
in TPS could have been brought doWI1 by ensuring that the flue gases pass 

. through. the Electro Static Precipitator (ESP)"' and suitably regulating. the 
strength of current supplied to the ESP. As this was not ensured the pollution 

· levels could rtot be kept within the norms . 

. Cement Plants 

4.20.4 The normal pollutants in the cement industry are 'SPM, S02, N02 and 
fugitive emission (emission of cement and fly ash particles}. The cement 
plants of TANCEM never recorded emission level. though as per the. 
requirement . of Environment (Protection) ·Rules, 1986, emission · 1evel • was 
required to be recorded twice a week. Audit analysis· of emission levels 
recorded by TNPCB once a year revealed that the SPM level was mostly 
higher in ambient air than in the stack. 

Audit further noticed that: 

e Alangulam plant frequently tripped. As periodical emission levels had not 
been recorded by T ANCEM; the effect of the ESP tripping on pollution 
could not be assessed: 

,€ 

TANCEM had not created facilities to contain fugitive ~mission like 
provision of stacker cum reclaimer, dust collector and covered storage of 
coal, limestone and clinker, which was contrary to the stipulations of 'the 
Corporate Responsibility. for Environmental Protection (CREP), which 
required the fugitive emission to be brought ·under :control by 
December 2003. 

Alangulam and Ariyalur plants adopt 'wet' and 'dry' process respectively 
for cement production. A comparative study of emission levels in these 
two plru:its revealed that the same were lower in Ariyalur (which adopts 

mg.lm3 =milligram per cubic metre·. · 
· ESP-.a pollutioffcontrol device with optimum velocify and prescribed temperature. 
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dry process). T ANCEM had not switched over to dry process due to 
financial constraints, though this was proposed in August 1996. 

Sugar industries 

4.20.5 In case of sugar units, neither the conventional method of taking 
periodical readings of emission (as specified in the consent order by the 
TNPCB) was adopted nor online monitoring facilities provided for the 
purpose. As per the annual stack monitoring report of TNPCB, non­
installation of the ESP in Perambalur Sugar Mills Limited (PSM) led to SPM 
emission level ranging from 248 mg/m3 to 315 mg/m3

, which was far in excess 
of the prescribed norm of 150 mg/m3

. Stack emission level readings had not 
been taken in Arignar Anna Sugar Mills (AASM) during the last five years. 

Pollution in ambient air 

Thermal Power Stations 

4.20.6 Central Pollution Control Board (CPCB) prescribed National Ambient 
Air Quality (NAAQ) Standards for S02, N02, SPM, Respirable Particulate 
Matter (RPM), Lead (Pb), and Carbon Monoxide (CO) to protect public 
health, vegetation and property. 

A comparison of the annual average of ambient air quality in TTPS and MTPS 
for 2004-05 vis-a-vis standards prescribed by the CPCB revealed that the 
concentration of SPM ranged from 197 to 492 and from 210 to 232 mg/m3 

respectively against the norm of 150 mg/m3
. 

Scrutiny of emission details taken by TTPS and by TNPCB with in a gap of 
two or three days revealed that there were huge variations between these two 
sets of readings giving room for doubt on reliability of these data. 

Cement plants 

4.20. 7 As per the CREP for cement industries, cement plants located in 
critically polluted or urban areas should meet I 00 mg/m3 limit of SPM by 
December 2004 and continue working to reduce the emission further to 50 
mg/m3

. Audit, however, noticed that SPM emission in ambient air ranged 
from 136 mg/m3 to 184 mg/m3 for the four years ended 2004-05 in Alangulam 
and from 172 mg/m3 to 256 mg/m3 for the four years ended 2003-04 in 
Ariyalur, thus, violating the CREP norms/stipulations. 

Sugar Industries 

4.20.8 ln respect of PSM, the maximum SPM level recorded during 200 1-02, 
2003-04 and 2004-05 were 295 mg/m3

, 268 mg/m3 and 236 mg/m3 

respectively against the norm of 150 mg/m3
. For 2000-0 1 and 2002-03, 

neither PSM nor TNPCB conducted any test to measure the pollution level in 
ambient air. In AASM, though SPM level came down from 427 mg/m3in 
2000-01 to 19 1 in 2002-03, it was still high compared to the norm of 150 
mg/m3

. After 2002-03, emission level readings had not been taken by AASM. 
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Transport 

4.20.9 Pollution caused by vehicular em1ss10n is . a serious form of 
environmental pollution. The Green Bench of The Supreme Court, which 
monitors the pollution caused by vehicles, observed that the State Transport 
Undertakings (STU)s were the main offenders on two counts i.e., levels of 
emission and sound. Audit noticed that: 

c Bharat Stage-II (BS-II) norms, comparable to Euro-II, for all vehicles were 
implemented in a phased manner starting with New Delhi arid extended to 
other cities like Mumbai, Kolkatta and Chennai in· 2001. Metropolitan 
Transport Corporation Limited (MTC); Chennai introduced 411 vehides 
up to F~bruary 2005, out of which only 246 vehicles conformed to BS-II 
standards. 

e · The Ministry of Surface Transport, Government of India requested 
(December i 998) the Government of Tamil Nadu t9 replace the existing 
old vehicles held by the STUs within a period of three years. . MTC; 
Chennai and Tamil Nadu State Transport Corporation (Madurai)· Limited 
(TNSTC), operated 2,773 and 3,617 vehicles respectively as on March 
2005; out ofwhich, 1,195 vehicles (43 per cent) and 1,243 vehicles (34 
per cent) were more than eight years old indicating ·that · the State 
Government did not take effective steps to replace the old vehicles. 

. . . 

@ As per the provisions of the Motor Vehicles Act, it is mandatory. for the 
vehicles to get Pollution Under ControL (PUC) certificate and to produce 
the -same to the concerned authorities every time vehicles are· sent for 
Fitness Certificate (FC). MTC, · Chenriai s~nt 32,07 4 .vehicles during the 
period from 2000-01 to 2004-05 for FC and out of which, 2,476 vehicles 
failed due to excess emission of pollutants during the emission checks 
conducted by the Motor Vehicles Authority. This points to the fact that 
PUCs were issued without conducting emission test properly. 

Thermal power statious 

4.20.10 Discharge of inadequately treated industrial effluent into the water 
bodies causes water pollution. In TTPS, 75 per cent of the waste water 
generated was recycled and utilized in the plant and the balance 25 per cent 
was let out into the sea. In MTPS, 10.8 lakh kilolitre (KL) waste water .per 
month (32 per cent of waste water generated) was let out into the river 
Cauvery. The extent of pollution in the discharged water is measured in terms 
of Total Suspended So.lids (TSS), Bio Chemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) and 
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD). Audit noticed that these parameters in the 
discharged water of TIPS were in the range of 150 to 2,027 mg/litre (TSS) · 
arid 164 to 1;010,mg/Iitre (COD); whereas in MTPS it was 94 to ·318 mg/litre 
(TSS) and 21 and 29 mg/litre (BOD) during the last five years period 
ended 31 March 2005. In respect of other parameters; TTPS and MTPS did 
not take any :reading during the above period. 
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Further, there were' wide variations bet~een the above· readings taken! by TPS 
and TNPCB during the same period, I ' · ·. · · . · _ · .. 

. . i . . . .· 
. : . ·. i . . . •. 

As per the Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Cess Act, 1977, water 
cess at higher rates than those prescrib~d is payable to the TNPCB on the basis 
of water _consumed, if the ·conditions/norms prescribed by TNPCB are not 
followed. · . .· ·· ···. - i · .· · · · · · ·· ·. · ·· .. · · · 

-- ·. I 
. I 

Audit noticed that TTPS and MTPS~ paid· Rs.16.98 lakh.,arid Rs.57.33 lakh 
respectively as water cess at -higher [rates, as ·•they failed to comply with 
ppllution control standards prescribed by TNPCB during thefive-:yeai period 
ended 31 March 2005. - . ! . . . 

Cementplwlts . 
. . i -

.' . -· ·. . . - i ' . : ·- . 
. . • ·- I ' . ~ . 

4.20.H Effluent Treatment Pfant (ETP~ has not been :installed iri the Ariyafor 
cement plant of TANCEM, Pollutan~s in the. discharged water, t~erefore, 
e.xceeded the prescribed norms and th~ percentage·of varfationw~ between 
47 and 76~64,-in-2002-03 when comparfd withthenqr.ins .. ·. _ · · ··'. · 

·Sugar im[u~trie8 , 
I 
i 

! . . .· . . . . . I . . ·. . . . 

4~20.12 TSS, BOD and COD in dischatged water were in the range of 198 to 
418 mg/litre, 328to 843 mg/litre and 1,120 to 4,065. mg/litre respectively 
during the five years ended 2004-05, in PSM, which were far in excess of the 

. I . . . . 

prescribed:norms of less than 100, 30 apd 250 mg/litre respectively. - This was 
due to non-installation of the ETP by P~M. · 

- ' . 
' I · m,,.,.,., ... ,.,.;.,.,, ... ·.'i'};.,.,1'-?·:·M~'i'ii'\i'ill 

~r'.IUU.~~ll!tw!i 

4.20.13 A hazardous substance is one t~at endangers the lifo of human beings 
and other living creatures .. · Under thrHaiardous Waste (Management anci · 
Handling) Rules, 1989, the person generating hazardous waste shall take all .. 
practical steps to ensure that such waste was properly handled and disposed of 

. I . . . . . . 
without any adverse effect. The transportation of hazardous Waste should,be 
in accordance with the provisions , of the rules fra:ined by the Central 

. .. . . I • . . . . , . 

Government under the Motor Vehicles! Act; 1988 and other guidelines issued · 
from time to time. I , 

I 

I 
Thermal Power Stations 

i 

4.20.14 As per the consent order iss~~d by TNPCB under the above rules, a 
maximum quantity of 25 MT of such-Waste should alone.be generated/handled 

- - . ! - .. _- . . - . . -

petannum and a maximum quantity o~iO~OOOKgs :or a truckload~ whichever. 
was less, should alone be stored on s~te for a maximum period of 90 days. 
Audit, however, noticed that 2,Cl~,89q Kgs bf oil sludge. (sediments at the . 
bottom of the furnace oil tank), a h9rdous and inflammable substan~e, was 
stored by TTPS for more th<:UJ. two yea.rs and the same was yet to· be disposed 
off (September 2005). Similarly, 40,0QO litres of used oil drained annuallyby 
the thermal stations, was stored for longer periods (three to rn months) than 
the stipulated 90 days before they wer~ disposed off Audit also noticed that 

. : . I . 
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provisions relating to disposing off of suchhazatdous waste to th~ authorised 
· ·· re-processor possessing a valid consent order from TNPCB was not ensured 

by the TPS. . . . . . . 

Sugarlmlustries 

·. 4.20.15 Molasses is a by-product generated duringexti~ction ofsugar frorii 
sugarcane and the same is mostly sold fo .distillerie~, whereit is used in.the. 
·manufacture of liquor. As per pollution control norms, molasses has to be.· 
. stored in cover~d steel tanks: Audit noticed that 8,218.048 MT of molasses 
remains storedi11 open pits against pollution control norms by ·}>SM since 1992 . 
causing en-\riromnental pollution. · · · · · 

· Tliemwl Po-iver.Stations 

4.W.16 · GOI notified (February 2000) the Noise Polluti6n CRegulatio~ and 
Control) Rules 2000 . with. a view to inaintaining tlie .··ambient • air qual{ty 
standards in respect of no,ise by. regulating and . controlling noise . 
·.producing! generating sources; such as. generator sets~. vehicular~ movement, etc.·· 
A maximum level of 75 decibels has been fixed for industrial areas. , 

Noise polil1tion inside. the. plant ·area in MTPS and TTPS was beyond the . . . 

. prescribed limits, and. ranged from 92 to 1 T7 ·decibels in 2003::04 and· 2004-05 
in TTPS whereas in MTPS itr~ged froin 96 to 99 decibels during the last five 

Cement plants 

4.20.17 Noise pollutioninside. the pfantarea in cell1ent. plants in Alangulant 
and Ariyalurwas 98 d.ecibels.to 99 and66 decibels-to 80'respectively., ·· 

Sugar inilm·tries 

4.20.18 Noise level inside the plant area in PSM was. up,.to ·73 decibels 
.·whereas in AASM~jtwas measured .only once in 2000-Qi and the same was · 
.87 decibels .. · · · . · ·. · . . . . . 

. liti¢.l~~ililiiilii~I · 

. Nmi-mmiitoring of other pollutomtS'iui anwie1J,tair 

4.20.19. Though the, NAAQ monitoring programme required 'tlfe··readings of. 
RPM, lead and,.catbon monoxide to be taken and .such. eniissioi:is monitored 

. ·.and controlled, the State PS Us .and thermal p'ower ·stations had0 .not taken. any 

. actiOn.to measure, moriitofand ci:mfrol these 'emissions:"' ·.·. . 
- ·.·. __ 
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No1t-provisio11 of Inter-locking system to control llldustrial Pollutio11 

4.20.20 CPCB instructed (November 1995) the State PCBs to ensure that 
arrangement for interlocking the production system with pollution control 
devices bad been made in the ind ustries which had installed those devices. 
Such a facility would ensure that during the period pollution control devices 
did not function, production would be automatically stopped. Absence of such 
a facility would enable production to continue even if the pollution control 
devices were not f unction.ing, thus, leading to higher pollution. Audit noticed 
that the State PS Us had not provided such interlocking facility in their units. 

Green Belt for Pollution Omtrol 

4.20.21 Plantation is one of the effective means of controlling air pollution. 
TNPCB stipulated that TIPS and T ANCEM should plant 1,00,000 and 
3,60,000 plants respectively in and around their plant area so as to minimise 
the effect of pollution. TNEB and T ANCEM, however, planted only 20,644 
and 19,000 plants, thus not fully complying with the directions 
(September 2005). .. 
E11viro11mental Management Sy5·tem 

4.20.22 Environmental Management System (EMS) is required to meet the 
environmental obligations by the industries and reduce the impact of their 
operations on the environment. Audit noticed that none of the State PSUs 
have formulated EMS. This deprived them of a val uable too l to improve their 
environmental performance, increase the use of pollution prevention methods 
and ensure compliance with statutory requirements. 

Em1ironme11tal Audit Reports 

4.20.23 Environmental auditing, now renamed as Environmental Statement, is 
a tool comprising systematic documentation and periodical evaluation of 
performance of a unit with reference to waste management and assessment of 
compliance with other environmental regulatory requirements. Though 
preparation and submission of EAR was mandatory under Environment 
Protection Rules 1986, (second amendment) since March 1992, the .State PS Us 
submitted EAR to TNPCB, which were not even scrutinised by an 
environmental auditor. Instead, they submitted onl y routine reports, in 
Form-V, which defeated the objective of Environmental Audit. 

To sum up 

Envfronment Management System did not exist in any Public Sector 
Undertaking (PSU). PSUs failed to comply with many of the statutory 
provisions on air, water and noise pollution, solid waste management and 
handling of hazardous waste. Environment Audit Reports were being 
submitted without any scrutiny by the environmental auditor, ther·eby 
defeating the objective of Environment Audit. 

The matter was reported to the companies/Board/Government in July 2005; 
their replies had not been received (September 2005). 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for tlie year e~ulea31 M arc..lt 2005 

. Incorporation of too many companies with similar objectives resuRted .nn 
additiol!llaR administrative costof.Rs.27.93 cl·ore. 

. . 

As on 31 March 2005, the State had 66 Governme~t co~panies out:ofwhich 
52 companies were working. An analysis of the objeetives arid activities of 
these companies, as laid down in their respective memorandum .. of 

. associations, revealed that two or more companies ·were functioning in. the 
same sector with similar objectives. Particulars of 10 such cofupanies 
functioning in four different sectors are detailed in the A1rmexm·e=l6. 

Details in the Annexure revealed the following: 

· @ In the industry sector, three companies were established for proitiotion and 
setting up of industries. Though Tamil Nadu Indt1striat Deveiopineni 
Corporation Limited was· established in i 965 for the stated purpose, two 
more companies were established subsequently for similar 'objectives. ·. ·· 

@ ·In the forest sector, Tamil Nadu Forest Plantation Corporation Limited 
was incorporated for raising plantation5 for the purpose ofdevelopment of 
industries based on their produce~ Tamil Nadu Tea Plantation Corporation 
Limited and Arasu Rubber CcirporaticmLimited were incorporated mrunly 
forraising tea and rubber plantation respectively. · · 

@ • While Tamil Nadu Construction Corporation Limited existed to tak~ care 
· of the construction ·activities entrusted to it by ·the State Government, 

another company, Tamil Nadu Police Housing Corporation Lim~ted \villi 
established in 1981 to undertake construction activities mainly forthe 

·. •. Police Department. . . 

·© Jn. "the Infrastructural DevelopJ.nent Sector, while . Tamil N~du ·Urban 
Finance and Infrastructure Development Corporation Limited was · 
established· in March 1990 for providing financial assistance to the local 

· bodies for· development schemes, Tamil Nadu Power Finance and 
··.·Infra.Structure Development Corporation Limited \Vas incorporated. in the 

succeeding year for financing infrastructure development schemes · of 
Tamil NaduElectricity Board.. . . 

Audit noticed that functioning of multiple companies with similar objectives 
involved substantial administrative expenditure on Directors, Chairman and 

. staff, besides expenditure on infrastructure foLs~parate office .buildings, etc. 
Excluding the administrative expenditure of. the major companies in the 
respective sector (Serial Numbers .1, 4, 7 and· 9), functioning of multiple 
companies with similar objectives resulted in additional administrative cost of 
Rs.27.93 crore during the latest year for which accounts have been finalised as 
detailed in the Amrnexaue=16~ · 

H isrecommended that Government·may examine the nature of activities of all 
the companies with similar objectives and. explore the possibility ofmerging 
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these companies so that administrative expenditure could be reduced and 
better co-ordination could be ensured in the implementation of various 
schemes. 

The matter was reported to the companies/Government in June 2005; their 
replies had not been received (September 2005). 

Expla11atory 11otes outsta1idi11g 

4.22.1 The Comptroller and Auditor General of India' s Audit Reports 
represent the culmination of the process of scrutiny starting with initial 
inspection of accounts and records maintained in the various offices and 
Departments of Government. It is, therefore, necessary that they elicit 
appropriate and timely response from the Executive. Finance Depanment, 
Government of Tamil Nadu issued instructions (January 1991) to all 
Administrative Departments to submit explanatory notes indicating 
corrective/remedial action taken or proposed to be taken on the paragraphs and 
reviews included in the Audit Reports \.vithin six weeks of their presentation to 
the Legislature, without waiting for any notice or call from the Committee on 
Public Undertakings (COPU). 

The Audit Reports for the years 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-2000, 2000-01, 
2001 -02 and 2002-03 were presented to the State Legislature in April 1999, 
May 2000, September 2001, May 2002, May 2003 and July 2004 respectively. 
Eight out of 18 Departments, which were commented upon, did not submit 
explanatory notes on 47, out of 168 paragraphs/reviews as on September 2005, 
as indicated below: 

Year of Audit Total paragraphs/review Number of paragraphs/reviews for 
Report in Audit R eport which explanatory notes were not 
(Commercial) received 

1997-98 25 I 
1998-99 29 I 

1999-2000 28 13 
2000-01 25 10 
2001-02 32 13 
2002-03 29 9 
TOTAL 168 47 

Department-wise analysis is given in Annexure-17. The departments largely 
responsible for non-submission of explanatory notes were Industries and 
Small Industries. 

Compliauce to Reports o/Conu1Littee Oil Public U11dertaki11gs (COPU) 
ou tl·taml ilig 

4.22.2 The replies to paragraphs are required to be furnished within six weeks 
from the date of presentation of the Report by the Committee on Public 
Undertakings (COPU) to the State Legislature. Replies to 37 paragraphs 
pertaining to 27 Reports of COPU presented to the State Legislature between 
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· ·. March 4000. arid March 2005 had hot qeei;1rec~ived ason. September 2005 :as 
indicated below: · · · · · . 

. .. 

Year of COPUJReport Total number of Number of paragraphs; ~vhere · 
JReportsi.llivolved . replies were not· received·· 

1~99-2000 1 .. 2 
2002-03 5 ·''· 

.. 3 ' . 
•. 

2003-04 10 .. 16 
2004~05 11 

. 

12· 
TOTAL 27 .. 37 

. 
.. 

. -· . 

. Ai:titmtaken ·on.persiste1otirregularitiespof11ted out in AoulitReporis .· 

.. 41.22.3 With a view tp assist andfacilitate discussion ~fthe paras ofper~istent. 
-:· nature by the State COPU, an. exercise was carried out to verify the extent of 

· ·' ·. C{)ITective action.taken by the concerned organisation andresultsthereofare 

::,, ~ ' : - . 

. iq.dicated iriA11mexm·es ts:andl ll.9. · · ·· • 

. (;0~1ermiaent conpaoiie,s · · 

· Inadequate Iriterhal Cortt~ol/InternaJ Audit system: noticed in Tamil Nadu Adi. 
Dravidar ·. Housing and Development. Corporation Limited,:. nori_;· 
recovery/delayed recovery oLcapitat cost from the allottees and iplingof 

'. ! ..•. investrn:eht due to faifore to coridtict'demand survey by Tamil Nadu Small 
. Industries Development Corporation Limited : were included in the. Audit . 
Reports ·of the· ·Comptroller and. Auditor . General ··of India for the ·years . 

· i999:-2000 to 2002-03, (Commercial)- Government of.Tamil Nadu'. Audit 
. scrutiny reve~ed ·that the· irregularities as .detailed in· Allll111!"ex1ll!re-18 c'ontinued · 
. to persist in respect 'of these companies .for more than six .years as the acti()ri · .. 
· taken by the companies/the Govemmentwereinadequat~. · · 

. . '• .•. -. 

Statutory 1:_mporati~ns 
, ; . ~ ' ~, _ ... 

- ~~ .,' 

E~iensiort of u~due benefit to Independent Power Producers, extension of' 
undue benefiffo consumers and· non-implementation of orders ofthe" Board; 

- ·noticed in TarrulNadu Electricity Board were included in Audit Reports of the· 
Comptroller arid Auditor General of India for the years 2001-02 to 2003~04, 
(Commercial) - Government of Tamil Nadu. Audit scrutiny revealed 'that · 
these irregularities. as 'detailed. in Alnlllllexanre-19 persisted for over. a period of . 
five years, as · the action taken · by .. the Board/State Government were . 

. inadequate. 

· The matter .was referred to !he Governme~t in August 2-005; their reply had 
not been received (Septembe{2005). · · · · · · 

4.23.l Audit observations noticed.duringaudit and notsettled on the.spotare 
communicated to the. beads of the Public S,ector Undertakings (PSUs) and 
departments ofthe Staie Govei:nment through inspectiori reµ0rts: Theheads of. 
PS Us are required to. furnish· replies to ·the inspection reports throughthe 
respective heads ·of departffiejits within a-period.·of six-weeks.· -•1nspectioil . 

.. , reports issued up to March,2005 pertaihil1gto.58'.PSUs disclosedthat.3,503 
. paragraphs relating to 7S7 inspedioii _reports r~rriainedoutsfahding afthe encl · 

n 

·.:_ .. : 
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of September 2005; of these, 776 inspection reports contarnmg 3,401 
paragraphs had not been replied to for more than two years. Department-wise 
break-up of inspection reports and audit observations outstanding as on 30 
September 2005 is given in Annexure-20. 

Similarly, draft paragraphs and reviews on the working of PS Us are forwarded 
to the Principal Secretary/Secretary of the administrati ve department 
concerned demi-officially seeking confirmation of facts and figures and their 
comments thereon within a period of six weeks. It was, however, observed 
that 19 draft paragraphs fo rwarded to the various departments during the 
period from March to August 2005, as detailed in Annexure-21, had not been 
replied to so far (September 2005). 

It is recommended that (a) the Government should ensure that procedure exists 
for action against the officials, who fail to send replies to inspection 
repons/draft paragraphs/ A TNs on the recommendations of COPU, as per the 
prescribed time sched ule, (b) action to recover loss/outstanding 
advances/overpayment is taken within prescribed time and (c) the system of 
responding to the audit observations is revamped. 

The matter was referred to the Govenµnent in August 2005; their reply had 
not been received (September 2005). 

Chennai 

The~ 01 FEB 2QQ§ ... 

(S.RAJAND 
Accountant General 

(Commercial and Receipt Audit), 
Tamil Nadu 

Countersigned 

------""-~·--
New Delhi 

The r 07 FEB 200: 
I 
\ 

(VIJA YENDRA N. KAUL) 
Comptt·oller and Auditor General of India 
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ANNEXl)RE-1 

(Referr-ed to in paragraphs 1.3, 1.4, l.5 and 1.16) 

Statement showing particulars of up-to-date paid-up capital, budgetary outgo, loans given out of budget and loans outstanding as on 
31 Ma1·ch 2005 in respect of Government companies and Statutory corporations 

(Figures in column 3(a) to 4(f) arc Rupees in lakh) 

Sector and name of the Paid-up e1pllal at the end of the current year Equity/loa ns Other Loans out.standing at the close of Debt equity 
No. company/Statutory corporation received out of loans 200~-05• ratio fo r 

budget during the received 2004-05 
year during (previous 

State Centr1l Holding Others Tot11J Equity Loans 
- the ye1r 

Govern- Others Total 
year) 
4(f)/J(c) 

Govern- Govern- com- ment 
mcnt me nt panics 

(I) (2) 3(a) 3(b) 3(c) 3(d) 3(e) 4(a) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(e) -l(f) (5) 

A. WORKING COMPANIES 

AGRICULTURE 

). Tamil N3du Fisheries Development 445.52 -- - -- 445.52 
Corporation Limited 

Sector-wise tot•I 445.52 --- - --- 445.52 , 

INDUSTRY 

2. Tamil Nadu Industrial Development 9,417.3 1 -- -- -- 9,417.31 - • 1,676.24 -- -- 22,643.81 22,643.81 2.46:1 
Corporation Limited (TlDCO) (3. 11:1) 

3. Tamil Nadu Industrial Explosives 2,214. 14 --- --- 481.54 2,695.68 - --- 655.64 4,562.66 655.64 5,2 18.30 1.94: I 
Limited ( 1.18: I ) 

4. Tamil Nadu Paints and Allied -- -- 2.05 --- 2.05 
Products Limited (Subsidiary of 
TANS!) 

5. Tamil Nadu Sm31l lndustrics 1,505.26 --- .... -- 1,505.26 -- -- 436.59 1, 166.74 436.59 1,603.33 1.07: I 
Corporation Limited (T ANSI) 

' 
(0.78:1) 

6. Tamil Nadu Sm31l lndustrie• 770.00 --- --- --- 770.00 
Development Corporation Limited 

(0.08) (SIDCO) 
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--·--·-·------·----------···---- ----·------- ·-·-··--
(1) (2) 3(a) 3(b) 3(c) 3(d) 3(c) 4(a) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(c) 4(1) -(5) 

7. State Industries Promotion 14,321.25 --- --- --- 14,321.25 -- --- --- 4,696.17 --- '4,696.17 0.33:1 
Corporation ofTalliil Nadu Limited (0.41:1) 
(SIP(:OT) . . . 

8. · . Tamil Nadu Salt Corporation Limited 317.01 --- --- --- 317.01 -- -- ... --- --· ·--. . . . 
9. Tamil Nadu Magnesite Limited 1,665.00 ... . .. --- 1,665.00 ... --- --- 1,937.75 --- 1;937,75 1.16:1 

(0.26:1) 

10. Tamil Nadu Leather Development . 250.00 --- --- --- 250.00 -- --- -- 294.33 24.29. 318.62 1.27:1 
Corporation Limited (3.68:1) 

Scctor-wise'lolal : 30,459.97 -- 2.05 481.54 30,943.56 -- -- 2,768.47 12,657.65 23,760.33 36,417.98 l.18:1 
(1.32:1) 

·ENGINEERING 

11. State Engineering and Seivicirig --- ' -- 49.71 --- 49.71 -- --- --- 444.34 --- 444.34 . 8.94:1 
Company of Tamil Nadu Limited (8.94:1) 
(SES.COT) (Subsidiary ofTANSI) 

12. Southern Sttucturals Limited 3,435.50 --- ........ 18~80 3,454.30 -- -- --- 5,798.22 --- 5,798~22 1.68:1 
(1.68:1) 

Sect~r-w!se. totai 
-------.-'.-

'3,435.50 --- 49.71 18.80 3,504.01 --- --- --- 6,242.56 --- 6,242.56 . 1..78:1 
(l. 78: 1) 

ELECTRONICS . 
'. 

13. ' Electronics. (:orporation of Tamil 2,593.05 -- --- --- 2,593.05 ....... --- --- ---
· Nadu Limited (ELCOT) 

"SectO'r-wise total 2,593.05 --- --- --- 2,593.05 --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
TEXTILES 

I 

14. . Tamil N:idu.Tex.tile Corporation 154.00 -- --- .. 154.00 -- --- --- 225.22 --- 225.22 1.46:1 
Liinited (1.60:1) 

15. Tamil Na,duZari Limited . 34.40 --- --- --- 34.40 

Sector-wise total 188.40 --- --- --- ltl8.40 ·--· --- --- 225.22 --- 225.22 R.20: 1 
(L60: 1) 

'·· 

" 
~·.i 
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(1) (2) 3(a) 3(b) 3(c) 3(d) 3(c) 4(•) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(e) 4(1) (S) --
HANDLOOM AND HANDICRAFTS 

16. T1mi l Nadu .Handicnfb Development 180.26 116.00 -- 0.71 296.97 3.57 -- 100.00 -· 265.87 265.87 0.90:1 
Corpontion Limited (0.26:1) 

17. Tamil Nadu Handloom Development 267.00 -- -- 16223 429.23 
Corporation Limited 

Sector-wise total 447.26 116.00 ·- 162.94 726.20 3.57 ·- 100.00 -· 265.87 265.87 0.37:1 
(0.10:1) 

FOREST 

18 Tamil Nadu Tea Plantation Corporation 596.18 ·- ·- -- 596. 18 - ·- -· -· - ·- (0.32:1) 
Limited 

19. Tamil Nadu Forest Plantation 376.00 ·- ·- ·- 37600 
Corporation Limited 

20. Amu Rubber Corporation Limited 845.00 -- -- ·- 845.00 - ·- ... 823.15 171.19 994.34 1.18:1 
( 1.43:1) 

Sector-wise tot al 1,817.18 ·- ·- ·- 1,817.18 - ·- -· 823.15 171.19 994.34 O.SS: I 
(0. 77: I) 

M INING 

21. Tami l Nadu Minerals Limited (T AMlN) 786.90 ·- ·- ·- 786.90 

Sector-wise total 786.90 ·- ·- ·- 786.90 

CONSTRUCTION 

22. Tamil Nadu State Construction 500.00 ·- ·- ·- 500.00 - ·- 867.36 -· 10,199.89 10,199.89 20.40:1 
Corporation Limited (24.58:1) 

23. T1mil Nadu Police Housing Corporation 100.00 ·- ·- ·- 100.00 
Limited 

(226.31:1) 
·- -

Sector-wise total 600.00 ·- ... ·- 600.00 -· ·- 867.36 - · 10,199.89 10.1 99.89 17.00: 1 
(58.20:1) 

DR\ IGS AND CH EMICALS 

24. Tamil Nadu Medicinal Plant Farms and 20.75 ·- ·- ·- 20.75 
Herbal Medicine Corporation Limited 
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Audit Reporl (Co11u11erciul) f or the year ended J 1 Murch 2005 

( l ) (l) 3(a) 3(b) 3(c) 3(d) 3(e) 4(a) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(e) 4(1) (S) 

25. T1mil Nadu Medie1l Services 300.00 -· -· ·- 300.00 - ·- 2,546.48 -· 8, 138.69 8, 138.69 27.13: 1 
Corporation Limited (22.97: I) 

Sector -wise tot1I 320.75 -· - ·- 320.75 - ... 2,546.48 -· 8, 138.69 8,138.69 25.37: I 
(ll .97 : I) 

SUGAR 

26. Tamil Nadu Sugar Corporation 679. IS - · - 100.00 779.15 - 3,373.00 -- 3,059.00 - 3,059.00 3.93:1 
Limited 

27. Perambalur Sugar Mills Limited -· -· 226.7S 190.60 417.35 - ·- 1,465.00 I, 192.00 1,465.00 2,657.00 6.37:1 
(Subaid iary of T ASCO) 

Sector -wise total 679. IS -· ll6. 75 190.60 1,196.SO - 3,373.00 l ,465.00 4,151.00 1,465.00 S,716.00 4.78:1 

CEMENT 

28. Tamil Nadu Cements Corporation 3,741.80 -· - ·- 3,741.80 
Limited 

(0.27:1) ---
Sector-wise total 3,741.80 -· - ·- 3,741.80 -· ·- -· ... - ·- (0.17: l) 

AREA DEVELOPMENT 

29. Dhu mapuri District Development 15.00 ... - ·- 15.00 
Corporation Limited 

Sector-wise total IS.00 -· - ·- IS.00 

ECONOMICALLY WEAKER 
SECTION 

30. Tamil Nadu Adi Dravidu Housing 5.018.50 4,493.91 - ·- 9,51241 663.00 ·- 400.00 9. 19 2,498.35 2,507.54 0.26:1 
and Development Corporation (0. 10:1) 
Limited 

3 I. Tamil Nadu Backward Claues 1, 157.01 -· - ·- 1, 157.0 1 - -- 1,000.0Q ... 3, 869.04 3,869.04 3.34:1 
Economic Development Corporation (2.54:1) 
Limited 

32. Tamil Nadu Mnoritics Economic 5.01 -· - ·- 5.01 5.00 -- 250.00 -- 430.00 430.00 85.83:1 
Development Corporation Limited (0.62:1) 

33. Tamil Nadu Corporation for 40.00 38.42 ... ·- 78.42 ... 95.00 ... 95.00 -· 95 .00 1.21:1 
Development of Women Limited ( 1.21 :I) 
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Annexures 

(l ) (2) 3(•) 3(b) 3(c) 3(d) 3(e) 4(•) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(e) 4(1) (S) 

34. Tamil Nadu E)(·scrvicemen' s 22.91 ·- .... ·- 22.9 1 
Corporation Limited 

Sector-wise total 6 ,243.43 4,532.33 ·- ·- 10,775. 76 668.00 95.00 1,650.00 104. 19 6,797.39 6,901.58 0.64:1 
(0.42: l) 

PUDLIC OISTRIDUTlON 

35. Tamil Nadu Civil Supplies 3,339. 10 - ·- ·- 3,339. 10 - 830.00 -· 963.00 - 963.00 0.29:1 
Corporation Limited (0.28:1) 

Sector-wi~e total 3 ,339. 10 - ·- -- 3,339. 10 - 830.00 -· 963.00 - 963.00 0.29: 1 
(0.28: 1) 

TOURISM 

36. Tamil Nadu Tourism Development 678.63 - ·- ·- 678.63 - 236.56 200.00 236.56 187.50 424.06 0.62:1 
Corporation Limited (0.30: 1) 

Sector-wise tota l 678.63 - ... ·-· 678.63 -· 236.56 200.00 236.56 187.50 424.06 0.62:1 
(0.30: 1) 

FINANCING 

37. Tamil Nadu lndu1trial lnvestmcnt 11,602.28 -· ·- 1,747.28 13,349.56 6, 100.00 11 ,367.00 8,900.00 11 ,367.00 46,585.90 57,952.90 4.34:1 
Corporation Limited (TUC) (8. 16:1) 

38. Tamil Nadu Transport Development 4,303.00 - - 1,871.18 6, 174. 18 - ·- -· -· 8,000.00 8,000.00 1.30:1 
Finance Corporation Limited (1.46: 1) 

Sector -wise total 15,905.28 -· ·- 3,618.46 19,523.74 6, 100.00 11,367.00 8,900.00 11,367.00 54,585.90 65,952.90 3.38: 1 
(5.08: l ) 

INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT 

39. Tamil Nadu Urban Finance and 3, 102.00 - ·- 98.00 3,200.00 -· ·- 49,477.59 1,727.35 79,355.51 81 ,082.86 25.34:1 
Infrastructure Development (12.29:1) 
Corpor3lion Limited 

40. Tamil Nadu Power Finance and 2,200.00 - ·- ·- 2,200.00 .. - -· 8,350.00 10,800.00 19, 150.00 8.70:1 
Infrastructure Development (10.07:1) 
Corporation Limited 

41. Tamil Nadu Rural Housing and 300.01 ... ... . .. 300.0 1 
lnftutructure Development 
Corporation Limited 

Sector-wise total 5,602.01 - ·- 98.00 5,700.01 -·-- ·- 49,477.59 10,077.35 90, 155.51 1.00,lll.86 17.58: 1 
(10.90: I) 
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AuditRepo'tj (Comliiercial) f(}r tlie year e11qed31 Marc;li 2005 

' (1) (2) ' 3(a) 3(b)' 3(c) 3(d) 

TRANSPORT 

42. ' Metropolitan Transport 24,296.81 --- --
. Cor.poration Limited 

: 
Tamil Nadu 'state Tramport 43 .. 18,695.96 ·-· --.... ·-· 
Corporation (Madurai) Limited 

44. Tamil Nadu State Transport 7,739.08 ·-- ·- --
Corporation (Coimbatore) Limited 

45. Tarcil Nadu State Transport 10,484.04 --· - --
Corporation (Kumbakc;>nam) 
Limited' 

46: Tamil Nadu 'State Transport 4,034.74 --- ' --- ... 
Corporation (Salem) Limited 

47. '(amil Nadu State Tra[\Sport 
Corporation (ViHupuram) Limited 

6,610.21 -- -- --
' 48. State Express Tra11sport 12,075.37 ·-· -- ---

Corporation Limited 

~.ector-wise total ' 83,936:21 -·-

MISCELLANEOUS 

49. Overseas -~npower Coriioration 15.00 ........ ··- --· 
: Limited 

50. Tamil 'Nadu State Marketing 1,500.00 ....... ·-· ·-
Coi"poratibn Limited (T ASMAC) 

51. Poompuhar Shipping Corporation 2,053.00' ·-· ... . .. 
Limited· 

52. Pallavan Transport Consultancy · ·10.00 ·-· ... --· 
Services .Limited 

Sector-wise totlll · 3,578;0!1 --- --- ---

TOTAL (A) 1;64,813.14 4,648.33 278.51 4,670.34 ,, 

·-·-··----
3(e) 4(a) 4(b) 4(c) 

··-·-------------·-~--- .. 

24,296.8l --- -·- 88,8.94 

18,695.96 -·- ... 1,160.96 

7,739.08 ... - 1,422.11 

10,484.04 ·-· - 1,607.52 

4,034,74 ··- -·- 1,475:63 

. ' 

6,610.21 --- -- 1,446.50 

12,075.37 ....... ·-· ---

83,936.21 -- --- 8,001.66 

15.00 

1,500.00 3,90 .. 00 

2,053.00 --· 1,500.00 

10.00· -·- ··- ··-

3,578:00 390.00. 1,500.00 

1,74,410.32 7,161.57 15,901.56 77;476.56 
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·-· 

·--

·-· 

-· 

-· 

--

--

---

-·· 

---

46,947.68 

-·-

/Ii 
\I, 

: "''"- -

4( e) 4(1) (5) 
··--------------.! -.. ---

2, 196.51 2,196.51 0.09:1 
(0.07:1) 

'4,784.25 4,784.25 0.26:1 
(0.77il) 

3,061.70 3,061.70 0.40:1. 
(0. 74:1) . 

3,917.23 3,917.23 0.37:1 
(0.37:1) 

2,661.07 2,661.07 0.66:1 
(0.56:1) 

4,io4.87 4,10.4.87 0.6:i:l 
(0.58:1) 

15,552;35 15,552.35 1.29!1 
(l.29:}) 

36,277.98 3(;,271.98 0.43:1 
(0.57: 1) 

(0.45:1) 

1,500.00 1,500.00 0.73:1 
(·--) 

36.39 . 36.39 3.64:1 
(2.90:1) 

1,536.39 1,536.39 0.43:1 
(0.17:1) 

2,33,541.64 . 2,80,489.32 ' 1.61: 1 
(l.65: 1) 



Annaures 

(1) (2) J(•) J(b) J(c) J(d) J(e) 4(•) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(e) 4(1) (S) 

B. WOR.Kll"G STATtrrORY 
CORPORATIONS 

POWER 

I. Tamil Nadu Electricity Board 51,000.00 - - ·- Sl ,000.00 8,S00.00 ·- 1,99,391.12 - 9,02,546.28 9,02,546. 28 17.70:1 
(20.S4:1) 

Sector-wise total !51,000.00 - - ·- !51,000.00 8,!500.00 ·- 1,99,391.12 - 9,02.~6.28 9' 02 ,S46. 28 17.70:1 
(20.!54: 1) 

AGRICULTURE 

2. Tamil Nadu Warehousing 380.SO 380.SO - ·- 76100 
Corporation 

Sector-wise tolll 380.50 380.50 - ·- 761.00 

TOTAL (8) !51,380.50 380.!50 - -- 51,761.00 8,!500.00 -- 1,99,391.12 - 9,02,546.28 9, Ol ,546. 28 17.44:1 
(20.18: 1) 

GRAND TOT AL (A+B) l,16,193.64 5,028.83 278.51 4,670.34 2,26, 17 l.32 1!5,661.!57 1!5,901.56 2,76,867.68 46,947.68 11,36,087.92 11,83,035.60 5.23: 1 
(5.47: I) 

c. NON-WORKING COMPANIES 

AGRICULTURE 

I. Tamil Nadu Agro Industries 43S.98 165.00 - -- 600.98 - -- -· 1,820.66 - 1,820.66 3.03:1 
Corporatjon Limited (3.03:1) 

2 Tamil Nadu Pouh.ry Development 125.43 -- - 1.25 126.68 - - -- 466.37 -- 466.37 3.68:1 
Corpontion Limited (3.68:1) 

3. Tamil Nadu Sugarcane Fann 27.SO -· - - 27.SO 
Corporation Limited 

4. Tamil Nadu Stale Farms 15S.13 -- - ·- 155.13 
Corpontion Limited 

s. Tamil Nadu St.ate Tube wells 31.SO -- - ·- 31.SO 
Corporation Limited 

6. Tamil Nadu Dairy Development 207.36 -· - ·- 207.36 
Corporation Limit.cd 

·-- - -- -.. - ·-·-
Sector-wise total 982.90 165.00 - 1.25 1,149.1!5 - -- --· 2,287.03 -- 2,287.0J 1.99: I 

(1.99: I) 

·i · 
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Au ti it Report (Comm~rcial) for the year ended J 1 March 2005 

(I) (2) 3(1) 3(b) 3(c) 

INDUSTRY 

7. Timi I N1du M1sncsium and -- -- 362.00 
Muine Chcmic...ls Limited 
(Subsidiary ofTIDCO) 

M. Tamil Nadu Graphites Limited 10.00 -- ·-
Sector-wl~ 10111 10.00 -· 362.00 

ENGINEERING 

9. Tamil Nadu Steels Limited 39200 -- -

Sector-win tulll 392.00 -- •.. 

FINANCING 

10. The Chit Corporation of Tamil S.92 - · -
Nadu Limited 

Sector-wise tot•I S.92 -· -
TRANSPORT 

11. Tamil Nadu Goods Transport 26.S6 -- -
Corpoution Limited 

Sector-wiJe total 26.56 -· --
MISCELLANEOUS 

12. Tamil Nadu State Sporn 0.002 -- -
Development Corporation Limited 

13. Tamil Nadu Film Development 1,39 1.00 -- --
Corporal.ion Limited 

' 

3(d) 3(c) 4(a) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(c) 4(1) (S) 

-- 362 00 

... 10.00 

·- 372.00 

·- 39200 - -- -· S84.37 46S.99 1.0S0.36 2.68:1 
(2.68: I) 

-- 392.00 - -- - · 58.i.37 465.99 1,050.36 2.68: I 
(2.68: I) 

·- S.92 

- S.92 

6. 10 32.66 

6. 10 32.66 

-- 0.002 

-- 1,39 1.00 - 485.00 -- 1,39249 -- 1,39249 1.00: I 
(0.89: I) 
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AnnD.:11n1 

-
(1) (l) J(a) J(b) J(c) J(d) 3(e) 4(•) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(e) 4(1) (S) 

14. Tamil Nadu Institute of SI0.44 -- - -- SI0.44 
Information Technology 

Sector-wise total 1,90 1.442 -- - ··- 1,901.442 - 485.00 -· 1,392.49 ·- 1,392.49 0.73: I 
(0.65: I) 

TOTAL(C) 3,318.822 165.00 362.00 7.35 3 ,853. 172 -· 485.00 ... 4,263.89 465.99 4,729.88 1.23: I 
( 1.19: I) 

GRAND TOT AL (A+B+C) 2,19,512.462•• 5, 193.83 640.51 4,677.69 2,30,024. 492 15,661.57 16,386.56 2, 76,867.68 51,211.57 11,36,553.9 1 ti ,87, 7 65.48 5. 16: 1 
(S.39: I) 

Note 
1. Except in respect of companies/corporations which finalised their accounts for 2004-05 (Serial numbers A-2 to 4, 5, 7 to 11, 13 to 16, 18 to 21 , 23 to 27, 31 , 33, 34, 

36 to 38, 40 ~o 48, 52, C-2, 4, 5, 8, 13) the figures are provisional and as given by the companies/corporations. 

2. • Loans outstanding at the close of 2004-05 represent long-term loans only. 
3. •• State Government' s investment in PSUs was Rs.2,707.24 crore (Others - Rs.11 ,470.66 crore). Figure as per Finance Accounts 2004-05 is Rs.2192.08 crore. 

The difference is under reconciliation. 
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A udit Report (Co11u11e.rcial) for tl1e year ended J l M arclt 2005 

ANNEXURE-2 

(Referred to in paragraphs 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.15, 1.18, 1.19 and 1.28) 

Summa1ised financial results of Govemment companies and Statuto1-y corporations for the latest year for which accounts were finalised 

(Figures in columns 7 to 12 and 15 are Rupees in lakh) 

SI. &ctor and name of Name of Date of Period of Year in Nd Net impact Paid-up AcCllNU· C apital Toe al return Percen- Arrears Turn Man 
No. lbe company/ department iDCOrpo- accounts ..-hich prolil/ of audit capit al lated pro til/ em ployed on capital tage or or onr power 

cor poration n t ion accounu loss(-) comn1ents loss (-) (A) employed tOlal accounts 
tinalised return on intu ms 

capit al of years 
e rnpl o-
yed 

( 1) (2) (3) (4) (S) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) ( 11) (12) (13) (14) (IS) ( 16) 

A. WORKING 
COMPA1'1 ES 

AGRICULTURE 

1. Tam.ii Nadu Fi1heries Fisheries 11 April 2003-04 2004-05 (-) 14.44 - 445.52 (-)598.50 (-)74.611 (-)14.44 - 1 5,216.72 229 
~<cloprncnt 1974 
Corporation Limited 

Sector-wise tOCal (-)14.44 4-4S.Sl (-)598.SO (-)74.68 (-)U .-M 

I l\'OUSTR Y 

2 Tam.ii Nadu Industries 21 May 2004-05 2005-06 2 1.42 -- 9,41 7.3 1 2,380.58 1.41,379.89 2.639. 10 1.87 -- 18,753.47 104 
lnduslri:al 1965 
Development 
Corporation Limited 
(TIOCO) 

3. Tami l Nadu Industries 9 2004-05 2005-06 (-)1,396 48 -- 2,695.68 (-) 1,650.44 6,268.82 (·) 1,378.32 - -- 3,008.00 854 
Indus trial Explosives February 
Limi ted 1983 

4. Tam.ii Nadu Paints Small 18 2004-05 2005-06 4.81 --- 2.05 10.74 17.35 14.68 84.6 1 -- 169.42 14 
and Alli ed Products Industries No\c"Cm· 
Limited (Subsidiary bcr 1985 
of TANSI) 
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A nnl!xures 

N 
"' I .... 
OI .. -------·-

( l ) (2) (3) (4) (S) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) ( 14) ( lS) ( 16) - - - · 
s. Tamil Nadu Small Small 10 Scptcm- 2004--0S 200S--06 9.74 - l.SOS.26 ( -)S,964.82 22.77434 146.49 0.64 - S,398.00 458 

Industries Corponalion Industries bet" 196S 
Limiled (TANS!) 

6. Ta mil Nadu Small Small 23 Marc:h. 2003--04 2004--05 17.21 ·- 770.00 198.88 1, IS 1.30 426.49 37.04 I 4,824.96 497 
Industries Development Industries 1970 
Corporation Limited 
(SIDCO) 

7. State Industries Promotion Industries 25 March 2004--0S 200S--06 l ,41S.67 -- 14.321.2S 1,833.23 26,136.99 2.413.32 9.23 - 7,046.SO 330 
Corporation of Tamil Nadu 1971 
Limiled (SlPCOT) 

8. Tamil Nadu Sall industries 22 July 1974 2004--0S 200S--06 84.51 - 317.0 1 274.31 617.7S 84.SI 13.68 - 934.8 1 73 
Corporotion Limited 

9. Tamil Nadu Magnesite Industries 17 January 2004--05 200S--06 228. 11 Under 1,665.00 (-)3,634.08 (-)2,267. 16 416.3S - - 3,23297 60S 
Li mi led 1979 1tatcmenl of 

cumuhtive 
loss by 

Rs.31.86 
crorc 

10. Ta mi 1 Nadu LCJ1lher Small 21 Marc:h 2004--05 2005..()6 (-)221.65 -- 2SO.OO ( • )2.32S.44 (·)135.05 (-)87.61 - - - 45 
De\'elopmcnl Corporation Industries 1983 
Limited 

Sector•wi<Je total 163.34 30,943.56 (-)8,877.04 l,95,!)4-l23 4,675.01 1.J9 

ENG INEERING 

11. State Engineering and Small 25 April 2004--0S 2005--06 (-)109.22 -- 49.71 (-) 1,836.89 (-)13.78 (-)88.S9 
Servicing Comp.any of Industries 1977 
Tamil Nadu Limited 
(SESCOT) (Subsifary of 
TANS!) 

12. Southern Structunls Industries 17 October 2002--03 2004--05 (-)1,442 40 - 3,454.30 (·)10.168.25 (·)13, 150.36 (-)786.60 - 2 NfL NIL 
Llmited 1956 

Sector-w~e tota l (·) l ,551.61 3.504.01 (·) 12,005. 14 (·)13, 164.14 (·)875. 19 
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A11dit Report (Commercial) for tire year ended 31 Marcli 2005 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (II) (12) (13) (14) (IS) (16) ----------·-
ELECTRONICS 

13. Electronics Corpontion of Information 2 1 March 2004-05 2005-06 232.66 -· 2,593.05 252.97 2, 190.93 234.53 10.70 -- 1,002.72 207 
Tamil Nadu Limited and 1977 
(EL COT) Technology 

Stttor-wi5e total 232.66 2,593.05 252.97 2,190.93 234.SJ 10.70 

TEXTlLES 

14. T1mil Nadu Textile H•ndloom, 24 April 2004-05 2005-'06 52.07 -· 154.00 (·)212.84 349. 13 81.52 23.35 -· 3,328.92 135 
Corporation Limited Handicraft, 1969 

Tc.'Ctilcs and 
Khldi 

15. Tamil Nadu Zari Limit ed Hand loom, 6 December 2004-05 2005-06 (-)9. 14 - · 34.40 281.86 336.89 (·)9.14 -· -- 1,924.83 156 
Handicraft, 1971 

Textiles and 
Kh1di 

Sector-wi5e IOlal 42.93 188.40 69.02 686.02 72.38 10.55 

HANDLOOM AND 
HAN DICRAFTS 

16. T•mil Nadu Handicrafts Hand loom, 26 July 1973 2004-05 2005-06 41.42 -· 296.97 (·)264.25 409.83 79.78 19.47 -- 1,443.Sl 171 
Development Corporation Handicraft, 
L imited Textiles and 

Khadi 

17. Tamil N>du Handloom Hand loom, 10 2003-04 2004-05 (·)1 4.81 -· 429.23 (·)35.05 897.70 41.14 4.58 I 1,000.00 33 
Development Corporal.ion Handicraft, September 
Limited Textiles and 1964 

Khadi 

Secto r-wise 10 111 26.61 726.20 (·)299.30 1,307.53 120.92 9.25 

FOREST 

18. Tarru I Nadu Tc• Plantation Environ· 22 August 2004-05 2005-06 522.97 ... 596. 18 (-)42.02 907.98 534.53 58.87 -- 5,321.05 7,018 
Corporation Limited ment and 1975 

Forct1I 

19. Tarrul Nadu Forest Environ· 13 June 1974 2004-05 2005-06 683.02 -· 376.00 3,466.84 2,836.69 733.02 25.84 -· 3, 138. 18 502 
Pl•nL1tion Corporation menl and 
Limited Forest 

88 



Annexure.r 

(l) (2) (J) (4) (S} (6) (7) (8) (9) ( 10) ( II) ( 12) (13) (14) (IS} (16) --
20. Arasu Rubber Corporalion EJlviron- 10 Augu.st 2004-05 2005-06 20.92 ·- 845.00 (-)2,418.96 (·)622.00 164.65 ·- -- 1,248.46 208 

Limited ment and 1984 
Forest 

Sector-wise tot•I 1,226.91 1,817. 18 1,005.86 3,12l67 1,432.20 45.86 

MINING 

21. Tamil Nadu Minerals Industries 6 April 1977 2004-05 2005-06 33.68 ... 786.90 8,723.32 9,128.79 39.03 0. 43 ·- 10,000.00 1,682 
Limited (TAMJN) 

Sector-wise total 33.68 786.90 8,723.32 9,12R 79 39.03 0.43 

CONSTRUCTION 

22. Tamil Nadu St.ate Public 8 Febrwiry 2001-02 2004-05 (-)647.58 ... 500.00 (-)2,643 .86 8,013.98 (·)557. 17 -- 3 65.00 172 
Construction Coq>oration Works 1980 
Limited 

23. Tamil Nadu Police Home 30 April 2004-05 2005-06 92.23 ·- 100.00 521.58 1,3 19.33 92.23 6.99 ·- 9,818.00 303 
Housing Corporation 1981 
Limited 

Sector-wise total (·)555.35 6~.00 (·)2,122.28 9,333.31 (·)464.94 

DRUGS AND 
CHEMICALS 

24. Tamil Nadu Medicinal Indian 27 2004-05 2005-06 85.0 1 ·- 20.75 382.36 439.20 85.02 19.36 - 707.08 115 
Plant Farms and Herbal Medicine September 
Medicine Corpora ti on and Homeo- 1983 
Limited pa thy 

25. Tamil Nadu Medical Health and 1July 1994 2004-05 2005-06 61.20 ... 300.00 194.37 615.41 61.20 9.94 . .. 1,679. 19 317 
Services Corporation Family 
Limited Welfare 

Sector-wise total 146.21 320.75 576.73 1,054.61 146.22 13.86 

SUGAR 

26. Tamil Nadu Sugar Industries 17 October 2004-05 2005-06 (· )209.65 ·- 779. 15 (·)7,014.35 2,447.66 1,004.92 41.06 ·- 6,3511.56 568 
Corporation Limited 1974 
(TASCO) 

27. Perambalur Sugar Mills Industries 24 July 1976 2004-05 2005-06 {·)525.76 ·- 417.35 (·)6,393.57 2,025.76 432.06 21.33 ·- 4,275.3 1 543 
Limited (Subsidiary of 
TASCO) 

-
Sector-wi5e tot11I (·)735.41 1, 196.50 (·)13,407.92 4,473.-'2 1,436.98 32.12 
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Aue/it Rep~rl (Comm;;rcilll)for tire year ended 31 Mllrclt 2005 • p 

... 
-· -

(1) (2) (3) (4) ~5) (6) (i) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13f (14) (15) (16) 

CEMENT 

Tamil Nadu Cements Ind~stries 
/ 

28. n 2003,04 2004-05 (-)863.79 Under 3,741.&0 (-)5,765.69 11,120.40 (-)19.18 -- 1 / 15,739.33 l,906 
Corporation Limited February· provision of 

1976 ·penal interest 
byRs .. 036 

crore 
·--------------·---·--· 

Sector-wise total . (-)863.79 3,741.80 (-)5,765.69 U,120:40 (-)19.18 
·-· --------

AlIBADEVELOJ?MENT 

29. Dh.arniapuri Di.strict Rural Develop-' 7 2.002-03 2004-05 20.64 -- 15.00. 94.94 148.90 2l.91 14.71 2 N.A N:A 
·Development .Corporation .. ment and Local November 
Limited Administration 1975 

Sector-wise .total 20.64 15~<!0 94.94. '148.90 21.91 14.71 

ECONOMIC ALL y 
WEAK~ SECTION 

30. ·Tamil Nadu Adi Dravidar Mi Dravidar is 2003-04. 2005-06. 53Q.78 --- 7;975.41 S37.40 12,173.34 686:02 5.64 1 1,726.00. 522 
Housing and Development ·and Tribal February 
Corporation Limited. Welfare 1974. 

3L" Tamil Nadu Backward Backward 16 · 20Q4-Q5 2005-06 46.66 ·Under 1,151,01 215.72 5,240.22 96.92 1.85 -- 165.39 14 
Cl:isses Economic Classes and Nove.mber statement of 

· Deve!Opment Corporation Most Backward 1981 interest payable> · 
Limited Classes Welfare by Rs.1.17 

crore 

32. Tamil Nadu Minorities Backward 31 August 2003-04 2004-05 (-)3.46 -- 0.01 12~06 535.42 0.80, 0.15 l IS5 .. 61 10 
Economic Development Classes and 1999 
Corpora_tion Limited Most Ba.ckward 

Classe.s Welfar¢ 

33. Tamil Nadu Corporation · Social Welfare 9 2004-05 2005-06 (-)89.05 78-42 (-}440.11 .(-)17.53. (-)78.87 --- --- 2,790:52 40. 
for Development of and Noi>ncMeal December 
Women Limited- Programme 1983 

34. Tamil.Na.du Ex- ).lublic(Ex- 28 2004.-05 2005.-06 411.41 --- 2:2.91 l,431.% 1,47239 413.13 28.06 -- 4,318.76 50 
servicemen's Corporation .. service-men) January ... 
Limited. ' 1986 , 

Sector-wise total 89~.34 9,233. 76 2,057'03 19,403.84 1,118.00 5~76 
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Anntxures 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (S) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) {11) (12) (13) (14) ( IS) (16) 
·- - ·--

P UBLIC DISTRIBUTION 

3S. Tamil Nadu Food and 2 1 2003-04 2004-0S 170.65 3,339. 10 (·)8,232.82 19,269.41 1,957.23 10. 16 I 2,69,480.35 8,936 
Civi l Supplies Consumer April 
Corpora ti on protection 1972 
Limited 

Sector -wise 170.65 3 ,339.10 (-)8,232.82 19,269.41 l ,9S7.23 10.16 
tot al 
--
TOURISM 

36. Tamil Nadu lnforma· 30 June: 2004-0S 2005-06 287.92 - 67&.63 390.36 2,003.74 312.36 12.00 - 4,056.09 626 
Tourism tion and 1971 
Dcvc:lopmcnl Tourism 
Corpocation 
Limited 

Sector -wise tot al 287.92 678.63 390.36 2,'603. 74 3 12.36 12.00 

FINANCI NG 

37. Tamil Nadu Small 26 2004-05 2005-06 156.23 - 13,349.56 (· )32,728.86 98,702.45 7,471.88 7.S7 - 9,600.00 677 
Industrial lnduslriC$ March 
lnvc:5tmcnt 1949 
Corporation 
Limited (TIIC) 

38. Tamil Nadu Transport 2S 2004-05 2005-06 459.83 Under lbtc:mcnt of 6, 174.19 5,801.12 95,992.40 8,677.09 9.04 - 9,151.65 42 
Transport March miscelbnc:ous 
Dcvclopmc:nl 191S expenditure: by 
Finance: Rs.3.89 crore. 
Corporation 
Limited 

Sedor-wi.se total 616.06 19,523. 75 (-)26,927. 74 1,94,694.85 16,148.97 8.29 

• 
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A udit Report (Co11ut1ercial) for the year enthd JJ March 2005 

( I ) (2) (3) (4) (S) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (lS) (16) 

INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT 

19. Tamil Nadu Urban Finance Municipal 21 March 2003-04 2004-05 3,330.65 - 3,200.00 2,454.03 44,785.74 6,n5.36 15.02 I 4,494.75 44 
and lnfraruucture Ad mini- 1990 
Development Corporation 1tration 
Limited and Water 

Supply 

40. Tamil Nadu Power Finance Energy 27 June 1991 2004-05 2005-06 2,671.20 - 2,200.00 4, 130.59 1,90,803.71 19,798.73 10.38 -· 21,625.35 20 
and Infrastructure 
Development Corporation 
Limited 

41. Tamil Nadu Rural Housing Rural 20 January 2004-05 2005-06 8.00 -· 300.0 1 (-)54.76 17,897.46 2,0 16.72 11.27 --- N.A N.A 
and Infrastructure Develop- Develop- 1999 
mcnl C<>rporation Limited mcnt 

Sedor-wise total 6,009.85 S,700.01 6,529.86 2,SJ,486.91 28,540.81 11.26 

TRANSPORT 

42. Metropolitan Tr11uport Transport 10 December 2004-05 2005-06 (-)1,263.40 - 24,296.81 C-)41 ,2s1.n (-)6,520.72 (-)315.42 -- -- 39,937.24 18,523 
Corporation Limited 1971 

43. Tamil Nadu State Transport Transport I 0 December 2004-05 2005-06 (-)256.98 - 18,695.96 (-)64,363.82 (·)15,859.37. 2,59236 -- -· 68,132.23 23,815 
Corporation (Madurai) 1971 
Limited 

44. Tamil Nadu Stale Transport Transport 17 February 2004-05 2005-06 1,371.19 Under 7,739.08 (-)20, 148.$2 (-)5,594.61 2,236.81 -- -· 49,929.70 16,930 
Corporation (Coimbatore) 1972 Slate-
Limited ment of 

Profit by 
Ra. 1.24 
crorc 

4,, Tamil Nadu State Transport Tninsport 17 February 2004-05 2005-06 3,202.11 - 10,484.04 (-)20,260.77 (-) 1,074.83 4,273.111 --- -- 58,602.22 18,428 
Corporation (Kumbakonam) 1972 
Limited 

46. Tamil Nadu Stale Transport Transport 23 January 2004-05 2005-06 1,35221 - 4,034.74 (-)7,576.23 463.22 1,754.71 378.81 -- 33,595. 10 10,686 
Corporation (Salem) Limited 1973 

41. Tamil Nadu Stale Transport Tran1port 9 January 2004-05 2005-06 1,513.05 -- 6,610.21 (-)I 5,524.32 (-)521.72 2,620.02 -- -- 61,864.02 17,837 
Corporation (Villupuram) 1975 
Limited 
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(1) .(2) : . (3). : (4) . - (8) 

. ,,. .;:·.. ··i' ('' ·.·::: 

(5) ··. (9) . (6) (7) 

48. · State Express Transpoi:t 
· Corporation Limited 

49. 

50. 

Scctor~wisc total . 

MISCELLANEOUS.·. 

Overseas Manpower ' · • · 
·Corporation Limit.ed · 

Taniil Nadu State , 
· Marketi~g col-poratio~ 

Limited (TASf:1AC) .. 
. . ' -~ 

51. Po~mpuhai-Shippiilg 
Corporation Limiie.d 

Transport 

Labour 
and 

employ~ 

ment 

Prohibi­
. tlo11arici·· 
· Excise 

· ·flighways 

· 52,.'~-Pallavan Trarisport ... c.:_~-~:.. Transport .. 
Consultancy Servf~es · ·. 

, . •Limited ·· · · :·~ · 

14 •. 
·January 

1980 '. 

. 2004~05 . 2005:06 (.)3,156;1~ .·. ·:::r·· . ·:::#,075.37 

·30 
Novcm· 
ber, 1978 . 

.. ' . 

. 23 J'\1ay 
1983 

2003"04 2004-05 

2003-04 . • . 2004:.05 . 

2;762.06 

0.67 

... 

'', ·, 

·.' 2~0.71 

p April 2003·04 2004-05 ·. 857.08 . 
~U· ' 

~.~~o . "---- 2004-0Sc----,-2005-06 .··• .•.. : .. (~ )Si33 --- · 
Febriiary '.. " ·• 
.1984 . -

83,936.~l . 

·-- . 15.00 

. .. l,l!0.00 

2,053.00 

~--'-'-.10.00 

.1. 

,.,, "· 
f.'· '-':''," ........ 

:--·-~-·. -:-. . -· -. -.--.-.--.-. -~~~-
·. (10) • (11) (12). (13) 

...-.,-.-~--

H41,270.s'1: . c->d,744'.Q7 . . C-l2,380.95 
' ~ .. . . . ' ; . . 

c->2,io,425~89 . c->4i,8$3:oo' • .· 10,1~o:ii: 

21.75 37.31 1.48. . 3.97 

252.31 3;3,28.64 . ·548.02··· 16~46 

.(~)964:96 4,670.72 988.63 21.17 

-··--::(-)75:27· - ·, --(-)29;95- ( •)2; 14----:-~-

s~~tor:wise tot.al .. . . ·t,083.13 3,iss.oo ,<-)766;17 8,006.72~ 1,535.99 · 19.18 

· TOJ' AL (A) .. 

B. . . . \VORKING STATUTORY CORPORATIO.l':JS . 

POWER .. ·· 

1. · /Tamil Nadu Electricity-
i3~ard · · 

· Seetor·wise total. 

Energy · '· : J.foly: . 
1957 

" 

9,998.38 

.· :2003-o~ .·2004-05 c-)i-;11,ai3.oo 

(·U,U,OJJ.00 

N'et·deficit 
decreased 

by . 

. Rs.16.os 
ci'ore • · 

1;72,478.33 

-: ~ 

. 42,,500,0,0 

·. 42,500.00 

(~)2,69, 728.40 6,80,884.46 . 67,199.50 

· H2,40,576.00 .. 1;:20,1~~.oo (-)34,534.oo. 

(·)2;40,576.00 · . 11;20,786.00 +)34,53~.oo 
-.-.-.. --~ ,-, ~-- . ~---.~--------------------~ \,'' 

"j•".' 93 

,. 

9.87. 

,, .l.: 

Am1exure.f .,,. 

__ ..... .:;_:t::.:.;:._ __ 

(14)'' (15) (i6) . 

22.,117.80 7,395 . 

I 67.10 20 

.1 .5,89,000;PO ·. 32,4ss . ·· 

39,199.36 164. 

;;;;.--·--;--·s6;S6- - ....... 16 ___ .. -- - · 

9,46,364.00 '87,329 

'. 

,./ 



A udit Reporl (Co111111ercial) for the year mded J 1 Marc/I 2005 

( I) (2) (J) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 
·--

AGRICULTURE 

2. Tam.ii Nadu Food and 2May 2003-04 2004-05 117.f!S ·- 761.00 3, 127.63 3,902.1!0 117.85 3.02 I 1,424.86 5S9 
Warehousing Consumer 19S8 
Corpora lion Protection 

Sector-wlJe 10111 117.85 761.00 3,127.63 3,902.80 117.85 3.02 

TOTAL(B) (·)I, I 0,895.1 S 43,261.00 (·)2,37,~8.37 11,24,68&80 (·)34,416.15 

GRAND TOTAL (·)1,00,896. 77 2, IS, 739.33 (·)S,07, 176. 77 18,05,573.26 32,783.35 1.82 
(A+B) 

c. NON-WORK I KG 
COMPAi ES 

AGRICULTURE 

I. Tamil Nadu Agro Agricul- IS July 2002-03 2003-04 (-)743. 72 ·- 600.98 (. )4,290.72 S32.46 (·)373.43 - 2 NIL NIL 
Industries lure 1966 
Development 
Corporation Limited 

2. Ta mil Nadu Poultry Animal 12 July 2004-0S 200S-06 (·)S4.09 ·- 126.68 (·) 1,023.SS (·)388.06 (· )S4.09 
Development Husban· 1973 
Corporation Limited dry and 

Fisheries 

3. Tamil Nadu Agricul· 22 2000-0 1 2001-02 (·)0. 16 -- 27.SO (· )17.62 9.87 (·)0. 16 - 4 
Su garcane Farm lure Fcbrwiry 
Corporation L.imited 191S 

4. Tamil Nadu State Agricul- 8 2004-0S 2005-0(j (-)0. 10 -- 155.13 (· ) 1,736.65 0.72 (-)0. 10 
Farms Corporation lure December 
Li mited 1974 

5. Tamil Na du St•tc Public 19 March 200-1-0S 200S-06 (·)2.01 ·- 3UO (· )220.44 60.72 (· )2.0 1 
Tube wells Work• 1982 
Corporation Limited 

6. Tamil Nadu Dairy Agricul- 4 May 1993-9-1 2001-02 (·)166.67 ·- 207.36 (·)207.48 (·)0. 12 (· )166.67 - II 
Development lure 1972 
Corporation Limited 

Sector-wl.\e total (-)966.75 1, 149. IS (-)7,-196A6 215.59 (-)596.46 
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N Am1exures N· 

_L, 
ai 
Ql 

·--· 
~(l) ' (2) . (3). (4) (5) (6). (7) (8) (9) . (10). . (11) (12) (13) (14) (IS) (16) 

INDUSTRY 

7. Tamii'Nadu Magnesium Inilust~fos 10 February 1999- 2000-01 (·)380.52 -·· 362.00 (·)1,550.81 140.38 (-)380,52 
·and Marine Chemicals .. 1987 2000. 

: .. Li~ited (Subsidiary o'f 
TIDCO) 

8., Tainil Nadu Graphites · Industri~s 19 March' 2004-05 2005:.06 (-)0.24 . 10.00 (·)7;36 2:64 (-)0.24 --- ... NIL NIL 
Limited 1997. 

· Secior-wise total (-)380.76 372.00 (·)1,558.17 . 143.02 (-)380.76 

ENGINEERING 

9.' Taniil·Nad.ti Steels' Jndtistrfos 17 1999- 2000-01 (-)941.19 ~- .. - 392.00 (·)7,131.27 (-)2,053.95 (-)79.97 ---
Limited·.· September 2000 

1981 

Sector,wise total (-)941.19 ... 392;00 (-)7, 131.27 (·)2,053.95 (-)79.97 

. FINANCING 
- ----;-,---- --- ----- 1.•--- -,----. ..,-. ---~-

10.. The•Chit Corporation of Commer- 11 January 2002-03 2004-05 .. ·.··. (-)3.53 ·-· 5.92 (·)51.00 (-)25.90 .· (-)3.53 _,;._ 2 .. 0.08 2 
-TamifNadu Limited · cial Taxes 1984 

.. · Sectol'.·.wise total . (-)3.53 5.92. (-)51.00. (-)25.90 (-)3.53 

:· _;.. TRA)'ISPORT. ,, 

I I. Tamil.Nadu Goods Transport 26March 1989-90 0.21 -- 32.66 (-)132.55 HW.85. .6.57 · Und.er liquidation since March I 990 
, .: Transport Corporation 1975 

Limited· · · · 

· ,. Sector-wise total 0.21 32.66 (·)132.55 (-)29.85 6.57 .. .. ' ... 
. MISCELLANEOUS 

12.· .Ta~)~a-du State Sports Education 15 Novem- 1991-92 2003-04 (-)9.71 -· o.oo+ 127.8_6 146.9:2 (·)9.71 ... 13 
Developm~nt .. ber 1984 

. C.orporation Limited 

.;. 
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.Audit Report (Commi!rcial) for Ille year ended 3 J March 2005 

(l) (l) (J) (4) (S) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) ( ll) (IJ) (14) (lS) ( 16) 
----- ·-

13. Tami l Nadu Film lnfonna· 12 April 2004-05 2005-06 5.39 -· 1,391.00 (·)1 ,222.95 1,565.58 31.01 1.98 ·- 62.n 4 
Development tion and 1972 
Corporation Limited Tourism 

14. Tami l Nadu ln1litutc of Higher 20 2003-04 2004-05 ·- - 510.44 (·)5 10.44 -· - -· I NIL NlL 
Womuition Technology Education February 

1998 

Sector-wise tocal (-)4.32 l,901.442 (·)1,605.SJ l , 712.50 21.JO 1.24 

TOTAL(C) (-)2,296.34 J,8SJ.17l (· )17,974.98 (-)38.59 (·) 1,032.85 

GRAND TOTAL (·) l,03, 19J. I I 2, 19,592.501 (·)5,25, 151. 75 18,05,SJ.U7 31,750.50 l.76 
(A+B+C) 

NOTE: 

A: Capital employed represents net fixed assets (including capital work-in-progress) PLUS working capital except in case of finance companies/corporations, where the capital employed 
is worked out as a mean of aggregate of the opening and closing balances of paid-up capital, free reserves, bonds, deposits and borrowings (including refinances). 

•• 
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Annexuns 

ANNEXURE-3 

(Ref e1Ted to in paragraph 1.5) 

Statement showing subsidy/grants received, guarantees received, waiver of dues, loans on which moratorium allowed and loans converted into equity 
during the year and subsidy receivable and guarantees outstanding at the end of March 2005 

(Figures in columns 3(a) to 7 are Rupees in lakh) 

SI. Name or the con1p1ny/ ASubsidy received during the year •G uarantees received during the year and outstanding 11 the end or t he Waiver of dues during the year Loarui Loans 
No. Statutory cor poration year on COD· 

which ver1ed 
Cent ral State Others To11I Cash credit Loans from other Letters Payment Total Loarui lnt.r- Penal Total mota· Into 
Govern· Govern· from ban ks sources of obliga- repay· est Inter· toriun1 equity 
menl ment credit ti on ment waived est 1110- during 

opened under written waived Wl'tl the 
by agree- off year 
banks ment 
in with 
respect foreign 
of consul· 
import tants 

{ l ) (l) 3(1) 3(b) 3(c) 3(d) 4(1) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(e) S(a) S(b) 5(c) 5(d) (6) (7) 

{A) WORKING COMPANIES 

INDUSTRY 

l. Tamil Nadu Industrial 500.00 ·- ·- 500.00 - (85,709. 15) - -- (85,709. 15) 
Development Corpor:ition 
Limited 

2. Tamil Nadu Sm1ll Industries - ·- ... -- -· (687.65) 300.00 -· ... 300.00 
Corporation Limited (T ANSI) (687.65) 

3. Tamil Nadu Small Industries 65.38 303.94 . .. 303.94 
Development Corporation (grants) 65.38 
Limited (grants) 
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' ' ' ' 
A udit R eport (Co11u11ercial) for tire year en ded J I March 2005 

(I) (2) J(a) J(b) J(c) J(d) 4(•) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(e' S(a) S(b) 5(c) 5(d) (6) (7) 
-----·----

ENGINEERJNG 

4. Southern Structurals Limited - -- -- -- 941.00 -- - ·- 941.00 
( 1,065. 19) ( l ,065. 19) 

• 
ELECTRONICS 

s. Electronics Corporation of Tamil -- 117.29 117.29 
Nadu Limited (grants) (granu) 

TEXTILES 

6. Tamil Nadu Zari Limited -- ·- -- -- - ... - 112.37 11237 
(112.37) (112.37) 

HANDLOOM AND 
HANDICRAFTS 

7. Tami l Nadu Handicrafts -- 58.80 -- 58.80 - -- -- - -- -- 61.00 36.28 97.28 
Development CMporation 
Limited 

8. Tamil Nadu Handloom -- -- -- -- 550.00 -- -- -- SS0.00 
Development CMporalion (550.00) (550.00) 
Limited 

CON!ffRUCTION 

9. Tamil Nadu State Construction -- -- -- -- (22.74) 1,607.85 - -- 1,607.85 
Corpontion Limited (10,199.33) (I 0,222.07) 

DRUGS AND CHEMICALS 

10. Tamil Nadu Medicinal Pbnt 20.00 ·- -- 20.00 
Farms and Herbal Medicine (grants) (grants) 
Corporation Limited 

II. Tamil Nadu Medical Services -- -- ·- -- - (8, 138.69) - -- (8,138.69) 
Corporation Limited 

S UGAR 

12. Tamil Nadu Sugar Corporation -- -- ·- -- 4, 100.00 1,033.57 - -- 5, 133 57 
Limited (3,638.92) (2.47) (3,64 1 39) 
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(1) (2) 

13. · Peiamballir Sugar Mills 
Limited 

ECONOMICALLY 
WEAKER· SECTION 

'· ' 
. 14. Tamil Nad.u Adi.Dravidar 

Ho~ing aniDevelopmeht 
Corporation Limited · · 

IS. Tamil Nadti Bacl..~ard 
Classes Ecorioniic 
Development Corporation 

. Litnited 

16. Tamil Nadu Minorities 
Economic Development 
Corporation Limited 

J(a) J(b) 

3,995.52 

64.61 

i 7; Tainil Nadu Corporation for . 197.20 2,458.35 
· __ D_e~i:lopritent_ofWomen ___ . _· .. __ (grants) _____ (grants)_ 

Litnited . . .. . · 

PUBLI~ IJISTRIBP-rmN 

18. TamilNadu Civii Supplies 
Corporation .Limited 

TOURISM. 

19. Tamil Nadu Tourism 
Devel6pment. Corporation 
Limited' · 

FINANCING 

· 20. Tamil Nadu industrlal . 
Irtvestment Corporation · 
Limited · · : ' 

21. Tantll Nadu Transport . 
De\ielopmeitt Finance 
Corporatiop ,Limited 

···~ . 

.. !' 

' ·1,00,035.00 

542.20 

. 1,200.00 

""' 

---·----~-- --- ·-- -- . ----

J(c) 

,i 

J(d) 

3,995'.52 

64.61 

4(a) 

3,650.00 
(2,4,5 2. 96) 

2,655.55 
__.(grants) --:-~-· 

1,00,035.00 (2,000.00) 

542.20 

1,200.00 . 

4(b) 

'.858.00 .· 
' (858.00) 

' 971.36 
(3,332.00) 

7,027.07 
' (3,563.45) 

250.00 

(32.29) . 

28,500.00 
(48,324.00) 

(8,000.00) 

99 

4(c) 4(d) 4(e) 

4,508.00 . 
(3,310.96) 

971.36 
(3,332.00) 

7,027:07 
(3,563.45) 

\ 

250.00 

(32.29). 

(2,000.00) 

28,500.00 
(48,324.00) 

(8,000.00). 

Annexures 

S(a) S(b) S(c) S(d) (6) (7) 

'--·------ __ _____:.___, ____ _ 

6,ioo~oo 
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Audit Report (Commerciul) for the year ended 31 Marc/I 2005 

(l) (2) 3(a) 3(b) 3(c) 3(d) 4(•) 4(b) 4(c) 4(d) 4(e) S(a) S(b) 5(c) S(d) (6) (7) 
~·-·---· 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
DEVELOPME1'1 

22. Timi! Nadu Urb1n Fi""ncc S, 149.92 5,986.44 -- 11,136.36 
ind lnfnstruclure (gnnl•) (grants) (gr1nl1) 
Development Corporation 
Limited 

23 . Tamil Nadu Rural Housing - ·- -· ·- - (19,328 11 ) ·- -· ( 19,328. 11 ) 
and Infrastructure 
Development C-Orporalion 
Limited 

TRANSPORT 

24. Metropolitl.n Transport - 4,000.00 4,000.00 
Corporation Limited 

2S. Tamil Nadu SlJle Transport - 6,200.00 -- 6,200.00 (225.00) ... ·- -- (225.00) 
Corporation (Madurai) 
limited 

26. Tamil Nadu Stale Transport - 2,9 13.00 -- 2,913.00 
C-Orporation (Coimbatore) 
Limited 

27. Tamil Nadu State Tnn1port - 3,900.00 -- 3,900.00 
Corporation (Kumbakonam) 
Limited 

28. Tamil Nadu Stlte Transport - 2,000.00 - 2,000.00 
C-Orporation (Salem) Limited 

29. Tamil Nadu State Transport - 3,117.35 -- 3,117.35 
Corporation (Villupunm) 
Limited 

MISCELLANEOUS 

30. Tami l Nadu State Muketing - ·- -· -· · (6,S00.00) - -· (6,S00.00) 
Corporation Limited 

TOTAL(A) 5,037.72 l ,lJ,792. 70 -· l ,211,RJ0.42 9,241.00 40,5"7.85 - 112.37 49,901.22 ... 61.00 311.28 97.28 ... 6, 100.00 
5,432.SO 8.562.08 13,994.58 (10,642.46) (l,93,987.49) (112.37) (l,04,741.32) 
(grants) (grants) (grants) 
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No 
" II' 
I\) r. 
;l 

(I) 

Lil) 

) J; 

' (2) 

Sl'ATlJfORY 
po~p~TlONS, 

T~Qlil Na~ti Ei~ctricityB~ard 

TQ1:A~~B),· 

r· 

3(a) 

.......... 

1,, 

·------------...,..---0.,--
. 3(b)' 

. 92;454.SS 
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(grants}, . · 

J(c) 

,!4).86 
(gr~nts) 
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92,454.ss 
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(grants)·· 
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4(a) 4(b) . 4(c) 4(d) 
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4(e) 5(a). 5(b) 5(c) 5(d) < (6) (7)' 

·--.-,~--.-·--,,-,-. .,----

;,: .... 
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(grant~) , , · · (gran!S) •
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• • (grants)·,. · · .. , 1 ·• ,, · •.. ,; · 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for the year ended 31 March 2005 

ANNEXURE-4 

(Referred to in paragraph 1.7) 

Statement showing financial position of Statutory corporations 

(Rupees in crorc) 

Particulars 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 
(Provisional) 

l.TAMIL NADU ELECTRICITY BOARD 

A. LIABILITIES 

Equity capital• 225.00 425.00 510.00 

Loans from Govenu11ent --- --- ---
OLher long-term loans (including bonds) 7,281.82 9, 104.85 9,280.47 

Reserves and surplus 1,314.81 1,347.82 1,375.65 

OLhers (subsidy) 2,346.99 2,755.27 3, 145.69 

Currenl liabilities and provisions 6,324.95 5,874.00 7,046.99 

TOTAL (A) 17,493.57 19,506.94 21 ,358.80 

B. ASSETS 

Gross fixed assels 14,769.20 16,535.08 17,516.29 

LESS: Depreciation 5,329.05 6,29 1.60 7,363.36 

Net fixed assets 9,440. 15 10,243.48 10, 152.93 

Capital works-in-progress 2,9 10.38 2,702.26 3, 179.93 

Assets not in use 2.55 0.31 0.28 

Deferred cost 4.59 9.8 1 7.65 

CurrenL assets 3,830.98 4, 136.12 4,497.5 1 

Investments 9.29 9.20 9.24 

Subsidy receivable from the Govenunent --- --- ---
Deficits 1,295.63 2,405.76 3,511.26 

TOTAL (B) 17,493.57 19,607.63 21 ,358.80 

c. CAPITAL EMPLOYED• 9,856.56 11,207.86 10,783.38 

• It represents loan converted into equity capital and arc subject to adjustment against subsidy receivable 
from Government. 

• Capital employed represems net fixed assets (including works-in-progress) PLUS working capital. 
While working out working capital, the element of deferred cost and investments are excluded from 
current assets. 
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. . . ! 

2. TAMIL NADU WAREHOUSING CORPORATION 
' 

Particul~rs • i 2002-03 

I ; 

A. LIABILITIES- .. ,,_ 

r - -

Paid-up capital 
: 

7.61 . ' 

Reserves and surplus ! 30.40· 
i 

Subsidy I '0'.19 

Trade dues and current liabilities(including provisi~n)_ 7.25 

TOTAL--·- . -· -.--· ,- 45.45 
' 

B. ASSETS 
' 

Gross block 
I 
! 39.89 

: ·: - . 

LESS: -Depreciation . I 10.93 

-Net fixed assets· ; -·. - 28.96 .. 
Capital works-in-progress 

: 
0.05 

Current assets, loans anq advances ·· i 16.44 
I 

.• -
\ TQTAL -· 
i 45.45 

.. I 
·38.20 c. ·: ·CAPITAL EMPLOYED" I 

·Capital employed represents riet fixed assets PLUS working ~apiful . 
j l03. -

i 
: i 

I 

A1111exi1res 

(Rupees in crorc) 

2003-04 2004-05 
(Provisional) 

" 7.61 7:61 

31.27 33.22 -
0.19 0.18 

7.43 9.06 

46.50 ·50.01 · 

40.02 40.33 

12.01 ·. ·. '13.04 

28.01 2729 

--- ---
18.49 22.78 

'46.50 50.07 

39.07- 41.01 



Am!it Rep011 (Coi11111ercial) for tlie year e11ded 31 M arclr 2 005 

ANNEXURE-5-

(Referre<ll to in-pa1:agraph i.7) 

Statement showing working results_ of Statutory corporations 

1. TAMIL NADU ELECTRiCITY BOARD 
. -· - - - .. 

(Rupees in crurc) 
--

SI. : Particulars . 2002-03 2003-04 
I 

---- 2004-05- - I 
No - --- (Provisional} - I 

1. (a) Revenue receipts - 9,515.74 - l l·,508.21- i '1-1,835.22 

'(b) -_ Subsidy/subvention from Government -2,212.14 250.00 I. 
·--- 924.50 . 1 i 

I 

'TOTAL 11,727.88 ---11,758.21 - 12,759.72 I 
2. I Reveriue expenditure (net of expenses capitalised)- 10,203.30 11 42U5 

-1 
11;945.41 . ! 

. - ' - -. I including write off of intangible assets but excluding 
--

I 1 
depreciation and interest · _ - -_ · --

3. Gross surplus (+)I deficit (-) for the year· (1~2) 1;524.58 
--

331:06 -!HA.Ji . I 

'i 
1- Adjustments relating to previous years 82.45 

--
281.57 T 

- -- I 

4: 11.25 I 
i - i 

5. i Final gross surplus (+)I deficit (-)for the_ year_ (3+4) 1,607.03 -624.63 
-1 _- _-825.56 ! I 

-' --- ---
6. I Ca) Depreciation (LESS: Capitalised) 816.73 969.97 

.. 
l,ei79: 13 ' 

I• (b) Interest on Government loans --- --- ---
(c) Interest on others; bonds, advance, etc., and 931.72 981.02 1,084.30 

finance charges 

(d) Total interest on lOans and finance charges (b) + 931.72 981.02 

I 
1,084.30 

(c) 

(e) LESS: Interest capitalized 253.99 216.23 I 232.38 I 
I (t) Net interest charged to revenue (d)-(e) 677.73 764.79 I 851.92 I 

(g) Total appropriations (a)+ (t) 1,494.46 - 1,734.76 I 1,931.05 I 
i 

7. ·Surplus (+)/deficit(-) before accounting for subsidy (-)2,099. 57 (-)1,360.13 (-)2,029.99 _I 

'from State Government {(5)- 6 (g)-1 (h)} 

8. Net surplus (+)/deficit(-) {(5)-6(g)} 112.57 (-)1,110.13 c~ )1, 105.49 

9. Total return on capital employed" 790.30 (-)345.34 (-)253.57 

10. -Percentage of return on capital employed 8.02 --- I 

Total return on capital employed represents net surplus/deficitPLUS total interest charged to Profit and 
Loss account(LESS interest capitalised). -
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- - -- -- - -- - . . - " - -_·'J 
• 2. TAMIL NADU WAREHOUSING CORPORATION - - - . - . - I ~ 

L Incoine -_ 

(a)_ Warehousing charges·-

(b) -Other income 

-.! TOTAL 

2. }:xpemics -

Establislirneiit charges 

.(b) -Othe! expenses -

TOTAL 

3. P;ofit (+)I Los~ H_ before tax 

4: _Other !IPPrnpriatiorui/adjustments_ ·· 

5. Amount availab_le for, dividend 

6. DiVidend for tlie y¢ar (excluding diyldend tax) -
.- - - - . - - . - . - - --·-

7. _ ~otal re~11Tn oh cl!pi tal eltlployed, · .-~-

8. Percentage of r~tum on capital employed 

:.-; 

··::·· 

I 
1--

__ ., 

i­
i· 

·:­

' ; 
I I, 

). 
'i 

1-
··1 
-1 
I 

\ 
i 
I 
' ' j::-

i 
1. 

l 
I 
i 
\ 
I 

I 
I 

-1 
I 

-!·.-

i 
-i 

i 
I 

_,;,-· 
-~- ·--: -. --

- ·-- .. .- -,- - .-

(Rupees in c;torc) -_.-

- c. 2()02-03 
~ . !'"' c" •... -. '- :..· .-

- 2004-05 
L • • • 

~;.~;,isiimal) .- -

·15.76 11:72 ,. - 11.73' 

·131 

16,97 .13,09' -lf44-

T3F 7.LJf -7.17_ 

LIAO 4.61 

. 14.1-2 -- .1_1:78 

,:2.8_5°'' i.66 
-_:0.46: ---o:n_ 
- 3.3_1- 2:38 

-·0:53_ 
-2~7L -· 

. ~~- .. 

:_:; ..-

__ - __ . 

. __ ;; 
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Ai'ulit Report (Commercial) for.the year e11ded 31 Marclt2005 

ANNEXURE-6 

(Refeirn·ed to in pamgmph 1.11) · 

Statement showing_operationaU performance of Statutory corpomtfons 

1.'· TAMIL NADU ELECTIRICITY BOARD 

I 
SI. .f Particulars - 2002-03 2003-04 21104-05 
No I 

.· 

(Provision al) 

1. Installed capacity (MW) 

(a) Thermal 2,970 2,970 2;970 . 

(b) Hyde! l,996 1,996 1,988 

-.(c) I Gas 321 424 424 

(d) j Oth~r 19 19 19 . 
! -

! TOTAL 5,306 5,409 5,41H 

2 .. Normal.maximum demand 6;957 7;253 7,556 

.Percentage increase/decrease (-) over previous year ·- 4.04 - 4.25 4.18. 

3. Power generated 
·-

·. (MKWH) 

(a) - Thermal 21,080 . 20,431 . 20,004 

(b) Hyde! 2,724 2,067 4,426 

(c) i Gas 1,107 l,592 2,003 
·. 

(d) Other 18 24 18 ·'. 

TOTAL 24,92~ 24,114 26,451 
: 

Percentage increase/decrease (-) over ·previous year _ (-)2.48 (-)3.27 9.69 

LESS: Auxiliary consumption 

(a) Thermal 1,811 1,736 1,735 

(Percentage) 8.59 8.50 $.67 
_, 

(b) Hyde! 201 484 ·251 

(Percentage) 7.38 23.42 
.. 

5.67 -
' 

Cc) Gas 51 86 115 

(Percentage) 0 5.40 5.74 

TOTAL . 2,063 2,306 2,llll 

(Percentage) 8.28 9.56 7.94 

5. Net power generated 22,866 21,808 24,350 

6: Power purchased 

(~) Within the State 

(i) · Government --- 8,391 . 8,606 

(ii) Private 4,994 . 5,997 4,825 

(b) Other States 4,067 ---· ---
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,.•'' ...... - . Am1ex11res 

SI. Particulars : i 
2002~03 2003-04 2004-05 I 

No ·! (P~ovisional) 

(c) 1 Central grid ' I 12,399 10,996 12,463 
·~ 

7. ) Total pow~r available for sale · ·' .• I ·44!326 47,197 50,244 
I 

'· 

8. Power sold .. .: . . . 
·. . . 

J (a) Within the State · i 
... 

•36;077 '38;374 -40,848 . 
I 
I 

·-.~ 

(b) Outside the State \ 270 323 352 I 
I 
I 

9. TransmissiOh:aild distribution !Osses i . 7,979 .· .. 8,495 ·9,044 
'• I .. 

I 

10. L.oad factor (Percentage) . ! .. 

(a) I 1 I 15.58 l l.88 25.00 i Hyde . ! .. 
. 

! i 81.0 78.53 77;00 (b} I Thermal 
I 

11. ·Percentage of trails1nissioh and distribution Jos~~s to total 
. ' 

18.0 18.0 18.0 
power availa[Jle for sale· i 

I 

J2 Number ofvillages/to\vns electrified (in lakh) 
·I 

0.64 ·o.64 '0.64' I ... 
n. · Number of pump sets/wells energised (in lakh) i 16.76 .17.03 '17.37 

. . 

. 

Number of sub-stations 
.I 

98.4 1;082 14, -! 1;044 

15. Transmission and Distribution lines (iri lakh KMs) 
. . . I ... 

(a) ~High/medium voltage 
I 

1.24 1.44 1.46 i 
I 

(b)i Low voltage · 
I 

.4.56. 4.68 4:77· i 
l 

16: Connected load ·(in MW) ·1 .27,538 29,404 3\981 
! 

17 Number of consumers (in lakh) ·- ! 161.44 1.66~51 . 171.27 
I ·' ... 

18. .Number of employees{in lakh) I 0:87. o.~4 0.80' 
I .. - . 

19: Consuiner/e~ployees ratio (No. of consumers pe~ employee) 185.56 198.22 " '. 214.09 
. ' - . ., .. -· ·· .. - . - . -! :. . .. . 

Totalexpertditure;01rstaff during the year (Rupe~s in crore) 
.. 

20: 1,552:67 ·1;634.26. 1,647.98 
·. ___ . ' ! ' 

21. · Percentage of expenditure on staff fo total. revenue .. n:18 12.42. lJ.87 
expenditure .. · • . · \ 

22. ! Units sold I ·{MKWH)· 
i 

(a). Agriculture· · . ! . 9,030 9,588 9,764 ! 

Percentage share to total units sold 
I 

24.78 I 24.84 23.70 I ... 

(b) Industrial l 12,667 .. 13,497 15,349 
.· 

. Percentage share to total units sold I .34.85 34.88 37.25 I 
(c) Commercial -1 3,586 3,498 3,794 

I 

·Percentage share to fotal units sold I 9.87 9.04 '. 9,21 . -~ -

(d). Domestic 
. I 9,003 9,894 ·9,857 

I .... 

· Percentage· share to total units sold· i 24.77' 25.57 23.92 

(e) I Others 
i 

2,061 2,221 2,436 I· 

i 
Percentage shardo total units sold I 5.67· 5~73 5.92 

I 
36,347 38,697· TOTAL I 41,200 I 

I 
-! 

i 
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A,iulit Report(Commercial)for the year emled31 Marcli-2005 

-
Sl I -Particulars --2002-03 

--
2003-04 ' -- .2004-05 

1'To I (Provision air i 
--

; _\ (JPaise per KWH) 
--

<*) Revenue (excluding subsidy from· Government) -- ·:·: 262 297-- 287 

ch) Expenditure"' 296· -- 315 319 

(c) ! Profit(+) I Loss- H (-)34 -- (-)18 (-)32 
- - _--

(d) j Avefage subsidy claimed from Government ---61 --- --- 06 - 22 
--

~e) Average interest charges 26 ·.29 29 

2,. TAMJIJ[:;NADUWAJREHOUSINGCORPORA'fION 

Particulars - -_ 

--
2002"'.03 __ -2003~04 : 2004-05 ; 

66 65_ 65 
-< -. --

I Number of stations covered -

_ J Stofag~ capacity created up to the end9ftheyear (tonne in 
- i lakh) - - -

-·-
(a) ·owned 6.do 6.00 6

0
00 

- (b) Hiied 0.37 0:36 0.36 

TOTAL-- 6.37 6.36 6.36 

Average capacity utilised_ during the year (Jakh metric _ :5:~4 -- ·-- -3.69 - . J.52 
I tonnes) -. - _: 

Percentage of utilization -- 73 58 55 
--

frf79. 354:72 381'.88 
: 

-A v~age reven~e per metric tonne per y~a~ (Rup~~s) -

_ , ____ A~efage-exJ;ensespermetric to~e per-year (Rupees) 264A2'' 32028 334.68 
-_ ___ , 

i·· .. 
"• • r. 

. . ; .· 

.... 
• Revenue expenditure includes depreciation but excludes interest onlong-ternUoans._ 

- - - - - - - - 100. 
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Audit Report (Commerci11l)for tlie year mded 31 Marcli :ZOOS 

SB. 
No. 

(1) 

I. 

2. 

3. 

ANNEXURE-8 

(Ref en-red to iri pan·agm11h 1.30) 

·Statement showing paid-up capital, investment and summanisedl working resuHs of 619-JB cminpannes as per tlhlefr latest finalised , 
accounts 

(Figures ill1l columns 5 to 17 are Rupees in lakh) 

Name of Status Year of Paid-up Equity by ILt:ians/grants by , Total investment by way of Profit(+)/ Accu-
.company account capital equity, loans and grants Loss(-) mulatcd 

State State Central Others State State Cen- State State Cen-
Profit(+)/ 

Govt. Govt. GoVt. and Govt. Govt. tral Govt. .GoVt. tral 
,Loss(-) 

com- its· com" com- Govt. com- Govt. 
panies. panics panics pa~ies 

-
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) I (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15f (16) (17) 

.. 

: (-)3,722.12 Tamil Nadu .. Working 2004-05 2,266.01 --- 668.40 695.10 902.51 . --- --- -- 668,40 695.10 (-)559.72· 
Teiecomffiuni- (29.5%) (30.7%} (39.8%} 
cations Limited 

Tide[ Park Workfog 2004-05 . 4,400.00 -- 1,275.00 ; --- . 3, 125.00 -- --- -- -- 1,275.00 -- 2,588.91 5,144.13 
Limited (29%} (71%) 

Tamil Nadu Working 2004-05 6,935.99 2,444.49 236.02 --- 4,255:48 . --- -- --- 2,444.49 236.02 --- ,3,794.60 21,53L48 
Newsprints and (35.2%) (3.4%} , (61.4%} 

· Papers Limited 

HO 

11 

--
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Q) 
II) 

~ 

Am1exures 

ANNEXURE'.;9 . . . - . ' . 
'. • • I ' . • •• . •.·· • 

-(Rden-ed fo fill] paragmplij 2.13) · 

- ~tatempieHlllt showing prod!lllldfoirn hmnrs fosfdueto vadmlls reasoll!ls nn 1:amnll Nadiui Sugan;Corpoi-attfori Limiited and.: 

Perambahu SU.gmr Mills Limited 

St j lReasons · ' ' I No:rm. 
TASC() (AASM) ; _1 ·· . .. (Figu.,; in;p~llentag<) . 

- PSM: --

N.~· 

I ~on-availab~lity I 1. 2 
-or sugarcanr---

2000-(H±- 201H-02 ' 2~02-03 2003-04 2004-05 '' '2000-IHt· ' •. 2ooi-~2_- --.- 2002-0=1_' :e- 20?3-04+-·12004-0~--
- 3.91 3.54 1.72 2.10' 6.95 0.98. ' 0.57 .0.90 -- - 8.02, ' 10.38 

_-·I--'~- _____ ~--------- ____ 1 ___ _:: _ _..:._.::..._ ____ ,_-'--......_ -------·-~. __ :___ ____ .:_. : ·-L---~--------- - __;_ ... ______ ,,_........:.;_. ________ ...:......_ ;--·-----'----. _:: . .'.. __ ______::._ _____ ...:......... ______ _.:. __ ___._:.__~-~-----...:;_.- ---:--·--~,·--·---·-------1--------------'- ---~--------'-----'---

2. I Engineering I '2.5 

3. 3 General - • 

3.95 ·:us: 2.51 ' 2.12 0.56· 8:7Q, ' 8.74 - _8.55 I- 2.03 

-3.58 4.51 4.10 2.51 3.98 A'.19: .• 6,20 4.77· 

-2.50_-

3.17 
deaning 

413'1"" I 
0.5 

g 5. -Total ' · 

1.01 - 0.22 ·o.76 0,22 1.08 ,, 0.92 1.33 

.12.45 ' 13.45 9~09 . 14.09 •16.59 15.14 '; 11.38 

0.35 ... 

16.40 

_., 

·-
. - ·.:> ., . 

~: 

.,-· ~· .,. . 

.; 

lH 
·,,.. '·' .· 



Audit Report (CommerciiBl) fo~tlae year ended31 Marcia 2005 • •• 5 .. ·_.; 
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ANNEXURE-iO 

(Referred to i~ paragrnpb 2.i1)-

: Scitement showing extra expenditure.due to excesstonsumpiiori of stea_m·oyerthe llllOrm 
---_ ... in·Tamil'N.adtll SugarCon·pomtion Limited"and PerambaRur Sugar Mills Limited 

SI. :J. 
No.\\ 

- 2000-IH • 2001-02 

TAMKL NADU SUGAR CORPORATION JLIMITED (AASM) 

L 'I Power generation(Kwh) -92~55,152 : 88,35,834 -

.2~ '! Steam required asper norm of75-,- - 1;23,402' 'l,l7,8H 
\ Kwh per tonne of steam (Mf) 

3. S~eam actually consumed (M1) 'l,29;268 1,16,711 ,-

, I ~ss cons:imption of steam _ 4. 5,865 ---
'• 

5. j Generationcostofsteam (Rupees 162.23 293;87 
·-'lperMT) ._- ___ 

I-

.'6. : j -Extrn ex~enditur~ -iric~11Ted 9.51 ---
I (Rupees' m lakh) .- --:. 

-.. 
PERAMBAJLUR SUGA}l MIJLLS 

I. i Power generation (Kwh) 
.. 

89,30,476 - 97,55,-562 

-2. -Steam required as per norm of 7 5 l;i9;073- l,30,074 
Kwh pet tonne of steam (MT) 

3. Steam actually consumed (Ml) -J,Jl,804 1,44,4~3 

4. Excess :consumption of steam -12,731 14,409· 
(MT) 

' 
5. Generation:cost of steam (Rtipees- - 245:23 245~06 

per MT) -

- 6. E:\.ira expenditure incurred 31;22 35.31 
(Rupees in lakh) 

' ., 

·-- tl2 

-2002-03 2003-04 
- " 

85,66,309 74;21,410 

1,14;217 - 98,952 .. 

--

1,24,1)4 1,07,987' 

9,957 9,035 

377_.09 _____ -_ 382.37 

.: 

37_)5 
''' 

34~55 __ -

97,26,733 '49/l0,067 
.. - ,· .. 

1;29;690 -_ 65,868' 
.···-

,_J,43~S4T ': 71,612'· 

14,15T 5,754 

310.74 
: 

-- 257.54 ---

36A6. 17.85 

2004--05 

- 56,61,540 

75,487 

' 85,025 
---

9,538 

-.-382.37 

36.4.7 

.:·-

61,85,760 

82,477' 

---
- 90;04"5 ·· 

7;568 

.310:74 
,, 

0 23.52 

I , 
I -

i 
I 
j 

I 
!· 
l 
I 
I 

_I 

--

·1 



,,,, 

a.. 
I ' 

,1. .:,1, 

·;.' 
.1: ., .. _, .. 

Ami~ures 

(:.' 

•': 
1. 1, 

:,·.· 
. :·: 

r·: ,., 
.. ~ 

'· ·, 

ANNEXURE~l l· 
\·.' .. . ' ,, ' 

(Refel!~red,foin pali~agiraph 2.18): . ,, , . ," .·, 

. : ·., . 

:,, 
····;:' . I,, 

: .· . ·, •· .. ,· ' : '· .•. :. .• '. • .· : . ••· ... : ', ·. ,;, •. • •. •· ·: .·' •.· : ... ,, .. : '· . \. : : .... . . . ' " '.,· ·1 •• 

.. . S,tatell1!1lelnt sho.wirig cost. of excess P~\'Ven· consumed, i~ .T~mil Nadal!. Sugai· Com·pqration Lilll!lited .a~~'·.~ea:~.mbalm· ~ugaa: lV!iHls, Jl:.imitedl 
;,.' " " ' . ' ' ' . . ·i . 

PSM sn. 
,, l:'>fo. 

T ASCO (AASM) . . . . 

t---------..-.-.2-00-1-~o-,.2.-.~,-. ·,._20_,9.220~ . r-.200J-04 I- 200~~05 I . 2()00~01, I 2001-02 · I' 2"002~03 --2003-04 .. I 
·, 2004-05 .' f000-01 

. ·~··· :::t::~: l::·g;;o i,;,~:.~::' 9:·t~~~:+~~'.t6;' 6:.:,~;10: • 
3 ... !Power consumption per 
' Mr ~f sugarbane .. ' 

·•,_...:.c .. -cl .. cr:ushed(KWH)c-;~·--:-.--
4.~ I .Excess powei< . 

6onsumed Vs riorrii of· 
' .. I 21 KWH.' 

5. I Exc.ess powe'!' 
·c:bnsumed(in fakh 
KWH) (2))C(4} 

·.···6.· 

7. 

>·. 
I 

·' ,1:. 

Av~rage. rate ofpower 
· (as per. cost audit .. 
report) (Rupees per 
KWH)·· ... 

cost of~xcess poyver. 
c011sumed (Rupees in 
lakh)(S) X:(6). · 

'·, <'•, 

'· 

'. 

25:28 21.J:s. ", ·I . ·22.73 · I 21;SJ5. I · 22.33 

-+-·--•:c-···· .. 

!.6.35 
.. · 

: 17.60 .23~89 7.26 
·'" )1 

f.05 i 1:37. j.54 

: f 

lS.48 , •32>f3: 
l:., 

.... . !:, " 

:· . .' 
:•', 

,.,,: ' '·,~: 

·::·r 

... ··· .·:l13·.· ,', 

.....-;! ., . 

.B. 

':;;:;:~' ':.~:.~;:' 15:.~~":: i ¥~tj;: , 
2~:82 I . 24.58 ·I : 21;2s I .·• .. 22.81 

. l.69 

' . . ' . .. 
21.73 ·· .•. • 8.43, 
'' 

.···· 

·~·:~-'-"--' 

I 

·, ·;: ·,:;. 

ii: 

'd I 

',~:·I 

'":' 

., 

.. ··· 
" 

··' 
"~ 

1•'" 
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Audit R_eporl (Commercial)for.tlie year e11tletl 31 Marclt·2005•. 

ANNEXURE-12 

List of Government companies rnviewed for Corporate Governance 

(Refern'e«ll to nn pamgmpillls'4.19.2 and 4.19.14) 

·SR.No. Name of, the Company Paid-tlp·capital as on 
31 March 2004 

·(Rupees in lakh) 

Listed companies 

: 1. Tamil Nadu Telecommunications Limited (TTL). 2,266.01 

2. TamilNadu Newsprints and Papers Limited (TNPL) 6,935.86 

3. TamilNadu Industrial Explosives Limited(TEL). 2,695.68 

Unlisted companies . 
.. 

4. Tamil Nadu Industrial .Qevelopment Corporation Limited (TIDCO) . 9,417.31. 

. 5. Tamil Nadu Small Industries Development Corporation Limited (SII>CO) 770.00 

6. Tamil Nadu Magnesite Limited (TANMAG) 1,665.00 

' Electronics Corporation of Tamil Nadu°Limited (ELCOT) 2~593.05 7. 

~ 8. Tamil Nadu Minerals Limited (T AMIN)·· - 786.90 

. 9. . Tamil Nadu Sugar Corporation Lim,:ited (TASCO) 779.15 
' 

:ramil Nadu Cements Corp~tation Limited (TANCEM) . 3,741.80 10. 
. . . 

i} I. Tamil Nadu Adir Dravidar Housing and Development Corporation Limited 7,575.41 
(TAHDCO) 

12 .. Tamil Nadu Backward Classes Economic Development Corporation Limited 1,157.01 
(TABEDCO) 

Tamil Nadu Civil Supplies Corporation Limited (1NCSC) 
.. 

13. 3,319.10 

il4. Tamil Nadu TourismDeveloprnentCorporation Limited (TTJ?C) 678.63 
1
15. Tamil Nadu Urban •Finance .and Infrastructure Development Corporation 3,200.00 

Limited (TUFIDCO) . 

)6. Overseas Manpower Corporation Limited (OMPC) 15.00 

·17. Poompuhar Shipping Corporation Limited (PSC) 2,053.00. 

18. TIDEL Park Limited 4,400.00 

19. Tamil Nadu State Marketing Corporation Limited (TASMAC) 860.00 

20. Tamil Nadu Fisheries Development Corporation Limited (TDFC) 445:52 

21. State Industries Promotion Corporation of Tamil Nadu Limited (SIPCOT) 14,321.25 

:22. .Tamil Nadu Salt Corporation Limited (SALT) 317.01 
123. Tamil Nadu Small Industries CorporationLimited (TANSI). 1,505.26 

24. Arasu Rubber Corporation Limited(ARC) 845.00 

25. Tam.ii Nadu Te"'iiles Corporation Limited 154.00 

'.26. Tamil Nadu Zari Limited (Zari) · 34.40 

;27. Tamil Nadu Handicrafts Development Corporation Limited 293.40 

114 

I 
I 



·1. 

I 

SI.No. 
. 

28. 

29 .. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35 .. 

36. 

37. 

38. 
i .' 

39. 

40. 

4L 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

Name of the Company 

!-
1. 
I 

,· . . . . .. I.. . .. 
Tamil Nadu Handloom Development Corpor~tiort Lumted 

Tamil Nadu Forest Plal)tation CorporationLifuited (TAFCORN) 
. • .... ' I . . .. 

Perambalur Sugar Mill Limited (PSM} . I . . . . . 

Tamil Nadu_Ex~servicemen'~ Corporation Lirpited 

T~m.il Nadu Power .Final1ce and .Infrastruc~ure Development Corporat1011 
L1m1ted.. · ! 

, . I • - , 

T9mi1Nadu Corporation for Develop!Ilent of[NomenLirnited .. 
. ' 

Tamil Nadu Police Housing Corporation Limited 
• - ~ • - • 1 

• - • ' - . 1-

Tainil Nadu Medicinal Plant Farms and Herbal Medi~ines Corporatio~ 
Limited i 

Tamil Nadu Medical Services Corporation Li~ited •. 

. Pallavan Transport Consultancy Services Limited (PTCS) 
. • , . I 

' Metropolitan Transport Corporation Limited ~TC) 

Tamil Nadu State Transport Corporation (Madurai) Limited· 

Tamil Nadu State Transport Corpqration (Coilnbatore) Limited • 
.· 

·Tamil Nadu State Transport Corporation (Kmphakonam) Limited 

Tamil Nadu Industrial Investment Corporatio~·Limited·(TITC) 
) '• "r , , ' 

Tamii NaduTransportDeyelopment Finance Corporation Limited ('IDFC) 
.· . ,_ .. •'\ . .. - . . 

• State Express Transport Corporation Limited (SETC) · 
. I 

Tamil Nadu State Transport Corporati~n (Sai~m) Lilnifed · 

Tamil Nadu State Transport Corporation (Vil~upuram)Limited 
. ; I 

. I 

i. 

I 
1-. 

I 
_I 
I 

·-·1 

·us· 
··! 

I 
'I 

. 

".,__ 

.. Amiexw:e.f .. 

Paid-up capital as Oltll 

.Jl March 2004 · 
(Rupees in lakh) 

429.24 

376.00 . 

417.35 

22.91 

2,200.00 

78.42 

100.00: 

20.75 

300.00 

10.00 

24,296.81 

18?695.96 

.7,739.08 

10,484.04 

7,249.56 

6,174.18 -_., 

. 
12;075.37 . 

.. .4,034.74 

·. 6,610.21 

''·-

·-
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· ANNEXURE:.13 

(Ref en;\e4i!· to in parngra pltn 4.19_. H) 
- . - _.-.- . 

Si: Name ofthe .ComJPa1ny ·. 
N<I 

1. · . Tamil Nadu Corporation for 
. :. ,Developnient ofWpll1en Limited . 

Metropolitan Transport.•··· 
·. Cotporation.Lfniite! ~ :. ·· 

TamilN~du State Tr~sp~rt · ,. 
··Corporation (Madurai) Limited·· 

r 
~· I 
'!. ·i·· ·.. ......... · .. ' 

.. ··1 . . .· . 
A;. I Ta,miFN~d!J Stat!! Traru;port- . 
· · L Corporation.(Coimliatore)Limited 

,; . ..:_.- - ·-.-. -

Period Num]bcr of· . 
meetings held 

WOJ-02 t~-
2004-0S 

ioOHJ.i to . ·· 
' i004-05.· . ' ' '. 

•2002-o4 

., ~ioo1~02r~~· ·· ·· < 
io_o_:z.~o~ • .:~--

18 

· .. 8 ' .• 

'4. 

·. 5 

.· .. 2003~04·' ·. , ..••. ··5 . 
-:-~····-; ·--··--·. ~ .. . . . 

'2002-03 .to ·· · ·•9 · 
200~_:04 .. -~ : 

Number or·· 
Directors. 

.l 

. · 1 

'1 

Number of·, 
nicctilllgs 

.attended 

- ,_; .. -

l 

r-~+-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--r-~~~=--;~-.~ .. -.~~~--o-;~~~~"'=,.,......,.='+-~...,.,-~~~~--r 
5. • ;:TiCier'Par'k LimiteCI '· .· 2001~0:2 to . 

20{)_4~05. . 

: K •·Tamil Nadu. F otest Plilntatfon 
. · '.· ·Corporaticin. Limi~ecl · 

· t ~· Jn~tro.P!i:s _¢9rpbnlitpP o(Jiimii~. 
· Nadu Limited 

.. ' 

.. ·. : ·;. . -__ 

. 20CH.-0tto 
. 20(}4-05 ' .. 

ipq1::0i19· 
2004-05 .· 

,_\ 

---:·.-

_,.:_ 



-· i 

.--'; 

I 

\-· 

,·,: 

· , · :\,;-Attendance in-Annual .GieneralMeetfu.gs OfGoverrtinemt companies:· 
. ··-) ·'. , . - . 

3_ 

4. 

. , 5.·. 

'· 
. . - -

N~me. of the Company;· 

Arasu.Rubbet C9rporatiori. 
·Limited · 

··Tamil NatluMinera.ls Limited c. · 

··Year of.Annual 
GenetalM~eti'!g. . ! . 

I 
I · .. 

2002-0lto 2004-05 

2002"03and 
~· 20()4~05 . 

TotaLnumber ~t' N:umber.~f ciireclors, 
directors not attended:the 

meeting 

Jo· 

•Tamil Nadu Civil Supplies 
· Corporation.Li~ited 

. 200lf2 fo2004-0~. 10 

. Tamil NaduUrbailFinance and> 
InfrastructureD~vdopmeht · 
:Cgrpor~tioniinnh:~ · · 

'.Tamil Nadu State 'Transport_:· .. 
CCii:poration (Madurai) Limited 

·-- ~ ,_, . ·-· 

· Tidel Park Linrited . -

..... :.--

\ 

2003-04 

/2001-02. 

- ..... 
~ ; _ _: · .. ' ?,, 

-I· -
I 
i-, ·-··-

11-1 

.-. i 

i 
! 

-~· ._- ~: 

','' 

_.,_ ,:,.· ·.·"-" 

.. ·. __ · .. 

·"-· 

..J·.···· 
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ANNJEXURE-15 

(Refern-ed to in paragraph 4.19.13)< 

Vacancy position ofDirectors in .Government companies 

.... 

. SI.No. Name of the Company .Total number of ·Vacancy position ·Vacant from 
di redo rs ofDirecfors 

!.. Tamil Nadu Fisheries Development 9 .. 2 15.07.2004 
Corporation Lirriited 

2 .. Tamil Nadu Industrial Development. 5 . 1 14.07.2004 
Corporation Limited 

. 

3. Tamil Nadu Textile Corporation 

I 
7 3 December 2002 

Limited 

4. TamilNadu Handloom Development I 12 3 29.12.2004 
Corporation Limited I 

1 June 2002 to 

5,:. Arasu Rubber Corporation Limited 10 December 2004 

1 · . December 2004 

6 .. Tamil,Nadu Sugar Corporation 9 2 15.06.2004. 

' 
Limited .. 

7:' Perambalur Sugar Mills Limited 6 1 01.08.2004 
·. 

8.'· Tamil Nadu Urban Finance and 
·I 

H 3 30.06.2003 

'. fofrastructure Development 
Corporation Limited 

9; Tamil Nadu Pmver Finance and. 7 1 .. 22.02.2004 . 
Infrastructure Development 
Corporation Limited 

10, Tamil Nadu State Transport 11 1 June 2004 
Corporation (Vilhipuram) Limited 

Jf Pciompuhar Shipping Corporation 7 1 10.12.2004 
Limited:c::i " 

12. Tidel Pai:k Limited 11 1 29.09.2004 
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I ..... 
~' 

St !Nameofthecompany · 
No 

Iin.dlllllstry 

Date of 
illllcorpo­
ratioin 

. ' . . . ' . 

ANNEXUIUt:-16:: 
;·; 

(Refen;n·ed to in pairaga-aph 4.1.l). 

Statement showillllg detai!S of compa1111~es having simnlar objectives 
' ' ' . ", '' ' 

Objectives 

'" 

Period or 
accoumts 

Administration 
expenses . 

. (RU.pees in iald1) 

StahJ.s as per 
.Ilatest available . 
. accm1nts profit 
(+)/ . .· 

Iloss (-) 

Almexures 

Accumufotcdl 
foss 

·'. 

..... -~---··-c-·--·---c--i~l.·,-1.J:~it!'l'.!lc!l.!!!!g~tri!lL __ --~l.?M!lY.~ 1'rnm2ti.11g;c: ___ j_1IJ.prnving, ____ e.§l!!b.li.!?_hl~L- .IIDil_ .. ~,20Q~-Q4-'-. -,-~:.'__JI 3.j9__ _ _ -'----~--A0:34 _______ ~1--"--c-'"~"--- ----1~-~---- --- ~-----
. ··· · Development Corporation , 1965 · developing industries iii the State. Promoting · ... , . · ·.· .· .. · 

.2. 

3. 

Liinited ' . . ' ' and Opt(tating for the di~persal of ind~tries in a, . ' . . .. ·. ' . .. . I ;'. 

Tamil Nadu Sril.~ll 
Industries Development 
Corporation Limited 

State Industries . . . . 
Promotion Corporation of 
Tamil Nadil Limited 

23 March 
1970 

25 March 
1971 

manner .i conducive to •' the balance ' regional' 
development of the various parts of the State: . 

Promoting the interest of small or, .any other 
industries in . the· State· ~d. providing them with.· 
assistance. of all kiri.ds.' Promoting. and operating·. 
schemes for the deveiopment of industrieli ill the 
State:· · ' · 

Carryi11g on . the business . of an · investment 
· compa.ny · for ·.providing industrial · tip.!ince ,to 
industrial enterprises in the State for starting; 

.· running, expanding, moderniziri.g. or. otherwise .. 

. The main objective did ,not provide fpr area 
development act.ivities ho~ever, :_based on the: 
Government order the <,:ompany is engaged in 
acquisition and development of land ·.with 
ihfrastructure fadll.ties to prnmote indu8trial 
development. · · · · . .. . · 

. H9 

2003-04. '1,171.37 17.21 

2003-04 600.10 8575.08 

--''--------'-'-----1 . 



Audit R_eporl (Comooaercial) for the year elid~d 31 ftf arcll2005 
,· ... 

: SI.· I NameoHhe comp!linY 
No . 

.JDate of. 
Illlll.CO!l"Jl)O-: 

.., Objectives :.PeriOdLof. j Administration .. Status as per _ 
accounts . exJllenses . . Ratest availablle 

· ration 

Fiif~st 
. :·:r·, 

4. TamilNadu Forest 
:Pifili.tation Corporation 
Limited . 

13 ..... June 1. Acqu.iririg. on• lea.se .. Government ·for.est .. land. s fl.or. 
197 4 • ' raising forest .plantations in particular of 

. eucalyptus, cashew, casuarina or other suitable 
species for the purpose of development' of 
industries based cm their produce. Carrying on . 
the ·busirjess of planters, cultivators, sellers and 
d¢alers . in timber, .. plywood, pulpwood, 
inatchwood; etc: 

20()3~04 

;;.· I Taffiil NaduJea .. 

6. 

J>lanfatiori C9rporation 
'Limited · · 

;A_f~su Rubber .. 
. Corporatio11 

; Construction 

22 
August 
1975. 

' 1.0 
·August . 
. 1984 ' 

, 7. ·I Tamil.NaduState . I 8 . 
'c~l1~ni.;ctio~ Corporation ..• February. 
Limited · 1980 

8. I ;Tamil NaduPolfoe' ·· 
·Housing CC!rporation 
'Limited 

30 April. 
1981 

' 

Proniotirig, purchasii;ig,· leasing or developii-ig•tea 1·· · 2003-04 
an.d poftee. estat~s .in t.he State .. Carrying on the 

, , business of-' planters;_ cultivators, sellers and · 
dealers in tea and coffee and other commercial 

· qrop~'. .· · '· '· · · 

Acquiring on, leaseJrolil the. State Goverruhent I 2003-04 
the rubber· plantations .. in Kanyakumari· District 

. and other, suitable areas in the SMe by purch~e 
I o(lease for raising rubber ,and other plan~atioris, 
Carrying 9n tlie business of planters, cultivators, 

· .. sellers .and qealers in tea;, coffee; cocoa and ·Other 
·agricultural crops. '· -·, '·' .. . 

; Investigating;., . designing· · a.nd. constructing all 
kinds 6fwork in the· State or .outside the State for 
,rJ.vate-or public. 

·Investigating, designing,. executing .. · and 
constructing of .· all .. kinds or' works and 

· conveniences in: the ·. State or elsewhere. 
Formulating and executing.yarious schemes for 
serving. ·and. retired Government servants in the 
Bolic~ Departln:en( · · ' ·· · · ·· · · 

120' 

2091"02. 

2003-04 

(Rupees in lalkh) accmmts profit 
' (+)/ 

loss(-) 

706.64 342)9 

79.32 (~)379.66 

33.53 J 17.44 

·,·,. 

237.10 . c~)647~58 

744.62 86.66 

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

. ; ~ 

), 

Accumulated 
· Iloss · 

564.98 

2'439.88 

' 2643:85 
•l'. 

·'! 

,"':1 



.JI 11111 11 U I 

. :I, ~ 

,.,, 

.. i. 

-- --· -- , __ ......,,__·-r--

SI. ' I N'ahie of the comparly 
No 

. •' 

))de of 
incorpo~ 

ration ' 

•,!:.,. 

, .. 

.. ,: 

-''· 

. ~ : 

.Objcetives 

'\, 

[.._,,.., 

Period of 
acc.ounts 

: Infr,astruct:Ur~ Dev~lopmeni: !,,, 

::•· 

9. :r~i1 Nadu tJtbari' : 
· Finance and Itjfras~cttire 
Development Corporation· 

. --.· . 
2ltyfarch · 
'' 1990 

,~~J%~~rn~~~ai~ia1~±:r~1:f~i··b~;~~~ir;cil~·;I:··· .~003"04: .. ;.· . 
schemes, carryjng !->Ir the busine~s: of:leasing, hire·.· · 
purchase, ,bills qiscouhting, Securitization ,Of all :I : Liciitt!d . ... . · · · · . · . . 

10. ·I· Tamil Nadu Power 
Fiii.ance filid Infrastructure 
. Dev:eloprtierit:Coipor~tlon .·.· 
Lifitit~ ·. . . .. · .. ·. . . 

. 27Jun\! 
1991 

. k~I1ds. ' · · · · ' 

:fin~nc;ing:or' proyicjiI1g.fund,s· ~equii(!d_-for th\!·· 
··:!lcqW:sition, ,: .. ,,·construction . operation···_·· and'' 

maintenance, of projects. and schemes for the 
infraStructur~:. · d~veiop~enL ·•·· .·• .. finaP.cing · l1fr!' 

, . , . . .purc;hase .r:eqi,lfremetitofcables;tran8fon:p,ers.etc: • 
--~~~---c--" ./-~-:-~~-~·-~-/ .. ofJa111il.Nadu.Ele~tricity-Board~-:,:--:~:,-"'--: _____ , __ c 

.,,,, 

1·} 
l .- . : ~ ,' 

",·:. 

.·, ,. 

..-;· .. · 

....... 

.. i. 

_:,_.':.: 

;· 

·, . ~ 

J'otalJ (~xcept Sl~~id; 4; 7 a~d 9) ; 

,· .. 

·_,·. 

'.1, 

' . . . 
. I • ' 

1,-',. 

:'',,, 

<?::· 

.,:·:>·i 

. .: ~ 

--::.: 

•\·: 

'';1 

'1"' 

· ni· 

'.I, 

---.1, i!· 

Administratfon 
'expenses• ·:, ' 
(Rupees in lakh) • 

,12233 . ~· .' 

: .... 

.' 

:r.; 

~ ·. i . 

'/•. 

.• :; .'1· 
·,.,_· 

.. ·.·. ,,,:;.' . ~ . ,. ·' 

t"·· 

•';1 

.. -· 
, . 

. ·: '-

Status as per 
latest available 
accoun.ts profit 
(+)/. . 

.loss H 

' 
:3330.65. 
:1 .. ··· 

~/: 

~ .. 

•' ' -~ 

"i'' .,''.d. 

ti 

· · Almexures 

Accumulat.ed 
.loss 

------• :: !i 

•,.: 

,. ~: 

,., ... 

:·:. 

',c, 

·~ ~ 
ti• 

;',· 



A~ulit Report (Commercial)for tire year e11ded 31 Marcli-2005 
' . 

. ANNEXURE-17 

(Refen:ed to in pali·agmph 4.22.1) 
. . 

Statement showing pan'agirap~sfreviewsforwhich explanatory notes were not received 

Si. ·Name of the '1997-98 1998-99' 1999-2000 . . 2000-01 2001~02 i002-03 Total 
No. Department - . 

,1. Adi Dravidar and --- --- --- I I I 2 
: Tribal Welfare i 

-

2. Energy --- --- ---· I -- --- l 
I 

13. Handloom, --- . --- . ---· --- . I --- I 
HandiCra~, Textiles 
and Khadi 

I , 
4. Highways --- I --- --- I --- 2 

5. Industries --- --- 7 5 5 4 2l 

6. . Rural Development I --- --- ---. --- I 
-and Locai -
Administration 

:7. Small Industries \, --- --- .6 4 4 4 18 
. -

'8. Transport --- --- --- --- I --- ' 
1 

·.TOTAL 1 1 13 10 : 13 9 47 
--

122 .· 
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~nnexures 

. •ANNEXURE-18 

, (Referred to in par:i~raph 4.22.3) . . 

Statement showing persistent il~·reguiarities pertainin.g to Gov.ernment companies appeared! in the Reports of C;\.G of India 
· · (CommerciaR)-: Government of Tamil Nadu · . · · 

SI. No. · I Gist of Persistent 
IrrcJ_,,ruiarities · 

Year of Audit 
:Repo,rt/Para· 
No. 

Money. 
v:llu~ 
(Rupees in 
crore) 

Gist of Audit 
observations 

Actionail>le «>Oints/Action to be · l!>ctails of a¢tions taken· 
taken · 

1~ Tamil Nadu Adi Dravidar Housing and Development Ci11Jrporntion Limited 

l. Inadequate internal 2000-0 II Rs.0.17 Falh.ire to evolve · , , . ·I A test check 1n audit revealed The. Comp<my, while accepting th_e loss, · 
control I Internal 4A.9.I crore effective)ntemal'control the following system . . . Stated (June 2001) that actiori has been 

~Audit system--·----- .. ___ :'-___ ·-: .. ·---;-·---- ---'--:-- -c--c_ •~systems; despite:--;':---"~ ~- -~deficiencies which' facilitated·tI1c -:takentcf improvetlre-existihgsystem-~ ~-
. . r~peai.edly being poirited . misappropriation:, - with respect to collections, issue of cash 

.~1 

out by the Statutory ' ( ) Ma. . . · . f 
1 

· .. · recef pts, etc, · 
A. d"t . · It d. . a mtenance o contra u i ors, resu e m . d ;,, . 11 . · d The matter. was··: reported ·.to the 

Government in Jµne '2001; t11eir ·reply 
had . not' been received: (September 

· · . - · t' · . f · recor s tor co ectton an nusappropna ton o 
remittance by the same person 

. Rs,20.56Iakh during tlte. 
.years l 998-~9'and 
. 1999-2000. Outoftliis 
amount, a sumof' 
Rs.3 .40 lakh was. · 
recovere9, . 

· (b) Issue of receipts by cashier 
without com1ter signature by the· 
competent authority (c) · 
Inordinate delay in preparation 

The Cori1pany had• 
placed the delinqµent. 
officials tind(!r. 
suspension arid also 
lodged criminal · -
complaints. The 
outcome of tl1e · 
investigation was 
awaited. 

of Bank Reconciliation . 
statenient and ( 4) ,No. check. 

· · '· :regarding collecticm of margfn 
'money, subsidy etc:; and 

.··similarly paylnerits to tl1e . . 
·.I beneficianes by the branches .. 

']23' 

2001); ' . 

Further developments' and outcome . of 
the fove1>tigation are awaited (fon_e 
2005). ' 

····; 

,," 

f L, 

~er 

,/ ,· 



' '.~ 
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.;·.' 

. , ~0,4# R,ePP.rt (C~m;uel!rcial)for.,thf! ye(!Jr emied$j. March 2005. 
' ' •'' ' ,.. . ·, . . . ' ' . . ·. 

;'! 

Si. ~~; ·1·.· .. !(;is¢ of Pe.r~i.steea¢ 
· ·· · ·· l!IT~~Jantocs 

·,:, , I ' 

... ~ 

'.i 

> 

.··; 

··,;·· 

; . ;~ 

.·, !· 
.:1: 

i•' 

: r 
:·, 

" ~· 
\. 

,. 

,l' 

'.: 

•'1, 

:·;..:· 

·.·.1: 

Vear of Audit 
\Ren>@rt/Para -· 
No.': ... 

2002~03/ 

i.13 

r 

.~oney 
· vanuc -
, (Rupees Bllll 
crmre) 

Not 
qmmtified·. 

·:.-;· 
\. 

'· ~ r • 

l·: 
l ..• 

.. 

'f. 

·,,,.,,' . 

. :<:;ist of Audit 
· ...... · ;obsen:vatfons·· 
.· .... , .:· ',".'. . ' '.:-, 

•t :' 

·, ~ )~ : 

The:~()~pany;did,'not 
have' any effecti,ve' ' 
intem31 aucijt systen1. ·· · 
The Statutory auditors 
fuld b~en rep¢atedly ' ' 
meittlofling in their - . 
reP<lrts since 1988~89 • 
that the ¢dmpfil\ydict .· 
notha.ve any fohrial ,,', 
internal audit System 
commensurate With the 

' size and natllre of.:' ' 
business;. Statutory : 
auditors hiid 'further 
stat~d that: the' existing .. 
internal checking ' ''' 
i;ystem needed to b~ 

.. s~rength.ened: Though·· 
the Company has.··· 
nominated an officer as 
Intefnitl Audit· Officer, 

. Ille is. not being (lssigned 
· ·e~Clus1ve internal !lUClit · 
work.. 

·2··· 

,I 

·:-
t· 

•,, 

"1' 

,, 

;, 

' 

Act~O!IU\bie rr~oint~/Ac¢no~ to be 
·'taken · · 

:.· 

~ :' .. 

•AstheCori1pany.has 29 district 
offices, ~here is ari urgent n.eed · 
fora fuU.-fledged' and 

. independent iQtemal, audit wing ' 
for the C011ipan{ · · ,. • · · 

. • -.r ., 

·i. 

('. 

•. 

-i,, 

:·: 

1> 

,. 

·' 

', ,,·· 

'' 

,;.· ,.· 

,, :·· 

.:·, ,· 

\ 1•• • ... ~. 11.241 •'' i' 

:; .,: ',' ·~- ',';; ,. ¥~ ·1 : ; .:. ',> I I, 

_11; . 
. f .. 

::· 

·D~~aills of actfirnrns timellll 

. Further developments (lfe ~waited (June 
·2005). ;· ' ' ' 

,'t'' 

i··: 

.' ~ 

··. r:. 

., 

I'-.,, 

··" : ,., ... ' 
. , . ~·,: 



_.) 1\:1 

..., 

N 
1\:1 · .. ·· I ,,, 
~ .f 

SI. No. I Gist of Persistent 
Irregul:uities 

Year of Audit 
Report/Pant 
No. 

Money 
value 
(Rupees iirn 
crore) 

Gist of AmHt · 
observations 

2. Tamil Nadu Small Industries Develo1>mcnt Corporation Limited 

l. Non­
recovery/delayecl 
recovery • of capital 
cost from .the 
allottees 

2000-01/ 
4A.5~1 

Rs.l.25 
crore 

Failure of the Company · 
to draft the provisional 
allotment order properly 
andinordiqate delay in 

· working oti.t and 
intimating. the final .cost 

'of construction.resulted 
in non~recovery of 

·Rs. l .25 crore for more 
than five years. 

L......LJ 

Actionable points/Action to be 
taken 

The Company should have 
drafted the provisional allotment 
order properly and should have · 

·avoided the delay in working out 
the 'final .cost of construction. 

L..ul 

.Ann.exures. 

Details of actions taken 

The. matter was reported to the 
·Cornpany ahd the Government in July 
200 l;. their.replies haq not been 
received. Further developments are 
awaited (June 2005). 

-~-----------------+- ______ 1~ ________________ 
1
_2902:Q3L4.J2_ -1-Rs,J. lL ___ l-.Eailure to.recover-.-"-- Audit-observed-that-as-per-the- - · :'.fhe Gompany-stated(March-2003}that· 

2. 

~! 

Fai.lure to . conduct ,. 200.1 ~021 
deniand . surv~y . 4A.4: 1 
resulted . .. . · m · 
idle/ullfruitful. 
investnient · · 

,·; ', 

crore + 
Rs.75.05' 
lakh 

Rs.4.16 
crore +· 
Rs;l.46 .. 
crore · 

~~ 
~!. 

expenditure on special tenns of MOU, the Con11fany earnest efforts were _being mage to 
maintenance as per the · could have recovered the recover the amount at the earliest. 
Memorandum of - amount hy the end of 
Understanding (MOU) •1999-2000. However; the 
resulted inbfockirig of Company could collect only 
Rs. Ll4 crore besides Rs.2.34 crore during the years 
interest loss ofRs.75.05 1998-99 to 2002-03. 
I<ikh. . . , 

The Company without 
.conducting proper · 
demand survey, 
purchas~d land for · · 
development of · 
industrial plots: 

]25 

Before purchase of land for 
development of industrial plots, 

_the Company should have ·· 
conducted proper demand 
survey and cost benefi! analysis. 

But the fact remained that even after 
.. I four years, the amount was not fully 

·· collected despite the facnhat adequate. 
provisions existed in the MOU to. · 
safeguard the' financial interests of tlie 
Company. 

The matter was reported to Go~emment 
in April 2003. Their reply had not been 
received. Further .. developments .. are 
awaited (June 2005). ··. 

Ti1e Government in its reply (August. 
,2002) inter alia, stated the agreement 
had beei1 entered with SIPCOf to sell 
these plots through them at their selling 
price. 

'\ l 
)'' ,..·/ 



' ' 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for the year euded 31 March 2005 

SI. No. Gist of Persistent Year of Audit Money Gist of Audit Actionable 1wints/Action to be Details of actions taken 
Irregularities Re11ort/Para Yaluc obscn1ations taken 

No. (Ru11ccs in 
crore) 

This has resulted in Further developments arc awaited (June 
blocking up of Rs.4. 16 2005). 
crore and consequent 
interest loss of Rs. 1.46 
crore. 

2002-03/ 4.11 Rs.1.36 failure of the Company Before developing an industrial The Company in its reply (December 
crore to assess the demand estate the Company should have 2002) stated that as a Government 

before developing an assessed demand potential. undertaking, it had the responsibility for 
industrial estate resulted the formation of induslrial estate in 
in blocking up of funds backward and rura l areas, where there 
Rs.1.36 crore for more was reasonable demand. 
than six years. 

However, Audit observed that tht'te was 
no demand at all in this case and the 
Company was able to allot only two 
sheds till September 2003. Thus, the 
induslrial estate was developed without 
any demand survey before hand. 

Further developments are awaited (June 
2005). 
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Amiexwes 

ANNEXUJRE-i9. 

. · (~·efo~red to bu parag~aplhl 4.22.3) 
,I: 

.. State~eiit slhiowhngpeirsnstertt nrregllllRaritnes peirtaftllllnllllg to _Statutory corporaitn~lllls atppemredl il!ll tllne Repoirts ofCAG of.bncllia.(Oommercfall) 
· · · ·.· ··· · .· · · ·. · ·· .. · 7 Goverinmentof TamilNadlllll · · · · '· ' .· ' · · · · 

,· ., ' . ' . ' 

. \I, 
...... 

',,,.· 

' .', ' 
' ! • • 

.1.: ·'1,'(' 

. . Defankor aetioifus takellll '.·'·": , .. ,. " ' 
Year oL' · Money 

•.!Audit· .· value. 
Repoli1/Pair2 . · CRun1Jees . 
No. '' ' . fillll crore) . 

, ' ·' 'I 

. Sil •. No. r°Gnstof . 
:Persisteniit ··_ . 
yfrrei:,i-unllarities ,, 

. , ·~ ' ' . 

·•I· 

Acthma~~e poinnts/Actiollll: · 
to be takellll. ·· · 

Gist oJf.Aun~it obse1rvati.m11.s · 

,\·'' 
_,_1. 

_ _!;_'!!1!!11!l)~-~~1lll ... JE:!e~t!Il~!t'.1'. )!Qa.JC«L __ , __ >"~ .c. .. ; .. 'c---~-~-~ :~ ... ~c . .:: "-c- __ -'; ___ ,___ _ . - - - - .-- --- -.-- - - --- - -;---'.: . .'... ..... .:. - - -- ....... ........: .. -·-- 7 ":, .. ~..l.:: ......... : .. · - - --- -- ---- ---- - - - - - · - --- ------

: 1. . . I ::Ex&nsiori Qf'. . . '. 2001 ~02/ . ; ~5. Zl · I The J?oard e~tended undue ben~fit of ·. . Before adipitting,.the cl~ms ,· On bdhg p~iiifed. out by artdit, the 
1:1ndtu~ ben~fit to,, 4B. l.2 crore Rs'.5~21 croreto ru:1 ~dependept .. . of the Indepen.~eint Po\\'.~r ~,oar~ re.cpvered a ~um of RS.8.6~ crore 

.: .. 

. ;,' 

· Independent ... · · · . , .· Power Producer viz., GMR VasavR · · Producers, ili.e Boarcl s_l19uld · · (Rs.6:89 crore towards excess paid 
.; Power Producer . Power Corporation, by notrestricting ensure that the claims , · ... ·· SaiesJax and Rs. l. 73 crore towards 

(IPP) . . . . I , the element of Sales Ta* in.the ftiel preferred ,.by the IPP's are " lntere~filiereon)'in March200i 
··.. . . · cost for power suppli~d ti:(the rate.' strictly in conf~rmicy. with . A.' · : 1 . lt f. th.· A.· . ·d.t .· ·b .. t' · " .. 

· · · ;.11- 'd 'd · · A · .1··, 999 · . ti . . f·p ·· s a resu o ·· is u i o serva 10n actudl y pa1 · urmg pn Jl to te prov1s10ns o ower · · ·· .th·.: ..... · ·
1
d b · ·fu·. · · · · · .... · ·. f. · · · '' · .· .··. . ··· ·· · ·· · · · · · • .. -· . erewou ... e .. ture savmg o. . ·· . 

July 2003. . Purchase Agreement. . n.: 22 __ 84 · · . . th. .. B' d ·d ... · · th " ,,,·· :i· . · .. · . ·· · , .... · · · .ru.. •· q:-ore to e oar unng e ·· 
ren1ainingpe1fod. of PPA viz,, ,ten years . ·· 

.,.<I 1'•· /. 

,., ... ,'., 

" 
.·,, 

1, 

•, ;1 

-~ -- U7 

."I ' 

I '·1 

· and four months:. 

" . . :.J 

.1,· 

.,,.: 
1_.·· :<· 

---

;·· 



Audit Report (Commercial) for tire year ended 3 I Murch 2005 

SI. No. Gist of Year of Mone) Gist of Audit obsen•ations Actionable 11oints/Action Details of actions taken 
Persistent Audit \•alue to be t;Lken 
Irrei:,rularities Re110H/Parn (Rupees 

No. in crorc) 

2003-04/ Rs.40.19 TI1e Board made payments totalling Before admitting the claims TI1e matter was reported to the 

4.9 crore to Rs.40. 19 crore against the monthly of the IPP, the Board should Board/Government in June 2004. The 
claims for lncome Tax b) Mis.ST- ensure that tl1e claims reply is. however, awaited (June 2005). 
CMS Electric Company Private preferred by them are 
Limited (Generating Company) strictly in confom1ity with 
during January 2003 to March 2004. the provisions of Power 
TI1esc payments were made by the Purchase Agreement 
Board ignoring tl1e facts that tl1e 
generating company did not provide 
for tl1e liability for lncome Ta" in its 
accounts for 2002-03 due to losses 
and tl1e company was availing Tax 
Holiday for 10 years commencing 
from April 2003. 

2003-04/ Rs.5.59 TI1e Board extended an undue benefit Before admitting tl1e claims TI1e matter was reported to the 

4.12 
crore ofRs.5.59 crore to Balaji Po\\er of the rPP. the Board should Board/Government in June 2004. The 

Corporation PriYate Limited ensure tltat tlle claims reply is. however, awaited. 
(Generating Company) towards preferred by them are 
interest on working capital (RsA. 70 strictly as per tl1e provisions 
crore) and Return on Equity of Power Purchase 
(Rs.88.90 lakh) even tllough Agreement 
Generating Company would not 
incur any expenditure towards 

' interest on working capital as per 
Generating Compan) ' s agreement 
with fuel supplier and exchange rate 
protection on Return on Equity on . 
tl1e increased foreign equity 
contribution of 5.03 million US 
dollars. 
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"" N 
N. 
I 
N. .... 

·111 

~. 

---------·. - ... -----~- - ----

I SH.No. I Gist of Year of 
Persistent Audit 

2. 

Irrcgufa1itics . Rcpmi/lP'ara 
No. 

\ Extension of 12001-02/ 
undue benefitto 4B.1.lO 
consumers· · 

.. •;_'{ 

2002-
03/4. 26 

.· 
,.: ,.·. 

Money 
value 
(Rupees 
in crnrc) 

Rs.15.49 
lakh 

Rs.18.97 
lakh .. 

·Gist of Alllldit oltisenrations 

Inc.orrect application of tariff resulted 
in undue benefit of Rs.15.49. lakh to 
two c~nsumers viz;, 1\1/s.Pentafour 
Soft~vare Expoi;ts Limited .and. · 

· M/s.ComputeiGraphics Limited 

Actimnable. points/ Actiolrll 
to be taken; 

To avoid revenue Joss, the 
Board should ensure tliat tl1e • 
tariff notified is applied 
correctly while billing 

Amiexures · --- -- -- · --

Details of actions taken 

The Department in its reply stated 
(March 2Q04) that based on the Audit 
observation, the short levy of . 
R.S.2,89,Q50 in respect of 
M/s.ComputerGraphies Limited was 
recovered~ 

.As regards the short levy of 
Rs.12,85,571 in respectof 
M/s,Pentafour Software Exports 
Limited, .the consumer had gone to 
court and obtained interim injunction -
and actfon was being taken by the . 

__ -c---~--+------:- ~------ ---C·---~-1- Board~to vacate-thdnterim injuncticm:--+~-----­
Further developments are awaited (June: 

The Boa~d extended five· separate 
servke' connections to the same . 

. establislunent\vhicl1 resulted in 
extension of undue benefit of· 

• Rs.l8.97lakh to tlie consunierviz., 
Hotel Selvis. · · · 

ll29 

· · Before sanctioning · 
·additional service 
conneCtions, the Board 
should ensure that the 
standard terms and 
conditions for supply cif 
. electricity are scrupulously 
adhered to by the officials 
of the.Board. · . 

2005) . . 

On being pointed out by audit, the 
Board in its reply (September 2003) 

·-stated tl1at tl1e Chief En.gineer. was 
instnicted to'conv~rt the LT services 
into one Hr service. · . 

The Department in. its reply (February 
· 2005) confim1ed tl1at all the five 
numbers of LT services were merged 
into one HTservice: Howev~r, tl1~ 
replyis silent as. to tl1e loss sliffered by 
the Board., 

/ 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for tlieyear ended 31 March 2005 

Sn.No: I Gist()( : .. 
Persistent 
Iiriregullarities .·. 

.,. 

Yemrolf 
. Aundnt· 
Report/JP'aira 
No: . · .... 
. ,. 

2003~04/ 

4.16 •' 

.M.Q~ey . 
vallu~ · 
(Rupees 
in cro~e) 

Rs.93~06' 
lakh 

•.• 

Gist ()f Aud!ito.~s~nr!Jltiio~s 

In September i 998, tli~· Bdard is~ued 
an order stipulating that whenever 
the.maximum recorde.d demand by 
the .consmher exceeded the maximum 
sanctioned demand· for L TCT · 
services· ofl 12 Kil~watt (KW), 

. penalty should.be levied. The said 
order further stipulated that . . 
implementation of this order would 
be after fixing of electromc meters in 
the respective LTCT services.· Audit 
observed that these orders were noi 
iinplemented in respect.ofthe . 
following two consumers (i) Music 
Academy, Chennaiand (ii) N'1fada 
Gana Sabha, CJlennai. 

HO· 

Actfo_nab~e. ponmi¢s/Actiom1. 
to be talkerrn . ' 

. . . ' ·~ 

• The Board should ensure . 
that all the orders issued by 
.it are implemented by the 
officials, strlctly 

IC 

Det!JIHS_(]lf ~ct¥o.lllls_J~kielI1l 

TI1e matter ~as reported to the 
Boaq:l/Goverilment in April 2004. ·The 
reply is ho\vever, awaited.· 

':.' 

11 ·1 
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' (Refen~tll, t() n:im·pan•agrnph 4,23.Jl) 
·..c I 

· A1rl!exures 

-Statemellllt showing the_depaiiim~nt.;wJise outs~t~dilfl!g- insp:ecdmin -n·epo~is 
- - - - - . - i : - - - - ·-· ' -~ ~ - - - - -

·St ! 
I 

No 
Name: of Dei)artme~t 

.·_:·· 

l. Industry 

2. ·Small Industry" . 

·. 3: Information Technology· 

· 4. Commercial Taxes' 

s: Information and Tourism 

6. · 1 · A,griculture . 

7. · Prohibition and Excise 
." ;_ 

' .i .• 
i 

i __ - __ -, __ --_ 

·. iNumlber · 
-._ !oil>sus 

l --

i 
I 

i 
I · -11 •. 
I 

I 

1~ -. 5 
! 
·r-
' 

i. 
! 

T i .. ·. l 
··' 1 8. - Social Welfare arid Noon-MealPrograrrihie 

. - -.- -· . - ·- ·-.: -:- :,_· 

9. Energy . I 

IQ .• Muni~ip!!IAdmiriistration arid Water .i 
Supply ... . . '· 

- --/ 
11. Transport .· '.9 

12. Fisheries 
. ' 

' 1 . 
--·.··. 

_ 13. LaJ;ourandEmploym_ent 

14. liealthandFamilyW~lfare · . - ·- ,_ .. 

. ·, 

15. Adi Dravidar and Tribal Welfare; Backward - ·-·-·· 3. · . 
Classes, Most Backward Classes and-· · ·· 
Minority Welfare · · · 

16. J Rural Devdopme11t and Local 
Administration · · 

i 

i' 
I 

·-1-
i 

17. :Home If . f 

18~ PUblic Works 

19. Highways . 1 ' 

. 20. • Handloom, Handic;raft~, Khadi ami TeX.tiles I·. 

21. Environmentahd Forest 
,---,-

22. F~od and Consumer Protection 2 

23. Tamil Nadu Electricity Board 1' ·. ;·. 

Grand Total 

-'iPt ... 
I 
I .. I 

- . _. __ : 
' i 
I_. 
I 

!-
' 

.1-
j 
i 

NumberoC 
outstanding 
IR.s:· 

41 

-·-l. 

5 

. s· _-

2 
, . 

.. 33:· 

l ·_. · ... 

2. 

fr . 

·6 ,' 
.. ' 

611 

787 

Number of . Years fro~ · 
outsfoinling which ' .. 
paragfaplif· _ paragraphs 

; out~tlunding 

':244: I 998-99 ,' 

1998~99 ' 
·, 

i2 ' 1999~2000 

2001-02 

• 33-'· 1994-95 ·. 
- <·_ -

J2 ·._ .. ,_.·2oor-02 

32 .· .· . 2000c01 · ·· 

_· i6 ·2000-01 
•' 

-- ·. - .. 

__ ·. 4 2003-04' 

2003:.04'_ 

·.-· 
< 125 .-·' 2000~01 'i 

: ' 2004-05' 

1996~97 

'2000-0( 

41 

2004~05 
": 

3 ··c.· .-, ·.'·2002-03: 

-i 9,95-96 

' .. 2002-03> 

.· .. 200Q:OF 

' 29.' 

2,695 ·1997-98 

· 3,503 

. -:":"--. 

:: -=-

- .,. ' 
' .. 
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Amlit Report(Commercial) for tlie·year e11ded 31 Marclt 2005 

·ANNEXURE-21 

(Refeirred to _iri ·paragraph 4~23.i) 

• Statement showing tlhi_e depm1ment-wise dlmft pamgraphs9 reply to whi~h an·e awaited! 

.-

SI.· Name of Department. -· Numberof · Periocll -of issue 
No cllr:ift. 

.. paragraph§ 

1. Industry .2 March and August 2005 

2. Energy 8 March to August 2005 

3. Co-operation, Food and Consumer 1 April2005 
Protection 

4. I Transport 1 August2005 

5. Information Technology 1 . April 2po5 

6; Small Industries 1 May2005 

7. Finance 5 July 2005 

TOTAL 19 
' . -
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Annexures 

GLOSSARY 

Glossary of technical terms used in the Review on Purchase of Wind 
Energy Power by Tamil Nadu Electricity Board 

SI.No. Terms Para Meaning 
reference 

I. Potential sites 3. 1 Sites declared by Ministry of Non-conventional Energy 
Sources. Government of India in which wind can be 
harnessed for electric power. 

2. Wheeling charges 3.3 Board's commission towards usage of its infrastructure 
facili ties for transmission of power from the point of 
generation to t11e point of usage. 

3. Infrastructure 3..l Charges collected from WEG developers lo 
Development charges create/enhance/establish transmission network. 

4. Power Factor 3.9 An index prescribed for efficient supply of power. Any 
variation from this affects quality of power. 

5. lnfinn power 3.12 Seasonal power which is not avai lable continuous!). 

6. Load shedding 3.12 Temporary curtailment of power suppl) to a specific 
area. 

7. Load centre 3.12 Place at wllich power is consumed. 

8. Grid 3.14 Network of electrical lines. 

9. Feeder 3.14 Main line cart) ing electricity to the distribution pomt. 

I 0. Connectivity 3.14 Linking of wind electric genenllors lo the Board's grid. 

11. Line loss 3.15 Loss incurred in transmitting power from the point of 
generation to t11e sub station. 

12. Interfacing lines 3.15 Transmission lines between point of generation and sub 
station. 

13 . Displacement 3.17 Consumption of electrical energy at a pl<1ce other tlian t11e 
point of generation wit11out involving tnrnsmission. 

14. Reactive power 3.19 The power drawn by WEGs from the Board 's grid '"hile 
generating wind energy power. 
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